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!
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema~ing (the

"NPRMD
), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-ZBUB MAR :

2S ~ :'
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am4N1~nt rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be ado"~ted. ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, esppjiF\.Dy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's pro,,~s:ed"a~ifjq~ board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reljgious broadcasters who resist ~dvidEi @J'I)those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of IiCctrfse 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, musl.present. !

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to airll.me. Proposed public_acc~~s reqUirements would do~o - even if_a_reliQio!Js brol1ldCE!ster __
conscientiously objeds-l01he message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on ~ny 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 govemment ag~ncy - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on I

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 message~ they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceeding~.

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

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MAR, ' .
I submit the followir1?D08>~rw;..!n response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

UNPRMU), released Jan. 24,'200S"·'iWMttbp~et~.~4-233. FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or prQcedures 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~UOfS\tr:aJiif/~taY.Qns, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values~fHe &ABM'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-m~king 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 th~~9m Notice of pr~~s<td~Jjlj~~~Whe
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 'lilt 2S

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First A~efi«rSjJt 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, espOsrnyt!NiSi9US broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adViS6~q:l proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice tforn~hose 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. Propose,d 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 mU!~t 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 !3dito~ial 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 cl~sse~ Qf C\ppUcants 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 $ 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 d(scussed above.
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of' • .... W~I submit the following comments in response t6 lie Localism Notice of rroposed Rulemakin9"\~'~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233: . ' . , '. '<1~ 6.. .'
Any new FCC rul,es, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment r19bts..A number of' OJ

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. .... e:~
", I,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take ad~i~FQ
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose-'tich
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 m~st 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 I

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 am04nt to, coercion. of
religious broadcasters. T~ose 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.

J

(5) Many Chrisii~n br~adcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the ~Iectricity flOWing is often a challe~ge.. Yet, the CO.p1m!ssion proposes to furt~er

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs'in two ways: (a) by requirip9
staff presence whenever a station is ~>n the air and, (b) by further restri~ting main studio 10catiC?n'phoices.
-Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbag~s - and curtailed service is contrary to the'
public interest." . ,

We ur~e the FCC not to l:idopt rules, pr0gedures or policies discussed above. '
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism NOti~.?Gfpr.Qposed RUlerrFa~ ~U RU\.i!TI
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~ 6...

/"l, tSj.·
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vfolaf~irst Amendment riQflts. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and'rTlti$lnqt be adopted.
-"/' ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOUS'b;~,9lJsters, to take acjvice from
peopfe who do not share thefr vafues. The NPRMfs proposed advfsory board proposafs woufd fmpose 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 choice
ofprogrammfng, especfaffy reffgfous programmfng, fs not properfy 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
reug.i.9u5. broadcasters. Those who stay true to their oonsdences. and present orny 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 an 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 FCC is considering rule ~hanges that could forc~~;;iFa~~'mo)tationsto either modify ~heir messages
or be forced from the air. '

Although not directed specifically at those using 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 radfe'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 requirements 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 requirements will give ChrIstian Radio's opponents powerful new tools to harass
and possibly silence Gospel inspired voice~. 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." '

,l'~ ' .. ", •

.' " ~'"R:e:S'l:JIJ'"F:-"But unlike public access ch,a'nnels, which were created' a~a !<ind of open pUblic forum, Christian
Radio is a combination of pulpit and mission. The government Gannot force messages from aJ:lY pulpit, nor
insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints contrary to the Gospel. The sanie way, it should not be
forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or
atheists.

. HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:
The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your commetlts to the record. By Mail: Send a letter,
specifying 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 Rulemaking.
The,Secr~tary

Feder:aJ: C~rnmunications 'Commission-
." . 445J~lh Street, SW

Was'tlingtQn, DC 205~4

, Attn:. Chief, M~dia Bureau. "
By Internet: Visit http://www.savechristiqnra~j0~c.0.m fer 'easy step-by-step insfructions.
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, I submit the following comments in response to th~ Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), r.eleased,~.am~4; ~O,08, in MB ~ocketNo. 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 ~PRM'S proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broa<;icasters 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, particula'rly a religi,ous broadcaster, must present.

, (2) The FCC must not turn every radio station iJito 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 fqrbids imposition :of message '
delivery mandates on any religion. _ ~_. 0, -.~; t

(3) The FCC must not-force revelation of specific editorial decisi~n-making inform,ation.,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 Qroadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a statiQn 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.

