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PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

Western New Life, Inc. ("Petitioner") I, permittee and operator by Special

Temporary Authority ("STA") of Station WXZX-FM (the "Station"), by its counsel, respectfully

petitions the Commission for reconsideration of its Report and Order, DA-06-1308, released

June 23, 2006 ("R&O") in the above-captioned proceeding.2 This proceeding presented the

Commission with an opportunity to provide a permanent authorization for a facility that has been

providing a first local aural transmission service by way of a tenuous grant of Special Temporary

Authority ("STA") to the island community of Culebra, Puerto Rico, for nearly eight years. To

achieve this admirable public interest benefit, all that was required was the downgrade (from a

Class B to a Class A) of a never constructed and long-vacant allotment at Vieques, Puerto Rico

that would provide second (not first) local service to that community. The Commission, instead,

opted to keep the vacant Class B allotment at Vieques, and leave the operating Culebra facility in

jeopardy. The Commission should reconsider its decision and amend the FM Table of

I Western New Life is the successor-in-interest to the original petitioner, La Gigante Radio Corporation, by way of
an assignment application (BAPH-2004I 220AAY) which was granted on April 25, 2005, and consummated on May
30,2005. For convenience, "Petitioner" shall refer to both La Gigante Radio Corporation and Western New Life.
2 Notice of the release of the Commission's R&D was published in the Federal Register on July 12, 2006 (71 FR
39278). Consistent with Section 1.429(d) of the Rules, the instant Petition is being timely filed within 30 days of

I

,&



•

•

Allotments to substitute Channel 291A for Channel 254A at Culebra and substitute Channel

254A for Channel291B at Vieques.

BACKGROUND

I. Applications for authority to construct Culebra's first local aural service were

initially filed with the FCC in 1991. A construction permit to build this first local service was

granted II years ago, in 1995. The permit was issued for Channel 293A, but was conditioned on

the outcome of the rule making proceeding in MM Docket 91-259, which proposed substituting

Channel 254A for Channel 293A at Culebra. The Culebra channel change was adopted by a

Report and Order in 1995, but it was the final link in a complicated daisy chain of station moves

that were simultaneously adopted in that proceeding.) After the channel change was adopted,

Channel 293A at Culebra was deleted from the Table of Allotments, and Channel 254A at

Culebra was added. Once that happened, an application to license the Culebra facility on

Channel 293A could not be granted because the allotment had been removed, and in order for an

application to license the Culebra facility on Channel 254A to be granted, all of the other station

moves in the daisy chain had to be accomplished. Its predecessor-in-interest, and now Petitioner,

have waited II years for the affected stations to make the changes adopted in MM Docket 91-

259 so that the Culebra facility can be licensed.

2. Taking matters into its own hands, Petitioner obtained an STA to operate the

Culebra facility and provide a first local aural transmission service to the community of Culebra

in 1998. The STA is considered a secondary service, terminable at any moment if a licensed FM

station obtains grant of even a minor modification application that would receive interference

the public notice of the R&O.
3 See Canovanas, Culebra, Las Piedras, Mayaguez, Quebradillas, San Juan and Vieques, Puerto Rico and
Christiansted and Frederiksted, Virgin Islands, Report and Order in MM Docket No. 91-259, 10 FCC Rcd 6673
(1995); recon denied, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 11 FCC Red 16392 (1996);app. for review. denied,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 FCC Red 10055 (1997); furtber reeon. denied, Memorandum Opinion and
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from the temporarily authorized, but unlicensed Culebra facility. STA's can only be granted for

six months at a time, so Petitioner's STA must be renewed twice a year with the attendant filing

fees and costs associated therewith.

