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Dear Counsel:
This letter refers to the long-form application (Application) for an original construction permit
filed by Jackman Holding Company, LLC (Jackman), winning bidder in Auction 98 for FM Channel
283C2 at Moro, Oregon. Jackman’s Application proposes a co-channel upgrade and change in
community of license for the new station to operate on Channel 283C1 at White Salmon, Washington.1
We also have before us an Informal Objection (Objection), filed on February 2, 2016, by Entercom
License, LLC (Entercom), licensee of Station KRSK(FM), Mollala, Oregon, as well as an Opposition
to Informal Objection (Opposition), filed on February 29, 2016, by Jackman, and a Reply filed by
Entercom on May 26, 2016. For the reasons discussed below, we grant the Application and deny the
Objection.
Background. The Application was filed pursuant to Sections 73.3573(a)(i),(ii), and (g) of the
Commission’s rules,2 which permit a winning auction bidder to file a minor amendment to its
application for a new FM station to specify a new community of license, a different station class, and/or
an adjacent channel without affording other parties an opportunity to file a competing expression of
interest. The Application requests an upgrade and change of community of license from Channel
283C2 at Moro to Channel 283C1 at White Salmon, Washington, at a new transmitter site. In support
of the Application, Jackman alleges that the proposal satisfies the requirements for changing a station’s
community of license because: (1) the proposed use of Channel 283C1 at White Salmon is mutually
1
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47 CFR §§ 73.3573(a)(i),(ii), and (g).

exclusive with the present allotment on Channel 283C2 at Moro; (2) there will be no loss of service at
Moro since the current allotment of Channel 283C2 is not yet utilized; and (3) the provision of a first
local service to the larger community of White Salmon (population 2,224) under FM allotment Priority
(3)3 will result in a preferential arrangement of allotments over the retention of a first local service at
the smaller community of Moro (population 324).4 Additionally, Jackman states that the proposed
Moro facility would have provided no new first fulltime aural service and new second fulltime aural
service to only 12 persons. In contrast, Jackson claims that the White Salmon proposal will provide
new first fulltime aural service to 685 persons and new second fulltime aural service to a population of
643.5 Jackman further contends that the proposed reallotment would not violate the Commission’s
Rural Radio6 policies that restrict the relocation of AM or FM stations from smaller communities to
larger Urbanized Areas, because the proposed station at White Salmon will not, and could not through a
minor modification, place a 70 dBu contour over 50 percent or more of any Urbanized Area.7
In its Objection, Entercom alleges that the Application should be dismissed because the
Commission imposed an “absolute bar” to any facility modification that would create white or gray
areas.8 Entercom also challenges the methodology by which Jackman calculates white and gray areas,
stating that the original Moro facility would have provided first fulltime aural service to 19 persons and
new second fulltime aural service to 188, and thus that the proposed change of community would create
white and gray “loss areas” with those populations.9 Similarly, Entercom claims that Jackman
overstates the populations that would receive new first and second fulltime aural services under its
White Salmon proposal.10 Entercom emphasizes, however, that the magnitude of any gains in white or
gray area service are immaterial, due to the absolute bar on creating white or gray area.11 In its
Opposition, Jackman contends that, even using Entercom’s population figures, the Application would
provide first new fulltime aural service to 410 more persons than under the original Moro facility, and
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The FM allotment priorities are (1) first fulltime aural service; (2) second fulltime aural service; (3) first local
service; and (4) other public interest matters. Co-equal weight is given to Priorities (2) and (3). See Revision of
FM Assignment Policies and Procedures, Second Report and Order, 90 FCC 2d 88 (1982).
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See Policies to Promote Rural Radio Service and to Streamline Allotment and Assignment Procedures, Second
Report and Order, First Order on Reconsideration, and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making, 26 FCC
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Objection at 2. A white area is a geographical area that is not served by any fulltime aural service, and a gray
area is one that is served by only one fulltime aural service. See Cheyenne, Wyoming, and Gerring, Nebraska,
Report and Order, 15 FCC Rcd 7528, 7530 n.8 (MMB 2000).
10

Engineering Statement, attached to Objection, at 6. According to Entercom, only 429 persons would receive
first fulltime aural service if the Application were granted, and only 104 would receive new second fulltime aural
service.
11

Objection at 2-3.

