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SUMMARY

The Oppositionsfiled by the Broadcasters seek renewal of thelir licenseswithout ahearing to
determine whether they have served the public interest during their license period. The Oppositions
first attack the standing of the Petitioners. However, the Petition to Deny clearly establishes standing
since MPIMC’ s organizational members include residents of Milwaukee

The Oppositions also attack the merits of the Petition to Deny by claiming that Petitioners
have not provided prima facie evidence of substantial and material questions of whether the
Broadcasters have fulfilled their obligation to serve the public interest during the license period.
However, the CMPA Study provides such prima facie evidence of minimal coverage of local
elections. Any challenge to the methodology or the conclusions of the CMPA Study, which was
conducted by neutral professionals, must be further explored in a hearing.

Finadly, the Oppositions suggest that any review of their programming regarding local
elections would be an infringement on their First Amendment rights and editorial discretion.
However, areview of the Broadcasters' programming is necessary to enhance the First Amendment
rightsof theviewers. Infact, it isthe First Amendment rights of the viewersthat are paramount, and
which the Broadcasters are obligated to serve. Accordingly, the Commission must designate the
renewal applications for a hearing to determine whether, based on the prima facie evidence, the

Broadcasters have indeed fulfilled their duty to serve the public interest.
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REPLY TO BROADCASTERS OPPOSITION

The Milwaukee Public Interest Media Coalition (MPIMC) respectfully submitsthisReply to
the Oppositions to MPIMC’ s Petition to Deny filed by the broadcasters listed in the above caption
(collectively referred to as Broadcasters). Asisdemonstrated below, the Broadcasters Oppositions

do not provide any basis for finding that they have fulfilled their public interest obligation or that a



hearing is unwarranted to determine whether they have fulfilled their public interest obligation.
I. STANDING

The Broadcasters and a non-party, the Wisconsin Broadcasters Association, have interposed
clamsthat MPIMC lacks standing to appear beforethe Commission. They complainthat MPIMC has
not established that its members regularly watch each of the stations and does not cite members by
name.

The petition fully establishes MPIMC's standing. Michael McCabe's declaration fully
establishes MPIMC' sright to participate. He identifies the nine organizational members of MPIMC
and states that their “ collective membership includes many individuals who reside in the Milwaukee
televison market and regularly watch television.” It is self-evident that this level of membership
comprehends each stationinthemarket. See Serra Clubv. EPA, 292 F.3d 895, 900 (D.C. Cir.2002).
However, to clarify thismatter, and to eliminateany ambiguity, Mr. M cCabe hasexecuted asupplemen-
tal declaration, provided as Attachment A hereto, which reconfirmsthat the membersof MPIMC have
thousands of members, and that collectively they are viewers of each station subject to MPIMC's
petition to deny. Inaddition, Jerry Frederickson has executed a supplemental declaration, provided
as Attachment B hereto, which confirms that he has been a viewer of each of the stations subject to
MPIMC's Petition to Deny. Jack Lohman has also provided a declaration, provided as Attachment
C hereto, which further confirmsMPIMC'’ sstanding. See American Library Associationv. FCC, 401
F.3d 489 (D.C. Cir. 2005).

As noted, there is no requirement that Mr. McCabe identify particular members of MPIMC.
Indeed, such arequirement would raise seriousFirst Amendment questions. NAACP v. Alabama, 357

U.S. 449 (1958). Where, as here, specific information is provided asto each named licensee and the

-2



petitionissupported by amonitoring study showing that volunteersassociated with the Petitioner have
taped one month’ sworth of programming, it is self-evident that MPIM C hasmembersand they reside
in the Milwaukee market. See Serra Club v. EPA, 292 F.3d 895, 900 (D.C. Cir.2002).

[I. LEGAL ANALYSIS

Despite the Broadcasters attempts, the Broadcasters Oppositions do not demonstrate that
MPIMC hasfailed to present substantial and material questionsof fact or that therenewal applications
should not be designated for ahearing. Infact, MPIMC has provided more than sufficient evidence,
i.e., thefindings of the CMPA Study, to show that thereindeed are substantial and material questions
of fact asto whether renewal of the licensesisinthe publicinterest. The Broadcasters' argumentsfall
short of providing any real grounds for simply renewing the licenses, without a hearing.

