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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .~,( ,j' IJ;:, MAR 241008
MB Docket No. 04·233 ~ 1,,,;//,

I submit the following comments in response to thltf4sc~~m Notice of proposef2~m~i1~b~Reom
"NPRM

IJ

), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket ~o, 04-233, 'fl~S

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First7JmCf1<i9Jent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would d~O - and must not be a6'<$ted,

-) ''::,''r.\
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espec1a'iLyl..~lj~ious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed atltli§o~lJ..oard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advi&Um those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

i.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious 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
au~omatl~II'y barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revtew'dfcertain.cLasses,pLapp-licants 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 a~cfp..Qf~ntJ.ally ruinol,l~. re.n~jV~_~p..!'9~edings.

(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 sUbstatlJJEUly rai.§i,ng, qqsts.in M.9 '!lays: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising 90sts 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 Ip R'iponse to LQ,callsm Notice of Proposed Ruleinaklng t/.Il.l.'~~ DltIISIO~' MAR 24'2006
MB Docket'No. O~233 FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localisl1Jnl:l!otice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. tWO MAR 2S

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAmendm~ n§flti,IJA 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 reli~I;I§' ~oadcasters, to take advice from
people who po not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisb/y· ~oi@,f:lr9ijE.s§!s would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who' resist advice from tflos~ don't shar~ their
values could face increas~d 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
consciet:ltlously 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 cert'ain licensees would be
automatically barred from routlQe renewal application processing.. The proposed rilandatory special renewal
review of certain classes 9f app.licants by the Commissioners themselves would a'mount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those1JVho stay true to their consciences and present onlrthe messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous rene'!"al proceedings.

-. ~ •• t .... :." ~. _ ~ f • • ...

(5) Many Christian brc;iadcasters operate on tight bUdgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the elec:tricitY flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze 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 propo~a's would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

We urge the FCC not to a~opt rUles, procedures or polici~s 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.

Any new FCC rules, poli~les or procep.ur~o;'lnlNtfh~ Siola!e First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in th~ NPRM, if enactedpuould do so - ancfmu4i:ns"e adopted.

. .
.<11"...· ]me F..Q. .-'rttl:lst Rot .ifP~:r.a.C::!io st~tiO~S, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

... p. "" ~ >t. ·~t;:!if.v~e's·,lihe Nf:lR~~£ropose~advrs?lY-bC\l8rC::! proposals wO,Uld impose.such
c '. ,;'1!I . !. _' ' I' ~_••..sl .lRt!JI910US broadGas~ell\lho!!1:ep~st advlGe from those who don t share theIr

v. ~.i:il~ 'f.~ce·iiil~te~~ed harassment, complaints' ari'd'~\f6'd'LPf''pf license for choosing to follow their own
Gons .iances, tathel"itliie,!ii-allowing incompatible viewpoints to shap'Efl:heir programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, 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

-- -cons.Glenlj(;)~$J¥flQ.~j~-to.tf:la.mE;ls.s_age......:r-he.liir-$t.Amendment f~rbids-imposjtiol+of.message delivery
ntalilaates'onJaf,ly,."ebm~~n.

'3) . lhe FG.P/itI.lJ!s~;'taotwee revelation ,of specific editorial d~cision-/il1akinginformation. The choice
of,p.f~~mr:n~,!g, ..e~p~edji;ly~{feligJ~US'"Pl'eg'ral'nrnin9i 'is not properly 'dietated 'b$'" any, Qlllvernment agency - and
~Jilrpp!il~:aI~tto·f~tce'r;E!I'i'~r.l:in'g~~n ~~ch thmgs as who produced what programs would'intrude on
coristitutienally-protEacted editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
sl,:Ilematically barred from routine renewal appl,ication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reVi~W OU:effain claSSes of applieants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
I'eligietls breadcasters. 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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3914 Ethiopia Blvd.
Sebring, Florida 33875
March 10,2008

Secretary
Federal Communication Commission
455-12 St. N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Attn: ChiefMedia Bureau

Regarding M. B. docket 04-233

. 2008 MAR 2S A b= Sf)

Received & Inspected

MAR 24'2008

FCC Mail Room

Freedom ofreligion and speech are essential. Keep free speech free and do not tamper
with Christian and religious programming.

