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Summary

The Media Bureau Order authorizing an increase in HD Radio transmission power

represents an appropriate exercise of authority to fulfill the objectives, while respecting the

policy choices, established by the Commission for digital audio broadcasting ("DAB"). In

response to a request to increase digital power because of inadequate digital coverage, the Bureau

conducted an extensive notice and comment proceeding and rendered a decision fully grounded

in the resulting public record. The Order promises to improve digital coverage as envisioned by

the Commission while protecting against interference to adjacent analog service and provides an

interference remediation process to address any harmful interference that may arise.

The Application for Review seeks to upset this careful balance and, by Petitioner's own

admission, the digital radio transition itself. The Commission should not sanction such an cxercise.

As a threshold matter, the Application for Review is procedurally defective because

Petitioner either failed to raise his objections to the Bureau or is challenging Commission

inaction on a petition concerning a Commission decision on a mattcr unrelated to the Order.

Even considering the merits, the Application for Review fares no better. The Order falls

squarely within the Media Bureau's authority to act for the Commission in matters pertaining to

the development of radio and, in particular, the development of HD Radio. As directed by the

Commission, the Bureau conducted an extensive notice and comment proceeding before issuing

the Order, and there is no legal obligation to solicit additional comment on the NPR Labs

Advanced moc Coverage and Compatibility Study ("AICCS"). Finally, there is no legal or

policy justification for granting the Application for Review based on a pending petition for

reconsideration of a prior Commission decision.

Accordingly, NPR urges the Commission to deny the Application for Review.
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OPPOSITION OF NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO TO
APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

Introduction

National Public Radio, Inc. ("NPR") hereby files its Opposition to the Application for

Review of the recent Media Bureau Order! filed by Jonathan E. Hardis ("Petitioner") in the

above-captioned matter?

Best known for producing such noncommercial programming as All Things Considered.

Morning Edition. and Talk ofthe Nation, NPR is a non-profit membership organization of more

than 800 public radio stations licensed to community organizations, local school boards, private

and public colleges and universities, and other local institutions, many of which have undertaken

the transition to in-band, on-channel ("IBOC") digital audio broadcasting ("DAB"). NPR also

In the Matter of Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems and Their Impact on the Terrestrial
Radio Broadcast Service, Order, MM Docket 99-325, 25 FCC Red. 1182 (2010) (Media Bureau)
[hereinafter "Order"].

Application for Review of Jonathan E. Hardis, MM Docket No. 99-325 (filed April 8,
20 I0) [hereinafter "Application for Review"].



houses NPR Labs, the only not-for-profit broadcast technology research and development center

in the United States.

I. The Order Is Squarely Within The Authority Delegated To The Media Bureau

The Application for Review first challenges the Order on the grounds that the Media

Bureau exceeded the bounds of its delegated authority.3 As a threshold matter, the Application

for Review on this basis is precluded by the Commission's Rules. Specifically, "[n]o application

for review will be granted if it relies on questions of fact or law upon which the designated

authority has been afforded no opportunity to pass." 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(c). While Petitioner

submitted comments during various stages of the Bureau's consideration of the power increase

matter,4 at no time did he challenge the Bureau's authority to authorize a 10 dB or other power

mcrease.

Assuming the Commission addresses the substance of Petitioner's argument, there is no

merit to it. Petitioner's argument that the Bureau lacked authority to issue the Order is based on a

highly parsed reading of the delegation of authority contained in the Second Report and Order. 5

In so doing, Petitioner ignores the broader context within which the Bureau acted, including the

Bureau's general authority and the purpose of the specific delegation of authority in the Second

3 Application for Review at 3-16.

4 See Ex Parte Comments of Jonathan E. Hardis, MM Docket 99-325, filed Nov. 28, 2008
[hereinafter "Hardis Ex Parte Comments"]; Comments of Jonathan E. Hardis, MM Docket 99­
325, filed July 6,2009; Reply Comments of Jonathan E. Hardis, MM Docket 99-325, filed July
17,2009.

