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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of PrcU~l!t@~~~~~P~M~
"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 I~nacted, 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. ReligioUlI 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, in<:luding 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 messaGle. 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 rene,wal 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 fiowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bmadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requinng
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

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

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

(2) The FCC must not turn ev,ery 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 messag'~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rElvelation of specific editorial dedsion-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 choi,C9S.

(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 broadcastE,rg operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f1owin!! is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market brOlldcasterg, 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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4450 Graystone Way
Evans, GA 30809
April I, 2008

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

Attn: Chief, Media Bur,eau

Dear Sir:

RECEIVED &INSPECT~'

I

i
IFCC-MAILROO'V, •

I submit this comment in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM") released Jan. 24,2008 in ME Docket No. 04-233.

The FCC must not force relil,rious broadcasters to take any advice from persons or groups
who do not share their values. The proposed advisory board proposals would impose
unconstitutional mandates. Eve:ry radio station should not be turned into a public forum
where others may assume airtime. The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial
decision-making information. The FCC must not establish a two tiered renewal system in
which certain licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application
processing. The FCC must not increase cost by requiring staff presence when the station
is on the air and by restricting main studio location choices. The FCC must not adopt
rules, policies, or procedures as discussed above.

DonA. Burge

CONCERNED RETIRED CITIZEN
Phone 706-863-8124



WPAXjWTUF
P. O. Box 129
Thomasville, GA 31799

March 27, 2008

Marlene H. Dortch, Esq., Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Broadcast Localism Proceeding; MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear Ms. Dortch:

Robinson Broadcasting Company

RECEIVED &INSPECTED \

~PR 0 7 200B

FCC_MAILROOM

Station WTUF-FM has been operating in Boston, Georgia for 20 years. In that time, the Station has
devoted countless resources to serving our local community. Our Station participates in our community,
and understands the needs of our community, not because of government mandates but because the
Station cares about our community and serving the public interest. I write today to object to the
burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the Commission's Broadc.ast Localism proceeding.
Each of the proposals in the proceeding is addressed separately below.

Communications Between Ucensees and Their Communities

More than 25 years ago, the FCC ab~ndoned its misguided "ascertainment" requirements, when it
correctly concluded that market fomes, rather than government mandates, may be relied upon to ensure
that broadcasters air programming that is responsive to the needs and interests of their communities.
Nothing has changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a different conclusion now. If
anything, broadcasters today face far more competition, from satellite radio and TV, cable, the Internet,
and iPods, to such an extent that market forces Virtually ensure that broadcasters air responsive
programming. We know full well how important it is to address the needs and interests of the people in
our communities. If we don't address those needs and interests, we know that market forces will drive
listeners and viewers elsewhere. Government mandates will not change that equation, except to make it
far more difficult and expensive to be a good broadcaster.

Accordingly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or the
mandatory creation of advisory boards. The quarterly issues/programs list requirement, coupled with
Commission review as necessary and public input at renewal time, has worked adequately over the past
25 years. The potential benefits if any, of these unfunded mandatory proposals are severely outweighed
by the costs involved. Instead, broadcasters should be given the fleXibility, in their important role as
stewards of the broadcast airwaves, to communicate with their communities in a manner that best suits
the station and community.

Remote Station Operation

For many years, broadcasters have been afforded the flexibility to operate without station personnel
present at or near transmission faclllUes. This has been particularly important in emergency situations,
where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted elsewhere. This Station opposes any efforts to

"Your News and Information Station" -1240 AM Stereo
(912) 226-1240
(912) 226-1361 - Fax
CBS Affiliate

WTUF - "Real Country" - 106.3 FM
(912) 225·1063

Fax - (912) 226-1361
ABC Affiliate



remove the flexibility that the commission has wisely provided to broadcasters. Many broadcasters
Simply cannot afford to staff their facility during all hOurs of operation and may be forced to shut down,
which would be an extreme disservice to the public. Other broadcasters have invested thousands of
dollars in technology to be sure they are immediately notified of anyon-air problems. We don't believe
the Commission should nullify those investments and require us to make even more expenditures for
unneeded personnel.

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restriction to the main studio rule. For many years, stations have
been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the communities they serve. Due to
variations in topography, and in order to address the needs of the various communities they serve,
broadcasters have been able to rely on the flexible approach the FCC has adopted. No changes in this
flexible approach are necessary or warranted.

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of voice-tracking. Voice
tracking can be a useful tool for smailier broadcasters to bring popular non-local talent to the local
airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on this ability would be a disservice to the
publiC, and any disclosure requirements potentially would infringe the First Amendment rights of
broadcasters. Similarly, station playlists are a matter of licensees' discretion, and are tailored to serve
the tastes of the communities they serve. The commission is prohibited by statute from regulating the
content of broadcast material, and should not encroach on the editorial freedoms broadcasters enjoy
under the First Amendment.