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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If}/lo Ma\\ F\u",'jO
rsubmit the following comments in response to the LocaHsttf~?OfProposed R6i~k\ng.(the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. <; S ..<t
b: ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment n9{Jts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - a?9/~ust not be adopted.

'~ ~~ ":l~'9

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religioCl£fbloqqgasters, to take advice from
peopfe who do not share their vafues. The NPRM's proposed advIsory boa"fclprC),posafs woufd Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tho~ 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
ofprogrammi"ng, especfaffy reffgfous programming, fs not properfy dfctated 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.. Tho--se. who stay true to their GOI+sciences. and present orny the. message.s. the.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 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 L~i~~otice of Proposed RulemakiD9 £tbe '! R

"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,. 25 A FCv Mal oom
"I 6:~",,-

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmel'Mights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. :

1Yr: :
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiallfr~j~Plb!Oadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adviS'ar'Y til-oard1;lroposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fro~ fi:tt>se who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follqw 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 fron'\' 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 /
statTons. Ke'eping the,electricity.f1owing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further f. /
squeeze niche and smaller market broadca~ters, by substantially r~ising co~ts in two ways: (a) ~y requil:inQ-_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.

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

Signature

Na'me

~ ·l5· 08
Da

! .J _ II

- :',-' • I ' •• L .... 'I

.. '< I', ~ .~ ,: I' .... \



, ! '''t, , . ec\e6.
~" r~&.\~9

Comments in Response 'to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .'.// ~·':'~',,~~~e\'4'?).:. ,A rlllf'l'\
MB Docket No. 04.233 4/ ; ~~ ~~\\..~,'~ I
I . /IJA- .. .' • f\u..,.l\

[ submit the following comments in response to the Locar~511ice of Proposed RUrelJl;6irw~
"NPRMIJ

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '4/?2S fv

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First AmendTtte'l!lightS. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - ~,~~ust not be adoptea.~,.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reliQrot~roadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRMfs proposed advisory l>q'ar:a.Rroposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from.f!1o)e who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licensefOr 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
ofprogramming, especiarry reffgious 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.

Signature
Date
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Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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~ ~~'"
I submit the following coml":Jents jJ1I~~~ep~IS<p\~~!!l \~P9alism Notice of Proposed o~~~akln~Cthe _n~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, lti 'Me DocKet f'Jo. 04-233. r>~~II.Ia..'Y. h.~
~ .~~ '~'~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A nUj;rl~Of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. «,OV
(1) The FCC must not forC6JIi"lilili?A~~ti;lQs, ~pflRja&1eJjgjous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value59I%the't\fP~M's Pfop~sea advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adv.ice 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, includiUlil the FCCI Jr9.r:r dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mU~~f.~9i:! \/ t:.:J

(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.

~~'1fJ,~
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~ 0
Title (if any) ~

Date
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~~,~ ~
I submit the following comments in re~Ronse !9 ~~.e. Localism Notice of Proposed R~t3fuakia-ithe ~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MS.o,Qpket Nb. 04-233. ~ ~-' ~ ,
, LUUlJ MAR 25 L1 ()

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures musfnot~~ First Amendment rights. A num@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. Th~e,~IfM~, ~~oposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcaster.sfvijliCP~st advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints anaeven 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 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.

'!Ve urge the FCC noUo adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

,
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Received & Inspected

MAR ,41006

FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in~ to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N8~~.?S

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not~ 1unAndrnAnt rights. Anumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - ~;;tv*t;~.

(1) The FCC must not force radio sta~:.~Uy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's'~,.~ board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whO re.t~ from those who don't st.-e their
values could face IncnlBSed harassment, compIairds and even lOss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompstibIe viewpoints to shape their plogranming. The First
Amendment prohDts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious brn8dcast8r, must present

(2) TheFCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum whet'8 anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PIopoeed public access requintments would do 80 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of menage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial deciBion-rnakin information. The choice
of programming, especi8IIy religious programming, is not property dicla~ by any govemment agency - and,
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-plotected editQrial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered ....., system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appIic8tian processing. The proposed mendadoIy special renewal
review of C8f1ain classes of applicants by the Corrmil.ianers themIIeI¥es would 8IIOUfIt to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thoee who stay true to their c:onecieIK:88 and PJiesem only the me 1111 ages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters opaIsle on tight budgets, 88 do many ......market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ftowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission propoSIS tID further
squeeze niche and smaller merMt broadcasters, by 8UbstantiaIIy raising C08I8 in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the_ and, (b) by further ....icting main studio location choices.
'Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacka - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules., procedures or policies diecussed above.