In the Matter of Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems and Their Impact on the Terrestrial

Radio Broadcast Service, Second Report and Order. First Order on Reconsideration and Second
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 22 FCC Rcd 10344, at 10383 (2007) [hereinafter
"Second Report and Order"]
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6

Report and Order. Properly understood, the Order constitutes a reasonable exercise of the

Bureau's authority and should not be disturbed.

As a general matter, Section 5(c) of the Communications Act authorizes the Commission

to delegate "any of its functions," subject to several narrow exceptions not implicated here. 47

U.S.C. § 5(c)(l). Section 0.61 of the Commission's Rules, in tum, authorizes the Media Bureau

to "act[] for the Commission under delegated authority, in matters pertaining to the regulation

and development of radio and television services." 47 C.F.R. § 0.61 Petitioner's suggestion that

the Order concerns matters that can only be addressed by the Commission, such as spectrum use,

is therefore mistaken.6

Similarly strained is Petitioner's portrayal of the Commission's specific delegation of

authority in this proceeding as limited to "very minor" matters.7 In context, the express

delegation is far broader:

We believe that DAB will continue to evolve rapidly in tandem with
modifications by iBiquity to the IBOC system. In the interests of efficiency, we
delegate to the Media Bureau the authority to issue Public Notices, seek public
input, and review the range of permissible IBOC operations as circumstances
warrant. After appropriate notice and comment, the staff is authorized to act on
delegated authority on implementing new IBOC notification procedures to cover
new IBOC configurations. 8

The delegation of authority was made in recognition of the rapid evolution of HD Radio

technology and the need to avoid administrative delay by facilitating implementation of the

See, ~, Application for Review at 6 ("It falls to the Commission, not a delegated
authority, to make the policy decisions on how this spectrum should be shared among those who
want access. ")

7

8

Id. at 4.

Second Report and Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 10386-87.
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technical changes necessary to realize the benefits ofHD Radio.

While the Application for Review seeks to portray the Order as a radical departure from

the policy groundwork laid by the Commission. the reality is quite different. Petitioner's

argument can be summarized as follows. First, "IBOC" is a misnomer because the technology

transmits the digital information outside the analog signal on immediately adjacent spectrum9

Second, stations are entitled to protection from interference outside their protected service

contours. 1O Third, the Order strikes a fundamentally new balance between HD Radio service and

interference, a regulatory prerogative reserved to the Commission. I I Each of these points is

either incorrect or no longer relevant, and, collectively, the argument is without merit.

First, the Commission is well aware of how the HD Radio technology operates. 12 In fact,

the Commission previously denied petitions for reconsideration of the First Report and Order

that claimed the addition of digital channels adjacent to a station's main analog carrier would

cause significant interference and that sought an alternative approach to IBOC that relied on a

new spectrum band. IJ

Regarding Petitioner's second point, while NPR recognizes that many stations have

listeners located well outside the station community, the First Report and Order decided that

9

10

II

Application for Review at 7.

Id. at 14.

Id. at 15.

12 In the Matter of Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems and Their Impact on the Terrestrial
Radio Broadcast Service. First Report and Order, MM Docket 99-325, 17 FCC Rcd. 19990,
19995 (2010) ("The digital portion of the hybrid IBOC signal is transmitted on frequencies
immediately adjacent to the main analog signal. ") [hereinafter "First Report and Order"].

IJ Second Report and Order. 22 FCC Rcd at 10386-87.
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stations were not entitled to protection against moc interference outside their protected service

contour.

