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 20037

In R
e:

R
azorcake/G

orsky P
ress, Inc.

N
ew

 L
P

F
M

 Station, P
asadena, C

A
F

acility ID
N

o.
195577

File N
o. B

N
PL

-2013
11 14A

X
Z

Inform
al O

bjection
P

etition to D
eny

W
aiver R

equests

D
ear Sirs:W

e have before us the above-referenced application (A
pplication) filed by R

azorcake/G
orsky

P
ress, Inc. (R

azorcake) for a new
 low

 pow
er F

M
 (L

P
F

M
) station at P

asadena, C
alifornia. T

he
A

pplication w
as filed during the 2013 L

P
F

M
 filing w

indow
 and w

as included in L
P

F
M

 M
X

 G
roup 58

along w
ith three other applications for new

 L
P

F
M

 stations. A
lso before us are pleadings filed by

E
ducational M

edia F
oundation (E

M
F

) opposing the A
pplication.1 F

inally, w
e have before us a Joint

R
equest for A

pproval of S
ettlem

ent filed by R
azorcake and the three other applicants from

 L
P

F
M

 M
X

1E
M

F filed a R
equest for C

larification of L
PFM

 Second-A
djacent C

hannel W
aiver Interference Standard

(O
bjection) on M

ay 23, 2014. P
rom

etheus R
adio P

roject and R
E

C
 N

etw
orks each opposed the O

bjection.
P

rom
etheus R

adio P
roject's R

esponse to E
ducational M

edia Foundation's R
equest for C

larification of Second-
A

djacent C
hannel W

aiver Interference Standard (dated June 3, 2014) (Prom
etheus O

pposition); R
E

C
 N

etw
orks,

O
pposition to E

ducational M
edia Foundation (dated July 14 2014). E

M
F replied to the P

rom
etheus O

pposition.
E

M
F, R

eply to O
pposition to R

equest for C
larification of L

PFM
 Second-A

djacent C
hannel W

aiver Interference
Standard (dated June 17, 2014). Subsequently, E

M
F filed a C

onsolidated P
etition to D

eny (P
etition) on A

ugust 8,
2014. R

azorcake opposed the P
etition and E

M
F filed a reply. R

azorcake, O
pposition to C

onsolidated P
etition to

D
eny (dated A

ugust. 28, 2014) (R
azorcake O

pposition); E
M

F, R
eply to O

pposition to C
onsolidated Petition to D

eny
(dated Sept. 17, 2014).



G
roup

58
2

For the reasons set forth herein, w
e find no m

erit to and deny E
M

F' s pleadings, approve the
settlem

ent and grant the A
pplication.

B
ackground. R

azorcake subm
itted the A

pplication during the m
ost recent L

P
F

M
 filing w

indow
.

W
e determ

ined the A
pplication w

as m
utually exclusive w

ith three other applications and designated all
four of these applications L

PFM
 M

X
 G

roup
58.

T
he C

om
m

ission subsequently conducted a point
hearing and determ

ined that R
azorcake and the other three applicants in L

PFM
 M

X
 G

roup
58

w
ere tied.

A
ccordingly, it identified the four applicants as the tentative selectees for that group.4

E
M

F objected to the A
pplication both prior to and after its designation as one of the tentative

selectees in L
PFM

 M
X

 G
roup

58.
E

M
F is the licensee of K

Y
L

A
(FM

), Fountain V
alley, C

alifornia,
w

hich is co-channel to R
azorcake's proposed L

P
FM

 station. E
M

F urges us to dism
iss the A

pplication,
w

hich includes a request for w
aiver of the second-adjacent channel spacing requirem

ents set forth in
Section 73.807 of the C

om
m

ission's rules (R
ules) (second-adjacent w

aiver).6 A
ccording to E

M
F, the

proposed L
PFM

 station w
ill cause interference to K

Y
L

A
(FM

) and thus does not satisfy the standard for
second-adjacent w

aivers. E
M

F also asserts that R
azorcake failed to dem

onstrate that it is a local
applicant as required under Section

73.853(b)
of the R

ules.7

R
azorcake and the other three tentative selectees in L

PFM
 M

X
 G

roup
58

have entered into a
Settlem

ent A
greem

ent. T
he Settlem

ent A
greem

ent contem
plates grant of the A

pplication after dism
issal

of the applications filed by the other three tentative selectees in L
PFM

 M
X

 G
roup

58.
W

e dism
issed

these other three applications on S
eptem

ber 24, 2014, but did not grant the A
pplication at thattim

e.
B

elow
, w

e consider E
M

F's pleadings, the Settlem
ent A

greem
ent and the A

pplication, including the
second-adjacent w

aiver request that accom
panied it.

