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

I submit the following comments in response 1o the Localism Notice of WMN&BE&EED

*NPRM™), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment r@ﬁtg h ;QJ:%QQﬁof
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adppted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadca 5&@’&&&%@9 M

peopie 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
vaiues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing {o 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 10 air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects io the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editoriai 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
constitutionatly-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal systerm in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routing renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reiigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
comrespond to their beliefs could face iong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{3} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Cominission 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 restncting 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 nof 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 RECEIVED & INSPECTED

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposd RuighRRinp @¢008
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rﬁGGnMﬁHLBOOM

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 vaiues. 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,
particularty 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 wouild 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 themseives would amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face fong, 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 chailenge. 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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RECEIVED & INSPECTED

Comments in Response to Loceliom Nofice of Proposed Ruiemaking
ik Dockel No. 84-233

| submit the foliowing comments in response 10 the Lot tisim Notice of Prdposed Rulemaring
iR, released Jan. 24, 2008, in WB Docket No. 04-233.
FCC-maiLri -

Any new FCC rules, waolicies of procedu os must oot vioste First Amendmient TS A b -G
rroposals discussed in the NPRM, fenacted . veould do 55 - and must not be adopted.

e ot b s

) The FCC must not force radio stations, espeaally reiigious broadcasters, to take advice from
peeple who do not share their values. The NFPRIA's propesed advisary board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.  Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vaiues 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, especizaliy 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 whgo 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, s do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sgueeze niche and smafler 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.
iRaising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtalled service is contrary o the
public interest.

We urge the FCC no o 2dopt rutes procsceres -1 policize Zisoussed above,
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"RECEIVED & INSPECTED |

Comments ir Response to Localism Notice ¢f Praoposed Folemaking

183 Docket No. 04232

APR 1 ~ 200y
I submit the following comments in response to the Lo rlism Notice of Prg kosed Rutemaking {the

"R PRIWY), released dan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket o, 04-253. FCC"' Foow

e ¥

AR

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

) The FCC niust not force radio statons, espeaaily reigicus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NFRLY's proposad advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstituiionat 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,
particutarly a refigious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radic 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, espectaily religious programming, is nol 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 estabtish a two-tiered renewat system in which certain licensees would be
zutomatically 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 Chrigtian broadcasters operate on tight budgels, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sgueeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantialiy raising costs in two ways: (8) by requiring
staff presence whenaver 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 1s confrary to the
public interest

Aot mdont ruker procscure: o poebcler disrussad above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Ruicmaking RECENED&NSPECTED

Inf_.l D’C-.inf‘vLAA‘ZE:

| | APR,L,0, 2008
I sabmit the following comments inrcspanse 10 the Lo isnii Notice of Proposed Ryl Hng (the
wERM, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockei No. 04-203.
* MAILROOM
z o1

gures moss oot vicizte Hirst Amendmd
would do so — 2nd must not be adopted.

Sny nevs FCC wules, policies or proos
,='Op(‘;5"'" discussed in the NPRM, if enacted.

" The FCC must not force radio stztions, espeuaily reigious broadcasters, to take advice from
people whio do not share their values The NERLYs proposed aovisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist zdvice 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 reguirements would de sc — 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, especiatly religious prograrmming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) 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
refigious broadceasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspona to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(55 Many Christian broadcasiers 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 smalier market broadcasters, by substantiaily raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wouid force service cutbacks - 2nd curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FOO sattz sdon rates procsdures - nolicies dlecuese above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
W8 Dochel No. 04.237

R

ik RiV"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233.

Any new FGC ruies, policies of procaduses must not vicate First Amendment righ
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do s6 - 2nd must not be adopted.

o) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reiigioué broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRIV s proposed agvisory 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 foliow 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
af 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 themseives would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5} Many Christizn 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
sgueeze niche and smatller market broadcasters, hy substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is an the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wouid force service cutbacks -- and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FOO nal to =dentrgles procadures o1 policies disoussed above,
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RECENVED & INSPECTED

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
ME Bocket No. 04-233

APR 1 0 2008
| submit the following comments in response to the Lucalism Notice of Propoged Rulemaking {the
“‘NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC M A"_HOOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nat violate First Amendment rights. A number ¢!
proposals discussed in the NFRM, 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
pecple who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propesals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vaiues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their owr:
cansciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibiis government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into & 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 cheice
of programming, especiaily 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 rencewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operals on tight budgets, as do many smaller marxket secuias
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often & chalienge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substanbalty 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 cr peliciss discussed ebove.
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RECEIVED & INSPECTED

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

0 2008

| submit the following comments in respornse to the Localism Notice of Propoged Rulemaking (the
“‘NPRM”}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dacket No. 04-233.
- FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmeniﬁﬁmﬂﬂ———'
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 harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than aliowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendrnent prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiotis broadcaster, must present.