Our AM and FM technical regulatory schemes are designed, with certain minor
exceptions not relevant here, to protect the reception of analog signals only where
those signals meet or exceed certain signal strengths, i.e., within a station's
protected service contour (or interference-free contour). This methodology does
not ensure reception at every location within these contours and treats interference
outside these contours as not objectionable. 14

Petitioner's attempted distinction between "some" and "any" interference outside protected

contours is therefore unavailing: 15 "interference outside these contours [is] not objectionable." 16

Third, the Order is entirely consistent with the Commission's prior policy judgments in

this proceeding. As the Application for Review itself recounts, 17 the First Report and Order

assumed that a -20 dBc digital power level would enable a station to at least replicate its analog

coverage area. 18 The Commission also recognized, as noted above, that "the introduction of

additional RF energy into the[] heavily used [AM and FM] bands can affect the reception of

distant stations with its digital signal." 19 The Commission nonetheless concluded that "the

tradeoffs that hybrid mode operations may require are consistent with well-established broadcast

14

15

16

17

First Report and Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 19995.

Application for Review at 14.

First Report and Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 19995.

Application for Review at 3-4.

18 First Report and Order, 17 FCC Rcd. at 2000 I ("Coverage for both [AM and FM]
systems would be at least comparable to analog coverage. ")

19 rd., 17 FCC Rcd. at 19995.
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interference policies."zo Thus, a station operating at -20 dBc was expected to be able to provide a

quality digital signal over its protected analog coverage area without causing harmful interference

to the analog service of adjacent stations within their protected service areas.

The request for increased digital transmission power was presented to the Media Bureau

because, in practice, the -20 dBc power limit was insufficient for most stations to replicate their

analog coverage? 1 On this point, the record is abundantly clear.12 Significant time and care was

taken, however, to understand the effect of increasing digital power so as to maximize digital

coverage while avoiding interference to protected analog service. So understood, the Order

achieves what the Commission originally intended: replication of analog coverage and

compatibility with analog service.

The Order is therefore consistent with Commission Rules and policy, within the authority

delegated by the Commission to the Media Bureau, and correctly decided?3

II. The Bureau Amply Satisfied The Requirement To Conduct Appropriate Notice And
Comment Proceedings

In delegating authority to the Media Bureau "to review the range of permissible moc

operations" and "implement[] new IBOC notification procedures to cover new moc

configurations," the Commission authorized the Bureau to issue public notices and solicit public

20 Id.

21

12

Order, 25 FCC Red. at 1183 ("Despite the rigorous testing. it soon became apparent that
hybrid FM IBOC digital coverage often did not replicate analog coverage. especially in mobile
and indoor environments. ")

See id., 25 FCC Red. at 1187 ("Both the iBiquity and NPR studies confirm these service
limitations. ")

23 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(2)(i), (iv).
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input before taking regulatory action. As demonstrated above, the Order falls squarely within the

scope of the Bureau's authority and, as demonstrated below, the Bureau acted only after

"appropriate notice and comment.,,24

Even though the purpose of the delegation was to expedite regulatory review of proposed

changes to IBOC operations, the Bureau established what can only be described as a voluminous

public record. The Bureau issued two Public Notices, each soliciting comment and reply

comment on various aspects of the power increase matter.25 More than 80 individuals or entities

commented on the first Public Notice;26 more than 70 commented on the second,z7 A timeline of

the proceeding is illustrative.

611 0108

6/10108

7118108

10/23/08

12/5/08 & 1112109

5/22/09

7/6109 & 7117109

1114/09

1115/09

111511 0 -1/28/1 0

1/29110

across-the-board 10 dB power increase proposal

iBiquity Digital Corporation technical study

NPR Labs Digital Radio Coverage and Interference Analysis
("DRCIA") study

first Public Notice

comments and reply comments

second Public Notice

comments and reply comments

NPR Labs AICCS study

NPR and iBiquity compromise power increase proposal

numerous ex parte communications on the NPR Labs testing, the
NPRliBiquity proposal, and the power increase issue generally

Order released

24

25

26

27

Second Report and Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 10383.

Order, 25 FCC Rcd. at 1184-86.

Id., 25 FCC Red. at 1196.

