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Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C 20554
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Reference: CGB-Ce-0034

Won! of Life Church
11675 PIIllt Ave,
El Paso, TX 79936

Re: PetitiOll for exemptinn from the closed captioning ruk' lJoder the '"IllIdue burden°·
slandl'fd, 47 C,F.R. § 79.l(t)

Dear Sir/Ml\dem,

As yon were previoUBly notified, the Fedc:ra\ Communications Commission received the
petition you filed on behalfofWord of LiCe Church, El Paso, TexaJ on December 13, 2005
seeking anexemption from the closed captioning requimncnbi sel forth in 3edion 79.1 of the
Olnnnission's rules.! TIre exemption .ought W;J.:l hased on the undue burdl!l'l standard ~et forth in
section 79.1(f). YOU! petition abo was placed on ?uhHc Notice. As expillined below, a.fter
cilIeful CQUBideralioD we grant yoW" petition fur exemption from the closed captioning
requirelnenl!i for ''The Bondage Breaker."

PllllIWlJ\l to section 79.1(1) of the Commi8llion's rules, llI1 exemption from elosed­
captioning requirement'l P13.y be gr;mtIrl fur a channel ofvideo programming, a celegory or type
ofvideo progrllllUIiing, !lII. individWll video ~ervice, a ~p..,.ific video program or a video
program.ming provid..r upona finding that lire dosed captioning requirement:! will result in Illl
undue burden upou the petitioner. Furthermore, the statute and the Commission's rules define
the t=n ''undne burden" to mean "~ignificantdifficulty or expenr<e.'~ Applying this standllrd,
the Consumer and Go""nunenlal Affw1'J Bureau recently issued an Order granting exemptions
from the closed captioning requirements under the undue burden iltandllJd to two entities thai are

-similarly SlruatealOl1le"penhoner 1P the InStant Case? liillUrt oraer, the Bureau noted that in ..--­
admssing undue burden petitiolL!l:

, 47 C.F.R. ~ 79.1, impk:mt.nling ..eli"" i I~ of !he C""'-"'unlcations Acl of 1934, iii oI!Ili'Dded, 471!S.C. § 613,
which "'... :.dded lo the CowmwricauODl Act by BeCIioJl 30~ of the Tclteomnnmi",,~_ h' of 1~6, I'\lh. L. No.
IM-I04, 1\0 Slat. ~6 (o<>difitd at47 U.S.C. ~ nl ~u"q.).

'47 U.S.C. § 6IX.): 47 C.F.R. ~ 7~.t(l)(2).

• in ,.I.eMa~r "jAngl= jor CArlsl Minis"""', Inc.,N"", Brg""''''g Millis"v-s, Vidoo Progra",,,,ing ACL-,"uihilily
Petirioru jor F~,,"'plimlfr"'"Ciwed Cap/ioning ReqlJirnnt...I.', eve No•. CGB·CC-/JMS ""d CGB.ce-<lOO'7,
M.",<mWd= OpicionWld ()"l.,,-, DA 06-1802, {CGB ~1. Sept. 11.2006).



• •

[W)e must ''bwance the need fOf d(J~cdcaptioned progrnmming against
--lliri,;,~polenliilllW hlndenng"tneproailclion and dlslributIODor--­

programming." For these reasoll.'l, we note that in the future, when
oon~ideriDg an exemption petition filed by a nun-profit organization th~t

does Dol receive compens.ation frum video programming distributol1l fium
Ihe Iliring ofits progmmming, and that in lhe absence of en exemption,
may terminate or snbstanti!llly <:\lrtllil ils pmgrmnming, or curtail other
activities important to its miss.ion, we will be inclined favorably to grant
such a petition because ... this confluence of factors stro~y lIUggests
that mandated closed captioning would pose an undue burden on such a
pelitioner.4

After cHI"eful re'View of lhe c.in.'UI1iStancell set forth in your petition, and in light of the
relevant precedent discWiSed above, we (;{IocludoJ that applicillion oflhe closed captioning
requirements in tbis case would ClfUse an undue burden. We Lherefore grlll\l your petition
pulliUWll to secti{l[l 79.1(f).

Any inquiries regaroing thia matter should be directed to lhe undenigned al (202) 418­
1475 (voict:), (202) 41 6-0597 (TTY), or ThomEl5.Chandler@fct.g<Jv. Plense refer to tbl:C~
identifier IllJlllbernoted above in any emllil oom:spondence or tl:h:ptwne oonversatioos with
OlmmissioD staff.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Chandler
Chief, Disability Rights Office
Consumer and Governmental Affair!; Bureau

• Id, ill ponl. II (cil:llioo 0IIIitL0-d).
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