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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 

In the Matter of           ) 
            ) 
RFD Communications, Inc.                )   MB Docket No. 06-92 
DBS Set-Aside Qualifications               )    
            ) 
 
To: Office of the Secretary 
Attn: Media Bureau 
 

REPLY COMMENTS OF FARM JOURNAL, INC. 

Farm Journal, Inc. (�Farm Journal�), by its attorneys, hereby submits these Reply Comments 

in response to the Comments filed in this docket by RFD Communications, Inc. (�RFD�), Free Press, 

America One Television Network, and others.1 

Virtually every Comment in this docket that was not written or solicited by RFD confirms 

that RFD has and continues to air blatantly commercial programming and, as a result, RFD is not 

eligible for carriage on any direct broadcast satellite (�DBS�) set-aside channel.  Even RFD�s 

Comments � the insulting rhetoric and demonstrably false assertions notwithstanding � only confirm 

that RFD can point to no evidence demonstrating that it has ever attempted to satisfy the 

Congressional eligibility requirements.   

Based on the uncontroverted record in this docket, the Commission must declare that RFD is 

not eligible for carriage on any DBS set-aside channel, and the Commission should take whatever 

enforcement actions it deems necessary to punish and deter the conduct that has cost the public the 

benefit of the noncommercial programming intended by Congress and the Commission. 

                                                   
1
  RFD styled its June 5, 2006 submission as �Opposition . . . to Farm Journal, Inc. Petition for 

Declaratory Ruling.�  As an Opposition, RFD�s pleading is late filed by 179 days.  See 47 C.F.R. § 
1.45.  In fact, RFD�s pleading is an early-filed set of Reply Comments because the pleading responds 
to the Comments in the record.  In any event, Farm Journal hereafter refers to RFD�s pleading simply 
as �RFD�s Comments.� 
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I. The Commission Should Not Be Fooled by RFD�s Smokescreen. 
 
 RFD�s Comments are a transparent effort to distract the Commission from the issue at hand.  

The first twenty-two of the twenty-five pages that constitute RFD�s Comments discuss certain 

educational and informational content broadcast on RFD-TV without a word about the commercials, 

infomercials, and shop-at-home programming that are the subject of this proceeding.   

No commenter, of course, has questioned the value of the educational programming that RFD 

has aired.  Farm Journal, in fact, acknowledged this in the Introduction to its Comments.  Why then 

would RFD spend nearly 90% of its filing discussing educational programming unless it did not want 

the Commission to focus on the only issue before it?  The Commission should look through RFD�s 

smokescreen and focus on the real issue:  whether RFD may continue to maintain that RFD�s 

extensive commercial programming and activities are consistent with Congress� explicit requirement 

that DBS set-aside programming be both educational and noncommercial.2   

Apparently, under RFD�s analysis, it is sufficient that RFD (i) certified to the DBS operators 

that it is an eligible program supplier, and (ii) has aired at least some educational and infomercial 

programming directed at an underserved and deserving audience.  This novel approach would have 

the Commission read the word �noncommercial� completely out of the statute (and rules and 

implementing orders).  It follows from RFD�s approach that the educational and informational 

commercial content on the following channels, to name just a few, also may be carried on the DBS 

set-aside channels:  all of the various Discovery Channels, History Channel, Food Network, Animal 

Planet, Golf Channel, and (according to its defense of live, shop-at-home livestock auctions) even the 

Home Shopping Network and QVC.  Under RFD�s novel interpretation of the law, any of these 
                                                   
