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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking A Y 0,',, MAR 2 4\‘2008
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Received & Inspected

| submit the following comments in response to the;%c;%sm Notice of Proposed ppkamg
“NPRM?), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2 S

Any new FCC ruies, policies or procedures must not violate Flrstﬂmén ent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted would do so ~ and must not be add@ted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espemap r:ei ious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed ad % oard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adwg m those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

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

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

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally 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 pofentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

kG 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 substattidily 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.
Ralsmg 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?[]%otice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MA/.? 2 5

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendméf\\ riéﬁtE@A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

,.‘U'}i‘f)ﬁ ;:“‘

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

&) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religibqg?goadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advis Fy- o@ pbroppsals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tlénos 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 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 cerfain 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 afount to coergion of
religious broadcasters. Those'Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive ap_Q Eptentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

) Many Christian brg;adcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commissioh proposes to further
sgueeze niche and smaller matket 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 .}ules, procedures or policieé discussed above.

W&uug) - B[y |08 '

Date

Signature

Eron Solley %ﬁ;&;l%mlm T S

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)




Received & Inspected

¥ ‘ n’(:’b;‘ o . MAR»Z '4 7ﬁﬁq
~ Cominents iggRe‘gﬁogsectb Localism:Notice 6f f’l-‘!‘rg%ﬁﬁ!,ep?gﬂg '
fiBfock . PO FCC Mail Room

et No. 04:233
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.

Any new FCC rules, poliéies or proceduré@ﬁ'lmg yo(lizé? First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enactedswould do so—an uéi:ngTG:e adopted.

(1) - The FGQ nust not force: radio sté_tions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
. P& “le%,@@h@%cs@éré@ﬁeiﬁv liies. The NPRIjis. proposed advisary. board proposals would impose such
- Junconstiitional mandatés; “Religious broadéasﬁg hogresist adviee from those who don’t share their
vallies egpild face intregsed harassment, complaints ﬁd@é éﬁ( 3¢of license for choosing to follow their own
conisciences, fatherithafi-allowing incompatible viewpoints to sh heir programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadeaster, 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

-~ — -consgientjously-objects to-the-message--The-First-Amendment forbids-imposition-of- message delivery - - -
miandates onany.rdljgjon. ‘

(3) The FCC mgst_gmot fa'c'%nce' revelation of specific editorial decisjon-making information. The choice
of..g;rv.o__ ﬁmmi;g; A _esbecfj’a!alt‘: jelig!gus'-prgg‘ramming;*is not properly dictated by any, government agency — and

-proposalsito-force réperting-on slich things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

1G] 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 certdin classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reliﬁ’ieus breadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond totheir beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

()] Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence wheriever 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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3914 Ethiopia Blvd.
Sebring, Florida 33875
March 10, 2008
- 200

Secretary b AR 25 A b 50
Federal Communication Commission
455-12 St. N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554 R C

=CEIVED

Attn: Chief Media Bureau

- Regarding M. B. docket 04-233

thceived & Inspected
" MAR 2 42008
FCC Mail Room

Freedom of religion and speech are essential. Keep free speech free and do not tamper

with Christian and religious programming.

T'am a registered voter in Highland County, Florida. I seldom listen to any secula“r radio

programs and I have many friends in this area who do the same.
Thank you,

Mary Ellen Adams
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I submit the following comments in response to the Locali trce of Proposed Rulemaklng (ﬂqzﬂﬂﬂ
Mp
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2 VC Maz R
Ooom

Any new FCC rules, pol|c|e?,or procedures must not violate First Amendmeré nﬁlﬁs 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 re’;%lot@ dcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory bo: ﬁj&gé: sals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tho ho 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 certai classés 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 it
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expenswsand potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in fwo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the ai a#d (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force servrce 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 Locallsm Notice of Proposed Rulémlggg
MB Docket No. 04-233 C e 4 FCC Mail Room

| submit the following comments in response tothe lLocalls’m Notlce of Proposeté~ Rulemakmg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24 2008 |n MB Docket No 04-233 ﬁ f

Any new FCC rules, pollc1es or procedures must not vnolate’alﬂt endment rights. A number of
proposals dlscussed |n the NPRM if enacted would do so—and musth t- e:a jpted

(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 forblds 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 mtrude on
constltutlonalIy-protected edltortal chotces '

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 coércion 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 smaliler market secular
stations. Keeping the eleciricity 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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Commenfs in Response to Localism Notice 6f Is‘rﬁﬁo‘%é‘ﬂ*ﬁu_lé_mak'\ng MAR 2 4 \2008
MB Docket No. 04-233 . ‘

1 FCC Maj
~ | submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakir’}ga(’t’r’\eﬁoom
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rdles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC myst nobfor«,c;:,g_radioistatgqps,vespecig!il_y: re‘ligi@us@oa‘ﬁc&sters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vaiues. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propdsals 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 gavernment, 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 reggire@ ents would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The.EitskAmendmenhforbids.impesition-of- méssage 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 estabiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wouid be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

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

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. \
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (thu
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No %233 .
TR FCC Mail Room

e *‘?[7 tey
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viola Aﬁs? ment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be ﬂeg: ?