A. The CMPA Study Raises Substantial and M aterial Questions of Fact asto Whether a
License Renewal Would Be Consistent with the Public Interest, Convenience, and Ne-
cessity.

The Commission cannot renew the license of a broadcaster if substantial and material issues
of facts have been raised regarding the broadcaster’ s service. 47 USC 8309(d). The CMPA Study
providesspecific factsregarding theamount of local election newscoverage provided by the Broadcast-
ers. The CMPA Study provides evidence of awoefully minimal amount of coverage related to local
electionsintheMilwaukee market asawhole. Thus, theevidencepresentedinthe CMPA Study clearly
raises a substantial and material issue of whether each of the Broadcasters has met its obligation to
serve the public interest, namely by providing viewers information about local elections and ballot-

related issues. Infact, all but one of the Broadcasters' do not challenge the conclusions of the CMPA

Study, that there was minimal coverage of local elections. Rather, the Broadcasters attempt to poke

P WISN-TV challenges the results of the CMPA Study.
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holes and point out flaws of the CMPA Study.

However, thisis not the appropriate forum to challenge the methodology or the conclusions
of the CMPA Study. MPIMC isnot required, at thisjuncture, to “fully establish ...what it isthe very
purpose of the hearing to inquireinto....” Citizensfor Jazzon WRVR, Inc. v. FCC, 775 F.2d 392, 397
(D.C. Cir. 1985). The Commission is barred from applying a merits standard to the CMPA Study.
Id. The Commission“must look into the possible existence of afire only whenit is shown agood deal
of smoke” not “when it is shown the existence of afire.” Id. The Broadcasters here would have
MPIMC show the existence of afire.

For example, some Broadcasters contend the CMPA Study is flawed because only some of
the Broadcasters programs were analyzed in the CMPA Study. See Oppositions of WCGV-TV,
WWRS-TV,WJA-TV,WISN-TV,WTMJ TV, WPXE-TV, and Wisconsn BroadcastersAssociation.
However, in addition to the news programming of the top five stations, the CMPA Study attempted
to analyze public affairs programming on all the stations. However, only two stations offered public
affairsprogramming regarding elections.? See CMPA Study at 24. Moreover, sinceMPIMC’ spetition
alleges a market-wide failure to cover local elections, it is necessary to view the conduct of all the
stations, and not simply those that broadcast news programming.

Under applicable policy, all broadcastersin a market are collectively responsible for meeting
theneedsof their community. InDeregulation of Television, 98 FCC2d 1075 (1984), the FCC stressed
that during therenewal process, anindividual station’ sdecisionsregarding programmingisnot theonly

factor in determining whether that individual licensee has provided issue-responsive programming

2ZWVTV and WTMJ-TV werethe only stations offering public affairs programming relevant
to the campaigns.
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relevant to the community. Id. §37. Rather, programming provided by all the broadcasters may be
considered to determine whether the public interest of the community hasbeen met. Id. at 38. As
aresult, it is entirely logical and necessary to consider the programming efforts of al the stations to
determine whether they have fulfilled their duty to provide programming relevant to the local
community.

Another alleged flaw raised wasthat the entirelicensetermwas not analyzed. See Oppositions
of WWCY-TV, WWRS-TV, WVTV, WISN-TV, WMLW-TV, WDJT-TV, WITI-TV, WTMJTV,
WPXE-TV, and WisconsinBroadcastersAssociation. However, for the purpose of considering wheth-
er to designate a hearing, the Commission has frequently relied on monitoring studiesof brief periods.
See, e.g., Catoctin Broadcasting Co., FCC 85-155 (May 2, 1985); United Broadcasting Company,
59 FCC2d 1412, 1413 (Rev. Bd. 1976); New South Radio, Inc., 59 FCC2d 337, 344 (1975); New
Mexico Broadcasting Co., Inc, 54 FCC2d 126 (1975). Indeed, prior to 1984, the Commissionroutinely
reviewed a broadcaster’s performance based on a “composite week” to determine if the licensee's
programming, during the entire renewal period, had met the public interest during the license period.
See In the Matter of Broadcast Localism, 19 FCCRcd 12425, 12430 n. 36 (explaining that the
composite week wasthe “basic measure of the extent to which” the broadcaster fulfilled itsprogram-
ming obligations during the license period). Here, the CMPA Study goes beyond aweek’ s worth of
programming and instead providesamonth’ sworth of programming asameasure of the Broadcasters