V~B. --t-
Signature

V-;R?', b\ fr~'R.M--
Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Date

Phone
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I submit the following comments in ~9~t.9 the Locaflsm Notice of ProposedR~~oOm
-NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Nc£~.?~.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not~pt Amendment rights. Anumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 80 - and musrnot be adopted.

l;;J ,......
(1) The FCC must not force radio~,/~=religiousbroadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not shant their values. The NPRM's'~-;- . board proposals would inpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who ' . advice from those who don·t &hEn their
values could face lnaeallld hara8ament, compIIIintB and even Ioes of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their progran_ning. The First
Amendment plOhibils government, lnctuding the FCC, from dictating what YiewpointB a broedcaster.
particular1y a religious bra8dcast8r, must present.

(2) - The FCC mUSt notliJm-eNeiy radio station into a public forum where anyone ancfeveryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requlr8ments would do 80 - even if a religious broedcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The F"nt Amendment forbids Impoeition d meIIage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decisiorHnaking information. The choice
of programming, especially I9Iigious progrwnming. is not property diclaled by eny government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things 88 who produced what progrwns would intrude on
constttutionally-plotected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine nNMIW8l appIcation prot I I ling. The PftlP088d mandatory special renewal
review of cer1ain cl__ of applicants by the CommiStIioners themeet.-s would amount to coerdon of
religious broadcasters. ThoBe who stay true to their conecience8 and prelent only the meII Ig88 they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially Rlinola renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters opeIa1e on tight budgets, as do many .nailer merkel secular
stations. Keeping the electricity tIowing is often a challenge. Yet, the COn1mis8ion proposes to further
squeeze niche and IIf118ller market broadca..... by aubetantiaIIy raising coeIB in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the.. and. (b) by further I88tricIing main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposBll would force service cutbacka - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt RIles, procedures or policies diaculled above.

#·J/VV
Signature

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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, . '(tH'e."'rql~RM'·'), released Jan. 24, 2008" h, NIB Docker 1t6~~9~~33. MAR 242006

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A RI@$WJ~f A
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do~ggfll,and ,must not be adopted. oom

, "~~ ,

:'<1) The Fete must" I;Iot f~rce r.adio.,:stati~ns,..e,speGianY:l-reli~:ious:broa~a~t~~; to take advice from
people who do not share their val;ues. The t\lPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional' mandates..-.ReJigious.b(o~~aAter$! W/)9 r~~l~iadvice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassmetft;' Cq!ipI9Ylt~ and even'lo'ss of license for
choosing to follow their own cPl1sciences, rather than alloWing In'f:~atible viewpoints to. shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, musrpresent. .

(2) The FCC must'not turn every radio station into a ptlblic 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 fort~ reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrud;? olil' C~~lifsti~l;Iti:~.m91Jl:~:n0.teGt,d 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. Ra~ising 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.

?MailB't A!1)liil.lfi4, 200.8 to:
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, -Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233
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FCd'MtA.U:.ryoom
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism NOti~ Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRMU

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. #4r;
2S

Any new FCC rules,·policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rig~. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not te adopted. 0: '"

(1) The FCC mustnot force radio stations, especially religiou~:br~d5~sters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boaM"lffoPQsals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from th,)~ w6lt1l?n't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licem e for chooSlrig to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their prog'smming. 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 WhE~re 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 si:ion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-m3king information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated t Yany government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what program:; would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
• • I. .;. : ~\'

•• .,. 040.__....

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whi:h certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The propo~:ed mandatory special renewal
reyiew .o( crertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves w)uld 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 ruinou~ renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do m3ny smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is otten a challenge. Yet, the Com nission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising co~ts in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main s.~udJ9 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 policie$'disC;l,Isseq abov~ .

. 3-/~-~~
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~~ig9 ~~U Room
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233. 1009 MAn

Any new FCC rul9S,·policies or procedures must not violate First Amen~HWnp'''hts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not te adoptee.' -4 6.
(1) The FCC must-not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take ad~j~et!J~om
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory b98."~'proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fr6m· thp'9El-who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licem'e f()(et{op~iI\g to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their pr(}gramming.t:i~First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what \/iewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum ""here 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 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 program:; would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4)' 0' 'The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whi:h 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 w'Uld amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their belief~ ~gL.ll9.-face long, expensive and potentially ruinou~ renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tighJ. bL.ldget,!). ~s do m3nysr:n~II~~ ")~rket 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 COJts 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 QUtbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .. .-. -

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed abov 3.
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FCC Mail Room

I 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.