3. The instant rule making proceeding was initiated when Petitioner filed a Petition

for Rule Making in June 2004, requesting the substitution of Channel 29lA for Channel 254A at

Culebra and the deletion of the vacant Channel291B allotment at Vieques. A Notice of

Proposed Rule Making from the Commission followed4 explaining that "the proposal warrants

consideration since the allotment of Channel 29lA at Culebra, Puerto Rico, would enable Station

WXZX-FM to have a permanent authorization in order to maintain the community's first local

transmission service."s The Commission also advised "[i]fan expression of interest is filed

during the comment period in this proceeding, we will retain Channel 29lB at Vieques for future

auction.,,6

4. Petitioner timely filed Comments with the Commission on October 4,2004. In

paragraph 4 of its Comments, Petitioner stated:

In the event a party files comments in this proceeding expressing an interest in the vacant
Vieques allotment, the engineering exhibit attached hereto demonstrates that at reference
coordinates 18-08-34 N. Latitude and 65-18-22 W. Longitude, Channel 254A can be
allotted to the community of Vieques/lsabel Segunda7 and provide a 70 dBu signal over
the entire community of license, while allowing the allotment of Channel 291 A to Culebra.

Other commenters filed to express their opposition to the proposed deletion of the allotment to

Vieques, with pledges to make application to the FCC for a construction permit to build a station

there. Besides the one advanced by Petitioner in paragraph 4 of its Comments as recited above,

no other proposals were advanced during the comment period in this proceeding.

Order. FCC 99-147, released June 21, 2999 (64 Fed. Reg. 48307, September 3,1999).
4 DA 04-2500, released August 24, 2004.
, NPRM at para. 4.
6 Id.
7 Isabel Segunda is another name for the Vieques zona urbana or city within the Vieques municipio or county.
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5. Two sets of Reply Comments were filed. Petitioner filed, acknowledging that

expressions of interest in the vacant Vieques allotment had been filed during the comment

period, and advocating that as a result, its proposal to downgrade rather than delete the Vieques

allotment should be adopted. Petitioner also stated that it would apply for both Channel 291A at

Culebra and Channel 254A at Vieques, if those allotments were made. The other Reply

Commenter, New Life Broadcasting, Inc., filed to state that it would apply for a construction

permit to build a new station on Channel 254A at Vieques if that allotment was made.

6. The R&O denied the Petitioner's proposed channel substitution at Culebra

because (a) parties had expressed an interest to retain the Vieques channel and apply for it as a

Class B facility and (b) "since the Notice [of Proposed Rule Making] did not specifically propose

the substitution of Channel 2554A for Channel291B at Vieques as an alternative, the public has

not been afforded the required opportunity to respond."s Further, the R&O held that Petitioner's

reliance on Bethel Springs, Tennessee, 17 FCC Red 14472 (MMB 2002) was "misplaced" and

attempted to distinguish the present case from that case.

I. THE FCC FAILED TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL ADVANCED
IN PETITIONER'S TIMELY FILED COMMENTS.

7. In its Comments, Petitioner provided two scenarios for the FCC to consider. If

there was no expression of interest in the Vieques allotment, then it could simply be deleted and

the channel swap proposed at Culebra could be granted. However, the Petitioner recognized the

likelihood that an expression of interest in the Vieques allotment would be filed. In that event,

Petitioner proposed the substitution of Channel 254A for Channel 291B at Vieques. Petitioner

even included an engineering showing to demonstrate that Channel 254A could be allotted to

Vieques in compliance with relevant FCC engineering rules.

8 R&O at para. 7.
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8. The R&D acknowledges that Petitioner did propose the channel substitution and

downgrade at Vieques but incorrectly states that the suggestion was made by Petitioner "in

response to the expressions of interest to retain the [Vieques] allotment.,,9 In fact, Petitioner's

proposed channel substitution at Vieques was made in anticipation of the possibility that

someone might file an expression of interest in the existing Vieques allotment. 1O Petitioner's

Comments which contained this alternative proposal were filed before the end ofthe comment

period, prior to its knowledge of anyone having filed an expression of interest in retaining the

Vieques allotment.