performance.®

SWVCY-TV cites Harriscope of Chicago, Inc., 3 FCCRed 3587 (1988) for the proposition
that consideration of programming covering less than one-sixth of a license term was an insufficient
basis for Commission action. The citation is wholly inapposite. First, theissue in that decision was
not whether to designate a hearing for minimal compliance with the public interest, but whether to
grant arenewal expectancy in acomparative renewal context. Second, the opinion wasissued after
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Some Broadcasters aso contend the CMPA Study is not accurate since other sources of
informationfor local newswere not analyzed, specifically non-broadcast mediaavailablein the market.
SeeOppostionsof WVCY-TV, WWRS-TV,WVTV,WJIA-TV, WISN-TV, WMLW-TV,WDJT-TV,
WITI-TV, WTMJTV, WPXE-TV, and Wisconsin Broadcasters Association. Essentialy, the
Broadcasters are attempting to dismiss their responsibility to serve the public interest by suggesting
that other, non-broadcast mediain the marketplace fulfill the Broadcasters' responsibility. However,
Commission policy doesnot consider what non-broadcast media provide to be relevant because those
media are not subject to a public interest mandate. Moreover, and in any event, those media do not
meaningfully contribute to debate on local issues, including elections. See In the Matter of 2002
Biennial Regulatory Review, 18 FCCRcd 13620, 13673 1145, 13693 1191 (2004). The Commission
has noted that “cable networks are almost exclusively offering national or broadly defined regional
programming.” Id. at 13693 1191. “In contrast, local broadcast televisions offer a mix of national
programming and local programming” relevant to a certain geographic area. I1d. at 13673 ] 145.
Further, reliance on the Internet asa source for local newsisalso misguided sincethe“Internet isalso
limited in its availability and as a source and as a source of public news.” Prometheus Radio Project
v. FCC, 373 F.3d 372, 415 (3" Cir. 2004).

Thus, the availability of non-broadcast mediasuch as cable and the internet are not meaningful
sources for local news. Further, unlike broadcasters, these alternatives are not required to focus on
local issues and are bound to promote localism. Asaresult, the Broadcasters still have an obligation

to provide relevant programming independent of services provided by non-broadcast media.

ahearing. Asisexplained in the text, the stations performance over the entire license term will be
tested at a hearing. MPIMC need not show more than it already has presented in order to have a
hearing designated.
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WISN-TV argues that the CMPA Study should not be relied upon since local coverage and
impact of the presidential election was not considered.* This seemsto suggest that WISN -TV does
not understand or appreciateitsobligation and responsibility to serveitslocal community. Broadcasters
have aunique responsibility to cover local elections because of their special obligation to the commu-
nity of license,” especially since cable and other nationally distributed programming do not addresslocal
needs. See In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review, 18 FCCRcd at 13693 1 191 (cable
networks offer ailmost exclusively national programming). Simply relying on the local impact of the
presidential election deniesthelocal community itsright to participatein electionstaking placeintheir
own community, which also have significant impacts on the community.

WMLW-TV and WDJT-TV take issue with the sponsor of the CMPA Study. They claim that
Meredith McGehee is not an appropriate sponsor of the CMPA Study. However, Ms. McGehee was
personally involved with the CMPA Study. As she stated in her affidavit, the Alliance for Better
Campaigns(now part of the Campaign Legd Center), worked withthe Wisconsin Democracy Campaign
in carrying out the CMPA Study. If thereis any dispute asto her knowledge or qualifications, those

issues can more fully explored, and in fact is more appropriately explored, at a hearing.