1008 M~Q
Any new FCC ruIQS,·policies or procedures must not violate'A~inl~d"A~ry,QghtS.A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not te adoTite'iJ.'-

(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 proposeq.~q~!sC?ryboard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resfst adl(l¢Ef1rClm.4lQ~ewho don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss oflicen~iJ~"dchoosing 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 \liewpoints 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 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 t Yany government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what program:; would intrude on
.cof,lstit~ti9nal.ly-prqlectededitorial choices.

, , . .
. ~. ..... --

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whi:h certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of qertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves w)uld 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 ruinou s renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do m 3ny 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~tan~~!ly raising co~ts in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) bYfurtheF restricting·main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curt. tiled service is contrary to the
public interest.

pt rUles, procedures or policie~Ctiscussedabov 3.· .
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233 .. d &\t\S\lected

\ieceNe
I submit the following comments in responSEli8~<2i&m~o~ ijteFroposed RUlemaking~~tM '2. 4 i ", ..."

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . 1'U\l\.. .

Any new FCC rulliS, policies or procedures must not violate First Anendment rights. A nu~eotJ\a\\ ROOm
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not te adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations; ei~~8aft; ~~1~1duS-'Iji}sdcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boar,j 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 Iicem;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 IIiewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum v.here 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,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 by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programli 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 WJuld 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 co~ts 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.

Date
Signature

Address

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

~ I /- f. "4. '" I3Qf+:~+-
Organization (if any)
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. , .. f, neceNeu U I"""'''"Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng 1'\

MB Docket No. 04-233 H~R_2 4 ~ "'/"I"
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the\\ Room

"NPRM
n

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23lf}08 MAR 25 A b: 5 FCC Ma
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Ar.1endme~ rights. A 'number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted: Would do so - anti must-not te adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especia,l~ J.~Ii9.ious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed ad"i~1Y,b'oar1prpposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thbse who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licem.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 tum every radio station mtd a,public forum Ylhere 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,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 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 w':luld 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.

Date
Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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.1 submit the foliowin.g.'GOmm~'IfI~in.r~~a~m$eto th~e Localism Notice of Proposed Rl.Jlemaking
. {~he"N'~RM"),lrel'etsed ·.J'.8!Ii1.'24, 2008:jn MB DocketNo. 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 forc~ radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from'
people who do not share th~ir values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
imp'ose such unconstitution~1 mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lo.ss 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-impositton 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 curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. '

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

;f~ It1iUY1~10--/.~-!.......:1"'---f,/-=2--..:.-00_~ _
Signature and Date '

~obQ....-C+ H. ?: rtry\f\N -:r~.
Name and Address

Mail Bv April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554 .
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I sLJbmit the following c?m~ents in r.esponse to the Localism Notice of Rroposed Ru'"r.ftnWFAoom

"NPRM"), faleasedJan. 24, 2008, m-MB',Qasket.No. 04-233. ! '
" liUUU MIIH 25 A b1 '!tq ,

Any new FCC ruliS, policies or pr0eeduras must not vjolate First AmendmeJ~ghts. A number of
I1>foposals discussed in the NP"RM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be aCfopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who:do not share their values. Th~~~!'~r0Ro.se~advis,ory board proposals would impose suc'"
unconstitutional mandates. Religious br6a'dcaster8-wAl> t.eSi~ad~ice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints alild even ,Joss of Ii~nse for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than alloWing incom~l:Uibll~'Viewpoints to Sf:1a~e their programming. The First
AmendmeAt prbl:libitsgbvemin'etit, incll:loimirthe FCC, from dietating wI:Iat viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

, ; ; Ct ./ f' • .$A

, ,

. (S) The FCC ml!lst n~t .fGrce, revelation of-,specific editerial, decision-making information. The·choice
of programming, espe'cii;1l1y reli~iQl;ls,pi'ogta.mmjng, is :l1ot properly, dictated by any government agency - and
propesals t6,force feparting 0A sUch,things 'as 'who produced'~llIat pregrams wOl,lldintrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. ~

(4) The FCC must ntilt establisl:l a two~tiered ren~waLs¥stem in which certain licensees would be
automaticall¥ bar-red fro/Jl roli!i,@e,reAewal ClPplication procesEiing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes af applicants by the Commissioners.themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conscience.s :fltld present l;>nly the messages they
c,orrespond.to their beliefs, colilld, face :Ion!il, expensive aAd poternti~lIy ruinous reAewal,proceedings.