D
iscu

ssio
n

.
W

aiver of the S
econd-A

djacent C
hannel S

pacing R
equirem

ents.
S

ection 3(b)(2)(A
)

of the L
ocal C

om
m

unity R
adio A

ct of 2010 (L
C

R
A

) requires an L
P

F
M

 applicant seeking a second-
adjacent w

aiver to dem
onstrate that its proposed L

P
F

M
 facilities "w

ill not result in interference to any
authorized radio service."9 R

azorcake subm
itted an engineering exhibit along w

ith its w
aiver request.

T
he exhibit purports to dem

onstrate that the proposed L
P

F
M

 station w
ill not cause interference to any F

M
stations operating on second-adjacent channels.

2R
azorcake

et al.,Joint R
equest for A

pproval of Settlem
ent (dated June 26, 2014).

M
edia B

ureau Identifies M
utually E

xclusive A
pplications Filed in the L

P
FM

 W
indow

 and A
nnounces 60-D

ay
Settlem

ent P
eriod,

P
ublic N

otice, 28 FC
C

 R
cd 16713 (M

B
 2013). T

he other applications w
ere filed by Side Street

Projects (File N
o. B

N
PL

-20 1311 14B
C

F), N
ew

tow
n Pasadena Foundation (File N

o. B
N

PL
-20 1311 14B

A
B

), and
L

ight B
ringer Project (File N

o. B
N

PL
-2013 11 14B

A
Z

).

"C
om

,nission Jdent(fies T
entative Selectees in 79 G

roups of M
utually E

xclusive A
pplications Filed in the L

P
FM

W
indow

, Public N
otice, 29 FC

C
 R

ed
8665

(2014).

In its pleadings, E
M

F objected not only to the A
pplication but to each of the applications in L

PFM
 M

X
 G

roup
58.

647
C

FR
 § 73.807.

747 C
FR

 §
73.853(b).

8
B

roadcast A
ctions, Public N

otice, R
eport N

o. 48334 (M
B

 Sept. 29, 2014). G
iven our dism

issal of these
applications, w

e find those portions of the EM
F pleadings directed at them

 to be m
oot,

see supra
note

5, and do not
consider them

.

9Pub.L
.N

o. 111-371, 124 Stat. 4072 (2011).
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E
M

F claim
s that the exhibit is "patently defective" because it fails to dem

onstrate that the
proposed L

P
FM

 station w
ill not cause co-channel interference to its station, K

Y
L

A
(FM

).'° T
o reach this

conclusion, though, E
M

F construes Section 3(b)(2)(A
) of the L

C
R

A
 as requiring that an L

PFM
 applicant

seeking a second-adjacent w
aiver dem

onstrate that its proposed L
PFM

 station "w
ill not cause interference

to any radio station, not just those operating on second-adjacent channels."
W

e cannot agree w
ith

E
M

F's reading of the second-adjacent w
aiver standard in the statute.

First,
w

hen the C
om

m
ission created the L

PFM
 service, it chose to use spacing requirem

ents to
"preserve the integrity and technical excellence of existing FM

 radio service."2 It stated that "[t]he
extent of interference protection from

 L
PFM

 stations to existing FM
, L

PFM
 and FM

 translator and
booster service generally w

ill be that afforded by m
inim

um
 station separation requirem

ents" and noted
that "[t]hese w

ere designed to provide the sam
e degree of interference protection that full-service stations

provide each other."3 T
he L

C
R

A
 did not alter the co- or first-adjacent channel spacing requirem

ents.
Second, w

hile the L
C

R
A

 authorized the C
om

m
ission to w

aive the second-adjacent spacing requirem
ents

in som
e circum

stances, it prohibited the C
om

m
ission from

 w
aiving the co- or first-adjacent channel

spacing requirem
ents.'4 T

hird, w
e find that the better, m

ore reasonable w
ay to construe "any authorized

radio service" is to treat this language as a requirem
ent that a w

aiver show
ing addresses all radio services,

i.e., all full-pow
er, translator, booster and L

P
FM

 stations. P
ut another w

ay, Section 3(b)(2)(A
) requires

an L
PFM

 applicant seeking a second-adjacent w
aiver to dem

onstrate that grant of the w
aiver w

ill not
cause interference to any FM

 station in any service that operates on a second-adjacent channel to the
proposed L

P
FM

 station. It does not require such an applicant to dem
onstrate that its proposed L

P
FM

station-w
hich m

ust com
ply w

ith the co- and first-adjacent channel spacing requirem
ents-w

ill not cause
any interference to stations operating on co- or first-adjacent channels.

