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)
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WTVE(TV), Channel 51, )
Reading, Pennsylvania )

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

To: Administrative Law Judge Richard L. Sippel

STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD

Reading Broadcasting, Inc. ("Reading"), by its counsel, hereby supplements

the record in this proceeding with pleadings from the KVMD(TV), Twentynine

Palms, California assignment proceeding pending before the Commission. In

support, the following is shown:

In its November 2, 1999 "Motion to Dismiss Adams' Application, Or In the

Alternative, To Enlarge Issues (Abuse of Process)", Reading requested that Adams'

pattern of asserting meritless claims for improper purposes be considered in the



proceeding. The Presiding Officer rejected that request when he designated the

abuse of process issue against Adams. Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC OOM-

19 (released March 6,2000).

Adams has now extended its pattern of asserting baseless claims to an

unrelated proceeding involving the sale of the assets of KVMD(TV) from Desert 31

Television, Inc. (owned by Micheal Parker) to KVMD Acquisition Corp. Copies of

the relevant pleadings are attached as Exhibits 1-3.1 Reading submits these

pleadings to be included in the record on appeal. As shown in Exhibit 2, Adams did

not and does not have standing to object to the KVMD application. See,~, Straus

Communications, Inc., 2 FCC Rcd 7469 (1987); McClatchy Newspapers, 73 FCC 2d

171 (1979); KFSA-TV, Inc., 40 FCC 2d 528 (1973). In its initial Petition and in its

Reply pleading, Adams did not present any contrary holding or distinguish the line

of cases holding that a party in Adams' position lacks standing to file a petition to

deny. Reading submits that Adams' filing of its petition to deny, dismiss or hold in

abeyance filed against the KVMB application is directly relevant to Adams'

qualifications because Adams' motivation appears to be to exert pressure on

Reading to settle this proceeding. See Radio Carrollton, 69 FCC 2d 1139 (1978),

clarified, 69 FCC 2d 424 (1978), recon. denied, 72 FCC 2d 264 (1979), affd sub nom.

Reading would have submitted these pleadings previously, but counsel was
focused on preparing its initial brief and its reply brief in this case.

2



Faulkner Radio, Inc. v. FCC, No. 79-1749 (D.C. Cir. 1980), cert. denied, 450 U.S.

1041 (1981).

Respectfully submitted,

READING BROADCASTING, INC.

By: ~~~
Thomas J. Hutto
C. Dennis Southard IV
Its Attorneys

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP
2100 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Suite 400
Washington, DC 20037
(202) 955-3000

October 27, 2000

3



Ul
~
U
:::l
o
o
II:
a.
W
U
ii:
u.
o
Ul
:::l

1-

•



12.52 '5'2024181650 LPTV. BRANCH-VSD i4l002

ORiGINAL
Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554 RECEIVED

and

In re Applications of

DESERT 31 TELEVISION, INC.,
Assignor

For consent to the assignment
of license of Station KVMD(TV),
Twentynine Palms, California

JUL 25 200D

fiDIIlAL COMIiIJICATKIIIS 7'0 an
emcE8F11£~

File No. BALCT-20000607ACT

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

KVMD ACQUISITION CORPORATION)
Assignee )

)
)
)
)

TO: The Commission

PE'I1TION TO DENY, DISMISS,
DESIGNATE FOR IlEARING, OR HOLD IN ABEYANCE

1. Adams Communications COIporation ("Adams") petitions the Commission to

deny, dismiss, designate for hearing, or hold in abeyance the above-captioned application of

Desert 31 Television, Inc. ("Desert") to a.4\~ign the license of Station KVMD(TV),

Twentynine Palms, California. SubStantial and material questions concerning Desert's

qualifications to remain a licensee exist and must be resolved before further action can be

taken on this application. JJ

2. Adams is an applicant for a construction pennit for a new television station in

Reading, Pennsylvania. Adams's application is mutually exclusive with that of Reading

.!I Acceptance of the captioned application was reflected on a public notice, Broadcast
Applications, Repon No. 24763, released .Tune 26, 2000. Therefore, Adams's petition is
timely.

