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NMTV's Odessa station (which took place in April 1991).

The minutes also fail to indicate any instance in which

Aguilar or Duff expressed an opinion different than

Crouch's opinion. The minutes fail to indicate any

action independent from TBN on t.he part of Aguilar or

Duff.

D. Lack of Candor/Misrepresentation

NMTV's opposition to the Borowicz petition to deny

contains a series of statements that were designed to

give the Commission the impression that it was an

independent organi zation under the bona fid~ control of

Aguilar and Duff. After NMTV was required to respond to

specific questions by the Commission, however, it turned

out that those statements were either deceptively

incomplete or outright lies.

For example, in response to a challenge to its

financial qualifications, NMTV claimed to be relying upon

a loan from the Bank of California to purchase the

Wilmington station. Attachment 6, Summary Pp. 3-4, P.

40. NMTV did not disclose that on March 13, 1991, the

$400,000 escrow payment it made had come not from the

Bank of California but from a TBN account. Attachment

14, Pp. 13-14. Moreover, the balance of the money came

not from a bank loan but from a TBN loan. See Attachment

19. These facts, which obviously had an important

bearing on NMTV' s bona fides, were not disclosed until

TBN was forced to specifically disclose that information.
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NMTV also wrote:

NMTV has its own bank accounts from which
it pays its own employees and other creditors,
and has its own revenues, from the sale of
broadcast time and spots. NMTV receives its
own contributions as a recognized 501(c)(3)
organization. (P. 11).

This excerpt is nothing more than a series of distortions

which paints a seriously misleading picture of NMTV's

finances. While NMTV does have its own bank account, TBN

officers sign checks on that account. Furthermore, if

Duff has any authority to sign checks as NMTV' s

Treasurer, that authority is limited to checks of less

than $1,000. NMTV also failed to disclose that with

respect to WTGI, it was TBN instead of NMTV who was

raising funds to purchase WTGI. See Section C4, supra.

When faced with a specific question, NMTV was forced to

admit that it had received no funds earmarked for the

WTGI purchase but that TBN had received nearly $37,000 in

such funds. Attachment 10, Pp. 12-13.

NMTV's opposition also contained the following

statement (at P. 31):

Petitioner has made no showing that Mrs. Duff
and Rev. Aquilar [sic] aren't directors, or
that they don't go to--meetings, vote on
corporate business or comply with their
corporate fiduciary responsibilities.

What NMTV never bothered to tell the Commission is that

Aguilar never attended the directors' meeting dealing

wi th the issue at hand: the purchase of WTGI. It also

did not disclose that Crouch held the unilateral power to
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approve the sa Ie because he he ld Agui lar '~ proxy. See

Attachment 23.

This pattern of deception continued in NMTV's

response to the Commission's inquiry letter. In her

affidavit, Duff claimed that she "at least helped

formulate the representations that are made in the FCC

application concerning NMTV' s programming and personnel

practices." Attachment 14, Pp. 11-12. Those

representations, however, are nothing more than counsel's

boilerplate copied from TBN applications. Duff's attempt

to portray herself as having an independent policy-making

role does not stand up to scrutiny.

E. Aguilar's Felony Conviction

It is undisputed that in 1976, Aguilar was

convicted of felony assault for child abuse. It is also

undisputed that when Aguilar became an NMTV director,

NMTV never reported his felony conviction. Furthermore,

although Question 4(a) of the WTGI assignment application

required the reporting of any felony conviction on

Aguilar's part, NMTV answered "No" to that question. Sec

Attachment 34, which is excerpts from the WTGI assignment

application. NMTV never amended its application to

report that conviction until after the Orange County

Register published an article detailing Aguilar's

conviction. See Attachment 7, Pp. 28-31.

In its opposition to the Borowicz petition, NMTV

claimed that it had just learned "that Rev. Aguilar had
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been convicted in 1976 of a criminal charge of assault."

Attachment 6, P. 36 n.23. Of course, Aguilar had to have

been aware of his conviction, so that statement is

disingenuous unless Aguilar in not considered part of

NMTV.

Even if NMTV is considered to be under the centrol

of Paul Crouch, however, the statement is demonstrably

false and deceptive. Crouch writes in his affidavit:

Rev. Aguilar's story of his conversion from a
drug addict, biker, and ex-convict to a
minister and evangelist for Jesus Christ is
inspiring. He has told that story any number
of times on our programming. (Emphasis
added) .