,r , ~

."'~5') , Mar:Jy:e/:lr.i~,ran bt1&a~ca§t~rs operate'on tight b!J49"~ts, 8s,do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeiping the' el,e'ctriclty- f1ewingil? eften a· ebcillehge. ""¥e~ :tl:le Commission Pl'opeses to further
squeeze niche ar.ld ,smaller m~rket broadcasters,by sUbstaAtially raising costs ig two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by furth~r 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.

Address

Name

Phone

Title (itany)
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iMS':l!tooRe I r' .' ," ewed &Inspected

I submit t~e fpltewil'l£Fcl;lmm.e,ntlll in r~spOf'ls~:1R~Ej/~ocalh;;m Notice of Proposed RUlema~~tti 41!1t'?1lJ
"NPRM"), release~ Jan;'24, 2:0081 in,:M,B DQ'eket No. rJ~'2.3'l1J1iI 25 A " t ' FCC M~

Any new FCC rl!llli$, ~~licies Qr pro:~dure~ m~st not vjelale Fifsttmi&l1l~nt rights. A number JI·Aoorn,
proposals discussed in,the N~RM, ihmacte-a, \WOlilld de~so ~:~rit tri.l!Ist\1i6tbe adopteg.',.

(1) The FCC r:i1:~,st n.?t force'radio,~tatiqJ1s, ~i~J':~Ii~i~U~ b!pad~~tersl,to take a~vice from
people who do notshaFe"thelr"v~Uef~~ The':Nf,',RM's PI'iQP',O~~~~~ISI ,fd pfoPQ$als W9uld Impose such
unconstitutional ma,~dates. ~eligjo~s bfOadca~tert~,w/1o rest~t( ., ,_ ~:lho$e' 'whp dOh't share their
values coulQ faee inerea,sed hara~sroent,c9mplaints l;IRd eveiidQ$s of liGE!Ii):~e for ,choosing tQ follow their own
consciences, ratlil'errtha~ allo~iJ1!iljnG$mpa~!l;lle vieW!?oiflts to~I\J~~e tl1~if'fl~ogramr:niI'\9. The·First '
AmefidmeAt,'p(l1?hi,oas 'g}(iyetnr;neUJ1,.~im:clllll11irj9 tijij ';00, 'ffl,?m aiC!a6fug 'w/i(cft:viewpOilOlts"a,broadcaster,
particl,llarly areligidtls broadcs&ter, must prl;!sei;\t.

'fl. , ....~~ • I .!

".,

:.

(4) Th~ F,QC m,l:lst•.ne.!,eslabLis,1II a'~o.~ti~Fed.renewal system in which certain,licensees.woUld be
automatically b;;lftftell;H~el:n i:eutirile'lfem.~Wal ," .!~alien pr:ocessing. ;Th.e proposed mandatoryspecil;il renewal
review of:celitaiR \-G'I~'$~es of aB~Ii~antsby,~ . oq1hiis.sioners tJ;)~flilselv..~$ Would amount to cOe/iciQn of
religious bFaadcaster,s. Tchos~WbCi> st~y true ~to :tlaeir: G;Olil$ci~nce..s '~t1~, p~~~.ent Only the messages they
cor,respond4o tlil'l;!~~~~fs:::cQ~~~-ca\~IQn9'J~~ReJil'§ive~al7ld'p;l\!t~l\iti~IIY ryinOllS renewal'proceedings.

