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BEFORE THE

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION RE CE EVED
WASHINGTON, DC 20554
MAY 21 2002
In the Matter of ) AL oM
Amendment of Section 73.202(b) )
FM Table of Allotments ) MM Docket No. 02-23
FM Broadcast Stations ) RM - 10359
{Keeseville, New York and Hartford and ) RM - 10434
White River Junction, Vermont) )

To: Media Bureau

REPLY COMMENTS OF GREAT NORTHERN RADIO, LLC
AND FAMILY BROADCASTING, INC. TO
COUNTERPROPOSAL OF HALL COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Great Northern Radio, LLC (“Great Northern™), licensee of WSSH(FM), White River
Junction, Vermont, and Family Broadcasting, Inc. (“Family Broadcasting”), licensee of
WWOD(FM), Hartford, Vermont (collectively, the “joint Petitioners™), by their counsel, hereby
submit these Reply Comments filed in response to the Public Notice' issued in connection with
the Counterproposal filed by Hall Communications, Inc. (“Hall”) in the instant proceeding.” In

their Comments,” the Joint Petitioners reiterated their interest in implementing the proposed

allotments outlined in their Petition for Rule Making.* As previously shown, the public interest

' See Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau, Reference Information Center, Petition for Rulemaking
Filed, Report No. 2550, in Docket No. 02-23 (RM-10434) {rel. May 6, 2002) (“Public Notice”). The Public Notice
authorizes the filing of Reply Comments no later than 15 days after the date of the Public Notice. Thus, these Reply
Comments are timely filed.

* See Counterproposal to Petition for Rulemaking, Amendment of Section 73.202(b), FM Table of
Allotments, MM Docket No. 02-23/RM-10359 (dated April 1, 2002) (“Counterproposal’”).

* See Comments of Great Northern Radio, LLC and Family Broadcasting, Inc. in MM Docket No. 02-23
(filed April 1, 2002) (“Comments ™).

* See Petition for Rule Making of Great Northern Radio, LLC and Family Broadcasting, Inc. (filed July 23,
2001} (the “Petition”).  There, the Joint Petitioners proposed to substitute Channel 237A for Channel 282C3 at
Hartford, Vermont, with the reallotment of Channel 282C3 from Hartford to Keeseville, New York and the
modification of the license for WWOD(FM) accordingly. Concurrently, the Joint Petitioners proposed the
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and FCC precedent clearly demonstrate that the Petition proposes a preferential set of allotments
over the current allotments in Hartford and White River Junction. Nevertheless, the
Counterproposal asserts that channel 282A, rather than 282C3, should be allotted as a first local
service to Keeseville instead of the Petition.” As these Reply Comments will show, the
Counterproposal is unsustainable due to fatal technical deficiencies and does not constitute a
preferable allocation of allotments over those in the Petition. As such, the Petition may be
granted without delay.

L Hall’s Proposed Allotment Site for Channel 282 A Violates Section 73.315 and
Thus is Fatally Defective

1. The Counterproposal’s proposed allocation of Channel 282A to Keeseville, NY
must be rejected for failure to identify a technically feasible transmitter site, in violation of the
Commission’s Rules. As the attached Engineering Statement® demonstrates, the
Counterproposal fails to comply with Sections 73.315(a) and (b) of the Commission’s Rules,
despite the FCC’s clear policy that counterproposals must be “techmically correct and
substantially complete” at the time of filing.” A counterproposal must demonstrate that its

proposed allotment complies with Section 73.315 of the Commission’s Rules, and if a

reallotment of Channel 237A from White River Junction, Vermont to Hartford, Vermont, with a modification of the
license for Station WSSH(FM), accordingly.

¥ See Counterproposal at pp. 4-6.

* See Engincering Statement of R.M. Smith Associates, May 2002, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

" See, e.g., Fort Bragg, California, 6 FCC Red 5817 (1991) (dismissing counterproposal that specified a
transmitter site located too far from the proposed community’s reference coordinates to support compliance with
73.315(b)}.

