
Before the
Federal Communications CommilisioD

WllSbington, DC 20554

FILED/ACCEPTED

[n the Matter of )
)

Amendment ofSe<;;tioll 73.622(i), )
Post-Transilion Table ofDTV Allotmenls, )
Tdevision Broadcast Stlltioll.'l. )
(Sell.1ilrd, Ddawllrel )

MB Docket No. 09-230
RM-11586

AUG 101010

To:
Attention:

Office of Ih.. Secretary
Chief, Video Divi~i(>D. Media Bureau

RESPONSIVE COMMENTS

Nave Broodcasting, LLC ("Nave"), by ill; COlln:ieJ, files its Rr.>pollsive COimnellts ill the

IIbove-captioned rulemaking prOCeoolOgl>. ]0 suppor1 of i13 position, Nave 3ubmils the followillg.

BroodCII.Sl Maximization Committee (HBMC"') 1Ia"i filed II Reply to lhe "Qualified

Opposition to Petition for Recon~iderarion" filed by PMCM TV, LLC ill this proceeding. In its

Reply, BMC mi3chElIElCleriz.eS sl.lliemenl~ made by Nave in ilq commenLq flIed in thi3 case. For

example, on pages 1 and 2 Dfil.'! Reply. BMC slates thal there wa> no intere~t expressed in

serving Seaford, Delaware with ChannelS. BMC acknDwledges al nOte 3 that Nave filed an

interest in Ch.annel 5 >II Se>lford, bnllhen stales thai Nave slaled that il would apply for Channel

3 ulllle<ld. BMC states at page 3 ofil.'! Reply Commenl.'! thaI "in view of Ihe absence Df any

interegt speciflCally in Ch8Dl1l:1 5 Eft Seaford currently," it would not be prudenl or advis>lbJe to

allot that ch.annel to SeafDrd, Delaware.

[n il.'! Corrunents in this proceeding, Nave stilled its interesl and supported the proposed

allotment of Channel 5 to Seaford. In Reply Comment.~ ftled in this proceeding, Nave reitenned

that it IIad expre!lSed an interesl in and SUppDrt of lhe proposed allotment ofChanneJ 5 at
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Seamrd. Nowhere within its Reply Corrunents, however, did Nave withdraw its earlier support

or interest in ChElllilel5. ' Nave swred that it understood that BMC would be proposing the use of

Channel) in its Reply Comments in this proceeding and thaI Nave found the a1lolment of

Channel) at Seaford acceptable. And, in tilci, Nnve supports lhe a1lolment and woald me an

application for Channel 3 or Channel 5 depending on which one was allotted to Seaford by the

Commission. Nave is nol interested in, and has never expressed an inlerest in, Channel 2 at

Seamrd.

In light oflhe foregoing, Nnve urges lhe Corrunission to reaffirm its amendmelll oflhe

Post-Transition Table ofDTV, Seclion 73.632(i) oflhe Commission's rules.

Respectthlly submitted,

NAVE BROADCASTING, LLC

Aaron P. SlllIinis

Shainis & Peltzman, Chartered
1850 M Street NW, Suite 240
W!lShington, DC 20036
(202) 293-0011

lis Attomey

August 20, 2010

INave ",",urnes mar BMC has sin,ply misunderstood Nave's Reply Comments in slaling tnol Nave would only apply
for CIulJInel 3.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, ]a;on Silverman, a secrelary in the law firm vf Shainis & Pe[lzrIJall, Chartered, hereby
emil)' thaI orJ. August 20, 2010, I caused 3 copy ofthe foregoing "Reply COimnents" to be
served "ia fir;;I-c\a;s mail, postage prepaid, upon the fOl!owlllg person~:

Adrienne Y. Denysyk*
Video Divisioll, Media Bureau
Fedeml Commnniea[jolL'l Commission
445 12'" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Joseph Di Scipio
Vice Presidl-nl
Fox Television Stations, [nco
444 North Capitol Street NW
Saile 740
Washington, DC 20001

Tom W. Davidson, Esq.
Akin Gurnp Strau.~s Hauer

& Feld, lLP
1333 New HWI'.p.o;hire Ave NW
Washington, DC 2(0)6

Mark Lipp, Esq.
Paul Reyno[ds
Joseph Davis
Bert Go[dmall
Chlreru:e Be,uage
Lauttl Mizrahi
Lee R<:ynold~

Alex Welsh
clo Broadcast Maximization Committee
1776 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20006

• Via e-mail

Dona[d J. Evans, Esq.
Harry F. Cole, Esq.
Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth. PLC
1300 N. 17'" SlIeet, 1I III Floor
Arlington, VA 22209

The Honorable Edward E. Kaufman
383 Ru~sell SenElte Office Bailding
Washington, DC 205 [0

Susan L. Fox, Esq.
The Walt Oi!ll\ey Company
425 J'~ Street SW, Suile 1100
W;u;hington, DC 20024