AUG-12I4-21210121 13:11 21212418165121 97% P.02
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Broadcasting, Inc. ("RBI"). The dominant principal of RBI is Micheal L. Parker, who is

also an officer, the sole director and the sole shareholder of Desert. Mr. Parker's previous

activities over a long period of time in matters before the Commission raise serious questions

concerning his basic qualifications to be a licensee. Since Adams's right to argue those

questions in connection with the RBI comparative renewal proceeding could, arguendo, be

substantialJy compromised by any Commission action arguably resolving, explicitly or

otherwise, those issues, Adams has standing to bring these matters to the Commission's

attention at this time, in order to prevent the premature foreclosure of such issues.

3. In Exhibit 1-2 to the assignor's portion of application, Desert provides

information concerning other broadcast interests held by Mr. Parker and other broadcast-

related matters in which Mr. Parker has been involved before the Commission. Y Those

matters include the Reading comparative renewal proceeding to which Adams is a party. In

that proceeding, as Desert acknowledges in its application, an issue has been added to

determine whether Mr. Parker engaged in misrepresentation or lack of candor before the

Commission. See Reading Broadcasting, Inc., FCC 99M-61, released October 15, 1999. 'J/

7:/ For the Commission's ease of reference, a copy of that Exhibit 1-2 is included as
Attachment A hereto.

'}./ The issue as added by the Administrative Law Judge ("AU") in the Reading proceeding
relates only to Mr. Parker's alleged misrepresentation and lack of candor. The AU declined
to add an issue concerning Mr. Parker's basic qualifications in light of the fmdings of his
misconduct in the Mr. Baker and his disqualification in the Religious Broadcasting cases,
even though Mr. Parker has made no showing whatsoever that, subsequent to his misconduct
in those cases, he has been rehabilitated in any way. Adams believes that the AU's refusal
to add such an issue was error. The full Commission has held that

an applicant that has been disqualified ... could show rehabilitation or olher post­
decision mitigating circumstances, but it could not relitigate the underlying adverse

(continued...)

AUG-04-2000 13:11 2024181650 97% P.03
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That issue was added. with the support of counsel for the Bureau. Desert's description of that

issue is limited to a quotation of the language of the issue. Desen fails to mention that the

issue was added based on apparently misrepresentative or non-candid statements made by

Mr. Parker in. inter alia, the application through which he acquired control of Desert.

Thus. the legitimacy of Mr. Parker's acquisition of Desert is itself in doubt.

4. In its application, Desert also advises the Commission that Mr. Parker was a

principal in the pennittee of a television ~tation in Anacortes, Washington. In so doing,

Desen acknowledges that, in that proceeding, Mr. Parker was found by the Commission to

have engaged in deception of the Commission. Mr. Baker Broadcasting Co.• Inc., 3 FCC

Rcd 4777 (1988).

5. But in its exhibit Desert fails to mention the Commission's letter, dated

JanuaI)' 30, 1997, which is reported at Two lfBy Sea Broadcasting Corporation, 12 FCC

Red 2254 (1997). That letter related, inter alia. to an applicant (Two If By Sea Broadcasting

Corporation, also referred to as "nBS") of which Mr. Parker was the soJe principal. In its

lener. the full Commission stated that

Serious character questions also remain regarding the assignee, Parker/TIBS.
For example, in one instance an administrative law judge disqualified an
applicant in a comparative hearing for a new television station after fIDding
Parker to be an undisclosed principal in that applicant. See Religious
Broadcasting Network, 2 FCC Red 6561, 6566-67 (J.D. 1987). The Review

v(...continued)
findings.

Crysral Communications, Inc., 12 FCC Red 2149, 2150 (1997). See also RKO General.
Inc.• 5 FCC Red 642, 644 (1990) (previously disqualified applicants may acquire additional
licenses, they could tender an affirmative "showing of good character"). Thus, the adverse
findings against Mr. Parker represent an impediment to any further authorizations unless and
until he make an affmnative and satisfactory showing of good character or rehabilitation.

AUG-04-2000 13:12 2024181650 97% P.04
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Board upheld the disqualification, characterizing the application as a "travesty
and a hoax", 3 FCC Rcd 4085, 5090 (Rev. Bd. 1988), and the applicant as a
"transpicuous sham" which had ltattempted fraud" upon the Commission. Id.
at 4091.

12 FCC Red at 2257. Thus, the Commission has clearly, and recently, concluded that

"serious character questions II exist concerning Mr. Parker -- and yet, Desert failed to

disclose that decision in its application.