Attachment 10, P. 4. Thus, the excuse that NMTV had

"just learned" of Aguilar's criminal record is a fraud.

Crouch has admitted that he knew of Aguilar's past as an

ex-convict.

IV. LAW AND ANALYSIS

TBN's use of NMTV as a minority front to expand its

broadcasting empire and to evade the Commission's

multiple ownership rule is one of the most cynical and

systematic abuse of the Commission's processes ever. The

facts offered above conclusively demonstrate that NMTV is

not minority-controlled but is under the absolute control

of TBN and Paul Crouch. Consequently, the issues listed

above must be specified.

A. Issues 1-4

An entity has de facto control over a station if it

controls or can potentially control station operations.
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KOWL, Inc., supra. In the case of NMTV, TBN has both

exercised actual control over its operations and has the

potential to exert further control over the minority

directors who purportedly control its affairs.

TBN's control over NMTV's affairs is absolute.

NMTV's programming is the same programming provided on

TBN stations. NMTV's minority directors have never

exercised any independent control over its programming.

NMTV relies on TBN's money to buy a television station.

More significantly, TBN undertakes the fundraising

efforts needed to repay the loan it made to NMTV. The

proposed purchase is publicized in TBN's newsletter. The

checks used to fund the escrow account for the station

purchase are signed by TBN' s Vice President for Finance

on NMTV' s bank account, although that official has no

purported connection with NMTV. NMTV's Treasurer, who is

one of the minority directors, cannot sign checks for

more than $1,000 on NMTV's account without a

co-signatory. A potential employee with the station NMTV

is purportedly acquiring is referred to a TBN employee

for a possible job with TBN at the station. NMTV

application forms are substantively identical to

analogous TBN application forms. Both companies have the

same communications counsel, engineer, and offices.

In addition to the actual control TBN exercises

over NMTV, TBN also exercises great leverage over the
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purportedly control NMTV's

affairs. It is important that the purportedly

controlling directors receive no compensation from the

corporation they allegedly control. Jane Duff's

employment income comes from TBN. While Phillip Aguilar

is not employed by TBN, his ministry is heavily reliant

upon TBN's financial assistance and gifts of land.

Indeed, Aguilar is a self-described "figurehead" in

NMTV's affairs. TBN can impose its will upon Duff and

Aguilar at any time by threatening to cut off their

assistance.

In Arnold L. Chase, supra, the Commission was faced

with allegations that Chase Broadcasting, Inc. (CBI), the

licensee of an AM-FM combination, was the rea1-party-in-

interest of Arch Communications, Inc. (Arch) , the

applicant and licensee of a television station in the

same market. Arch was controlled by Arnold L. Chase

(Chase Junior), while CBI was ultimately controlled by

David T. Chase (Chase Senior), Arnold's father. If cal

or Chase Senior were the rea1-party-in-interest of Arch,

a violation of Section 73.3555 (b) of the Commission's

rules would result. After the Court of Appeals held that

the Commission's initial treatment of the facts was

arbitrary and capricious,ll/ the Commission added

11/ Astro1ine Communications Co. v. FCC, 857 F.2d 1556
(D.C. Cir. 1988).
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unauthorized transfer of control, abuse of process, and

one-to-a-market issues against Arch, CBI, and their

principals. The facts upon which the Commission relied

in adding issues are as follows:

A. Chase Junior was and i.s a 5. 44S-percent
stockholder in the Chase family enterprises
that control Chase B/casting, and was a
program director of WTIC-FM before he applied,
through Arch, for the construction permit for
Channel 61, Hartford.

B. In the course of the comparative hearing,
Chase Junior, by affidavit dated October 6,
1981, denied that Chase Senior would be "the
major source of financing" for Arch. In an
affidavit dated Jan. 16, 1986, Chase Senior
took a similar position, but did state that he
had made loans to Chase Junior "for a variety
of business purposes," and, for the benefit of
lenders, had guaranteed the liquidity of Chase
Junior's holdings in the various Chase family
enterprises. As specifically noted by the
court, the purchase agreement between Arch and
Chase B/casting, dated Oct. 29, 1985, recites
in part that "the Purchaser [Chase B/casting]
and its shareholders have rendered and
continue to stand ready to offer ... financial
assistance" to Arch.

