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REPLY COMMENTS OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BROADCASTERS
The National Association of Broadcasters (“NAB”)1 submits these brief reply
comments in response to the Media Bureau’s Public Notice2 regarding a study
commissioned by the Minority Media and Telecommunications Council (“MMTC”)
entitled, “The Impact of Cross Media Ownership on Minority/Women Owned Broadcast
Stations” (the “MMTC Study”).3
Discussion
As discussed in our initial comments, the MMTC Study reconfirms the substantial
evidence in the record in this proceeding as to the challenges that all local broadcasters
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experience in today’s highly competitive media marketplace.4 As NAB and several
other commenters observed, the record contains overwhelming evidence of the benefits
of cross-ownership, and no evidence to support retention of either the
newspaper/broadcast or radio/television cross-ownership limits.5 The record also
supports adoption of incentive-based approaches grounded in marketplace realities to
promote a more diverse broadcast industry.6
Proponents of continued (or increased) cross-ownership regulation still have not
provided any evidence supporting a claim that updating the cross-ownership rules to
reflect competitive realities will result in any public interest harms, including harms to
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minority and female ownership.7 In lieu of providing such evidence, commenters seek
to hold the MMTC Study to a standard beyond its scale and scope.8 As NAA observes,
the study is limited in part by the nature of what is being examined: “because very few
markets allow cross-ownership of newspapers and broadcast stations, the sample size
is relatively low.”9 Thus, BIA/Kelsey determined that a qualitative study was more
appropriate. Indeed, the MMTC Study itself acknowledges its limitations.10
Notwithstanding its limitations, the Study offers additional evidence that crossownership does not harm minority or female ownership. This is particularly significant
given the complete lack of empirical or anecdotal evidence of any harm arising from
cross-ownership. Commenters mistakenly believe that the MMTC Study must
somehow refute, quite literally, their “theories” about the supposed impact of crossownership rules on minority and female ownership.11 To the contrary, the Commission
cannot lawfully rely on the unproven assertion of a causal connection between the
structural rules governing broadcast ownership and the levels of minority and female
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ownership as a rationale for retaining outdated rules, including the nearly four-decadesold ban on newspaper/broadcast cross-ownership.12
Conclusion
The Commission should regard the MMTC Study as further evidence, consistent
with the extensive evidence already in the record, of the competitive landscape facing
broadcasters of various backgrounds. As demonstrated by the record, the greatest
challenge facing all broadcasters is competition from an increasing array of outlets—
competition that remains unaccounted for by the Commission’s current broadcast
ownership limitations. The record supports reform of the cross-ownership rules and
other broadcast ownership rules to allow broadcasters to achieve economies of scale
and scope and enhance their service to the public. NAB also urges the Commission to
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work toward practical solutions grounded in marketplace realities to foster opportunities
for a more diverse broadcast industry.
Respectfully submitted,
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1771 N Street, NW
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