Id., 25 FCC Rcd. at 1197.

- 7 -



28

In delegating authority to the Media Bureau, there is nothing to suggest the Commission

contemplated even more notice, comment, or procedure, yet that is what the Application for

Review demands.

Petitioner's principal objection is that the Bureau failed to issue a third Public Notice

soliciting public comment on the NPR Labs AICCS study.28 In support of this contention,

Petitioner relies on American Radio Relay League v. FCC, 524 F.3d 227 (D.C. Cir. 2008).29 In

so doing, Petitioner fundamentally misreads the decision. Rather than requiring public comment

on all technical studies upon which an agency relies in a rulemaking, the 2-1 decision in ARRL

specifically concerned technical studies conducted by Commission staffwhich had not been made

publiclyavailable.3o In this case, the AICCS study was conducted by NPR, not the Commission.

The testing process itself involved a wide array of entities with interests in terrestrial FM

broadcasting, and the study report was filed in the docket of this proceeding and made publicly

available more than two and a half months before the Order was released.3! That other entities

commented on the AICCS study, in some cases extensively, demonstrates there was ample

opportunity for Petitioner to have commented on the study, had he so chosen.32 Indeed, whatever

Application for Review at 18 ("Accordingly, the Commission must vacate the Order and
ensure an appropriate opportunity for comment on the AICCS report before deciding such
rules.")

29

30

3!

American Radio Relay League, 524 F.3d at 236-38.

See Order, 25 FCC Rcd. at 1186.

32 Compare Echostar Satellite, LLC v. FCC, 457 F.3d 31,393 (D.C. Cir. 2006) C'Echostar
could have criticized the study, or requested more time in which to do so, during the two months
between the filing of the [comments describing the study] and the issuance of the Commission's
decision.")

- 8 -



objections Petitioner may have to the AICCS study, the Bureau's consideration of it, or the

absence of a Public Notice soliciting public comment, Petitioner's failure to raise these objections

when he had the opportunity to do so precludes granting the Application for Review on any of

those bases3J

Review of the Order would not be warranted even if Petitioner had timely objected to the

AICCS study or the Bureau's consideration of it. Although NPR questioned granting the original

10 dB power increase, iBiquity and a significant segment ofthe broadcast industry supported the

proposal. In response to the second Public Notice, moreover, several commenters, including the

original power increase proponents, endorsed a more modest 6 dB increase?4 The principal

difl'erence between the power increase approved in the Order and the earlier proposals is the use

of a contour protection formula for approving increases between 6 dB and 10 dB. In these

circumstances, further notice and comment was and is not warranted to justify a more modest

digital power increase than originally proposed, one supported by most of the interested parties

and the record.

Accordingly, the Order is consistent with Commission Rules and policy and procedurally

J3 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(c).

J4 See Comments of Backyard Broadcasting, 1.1.c, Beasley Broadcast Group, Inc., Black
Crow Media Group, L.L.C., Bonneville International Corp., Broadcast Electronics, Inc.,
Broadcaster Traffic Consortium, L.L.C., CBS Radio Inc., Clear Channel Communications, Inc.,
Commonwealth Broadcasting Corporation, Continental Electronics Corp., Cox Radio, Inc.,
Emmis Communications Corp., Entercom Communications Corp.. Greater Media, Inc., Harris
Corporation, Journal Broadcast Corporation, Lincoln Financial Media Company, Nassau
Broadcasting Partners, L.P., Nautel Maine Inc., NRG Media, LLC, Sacred Heart University, Inc.,
MM Docket 99-325, at 12, filed July 6, 2009; Comments of iBiquity Digital Corporation, MM
Docket 99-325, at 5, filed July 6, 2009.

- 9 -



35proper.