9. Petitioner had no way of knowing if any other parties would file expressions of

interest in retaining the Vieques allotment because such expressions of interest were not due until

the last day of the comment period. Moreover, the party filing the initial petition for rule making

in an allotment proceeding is precluded by rule from advancing a formal counterproposal against

its own petition. Under the circumstances, Petitioner did the best it could within the constraints

of the Commission's rules to provide the FCC with a counterproposal, or at least an alternative to

consider in the event parties expressed an interest in retaining the Vieques allotment. In

reviewing the comments filed in this proceeding, the Commission could have treated Petitioner's

alternative proposal as a counterproposal, though as shown below, that step was not necessary to

allow for the ultimate adoption of Petitioner's alternative proposal.

10. The R&D wrongfully states that the commenters opposed the downgrade from

Class B to Class A and channel substitution of the Vieques allotment." In fact, at the time

commenters filed their individual comments, Petitioner's proposal to downgrade the Vieques

allotment and change its channel if expressions of interest were filed, had not even been tendered

9 R&O at para. 4.
10 See Petitioner' Comments at para. 4.
II R&O at para. 5.
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to the FCC. Ironically, even though all ofthe commenters had the opportunity to review

Petitioner's comments, including its proposal to downgrade the Vieques allotment, not asingle

party filed reply comments to oppose the proposed downgrade of the Vieques allotment. Instead,

the two reply comments that were filed both supported Petitioner's proposal to change channels

at Culebra and downgrade and change channels at Vieques. 12

II. THE PUBLIC HAD SUFFICIENT NOTICE OF PETITIONER'S PROPOSAL TO
DOWNGRADE THE VIEQUES ALLOTMENT.

II. One of the reasons advanced in the R&O for not considering the merits of

Petitioner's proposal to downgrade the Vieques allotment is that the public did not have adequate

notice of the proposal.13 This is not the case. There was adequate notice and the parties that

commented could have anticipated adoption of Petitioner's proposal as a "logical outgrowth"

from the initial notice in the NPRM.

12. Section 1.420 of the Commission's Rules sets forth procedures in FM allotment

proceedings. 14 Subsection (d) provides that "Counterporposals shall be advanced in initial

comments only and will not be considered ifthey are advanced in reply comments." Petitioner

first advanced the idea of downgrading instead of deleting the Vieques allotment in its initial

Comments. Adopting that proposal was necessary, Petitioner explained, only if an expression of

interest in the Vieques allotment was proffered during the initial comment period. Thus,

Petitioners proposal was timely presented to the Commission.

13. Interested parties were able to review Petitioners comments (as well as all other

comments filed in the proceeding) on the Commission's website and at the FCC's offices, and

were encouraged to file reply comments in the proceeding following a review ofthe initial

comments that were filed. Only Petitioner and New Life Broadcasting filed Reply Comments,

12 See Reply Comments ofPetitioner and Reply Comments of New Life Broadcasting, Inc.
J3 R&O at para. 7.
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and both of those filers addressed Petitioner's proposal in their respective Reply Comments.

Both reply commenters supported Petitioner's proposal to downgrade instead ofdelete the

allotment at Vieques and both parties pledged to file an application for the downgraded Vieques

allotment, should the Commission make the allotment. Petitioner submits that the public had

ample opportunity to review the comments and file reply comments addressing Petitioner's

proposal to downgrade rather than delete the Vieques allotment.

14. A special, specific notice and comment period for Petitioner's proposal to

downgrade rather than delete the Vieques allotment was not necessary. In Charles Crawford v.

FCC, 417 F.3d 1289 (DC Cir. 2005), the Court observed

The notice and comments requirements [of the Administrative Procedure Act's] presume
that the contours of the agency's final rule may differ from those of the rule it initially
proposes in an NPRM. It is well settled that an agency need not initiate a new notice and
comment period as long as the rule is a "logical outgrowth" of the initial notice. [citations
omitted.] Whether the "logical outgrowth" test is satisfied depends on whether the
affected farty "should have anticipated" the agency's final course in light of the initial
notice."l

In Crawford, as in the instant matter, the controversy revolves around a rule making proceeding

involving FM allotments. Crawford argued before the Court that he did not have adequate notice

of the filing of a counterproposal in response to a Notice of Proposed Rule Making because the

FCC did not place the counterproposal on a specific Public Notice before Crawford filed two

initial petitions for rule making, each of which was mutually exclusive with the counterproposal.