¥ See. e.g., Creswell, Oregon, 3 FCC Red 4608 (1988), recon. denied, 5 FCC Red 6581 (1989) (allotment
will not be made absent reasonable assurance of a suitable site from which station could operate in accordance with

FCC Rules), and Jefferson City, Cumberland Gap, Elizabethton, Tennessee and Jonesville, Virginia, 10 FCC Red
12207 (1995}, recon. denied, 13 FCC Red 2303 (1998).
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substantial question exists as to the availability of a technically feasible site to accommodate a
proposed allotment, that proposal must be rejected.’

2. A counterproposal is invalid pursuant to Section 73.315(b) if it proposes a
transmitter where the path between the proposed transmitter location and the principal city to be
served contains a major obstruction.'® Moreover, Section 73.315(a) precludes counterproposals
that fail to provide city-grade (70 dBu) coverage to the entire proposed community of license."
The FCC haé consistently rejected allotment proposals where a terrain obstruction prevents
unobstructed line-of-sight service to the proposed community and precludes 70 dBu coverage to
the entire proposed community.'” As detailed below, the Counterproposal suffers from both
defects and must be dismissed.

3. The Engineering Statement shows a major obstruction in the transmission path
that precludes line-of-sight between the Counterproposal’s allotment site and Keeseville. The
Engineering Statement provides a terrain analysis indicating that an obstruction is located

between 9.6 and 10.6 kilometers from the proposed transmitter site and that the obstruction

° See Twin Falls and Hailey, Idaho, 13 FCC Red 20172 (1998) (rejecting proposed transmitter site on U.S.
Forest Service land absent reasonable assurance of site availability). Hall has failed to provide any assurances
regarding the availability of its proposed site, which apparently would be located in the Adirondack State Park.

' Section 73.315(b) provides, inter alia, that “[the] location of the antenna should be chosen so that line-of-
sight can be obtained from the antenna over the principal city or cities to be served; in ne event should there be a
major obstruction in this path.” (emphasis added).

"' Section 73.315(a) provides that “[the] transmitter location shall be chosen so that, on the basis of the
effective radiated power and antenna height above average terrain employed, a minimum field strength of 70 dB
above one #V/m (dBu), or 3.16 mV/m, will be provided over the entire principal community to be served.”
{emphasis added).

2 See, e.g., Twin Falls, supra at n.9 (rejecting petitioner’s proposed allotment for failure to provide a 70
dBu contour over the entire proposed community of license where four intervening terrain obstructions blocked line-
of-sight coverage); Liberty, New York, & FCC Red 4085 (1993) (rejecting allotment that theoretically complied with
minimum-distance separation requirements but failed to provide unobstructed line-of-sight service and terrain
obstruction prevented community from receiving 70 dBu signal). Cases upholding proposals with minor line-of-
sight obstructions are distinguishable because in those cases the entire proposed community would continue to
receive 70 dBu service. See, e.g., Jackson and Salversville, Kerntucky, DA 02-614 (2002) (finding that entire
community would continue to receive 70 dBu service); Madisor, Indiana, 14 FCC Rcd 9518 (1999) (same).
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protrudes more than 70 meters into the line-of-sight path. The Engineering Statement provides a
showing, based on a shadow matrix, to indicate that the terrain obstruction significantly
constricts the 70 dBu contour and assures that no part of Keeseville can receive 70 dBu coverage
from Hall’s proposed allotment site."” As Figure 13 demonstrates,'* the resulting terrain
shadowing prevents any portion of Keeseville from receiving the 70 dBu signal required by
Section 73.315(a). Because the FCC requires strict compliance with the community coverage
requirements in the rule making context,'” the Counterproposal’s failure to specify a transmitter
site that provides the required minimum field strength over the entire principal community 1s
fatal to the proposal, and the Counterproposal must be dismissed.