O
ur reading of Section 3(b)(2)(A

) is consistent w
ith the C

om
m

ission's construction of other
sections of L

C
R

A
 in w

hich the applicability is uncertain. For instance, the C
om

m
ission interpreted

Sections 7(1) through (5) of the L
C

R
A

 to apply only to third-adjacent channel interference.'5 It did so
despite the fact that "C

ongress did not specify the type of interference to w
hich these provisions apply."6

T
he C

om
m

ission relied on the fact that, in each of the provisions at issue, C
ongress referred specifically

to L
PFM

 stations on third-adjacent channels or L
PFM

 stations that do not satisfy the third-adjacent
channel spacing requirem

ents.'7 T
hus, it found these references "reflect[ed] a focus on L

P
FM

 stations
causing interference to stations located on third-adjacent channels."8 H

ere, Section 3(b)(2)(A
) is focused

solely on proposed L
PFM

 facilities that do not satisfy the second-adjacent channel spacing requirem
ents.

'°
Petition at 4-6.

" O
bjection at 1,

2-5;
Petition at 3-4.

2
C

reation of L
ow

 P
ow

er R
adio Service,

R
eport and O

rder, 15 FC
C

 R
cd 2205, 2233-34 paras. 70-7 1 (2000)

("L
P

F
M

 R
eport and O

rder").
In fact, the C

om
m

ission incorporated a 20 km
 "buffer" into these requirem

ents.
Id.

at
2234 para. 71.
13

L
P

F
M

R
ep

o
rt an

d
 O

rd
er,

15 F
C

C
 R

cd at 2231 para. 64.

''LC
R

A
, § 3(b)(1) ("The Federal C

om
m

unications C
om

m
ission shall not am

end its rules to reduce the m
inim

um
co-channel and first- and second-adjacent channel distance separation requirem

ents in effect on the date of
enhancem

ent of this A
ct betw

een - (A
) low

 pow
er FM

 stations; and (B
) full-service FM

 stations.").
'

C
reation of a L

ow
 P

ow
er R

adio Service,
Fifth O

rder on R
econsideration and Sixth R

eport and O
rder, 27 FC

C
 R

cd
15402, 15436 para. 95 (2012)

("S
ixth R

eport and O
rder").

'6
1
d

" Id
.

18Jd

3



A
ccordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that C

ongress intended that applicants seeking a second-adjacent
w

aiver only dem
onstrate that their proposed L

P
F

M
 facilities w

ould not interfere w
ith the signals of any

stations operating on second-adjacent channels 19

In interpreting the L
C

R
A

, the C
om

m
ission also rejected the view

 that S
ections 7(1) and 7(3)

could apply to the sam
e L

P
F

M
 station.2° In doing so, the C

om
m

ission noted that this w
ould expose an

L
P

F
M

 station subject to the interference protection and rem
ediation regim

e set forth in S
ection 7(1) "to

different and conflicting interference protection and rem
ediation obligations."21 A

 sim
ilar issue w

ould
arise w

ere w
e to adopt E

M
F

's reading of S
ection

3(b)(2)(A
)

of the L
C

R
A

. If an L
P

F
M

 station satisfied
the third-adjacent channel spacing requirem

ents but operated pursuant to a second-adjacent w
aiver, under

S
ection 3(b)(2)(B

)(ii) of the L
C

R
A

, it w
ould be required to "elim

inate" all third-adjacent channel
interference but under S

ection 7(3) of the L
C

R
A

 it w
ould m

erely need to "address" such interference.
T

he com
m

ission further found it w
as reasonable to conclude that "C

ongress intended to im
pose m

ore
stringent interference protection and rem

ediation obligations on L
P

F
M

 stations that are located nearest to
full-service F

M
 stations and, therefore, have a greater potential to cause interference."22 A

ccording to the
C

om
m

ission, "[t]he L
C

R
A

 provides greater flexibility by elim
inating third-adjacent channel spacing

requirem
ents for L

P
F

M
 stations, but counterbalances that flexibility w

ith a prohibition on L
P

F
M

 stations
that w

ould be short-spaced under such requirem
ents causing any actual interference to other stations."23

T
his sam

e logic applies to S
ection 3(b)(2) of the L

C
R

A
 and supports our conclusion that S

ection 3(b)(2)
of the L

C
R

A
 applies to second-adjacent channel interference only. N

othing in the record supports the
view

 that there is a technical justification for using a second-adjacent w
aiver as a trigger for greater co- or

first-adjacent channel protections.