I am a registered voter in Highland County, Florida. I seldom listen to any secular radio
programs and I have many friends in this area who do the same. .

Thank you,

~~~
Mary Ellen Adams
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MB Docket No. 04.233 :.[0" ,nspected

I submit the following comments in response to the Locali~j'J9.ticeof Proposed RUle~~~n6(tZOOB
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MAil 25 FCC M 'j

'" t... al Room
Any new FCC rules, policie%or procedures must not violate First Amendmertt·r61jt~. A number of

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

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reii~l1!:o~casters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory Itci r :Dwsals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tho ei~ho don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complain~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 broac:icaster
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
autol1'1atically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reviewof'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 ,th~_m~~sages tRey '(-lIv:d:.
c~rrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensiVE)ana potentiaiiy'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 broadcastersr,,~ySUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the ai{ artab.(b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would ford'e 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 Respon~e to ~~~allsm Notice~ Propos~~ RU.ilIlI» " MAR 24'l.OO8
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, Isubmit the following cob1ments in response'!3'the tocalisl'il Notice of prop~e~Rwlernaklng (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2d08('in MB Dodket Nb.. b4-233, .... . I ' , r , ')

• 1 :,-,' '" "'? ~ !j~. ;, • "

Any new FCC rules, policies 9r pr9cedures must not Violate.1\@A..mendment rights. A number of
pro~osals discu~sed in the Nf.RMJ. if enacted, would do so - and must n~tfl?~z,Pted.

(1) The FCC m'ust ndt'force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share thetr'vah.Jes. The NPRM's proposed advisor)! board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values cou!d face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programmi(1g. The First
Amendment prohibits governmeilt, 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 Am'endment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on ,any ~eligion. I " , ...

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

- ~ I ~.:. •

(4) The FCC must not E!,stab,lish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The pr9Posed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classesbf appltcants 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 bel~efs could fac~ long, expe,nsiv~ ,and ~otentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

• • I • •

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

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice ofl~·r.o~ose:d~R.qt~mak:h'\g
MB Docket No. 04~233 ,

, I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RU~~£i~CW~l~oom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

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

(1) The FCC m\;lst f1obtfofe.~.p:~dio~tatlQ.ns,.esPflci~!,ly~ religi(l)us~c\.ticaste.rs, to take advice from
people who do not share their vah]es. The NPR'rJl'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 Iic~nse 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 intoa pUblic forum where qnyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access ra ire: elilt~y,I.g.1:10' so - even if a religJous broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The..r.S ·...!j\'iJe.ra!illilileftlMo.,f.bids.jll/ilpasitio.r.I.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
cons.titutionally-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 al:lplication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes. of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religi0us 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 tiglolt budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet; the Oemmission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising B'Osts in'two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further ~estrictirrg main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbaoks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

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

Glen 04 f,C-W Is
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Commel1ts in R~p~n~e to Lo~lIsm Notice of. ProPO$ed, Rulemakin'gl1 i '\,'i ' , Recei\Jed &\nspected
Mb Docket No. 04-233 ,,} Dl~flr:,r, .

I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of proposee:"~~~making (th~AR 2. 4'2.008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Doc~et ~o. ~2.~3.. . R m

:?,. :. ~: 'i~.i3t~k"'1UUD M FCC Mall 00
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate'I4OseJSnerJ.dment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must notbe1l\to~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-aW£jsory board proposals wolild impose such
unconstiMionaJ mandates. Religious broadcasters who resml:ftl~J11..l!!ose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complaints and even losS~~~P!' choosing to follow their own
conscien~s, ratherth~ allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their progmfnming. The First
