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Peaches Broadcasting, Ltd. ("peaches") respectfully opposes

't:he "Motion to Enlarge ISSUQSII ("Motion ll
) filed May 21, 1991 by

White Broadcasting Partnership (IIWhite").

I • Pllbl!c Hotie.

White ackflowledqes that Peaches published its public notice

the required four times, but notes that the notice was published

three tfmes in the wrong newspaper. White further acknowledges

that Peaches kept the Commission apprised of its progress by filing

a "Partial Statement of Publication" on April 24, 1991.

peaches' notice in the wrong newspaper was nearly timely,

having been completed but three days late. Where an applicant

pUblishes its notice in a reasonably timely fashion in the wrong

newspaper but nobody is prejudiced thereby, no issue for trial is

added. Risner BrQadcasting, Inc" 13 RR2d 335, 337 (Examiner,

1968) (decisional magnitude of applicant's selection of wrong

newspaper characterized by Examiner Sharfman as reminiscent of Or.

Johnson's stricture lI[s]ir, there is no settling the point ot

precedency between a louse and a flea.")

However, Peaches still undertook to republish the notice in

the correct newspaper. As the Declaration of Anna Matthews

(EXhibit 1 hereto) explains in detail, she commenced republication

in the F1Qrida Times Union on April 15. However, the newspaper
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delayed the next three notices because its records incorrectly
showed that Peaches had an outstan~ing balance with the newspaper.

Atter several unsuccessful attempts to trace the problem

and insure that the three notices would be pUblished, Mrs. Matthews

asked Molly Strain, the newspaper's Legal Advertising

Representative, to research the matter and determine why the ads

had still not run. Mrs. Matthews explains that Ms. Strain found

that

the newspaper, in error, had created ~
accounts, one in the name ot Fred Matthews and
one in the name of Peaches Productions Group.
Through the newspaper's clerical error, the
money I had paid the newspaper on April 15 was
oredited to the Fred Matthews' account instead
ot the Peaches account. Ms. Strain made the
proper adjustments on May 29. She has now
advised me that the a~s will run on the
following dates: J~ne 5, June 7 and June 10.

Ms. Strain's letter of explanation, together with

supporting documentation, is appended hereto as Exhibit 2.

Inasmuch as Peaches was not at fault and the newspaper has

graciously acknowledged its error, no hearing issue is warranted.ll

~he newspaper indeed recommenced publication in this
morning'S newspaper. ~ Exhibit J hereto.

White's Motion, at 4 n. 3, states that White's counsel contacted
"staff personnel" at the newspaper, who purportedly told her that
Peaches had not requested republication of the notices. However,
White's counsel supplies neither the name(s) of the persons she
oontacted, nor evidence that those unnamed persons had determined
that no request tor republication had been made (as Mrs. Matthews
avers) via the credit department. Nor did White'S counsel swear
the required declaration under penalty of perjury or submit any
evidence from the newspaper itself. ~ Alabama Citizens for
Responsive Public TV, Inc., 79 FCC2d 615, 620 (1979) (motions to
enlarge "must be supported by affidavits of a person or persons
having personal knowledge of the allegations of fact .•• [t)his is
particularly germane with respect to allegations of fraud or
mispresentation. Speculation and innuendo will not suffice");
Southland, Inc., 25 RR2d 186 (Rev. Bd. 1972) (petition to add lack
of candor and financial qualifications issues was denied where
allegations were not adequately supported by personal knowledge.)
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The Public Notice Rule is important, and Peaches means that

rUle no offense by observing that the sanction for minor failures

to comply with that rule is not disqualfication. The commission'.

policy is to be lenient in its application of the PUblic Notice

Rule by allowing applicants to come into compliance with the Rule.

COAS~ TVI 102 FCC2d 718, 59 RR2d 205, 206·07 (Rev. Bd. 1985);

B;09khaven BrQadcasting Co., In~L' 50 FCC2d 703, 706 (Rev. ad.

1975); Howard L. Burril, 28 FCC2d 10, 11 (Rev. Bd. 1971).