6. While the captioned application makes no mention whatsoever of the

January 30, 1997, letter, it does mention the Religious Broadcasting decision cited in that

letter. But it does not mention that the applicant with which Mr. Parker was affiliated in the

Religious Broadcasting proceeding was disqualified, or that the Review Board singled out

Mr. Parker as the "true kingpin" I 3 FCC Red at 4090, behind that applicant's fraudulent

efforts.

7. In the captioned application, then, the Commission is faced with an applicant,

Mr. Parker, who bas on multiple occasions acted duplicitously before the Commission. This

duplicity resulted in the Commission and the Review Board invoking the harshest conceivable

language: "effort to deceivelt , ltdeception" I "transpicuous sham lt , "a travesty and a hoax lt ,

"attempted fraud". 11 Moreover, as noted above, once again the disclosure of these matters

~ See also Doylan Forney, 3 FCC Red 6330, 6338 at n.t (Rev. Bd. 1988), where the
Review Board noted that one "Mike Parker" had been involved as a consultant to an
applicant whose supposedly controlling principal was found to be "unknowledgeable,
confused and ineffective", 3 FCC Red at 6332:

The reference to Mike Parker and Associates brings to mind Religious
Broadcasting Network, supra, 3 FCC Red at 4090, where the Board affirmed
the presiding AU's finding that [an applicant], whose real-party-in-interest
was a Michael Parker, was entitled to no integration credit, the Board
characterizing the application'as a "travesty and a hoax." It is not clear from

(c{)~tled ...)

RUG-04-2000 13:32 CJR%
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in Mr. Parker's pending application falls short of a full and accurate recounting of history.

8. Micheal Parker did not commit an isolated transgression involving only one

station. No, Micheal Parker has engaged in deceptive conduct in multiple contexts over a

period of years; he has established a pattern of misconduct. Even today, in the captioned

application, he is either unwilling or unable to be completely forthright and candid before the

Commission.

9. In Character Qualifications in Broadcast Lice1l3ing, 59 R.R.2d 801, 831

(1986), the Commission addressed the question of assessing the misconduct of a multiple-

station owner. According to the general policy enunciated there, misconduct at one station

will not necessarily affect the transferability of other commonly-owned or -controlled station

licenses not involved in the misconduct. ld. This policy comes into play when the

misconduct is first designated for hearing. At that time, the Commission announces whether

the matters at issue are "serious enough to possibly affect the transferability" of more than

one of the owner's stations. According to the Commission, "unless the licenses are

designated [for hearing], they are freely transferable without condition". ld,

10. The instant situation, however, falls outside this general rule, Here,

Mr, Parker was found to be disqualified in the Religious Broadcasting proceeding, and no

shOWing of subsequent rehabilitation has been offered. Further, the Commission has clearly

stated in the January 30, 1997 letter that substantial and material questions exist regarding

4i( • eel)- ...continU
the record whether the Michael Parker in Religious Broadcasting Network is
the same Mike Parker here, but we Dote that the modus operandi is similar.

The Desert application makes clear that the two Messrs. Parker were in fact one and the
same.
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Mr. Parker's qualifICations. And in the Reading proceeding, an issue relating to

Mr. Parker's overall qualifications has been added based, in part, on Mr. Parker's conduct in

connection with his initial acquisition of Desert. So Mr. Parker's misconduct has occurred

in connection with the station at issue in the captioned application.

11. Under these circumstances, it is appropriate to assume that Desert, wholly-

owned by Mr. Parker, cannot freely transfer its license. This is especially so in light of the

fact that the apparent misconduct has been repeated in a number of different contexts before

the Commission over more than a decade. That is, this is not simply a one-shot mistake

made at one station. Rather, it is repeated, egregious conduct -- a "modus operandi", in the

Review Board's words, 3 FCC Red at 6338, n.l -- which appears to be uncorrected and

uncorrectable. He knew the rules. He chose to scoff at them.

12. The Commission's policy on transferability was itself based on the apparent

assumption that most instances of misconduct would involve just a single station; in such

cases, the Commission concluded that other stations not involved in the misconduct should

not be affected. But the Commission specifically acknOWledged that "some behavior is so

fundamental to a licensee's operation that it is relevant to its qualifications to hold any station

license." 59 R.R.2d at 831, '92. In so stating, the Commission expressed its agreement

with the views of two commenting partie~ who had argued that

if the licensee engaged in fundamental misbehavior, such as clear
misrepresentation to the Commission, that misconduct should be considered to
apply to all of the licensee's stations.