III. Resolution Of The Pending Petitions For Reconsideration Of The Second Report
And Order Is Not Required

The Petitioner's final argument is directed not at the Order but at the Second Report and

Order and the fact that the Commission has not acted on two pending petitions for

reconsideration, including one filed by the Petitioner36 While NPR opposed those petitions as

meritless,37 even assuming otherwise provides no justification for reviewing the Order. Ifthe

Commission were to bar station use of HD Radio transmitters, as the reconsideration petitions

request, it would reach that conclusion on the basis of the petitions for reconsideration. Until

such a decision is reached, however, the Bureau is justified in implementing the Second Report

and Order, including by rendering decisions, such as the Order.

It follows, therefore, that review of the Order based on the pendency of the petitions for

reconsideration is neither required nor justified. Indeed. granting the Application for Review

would be tantamount to staying the Second Report and Order without having established an

entitlement to a stay under the rigorous standards that otherwise apply. 38 Such an action would

have significant consequences in terms ofthe HD Radio transition, but also for Commission

practice in general. In fact, if Petitioner's theory were validated, any time anyone objected to a

35

36

See 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(2)(i), (v).

See Application for Review at 23

37

38

See Opposition of National Public Radio to Petitions for Reconsideration, MM Docket
No. 99-325, filed Feb. 11,2008.

See Virginia Petroleum Jobbers Ass'n v. FPC, 259 F.2d 921. 925 (D.C. Cir. 1958):
Regulatorv Policies Concerning Resale and Shared Use of Common Carrier Services and
Facilities, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 66 F.C .C.2d 466 (1977).
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40

Commission decision, they could block implementation of the decision merely by filing a

petition for reconsideration. That has never been the case under the Communications Act or the

Commission's Rules, and the Commission should not endorse such a strategy here.

Regarding the merits of Petitioner's reconsideration petition, reprised in the Application

for Review, he challenges the Second Report and Order on the grounds that the IBOC system

employs proprietary technology. There is nothing improper about the inclusion of propriety

technology, a fact the Commission understood and acknowledged in the First Report and Order,39

the First Order on Reconsideration:o and the Second Report and Order.±l Moreover, Petitioner

has presented no evidence that iBiquity is exploiting the situation inappropriately. Having made

the judgment to authorize radio stations and equipment manufacturers to move forward with the

DAB transition, there is no reason for the Commission to reconsider the matter, especially in the

context of the Application for Review ofthe Media Bureau Order.

Thus, Petitioner's petition for reconsideration of the Second Report and Order concerns a

matter previously resolved by the Commission,42 and the pendency of the petition for

reconsideration provides no basis for granting the Application for Review of the Order.

" First Report and Order, 17 FCC Rcd. 19996-97 (noting additional testing of iBiquity's

PAC coding technology by the National Radio Systems Committee).

In the Matter of Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems and Their Impact on the Terrestrial
Radio Broadcast Service, First Order on Reconsideration, 22 FCC Rcd. 10344, 10387 (2007).

41

42

Second Report and Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 10384.

See 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(2)(ii).
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IV. The Order Constitutes Another Important Step Forward in the DAB Transition
And Should Not Be Disturbed

The Media Bureau Order represents an important accomplishment, enabling stations to

serve their communities with a quality digital signal without causing harmful interference to

adjacent analog service. It is an accomplishment that required significant time and resources by

the industry and Commission staff. While no decision can ever satisfY everyone, the Media

Bureau struck a prudent balance between digital service and analog interference and incorporated

an interference remediation process to ensure meaningful Commission oversight in the event

interference problems should arise.

A decision granting the Application for Review would seriously disrupt the HD Radio

transition. NPR itself is actively engaged in developing the HD Radio technology for a number

of public interest purposes, including improving access to audio information for the print-

disabled and developing captioned radio for the hearing-disabled. In pursuing these initiatives,

NPR is relying on the continued build-out of the HD Radio infrastructure so that the public,

including historically underserved audiences, can experience and appreciate the benefits DAB

has to offer. Granting the Application for Review would send an unmistakable message that the

future of HD Radio is in significant doubt. Such an outcome would disserve the public interest.