C. Three months before Station WTIC-TV began
broadcasting, counsel disclosed to the Commis­
sion that Chase Senior and his daughter
intended "to acquire a substantial equity
interest in Arch," subject to "any necessary
FCC approval."

D. Throughout the relevant period, Chase
Junior continued to participate in other Chase
fa~i1y enterprises, including entities that
lease transmitter, studio and office space to
Arch. Further, Ownership Reports on file with
the Commission disclose that Chase Junior also
held a 40-percent interest (as co-trustee) in
Chase Communications Corp., from at least Feb.
10, 1986, through June 30, 1988, a period that
begins before the Commission's approval of the
transfer of Arch to Chase B/casting on
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September 12, 1986, and continued well after
the consummation of that transaction on Oct.
2, 1987. Chase Communications Corp., through
subsidiaries, filed an application to acquire
Station WPTR-TV, Channel 24, Memphis, TN, on
February 10, 1986, which was granted March 28,
1986. The parties closed the sale on June 30,
1986. A contract also on file disclos~s that
in August of 1984 J Chase Junior pledged all of
the stock of Arch as security for a revolving
line of credit for the use of Arch and three
separate Chase family limited partnerships.

E. After Station WTIC-TV began operation,
Arch and Chase B/casting shared the same
counsel and the same national sales
representative, and the stations advertised on
one another.

F. After the sale, Chase Junior continued his
affi liation with Chase B/casting as its Chief
Executive Officer, and was personally relieved
of responsibility for debts incurred by Arch.

5 FCC Rcd at 1643, 67 RR 2d at 817-818. In addition, the

Commission relied upon the family relationship between

the Chases.

This situation presents a much stronger case for

the addition of qualifications issues than existed in

Chase. Each of the factors relied upon by the Commission

in Chas! is present here to one degree or another. It is

undisputed that both organizations and their directors

have past and continuing ties to one another. Duff has

earned her living working for TBN and currently works as

Paul Crouch's subordinate at TBN. NMTV's other officers

are TBN employees. TBN and Aguilar's Set Free ministry

have been affiliated with each other for many years.

These relationships continue to this day. Factors A, D
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and F in Chase concerned the past and continuing rela­

tionships in the Chase family.

Factor B in Chase was Chase Senior's indirect

financial assistance to Arch and Chase Junior. In this

case, TBN is NMTV' s source of financing. TBN officials

also directly control NM'rv' s finances by signing checks

on the NMTV bank account. NMTV's Treasurer, on the other

hand, cannot sign checks of more than $1,000 without a

second signatory. Moreover, TBN not only lent NMTV funds

but then conducted its own fundraising to repay the

loans. Providing funds to an entity is one means of

controlling that entity. Exercising direct control over

the entity's finances is a much more powerful means of

control.

The Commission also relied upon Chase Senior's

representation that he intended to acquire a substantial

equity interest in Arch shortly after it began

broadcasting. Here, while TBN and NMTV are non-stock

corporations, Crouch has always been the President and a

director of both organizations. Moreover, each of NMTV's

officers (except for Aguilar) are TBN employees.

The Commission also relied upon the fact that Arch

and CBI shared the same counsel and national sales

representative and advertised on each other. Paragraph

E. Similarly, TBN and NMTV have the same counsel and

consulting engineer. More, TBN's newsletter promoted

NMTV's Portland station and the proposed acquisition of
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the Wilmington station and raised funds for the

Wilmington purchase.

Finally, while none of the directors are blood

relatives, Matthew Crouch, the son of Paul Crouch, is

NMTV's Assistant Secretary. Attachment 1, P. "',

Attachment 2, P. 5. Jan Crouch, Paul Crouch's wife and a

TBN officer, participated in the tour of WTGI.

Attachment 21, P. 1. Moreover, while there was no direct

evidence of Chase Senior's involvement in Arch, to say

Paul Crouch is actively
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employee (Dale Osborn) who first inspected the property.

A potential employee of WTGI was referred to another TBN

Vice President concerning possible employment. As noted

above, TBN' s Vic::e President for Finance signs checks on

NMTV's bank account.