59 R.R.2d at 830, '87. Mr. Parker's misconduct fits comfortably within this category, since

that misconduct consists of fraudulent behavior exhibited in multiple contexts, all before the

01 1r.-IiI£!.-?VlIilVl 1 ~ : ?'7 ?1i\?<11l=l?R?? 98% P.02
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Commission. This is fundamental misbehavior, repeated over more than a decade.

13. When the Commission addressed Mr. Parker's misconduct in the January 30,

1997, letter, the Commission implicitly concurred with this assessment. If the Commission

believed that the effect of the misconduct should be limited to the stations in connection with

which the misconduct occurred, then the Commission could have taken the position that, for

example, the denial of the San Bernardino application was punishment enough for the

Religious Broadcasting transgression. If the Commission were taking that narrow position,

then the Commission need not have even addressed that transgression in the context of

Mr, Parker's attempt to purchase the license of a television station in Hartford, i. e., the

context in which the January 30, 1997 letter was issued, But the Commission did raise that

transgression in the Hartford context. There, the Commission deemed it sufficiently serious

to prevent the grant of Mr. Parker's Hartford application absent a hearing.

14. Under these circumstances, the conclusion that the Commission recognizes that

the seriousness of Mr. Parker's past conduct can and should affect all of Mr. Parker's

interests, including the transferability of the above.captioned station is reasonable.

IS. In any event, Mr. Parker used his non-forthcoming, non-candid, dOWnright

misleading modus operandi to acquire control of Station KVMD(TV) in the first place. In

his 1992 application for consent to the transfer of control of Desert, Mr. Parker stated, inter

alia, that:

Mr. Parker also was an officer, director and shareholder of Mt. Baker
Broadcasting Co. Mt. Baker Broadcasting Co, 's application for extension of
time of its construction permit for KORC(TV), Anacortes, Washington (FCC
File No. BMPCT-860701KP) was denied. See Memorandum Opinion and
Order, FCC 88-234, released August 5, 1988.

OIIr.:-lil.1-?lillillil 1 '(:?? ?lil?.11l=1?l=I??
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Although neither an applicant nor the holder of an interest in the
applicant to the proceeding, Mr. Parker's role as a paid independent consultant
to San Bernardino Broadcasting Limited Partnership ("SBBlI), an applicant for
authority to construct a new commercial television station on Channel 30 in
San Bernardino, California (MM Docket No. 83-911), was such that the
general partner in SBB was held not to be the rea1-party-in-interest to that
applicant and that, for purposes of the comparative analysis of SBB)s
integration and diversification credit, Mr. Parker was deemed such. See
Religious BroadcQJting Network et. al., FCC 88R-38, released July 5, 1988.
This proceeding was settled in 1990 and Mr. Parker did not receive an interest
of any kind in the [sic] Sanelino Telecasters, Inc., the applicant awarded the
construction permit. See Religious Broadcasting Network et. al., FCC 90R­
101, released October 31, 1990.

16. Note that the description of the Mt. Baker matter was significantly more veiled

and inllocent-seeming than the description in the above-captioned application. Note also that

Mr. Parker provided no formal citations to published repons, but instead relied on individual

document numbers which are less easy to locate and the use of which suggests that the

underlying decision was not formally published. Deception. Note also that, in addressing

Religious Broadcasting, Mr. Parker made no reference to the disqualification of Mr. Parker's

applicant there) and instead suggested that the negative aspects of that decision were limited

solely to the comparative aspects of the case. And of course, no mention was made of the

extremely damning lancouage of either the Mr. Baker or the Religious Broadcasting opinion.

17. Mr. Parker's aversion to candor is also apparent in an application he filed. in

1992 seeking consent to the assignment to nBS of the license of International Broadcast

Station KCBI (since renamed KAIJ). Mr. Parker included in that application descriptions of

the Mt. Baker and Religious Broadcasting decisions essentially identical to those quoted in

Paragraph 15, above. But the Commission's processing staff, concerned that those

descriptions did not specifically state whether qualifying issues bad been sought or added in

o r.:IA
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the proceedings identified by Mr. Parker, asked for more infoona.tion. In response,

Mr. Parker advised the Commission that "no character issues had been added or requested

against [the applicants identifIed in the initial Dallas application] when those applications

were dismissed." But in Religious Broadcasting, a disqualifying character issue had been

sought, and had been added, and had been resolved unfavorably to the applicant.