Il. The Counterproposal Does Not Represent a Preferred Allotment Over the
Mutually Exclusive Petition; Accordingly, It Must Be Dismissed

4. Submission of a defective proposal that violates Section 73.315 1n a proceeding to
amend the FM Table of Allotments eliminates the need for the FCC to further constder the

defective proposal on a comparative basis.'® Even assuming arguendo that the Counterproposal

" Even absent the requirement that a counterproposal be “technically complete and substantially accurate”
at the time of filing, the Engineering Statement further shows that among twenty-six potential allotment sites that
would otherwise comply with the FCC’s minimum-separation requirements, none would provide line-of-sight
coverage to Keeseville. The Joint Petitioners’ engineer has determined that a viable alternative site for Hall’s
proposed allotment is unlikely to be available that meets all of the FCC’s technical requirements.

'* Although the FCC generally relies upon a standard propagation signal methodology (the F(50,50) curves)
to predict the distance from a transmitter to a specific signal strength in light of the antenna’s specified radiated
power and height above average terrain, these curves assume “uniform terrain” and operations at maximum
permissible facilities, or actual facilities in the case of Class C stations, Use of an alternative propagation
methodology is permitted pursuant to Section 73.313(e) where, as here, the terrain area varies widely from the
terrain around the proposed site. The Commussion has considered alternative prediction methodology to confirm
whether line-of-sight obstructions would prevent the proposed community from receiving sufficient 70 dBu
coverage. See Juckson and Salyersviile, supra n.12, at 9 5. This use does not constitute a “terrain enhancement” of a
70 dBu signal, but rather shows that the 70 dBu contour does not extend to the coverage area depicted in the
Counterproposal.

1* See Caldwell, College Station and Gause, Texas, 15 FCC Red 3322 (2000).

'® See Jefferson City, supra n.8, 13 FCC Red at § 11 (noting that an engineering deficiency in one of two
competing allotment proposals “renders a comparative consideration of the two competing proposals unnecessary.”)
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does not suffer from these fatal defects, a comparison of the Petition and the Counterproposal
clearly demonstrates that the Petition is superior to the Counterproposal.

5. The Petition and Counterproposal seek the allotment of the same channel to the
same proposed community of license. The Petition was filed pursuant to Section 1.420(i) of the
Commission's Rules, which permits an FM licensee to seek modification of its station
authorization to specify a new community of license without affording other interested parties an
opportunity to file competing expressions of interest.'” The Counterproposal instead requests a
drop-in allotment, proposing the same channel and community of license as the Petition.

6. The FCC’s comparisons of competing proposals to amend the FM Table of
Allotments stem from the policy underlying the FCC’s guidelines in Revision of FM Assignment
Policies and Procedures (the “FM Priorities”).'® A comparison of the Petition’s proposed
allotment (Channel 282C3, Keeseville) to the mutually exclusive Hartford allotment of Channel
282C3 reveals that the Petition’s proposed arrangement of allotments would represent Priority 3
because it would introduce a first local service into Keeseville while retaining local service at
Hartford and White River Junction.'”” Retention of WWOD(FM) would be at best Priority 4

(“‘other public interest matters™).

"7 See Amendment of the Commission's Rules Regarding Modification of FM and TV Authorizations to
Specifv a New Community of License, 4 FCC Red 4870 (1989), recon. granted in part, 5 FCC Red 7094 (1990)
(“Community of License”). Community of License sharply undercuts Hall’s assertion that “the Commission would be
better served by opening the allotment at Keeseville to the public, rather than permit {the Joint] Petitioners to have
exclusive rights to a Keeseville allotment, to the detriment of the public interest.” See Counterproposal at n.9,
Clearly, the FCC has determined that the public interest supports upholding licensees’ incentive to seek facilities
improvements through changes in community of license without fear of opening their licenses to competing
expressions of interest and the eventual loss of those licenses.

1% g9 FCC.2d 88 (1982). The FM allotment priorities are: (1) first fulltime awral service; (2) second

fulltime aural service; (3) first local service; and (4) other public interest matters. [Co-equal weight is given to
priorities (2) and (3).]