*WISN-TV observes, at pages 18-19 of itsopposition, that M PI M C member Michael McCabe
had at onetime praised the station for its commitment to the “5/30" standard for providing candidate
centered speech. (Thismeansthe station promised to provideat least 5 minutes of candidate centered
coverage between 5:30 pmand 11:30pm for the 30 days prior to the election.). However, the CMPA
study showsthat WISN-TV did not come closeto fulfilling its pledge. The CMPA study showsthat
WISN-TV provided atotal of 40 minutes, spread over all dayparts, to candidate discourse over the
four weeks prior to the election.

*The obligation of localism has always been central to the Commission’ simplementation of
the renewal process. See 1960 En Banc Programming Statement, 40 FCC 2303, 2314 (1960). See
also Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Section 2(a)(10) (“A
primary objective and benefit of our Nation's system of regulation of television broadcasting isthe
local origination of programming. Thereis a substantial interest in ensuring its continuation.”)
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Finally, WISN-TV challenges the conclusions of the CMPA Study, in challenging the actual
amount of newsprogramming reported by the CMPA Study. WISN-TV Oppositionto Petitionto Deny,
18-20. WISN-TV’sOpposition creditsthe station with 102.4 hours of news programming, rather than
the 107.25 hours reported by the CMPA Study. Id. at 19. Additionally, WISN-TV’sdatareveals 11
hours and 17 minutes of election news coverage, as opposed to the 4 hours 19 minutes reported by the
CMPA Study. Id. at 19. Thus, based on WISN-TV’s caculations, WISN-TV reportsthat its election
coverage constituted 11% or itstotal news coverage, as opposed to the 4.2% reported by the CMPA
Study. Id. at 20. This, too, underscoresthe need for a hearing. Based on the evidence presented by
the CMPA Study and the different findings by WISN-TV, asubstantial and material issue of fact has
been raised. Thus a hearing is required, during which WISN-TV and the other parties can have the
opportunity the examine the methodology and findings of the CMPA Study.

The CMPA Study is clear evidence of “smoke,” raising substantial and material questions of
fact. Moreimportantly, though, theevidenceMPIM Cisrequiredto provideisevidence of “primafacie
sufficiency.” Citizens for Jazz, 775 F.2d at 397. Thus, not only are the results of the CMPA Study
presumed to betrue, but the evidence cannot bejudged based onwhether it canmakea“fully persuasive
case, but rather what areasonablefactfinder might viewasapersuasivecase.” |d. (emphasisinorigina).
Here, the CMPA Study easily meets that standard.

The CMPA Study was conducted by an independent source, who is an acknowledged and
distinguished expert in media analysis, including election studies. Further, despite the Broadcasters
attacks, the CMPA Study wasconducted following an established methodology. Thus, since substantial
and material issues of fact have been raised, the Commission must at the least conduct further inquiry

as to whether or not the Broadcasters provided its viewers with a sufficient amount of local news
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programming relating to local elections. See Bilingual Bicultural Coalition on Mass Media, Inc. v.
FCC, 595 F.2d 621, 630, 634 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (Commission must conduct further inquiry once a
“factual uncertainty” has been raised).

B. The Petition to Deny IsNot an Attempt to Impede on the Rights of the Broadcasters.

Rather than acknowledging their duty to servethe needs of their community, the Broadcasters
asotrytoreframetheissueasto whether MPIM C haspresented prima facieevidence of the Broadcast-
ers failure to serve the public interest, thereby raising a substantial and material issue of fact. The
Broadcasters postulate that MPIMC's Petition to Deny is an attempt to return to a quantitative
programming standard and is seeking relief that can only be granted through legidation. Similarly, the
Broadcastersalso try to skirt the central issue by claiming that MPIMC’ s Petition to Deny attemptsto
restrict the First Amendment rights and editorial discretion afforded to broadcasters asto what events
to cover. Thisissimply not the case and is especially underscored by the fact that the Broadcasters do
not serioudly dispute the centra finding of the CMPA Study, that there was minimal local coverage
regarding local elections.