Ironically, in response to one of the many opportunities to comment on the Joint Parties'

original proposal, Petitioner commented on the disparity between the testing conducted by

iBiquity and NPR's DRCIA study: "It would be proper for the industry itself to seek a balance

between improving hybrid digital coverage and maintaining legacy analogy service. ,,43 That is

precisely what NPR, iBiquity, and others in the radio broadcast industry sought to accomplish.

43 Hardis Ex Parte Comments at 3.
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Furthennore, Petitioner counseled the Commission to "seek out and give substantial weight to

any industry compromise that might be achievable."" In this case. the industry compromise that

resulted fell squarely within the range of potential outcomes supported by the record.

Accordingly, the Order is in the public interest and should be sustained.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, the Commission should deny the Application for Review.

Respectfully submitted,

NATIONAL PUBLI RADIO, INC.

Joy e
Vic reSl nt fo Legal Affairs

General Counsel and Secretary
Michael Riksen

Vice President, Policy & Representation
Michael Starling

Chief Technology Officer and
Executive Director, NPR Labs

John Kean
Senior Technologist

Rishi Hingoraney
Director of Public Policy and Legislation

Gregory A. Lewis
Associate General Counsel

635 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001
202/513-2040

National Public Radio, Inc.
635 Massachusetts Avenue. N.W.
Washington, DC 20001
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April 23, 2010

44 Id.
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Gammon & Grange, PC
8280 Greensboro Drive, 7th Floor
McLean, VA 22102-3807

Counsel.for Radio Training Network, Inc.

Hampton Roads Educational
Telecommunication Association, Inc.
5200 Hampton Boulevard
Norfolk, VA 23508

Brian Kirby
2222 Wellington Ct
Lisle, IL 60532

Robert M. Fiocchi
303 W. Prospect Street
Rhineelander, WI 5450 I

Jeff Johnson
301 Landrum
Northern Kentucky University
Highland Heights, KY 41099

Bernard Wise
1306 River Street
Valatie, NY 12184

Ralph J. Carlson
Carlson Communications, International
P.O. Box 57760
Salt Lake City, UT 84157

Brian J. Henry
14\4 Hill Avenue
Napa, CA 94559-1528
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John W. Haralson
420 S. Marion Parkway, No. 1401
Denver. CO 80209-2549

William Cordell
866 N. Wilcrest
Houston, TX 77079

Cary S. Tepper, PC
Booth, Freret Implay & Tepper. PC
7900 Wisconsin Avenue
Suite 304
Bethesda. MD 20814-3628

Counsel.for Seton Hall University (WSOU­
FM)

Clayton Roberts
Mars Hill Broadcasting Co., Inc.
4044 Makyes Road
Syracuse, NY 13215

Barry D. McLarnon
2696 Regina Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada K2B 6Yl
Ottawa, DC 00000

H. Donald Messer
642531 Place, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20015

Aaron Read
300 Pulteney Street
Geneva. NY 14456

Aaron Read
20 Leeward Lane
Canandaigua, N.Y. 14424-2482

James S. Bumpous
Yellow Dog Radio
Big Bend Broadcasting
306 West Broadway
Silver City, NM 88061



Tim Houser
10908 N. Thornydale Road
Tucson, AZ 85742

Robert D. Young, Jr.
33 S. Main Street, Apt. 2B
Millbury, MA 01527-3170

Ann Lynch
5624 Wood Street
Port Orange, FL 32127

Chris Kantack
1353 Sudden Valley
Bellingham, WA 98229

Brian Gregory
10035 Kendale Road
Potomac, MD 20854

Brian Gregory
7448 Cinnabar Terrace
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

Sid Shumate
Givens & Bell. Inc.
1897 Ridge Road
Haymarket, VA20169

Robert R. Hawkins
6623 W. State Road 252
Edinburgh, IN 46124

Broadcaster Traffic Consortium, LLC
2000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006-1809