The activi ty on the part of TBN' s employees and

officials must be contrasted with the passivity of

Aguilar and Duff. Aguilar has very little, if any,

contact with NMTV's operations. When a meeting was held

to ratify the proposed purchase of WTGI, Aguilar was not

present. Crouch held his proxy. While Duff has had some

involvement in NMTV's affairs, no reliable evidence

exists that she has ever exercised any independent

decision-making authority over its programming or other

vi tal aspects of its operation. Moreover , it is

impossible to tell when Duff is acting as a TBN employee

and when she is acting as an NMTV director, particularly

since both companies have the same office.

Appropriate issues must be specified against TBF

because of TBN I S control of NMTV, which is nothing more

than a front being used to evade the multiple ownership

rule. TBN is clearly the real-party-in-interest of

NMTV. "[A] real-party-in-interest issue, by its very

nature, is a basic qualifying issue in which the element

of deception is necessari ly subsumed." Ocean Pines LPB

Broadcast Corp., 5 FCC Rcd 5821, 5827, 68 RR 2d 577,
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583-584 (Rev. Bd. 1990) (Concurring Statement of Board

Member Esbensen, see also Concurring Statement of Board

Member Blumenthal) • In Western Cities Broadcasting,

Inc., 5 FCC Rcd 6177, 6179 (MMB 1990), the Bureau

indicated that if a station owner was found to be the

real-party-in-interest in an application filed in his

daughter's name, "such a determination would indeed raise

material and substantial questions about [the station'sJ

qualifications to be or remain a Commission licensee."

Since TBN and TBF have the same directors, an issue must

be specified to determine whether TBN is a real-party-in-

interest in NMTV.

An abuse of process issue must also be specified

against TBF. In Chase, the Con~ission wrote:

We generally believe that an unauthorized
assumption of control may be disqualifying in
the context of a one-to-a-market case because
the applicant's actions, if proved, would
violate Section 310 (d) of the Act, and
constitute an abuse of process. (Footnote
omitted.) In our view, it is an abuse of
process to specify a surrogate to apply for a
station so as to deny the Commission and the
public the opportunity to review and pass on
the qualifications of that party.

5 FCC Rcd at 1643, 67 RR 2d at 817. The same logic

applies here, since TBN is violating Section 73.3555(d)

of the Commission's rules by exercising de facto control

of NMTV. It is insignificant that Chase initially

involved a comparative hearing while no comparative

hearing was present here. TBN has abused the
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Commission's processes by establishing NMTV as a front to

circumvent a Commission rule.

punished.

Such misconduct must be

If it is· found that TBN controls NMTV, TBN will

have an attributable interest in thirteen cow~ercial

television stations that are not minority-controlled. It

would therefore be in violation of Section 73.3555(d) of

the Commission's rules, and TBF's renewal application

could not be granted under those circumstances.

Finally, it must be noted that NMTV has filed for

and received many LPTV construction permits and that it

has claimed a minority preference in those applications.

See Attachment 3, P. 1. The evidence which shows that

NMTV is not a bona fide minority-controlled entity also

raises questions as to whether NMTV and/or TBN have

abused the Commission's processes by claiming an

undeserved minority preference.

warned:

The Commission has

All applicants should be aware that improper
preference claims violate Federal law. 18 USC
SlOOl. Addi ti.onally, evidance of such claims
could place in jeopardy all Commission
authorizations then held by the wrongdoer, as
well as adversely affecting the grant of any
further authorizations.

Lottery Selection Among Applica~, 93 FCC 2d 952, 967,

53 RR 2d 1401, 1415 (1983). In ~O General, Inc. (KFRC),

5 FCC Rcd 3222, 3224-3225, 67 RR 2d 1428, 1432 (1990), an

applicant for an AM station was found unqualified to be a
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Commission licensee because he was the real-party-in­

interest of LPTV applications filed in the names of his

family members. If the Commission concludes that TBN is

the real-party-in-interest of NMTV, TBN and its dir~ctors

would not be qualified to remain a Cornmission licensee.

B. Issue 5 - Lack of Candor/Misrepresentation

In RKO General, Inc. v. FCC, 670 F.2d 215, 228-230

50 RR 2d 821, 835-837 (D.C. Cir. 1981), RKO's application

for renewal of its Boston television station was denied

because of a conspicuous lack of candor before the

Commission. The Court of Appeals noted that while RKOls

statements may have been "technically correct", RKO had

not met its "affirmative obligation to inform the

Commission of the facts the FCC needed in order to

license broadcasters in the public interest." 670 F. 2d

at 229, 50 RR 2d at 836. The Court also noted that "the

Commission is not expected to play procedural games with

those who come before it in order to ascertain the

truth ••• " Id.