Although thereis no longer a quantitative standard, alicensee still has an obligation to address
local and community issues. Deregulation of Radio, 84 FCC2d 968, 982 (1981); recon. granted in part
and deniedin part, 87 FCC2d 797, aff’ din part and remanded in part sub nom., Office of Communica-
tion of the United Church of Christ v. FCC, 707 F.2d 1413 (D.C. Cir. 1983). And athoughthelicensee
is afforded discretion asto how and whether to address certain issues, the licensee is not entitled to a
renewal of itslicenseif it has abused that discretion. Deregulation of Television, 98 FCC2d at  39.
It is that very discretion that MPIMC's Petition to Deny addresses. MPIMC's challenge is to the

Broadcasters' discretion in the amount of programming related to local elections.
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Furthermore, the Broadcasters do not dispute the fact that there was minimal coverage of local
elections. Rather, the Broadcasters argue that it was within their discretion to provide little to no
coverage of these elections. However, as more fully discussed in MPIMC' s Petition to Deny, central
to therole of broadcasting isthe aspect of localismand theright of citizensto receive information about
candidates for public office. Petitionto Deny at 5-6. None of the Broadcasters can disputethis. Yet,
they claim they have ultimate discretion in determining what, if any, information is conveyed to the
public, even information that both the Commission and the Courts have found to be integral to a
broadcaster’ sresponsibility. Petitionto Deny at 5-6. Instead, the Broadcasters attempt to hide their
abuse of discretion behind the protections of the First Amendment’s freedom of speech.

However, it isthe citizens in the community that the Broadcasters are supposed to serve that
have “paramount” First Amendment rights. Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. FCC, 395 U.S. 367, 390
(1969). In fact, the Broadcasters seem to forget that the airwaves belong to the citizens, who have
permitted the Broadcasters to make use of the spectrum. The quid pro quo for broadcasters’ right to
exclusive use of publicly owned spectrumistheir commitment under the Communications Act to serve
the public interest, because it is

the right of viewers and listeners, not the right of broadcasters, which is paramount ...,

the right of the public to receive suitable access to socia political, esthetic, moral and
other ideas and experiences which is crucia here.

Further, asmorefully discussed in the Petition to Deny, abasic value afforded to citizensunder
the First Amendment is the access to speech concerning governmental elections. Petition to Deny at
7. Thus, anincrease of the Broadcaster’ snews programming related to local electionswould not result

in the restriction of the Broadcasters First Amendment rights. Rather it would enhance the First
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Amendment rights of the viewers, alowing the viewers to make informed decisions in local politics.

It ishypocritical for the Broadcastersto claim an infringement on their rightsto freedom of speech, yet

ignoretherelevance of those samerightsafforded to the citizensthat thelicencesareintended to serve.

When not hiding behind constitutional arguments, the Broadcasters make excuses for such

limited news programming regarding local elections. For example, the Broadcasters contend that the

local electionswere not contested or their was no interest in them. However, the Milwaukee Journal

Sentinel, which servesasthe only major daily newspaper for the Milwaukee metropolitan area, thought

it of interest to residentsin the Milwaukee metropolitan area, to cover thelocal racesandissues. Some

of those articles carried during the monitoring period include the following:

October 27, 2004: 22™ Senate District race between Reince Priebus and Bob Wirch,
covering the candidates stance on taxes, voter identification, campaign finance reform,
and same sex marriage.

October 27, 2004: 4™ Congressional District race between Gwen Moore, Gerald H.
Boyle, TimJohnson, Colin Hudsonand Robert Raymond, covering the candidatesstance
on health care, social security, abortion and the war in Irag.

October 17, 2004: 12" District race between Frederick Kesser and Joan Tatarsky,
covering the candidates stance on taxes, gun control, and same sex marriage.

October 16, 2004: 8" Senate District racebetween Jennifer Moralesand AlbertaDarling,
covering the candidates stance on concealed weapons and abortion.

October 15, 2004: 3 Congressional District race between Ron Kind and Dale Schultz,
covering the candidates stance on trade policy and the war in Irag.

October 15, 2004: Assembly Seat race between, Stephen Nass, Scott Woodsand Broce
Hinkforth, covering candidates stance on taxes, environmenta concerns, civil liberties,
health care, same-sex marriage and abortion.

October 13, 2004: 2™ Congressional District race between Tommy Baldwin and Dave
Magnum, covering the candidates stance on health care.

October 13, 2004: 33 Assembly District race between Daniel P. Vrakas and Patrick
Byrne, covering the candidates stance on health care and taxes.
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. October 13, 2004: 8th Congressiona District race between Mark Green and Dottie
LeClair, covering the candidates stance on terrorism, health care and the economy.