Mr. Parker's Dallas amendment was flatly misrepresentative.

18. A fundamental element of the Commission's regulatory process is that parties

coming before the Commission must be completely honest, candid and forthright in their

representations to the COIIUnission. E.g., Contemporary Media, Inc. v. FCC, _ F.3d_,

No. 99-1198 (D.C. Cir. June 16, 2000); Schoenbohm v. FCC, 204 F.3d 243 (D.C. Cir.

2000); Policy Regarding Character Qualifications in Broadca.,gt Licensing, 102 F.C.C.2d

1179, 1211 (1986); FCC v. WOKO, 329 U.S. 223 (1946); Catoctin Broadcasting Corp. of

New York, 2 FCC Red 2126 (Rev. Bd. 1987, aff'd in pertinent part, 4 FCC Red 2553

(1989), recon. denied, 4 FCC Red 6312 (1989); Fox River Broadcasting, Inc., 93 FCC 2d

127 (1983). The basic requirement of honesty and candor has applied since the Commission

came into existence, and it has at all times been deemed to be of overriding importance by

the Commission and the Courts. See, e.g., id,

19. Here, Mr. Parker has been the sUbject of not one, not two, not three, not four,

but at least five different reported decisions concerning conduct (including disqualifying

misconduct) over a span of many years raising serious questions about his honesty and

candor. See Mr. Baker; Religious Broadcasting; Doylan Forney; Two If By Sea

Broadcasting; Reading Broadcasting, Inc. Under these circumstances, the qualifications of
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Mr, Parker - and any entity in which Mr. Parker is a substantial principal -- to acquire,

retain or dispose of a license must plainly be in doubt. As a result, the abov&-captioned

application shoUld be denied, dismissed or, at a minimum, held in abeyance pending formal

disposition of the obvious issues relating to Mr. Parker's qualifications.

Respectfully submitted,

Bechtel & Cole, Chartered
1901 L Street. N.W. - SUite 250
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 833-4190

Counsel for Adam Communications Corporation

July 25, 2000

?0I?L11l=l?l=l?7 98% P.03
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~... DeIert 31 TeleYi.iom, Inc.
FCC 'orm 314 - JUDe 1,1000
Clwacter blu,., I... n·s
Ellaibit 1-%

ReadiDe Broadcutillc. lac.. Radina~~., in whichMidal L. Parker bas aD

inten:st (.we nxbibill·l) is pRscotly eapsed in a comparative reaewal proceedi.ns docketed lit the
Commission as MMDocket No. 99-153.

The presidiDs Administrative: Law Judsc added the foUowiDB issue apinst Reading
BroadAsti., .'J byMImorandllm DpnIon ando,tk" FCC 99M-61, rdeucd October 1S, 1999:

To dctcmUac: whether MidJc:aI L. Parker eappd in • paUem ofmisrcprescataeioa
and/or lack ofcandor iD f4i1ios 10 advise Ibe ComlPigion oftbe IC2UI1 DI1W'C IUd scope of
bis pnMously adjQdiC'Ated miIConclue(. and. if10, the dfcd ofsuch misrapruaualion lDdIor
lick ofc:lDdor 0II1le¥tiD8[ Broadc.altina. loc.]· quaJi6c&tions to JeaWn a1iec:moe.

The aforcmetlQoocd heariDs proCeedin& is continulng IS of the date of this applicatioD. aDd Mr.
Parlccr anct'RBl are actively lltigatiog this issue.