License Renewal Procedures

Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local programming. Such a proposal
raises serious First amendment concerns for broadcasters. Therefore, this Station opposes any
government mandates in the form of quotas or specific minimum hours of local programming.
Broadcasters who work and live in their local communities, and who inherently know the needs and
interests of their communities, are in the best position to determine how best to provide responsive
programming, inclUding local programming, and to allocate their resources accordingly. Broadcasters
need the flexibility that is built into the current system. It is this flexibility that allows us to proVide
programming that best serves the public interest.

Respectfully,

6.~
Owner/Operator
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposais 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, induding 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 messaSle. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial 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 tllings 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 couid 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 ruies, procedures or policies discussed above.
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April I, 2008

FCC
Secretary's Office
445 12'h Street SW
Washington DC 20554

RE: REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM COMMISSIONS CLOSED CAPTIONING RULES

S&E Auto Sales are small automobile dealerships in Walpole and Weymouth, MA. The purpose of this
petition is to request an exemption from the closed captioning requirements. S&E Auto Sales qualify for
exemption for the following reasons:

I. S&E Auto Sales will air in the Providence and Boston market each week with in house
production. We are able to produce and air our weekly shows because of our low cost
production and in house editing that enables us to afford the expense ofair time. If we had to
outsource production and editing cost to accommodate closed captioning that would put an
"undue financial burden" on S&E Auto Sales. That undue burden would force us to
discontinue our programming and cease broadcast operations.

2. Along with our limited number ofpersonnel, our technical capacity and equipment, we would
need substation upgrades to handle the closed captioning requirements. Again, this undue
financial cost would force S&E Auto Sales to cease production and broadcast operations.

Again, we respectfully request that S&E Auto Sales be exempted from the closed captioning requirements
for the above stated reasons.

Sincerely, &_---- ___
Edward Coolbrith
S&E Auto Sales
575 Boston Providence Highway
Walpole, MA 02081
508-660-7000



CERTIFICATION TO TELEVISION STATION
OF PROGRAM COMPLIANCE WITH FCC
CLOSED CAPTIONING REQUIREMENTS

(to be delivered with the broadcast order)

Client:

Name of program:

Television station:

s ~ E ~v.-o ~le.'O.

CJ}f<'- Ii t?1 E"

08f.1 _
Call letters

l N c....

The undersigned hereby certifies compliance with Federal Communications Commission closed
captioning requirements for new programming (check A or B):

o A. The program mentioned above is closed captioned in compliance with FCC
requirements.

(or)

The program mentioned above is not closed captioned (check 1 or 2):

o

.~

1.

2.

The FCC granted a waiver on that remains in
effect until _

(or)

The client requested a waiver from the FCC closed captioning
requirements on 7:-/ -{2r .

Sign: ~-----
Name: Glwda.,~/l
Title: 'a'4<.!,,,,T

Date: I,. yJl!Of



Comments In Response to localism NotIce of Propoeed Ru,"-klng
MB Docket 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 ruIell. policies 01' procedures must not violllle First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not folce radio stations. especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. 1"he NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstltutional mandlItes. Religious lbroacIcastera who resist advice from those who don't share their
values COUld face increased harassment, c:omplainls and even loss of Iioense for choosing to foHow their own
consciences, rather than allowing lncompalibIe viewpojnIs to shape their programming. The First
Amandment prohibits govemment, inchldlng the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must~.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and evetyOIltl 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 foItl/ds imposition of mess8gB delivery
mandalas on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of speclIlc editorial decIsion-making information. The choice
of programming, especiaUy religious pnl\Jramming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to folce reporting on such things as who produced what plogllul1S would intrude on
constltuttonally-prolected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not estebil8h a two-tiered renewal system In which certain Iicellsees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The prOjlOlllld mandatory special renewal
review of certain clas_ ofapplicants by the Commia8loners themselves would all1OlM'lt to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conSClenCeS and present only the messages they
correspond to their bellllfs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chriatian bt'oadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaHer market secular
stetions. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaUer marllet 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 rulas, pnlCedures or policies discussed above.

Name

Date

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



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

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24. 2006. in MB Docket No_ 04-233.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force mdio 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
Aliielldliient prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, mList present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVI!ry 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 messago. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rE,velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The Choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property 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 broadcastE,rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowinn is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market brO<ldcaslers, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location Choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following Gomments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
-NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

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

(1) The FCC must noll 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 no1 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 edite'rial choices.

(4) The FCC must noll 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 mSlrket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and,..{b)ty 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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Steven F. Lux

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12'h Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

March 31, 2008

76 South Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

330-384-5498

-
RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 0 7 2008

FCC-MAILROOM

Subject: Experimental License File Number 0520-EX-PL-2007. Call Sign WE2XJN

Dear Madame Secretary:

As requested in the Consensus Plan, ref,med to in FELHC, Inc Experimental License Application and also filed
in ET Docket No. 05-345 on May 15, 2007 by the Nuclear Energy Institute and the Utilities Telecom Council in
their Supplement to Petition for Waiver, tlhis letter is to report on the activities during the first six months of the
license grant (Oct. 16,2007).