2
  Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C.A. § 335(b)(1); 47 C.F.R. § 25.701; Implementation 

of Section 25 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Direct 
Broadcast Satellite Public Interest Obligations, Report and Order, 13 FCC Rcd 23254 (1998), on 
recon., 19 FCC Rcd 5854 (2003), vacated in limited part, 19 FCC Rcd 5647 (2004) (replacing 
political broadcasting requirements and guidelines concerning commercialization of children�s 
programming). 
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programmers could declare, without any support (or apparent desire to support) that they are eligible 

for carriage.3   

RFD�s position is specious at best.   While some of RFD�s programming may be educational 

or informational, at least a significant amount is patently commercial.  Congress and the Commission 

require �all� DBS set-aside programming to be educational and noncommercial, not �most,� �much,� 

or �some.�  Farm Journal trusts that the Commission will not be distracted by RFD�s smokescreen 

and instead will consider the detailed and uncontroverted facts in the record, all of which 

demonstrate unequivocally that RFD is not eligible for carriage on any DBS set-aside channel. 

II. RFD�s Live, Shop-At-Home Auctions Are Unquestionably Commercial Programming. 
 

Farm Journal�s Petition and Comments supplied the Commission with detailed transcripts 

and extensive video footage of just a handful of the countless live auctions that RFD has aired on 

behalf of a large for-profit livestock auction company (Superior Livestock Auctions, Inc.), some of 

which RFD aired even after it represented to the Media Bureau staff that it �has established a detailed 

plan to ensure compliance. . . .�4  According to RFD�s own website, these auctions permit viewers to 

�sit in the convenience of their homes or offices to view, evaluate and make selections from cattle 

across the country,� and then bid to purchase the products (cattle) offered by the program hosts.5  

Could the Home Shopping Network or QVC represent to the Commission, under penalty of perjury, 

                                                   
3
  See, e.g., RFD Comments at p. 4 (�All of the programming distributed on RFD is carried 

because RFD has concluded that service [sic] provides specific educational or informational value to 
its viewers.�  RFD�s sole purpose is �providing educational programming to rural homes and 
fostering the viability of the farming community.�).   
4
  Ex Parte Notice, RFD Communications, Inc. (May 18, 2006); Farm Journal Comments, 

Exhibit B. 
5
  See Farm Journal Comments, Exhibit D (RFD-TV Website, �Superior Livestock 

AUCTION,� at http://www.rfdtv.com/shows/superior.asp (last visited May 18, 2006)). 
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that live, interactive telesales presentations to television viewers are anything but commercial 

activity?6  

Incredibly, RFD does.  It claims that the airing of shop-at-home auctions on the 

noncommercial DBS set-aside channels �is fully consistent with the network�s noncommercial 

educational objectives.�7  This preposterous assertion insults the intelligence of the parties 

participating here.  Watching the auctions may provide some wrap-around educational benefit, just 

like any other shop-at-home program, yet educating the audience is hardly the purpose of these 

auctions.  If RFD truly wanted only to educate viewers about the prices charged for cattle, why not 

produce a short recap program rather than air the entire eight-hour auction?  Why not delay the 

auction by a few days, or even an hour, so as to prevent the broadcast from being shown �live�?  

Why, indeed, does RFD air an auction preview program before the auction in which it 

highlights the cattle to be offered, provides the telephone number for viewers to call to become 

qualified bidders, and encourages active viewer participation?  There can be no question that 

RFD airs for-profit shop-at-home cattle auctions for a commercial purpose. 

 RFD�s fantastic claims do not end here.  Its Comments also misrepresent to the Commission 

that RFD �does not encourage or facilitate participation in an auction by viewers� and that �the 

�public� can not and is not participating in the actual auction.�8  In truth, RFD provides viewers with 

on-air contact information and instructions on how to qualify as bidders, and it encourages active 

bidding by its viewers both during its preview show and on its website.  For example, the one-hour 

May 4, 2006 auction preview show features Superior�s announcer urging:  

                                                   
6
  Cf., Implementation of Section 4(g) of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and 

Competition Act of 1992, Report and Order, 8 FCC Rcd 5321, 5330 (1993) (determining that 
�broadcast stations that are predominantly utilized for the transmission of sales presentations or 
program length commercials� qualify as �commercial television stations� under the 1992 Cable Act).  
7
  RFD Comments at p. 17. 