_ '01 ' :~>~~.f'" !,..~: (: \ . ~~ ,.\~~ 7'
., ·t~~ ''iJ" ., ~ ,1~!p~(pan~lil1l\aJli{r m.~I.~~et;secl:dl;lr

s~~tions:. Ke"e " ~, 'GoljJ1T.liS.SJeIil ,pr:oJ;ioses -to fulither
s~ue~~e ni~ ; '1 f; ,;: ~Y' s(/l>.staliltiallY raisin:g @sts in itWo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presetl'se '_. 'mev.&'p,',a ,sfi! I~Jjj"lson the:-air-a-nd,«b) by fl:lrth~r t~$tJjictjfl'g main studio location choices.
Raising costs witb ,tlfese"propesBls would ferea service cutbaqks - and cuiitailed service is conttary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt .fules, procedures or polici~s discussed above.
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MAR 24~""q
I submit the followinlil~comments in response to t)M;"Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~g.(ih~1 R

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, ~Q08, iAMS"Do,oket No. 04-~·I1AIl 2S 4 . r-VV,-M8t oom
Any new FCC rulliS, policies or procedures rpust not viel~te First:An~\ihligent 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 stqtions, es~ielWeli€lious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share thelf values. The~:NPR~'s proR.os~q"aM~C!) 'ard prQP.l1lsals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. .Religious 'broagc~s~ers. who'1):e~i~l:a~vi ' lhose,wlio don't share their
values could face increased 'l1arassment,~~}t)~J~lmt~~~tllit ,e~~fJ:lO:ss. of IicE1ii1s;efor choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than alloWing ir.i1tQn1p~fil:>l'~,vie.wJiDillts":to' smap'e their :programmiog. The First
Amendment pro/;)ibits goverririil'iernt, i'f.lGludi~ftb~~ :,:-6c, from aictating wh~t lIiewpQir;)ts a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broad~ster, liQuslpresent.

(2) The FCC must A0t,tl;lrn e¥eryJi€ltlj~i(S • '_,intQ: a~p:~bJiG',for.um where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Pr~pJl),se(:l (~:~bll~~4¢ess\t~,"· tS'waulafdb sli>~ even If 'a, religious blIoadcaster '

~~~~~~~'l e ~e ~.sMa,~.~tlem' .•:~.~~.~.~.~*~,~#..~*~f~'~+.f"';~9-1I; ;y-J ~ , :\~;.. ~.~~~ 0'!1 c.!i\~. Ite I~t, " 'f~" ' ''''~' ' .. '" .' ,

.,(3)' " '~he.:FGe ~st ~t~f?!c~t~~v~~~~'~~p'~~ifiC~9!~~[i~I"~eC!~i?n-making information. The choice
of programming, espeet~lIy r~gl('i)llIs1Pr~:gl7am. J J',',:lS F1et prop.~rl~lalctate~ I:oy any 9?vernment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such 'things 'as who produced what programB would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) .The FCCmllst net esta~list.l,a,~W~~lielte<;l:1reAewal s.ystem in whi:;h certain licensees would be
automatically barreclfJio,1itI ro~liperrelj,,'e\N~I~i~~rilltc~fiOffi,pr:oe~S~ing. the proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain qlasses of a~pIiGar:lts by the' Oommissioners: tfueljJlselves)Wt:;luld amount to coercion of
religious broad~~ters. Those who stay trl:Jetotheir consciences ~nd pre.sent only the messages they
correspond,:to tlilelr' beliefs cO,\!.lld fac~ Jpng,~e)(pehsive aAd,potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) . ' iIMan~!' .:: i'a~ '-~~' . ~~t'EPo~i~ltit'&lilt:lg~t~iias:do'r:nany·smaller market secular
stati~qs., 't~pih,:' . j,,..,.~ i ! ~1ii'Ya~challeng&.:. ~$~,~~~ Com"is~ion proposes to further..
squeeze nlGoe ao, . ~er marl{et6foadcaster.s, by 'subst~ntrally raiSing co:~ts 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 thes~ 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 abov3.
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Title (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rci'f~ffi\tlgfl% f o....~ r--~
MB Daok'el;No. 04·233 .... I UI·/I'>.~, ),. \7 rf'l

, \. u. ,'1.~f'6~ ."\ ~

Isubmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of PP"'IJ£~~d,ltQeC),;akjR~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 0/d&33. ~. ~~ ~~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must n~f~~ F.iJ'pt ~mendment righ~ number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, jf enacted, would do so - and musThovb~-f1Iopted.

(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 Jii'tllposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasterswhe ..~s!St pp~i~ from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and eve'il iossl£2f.'~ense 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 challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff prc~enG~ Whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting r:nain stu?io ~ocatlon choices.
Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtarled service IS contrary to the
public interest.

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

Name

Title (if any)

~\~\Q.DzZ
Date

fI

O\C3ta Skk.J--\l.u~-0\ n~ 0
Address ,'f'r'\ .
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