Amendment prohibits government. including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularlya 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 ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific e4itorial 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 ofapplicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious bloa~casters. Those who stay tru~ 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 bro~dcasters operate on ~ght bUdg~, 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
staffpresence 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.

JII R! () f
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Comments in !Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~~~ki'rfgc.~.; U~II C> ,\:.1 Received & inspected
MB Docket No. 04·233 ,l/:,' i, .

MAR 241008
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., FCC Mail Room
2008:MAR? .. ;·1

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate'l=i1'~A~nlifTI.if~trights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must nolforce radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposeO~d.visPf¥board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advioe fr~riftt1~ewho don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Iicen~i.(orchoosing 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 messa-ge 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
automatica,lly barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of'certairJ.classe.s 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 Rulemaklng (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. IUDD M. FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate ~rUt4&enOOlent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be a'Obplw8'~_."r

(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~~S~bOard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist clav ,os~ who don't share their
values could face increased he,r.assment, complain!s and even loss of ,f! :ueQ1lchOOSing to follow their own
cOJ~sciences, r:ather than allowililg incompatif:)le vieWpointstb shape their progra'lfiming. The First
Amendment proh,itiits'Qovernment, includingtthe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religil:>l:is 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 religjous programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
prolZlosals 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 woul,d be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applieants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conscien.ces and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broa,dcasters 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

k'eNNe,~ ;e J)I?AGOO
Name

Organization (if any)

9?tJ';' '776- 8a ~lf
Phone



''- ,J (;/ l/$/_.ll;ceived & Inspected
J. ;'~'

MAR l4"Z006
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Propos~ Rulemaking , f

MB Docket No. 04·233 ~09 NAfl2S ' FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noti~ ObP~ljlosed Rulemaking (the

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

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must"pot...violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so :..: an'ct!y1I:J~}n,ot be adopted.

• I t, r:::,.,
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiousbrt>1'idcasters, 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 gertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious'broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

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

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~J&g-4
MB Docket No. 04-233 6: 8,

I submit the following comments in response to tl;1, Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-23~ r, '~.

. t., '~:III
Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate PlrE".«rhendment rights. Anumber of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must norDe adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio ~tatlons, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people ~h~ fl~ not share their val~es. The NPRMI$ proposed advis~ry board proposals would impose such
u.r:tconstltutl(;)hal mandates. Religloys ,broadcastefs who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could~face'increased hata~sment, 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 anyonearn'a!eQ€rY'dhe has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - ~ven if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment for.bids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must n~t force revelation of specific editorial, decision-making information. The choice
6f programming, Etspeci~lIy religioCls programming, is not properly 'dictated by any government agency - and
,proposals to forGe 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
~~tC!lf\l:Slti.lilaBY barfed from r~utine r~l'l~wi!1 aJ?pli¢a~on processln~. The proposed mandatory special renewal
vr~o.iew or-certain 'cla!lses'of ap.1Slicant$ by:th~ Commlssloner:s themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to tt:leir conscislilces and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and~potemlally 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 IDeation choices.
Raising costs with thes~ proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

• Vje~Utge'tlil§.ip,:c..at tOJi.dDP.~r·l!Jss ,to.~isPl:lSSed aADye•
. i , i~ ;~.·w ~tto;,~ ,. f .3J'P~n;,\, ...~)l

.... ~, .... '.. ~ .. ' \' -..' ..
