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we:tl'), Irw:: •
c/o Rdwrt A. Belzer, Esq.
Sidley. Austin
1'722 ~ Street, •
W8sh!rqt.on, DC~

Be: Channel 54
Slidell, LA

This {s with re~, to your JUly 31, 1990, petition to rescind the
Cc:.nlss1on '$ o:t~" 1981, '.li8iver of the television Itfreezelt and to dismiss
the petXJlng applieatlon of Caroline K. Powley d/b/a Unicorn/Slidell LPrV'
(Powley) •

O'lJuly 1', 1986, tile CClIIDission 1rcposed a -freeze- on applications for new
television statiau wtthin the mini11lml co-channel r3Etparation distances fran 30
des1gnatlad televlalG6 Dlat'keta. My"., "...1ayisign fInltlU6. r'lineo No. 4074
(relea...a JUly 17, lJ87) (tho "Free. order lt

). '!'be -freeze" was inposed
because the 111gh densities of existing television stations in tblse markets
limited the spectc-. .,aUable for high-definition television lft3 lidvanced
televis,iOn (itA,", .rvice there, and the Coomission wanted to preserve its
spectrta allocation options for such ATV Uge. Consequently, all new television
prqx>sa,1.s for cCIlIUlltles within 219.5 miles (353.2 kiloaeters) (for VHF) arrl
204.5 nd.1oo) (329 ItUOI8ters) of T:ew Orleans, IJ:)u!SiM8., are subjoct to tbe
Dfreezelt. Slidell 18 a suburb of New Orle3ns, l()("'At,ed just north of the city,
arr:l is therefore in tbe Dfreeze- area.

01 h:gust l1, 1987, Ik:lcthShore 1'elevi!:don, Inc. (N::>rtbshore), a proopective
applicaftt fort-lle eben."\al, sought wal1Mr of the "freeze" in order to 4>Ply for
Channel 54 in Slidell. '!'hat waiver request; W1l3 Ultimately granted. North­
shore, however, neftI' fHedan ~plicatlon for the channel. 01 May 18, 1990,
Powley ~.tlJ1td her application for the channel (BPCl'-9005181tOl, a'Xl that
applicdion was~ for filing on \1'une 25, 1990, bscatse tbe Q::t:cber 6,
1997 waiver of the ·freeze· was deemed still to apply. TV 1l9flk'm1m

, ' , Mimo No.
3757, JWPoE't ~To. A...l.3 (released \l'une 25, 19' • On -:July 31, 1990, you filEd
the in!lta1:t petition to rescind t.he waiver ot' the "freeze" and to dismiss
Powley'. ~lication. In support of your petition, you argue that the factual
and l~ besis fortbe waiver no 10ftlJer exists, sinr..e Northsbore did not
itself tile an applieJtion. You further contend that the CmmiasJ.on has
reoentlrtightened its standard in tevaluating "freeze- waiver requests arrl
that the arguments 1'•••00 by Northshore in 1987 would lil'tely not pass 1'I.1.lster
today.
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Grant of lbrtbshore·a "freeze" waiver: request W88 not Itmited to, or otherwise
cont1l'1'Jent on, R>rthshore itself fUin;) an applioatlon for Channel 54. Rather,
in making the determination that waiver of the -freeze" was warr~te3, the
Coornisslon concluded that utilization of the channel would not have an a:1verse
effect on NJN use in the area. Once that determination was ma:3e, Nocthsbore
am any other prospective applicants were eligible to seek a Olsmel 54
operation in Slidell, an:I all subsequent l!f?Plications for the chamel could be
aocepted for fUing w!tbout additional "freeze- waiver justifications being
filed. Powley properly relied on the availability of the cbaQnel Wn she
prepared and fUed ber ~lication, .atX} her rights illlst now be protected.
Finally, ~ther a waiver of the "freeze" is warranted var1. widely fran
camunity to OOlIIlIJnlty and even from Ohannel to channel. It is iIpossible,
there"'re, to generalize whether waiver for ene channel in one camunity would
necessarily dictate a similar result in another.

Acoordil'W31y, for the reasons stated above, your petition to reseW the
OCtober 6, 1987, waiver -of the television "fr._" and to dismiss Powley's
applicat.ion IS DBNnD.

Sincerely,

Ba.rbara A. Kreisman
Chief, Video Services Division
Mass Media Bureau

COr caroline K. Powley

;'h ~~ MLBer 1 in/mlb / tv /vsd: MMB
111ef. xslidell.wp
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