Nothing pled by White reflects adversely on Peaches'

character. 'l'he Commission no longer specifies "character" issues

for hearing where those issues could only result in a comparative

demsrit. In ~haracte{ Qualifications in Broadcast Licensin~, 102

FCC2d 1179, 59 RR2d 801, 835 (1986) ("~barac1;er QualificitioDt")

the Commission explained that it no longer wished to find itself

"in the position of adjUdicating an applicant's minor

transgressions which have very little bearing on its ability to act

as a responsible broa.dcaster." Even be!ore the issuance ot

Character Qualifications, the Commission only added public notice

issues where an applicant deliberately intended to mislead the

pUblic. S,e, eg., CQuntrY-PQlitaD Broadcasting, Inc., 57 FCC2d 92,

93 (Rev. Bd. 1975) (issue added where applicant published false

hearing issues which suggested that competitor was financially

unqualified). Here, peaches did pUblish promptly, but in the wrong

newspaperJ it then undertook to correct its error and has done so•

Furthermore, it has kept the presiding JUdge informed o! its

progress. Peaches' conduct is not disqualifying, nor does it

suggest that Peaches will not be a law abiding Commission licensee.
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Finally, Ms. Matthews' expl~ins that the reference in
Peaohes' public notices to the "Baldwin Public Library" was

inadvertent and resulted from the use of a law office torm.

Peaches' notice of filing of the application (Exhibit 4 hereto)

oorrectly specified the Baldwin City Hall, but the text of the

notice of hearing which was transmittQd to Peaches by counsel

(Exhibit 5) erroneously specified a library site. This was

counsel's error and should not be attributed to Peaches. As Mrs.

Matthews' declaration confirms, the three notices in the Florida

Times unioD which are being published now contain the correct

information (~Exhibit 3 hereto), and a correction of Peaches'

April 15, 1991 public notice in the Florida T~mes union, which

erroneously specified "Baldwin.Public Library" will be published

early ne~t week.

I I • Public: pili

White essentially alleges that Peaches' pUblic file

contains nine of the twelve items it should contain. The allegedly

missing items were (1) an amendment of February 1, resubmitted

April 11, (2) the 1914 publication liThe Public in Broadcasting" and

(3) a copy of the publisher's affidavit showing pUblic notice of

filing of the application.

As explained in the declaration of Frederick Matthews

(EXhibit 6 hereto), Peaches has been diligent in maintaining and

updating its pUblic file. Mr. Matthews has inserted or reinserted

into the file the February 1, 1991 amendment as filed and

resubmitted, but he did not include "The Public and Broadcasting"
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because he understood it to be out of print and not available.2J
Mr. Matthews had placed all amendments in the file when they were

tiled with the commission; thus, he does not know why all

amendments to Peaches' application were not in the file when

Charlie White reviewed it.

The presence of nine of twelve items in a public file is

not an egregious, disqualifying failure to comply with the Public

rile Rule. Rust Communications c'oup, Inc., 57 FCC2d 873, 877-79

(Rev. Bd. 1976) ("R1a.t.") is almost exactly on point: omission of

I'The Public and Broadcasting" the political broadcasting tile, the

1974 Form 395 and letters from the public did not merit an issue

where all such omissions were promptly corrected. Those omissions

in~ were more significant than those here, and the licensee was

a highly experienced owner of an AM Clear Channel and FM Class B

facility. Even where eight of thirteen required items were

missing, the issue waS added but only on a comparative,

nondisqua1ifying basis. JUlie P. Miner lKDXQl, 51 FCC2d 1163 (Rev.

Bd. 1975).

In Peaches' t1le, the most significant items, such as the

application, ~ included. Omission of relatively unimportant

material, absent any motive other than simple inadvertence, does

not trigger a public file issue. Gilbert BrQAgcasting Corp., 55

FCC2d 579, 582-83 (Rev. Bd. 1975). Furthermore, public file issues

are not added when applicants remedy public file omissions after

.,-" V This was counsel's understanding. On the day this pleading
was tiled, counsel rechecked with the Commission's Consumer

Assistance to be sure, and discovered that the document i& in
print. One has been ordered, and a copy will be placed in Peaches'
public file imminently. Peaches will also insert a publisherls
affidavit of its pUblication of the notice of filing of its
application in the public file. As shown herein, that notice was
published. ~ Exhibit 4 hereto.
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~, 58 FCC2d 642, 643
(19186); ~, supr~l; Howard L. Burris, lupra.