" Hall erroneously claims that WNHV(AM) in White River Junction operates at “8.4” watts at night and
cites a single occasion when the FCC purportedly stated that a station operating at 10.8 watts nighttime “does not
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7. A comparison of the Petition and Counterproposal shows mutually exclusive,
competing proposals to introduce a first local service in the context of a single proceeding.
Generally, where the FCC compares two competing proposals to introduce a first local service,
the proposed community with the greater population is preferred.”” In the instant case, however,
both the Petition and Counterproposal seek an allotment to the same community, so this factor s
the same for both proposals.

8. A comparison of “other public interest matters,” however, shows that the Pefition
represents the preferred allotment over the Counterproposal under the FM Priorities. The
Petition’s proposed 60 dBu contour would serve 198,776 persons (a net gain of 95,670 persons
after the removal of 282C3 from Hartford), while the Counterproposal predicts that at best only
93,700 persons would receive service from the Counterproposal allotment.*! The existence of de
minimis areas receiving only four aural services, as provided in the Petition, is not contrary to
this result.”” The affected population of 362 persons 1s greatly outweighed by the net population
gains of the Petition’s Keeseville allotment (95,670 persons), as well as the Petition’s net

population gain of almost 2,000 persons relative to the Counterproposal. For these reasons, FCC

warrant treatment as a full-time station.” In reality, WNHV(AM) is authorized for nighttime operations at §4 watts,
not 8.4 watts, thus rendering Hall’s objection a nullity. See Lincoln and Sherman, Hiinois, 2002 FCC LEXIS 1462
(2002} (granting change of community where new allotment would provide first local service and original
community would retain local service through AM station authorized for nighttime operations at 35 watts).

* See Cumberland, Kentucky and Weber City, Virginia, et al., 2002 FCC LEXIS 1395 (2002) (stating that
where there is a choice between two mutually exclusive proposals involving priority 3, the Commission has used the
populations of the communities of license as a tie breaker — the population differences have been held to be
dispositive, even if the difference is small).

! See Counterproposal at Figure 5. A comparison of Figure 5 in the Counterproposal’s engineering with
Figure 13 of the attached Engineering Statement shows that while Hall predicts that its proposed 70 dBu contour
will extend beyond Keeseville and that its 60 dBu contour will reach Burlington, Vermont, the Joint Petitioners’
engineer predicts that Hall’s 70 dBu signal would not reach Keeseville. Note, that Hall’s population figure likely
significantly overstates the relevant population counts in light of the line-of-sight obstructions that would reduce this
population substantially.
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precedent and policy clearly demonstrate that the Petitior’s allotment would be preferred to the
Counterproposal, and the Counterproposal must be dismissed.

9. By contrast, the Petition proposes a preferential arrangement of allotments in full
compliance with the FCC’s Rules and policies and the U.S./Canada Working Agreement. The
Petition would provide a first local service to Keeseville, New York depriving Hartford or White
River Junction of local service. While the Counterproposal’s technical infirmities would
eviscerate the quality of service provided to Keeseville, the Petition may be granted without

delay and in furtherance of the public interest.

Conclusion
The FCC must dismiss the Counterproposal in this proceeding for utter failure to comply
with Section 73.315 of the Rules. The failure to identify a transmitter site that can provide
unobstructed line-of-sight and 70 dBu coverage to Keeseville renders the Counterproposal
fatally defective. Moreover, even if the Counterproposal complied with Section 73.315 (a) and
(b), the proposal remains inferior to the Petition in light of the clear mandate of the FM Priorities

and FCC precedent.

2 See, e.g., Clovis and Madera, California, 11 FCC Red 5219 (1996) {granting proposal to allocate second
local service [Priority 4] despite loss-area population of 593 persons receiving only four full-time reception
services).
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WHEREFORE, FOR THE FOREGOING REASONS, Great Northern and Family
Broadcasting respectfully request that the Commission reject the Counterproposal of Hall
Communications in this proceeding and issue an Order granting the proposal outlined in the Joint

Petitioners’ July 23, 2001 Petition for Rule Making and modify Section 73.202(b) accordingly.