However, Crawford did have notice ofthe initial petition for rule making and the deadline for

filing comments and counterproposals in that docketed proceeding because of the release of the

NPRM. The question was whether the NPRM provided Crawford with sufficient notice of the

possibility of the presentation of a counterproposal, or whether a separate notice of the

14 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.420.
IS 5 U.S.C. § 553(b).
16 Crawford v. FCC at 1295, citing Small Refiner Lead Phase-Down Task Force v. EPA, 705 F.2d 506, 549 (D.C.
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counterproposal, as it was filed, was required.

\5. The Courtheld that the NllRM, as well as tbe fCC's regulations, "mal\e clear that

the proceeding would encompass mutually exclusive counterproposals" and upheld the FCC's

dismissal of Crawford's two petitions as late-filed counterproposals in the docket where the

NPRM had issued. The NPRM, according to the Court, "put all interested parties on notice that

their proposals could be precluded by any counterproposal- whether foreseeable or not that was

filed by the deadline, mutually exclusive with the [original] proposal and mutually exclusive

with their own." Crawford at 1296.

16. The same logic applies in this case. The NPRM issued in MB Docket 04-318

alerted the public not just to the fact that a petition had been filed proposing a channel change for

the Culebra allotment and the deletion of the Vieques allotment, but also notified the public that

mutually exclusive alternative proposals could be filed during the comment period, and such

proposals would be considered in the same docket. Petitioner's proposal to change the channel

and downgrade the Vieques allotment is mutually exclusive with the initial proposal to delete the

Vieques allotment, and could certainly have been anticipated in light of the information in the

NPRM.17 The NPRM provided the public with notice that such a result was possible, and

therefore Petitioner's alternative proposal advanced in its Comments passes the "logical

outgrowth" test.

III. ANALYSIS OF THE MERITS OF THE COMPETING PROPOSALS ADVANCED IN
THIS DOCKET REQUIRES THE ADOPTION OF PETITIONER'S

ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL.

17. The Petitioner's proposal to both swap channels in Culebra and downgrade and

Cir. 1983).
17 Specifically, the NPRM stated that any expression of interest in the Vieques allotment would prevent its deletion,
and therefore prevent adoption of the proposed Culehra channel change. Parties should have anticipated tha~ in
anticipation ofan expression of interest in the Vieques allotment, Petitioner would, if it could, advance a proposal
that would allow retention of the Vieques allotment and the proposed chanoel swap at Culehra.
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change channels in Vieques was timely presented during the comment period and the public had

sufficient notice that such aproposal could have been submitted during the comment period.

Although it did not do so in the R&O, the Commission should have analyzed the competing

proposals to determine which would provide the most preferential arrangement of allotments

under the FM allotment policy. Revision ofFM Assignment Policies and Procedures, 90 FCC 2d

88 (1982). The FM allotment priorities are (I) First full-time aural service; (2) Second full-time

aural service; (3) First local service and (4) Other public interest matters. Co-equal weight is

given to priorities (2) and (3).

18. Petitioner's Reply Comments identified the three possible outcomes in this

proceeding. The Commission can elect to maintain the status quo, keeping Channel 254A at

Culebra and Channel291B at Vieques ("Option I"). It could also adopt the proposal initially

advanced in the Petition for Rule Making, and substitute Channel 291A for Channel 254A at

Culebra while deleting the vacant Channel 291B allotment at Vieques ("Option II"). Finally, it

could adopt the proposal advanced in Petitioner's Comments and substitute Channel 291A for

Channel 254A at Culebra and substitute Channel 254A for Channel291B at Vieques ("Option

III"). In the R&O, the Commission adopted Option I which provides the least public interest

benefit under the FM allotment priorities.