White cites Henry S. Malloy, Jr. d/b/a BSM Malloy

Broadcasting, FCC 910-17 (ALJ released April 24, 1991) (It~")

tor the proposition that a character issue must be added for

failure to maintain a pUblic file.ll unlike the instant case,

however, MallQy was quite extreme. The applicant in Ma11qy did not

place very important documents -- the issues/programs lists -- in

its AM station public file for many years. Its principals

dissembled on the witness stand when asked why no such lists had

been maintained in the file, and the omissions were apparently

intentional. Furthermore, the issues/programs lists were

unavailable elsewhere and, without them, the pUblic could not

evaluate the AM station's program service; thus, failure to .

maintain the lists was highly prejudicial. ~ at 5-6. Here,

there is no suggestion that critical materials were omitted from

the file; that anyone was prejudiced by the omissions; that the

omissions were intentional; or that Peaches has not been candid

concerning the matter. Nor has anyone been denied access to

Peaches' file. Compare Post-Newsweek Stat~ons, Florida, IDC., 55

FCC2d 172, 176·71 (Rev. Bd. 1975) (issue added on comparative basis

when file was not accessible).

Like the Public Notice Rule, the Public File Rule is an

important one. However, what White has alleged is that Peaches has

a public tile -. a nearly complete one -- but not an absolutely

complete one. That is simply not disqualifying conduct. SiS, eg.,

1/ White cites Malloy as an order adding issues. Actually,
the MAlloy ruling White has cited was an order

disqualifying the applicant after trial on the issues. This error
by White is immaterial and is mentioned here only to correct the
record.
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~, 45 RR2d 661, 663 (1979) (no public file ieeue
added without evidence of intentional misconduct); Tusoola

Broadgasting Co. (!KYO), 45 RR2d 133, 136-37 (ALJ 1979)

(inadvertent omissions from file not grounds tor addition of

i.sue); WIOO, Inc L , 42 RR2d 1123, 1125-26 (ALJ 1978) (inadvertent

omissions not qrounds for addition of issues without prejudice to

public); compa~ Safe Broadgasting Corp., 5 FCC Rcd 4917, 4918-19

(Rev. Bd. 1990) (public file issue added where applicant

deliberately placed false issues/programs lists in its file over a

considerable period of time, and sought superior programming credit

based on the fraudulent lists.)

Finally, White alleges that one of the materials in

peaches', file relates to another FM applicant in Sacramento. That

material was erroneously sent to Peaches by counsel, inadvertently

enclosed along with other documents Which were to be placed in the

pUblic file. There is absolutely no connection between the

Sacramento applicant and Peaches except that they have the same FCC

attorney.

The Public File Rule contains no prohibition on extraneous

material in the file. Indeed, as Mr. Matthews' declaration

observes, White's own public file contains extraneous material.

Therefore, inclusion of the Sacramento pleading in Peaches' file

has no legal siqnificance.

:t I I. '.amoD Advertising Illue

Based on the public notice and public file allegations it

has advanced, White seeks what is commonly known as a "Beamon

Advertising" or "inaptness" issue. ~ Beamon Advertising, Inc., 1

RR2d 285, 289 (Rev. Bd. 1963).
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Not only has~ seldom been followed, it is inapposite.
As best Peaches can determine, an "ineptness" issue has never been

added without being ancillary to a mispresentation iSSUQ, as

ocourred in B,amon, or being so extreme enough to border on the

comical. ,~, Minority Broadcasters 0& East St, Louis. Inc., 52

RR2d 687 (ALJ 1982) (cited by White) (ineptness issue added where

engineer simply duplicated competitor's engineering despite the

fact that the applicants proposed different antenna heights and

power levelS).iJ peaches' errors involved no material issue,

prejudiced nobody, and were corrected promptly after being brought

to Peaches' attention, Moreover, none involved any defect of

character.

COWCLVSIQH

It is easy for White point out errors that Peaohes, like

practically all applicants, has made. But quibbling over these

errors is simply not what broadcast licensing is all about.