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

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiaily 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 wouid be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(9) 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 t adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Conmments in Response to Loczlism Notice of Proposed Froiemaking RECEIVED & INSPECTED

Vi Dochet WNo. $4-232

I submit the following comments in response to the Lo s Notice of Proposdd RieRRing i(h2008
W R, released Jan, 24, 2608, in MB Dockel Ho. 04-253.

Any nev FCC rules, Loliciaos or procedies mast oot vinoate First Amendment rgﬁCGTMAu-(BOOM

craposals discussed in the NPRM. if enasted. woald do s2 — and must not be adopted.

) The =CC must not force radio siations, espeasity roligious broadcasters, to take advice from
oeople who do not share their values. The NPRIYs proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.  Religious brozdcasters who resist a2dvice 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,
pariicutarly 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 infarmation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4} 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 Christizn 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
sgueeze niche and smalier market broadeasters, by substanttally raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting mamn studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would foree service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
oublic interest.

We urge the FOC g te zedopt rules procederes @ onlicizs dierussed above.
B/v«JL e &4 3/ Sj/() 7
Sqnatune

1333 £, Beninett=, 3 ,of\:“nﬁ' ﬁ’@(‘cg
Mo

Preatr Stahl

e

NT-%31-6973




Comments in Response te Localism Notive of Proposed Fotemaking
cheiNe. 04.232

RECEVED & INSPECTE,

[ e
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I submit the following comments in response to the Looclisim Notice of Propoped RIA@&kInq}{t?ﬁUs

RV, released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
FCC.-
GO MMH@OM

Aoy new FCC rdles, policies of procsduies must not viclate First Amendme
rronosals discussediin the NPRM, if enacted, would do 55 - 2nd must not be adopted.
$ The FCC must not force radio stations, espetally religious broadeasters, to take advice from
people who do net share therr values. The NPRI's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.  Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vatues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatitle 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 programiming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must nct 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 {rue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face iong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantiailly 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
vublic inferest.

Me urae the FTO wonte 2dopl rulee procadurar o pelicies dizcussed above,
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RECEIVED & INSPECTED
Comments in Response te Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

147 Docket No. 04-233 APR 1 0 2008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop ),ﬁf&%ﬂemaking {the
"WPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dacket No. 04-233. "MA'LROOM

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

(' The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaity religicus broadcasters, to take advice from
reople who do not share their vaiues. 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 harassmment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their ow
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inciuding 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 nas
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously abjects 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 c¢hoice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionaliy-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spectal renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would arnouni to coercion of
religious broadeasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruincus renswal proceedings.

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

L Docket Mo, 04-233 RECEIVED & INSPECT! ED

‘ I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propoked Rulemaking (the
WPRIWY), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. APR 1 0 2008

Any new FCO rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmeng

ﬁg&t A pumber of
(- oposals discussed n the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopteg! - A|LHOOM

i) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, tc take advice from
pople 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 incompatibie viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inciuding 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 fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message defivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of prograrmming, 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 licensecs would be
automaticatly 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
zonrespond to their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

o) 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: (&) by reguiring
siaff 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 curiailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt ruies, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Propased Rulemaking RECEVED & INSPECTED
B Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Locatism Notice of Proposed Ruleﬁgﬂ\d(tﬂezﬂﬂs
‘NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violsle First Amengment riLbEsCQEMxﬁ:JrloBOOM

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

{1} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reiigious 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 prohibils 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 inte a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a refigious 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 wouid 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 preposed 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 lang, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secufar
stations. Keeping the electricily flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: {a8) 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 curailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC}H_@ adepl rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Ei
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking IVED&’NSPECT
M Docket No. 04-233 D
APR

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prgposed Ruienﬁgkﬁ!gzcg&?
"NPRMY), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nof violate First Amendment rights. 7o
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do s0 — and must not be adopted.

(h The FCC must not force radio staticns, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
pecple 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
vailues 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 oniy the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renzwa! proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often 2 challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (8) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location cheices.
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 cr policies discussed above.
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RECEIVED & INSPECTER

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
ME Docket Mo, 04-233

AR 1.0 2008

i submit the following comments in response to the Locaiism Notice of Proposed Bulemaking

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

Any new FCC iules, policies or procedures miust niot vinlate First Amendment rights. A0
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

(M The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRI's proposec advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whe resist advice from those who dor't share their
vaiues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow 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 religicus 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 renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticatly barred from routine renewat application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewat
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and polantially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5} iviany Christian broadcasters gperate o ight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is ofter s challenge.  Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantiaily 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 cheices.
Raising costs with these proposais wouid force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not 12 adoept rules, procedures or nalicies niscuesed above.
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