19. Vieques is already served by full-time AM Station WIVV. Therefore, Option I

advances only Priority (4) by providing a second local service to Vieques.

20. The station Petitioner operates in Culebra pursuant to STA has provided the only

local service to the community for the past eight years. The Commission has the discretion, if

not the obligation, to maintain existing service that the public has come to rely upon. 18 Options

18 "The Commission has stated that the public interest is not served by 'withdrawing... existing local service from its
listeners. '" Orion Communications v. FCC, 131 F.3d 176, 179 (D.C. Cir. 1997), citing Highlands Broadcasting Co.,
9 FCC Rcd 5746, 5747 (1994); David J. Bott, 9 FCC Rcd 6426, 6427 (1994).
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II or III will allow this service to become a permanent, licensed service to Culebra instead of a

secondary service that is constantly at-risk ofbcing sbut (\ownby sometbing as sim~\e as aminOI

change application by another FM station. Option II and Option III each advance Priority (3), in

that each of those options provides the community of Culebra with a permanent, licensed first

local service, and the guaranteed continuation of a first local aural service that the community

has come to rely upon. As between Option II and Option III, Option III is preferred because it

provides not only a first local service to Culebra, but also a second local service to Vieques. 19

IV. UPHOLDING THE R&O'S RESULT IS CONTRARY TO THE PRECEDENT SET IN
THE BETHEL SPRINGS, TENNESSEE CASE

21. The R&O claims that Petitioner's reliance on Bethel Springs, Tennessee, 17

FCC Rcd 14472 is misplaced for three specific reasons. First, in that case there was an

expression of interest for the downgraded channel and an affirmation from the proponent to

apply for the downgraded channel, if allotted. Second, the R&O asserts as a distinguishing

factor the fact that the downgrade was specifically proposed in the NPRM in that case. And

finally, the R&O says the instant case is different because in Bethel Springs "no formal

expression ofinterest was submitted either opposing the downgrade or explicitly indicating

that any party had an interest in applying for the vacant channel, or building a station of its

application was granted." R&O at para. 8. Actually, the R&O's analysis is incorrect and the

Petitioner quite properly relied on the very similar Bethel Springs case for support of its

Option III proposal.

22. There was not just one, but two expressions of interest in the downgraded

channel in this case. Both reply commenters in this proceeding expressed an interest in

Channel 254A at Vieques if the FCC were to make that allotment. One ofthe reply

19 An Engineering Exhibit supporting Option III and demonstrating its compliance with relevant FCC rules is
attached.
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commenters was the Petitioner, who also was the proponent of the downgrade. As dicussed

above, aseparate notice tOt the tlowngratle of the allotment was not necessary, as the

proposed downgrade is a "logical outgrowth" ofthe proceeding and procedures set forth in

the NPRM released in this docket.20

23. As for the third factor, the record in this docket does not contain a reply

comment where the downgrade was opposed. Those that filed comments during the comment

period expressing an interest in the vacant allotment were not aware of the proposal to

downgrade the channel when they filed, and did not file reply comments opposing the

downgrade when they had the opportunity. And even if reply comments opposing the

downgrade were filed, the public interest value in maintaining a vacant Class B allotment for

a second aural service at Vieques without a licensed Culebra facility would have to be

balanced against the public interest value in having a permanent, licensed, continuing first

local service in Culebra and a vacant Class A (instead of Class B) second service at

Vieques.21 Moreover, even if expressions of interest were filed specifically for Channel

291 B at Vieques, the Commission could still find that downgrading the channel provides a

superior public interest benefit. Bethel Springs at 14476.