David Burnett
Good Shepherd Radio Incorporated
825 Washington Street
Columbus, TN 47201

Michael Gehring
1974 Sherman Drive
Columbus, OH 47203
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WFCR, Amherst, Massachusetts
Hampshire House
131 County Circle
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01003-9257

Press Communications, LLC
1329 Campus Parkway
Neptune, NJ 07753

Edward Czelada
3302 N. Van Dyke Road
Imlay City, MI 48444

James Davis
4325 62nd Court
Vero Beach, FL 32967

Leroy C. Granlund
7455 Ridgeview Lane
Penryn, CA 95663-9537

James M. Wilhelm
10 Matthew Drive
Fairmont. WV 26554

V-Soft Communications, LLC
401 Main Street
Suite 213
Cedar Falls, IA 50613

Peter Tannenwald
Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth, PLC
1300 N. 17th Street
11 th Floor
Arlington, VA 22209-3801

Counsellor American University (WAMU)

Public Radio Regional Organizations
c/o KPLU, Pacitic Lutheran University
Takoma, WA 98447

Steven A. Lerman
Lerman Senter PLLC
2000 K Street, N.W.



Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006-1809

Counsel for Charles River Broadcasting
Company. a subsidiary ofGreater Media
Inc. (WKLB-FM)

John Joseph McVeigh
J,J. McVeigh, Attorney at Law
16230 Falls Road
P.O. Box 128
Butler, MD 21023-0128

Counsel for Klein Broadcast Engineering,
LLC

Jeffrey Freeland Nelson
American Public Media Group
480 Cedar Street
Saint Paul, MN 55101

Cavell, Mertz & Associates, Inc.
7839 Ashton Avenue
Manassas. VA20109

Tom Godell
WUKY Public Radio
340 McVey Hall
University of Kentucky
Lexington, KY 40506-0045

Barry A. Friedman
Thompson.Hine LLP
1920 M Street. M/WI
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for Entravision Holdings, LLC

University Station Alliance (Craig Beeby)
1017 W Brooke Hollow Ct
Stillwater, OK 74075

James W. Anderson
253 North 500 West
Provo, UT 84601-2689

Wisconsin Public Radio
821 University Avenue
Madison, WI 53706
Attn: Steve Johnston

Henry Ruhwiedel
5317 W 133'd Avenue
Crown Point, IN 46307

Delmarva Broadcasting Company
P.O. Box 7492
Wilmington, DE 19803

Cary S. Tepper
Booth, Freret Imlay & Tepper, PC
7900 Wisconsin Avenue
Suite 304
Bethesda, MD 20814-3628

Counsel for Positive Alternative Radio, Inc.

Cary S. Tepper
Booth Freret Imlay & Tepper, PC
7900 Wisconsin Avenue
Suite 304
Bethesda, MD 20814-3628

Counsel for Creative Educational Media
Corp., Inc.

Cary S. Tepper
Booth Freret Imlay & Tepper, PC
7900 Wisconsin Avenue
Suite 304
Bethesda, MD 20814-3628

Counsel for Calvary Chapel ofTwin Falls,
Inc.

The Livingston Radio Co. (WHMI)
P.O. Box 935
Howell, MI 48844-0935



Daniel Houg
Chief Engineer
KAXE-FM
260 NE 2nd Street
Grand Rapids, MN 55744

G. Craig Hanson
Simmons Media Group, LLC
515 S. 700E. #IC
Salt Lake City, VT 84102

Steven Glenn Daniel
551 Rugby Road
Brooklyn, NY 11230

Roy H. Fisk
P.O. Box 545
Twain Harte, CA 95383-0545

Kevin Redding
530 Asher Loop
Adamsville, TN 38310

John A. Buffaloe
118 Clark Place
Memphis, TN 38104

Gregory Smith
7448 Cinnabar Terrace
Gaithersburg, MD 20853
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