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REPLY TO OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

J. & J. Fritz Media, Ltd. (“Fritz”), by its attorney, hereby respectfully submits its Reply to
the “Opposition to ‘Motion for Extension of Time’” filed by Rawhide Radio, LLC, Capstar TX
Limited Partnership, CCB Texas Licenses, L.P., and Clear Channel Broadcasting Licenses, L.P.
(“Joint Parties”) on July 12, 2004, in the above-captioned proceeding. With respect thereto, the
following is' stated:

The main thrust of the Joint Parties’ objection to the requested extension of time appears
to be that the motion was submitted four days prior to the due date for a response rather than
seven. The Joint Parties have not shown, however, how they were prejudiced, or even affected in
any way, by this fact. The Joint Parties clearly have not been prevented from commenting on the
requested extension of time, and they have acknowledged that the Commission’s rules do provide
for grant of motions of extension of time filed within seven days of a due date.

The Joint Parties also object generally to an extension of time for submission of an
Opposition in this proceeding. It must be noted, however, that the extension request to which
Fritz was a party was for the brief period of only two weeks, and its “Opposition to Apphcatlon

for Review” has been submitted within the time period requested. Once again, the Jomt Parties



have not shown how they were prejudiced in any way by this brief delay. The Joint Parties will
still have the full opportunity to file a “Reply to Opposition to Application for Review,” just as
they already had on July 19, 2004 with respect to the “Opposition of Charles Crawford to
Application for Review.” At this point in time, the instant proceeding has been pending for
approximately four years, and the additional two weeks clearly will not have any appreciable
impact on the overall processing time of the proceeding. Moreover, in this case, as noted above,
another opposition to the Joint Parties’ Application for Review was submitted by Charles
Crawford. The Commission’s staff must necessarily expend time in considering this Opposition
together with the Application for Review. Therefore, the fact that Fritz’s Oppositiqp was
submitted shortly thereafter rather than on the same day as the Crawford Opposition can have no
discernable effect on the overall processing time that will be needed, since it would not be possible
for the Commission instantly to review, analyze, and issue a decision with regard to the issues
presented in this proceeding. The public interest in having a complete record and weighing all
relevant factors prior to coming to a decision clearly outweighs any incremental delay which

might be caused, if any, by the brief extension of time requested.

Furthermore, as noted in the Motion, the Joint Parties’ Application for Revie:'w"’v%as
massive in size, and the time required to review and analyze it was substantial. The Join; Parties
acknowledge that the Application for Review contained some 347 pages but state t};:c'lt the bulk of
this material was old and previously submitted, with “minor updates.” Opposition to Motion for
Extension of Time at § 3. It is those so-called “minor updates” that are the crux of the issue,
however, and even those had to be studied. Obviously, counsel for Fritz was required to review
the entire submission to determine what those updates might be, how “minor” they were, 'fmd

what new material might be included with the old. Tt is therefore largely irrelevant to the'amount



of time required that some of the materials had been submitted previously. .
t‘%the

WHEREFORE, the premises considered, Fritz hereby respectfully requests tha
Motion for Extension of Time be granted and that its Opposition to Application for Review filed
on July 20, 2004, be accepted and considered in this proceeding.
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Respectfully submitted,

J. & J. FRITZ MEDIA{ LTD.

The Law Office of Dan J. Alpert
By:

2120 N. 21" Rd.
Arlington, VA 22201 < \lljl]. Alpert AN

Its Attorney

July 22, 2004



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Dan J. Alpert, do hereby certify that on this 22th day of July, 2004, I caused copies of
the foregoing “Reply to Opposition to Motion for Extension of Time” to be mailed, first class

postage prepaid, addressed to the following persons:

Mark N. Lipp, Esquire
Vinson & Elkins, LLP
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Counsel for Rawhide Radio, LLC

Gregory L. Masters, Esquire
Wiley, Rein & Fielding, LLP
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
Counsel for Capstar TX Limited Partnership, et al.

Mr. Maurice Salsa
5615 Evergreen Valley Drive
Kingwood, TX 77345

Gene A. Bechtel, Esquire
9312 Wooden Bridge Road
Potomac, MD 20854
Counsel for Charles Crawford

Harry F. Cole, Esquire
Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth, P.L.C.
1300 N. 17" Street
Eleventh Floor
Arlington, VA 22209
Counsel for Elgin FM Limited Partnership

Jeffrey D. Southmayd, Esquire

Southmayd & Miller

1220 19" Street, N.W.

Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for The Sister Sherry Lynn Foundation, Inc.



Arthur V. Belendiuk, Esquire
Smithwick & Belendiuk, P.C.
5028 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.
Suite 301
Washington, D.C. 20016
Counsel for Dilley Broadcasters

Stargazer Broadcasting, Inc.
c¢/o David P. Garland

1110 Hackney

Houston, TX 77023

BK Radio

¢/o Bryan King
1809 Lightsey Road
Austin, TX 78704

Ms. Katherine Pyeatt
6655 Aintree Circle
Dallas, TX 75214