V. CONCLUSION

24. The Commission must reconsider its decision in the R&O, and compare the

merits ofthe various mutually exclusive proposals that were presented in this proceeding

during the comment period. Upon analysis under the PM allotment priorities, the

20 If, as the R&O suggests, separate notice is required for each proposal advanced without any cut-off, then the daisy
chain of proposals could go on indefinitely.
21 Comments submitted by V.I. Stereo Communications Corp. and Gaby Ortiz suggest that the pendency of an
Application for Review appealing the cancellation of its V.I. Stereo's license for WVIS-FM make a resolution of
this proceeding premature. While Petitioner disagrees, if the Commission agrees, then we urge the Commission to
expeditiously rule on the pending Application for Review to allow for successful resolution of this docketed
proceeding.
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Commission will conclude that Option III is preferable.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider its

decision in the R&D and amend the FM Table of Allotments by substituting Channel 291A

for Channel 254A at Culebra and substituting/downgrading Channel 29lB to Channel 254A

at Vieques.22

Respectfully submitted,

By:
.B tt C. Cmnamon

.'
Law Offices of Scott C. Cinnamon, PLLC
1090 Vermont Ave., N.W.
Suite 800, #144
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 216-5798

Its Counsel

August 11, 2006

22 Petitioner again restates its intention to file an application for Channel 254A at Vieques, if allotted, and to file an
application for Channel 291A at Culebra, if allotted.
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS
Petition for Reconsideration

MM Docket No. 04-318
To Add Channel 291A
Culebra, Puerto Rico

August 2006

These Technical Comments are filed on behalf of Western New Life, Inc.,

Petitioner in MB Docket No. 04-318, RM-11040 to add Channel291A to Culebra,

Puerto Rico. In order for Channel 291A to be available for use in Culebra, the

allocation of 291 B at Vieques, Puerto Rico must be deleted. As a substitute for

this vacant allocation, La Gigante proposes to allocate Channel 254A to Isabel

Sagunda on the Island of Vieques. These Technical Comments reconfirm that

the original proposal is technically viable. Also these Comments reconfirm that

any loss area continues to be served by a minimum of five FM stations.

The allocation reference for Channel 291A at Culebra is: 181919 North Latitude

and 65 17 59 West Longitude. All allocation constraints are met or exceeded

from this location. (See the attached Allocation Exhibit). From this location all of

Culebra is within the 70 dBu class maximum contour from the allocation

reference site. The proposed station is not a part of any urbanized area.

Similarly, the allocation reference for 254A to serve Isabel Segunda, Vieques is

180834 North Latitude and 651822 West Longitude. This site also meets or

exceeds allocation constraints (See attached Allocation Exhibit). All of Isable

Sugunda and the entire island of Vieques are served by the class maximum 70

dBu contour from this allocation location.



Due to the fact that the one time proposed allocation of 291 Bat Vieques has

never been on the air. there is no loss area. However when the coverage areas

of 291 8 at Vieques and 254A at Isabel Sugunda are compared. 100% of the

area served by 2918 and not served by 254A is already served by five or more

stations. This loss area is displayed in three exhibits detailing services to each

loss area (West, North and South).

This proposed allocation to Isabel Sugunda is available to any member of the

public who might voice continuing interest in the Vieques allocation (Paragraph 4

of NPRM. MB Docket No. 04-318).

All information contained herein is thought to be true and correct to the

knowledge of the undersigned.

Clifton G. Moor
Technical Consultant
Bromo Communications, Inc.

August 10. 2006
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REFERENCE
18 19 19 N.
65 17 59 W.

Bromo Communications, Inc.
Atlanta, Georgia

Western New Life, Inc.
291 A at Culebra

CLASS =A
PR & VI Spacings

Channel 291 - 106.1 MHz

DISPLAY DATES
DATA 08-10-06
SEARCH 08-10-06

Call Channel Location Azi Dist FCC Margin
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
RDEL DEL 291B Vieques PR 344.1 0.63 178.0 -177.37
VA291 VAC 291B Vieques PR 344.1 0.63 178.0 -177.37
RADD ADD 291A Culebra PR 0.0 0.00 115.0 -115.00
WCAD LIC 289B San Juan PR 267.1 86.07 69.0 17.07
AL293 RSV 293B Christiansted VI 134.8 92.35 69.0 23.35
WRRH.C CP -z 291A Hormigueros PR 263.9 179.05 115.0 64.05
WRRH LIC-N 291A Hormigueros PR 263.9 179.05 115.0 64.05

----------------------------------------------------------------------------



Bromo Communioations, Ino.
Atlanta, Georgia

REFERENCE
18 08 34 N.
65 18 22 W.