8
  RFD Comments at p. 15.   
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Tune in to RFD TV Saturday, May 6th at 10:30 Central to catch the preview and 
catch the auction following at 11:00.  For more information contact Superior 
Productions at 800-431-4452, or Superior-Livestock-dot-com.  Don�t miss your 
opportunity to bid on the best quality cows in the industry.9 

RFD�s website similarly encourages and facilitates viewer participation in Superior�s for-profit 

auction transactions:   

Many purebred cattle breeders have seen the advantage of broadcasting their bull and 
female production auctions via satellite. The increased exposure and new buyers have 
resulted in more successful auctions for the breeders. . . .  Individuals may register 
as a buyer by contacting the breeder or calling Superior. . . .  If you want more 
information about buying or selling livestock on Superior you can call 817-624-
3800, or log on to www.superiorlivestock.com.10   

Finally, the hosts of a recent Superior Productions horse auction make clear that RFD�s auction 

programming has a predominantly, if not singular, commercial purpose:  

[Ted Odle] For those of you watching on RFD-TV, welcome.  We�re glad to have 
you.  If you are a successful bidder today, Cody or Dawn, or somebody will be 
getting a hold of you. 
 
[Cody Cribbs] We�ll help you in any way, especially you people that are bidding 
on RFD-TV, we�ll keep these horses for you here and try to help you make 
arrangements to get �em hauled.11 
 
RFD aggravates its false denials of encouraging or facilitating viewer participation in 

livestock auctions by representing that each auction broadcast, after processing, up-linking, and 

down-linking, �is no longer �live.��12  This assertion is absurd.  RFD broadcasts the auctions live � as 

they happen � and the RFD-TV feed appears in viewers� homes after a mere two- to three-second 

delay.  The auctions are every bit as �live� as QVC�s sale of diamond necklaces, CBS� coverage of 

                                                   
9
  Farm Journal Comments, Exhibit B. 

10
  Farm Journal Comments, Exhibit D. 

11
  Superior Horse Auction (broadcast by RFD on May 27, 2006) (attached here as Exhibit A). 

12
  RFD Comments at p. 15, n. 19. 

http://www.superiorlivestock.com
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the Super Bowl Halftime Show, and ABC�s coverage of the Academy Awards.13  The Commission 

should inquire how RFD, consistent with its duty of candor, represents to the Commission that the 

auctions are �no longer �live�� while, at the same time, RFD advertises its broadcasts of Superior�s 

livestock auctions as �live� during the auction preview programs, during the auctions themselves, 

and on its own website.14   

Farm Journal submits that neither the Commission nor the DBS operators legitimately can 

trust the representations of a programmer who declares, under penalty of perjury, that its live, shop-

at-home auctions are �fully consistent� with the reserved channels� noncommercial requirements.   

III. RFD�s Actions Demonstrate the Futility of the Commission and the DBS Operators 
Relying on Its Assertions. 

RFD�s demonstrably false assertions as to the noncommercial nature of its shop-at-home 

livestock auctions are but the tip of the iceberg with regard to RFD�s non-compliance.  In 2000, RFD 

certified to the IRS that it would operate a television network without commercials and, unless it 

obtained prior FCC approval, without live shop-at-home livestock auctions.15  At about the same 

time, it apparently represented to DirecTV and EchoStar that it fully qualified as a non-commercial 

programming supplier, with non-commercial programming eligible for one of their few DBS set-

aside channels.  When presented with Farm Journal�s concerns over its pervasive commercial 

programming over one year ago, RFD dismissed Farm Journal�s concerns.  Likewise, RFD took no 

action to respond to Farm Journal�s Petition after it received it in early December 2005.   