W
e acknow

ledge the C
om

m
ission did not directly speak to the question of w

hether S
ection

3(b)(2) of the L
C

R
A

 addresses only second-adjacent channel interference.24 H
ow

ever, the C
om

m
ission

did include language in the order im
plem

enting the L
C

R
A

 that lends additional support to our finding
here. F

or instance, the C
om

m
ission explained that, w

hile applicants for second-adjacent w
aivers have the

flexibility to propose a low
er pow

er level, antenna polarization and/or a directional antenna pattern, this

19 In its decision im
plem

enting the L
C

R
A

, the C
om

m
ission did not directly address the question of w

hether an
applicant seeking a second-adjacent w

aiver m
ust show

 that its proposed L
PFM

 facilities w
ill not cause interference

to any station or just second-adjacent channel stations. T
he C

om
m

ission did, how
ever, im

ply that the show
ing

w
ould be lim

ited to second-adjacent channel stations. For instance, it "instruct[ed] the M
edia B

ureau to identify
specifically all potentially affected second-adjacent channel stations in the public notice that accepts for filing an
application for an L

PFM
 station that includes a request for a second-adjacent w

aiver."
Sixth R

eport and O
rder,

27
FC

C
 R

cd at
15430

para. 79.

20 Sections 7(1) and 7(3) set forth interference protection and rem
ediation obligations that L

PFM
 stations have w

ith
respect to third-adjacent channel stations. Section 7(1) applies to "low

-pow
er FM

 stations licensed at locations that
do not satisfy the third-adjacent channel spacing requirem

ents . . . ." L
C

R
A

, § 7(1). It requires such L
PFM

 stations
to "elim

inate" any actual interference that their operations cause to the signal of any authorized station in areas
w

here that station's signal is regularly used.
Id.

Section 7(3) applies to "[L
PFM

] stations on third-adjacent
channels." L

C
R

A
, § 7(3). It requires only that L

P
F

M
 stations "address" com

plaints of interference w
ithin an

affected station's protected contour.
Id

21
S

ixth R
eport and O

rder,
27 F

C
C

 R
cd at

15434
para. 88.

221d.
at

15434
para. 89.

23
Id.

at
15434-35

para. 89.

24
W

e note, how
ever, that the Sm

all E
ntity C

om
pliance G

uide for L
ow

 P
ow

er FM
 does address this question. It

states that "[am
L

PFM
 licensee operating pursuant to a second-adjacent w

aiver m
ust elim

inate any
second-adjacent

channel interference caused by its operations."
Sm

all E
ntity C

om
pliance G

uide, L
ow

 Pow
er FM

,
D

A
 13-49 (rel.

Jan. 28, 2013)
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flexibility "extends only to w
aiver applicants seeking to dem

onstrate that their proposed operations w
ill

not result in any
seco

n
d

-ad
jacen

t ch
an

n
elinterference."25 Sim

ilarly, the C
om

m
ission determ

ined that it
w

ould "perm
it w

aiver applicants to show
 that 'no actual interference w

ill occur' due to 'lack of
population' and w

ill allow
 w

aiver applicants to use an undesired/desired signal strength ratio
m

ethodology to define areas of potential interference w
hen proposing to operate near another station

operating on a second-adjacent channel."26
L

ikew
ise, the C

om
m

ission required the M
edia B

ureau to
identif\j "all potentially affected

seco
n

d
-ad

jacen
t ch

an
n

el
stations in the public notice that accepts for

filing an application for an L
PFM

 station that includes a request for a second-adjacent w
aiver."27

Finally, w
e note that, in im

plem
enting the L

C
R

A
, the C

om
m

ission did not consider w
hether the

lim
ited co- and first-adjacent channel interference protection rights afforded to full service FM

 stations
under Section 73.809(a) are in conflict w

ith the rem
ediation requirem

ents set forth in Section
3(b)(2)(B

)(ii).
H

ad the C
om

m
ission shared E

M
F's view

 of Section 3(b)(2) of the L
C

R
A

, it w
ould have

revised Section 73.809(a) to provide different co- and first-adjacent channel interference protection rights
w

here an L
PFM

 station w
as operating pursuant to a second-adjacent channel w

aiver.

