- It iS;‘Ch;e'refor‘e're’sbectflﬂl Juested that { he cases be held in abéyanc“é:?ﬁnd, ,
- that the Commission be authorized ‘to con luct furthe Dproceedings upon an-ex-
vedité e’ sconsiderin rts k(a),and:(b_)kfbf‘the:rj_xles.‘ S

 HENRY GELrEr, =
S Qeneral Counsel, ~
Federal Communications OCommission.
- " /. DONALD F.‘TURNER,, RE
Assistant Attorney Generat, S

L e A D’epairtmemtof»Justiee;jf{,' i
" By: DanigL R. OHLBAMM, I

- Deputy General Counsel, "~
Federal Communications Commission,

March 1, 1968, . | ,
I, Robert D. Hadl, hereby certify that the foregoing “Motion To Hold Cases
In Abeyance: Allda,TQ Auth’orizeglgmther : Proeeed‘i»ngs’"_ was served this 1ot day

of March, 1968, by mailing true copies thereof, postage prepaid to the following
bersons at the addresses shown below: = T e
o W Theofora Plorson, Bsg, ' Roger Wollentivg iy -

“Vernon C. Kolhaas, Hsq. 7 v © 0 Wilmer; Cutler & Pickering ' *
Harold David Cohen, Esq. 0 70900 17tn Street Nw; RO
Robert M. Lichtman, Bsq, = /=5 - Washington, D.C. 20006 .
| Pierson, Ball & Dowa ~Thomas D. Barr, Bsq. ~ © -
| 1000 Ring Building ... Oravath Swaine'& Moore
& ,Wa’sh“ingt()n, D.C. 20086 - i [ 7" One Chage Mﬁnhatita’n'Plaza S a1
.| *Maurice Rosenfield, Bsq. 0o New'York, New York 10005« - ¢
|~ Harry Kalven| Jr., Esq.- oo o ‘' Hérbert Wechsler; Bsq. " - - e ey
208 8. LaSalle Street © .« T 485 W, 116th Street - L
. Chicago, Illinois 60604 ‘ e “New York, New York 10027 o
| Lawrence J. McKay, Iisq. L *Newton\:Nf-Minow,?\Esqf;:ifg
- Cabhill, Gordon, Sonnett Reindel & Ohl ~Leibman, Villiams, Benn
80 Pine Street . . R . Minow o o0 T L
- New York, New York 10005 - 208 South LaSalle Street '
el Rt e - Chicago, Illinois 60604 -
A S \‘7_;"RoBERT,,D.fHAbL;?'

o Al Mal o . RS e Tk

- |CONOURRING. STATEMENT OF CoMMISSIONER KenNNETE A, Cox -

.- As is often the case, I find the opinion of Commissioner Loevinger in -
m,atter'a_truly remarkable document. He imputes motives to those who disg
Wi*th;?‘himWhich»_simply‘:danortQxist. e o L
It is true that the Commission has inyited litigatios
- fairness doctrine, and T bave done so personally. It is not a we

- have not been true to our promise to litigate the issue, that we are considering
| ¢hanges'in our rules for mere cosmetic effect, that we are sery nly our ov
| interest as a litigant a;nd‘nofpublic',pumosé at all, or tha,
| any standards of diligence, bromptness and candor
. licensees—or which would generally be regarded as reasc

test. the validity of our
accurate to say that we -

- Avaveyance and to authorize ug take further
should be allowed 1o a0 Partial revision of the rules, However, I do not think
- - Heshould be allowed to distort the record withotit challéhgee——partiéulaﬂy since
 the statements he now makes are not, for the most part, the ones he advanced o

- Iwhile we were.considering the matter: : : R L e
. . The opposition filed by the Solicitor General to the petition of Red Lion Broad-
‘casting Company for Supreme Court review of ‘the decision of the Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbig sustaining the Fairness Doctrine and our