. October 18, 2004: 8" Senate District race between Jennifer Moralesand AlbertaDarling,
covering the candidates stance on taxes.
Clearly, there were local races that were contested and raised significant issues affecting citizens, and
for the Broadcasters to ingist otherwise is unfounded.

The Broadcasters also attempt to undermine the merits of the Petition to Deny by stating that
the license renewal should be awarded based onthe Broadcasters' overall programming service, rather
than their efforts on asingle issue. However, anecessary and critical component of that overall effort
islocal election news programming, which inturn, isacritical component of serving the publicinterest.
Thefindings of the CMPA Study show that the Broadcasters, collectively, failed in their duty to serve
the public interest by providing a minimal amount of local election news programming. The Broad-
casters would like to evade the issue by pointing to their overall programming and claiming that the
minimal amount of local election news programming is sufficient to meet their public interest duty.
However, smply providing some programming does not lead to the conclusion that the Broadcasters
have met their duty and therefore deserve an automatic renewal of their broadcast license. SeeInthe
Matter of Revision of Programming and Commercialization Policies, Ascertainment Requirements,
and ProgramLog Requirementsfor Commercial Television Sations, 104 FCC2d 357, *4(1986) (“[A]n
allegation that alicensee has failed to address an issue of particular relevance to a significant segment
of thecommunity, may beraised evenwhere someissue-responsive programming hasbeen provided.”).
[11. CONCLUSION

The Petition to Deny is appropriately before the Commission since Petitioners, as residents of
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Milwaukee, have the appropriate standing to chalenge the renewal applications of the Broadcasters.
More importantly, there exists prima facie evidence, i.e. the CMPA Study, raising substantial and
material questions of fact asto whether the Broadcasters have fulfilled their duty to serve the public
interest during the license period. Thus, the Commission must designate the Broadcasters' renewal
applications for a hearing to resolve these substantial and material questions of fact.

Respectfully submitted,

Parul Desai

Andrew Jay Schwartzman

MEDIA ACCESS PROJECT
Suite 1000
1625 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 232-4300
Counsel for Milwaukee Public Interest Media

Coalition
January 18, 2006
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Attachment A:
Declar ation of Michael M cCabe



GAN 1T 0RUTURD 12-25 WL JEMOCRASY LAXFALG CELr] ol 235 4359

SUFPEEMENTAL nF.ELARAI'ID];] OF MICHAEL VeC ABE T
ELUPPORT OF PETITION TO DEXY RENEWAL APFLICATIONS

[ am Michacl MeCabe. This daclaration {s submitted to supgienwal ny Quicber 28, 2005
dzclaration subamitied in srpport ol the Milwaukes Public Interest Media Coelition’s petitica to
damy renewal of the following stations: WTMITC, WIT1-1'V, WISM-TY, WV 1Y, WUGEY TV,
VIVCY-TV, WMLW.CA, WA TV, WHRS-TY, WPXE-1Y and WLTT-TV.

My carlicr declaration identifed nine orpanicationsl members ol the Milwaukze P;lbl:'c
Interest Media Coalivion and stated sthat their “eollective membership includes many individoals
Who regide io rbe Milwankes telavizion markel and reguiarty watch talevislon.” The tota) mem-
brrshipaf these groups is in the thousanda and it is ecMevident that their television viewing ex-

wnds 1a cach of the starions named in tlis declaration.
Vieclare under penalty of porjury that the foreasing is wrue and correct,

E.cecu'ed on Jonuary L(g 20,

Michael MeCabe



Attachment B:
Declaration of Jerry Fredrickson



_“__lifi.-’iBfIJE 11:18 Fax 413 270 0F3E FEDEL K1NKDE RILW DENTWK @10l

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF JERRY FREDRICKNED I
SUPPORT OF PETITION T DEXNY RUNEWAL APPLIC ATUONS