GREAT NORTHERN RADIO, L1.C
FAMILY BROADCASTING, INC.

= —
/Dﬁvid G. O’Neil

Jonathan E. Allen

MANATT, PHELPS AND PHILLIPS, LLP

1501 M Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005-1702

Their Counsel

May 21, 2002
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R M. SMITH ASSOCIATES

BROADCAST TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS
4267 NW FEDERAL HIGHWAY #120 - JENSEN BEACH, FL 34957
{561) 335-0688 FAX (561) 335-1438
E-MAIL Rmsradio@aol.com

ENGINEERING STATEMENT

IN SUPPORT OF
REPLY COMMENTS ON A COUNTER PROPOSAL
TO A
PETITION FOR RULE MAKING

PETITION BY:
GREAT NORTHERN RADIO LLC

AND
FAMILY BROADCASTING, INC.

COUNTER PROPOSAL BY:

HALL COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

May 2002




PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The Reply Comments, of which this Statement is a part, request a denial of the Counter
Proposal by Hall Communications, Inc. ("Hall") and a grant of the Petition by Great Northern Radio
LLC ("Great Northern") and Family Broadcasting, Inc. ("Family") in the matter of a Notice of
Proposed Rule Making in MM Docket No. 02-23, RM-10359.

This Statement addresses Hall's counter proposal of channel 282A to Keeseville, NY in lieu
of channel 282C3 as proposed by Great Northern and Family. This Statement provides evidence
that Hall's proposed allotment is defective in that it fails to comply with Section 73.315(a) and (b) of

the Commission's Rules.

HALLS PROPOSED ALLOTMENT SITE

The proposed allotment site for 282A at N44-33-44, W73-38-05 is not an acceptable site for
serving Keeseville. The site, which is 13.8 km from the reference coordinates of Keeseville, is
prevented from adequately serving Keeseville by the intervening terrain. Attached as Figures 1
through 4 are portions of USGS Topographic Series maps on which is plotted the path from the Hall
Allotment site through the geographic center of Keeseville. Figure 5 is a plot of the terrain profile
between those locations. As clearly shown in Figure 5 the signal path from the proposed Hall
allotment to Keeseville is severely blocked by terrain at a distance of 9.6 km through 10.6 km from
the Hall site. The town of Keeseville is located in the valley of the Ausable River. The site
restriction required to protect 282C3 in Hartford and the height of the intervening terrain requires a
tower of over 500 meters in height to provide unobstructed line of sight from the Hall site to all of
Keeseville.

The path to the southern portion of Keeseville is even more severely blocked due to the
increasing terrain height in the area of Cold Spring Mountain. The path and terrain profile to the
southern portion of Keeseville are shown in Figures 6 through 11. |

In addition to the two terrain profiles shown in Figures 5 and 11, twenty-six (26) additional
potential allotment sites complying with the provisions of 47 C.F.R. Section 73.207(b)(1) were
examined. Figure 12 is a portion of a USGS 1:100,000 Topographic Series map. On it is plotted
the required separation, 141.5 kmY, from the existing WWOD(FM) Hartford site. Also plotted are

the potential allotment sites that were examined. Table 1 is a listing of the examined sites with the




geographic coordinates, height above mean sea level, distance and bearing from KeesevilleZ. None
of the sites investigated provided a line of sight path to Keeseville. The 282A allotment site
proposed by Hall and all other twenty-six (26) potential sites examined are in violation of 47 C.F.R.
Section 73.315(b)2. Tt is the site restriction imposed by the presence of 282C3 in Hartford, VT that
prevented Hall from specifying a site that complies with 47 C.F.R. Section 73.315(b).