Peaches does not claim perfection, and if licensed it will not

operate a perfect radio station. But Peaches has never

deliberately misled the Commission. The requested issues should be

denied.

JJ In one of the authorities cited by White, Mark L.
Wodlinger, 62 RR2d 8ee, 898 (ALJ 1987), the requested

Beamon Adyertising issue was ~ added. Peaches cannot fathom why
'~ White would cite this case in support of the requested issue.
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June 5, 1991'v

Respectfully submitted,

~ ..
David Honig
1800 N.W. 187th Street
Miami, Florida 33056
(305) 628-3600

Counsel for Peaches Broadcasting, Ltd.

filing
copies

Peaches is filing this pleading by fax ~oday and serving
clean copies on all opposing applicants today. It is

clean copies of the pleading tomorrow and will serve clean
on the Bureau and the presiding Judge tomorrow.
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PICLARATIOB or ABMA HATTHnS

I am the vice President ot Peaches productions Group, Inc.,

General par~ner ot peaches Broadcasting, Ltd.

Peaches' public notice ot filing of its application

correctly specified the location of its public file at the Baldwin

City Hall.

Peaches public notice of the hearing designation order

incorrect.ly specified the "Baldwin Public Library" as the location

of its public file. I have learned that this happened because a

law office form was used to create the public notice, and, through

inadvertence, the words "Public Library" rather than "City Hall"

were included in the notice. A correction of Peaches' April 15,

1991 public notice in the Flo.ida Times Union, which erroneously

specified "Baldwin Public Library" will be published early next

week. The other three pUblica~ions of the notice in the [~Qrida

TLm8I U~ion (see below) have already been corrected to specify the

Baldwin City Hall as the public file's location.

Peaches did not oommence publication of its public notice

immediately after the release of the hearing designation order

because we wanted to be sure we would be filing an appearance in

this case. After we filed our appearance, I published the notice

on March 14, 15 and 18 in the Financial" News and Daily Record,

which is where legal no~ices are oustomarily published in

Jacksonville. I SUbsequently learned from our counsel that the

Commission reQuires that pUblication must occur in the daily

newspaper.

I published another notice on Monday, April 15 in ~he

Florida Times Union. I knew I had to publish three more such

notices, so I called Molly Strain in the newspaper's legal

advertising department to place the remaining three ads.

f'. 1
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Ms. Strain told me that the ads' publication would be

delayed because peaches ha4 an outstanding balance with the

newspaper. I could not understand this because peaches had paid

the Times union in cash before the April 15 ad ran. I aske4 Ms.

Strain to pUblish the notices as soon as a record of my April 15

payment reached her desk, as I was sure it would.

TwO weeks later, I called again to determine whether the

money I had paid on April 15 had been credited to Peaches' account

and whether the other three ads had been or were about to be run.

MS. Strain advised me that the newspaper's credit department's

records still showed a balance due.

A week later, I spoke to Dorothy Rals in the credit

department, who informed me that we still had an outstanding

balance. On May 21, I called ,the oredit department again and was

told th~t we then had a zero balance. I then placed another order

to run the ads. By May 28, the ads still hadn't run, 80 on that

date I spoke again to Molly Strain, and asked her why the ads had

still not run. She told me that we did ~ have a zero balance,

and I then asked her to research the matter and find out how we

could have had a zero balance on May 21 but ~ on May 28, and why

our ads had still not run. She did the research and traced down

the problema the newspaper, in error, had oreated ~ acoounts,

one in the name of Fred Matthews and one in the name of Peaches

Productions Group. Through the newspaper's clerical error, the

money I had paid the newspaper on April 15 was credited to the Fred

Matthews' account instead of the Peaches account. MS. Strain made

the proper adjustments on May 28. She has now advised me that the

ads will run on the following datesa June 5, June 7 and June 10.
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t Qeclare under p.n~lty o~ pe~ju~y unde~ the lawe or the

P. 3

United State! of America that the foregoing declaration is true and

j
-I

I
j

correot. Executed
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I thtJloriba times·Unlon
ONI RIViPlSICE AVeNUe • ".0 eox , e4e • JACKSONVILLE. IILOFllOA 3~23' . (;04) 35i.4111

May 28th, 1991

Mr•. Anna M.tthewo
'cst Oft1cI lox 12e~3

J«ck8onv1111, rL 9220i

P. S

.~

Per our eonverlat1on this morning, attached i- the adju.tm.nt
1ntormat1Qn you requested on the legal notice that ran on April
leth, 1991, a~ nUMber 6ee577.