- ,

;(rt£~Sgnature' ' . "

Name
-, "'-

r_~t;,) .....e:. L ..( 1.:~~PI.'._,;~ "',,,1;. It' \~. --l~'-"

l1lfLeJt.Of~liIn~)r, 1')<:"':;': ~,-!.;, ' ' :!'" ,
(-: ' ' -',' " . '. J~-.f:'-

.­
lot - :

',. "1,1:"

II ...,. .. ':.

Organization (if aAy)



R~ceived al inspected

4 b:·S<: MAR 24'2008

-., Ul ~'~/'::/"'\ ~:: _....
. I

100B HAR
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localisr;ij';NQiice of Proposed RUlem~i~C(ttf~lail Room
nNPRMn), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '': C:: .1, I .

,~~ ~~"

, i ." : ~-"

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm~ghts. 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 anyon~ ~(J.d""e\4M'.9Jle 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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FCC M<ilbfil_nrs in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I stlbmit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakuf8~&,~~~Ilf.\e~~~Jt Jan. 24,
2008, in MB DC?Cket No. 04-233.

R~CEIVED
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from I[~d$l.le~who do not share their values.
The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such uncon$titutil;mal mandates. ~Reli9i.9l;!s broadcasters who resist advice
from those who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lo~'ofUbense for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The ~st~endment prohibits government,
including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcast~JY, "must present.

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

... (2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone hag1'fJgt-Jts to air time. Propo~~ pUblic
access requiremenfs woiild do so - even if a religious broadcaster cOhscientiously objects to the IJfssage. The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message 4elivery mandates on any religion. :'..
(3) The FCC must not f9rce revelation of specifIC editorial de.cision-making information. The choi~~f.,p~ogramming, especialry religious
programming, is not preperly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force repol'tin791pn st,lch things as who produc~e: What
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial c~oices. -; -

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewat system in whic~ c~rtain ncensees would be~ajf"~VpaIlY'barred from routine_ren~wal
application-processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal ra\tj~~of certain classes of ap~.~!~~'\t:ieCommissiener<s "
themselves would amountto coercion of religious broadcasters. Th.e~e'Who stay true to their cons~~ffi'Ce_$iand present only the messages
they correspond to their.~~liefs couId face long, expensive and potenti~ny ruinous renewal procee.•~j - " ...
(5) Many Christian broadcasters ope~ate on tight bUdgets, as do m~~ ~JltIaller market secular st~Ii~;~~pjng the e1ecl!icity f1~~in!1-is

e< often a challenge. Yetdhe·,QQllAmlsslOn proj;l<;lse~··t~~fl;lff:t-J@r sl:Juee~-$ m!l,1:tie aAd smaller-mar~et br.east~FS, by substantially I1alslng 'eests
in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restr.~m~in studio location choices.
,Raising costs with these pr(;!posals would force seIVice cutbacks - and curtailed service,is contra~JJf~'~bIiC interest..

)~

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or-poliyiesdiscussed above. - :; "
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUleffi~gl\(tf:MJ Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies orprocedures ~U~tMR J&te4tir$i:~ndment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must notbe adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take ar;:tvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prwpsed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters WtCo...C(d§l€a,\tW'd&j9m those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss oThcense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than, a"~wing~incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prabibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broa(fcaster, 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 ofspecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, espeoially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
pliGpos~ls to force reporting on slllch 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
religio.us 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 locatidn 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 R'f:Q~JM§l~~oom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-2332008 NAR 25

A J.... t:'1 .
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not-violate First Amend"meMrights. 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,!jeJi~ious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposedadvls'b& p~a~'l?tpposalswould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frdtn(.fhMe 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 broaclcaster, 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
reviewpf 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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Ft:;C tvJail 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. 7n

. I.dOB MAR"
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FlrstCAfue~m~Dtrtis,htS. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adop'ted?~