Due to the terrain shadowing present in Keeseville, the Hall proposed 282A allotment also
fails to provide 70 dBu or better coverage to the entire community of Keeseville when the coverage
is calculated with the terrain's effects considered. This failure is in violation of 47 C.F.R. Section
73.315(a). Such alternate means of calculating coverage is permitted by 47 C.F.R. 71.313(e) ¥
Attached, as Figure 13, is a plot of the signal strength generated by a full Class A facility at the Hall
allotment site. This plot was generated using a shadow matrix provided by RadioSoft and shows
received signal strength based upon depth of the shadowing at each of the matrix points. This plot
clearly shows that due to the terrain shadowing, no portion of Keeseville will receive 70 dBu service
from Hall's proposed allotment. In addition, all of the other twenty-six (26) examined sites also

failed to provide 70 dBu coverage to all of Keeseville when terrain shadowing was considered.

1/ 47 C.F.R. Section 73.207(b) requires a separation of 142 km between co-channel Class A
and Class C3 allotments. The 141.51 km allows for rounding as allowed by 47 C.F.R. Section
73.208(c)(8).

2/ The reference coordinates of Keeseville are N44-30-18.0, W73-28-49,

3/ 47 C.F.R. Section 73.315(b) requires in part "...The location of the antenna should be so
chosen that line-of-sight can be obtained from the antenna over the principle city or cities to be

served; in no event should there be a major obstruction in this path." (Underline added)

4/ 47 C.F.R. Section 73.313(e) permits alternate means of signal prediction - "In cases where
the terrain in one or more directions departs widely from the average elevation of the 3 to 16
kilometer sector, the prediction method may indicate contour distances that are different from what
may be expected in practice. For example, a mountain ridge may indicate the practical limit of
service although the prediction method may indicate otherwise...." The average terrain (3 to 16
kilometers) along the radial between the Hall site and the Keeseville reference coordinates is 157.4
meters AMSL. The highest point is 241 meters AMSL and the lowest is 107 meters AMSL. This
terrain "departs widely" from the average. (The F(50,50) curves assume a terrain variance of 50
meters)



COMPARISON OF 282A VS 282C3

The Hall Counter Proposal shows a population gain of 93,709 within the proposed 60 dBu
F(50,50) coverage contour.? The Petition for channel 282C3 shows a population gain of 198,776
within the proposed 60 dBu F(50,50) coverage contour and a net gain of 95,670 when the loss area
of 282C3 in Hartford is subtracted from the gain of 282C3 in Keeseville.

Hall proposed 282A as a limited allotment with respect to Canada and specified a directional
antenna to protect four Canadian stations or allocations. Attempting to correct the defects in Hall's
allotment site by moving the site to any location south of Hall's proposed site further increases the
prohibited terrain blockage to Keeseville. This is due to the high terrain in the area of the Cold
Spring Mountain ridge (see Figures 3 & 12 of this Statement). Moving the 282A allotment site to
the north lessens the severity of the intervening terrain (though not sufficiently to comply
with 47 C.F.R. Section 73.315), but decreases the separation to the Canadian facilities requiring
protection. This decrease in separation would require further restrictions on the Hall proposed
directional limitations. The result of decreasing coverage to the south (due to the northward
movement of the allotment site} and no increase in coverage to the north (due to the requirement to
protect the Canadian facilities) is a decrease in total area and population to be served by a 282A

allotment 60 dBu F(50,50) contour.

CONCLUSIONS
The Hall Counter Proposal of channel 282A at Keeseville, NY, as submitted, violates

Section 73.315(a) and (b) of the Commission's Rules and is therefore defective.

5/ Due to the site restriction imposed by 282C3 in Hartford, VT, the theoretical site specified
by Hall is separated by a mountain ridge, Cold Spring Mountain, from the majority of the area's
population. This mountain ridge will prevent the 60 dBu from reaching much of the claimed
population just as it prevents Keeseville from receiving a 70 dBu signal. Thus the actual population
gain under Hall's counter proposal will be considerably less than claimed.




CERTIFICATION

I, Robert M. Smith Jr., of Port St. Lucie, FL, do hereby certify that all of the data,
calculations and statements in this application are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and
belief. I further certify that I am an experienced and qualified broadcast engineer and that my

qualifications are a matter of record with the Commission.