The TBN/NMTV opposition to the Borowicz petition

-employed the exact pleadi:t9 style that led to RKO's

disqualification. The opposition makes factual

allegations to bolster its argument that NMTV is an

independent, bona fide minority-corltrolled corporation.

Subsequent relevations, however, demonstrated tht NMTV' s

allegations were affirmatively misleading and that NMTV
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matters of substantial decisional

it was required to disclose.

of candor/misrepresentation issue

discloseto

significance that

Accordingly, a lack

must be specified.

In its opposition, NMTV claimed to be relying upon

a bank loan when, in fact, it had received funds directly

from a TBN account and would receive $3,600,000 more from

TBN. NMTV's opposition was affirmatively misleading

because it failed to disclose NMTV's financial reliance

refused

on TBN.

NMTV also tried to show its independence by stating

that it had its own bank account. As in RKO, this

statement was "technically correct" but seriously

misleading. NMTV never voluntarily disclosed that a TBN

officer signed checks on the NMTV account or that its

Treasurer lacked sole authority to sign checks of more

than $1,000. NMTV had an affirmative obligation to

report all facts of potential decisional significance

since Borowicz placed the relationship of NMTV and TBN

squarely at issue. Instead, it dissembled.

Borowicz's petition also raised substantial

questions about Aguilar's and Duff's role in NMTV's

affairs. NMTV's opposition failed to disclose pert;'nent

facts concerning their lack of involvement in NMTV

affairs. NMTV claimed that Borowicz had not shown that

the minority directors had not acted as directors or
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attended meetings. Of course, NMTV knew that Aguilar had

not attended the meeting where the WTGI purchase was

approved.

NMTV's attempt to hide facts from the Commission

cannot be excused because some of the facts were

disclosed at the Commission's specific direction in

response to the inquiry letter. When NMTV filed its
-

opposition, it was obviously attempting to have the

Commission deny the Borowicz petition based solely upon

the pleadings. If the Commission had not taken that

action, many critical facts would never have been

disclosed. Moreover, NMTV's response to the inquiry

letter does not demonstrate complete candor. It tried to

portray Duff as having an active and independent role in

preparing NMTV applications when those applications were

SUbstantively identical to TBN applications.

Accordingly, TBN's and MNTV's repeated failures to be

candid provide an independent basis for specifying

qualifications issues.

c. Issues 6-7

It is indisputable that NMTV failed to report

Aguilar's felony conviction when it was obliged to do

so. These facts are not the only basis for specifying

qualifications issues, however. NMTV's submissions on

this question again show an intent to deceive the

Commission. For that reason, Section 73.3514/1.65 and
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lack of candor/misrepresentation issues must be specified

against TBF.

NMTV's explanation for why Aguilar's conviction was

not previously disclosed was that it had just learned of

that conviction. That explanation is demonstrably and

patently false. Aguilar, who was purportedly an NMTV

director, was obviously aware of that conviction.

Moreover, even if Aguilar is not considered part of NMTV',

Paul Crouch, NMTV' s President, and a director, had been

told Aguilar's story ncountless times n and knew he was an

ex-convict. Even if NMTV is not considered under the

absolute control of TBN, issues must be specified against

TBF because Crouch is TBF's President and a director. A

hearing must be held to explore this attempt at

deception.

v. CONCLUSION

Principals of this applicant have actively

participated in an abuse of the Commission's processes in

order to evade the Commission's multiple ownership rule.

Moreover, they have attempted to deceive the Commission

by not making required disclosures and by making

misrepresentations. The available evidence shows a wide

pattern of fraudulent and deceptive conduct which· must be

fully explored at hearing. TBN's attempt to use NMTV as

a front is a direct attack on the integrity of the
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Commission's processes. 12/ Appropriate action must be

taken.

Accordingly, Glendale asks the Commission to grant

this petition t6 deny.