. (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 cfrpyi~9t¥ '2,oard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adviEe&qfTlf!lesA,who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Iicen'sEf.'fdbbhoosing 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 jf 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 eQuid 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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~ ~ ", IJ~~f1flved&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 - and?~~t not be adopted. MAR 242008

I1/f 2S
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially re!igious broadcasters~o~lfe,,"aff~cQ tMH Room
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'S proposed advisory board prop'Mals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcaste~M'tho resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaihlar.Jd even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incomp'tt~J7jewpoints to' shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FC""C, 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 m~S~,qge
deliv.ery mandates on·any religic:>n. -

(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
ag,ency - and prop-cj)sa'ls to forte reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on cori'stitutionally-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
squee~~ ,niGb~t,anstlsmallermarket broadGasters, by substantifllly raising costs in two ways: (a) by
re~Nlf.iR9,st~'t.~r~~e~~e w~e:~e~~.ra.:station is ?n the air and, (~) .b.y fu,rther restricting main stu.dio
10B~~,pn;(Jt~,ses. 'Ralsulg GJl)'stS With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is',oontrary to the pUblic interest.

, ,~. , • / "" r 1" .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proeedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not'violate First AIl'J~':Idment rights. A number.of -
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, w.•.~ I Id ,dO so - and m{(§1Yljf.o~b')e adoptecfCC Mall Room

~ ~H': " ~H '\ . fT1f( C:S '
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, esp~ci~lIy religious broadcasters, to 1lJ<81'.ice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM',s proposed ad¥isory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters W\l~~ist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased haras$ment, complaints '=ffllAij/~9 loss of license for
choosing to follow their own conscie;noes, rather than allowing incompatible"'~~oints to shape their
programming. The First Amendnienf 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,

~G~m)ifs'cienti'Ously objects to the messa'ge. The First Amendment ferbids"il1'1pos'itim:1iJ 0fmess'a~re -~-- ---,----­
delivery malildates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not foroe~evelati0n of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, espeeially religi'ous-programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - anGl proposals to force rell0rting 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
stati(l)As>~eeJi)rng ll1e electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
s'q~l1I~e~zef,riicfu(and sfffaJl~'f'f:t1arket IDfoadc~astets, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
re~Ui.ri~g,sta!ff;Rre~e~~e,_~~~t-leve.r a'fltation is on the air and, (b) by fu.rther restricting main st~dio
IOG,~tlon, chOices. RaiSIng costs wlth'these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed

~;~e-I\ficeis c(mtr~lYt<Yttle pUblic interest.

~i~_~'~' .~: __~v'l J .• ~. .__ _ _... . ~ __~ "_" __ --J'~I'~'\-f'''---'---__ , _

We,urge tbe FCC not to adopt rules, ··~r.o·c~ci:I~es 'o~lp~ii~iea discussed above.
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Comments ~n"Respons~ to Localism Notice ofPrOp'bSed~Ru(&maklng ". A:
MB Docket No. 04-233

Received & Inspected

MAR 241008

FCC Mail Room

":;',.

L I submit the following comments in responsQ'tfM~.Looalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. o"tf..'i.MB 25 4 . .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Firs?A~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 st~tionst~i~an~ igious broadcasters, to take advice from
pe,bplewt:lo dp noH;~-are their values. The NP.RM's prop~~d~ !)~ board proposals would impose such
ui!ic9I\s~tutjarilal ,mandates. R~ligiol:ls 'broadl;:8sters who resist . €e'frOm those who don't share their

.¥- siGPqt ~~ Ii C:.te.asep :h~ ·assrnent, complaints and ev~n loss of license for choosing to follow their own
':, ' JiJanl.$ll~. . co,mpatltJle .vi~'-v.P0ints to',sl:lape their programming, The First

.~,govem,. t?insluai/i)'g:the FCC. 'from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
tlya,relifijious broadca er, 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
-conscle,QtlpusIY-9:pJ!~~tG-the messag,e.--l'hecFirstrAmelildmelilHortlids-imp9sition of messagelfellvery -­
mandafesiolilisny rebglon.

. !he F?~Q1 'no~~f,~~ ,~r'el~tt~~,~p! Sp,~Ci~~ editoFil;ll ~eci$lory~making infomiation. The choice
.!! ,r~Jlff~!)~~'P,G.~ramr:nI"',~~ .~S~.'P. ''!J ~1~.dj~Y any,g~vemment agency - and
, lorniuch tr:nngs a$. WIi\Q,pr:oduqe at prCllgrams would Intrude on

lry-protecfed'editorial choices. "

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
al:ltom,atically barred from routine renewal aRplicatlon processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appllcant~ 'by th~ CommissioRers themselves would amount to coercion of
reljgious'lbroadcasters. ThoSEVNho stay true, to their conscielilces and present only the messages they
cQfrespond to their beliefs could face long. expensive and potentially ruinous renewal pro~edings.. ' .