Specifically, pursuant to Section IV D of the Consensus Plan, FELHC has engaged in indoor operation of the
Telex Equipment authorized at the locations identified on the license. FELHC has limited operations to only
those circumstances permitted under the Consensus Plan.

Should you have any questions concerning this report, please contact me at (330) 384-5498.

Sincerely,

Steven F. Lux,
Assistant Vice-President
FELHC, INC.

Jkb

xc: R. D. Kaufman
WE2XJN
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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, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if E'nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force n9dio 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 harassmE,nt, 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 messag'~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rE,velation 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 choil~es.

(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 flowin~, 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 wo"ld 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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March 29, 2008

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

Dear Secretary,

Received & Insrerted

APR 7- 200B

FCC Mail RnA: (j

I am writing concerning MB Docket No-04-233. I am proud to be an
American and feel free and compelled to do what is right for the
country and mankind. We try to encourage our famlies, our church,
and our christian radio station. I believe that the christian radio
stations are paramount in the services which they provide for a
community in promoting the christian lifestyle.

However, I believe that the liberal, secular, radio stations promote a
lifestyle which is detrimental to our youth by promoting, suggestive
lyrics, drugs, foul language, "kill a cop" rap, beer drinking and
promiscuity. I also believe that we christians are losing our christian
rights everyday with the passage of new restrictive laws.

I strongly oppose the government interference with the programming
on the christian stations. Also, we strongly oppose the forming of
committees to oversee the radio stations. People overseeing these
stations most assuredly would not have the same christian values as
those operating the stations.

I would like to state that I strongly oppose the passage of MB Docket
No-04-233.

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

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~~fi\j1 Rn": fI
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in l1li8 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 I~nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

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

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCGess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the me$Sa~le. 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 tlhings 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 renE,wal 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 R\iPemaking (the
"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 do so - and must not be adopted,

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

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time~ Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message~ The First Amendment 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 estabiish a two-tiered renewai 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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(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 consciencl8s, 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.

_ . .•.••_ ••_~ V. I IU"'U~~O I"I.Ulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Recei~ed & Insec,ted

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nUr1A~rpf- 200B
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 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) Many Christian broadcasters operat.e 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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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R'*teeiudlli&lnsrerted
. (the"NPRM"), releasEld Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

APR 7- 2008
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. FCC M8:' RnA n

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

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

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

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

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

~JJi (1~ 3-iS-o£?
Signature~~
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Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief; Media Bureau



RECEIVED &INSPECTED'

APR 0 7 2008
Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

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

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposais would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious. broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmEmt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inccmpatible 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 rad'io 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 broadcastElrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowint) 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 Propos .

"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 do so - and must not be adopted.

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

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag,s. 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 011 the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposeamuilmnai~~I:ld~~~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in 11/18 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 .~nacted,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 prohiMs 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 messa~le. 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 reporling 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 renEmal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

\

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

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket 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, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

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

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acc,ess 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 broadcaste,rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!l 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
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dopt rules, pr~or policies discussed above.
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Sincerely,
Patty Chocl<1 ell,

Dear ~J
The Fcc is considering expensive and expansive rule changes that

could force radio stations in small audiences to either cut back,
or shut down! The FCC eants to force stations to hire more staff

qlmd possibly relocalte f~lcilities two very expensive;
If these proposals are adopted, it would be a blow not only to true II
local didio, but also to new trl::/Jditionally found among station
owners.
All this and more "rill hurt our radio stations and Christian ones,
PleaSle vote no on this proposal. bet's be thankful for the free
doms which we have. Lets keep the radio stations al\ the1 are.
Thank you.

_.,- ~ -.. \.~ <" " .~~, ,
*Lf\'r'''· l,,"<H -oJl.-
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Comments In Response to LC)(;alism NoUes Of ProposSd Rulemaklng
MD DoI:ket No. 114-233

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, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not foo:8 re<Iio stations, especially religious broadcasters, 10 lake adIIice from
people who do not share Ihelr values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose sueI'.
unconslnutionel mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who donl share their
values could face Increased harQ8j!men~ compleints end even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conscienCtl$, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating vmat viawpcints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcester" must present.

(2) The FCC must naltum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publlc access reqUirements would do so - even il a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the TOeSllage, The First Amendment foroids imposition 01 message derlVery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of speclflo editorial declsion-making information. The choice
01 programming, especially religioos programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thinge as who prcdI.'Ctid ....hatprog~ WOl.o1d intrude on
constlMionally-protecled editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-liered renewal system in which certain l!censees would be
automatically barred lrom routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes 01 appliC<lnts by the Commissioners lIlemselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conecienCtl$ and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian b~lsters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
slations. Keeping the electricity flowlng Is often a chalienge. Yet, the Comml$aion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar1<et broadC<lsters, by subslenlially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a stalion is, on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
ReISing eosta With these proposals would force serviCe cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary !o the
public interesl.

,-procedures or policies disCUSSed above.
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