Odler Broadcalt Malten...ted to Midlal PU'ker: None of the foUowins IDIUcn
arc dirc:d1y responsive to the Item to which this&hJbll applies.~ the AppliGADt iAcIudcs
tbis iDfonDatioD witbouc regard to ita tdevuacy;

-,

(1)

(2)

Mr. PRa-, tbrouBh his corpondion, Panel. IDe., or its predecasor-iD-iDtcnm. Mike
PIIka' and Asaot:iates. .. BOle proprietoAbip., wu CDpBai ill the 19801 ill providing
television Dticm coasuJtinB ttMca. AmoDa the c:liaa of Mr. PBIbr was San
BemardiDo BroI'bstiDB UIniIM Patuulbip, .lfIP'iaant for wll5U\lQlicm. pcnDit for
a new COIDIDeIdaI teIeYiIioa Ilation to be IiceDsed to SID BcnJardino, California.
Although DOt lID appliQUll, Mr. Parkar wu Wuad 10 have been ID \.tDdistoscd rcal­
party-ill-interest to the application of SID BaDardIDo Broadcasting Limited
Partncnbip. &llgiullS BrotiIdt:tIstingNetwork, 3 FCC Red 4085, 1988 FCC LEXIS
1260, 65 !\ad. Reg. 2d (P & F) 56 (Review Board, 1988).

Mike Parbr .t: Associates a1ao !CfVcd as & coasuItaDt to Estrella Communications..
timited Pll'tDCnhip, au applicant Cor a comtn1CtioA permit for a nc- commercial
television station to be licen!cd to ToDC50a. Arizona. TbIl appliAJI WU dc:niGd
comparative: credit for iU proposal to integlale • Sroerl1 panacr into day-tcHIay
IDBIIaBemcot ofthe: station oa the basis that .EstreUa's putative CODlroUing principal
oCtbt applicant bad cccIcd to Mr. Parker conarol over the buclse&iDs prlK*S for tho
proposed station, and that sbc bad abdicated to her c:oJlllllUllicmons auomeys too

o lA1
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much conIrol over the application and preserved for benclf too little undentanding
of1bc~ she was makiDI to the FCC.~n FOf7JI!1, 2 FCC Ilcd 6935.
6940, 1987 FCC ImCIS 2636 (Inidal Decision. 1987). Neither Mr. Parker nor Mike
Parker" AaIociaIes was found to be all undisclosed reaI-party-in-intercst 10 the
ElueUa applirAtiOll.

Mr. Parter wu preaidcnl, a director and .. sbareboIdeI' ofM!. Baker Broadc:utins
CompUl)', Ine.• pcmUttee of COlJUDCl'ciaJ te:kMsioo StatioD KORC, AnKortes.
WasbiD8ton- lbe penDiltec 10sl itt coDSlrUClion permit bema. tbc faciJitieI which
it constructed IIId with wbiGh it commeoc;ed oporatioa purlU&Dt to progam test
autbority were sub-.n.iaDy less than those Illtborizcd iD the CODStnKtion permit.
After the FCC iDspc(;ted Ihc station, it orda'cd it to~ operations, Mel denied
rciDsratemcnt of* CODStnlCtiOD permit - wbidl bad expired - by aMemtJl'GlJllltm
OpInJon andOr.. JD SO doia& 1bcConniDan ft'iccIIIl rorteiIure as an adequate
allemItc sm:tioa bccII.", oftile~Qrg......... otwhat it fouad to be Mr. '
'Parbt'a deceptioo to tbe Commission as to the coostrueIioa ofthe atatiou. MI.:8akR
~.Co .. 3 FCC R.cd 4777; 1988 fCC L6XIS 1467; 65 Rad. ReS 2d (Pli

.F) (1981). . ','

By a Memorandum OpinlOll and Order. FCC 99M-49, n:Ica'cd September 3, 1999, tile
presidiDs AdmiDisVatiYe Law Judge in the BBI rGDCWll proc-ding declined to add any of the
foregoina matters IS GbaraQer issues.

-

?Dl?111Q?Q':l'7

Q Dl?
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

NO. 192 P.3/3

I hereby certify thae, on this 25th day of July, 2000, I caused

copies of the foregoing "Petition to Deny, Dismiss, Designate for Hearing

or Hold in Abeyance" to be placed in the U. S. Postal Service, first class

postage prepaid, or hand delivered (as indicated below), addressed to the

following:

Mr. Micheal Parker
Desert 31 TeleVision, Inc.
Two If By Sea Broadcasting Corporation
22720 S,E. 410th Street
Enumclaw, Washington 98022

Barry A. Friedman, Esquire
Thompson Hine & Flory, LLP
1920 N street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-1601
Counsel for KVMD Acquisition Corporation

Is/