(~) M,;:Ul~ CtI~isti.ar:l broadcasters operate on tight bu~gets, as do many smaller market secular
st~tiolils. ~efllilglthe;~f~_Ctri~ity \f10~l:\g is ,0ftEln a,Ghallen~e•. Yet, t~'7 Commis~ion proposes to further..
sC1lJ,Jee~e.mc~.eand,smaller.mal:ket.broac;fcasters, by SUbstantially ralslOg costs In two ways: (a) by requlnng
staffpresence 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 '

'()/d (JrtcJ. L~fIdl".Y])r

fY'ldnrdt? tiL :28!/tJ1JJ&vL /drilL
Name .

Title (if any)
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comments In Response to LocaUsm Notice of prOposed'Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04--233

Jsubmit the following comments in response to the Localism ,({(f.g~tProp.ased RUIf'~~ Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, inMB Dacket No. 04·233. It 2S /

" ~t.~
Any new FCC rules, polipies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rlgl'ltS~nUmber of

proposals discussed in the';NPRfIII, if enacted. would do so - and must no~ be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. e~peciany reli~f!u;~~ers, to take advice from
pe~ple who do not sroare their v~ll,.les. the NPRM's proPdje(rf,advlsqry'boara'P~Illf?tlsii1S would impose such
uneof:l8titutio~al m. ~s', ,:R~~j~u~"broa.d~ast~rs who resist advi~e ~rom those"WRd don't ~hare their.
val~~!,cOtlld fJ;cce,1 . ,!!~rh~~a:~~a-!i't, ~[(Ip.l~lnts'a91l1,eve.lilll')$S· eflI~rnae for ch.ooslng to f~lIow their own
colilsclences. rather I' anowlits Inoompallj)~ 'Vle!¥pollilts;to,sh~ge ~~elr programming. The First
Amendment prohibits 'government, InclOding the FCC, 'from dicUi~h9~'what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2), The F,C.Cmu;:;t not tum every ""<!is;> station into a pUblic foru,m where anyone and everyone has
rig~ts to 'air tim~.JfrdPes~i:l pUblic a~$S r.e!il·uirein~llt$.>woula.da.so.-, even, ita religious broadcaster
conscientiously obj&cts to the message. The First Amen-clment forbids imposition of message delivery
rpandates on any religion.

:(3).. .: ~~.e J}~P'mus~~F!ce.~@ve'C\tion.of s~e~fic ed!~tlnal ~,c1sio""making information. The choice
.ofJ;l!18l'amml~~, ,~~p'e~!A!lyl~(jS1QUS pt<GgrammlRgl IS not'properly dictated by any government agency - and
pr~l;)safs to force J7~P:eftiJil9 on such things a.$. Who produced what programs would Intrude on
cor:l$tltutionally·prdt~tedfeditolia' choiees.

(4) The FCC,must not establish a twQ...tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automaticallYJ~arr.e<j frbm rO!Jtine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
1~)f.i~W of,.~er:l$jn~'l~le~ />1. ~PRI"i~filts by tt;J~: (i;:a,ipmissioners them~elv$s~~uld amount to coercion of
reliSLbus·t>r,olt.d~$~!'S;' '1Il\1ose., Q·:s~y,,~tQ)tfje.lrcOnsclel!Jces"~lId'P!esl;)nt only the messages they
~fi'spol1d to' thejr,6ellefs,CQu1;,' ~ce long"lexbenslve'ahd 'poteliltlalW ruinous renewal proceedings.

r, 'f-

(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 $maller market broadcasters, by substEJntially raising qe~ in two ways: (a) by requIring
sta~ presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fufther restricting. main studio location choices.
RaIsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks -lllnd curtailed service is contrary to the
public l/ilterest. "

.<Q~~~~nmW7~~~~~~id":/_.bOjve. ~
~ , ,. U ,;, _0 ?f

Date r i

'7.3~ WOO s7l!7L !JI< ,
Addres~~6 fi~ oN C;r-/ 7 lf

S-/3 ??3 I 7 '3 I /
Phone

Title (if 'any)
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I submit the following comments in~mthe Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakioa. Uhe

-NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. tw.2~ r(;(;lVlall Room
-4 f.,..:C.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vioIat8'F...Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

"0
~,

1\ t t

Commems in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RU';';';'~S/r .
MB Doc;ket No. 04-233 . j I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations,~ 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 reS1st-8cMce from thoee who doo't share their
values could face inasBBed haras8ment, c::ompI8ints and even Ioea of Iicenae tor chooIiIlg to foIow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inoompalibIe viewpoints to shape their prograIlBning. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what viewpointB a bftledcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum evely radio station into a public forum when! anyone and evecyone has
rights to air time. Praposed public access requirements would do 80 - even if a r8IigkMM bro8dcaBter
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deIivefy
mandates on any religion.

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

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal sysIBm in which certain licensees would be
automatically bamld from routine renewal application processing. The propoeed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commistioners themeeti8S would anount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and pi Sl8nt only the mllsages 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 eIedricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission propellSS to further
squeeze niche and 8l1'18IIer market broedcastIer6, by substantially raising oosts 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 coilb8lY to the
public interest.

