Before the
Federal Communicatinns Commission

Washington, DC 20554
[n the Matter of

MB Dockel No. 09-230
RM-11586

Amendment of Section 73.622(1),
Posi-Transilion Teble of DTV Allotments,

Mttt St et et

Televigion Broadcast Stations. FILED/ ACCEPTED
{Seafard. Delaware]

AUG 20 2019
To: Office of lhe Secretary Pl Sammunicsns s

Alftention: Chief, Video Divisicn, Media Bureau

RESPONSIVE COMMENTS

Nave Broadcasting, L1 C ("Nave™)., by ils counsel, files ils Respousive Coininents in the
sbove-captioned rulemaking procesdmgs. In support of s position, Nave submils the following.
Broadcast Maximization Committee (“BMC™) kas filed a Reply to the “Qualified
Opposilion to Petilion for Reconsideration™ filed by PMCM TV, LLC in this proceeding, Inits
Reply, BMC inischaraclerizes slalements made by Nave in itz comments filed in this case. For

example, on pages 1 and 2 of its Reply. BMC slates thal there was no intecest expressed in
serving Sealord, Delaware with Chanuel 5. BMC acknowledges al note 3 that Nave filed an
interest in Channel 5 al Seaford, bnt (hen stales thal Nave slaled that it would apply for Channel
3 inslead. BMC stales at page 3 of its Reply Comnments that “in view of Lhe absence of any
mnterest specifically m Channel 5 at Seaford currently,” it would not be prudenl or advisable 1o
ailot that channel to Seaford, Delaware.

[n its Comments in this proceeding, Nave staled its interesl and supported the proposed
allotment of Channel 5 10 Seaford. In Reply Comments filed in tlis proceeding, Nave reilerated

that it had expressed an interest in and support of the proposed allotment of Channel 5 at
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Seaford. Nowhere within its Reply Comments, however, did Nave withdraw its earlier support
or interest in Channel 5.! Nave stated (hat it understood that BMC would be proposing the use of
Channel 3 in its Reply Comments in this proceeding and that Nave found the allotment of
Channel 3 at Seaford acceptable. And, in fact, Nnve supports the allotment and woald file an
application for Channel 3 or Channel 5 depending on which one was allotied 10 Seaford by the
Commission. Nave is nol interested in, and has never expressed an inlerest in, Channgl 2 at
Seaford.

In light of the foregoing, Nnve urges the Commission to reaffinin its amendiner of the

Post-Transition Table of DTV, Seclion 73.632(i) of the Commission’s rles.

Respectinlly submitted,

NAVE BROADCASTING, LLC

Aaron P. Shainis

Shainis & Pellzman, Chartered
1850 M Street NW, Suite 240
Washington, DC 20036

{202) 293-0011

IIs Attlomiey

August 20, 2010

! Wave assumes thar BMC Las simply misundersiood Nave's Reply Comments in staling thal Nave would only apply
for Chennel 3.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Jason Silveninaun, a secrelary in lhe law firm of Shainis & Pellzman, Chartered, hereby
certify thet on August 24, 2010, I caused a copy of the foregoing “Reply Coimnenlts”™ to be
served via firsi-class mail, postage prepaid, upon the following persans.

Adrenne Y. Denysyk*

Video Division, Media Bureau
Federal Commnnicalions Commission
445 12" Sireel SW

Washington, DC 20534

Joseph D Seipio

Yice President

Fox Television Sialions, Inc.
444 North Capito! Street N'W
Saite 740

Washington, DC 20001

Tom W. Davidson, Esq.
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer
& Feld, LLP
1333 New Hampslire Ave NW
Washinglon, DC 20036

Mark Lipp, Esq.
Paul Reynolds
Joseph Davis

Bert Goldinait
Clarence Beverage
Laura Mizrahi

Lee Reynolds
Alex Welsh

¢/o Broadcast Maximization Comumitiee

1776 K Strect NW
Washingion, DC 20006

* VYia e-1nail

Donald J. Evans, £sq.

Harry F. Cole, Esq.

Fletclier, Heald & Hildrelh, PLC
1300 N. 17 Sireet, 11™ Floor
Arlington, YA 22209

The Hanorable Edward E. Kaufinan
383 Russell Senate Office Bailding
Washington, DC 205140

Susan L. Fox, Esq.

The Wall Disney Company
425 3 Street SW, Suile 1100
Washingion, DC 20024