I am Jerny Fredrickzon. This decjaratiom is sutmmatied Lo sur.‘ipptemr:nr n1y 4 dctober 280 2005

decla: ation srbmitled in suppart of the Miwaukee Public Interest Madia Coalthon's parition 1o
oy renewal of the following stalions: WTMITV. WITI-TY, mm-ﬂ', WY, WOGEY-TY,
WYCT-TV, WMLW-CA, WIA-TV, WWES-TV, WPKE-TV anu::l WDIT-T+.

v carlier declaratian specified that | have teen a viewsr u:t'fwe: TV s ors, WTMITY,
WDIT-TV, WITE-TV, WT{J-TV md WYTV. Ths s becavze th:usc were tha vz stations that
had news casts maniored in the sludy which supprcted the patition 1o deny. T wish fo ke clzar
that hess are not the only stabans 1 waich, aod that on oceasten L have vizw.d sach cfthe olher

statioss sted 2hev= i addon to G Ove previousiy enumaratzd stations
{ declarz wder penatty of pegury that the (oregoing is s and correcy

Exacated on January i i, 3u0s,




Attachment C:
Declar ation of Jack Lohman



DECLARATION OF JACK LOIIMAN IN SUPPORT
OF PETITION TO DENY RENEWAL APPLICATIONS

I am Jack Lohroan. This declaration is submitted in support of the Mitwaukee Public
Interest Media Coalition’s petition to deny renewal aof the following stations: WIMI-TV, WITI-
TV, WISN-TV, WVTV, WOGV-TV, WVCY-TV, WMLW-CA, N, W RS-V,

WP XE-TV and WDIT-TV,

1 am a member of the Wisconsin Democracy Campaign, whick is one of the organizations
which formed the Milwaukee Public Tnterest Media Coalition. I am a resident in the Mitwaukee,
W1 arca, ard ragulurly watch television, includmg, from time to time 2ach of'the stations listed

anove.
[ dectare nnder penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Fxecuted on Jammary f_lz, 2006,

e
'_';:,,f"“”f G
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Certificate of Service

|, Benjamin Lennett, hereby certify that on this 18" day of January 2006, a copy of the
foregoing Reply to Broadcasters Opposition was served via first-class mail to those upon the

following:

Mace Rosenstein

Hogan & Hartson

555 13th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004-1109

Journal Broadcast Corporation
3355 South Valley View Boulevard
LasVegas, NV 89102

Journal Broadcast Corporation

Mark J. Prak

Brooks Pierce McLendon Humphrey &
Leonard

PO Box 1800

Raleigh, NC 27602

WISN-Hearst-Arayle Television, Inc.
Brooks Pierce McLendon Humphrey &
Leonard

PO Box 1800

Raleigh, NC 27602

WISN Hearst-Argyle Television, Inc.

Kathryn R. Schmeltzer

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman
2300 N Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037-1128

WCGYV Licensee, LLC

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman

2300 N Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037-1128
WCGV Licensee, LLC

Kathryn R. Schmeltzer

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman
2300 N Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037-1128

WVTV Licensee, Inc.

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman

2300 N Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037-1128
WVTV Licensee, Inc.

J. Brian Deboice

Cohn and Marks

1920 N Street, NW

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20036-1622
WDJT-TV

Colby M. May

Law Offices of Colby M. May
205 Third Street, SE
Washington, DC 20003

National Minority TV, Inc.
PO Box 53575
Irvine, CA 92619-3575
National Minority TV, Inc.

J. Brian Deboice

Cohn and Marks

1920 N Street, NW Suite 300

Washington, DC 20036-1622
WMLW-CA

John C. Quae

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher
& Flom

1440 New Y ork Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20016

WITI Licensg, Inc.
Molly Pauker
5151 Wisconsin Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20016
WITI License, Inc.

TV-49
4311 E. Oakwood Road
Oak Creek, WI 53154

Denise B. Moline
Law Offices of Denise B. Moline
1212 South Naper Boulevard
Suite 19
Naperville, IL 60540

TV-49, Inc.



Wayne D. Johnsen
Wiley Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

VCY/America, Inc.

3434 West Kilbourn Avenue

Milwaukee, WI 53208
VCY/America, Inc.

John F. Leore, Jr.
M. Ann Swanson
Dow, Lohnes, Albertson, PLLC
1200 New Hampshire Ave, NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036
Paxson Milwaukee License, Inc.

Benjamin Lennett