2

combined first and second new fulltime aural service to 326 more persons than Moro, and thus that the
Objection should be denied.12
Discussion. Under Section 309(d) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended,13 informal
objections, like petitions to deny, must provide properly supported allegations of fact that, if true,
would establish a substantial and material question of fact that grant of the application would be prima
facie inconsistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.14
At issue in this application proceeding is whether Rural Radio’s “absolute bar to any facility
modification that would create white or gray area”15 applies to post-auction long-form applications
seeking a change in the community of license,16 and, if not, whether to extend this licensing policy to
such long-form applications. For the reasons set forth below, we conclude that the “absolute bar” does
not and should not apply in this context.
Rural Radio specifically addresses three types of Section 307(b) proposals: (1) proposals for
new AM facilities; (2) proposals for new FM allotments; and (3) proposals to change an existing
station’s community of license.17 Rural Radio clearly states that the new Section 307(b) analysis for
proposals to change community of license, including the absolute bar of white and/or gray area, applies
to “[l]icensees and permittees seeking to change community of license . . . .”18 An auction winner filing
its original construction permit long-form application and seeking a change in community of license,
however, is not a permittee until its long-form application is granted or a licensee until its license to
cover application (FCC Form 302) is granted. Thus, Rural Radio does not specifically address the
issue of whether the “absolute bar” prohibition applies to auction winners filing their long-form
application and seeking a community of license change.
This conclusion is further buttressed by the Second Order on Reconsideration. There the
Commission explained that the “authorized transmitter coordinates for the current facility” should be
used in determining gain and loss areas under the new Section 307(b) analysis for FM proposals to
change community of license.19 The Commission also emphasized, in the Second Order on
Reconsideration, that gain and loss area comparisons should focus on actual, rather than hypothetical
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service, thereby demanding “a realistic picture of the populations receiving service.”20 Prior to grant
of its long-form application, however, an auction winner does not have an authorized facility. We
therefore conclude that the “absolute bar” restriction does not apply to white and/or gray area “losses”
when evaluating proposed community of license changes in initial long-form applications filed by
winning auction bidders.21 To the extent that the Carb letter decision,22 cited by Entercom, holds
otherwise, it is disapproved.23
Given the Commission’s admonition not to take into account the loss of hypothetical service,
we believe that the analysis in cases such as this should compare the service gains that would result
from each proposal rather than comparing the gains from the proposed community of license change
to the “losses” from not constructing the facilities specified in the short-form auction application. That
is, the Section 307(b) analysis will be the same as that which we use when comparing proposals and
counterproposals in an FM allotment rulemaking proceeding. We believe that this approach
harmonizes well with our similar processing policy of allowing the relocation of a new unbuilt station
without implicating the allotment Priority (3) “loss of sole local service” prohibition.24 Thus, under
our Section 307(b) criteria we must first compare the white areas proposed to be served by the original
allotment at Moro to those areas to be served by the proposed facility at White Salmon.25 Using
Entercom’s more conservative population figures, the allotment at Moro would have provided first
20
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fulltime aural service to 19 persons, versus 429 persons at White Salmon. Given these facts, we
conclude that the White Salmon proposal’s substantially greater proposed service to white areas is
dispositive under allotment Priority (1).
Conclusion. In view of the above, we conclude that the public interest is served by grant of the
Application. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that the Entercom License, LLC Objection IS DENIED,
and the application (File No. BNPH-20151013ADJ) filed by Jackman Holding Company, LLC IS
GRANTED.
Sincerely,
Peter H. Doyle
Chief, Audio Division
Media Bureau
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