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklhgn vig
MB Docket No. 04-233 SNy

(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»a((msory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist &g those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss oflil choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to0 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 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 to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of speclﬁc 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 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. 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 rajsing 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.
Ralsimg 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 Rulemakm*g~ 23 Lu\ /15y Rece“’ed & 'nsDGCted

MB Docket No, 04-233
MAR 2 472008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23320 FCC Mail Room
08 man’
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violatéli:i?ss Arﬁengm t rlghts A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopied

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advnce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed‘ad,wsp;.y board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advicé fr@ﬁﬁth 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. Pro’p’c?ed‘ﬁiﬁhc 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 hiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ZW FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FA r@t R{ﬁen%glent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adbp! 3‘2(

(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 % ry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist'd véééﬂl ose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of lii hoosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than aIIowmg incompatikle viewpointsto shape their prografiming. The First
Amendment prohibits-government, includingithe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiotis 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 ﬂowmg 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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B g - FCC Mail Room
t submit the following comments in response to the Localism NOtl& oé_Ps;yosed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ‘

o -, —

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Propose[.d Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must ﬁot-.vLQlate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —dndT mugs},not be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious bré%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 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.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233
| 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 7, ,.

it .L: f !
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate F’lfs‘F@uendment 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 thelr 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 -éﬁ‘afev'e’r?%‘ﬁe has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientlously 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
constitutionaliy-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
%tgx,t@rm_atjgauy barred from routine renewal agpli,(;atlon processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
‘review of certain classes of applicants by:the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

3 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.
Ralsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localistfi;Netice of Proposed Rulemeﬁlpgqu'ig‘aﬂ Ro
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. R o :
LN /‘r:.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm\é"ngl}ights. 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 apd 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 hiche 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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FCC Mdbmmeiits in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakﬁ%&ﬂah%m?\lgém ﬁeEa 4 Jan. 24,
2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ] S _ -
_ 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. .
RECEIVED

(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. ‘Religidus broadcasters who resist advice
from those who don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even Io§§ oflicense for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape thelr programming. The Flrst Amendment prohibits government,
including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcasteF, ‘mist present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone hasTrights to air time. Proposed public
access requirements wotild do so — even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects fo the message The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message dellvery mandates on any religion. x,

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

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewat system in which certain licensees would be-a g atlcally ‘barred from routine renewal
application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal re\ae\m of cerfain classes of appl by he Commissioners
themselves would amount ta coercion of religious broadcasters. Thesewho stay true to their conscnences‘and present only the messages
they correspond to their, bellefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedwgsfr

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular sta atish sy ~Keep1ng the electricity flowing is
often a challenge. Yet, the-Commission propeses-to further squeeze niche and smaller market by adcasters, by substantially raisirig costs
in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further resiricting, main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contran eﬁhe 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 Ruleﬁ%d\dﬁ‘é’ Room
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures AL HAR \R&te&irﬁﬁ};éndment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — arid must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's pr osed adwsory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters m those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, comiplaints and even loss |cense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than. allowing.incontpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohlblts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

) 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 to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery -
mandates on any religion.

® The FCGC 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.

(C)) 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.

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

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rﬁlgﬁ%lsmgi(ﬂtlaoom
"NPRI"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233/00f jyp 25

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amené)ﬁ]gz 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, qeligipus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed \a‘dwsqﬁyfpigm@% oposals 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 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.