B
ecause w

e find that the L
C

R
A

 did not alter the interference protection regim
e for stations

operating on co- and first-adjacent channels and that an L
PFM

 applicant seeking a second-adjacent
w

aiver need not dem
onstrate that its proposed facilities w

ill not interfere w
ith co- or first-adjacent

channel stations,28 w
e do not consider the engineering reports that E

M
F proffered regarding co-channel

interference.29
A

ll R
azorcake m

ust show
 in relation to K

Y
L

A
(FM

) is that its proposed L
PFM

 station
satisfies the spacing requirem

ents set forth in Section 73.807.
W

e have confirm
ed that this is the case. In

addition, w
e have review

ed the engineering exhibit included w
ith R

azorcake's w
aiver request and

conclude that its proposed L
PFM

 station w
ill not cause interference to any FM

 station operating on a
second-adjacent channel to their proposed L

P
FM

 stations. A
ccordingly, w

e w
ill w

aive the second-
adjacent channel spacing requirem

ents.3°

Finally, w
e reject E

M
F's argum

ent that the fram
ew

ork for handling interference com
plaints set

forth in S
ection 3(b)(2)(B

) of the L
C

R
A

-and S
ection 73.807(e)(2) of the R

ules, w
hich im

plem
ents that

section of the L
C

R
A

-apply not just to com
plaints of second-adjacent channel interference but to

25
S

ixth R
eport and O

rder
at 15430 para. 80 (em

phasis added).
26

Id.,at 15429 para. 78 (em
phasis added).

27
Id.

at 15430 para. 79 (em
phasis added).

28
W

e note that our reading of Section 3(b)(2) of the L
C

R
A

 is consistent w
ith the requirem

ents set forth in Section
5

that the C
om

m
ission ensure that "FM

 translator stations, FM
 booster stations, and low

-pow
er FM

 stations rem
ain

equal in status and secondary to existing and m
odified full-service FM

 stations." L
C

R
A

,
§

 5
.

E
qual in status does

not m
ean subject to identical interference protection and rem

ediation requirem
ents. Indeed, the L

C
R

A
 itself

establishes different rem
ediation standards betw

een FM
 translators and L

PFM
 and even betw

een classes of L
PFM

stations.
W

here C
ongress intended to im

pose identical requirem
ents upon FM

 translators and L
PFM

 stations, it
specifically did so in the text of the L

C
R

A
.

S
ee

L
C

R
A

,
§

7(1) (requiring that L
PFM

 stations that do not satisfy the
third-adjacent spacing requirem

ents provide "the sam
e interference protections that FM

 translator stations and FM
booster stations are required to provide as set forth in section 74.1203" of the R

ules). Further, w
e note that L

P
FM

stations retain the singularly defining attribute of secondary stations, i.e., they have no protection against
subsequently proposed or authorized full service FM

 facilities.

2
9

O
bjection at Exh. A

.

W
e note that EM

F also appears to argue that w
aiver of the second-adjacent channel spacing requirem

ents is not
justified under the C

om
m

ission's general w
aiver standard. Petition at

5-6.
B

ecause w
e find w

aiver is justified
under the statutory w

aiver standard set forth in Section 3(b)(2)(A
) of the LC

R
A

, w
e need not address this issue.

5



com
plaints of co- and first-adjacent channel interference.31 A

s noted above, Section 3(b)(2) of the L
C

R
A

is focused on stations that do not satisfy the second-adjacent channel spacing requirem
ents and thus are

m
ore likely to cause second-adjacent channel interference to other stations. It does not alter the

interference protections for co- and first-adjacent channel stations nor does it alter the C
om

m
ission's

previous holding that "L
PFM

 stations w
ill not be required to elim

inate interference caused to FM
 stations

by their law
ful operations."32

R
azorcake 's L

ocal S
tatus.