On April l~th, when you palo tor the 1e;I1 notice, the $102.20
credit wa. applied to the Fre~ Matthews account, number 394493.
The ad; however, w•• billed to the Peaches Productlon Group
account, number 449220. The payment should have billed to
account number 449220 to zero-out the balance.

The adjultment to~ thi. transfer was written to~.y to cl.a~ th1.
matter up.

If you .houl~ hav. any further que,tions, please do not hes1tate
to call ml .t (;04) 3&Q-4170.

Thank you, I

~tt~
Molly A. Strain
~.g.l Advertising Representative

Inclosure•
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SUPERVISOR

THIS $PAOe. ACCOUNTING
DIiPARTMINT USE ONLY

A!!JB0YALS

REQUEST fOR ADVERilS1NC ACCOUNT AOJUS1MENT

0"--", .M~ J&p..ll:1.1L.-oiPAl\TMiNT:.fu~ '*.1~ L
NA:vi!OF ACCOUN'r._ ~~/14~~:::;.;...... -__
ACCOUNTNO.~SUBMJ"'EOBY;.]~~1~ _
AD NO.(S) ~",;5=..:5~'1.I-J1~ _

~,~ 'i"I elll S12E OF AD
OATi(S) AD RAN~kL~ \ 1;"J. !NeHlS__LINES ~_OR OTHElt _

CHICK PRODUCT: DAILV V SATURDAY _SUNDAY • COMM1JNI'N NEWS_01HER_

ADJUSTMENT REQUEST DETAILED REASON

~ease m~~ -lk-
$102., ~O ~1- .~\ f&,f'.

No. '~~+43 ,-to kef IJO, .'

4~q ~~o ,

l1',Q ~IDj·.;w r,~~~J-~J

f0pUeJ ~11'1i- VJ1,ih~~

C1~{mAAj- '1'VvVt1~-1--.

'fltu frz<,~\.* ~ .f, l<cT p.,'C,

+~.q ~ZO

MAKE GOOD ADo TICKET ' __RUN nATE .. __,

ORletNAL ORICINAL
TICKET' _.__._~_.. _ .••._ADAMOUNr _

ORICINAL ORICINAL
AD iIZE_._._ ,.•. RUN DATE _

-'ZE OF P.J. AD__.._._._•••P.J. AMOUNT_.,_*_

..-.-
AD cosr7ml4fi"rt. AOJuS'rMENT AMT. _

AOVERTISINC DEPT. ERROR? YES _ NO..J:::::::::'
IF Yes, PERSON ~£$I'ONSIBLE:

WAS AD rROOPREAD? YES _NO _
lIf YES, BY; Cl.:STOMER SAt.ES REP __

APPROVALS (SICNATURE REQUIRED)

'-s'Al.l!S RrPlli5iNTATIVt1~ t2~~ SALES MANACER. _
O!PART'MENT ~ANAGER AD DIRECTOR _

(IF OVER 5200 CREDIT) (IF OVER 51000 CREom



FROM
6. ~.1991 10:0~ P. '7

..:.~:

1 J .. '"j" -----..
S~~ .

I ",.l
~l~~ .! .._- --_.-,,, ---- ...-I •

} •,
~~

,
t
'.

I
,

· ~ $

'1·.~
, i.-

•. ,
1-': ~ i.I

"
• !-HI

~
a, tt

I 'I~
,

· I -;I 11II
• i

• .,
! ;; fI

I I • I •
,

~d
G

Id~
•

II •··1,
J, ..

•
l- I, ...

jl
~ if •.

~J~I ~J I,
.. ,! I

':~ ','.'~- -_._,---_.--- --- w. •

~.~ I·••I ~ _',' •

., \ ..
.•". ,·_t.........-_ .•.....• _ .. __.......... •._ ........._.--~

. , ..._._. ..._..- ._--....- .-.--_... ----.. ..... ..-......--,._---- --, ..' ~

A~M]:V~ V~l~FI"\ Id"'l'" :: ~t;''''t' :;:,_;.~_:~
... Q. ~\J l\ .-.J _.. f. _ .' I " ....,. •



FROM
p, 8

- ---_._- ..._-- .......