Respectfully submitted,

GLENDALE BROADCASTING COMPANY

,,~r---, i~ (')

" ....:.-...... . V,
---. '---'\

By__....----.",..- -,-------~
Lewis I. Cohen
Morton L. Berfie1d
John J. Schauble

Cohen and Berfield, P.C.
1129 20th Street, NW, #507
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 466-8565

Its Attorneys

Date: December 27, 1991

12/ TBN may be using companies other than NMTV as fronts
to evade the multiple ownership r~le. As reported ill the
January 28, 1989 Los Angeles Ti~ article (Attachment 15
to this petition), T:BN's relationship with All-American
TV, Inc., which owns four commercial television stations,
bears striking resemblances to its relationship with
NMTV. As with NMTV, All-American carries TBN's
proqramming, TBN has loaned All-American $3.75 million,
and All-American' s President raceives free air-time and
use of TBN's production studios. Given the similarities
between NMTV and All-American, the Commission should
conduct a full investigation of the TBN-AII-American
relationship or allow Glendale to conduct discovery on
that relationship under the designated issues.
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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPI' REQUESTED
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r

June 13, 1991

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1000 THOMAS JEFFERSON STREET. N.W.

SUITE S20

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20007

1202) 298·634S

RICHARO G. GAY
OF COUNSEL

TELECOPIER NO.

12021 298·637S

Federal Communications Commission
Mass Media Services
P. O. Box 358180
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251-5180

ATTN: Owne-rship Section

RE: Ownership Report for Trinity Broadcasting of Florida, Inc.,
Licensee of WHFT(TV), Miami, 'Florida

Dear Ms. Searcy:

Transmitted herewith on behalf of the above-referenced licensee
is an Ownership Report, filed on FCC Form 323, covering WHFT(TV),
Miami, Florida. This report is submitted in compliance with
section 73.3615 of the Commission's rules and regulations.

Pursuant to section 1.1104 of the Commission's rules, a check in
the amount of $35.00 made payable to the Federal Communications
Commission, and with the required "Fee Processing Form" (FCC Form
ISS), are also tendered·herewith.

The applicant respectfully requests that the enclosed copy of the
application, marked "COPY," be stamped as received and returned
to the undersigned.

Should any questions arise concerning this matter, kindly contact
the undersigned directly.

,-
l- ..

CMM:gmcB26
xc: WHFT(TV) Public File

Respectfully submitted,

TRINITY
INC.

By:
Colby M.
Its Attorn

FLORIDA,
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(Dat. of certification mint be within 60 days of the dfJt. shown it Item 1and
In no event prior to Irem I datel:Section 31OCd) of the Communicaticw Act of 1934 NIQUhI tIlat eex-nt

of the Col'nm*Jonm~ be obUIlned prior to the -.lgnmem or rnnsfer of
control of I statIan ac.n.. or c:onetnIdIon permit. lbiI form ",.., not be U88d
to report or request an IIIIgnment of IiceNeI permit ar transfer of control
(except to report an euignment of Ik:en1e/permit ar transfer of conuollMde

-' IlUl'IU8ftt to prior ConIn*aion consent). June 1/
lDat••

19 _91 .

-----:---=-:----:---:'--:-~:-:-"":"":'""-::---:------::---+-::--:-:--:-:---:--:---:---::-~:------:'-:-------- -
1. All of the InfonMtIon fumlWd In this Report Is accurate u of Telephone No. of respond.nt llndude .,.. code):

June II . 19~.
10..~t t:tJmPIy with See:iOIl 73.3615(.1. I.•.• itlfortMtkJn mu.rb.
ClItT8IIt within tID days of the filing of tN. report. wilen 1(al below;'
checked. I

(714) 832-2950

Any person who willfully makes fal.. statements on dlla report can be punished
by fine or imprisonment. U.S. Cod., ntl. 18. S.ctlon 1001.

1------------------------_.
Name and Post OffICe Addre.. of respondent:

I'X1lI 0 Trans f ,r 0 f
l{a) L:.:.:J Annual 1(b) Control or

Assigrment
of LICense

,ee) 0 Other
Trinity Broadcasting of Florida, Inc.
3324 Pembroke Road
Pembroke Park. FL 33021

for the following stations:

-----~------------.-------+-----------------------.--...-
Can Letters location Cia.. of service 4. Name of entity. if other than licensee or permittee. for which report Is filed

ISH Instructfon 31:

h"HFT Miami I Florid a TV
N/A

5.
_. . 1 -+-_-------------

- 2. Give the name of any corporation or other enlily for whom a separate
Report is flied due to its in..in the subject bnMe (S.,MttuCtion 3):

N~t·for-profltcorporation

Other:

For-plofit corporation

SOl. Proprietorship

'­
0----_..__ ...._~

~
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If almited pannership, Is c:ertiflcetion statement included as in InatNc:lion 47 0

o
o
e9

o
o
o

See Exhibit 1

N/A

Show the attributable intefUlS In any 0"* broedcast station of the
rapondenL AlIa. show any tmer.t of the responcIen~whether'or not
attributable, which is 5% or more of the OWI\Ifship of any other
broadcast station or any newspaper or CATV entity in the .me market
or with ove~ping signals in thl same broadcast service. II descn"bod
in Sections 73.3555 and 76.501 of the Commission's Rules.