S, A v/ /PR | D e = S
Date

Signature |
PO B 522 Bmmagitle 572
%@W Address '
Name |
: .Phone
Title (if any)

s NEARENTANE

Organization (if any)

T




Received & Inspected

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking " ‘v« ; Chviye HAR 2 42008
MB Docket No. 04-233 'ISE&C Mail R
‘ aki 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. 2003
Map

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Flrst%&epqmﬁnt ights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopte 5

(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 &gvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advi e.yfgom_ esg who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license-iorichoosing 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 viewpaoints 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 fo 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 wouid 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 fo the Localism Noﬂge qf 0,,ﬁ;;gcposed Rulemaking
(the*NPRIN™), reléased’ JqI‘ 4 2008 in- MBsDocket No. 3',
/R@g@wed & Inspected

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 - an&@yyﬁ;’r not be adopted. MAR 2 42008

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espeCIally religious broadcasters“ﬂo @@a&@@ s Room
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proptsals would ‘
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasteys who resist advice from those who

don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complwl nd even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing i mcompa viewpoints to' shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FC , 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 lmposmon of message
delivery mandates on-any rellglon

(3) The FCC must not force revelatlon of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and propesals 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
squeezg niche.and smaller market broadeasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
regu irng staff}presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
loeatlon Qholces ‘Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service isicontrary to the public interest.
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We u'rglé' the NF‘CC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

VV I

Slgnature and Dé/te

Towwn) oo, 229 Ureedimad- O

Name and Address A‘S\’\Q 46‘(0 | UQQ

Mail By April 14, 2008 to: —
The Secretary ‘ B A N
Federal Commiunicatioris Commission . ’
445 J2th Street,SW,_ .. LT ADE D nGeS! . .
Was‘}}mgton, DC20554 = _ e _ VRN . it
A%ttn‘(}hxef, Media Byreau e Lk, A GDRT
: B T
‘.,.--';7-:‘5': ~r'
IFT TR LY BT X _
YOH.G LSP rJL PR FIRRR Y TR ’ « O LALLREd v 0 B LI PC R AR

. e . b RO ‘o Spttta, o
Vit L ReTod Hey S B S R O T AP T




R | submmthe followm res‘pons ggto the Locahsm Notlce o’?’%mposgacﬂ‘mér&ém@ﬁed
| (theqNPR ?’% g“d‘aa*lan.ﬂzﬁrzoﬁ)s in‘B-Docket No, 04-233, me 9 4\2005

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, we Igl} do so ‘and m m,g;?be adoptecF C Mail Room
‘e‘ B

(1) The FCC must not force rad io stations, espemally rellglous broadcasters, to také" &lyice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adv;sory board proposals would

impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters wi lst advice from those who

don't share their values could face increased harassment, complamts % n loss of license for

choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing mcompatlble \ﬁbomts to shape their

programming. The First Amendnient 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 .

—micenscientiously 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 reperting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on coristitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keepiig the electricity flowmg is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

sqmaeze niche’ and siifaller tharket broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by

requmng staff* prespnce whenever a, @tatlon is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio

location, choices. Ralsmg ‘costs withthese proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
v&&rvice is contrary torthe public interest.
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We-urge the FCC not to adopt rules pvocedﬂﬁes of péllCl-eSl discussed above.
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v Comménts In‘Response to Locallsm Notice of ProposedRulemaking Sy | _
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC Mail Room
| | submit the following comments in response] ocalism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dacket No. 0 125 A

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FlrséAlﬁ?ndment 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 statlons"'%sp clall rellglous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRIN's prop J @ board proposals would impose such
uncans |tut|onal mandates Religious broadcasters who reSIst advice'from those who don't share their
vaIUesAeoul creased ha;assment complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
K scle ce man,aliawlmg incompatible Viewpoints to-shape their programming. The First

‘A .endmen rohi »govemMent, including:the FCC, from dictatiig what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a- rehglous broadcaster, must present.

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

rights fo air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broaccaster
-COnslentlously-Objth&fo the message—The-First-Amendment-forbids-imposition of message delivery - .
mandat&s on any, téligion.

3) The FC@ m st notforee revelat op of speclf c editorial demsion—makmg information. The choice
o ;gf‘preg hp,s y reli fous. pragra mmg, is not; prop 3y dlcta ed: by any government agency — and
e , prdpe? oreeyre ng-onfsuch mgs as who roducedF at programs would intrude on
constit |onalfy-protec€ed édltonal choices.

“) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specnal renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious:broaidcasters. 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. Kegpmg ‘the‘electnclty 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 comments in response to the Localism N;g@é%ﬁropased RuIEnGﬁd\(}ﬁ& Room
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Dacket No. 04-233, 25 /

B 4 li
Any new FGC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rigléé‘éﬁumber of
proposals discussed in the-NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

o
) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reli‘giodsbia Icasters, to take advice from
peaple who do not share their vidlues. The NPRM's propdéed advisory board preblisals would impose such
uneopstitutional mardates. -Reljgious broadgasters who resist advige from those don't share thelir

values.could face incigated-hajassment, q@r?je_laints»and\even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conseiences, rather-than e

allowiiy incompatib vigwpoints:to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FGC, fram dicta‘fihg‘-ﬁwhat viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly & religious broadcaster, must present.

