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SEPARArE STATEMENT ~2,-J 
OF 

COMMISSIONER JAMES H. QUELLO 

Re: Complaint of Syracuse Peace Council against Television 
Station WTVH, Syracuse~ New York. 
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I agree with today's decis 'ion to solicit comment on ",hether 
enforcement of the Fairness Doctrine is constitutional and 
whether enforcement of the doctrine is contrary to the public 
int e rest. 

In my separate statemeqt to the 1~~2_!~i£Q~~~_S~QQ£!, 
I stated that generally th~ Fairness Doctrine does not further 
its purpose of encouraging the presentation of issues of public 
importance and, therefore, does n o t serv e the public interest. 
l~~i_Iai£Q~~~_~~QQ£! 102 F.C.C.2d 145, 253 (Separate Statement 
of Commissioner Quell0 1 . I h~~e steadfastly believed~ however, 
that the Fairness Doc'trine '''",as ~odified by the 1959 Am'endments 
to the Communication s .Act. Id. The Commission is nO'<1 
confronted with two de~isibn;-irom the , United States Court of 
A p pea 1 s for the D i ~ t ric t 0 ~ Col u m b i ·a hoI din g t hat the F air n e s s 
Doctrine is QQ! mandate'd b y statuE"e. ~~£,g'£i .J;.h~£Q£Q.!.._~.!.._!££, 
No. 85-1723, Slip Opinio n ~D.C. Cir. January 16, 1987); 
I~l~£Q!!!!!!lUli£.!!!iQ!!'§:':'~!l.§;~ .i!!:£.h_~!!~L~£liQ!!_£~!!!~X_~.!.._!££i -
No. 85-1160, Slip Opinion (D.C. Cir. Septemb e r "19, 1986), 
Qet ition for rehearing en bane d~nied (December 16, 1981). 
Because of ' these decisions~ I beli e ve it is appropriate 
to solicit comment on ihe jairn~ss · tioctrine in the context 
of the case now befo~~ ~he~C~~misfion. 

My preferred course of action, however, would have been 
to delay action here : '~niil~l fin'~lit 'y isre?f:hed on the issue of 
whether or not the Fairness Doctrine is s~ ~ tutory. The issue is 
raised squarely in I.R~£_y.!.. ':'!~:£ " ~nd the tim~ for filing ' petitions 
for £~£!iQ£~,Ei has not ex p ire d • Que s t ion s "r ega r din g the 
statutory basis of th~ Faiine~~ qectrine are central to 
the C ~ m m iss ion's a b iIi t ~ ,t~ ~ ~ t 9- e:: eli ill ina teo r en for 6' e th e 
doctr1ne. I, therefore; b ~ 11eveJ.t \>lould ,have been more prudent 
to await final resolutidn p f this 1ssue. 

While prudence may dictate we a~ait final court action 1n' 
the I~~£ cas e . b e for e , pro c e ~ din g ,i i t h the cas e now b e for e us, 
I support today's decision .because i~ merely solicits comment ' 
on the Fairness Doctrine. ' The Com~ ission's Q£4~£ does not 
reach the merits of the issue. 
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