                                                   
13

  The widespread use of five-second time-delays to prevent the broadcast of indecent content 
suggests that RFD�s airing of Superior�s livestock auctions may now experience even less delay than 
the �live� broadcasts of major sporting and other events. 
14

  Auction and Auction Preview transcripts, Farm Journal Comments, Exhibit B (video footage 
previously supplied to the FCC on DVD); RFD Website, About Us, available at 
http://www.rfdtv.com/about.asp (last visited June 7, 2006). 
15

  RFD Communications, Inc. Application for Recognition of Exemption Under Section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code (IRS Form 1023), Part II, Lines 1 and 2 (Nov. 7, 2000) 
(attached here as Exhibit B).  
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In response to the Commission�s Public Notice, RFD represented in a meeting with Media 

Bureau staff that RFD operates non-commercially and �has established a detailed plan to ensure 

compliance with FCC�s relevant underwriting standards.�16  All the while, RFD continued to air 

commercials, infomercials disguised as news programs, and, of course, live auctions.17  Indeed, 

despite representing in Comments, filed on June 5, 2006, that it had adopted a �stringent compliance 

program� and otherwise broadcasts only noncommercial programming,18 RFD�s commercial activity 

continues to this day.  On June 13, 14, 15, and 16, 2006, for example, RFD broadcast 30 daytime 

hours of live, shop-at-home livestock auctions.19  RFD�s tardy and apparently insincere response to 

these very serious allegations makes any reliance on RFD�s representations as to its future conduct 

wholly unreasonable and unjustifiable. 

RFD�s Comments provide additional bases for discounting RFD�s pledges and promises.  For 

example, it repeatedly dismisses Farm Journal�s assertions as �unsubstantiated.�20  In truth, the only 

evidence in the record comes from Farm Journal and others who fully substantiated their assertions 

with transcripts, screen shots and DVDs of RFD�s actual programming, and declarations of 

individuals with personal knowledge of the facts.  In contrast, RFD�s sole �support� for its assertions 

comes from the Declaration of Kevin J. Cloonan.  It should come as no surprise that this Declaration 

                                                   
16

  Ex Parte Notice, RFD Communications, Inc. (May 18, 2006). 
17

  See generally, Farm Journal Comments. 
18

  RFD Comments at p. 22. 
19

  RFD Website, �Program Schedule,� available at http://www.rfdtv.com/schedule.asp (last 
visited June 12, 2006).  Additionally, RFD produced and aired a further RFD Live Tractor Supply 
Company infomercial on May 22, 2006  (coincidentally, the original closing date of the Comment 
period in this proceeding) 
20

  E.g., RFD Comments at pp. 15, n. 24.   
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does not attest that the declarant has any actual or personal knowledge of the assertions in the 

pleading.  Indeed, Mr. Cloonan joined RFD only recently.21 

While all of the examples are too numerous to mention, the Commission in particular should 

consider these �myths� when assessing RFD�s representations: 

 Myth:  �Public Comment received to date demonstrates overwhelming support for the 
educational nature of RFD�s programming.�22 
Reality:  RFD conveniently ignored Comments reporting that an RFD program host sent at least 
one mass email message soliciting email Comments.  This RFD program host urged people on 
his email list to �copy the text below, replace your information and email to [the FCC].�  The 
canned text said, in part, �it would be a huge mistake . . . to find that RFD is not providing a 
needed educational public service.�  One DBS subscriber�s Comments described this email 
campaign as a �blatant attempt to influence people who have no idea as to the real purpose of 
educational television and get them to write letters to [the FCC].�23 

 Myth:  RFD should not be held accountable because it does not insert or sell any commercial 
advertising spots and because the FCC does not impose a standard of strict liability.24 
Reality:  As RFD surely knows, the FCC routinely sanctions regulated entities for programming 
supplied by others.25  RFD�s attempt to shift the blame to its programming suppliers is therefore 
wholly lacking in merit. 