3.
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,0. L.iM QlI'tl~tI.~~~ma~;"CJn.I,.qU~eJIOUW f~Lf .....:;.on L.~,Jof.l :.~~~:::-:.u;;I:~=~u~L~~~.~~ l~:~·dI,~-_. BS, oi
. ot~ exen:'" de facto control over the subject licensee or permlu.. shall respond.),
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Narne of person or organization

w1~h whom ~.!!aet.~made ,"_ ,-1.----

Voting or Non-voting

N/A

DeIcripdon of contract or Instrument

: Ct8Ia of Stock Cpreferred, common or olher)

Capftairetlon 1000V Iic:ensaes,. perm/It..., or a reporting entltywlth a majority Interest In 01 that otherwise IxerciMs de facto control over the subJect licensee or pemritt.., ahaI respond,)

N/A-nonprofit/nonstock corporation
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-------_1.-_._- _________. .__' -.1. .__..... ' ---1''-------
RemarIts conCerning famJly _tIonIhipa, atuibutlon exemptlona and certIDcatlons: IS. Insttuetlon, 4, 5 atId 6)

Paul F. Crouch and Janice W. Crouch are husband and wife. Philip A. Crouch is the brother of Paul F.
Crouch. Matthew Crouch is the son of Paul and Janice Crouch.,i,
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of offIc:er. cfinlctot. cogniable ICOCIcholder or penner
1.1so showname. add,..andcltlnnshlp of natuIII

to vote the stoCkJ. Lilt~·flM.then d1ree:un and.
• remaining stockhold.... and penn.,..

el or d1rtctol'lhip hekt.

"'lImber of votea.

8. Perclntl91 of votes.

7. Olher IxiSt!nO atttiMable interests in at"'I Olhlr broadcaSt
station. inclucfll'lg nature and siZl of such intlr.st.

8. All o1her ownership InterHtSof 5'" or more (whether or not anrINlable).
.. well II .., corporate oftIoInIhIp or clrectol'IhIp,In bf08de:ut. Clbfa.
or newwpaper entlt* In the same IIlIrItec or with cwetlIppIng tlgnafIln
the same bfoadc:at .-Me.... dIIcrIbed In 5ectlonI73.3S6& and 78.$01
of 1M Commllllon'. RuIeI, Indud\ng the~and" of IUCh lnt,nm
and 1hI position held.
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See Exhibit 2
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FCC NOTICE TO INDIVIDUALS REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT

AND THE PAPERWORK AEDUr:T10N ACT

"""'The IOlIdlltion of personaIInfotma1ion~ in this Report It IU1tlorized by ttl. CommunIcadons Act of 1834... amended. The principal purpoI8 tOr wtIlc:tt
the informI1ion wlI be"-' is to .... complfIInc:e with N COf'IIl'lliIIion's muftfple ownership resrric:tions. ThlSteft. conliS1inil wnousIy of Ittomeyund tlCMlInarI.
INiiI \1M tM information to determine such compliance. If IU 1h. information requested Is not pnMded,~may be~while 1 NqUeft IIJ mad. to p«!vIde
che milling information. AccordInGiY. avery effon should be made to ptOYidl au necessary infonnatlon, Your IIIPOflM " required to 'l1al" your aU1tlorization•

.THE POREGOING NOTICE IS REQUIRED IY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974. P.L -.m. DeCEMBER 31. 1874•
. __~:s.c.lBZCdl~AND THE PAP~~~!~~c:!.!.~!:.!!:.~·11. D~C!!!!!!.!!~ 44 U.S.C. ~:"";"-scm""i

. ,eo;IIMY IttO



EXHIBIT 1

O'l'BER BROADCAST INTERESTS

· ....
FCC FORK 323