.-,
! l'

I ~,

Ij
.r.

j
J

I
f
t
I
i

~ "',1',
--~ - '·1 .--.,.

~ i I'~
~..

l--.__-..J
........~ .._- ..~_..._-- .-..--. .......-~..
• . '-- I ' "' I: : i ,';. . ., I. . . .,

I , I r Io I: 'I ,L- :...
f! ' I I • .

('\ 'J'l~r"'" 'dr"ll"\ '~,." r,"':.':.,' , ; -; ':' -' "A~~U~ iJ Q.l l~ ~ J 1\ 'oy""; ,I,:: •. : , . ' . , "": ,

- ,.....- ..... ._._.- ---...~.,,- --- -----
~(I

.. ,"

"

-------------------"---'



FRdM

'''--"''

6. :5.1991 10106

UHIII! 3.

P. 9



FROM
I ,.~~............ ..,...-,,--•• _ ••• ,. '. •

6. 5.1991 10Hl6 P. 1a



FROM 6. 5.1991 10:07

DRIll! 4.

P. 11



~/
I I • " ,~' ~ I. , '

,', '~',~~~r~b_~~~hl1PJ,:~fn~o~t.I.~aCk'O~VIII~~~~rtdiy. J.!r..~ftry 4,~ __~

, ,

...._.---.
'. ' .. ' .....lI.. NOTicl'



FROM
",. 5.1991 10:08

IJBIIIT S.

P. 13



FR9M
6. 5.1991 10:08 P.14

: \

'

11',' __--,........-. _..... _..
~~\__ In •

....... ~ .................. .. ,

•
.'

-
H' I ,,,.' '.~.

,--.' . •• u ••••""'....__---

II

,,,,-,,,,",.'

Tl\t '.ChL'I\ cO"..\IU\L~a"'lOl\. ComlnLui.on hat ~U1gn4l,;t4 tor
h•• r1nA t~. follQwtn~ Ip~ltoleto". fo~ I ~an.tru~tLon plr~1~ ~o operate
I n.w 'H r.d1o ftatloft on PM ChlftnQl ~89A 1ft Baldwl~. FloridAI WhLte
.ro'dca'Lln~ '.rtn.raklp~ P'tchts ~r~.dcl.tLn~. ~tdfl 8'1' BroadctMtln,
COJ'poutton ot Jupil.:u, 'loridal 'l('.t eQ~liIIt 3roldcu&.1ns CoroPOl'Yi
Doull•• Johntonl Horchlowl 'lorid. '~o.de'lcfnK Corp; Ind JEM
P~odu~tlon •• L£mtted ¥.renetlhlp 0/0 Joyce Mori~n.'

Tht he.rlnc 1~ .ohedu1.d ~Q oceu~ &~ • ~lme and place to ~8

d.t.r~t"cd. tho t ••~e. to b, d~~trmlned 1n ~hc hoarine art'

(1) To del;trll\tnt wt\~thu ~htrlt it a t'u8ol'\tbtc poulbl1ny
Chit tho tower hell"'!;. and 100. cion PI~opoud by WhHa I

',.ch••• 'a_4, Ooa,L, John.on and NorLh.alt would
QOn.tiLute a hal4rd to t1r ~4Vt~lt!O".

(2) To ~H.rldne whtch bt tho j>tOpoUle would. on I
compArative ~••1•• bllt serve th, rublie 1"torOQl.

(3) to d.~,~~lne. Ln llRhL of the evldtnc~ a44ueed ~ijr.u.nt
to the Iptcithd tuuca. whLeh of the IppHe«tlona .hou\d
~. ~~ftnled, it any.

A copy of Lho .pplLQA~tQn of 'eacht8 Rroddc•• ttns. ttd.,
~ol.th.r with .~.ndmcnts th,rtLo and rcllcod ~.cerlal, 1a on {11. lor
pUblic In,p~Q~Jon .L ~he ~ubllc l1br&ry in ~.Ldw1n, 'lorida,

...
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