'Ne urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poIcies disculsed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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FCC Mall Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Locali~~Qtice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. If ,.fAR 25

Any new FCC rules,·policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm~t~ttlS 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 reUgI9~..qrQ!:1dcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adviso¥~r,a p~p,.als would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from 'th'ose:"Jjo 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 \/iewpoints 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 y any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what program:; would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whi:h certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of ce~in cJass~sof 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 ruinou~ renewal proceedings.

(5) ,- i/Many C!lristian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do m3ny 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~~~ally raising co;ts in two ways: (a) by requiring
Sta.tf presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by'further restricting maiR-studioJocation choices.
R~lsirig costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

. J'1'<;'"
We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed-abo\/-~.
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under~is~~osal, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily o",,"~ng costs and imposi~ immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and ove-r~eeiQ~.(~.F~d relocations.
,./ '/1

v.'" i""I
".1

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying 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 govemment 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 F,CC is ta,kill9 CP!'D~len~s q,n-~~e,s~,..pTlop'os~ls.'(qu"can'9dd 'y'~l,Jr c9rnrnent~.t9 the record,..'Vh.e FCC

can .0~ly rn~l<e}~t~ ,c,l:l,an@~~ .Q~~e~ :o,nJ~v,idet;lc.l3:[" i:~md t~~eyj~~ll~ YOlK,sup.l'flit.epn make.a-d!fferEfncel.; .'

(, . 'i . J ":-.~, t. " ... , . f"'l •

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket

numb13r, on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Do~~et No..04-233, C9QJll)en~s in:~.esP9r.se to LocalismNQtice of Propm~ed ~u'emaking.. ,.) ,

.q i:. 1'.Mail your comments, sQ·they arrive by ~priI14, 2008 to \;\
; ,

Using the US Postal Service: ~ri~n{L,f:~EJ<.. ,!.jR%(P/::i~ or similar services:

The Secretary The. Secretary

~ CI. ..~ t

Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street. SW

Washington, DC 205~ (,

Attn: Chief. Media Bureau. '

Federal Communications Commission

9300 E~~t .Hampton Drive

C~pitol Hei9!l!l?;, MD ?0743 , <.". J;

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Inter.qet: Visit http://~,saye<;:tlr.i5ti<?nr,ad!Q,com·fQr ~S¥, st!fp-py-step cpmments\:,tbmission
• , . L ....

~;ssjstance ..

,! ' . ~
.:) - ;' "I

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of

spe.ech are threat~nred. Descrip.e tr~.prqbl.l(.~i!I~iG F~~ prop,Qs*,.~nd ctJ:1.e harm,they wm; ca\:lS8, if, they are

adopted., for help locatiflg y~u~:Sl3n~orsl!Mld;\Cpngressml'll1J::'~v~it,http;i1www:~a~isti~nrad\o:-cpm .

~i;JVr:CI1l'lsii;~1 !f:';~1di(). corn
{
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (tht1AR 2

"NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '1 R m
,., .. ' .."~IUUB M FCC Mall 00

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notvioIate'~~ment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mustnofbe~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'spr~SOfY board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist~frpfn those who don't share their
values could face inaeased harassment. complaints and even losSOf~~.." choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their pNgttD"ming. The FIJ'St
Amendment protibits government. including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum fNery 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 dasses of appIican1s by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerdon 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 smaUer market secular
stations. Keeping the eIedricily 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 woufd fon:e service cutbacks - and ClI"IaiIed service is contrary to the
public interest.

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

Name

C!O tJ CRlIJ~ f lJ.f) I v/.h U /h-­
Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

, I

Date I

2R/3 /J10L.,gISO~ LAJ

:::Jl}IhJ ~ 77J tAJ iJ. & tf0.5-3Y
Address

Q70 - 77" - fot,ty
Phone
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos~~Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233. 6: S/

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Am.endment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not'b'elffdoPJed.

... ..:; {" ~

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcast~rs, ,to !~e 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 pofentially.ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity fiowing 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.

'zlJt~7-, -/
Signature

E.W. Ellenwood

Name

March 17, 2008
Date

1507 Arrowhead Drive
Rochester, IN 46975 .

Address

(574) 223-6058
Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

, ,
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