Section 73.853(b) of the R
ules m

andates that only local organizations
m

ay apply for and hold L
PFM

 authorizations.33 R
azorcake certified that it qualifies as a local

organization because it is physically headquartered w
ithin 10 m

iles of the proposed site for the
transm

itting antenna. E
M

F disputes this certification, noting that R
azorcake specified a post office box as

its address in the first section of the A
pplication.34 In response, R

azorcake points to an exhibit to the
A

pplication, w
hich included the organization's headquarters address, and subm

its a declaration that
further elaborates on the existence and location of the organization's headquarters and the distance
betw

een that headquarters address and the site of the proposed L
PFM

 station's transm
itter.35

W
e find no

m
erit to E

M
F's allegation and determ

ine that R
azorcake does qualify as a local organization and thus is

eligible to apply for and hold the L
PFM

 authorization it seeks.

S
ettlem

ent A
greem

ent.
H

aving found no m
erit to E

M
F 'S argum

ents, w
e turn now

 to the
Settlem

ent A
greem

ent entered into by R
azorcake and the other three applicants included in L

PFM
 M

X
G

roup
58.

W
e note at the outset that, as required, the Settlem

ent A
greem

ent "proposes the grant of at
least one technically acceptable application w

ithin a group of m
utually exclusive applications" and does

not "create any new
 application conflicts"36

W
e also find that the Settlem

ent A
greem

ent com
plies fully

w
ith Section 311(c) of the A

ct and Sections 73.872(e) and
73.3525

of the R
ules, w

hich govern settlem
ent

agreem
ents am

ong m
utually exclusive L

PFM
 applicants.37

W
e conclude that grant of the Joint R

equest
w

ould serve the public interest. It w
ould enable grant of the A

pplication and, as a result, expedite the
provision of new

 L
P

FM
 service to P

asadena, C
alifornia. M

oreover, grant is consistent w
ith our statem

ent
that w

e "w
ill process any settlem

ent ... w
hich results in our ability to grant at least one singleton

application."38

C
onclusion/A

ctions.
For the reasons set forth above, IT

 IS O
R

D
E

R
E

D
 that the R

equest for
C

larification of L
PFM

 Second-A
djacent C

hannel W
aiver Interference Standard, and Petition to D

eny filed
by E

ducational M
edia Foundation on M

ay 23, and A
ugust 8, 2014, respectively, A

R
E

 D
E

N
T

E
D

.

Petition at 6-7.

32L
P

F
M

R
eport and O

rder,
15 FC

C
 R

ed at 2231 para. 64.

47 C
FR

 § 73.853(b).

Petition at 7.

R
azorcake O

pposition at 9 and D
ecl. of Todd Taylor.

See also
A

pplication at Exh. 10.

36M
edia B

ureau P
rovides F

urther G
uidance on the P

rocessing of F
orm

 318 A
pplications F

iled in the L
P

F
M

W
indow

, Public N
otice, 28 FC

C
 R

ed 16366, 16367-68 (M
B

 2013)
(P

rocessing N
otice).

3747 U
.S.C

. § 311(c); 47 C
.F.R

. § 73.872(e),
73.3525.

Specifically, each of the dism
issing applicants in LPFM

M
X

 G
roup 58 has certified that they did not file their applications for the purpose of reaching or carrying out a

settlem
ent. In addition, the Settlem

ent A
greem

ent specifies that "[nb consideration is requested by dism
issed

applicants." Finally, each of the declarations also states that the agreem
ent w

ill serve the public interest by
expediting the inauguration of new

 noncom
m

ercial LPFM
 service to the com

m
unity of Pasadena, C

alifornia, and by
conserving the C

om
m

ission's resources.
38

P
rocessing N

otice,
28 FC

C
 R

ed at 16367 n.2.
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IT
 IS FU

R
T

H
E

R
 O

R
D

E
R

E
D

 that the Joint R
equest for A

pproval of Settlem
ent filed by

R
azorcake/G

orsky Press, Inc., Side Street Projects, N
ew

ton Pasadena Foundation, and L
ight B

ringer
Project IS G

R
A

N
T

E
D

 and the Settlem
ent A

greem
ent IS A

PPR
O

V
E

D
 pursuant to Section 73.872(e) of the

C
om

m
ission's R

ules.39

IT
 IS FU

R
T

H
E

R
 O

R
D

E
R

E
D

 that the application for a new
 L

PFM
 station at Pasadena, C

alifornia,
filed by R

azorcake/G
orsky Press, Inc. (File N

o. B
N

PL
-20 13111 4A

X
Z

) IS G
R

A
N

T
E

D
.

Sincerely,

Peter H
. D

oyle
C

hief, A
udio D

ivision
M

edia B
ureau

3947 C
F

R
 § 73.872(e).
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