2. The FCC must not tumn every radio statjon into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to @ir time. FropGsed public accéss requiremeénts-would-da-so— evenif-a refigious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion. N

@) . The ﬁ@pzmustq%t;@me ravalation of specific editarial decision-making information. The choice
of, jj;gg‘rémmi@g, &5héciallyir ligious progranjming, is not propetly dictated by any gavernment agency — and
Prop! sals to force reporting on Such things ag Who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected-editorial cholces. ‘

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal apiplication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of gentain clasies of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

reli “ypus*’tima‘dc;a\,sierﬁ‘ “Bhosewhostay. trijefto thielr consclences ajd present only the messages they
c,atg‘é’sponq to thelfbellefs could Iface long,«eXbensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

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

We urge the FCC not fo adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, pohcresorpm@umsmustnotmlaté Amendmentnghts 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, esmaallymliglousbmadcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist from those who don't share their
mmmummmmmmmmmdmmmmmmM
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, nsnotpmpeﬂydmhdbyawgommnntam and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude
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 themseives 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 o
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.

( b4 wm/ bo2 . 24
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MB Docket No. 04-233 ECC Malil Room

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

| submit the following comments in response to the Localimy?tice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, 4R 25

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Ariendment h‘gr“ﬁ 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 rel@?giq.-brpg dcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propogals 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 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 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.

(8) ‘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
sgueeze 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.
Ralsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

1G5
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed-abov .

SRRk, i W] i
Date
Signature
R~ :
v 0L ZF Lhatles  Luleriehuty Ky 10312
Address iy
N‘gm-e- Qe Tl fl el it Loy MIPHGICUL  CtAle )
W i~ LT STy < % e S 0.7 -3 4 , :
| — I TN DTSR SE-bc RS B D e [ 9.0 o, ;ﬂ;" 33?/ 4{47'(7 g
= g B LA T R T TR Sy AR L DA 2 .r,:&i\ﬂﬁe. L7 2 SRR .c A5
LSO R : - i sl ¥t oo e g
{ ! 1 .,v K & L”."H_ﬁ - HE Dot nsann L aran i
NESRIERR 0835 Gl 1N 1 it 9t no LIIuA o LML Sy
y ¢ ¥ S e Vst s . {
2 L L KT Dol bl A T L ate ‘-'l:-"j-'\ L T i i LR 2 i
. < 3 i il I ‘ Ry i Al
_ 2 Lol yl/ Wﬂf PR COURCIGUEEZ QUG TYS2C00 Cat ug s
O_rgahizatl_on"{lfa O SUDNCHLE T S COMIIT i e, dH DEIRE2 MG b1} J--I
j L al e 1; WAy e T FLTCT --_;l:i-):". I l,".' S [y Y n 3 3 T @ 1
S . : ! L Sn X0 b A (418
e £ e S LT B T 3 B B B V30 i o ey
HR UL T8 o
MG e Mpi TRR ] B AR ST Il ng
AHLSHLRUR S R e S o RS L

207 Cavi o T




)

RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under ’tﬁis&r?osal, many
co-location arrangements would be forced to end — raising daily ope;g_ting costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing ferged relocations.

Tt et
i '."-v)

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including mulﬁplying electricity
expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters
with little choice: either cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to
impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation
strong on the nation’s airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing — everyone's fundamental constitutional

rights are at stake.

HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on.these-proposals. You can.add yeur comments to the record. The FCC
can only make rule changes based on evidence ~ and the evidence you.submit can make a differgnce!
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 cormrect office:

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

—

- T

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008to /. ) o
Using the US Postal Service:

The Secratary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Orusing.Fedkx, URS, DHIL or similar services:

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
9300 East Hampton Drive
Capitol Heights, MD 20743 |

.5, Att: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://wyw.sayechristianradio,com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

i[ e L:(.:[:. SLST | : Al e |
You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of
speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and.Congressman,~ - visit http://www-savechristianradio.com




Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakihg : Recelve J & 1nsp 1ec+ef"
MB Docket No. 04-233 Oivis e

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (IhmAR 2 4 znm
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. |
' £CC Mail Room

20p
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not \nolatéf ment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be 2

(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. Rdgmhmtasﬂsﬁnms&adﬁceﬁunﬂmeﬂndm%shaem
mlmmmmmmmmWMMWqummMMrm
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 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 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 comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo‘smﬁlﬁlg keom
"NPRM?"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockel No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirsCAmendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not’ he’ﬁd@pled

»

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to ,;-éjke 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) 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.

Weurgethe FCC Q&}}? adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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March 17, 2008
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