Robert M. Smith Jr.
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SITE
NUMBER

SITE NAME
1 Terry Mountain

2 WPTZ-TV Terry Mountain
3 Crossway Mountain

4 Sheep Mountain

5 Hogback Mountain

6 Nancy Ryan Mountain

7 Larry Ryan Mountain

8 North Pole Hill

9 Buckiey Mountain

10 Mitchell Mountain

11 Flat Mountain

12 Paddy Mountain

13 Big Nineteen Mountain

14 Little Nineteen Mountain

15 Lynch Mountain

LATITUDE

N44-34-17
N44-34-27
N44-30-40
N44-30-41
N44-30-59
N44-35-15
N44-31-27
N44-31-33
N44-32-02
N44-31-33
N44-31-52
N44-32-01
N44-32-18
N44-32-30

N44-32-49

TABLE 1

LONGITUDE

W73-40-56

W73-40-30

W73-40-38

W73-41-22

W73-40-04

W73-42-32

W73-41-42

W73-40-40

W73-40-27

W73-38-51

W73-38-42

W73-38-57

W73-40-49

W73-40-50

W73-39-38

HEIGHT (M)
AMSL

630
610
509
580
545
607
659
613
648
445
480
460
637
570

513

ALTERNATIVE ALLOTMENT SITES - 282A - KEESEVILLE, NY

DISTANCE TO
KEESEVILLE (KM)

17.5
17.1
15.6
16.6
14.9
156.6
17.1
15.8
15.7
13.4
13.3
13.7
16.2
16.3

14.9

BEARING TO
KEESEVILLE {(DEG. TRUE)

113.9

115.6

914

914

93.8

95.4

96.2

97.4

100.7

98.7

101.3

102.2

102.1

103.4

107.0



TABLE 1 {Continued)

ALTERNATIVE ALLOTMENT SITES - 282A - KEESEVILLE, NY

SITE HEIGHT (M) DISTANCE TO BEARING TO
NUMBER SITE NAME LATITUDE LONGITUDE AMSL KEESEVILLE (KM} KEESEVILLE (DEG. TRUE)
16 Oak Hill N44-32-30 W73-38-31 433 134 106.5
17 Conway Hill N44-32-39 W73-38-00 427 12.8 108.5
18 Walker Hill N44-33-20 W73-37-41 428 12.9 114.5
19 Mount Etna N44-33-05 W73-37-04 458 11.9 114.1
20 Un-named Hilitop N44-34-19 W73-36-25 305 12.3 125.5
21 Between Mannix & Boswel! Roads N44-35-47 W73-36-46 244 14.4 133.2
22 Clark Corners N44-35-01 W73-34-14 141 11.1 139.8
23 Davis Lake N44-36-55 W73-36-16 213 15.5 140.6
24 South Plattsburgh N44-38-12 W73-29-52 75 14.4 174.6
25 5. of Schuyler Falls N44-36-24 W73-32-35 122 121 155.8
26 SE. of Schuyier Falls N44-37-18 W73-31-15 101 1341 165.9
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Coordinates
N 44-33-449
H 73-38-05
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Certificate of Service

I, Jenny H. T. Hilscher, a secretary in the law firm of Manatt, Phelps and Phillips, LLP,
do hereby certify that on this 21st day of May, 2002, 1 caused copies of the foregoing “Reply
Comments of Great Northern Radio, LI.C and Family Broadcasting, Inc. to Counterproposal of
Hall Communications, Inc.” to be delivered by first-class mail, unless otherwise specified, to the

following persons:

John A. Karousos, Assistant Chief*
Audio Division

Office of Broadcast License Policy
Media Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Victoria M. McCauley*

Federal Communications Commission
Media Bureau

445 12" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Barry A. Friedman, Esq.
Thompson Hine LLP
Suite 800

1920 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Lee G. Petro, Esq.

Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth, P.1.C.
11" Floor

1300 North 17" Street

Arlington, VA 22209-3801

T2 ucin)

%nny H. {f. Hilscher

*by hand delivery

30120742.5