Western New Life, Inc.
254A at. Vieques

CLASS = A
PR & VI Spacings

Channel 254 - 98.7 MHz

DISPLAY DATES
DATA 08-10-06
SEARCH 08-10-06

Call Channel. Location Azi Dist FCC Margin
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
RADD ADD 254A Vieques PR 0.0 0.00 115.0 -115.00
wxZX.C CP 254A Culebra PR 1.9 19.84 115.0 -95.16
RDEL DEL 254A Cul.ebra PR 1.9 19.84 115.0 -95.16
WTTP LIC 255B Vieques PR 1.4 20.45 113.0 -92.55
WPRMBM APP 253B San Juan PR 267.7 78.97 113.0 -34.03
WPRMBM LIC 253B San Juan PR 267.7 79.00 113.0 -34.00
RS254 RSV 254B Mayaguez PR 270.6 178.04 178.0 0.04
WPRMBM CP 256B San Juan PR 267.7 78.97 69.0 9.97
RS256 RSV 256B San Juan PR 267.7 79.00 69.0 10.00
AL257 VAC 257A Charl.otte Amal.ie VI 56.3 43.01 31.0 12.01
WTTP.C CP -z 252A Las Piedras PR 284.8 59.81 31.0 28.81
WMYP LIC-N 252A Frederiksted VI 131.4 66.25 31.0 35.25
WCRP LIC-D 201B Guayama PR 267.7 79.02 15.0 64.02

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

*WPRM, San Juan has been ordered vacate Channel. 2538 in MM Dooket No.
91-259.



Proposed 254 A - Vieques
60 dBu • Unifo"" Terrain

Allotted 291 B • Vleques

60 dBu • Uniform Terrain

Services to Loss Area (East)
MB Docket No. 04-318

RM No. -11040
291A -106.1 MHZ

Culebra, Puerto Rico
Bromo Communications, Inc.

Atlanta, Georgia
Augusl2006
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Proposed 254 A - Vieques

60 dBu - Uniform Terrain

Allotted 291 B - Vieques

60 dBu - Uniform Terrain

Services to Loss Area (South)
MB Docket No. 04-318

RM No. -11040
291A -106.1 MHZ

Culebra, Puerto Rico
Bromo Communications, Inc.

Atlanta, Georgia
Augusl2006

Scale 1:700,000
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o 9 18 27



WCAD

Services to Loss Area (West)
MB Docket No. 04-318

RM No. -11040
291A-106.1 MHZ

Culebra, Puerto Rico
Bromo Communications, Inc.

Atlanta, Georgia
Augusl2006
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Scott C. Cinnamon, do certify that I have on this 11 th day of August, 2006, caused to
be mailed by first class mail, postage prepaid, copies of the foregoing "Petition for
Reconsideration" to the following:

John A. Karousos, Assistant Chief •
Audio Division, Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Sharon P. McDonald *
Audio Division, Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

James L. Oyster, Esq.
Law Offices of James L. Oyster
108 Oyster Lane
Castleton, VA 22716-9720

Counsel to V.1. Stereo Communications Corp, et al.

Francisco R. Montero, Esq.
Michael W. Richards, Esq.
Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth
1300 North 17th Street, 11 th Floor
Arlington, VA 22209

Counsel to Raul G. Rivera Menendez

Aerco Broadcasting Corp.
Calle Bori 1508
Urb. Antonsanti
San Juan, PR 00927

Richard F. Swift, Esq.
Irwin, Campbell & Tannenwald, P.C.
1730 Rhode Island Ave., NW., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036-3101

Counsel for International Broadcasting Corporation

!

"Sc tt C. Cinnamon

• - by hand delivery
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