 Myth:  �[T]he IRS reaffirmed RFD�s classification as a �public charity� exempt from taxation 
under Section 501(c)(3) of the tax code.�26   
Reality:  RFD supplied an IRS form letter that merely notifies RFD that it would be classified as 
a public charity rather than a public foundation �[b]ased on the information you submitted.�  The 
IRS did not conduct an audit or otherwise review the veracity of the representations that RFD 
made in its application.  Nor did the IRS make a finding that RFD, in fact, operates as public 
charity consistent with applicable tax law. 

 Myth:  �Nearly one-third of RFD�s annual revenues are derived from $30 individual 
donations.�27 

                                                   
21

  See RFD Comments at p. 23.  The Commission might inquire why RFD�s founder and long-
time president did not submit a declaration under penalty of perjury.   
22

  RFD Comments at p. 10 and n. 7, 8. 
23

  Comments of Earl S. Smittcamp, Clovis, CA. 
24

  See RFD Comments at p. 21. 
25

  See, e.g., Complaints Against Various Television Licensees Concerning Their December 31, 
2004 Broadcast of the Program �Without a Trace,� File No. EB-05-IH-0035, FCC 06-18 (rel. Mar. 
15, 2006); United Television, Inc. (KMSP-TV), 15 FCC Rcd 2794 (MB 2000) and cases cited therein. 
26

  See RFD Comments at pp. 11-12. 
27

  RFD Comments at p. 12 and n. 15 (emphasis added). 
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Reality:  The facts prove otherwise.  RFD bases its assertion on the $30 subscription it charges 
for RFD-TV: The Magazine.  Because subscribers may not take a charitable deduction for 
subscribing to the magazine, Treas. Reg. § 1.170A-1(h), the magazine subscription revenue must 
be treated as program service revenue, Treas. Reg. § 1.509(a)-3(f).  Accordingly, RFD�s last 
available tax return (2003 Form 990) correctly lists all of RFD�s revenue from the magazine 
subscriptions as program service revenue and none of it as contribution revenue.  RFD does not 
describe itself as a non-profit or characterize magazine subscriptions as �donations� or 
�contributions� on its website or in its magazine.  Indeed, RFD pays the for-profit commercial 
postage rate when sending RFD The Magazine to subscribers rather than the discounted rate that 
the USPS provides to non-profits� mailings.28   

 Myth:  �Contrary to Farm Journal�s unsubstantiated allegations, RFD does not �sell� any time for 
advertising, and does not receive any income from the sale of any product or service by any 
program supplier.�29 
Reality:  The record refutes this RFD denial in great detail.  Turner Media Group commented 
that several advertising clients can get a �lower rate for content distribution from RFD,� 
presumably because RFD has lower DBS access costs due to its set-aside status.  In another 
Comment, America One Television Network, which has experience supplying programming to 
RFD, stated that �[RFD program suppliers] have been asked to essentially �buy time� in order to 
promote their commercial video sales and other commercial products.�  Moreover, Farm 
Journal�s Petition documented how RFD�s latest tax return reported considerable profit from 
selling air time.30  Whether RFD takes a cut of commercial transaction profits from livestock 
auctions or viewer purchases resulting from live auctions, program-length infomercials, or 
advertising spots is irrelevant:  broadcasting commercial entities� advertisements for commercial 
products is clearly commercial programming.  

 Myth:  �Farm Journal also mislabels RFD Live as �pay-for-play programming.��31 
Reality:  While RFD�s Comments bragged about the news and public affairs content covered in 
various RFD Live episodes, ignoring the hour-long RFD Live infomercials that Farm Journal 
detailed, its evidence proves too much.32  If viewers expect similar news and public affairs when 
they tune into RFD Live, airing an hour-long infomercial promoting a corporation�s products 
during random RFD Live episodes create further, not less, confusion.  RFD�s claim is akin to 
CBS protesting that a handful of infomercials on Sunday evenings under the 60 Minutes banner, 

                                                   
28

  E.g., RFD Website, available at http://www.rfdtv.com/ and http://www.rfdtv.com/about.asp 
(last visited June 7, 2006); �RFD The Magazine� (excerpts attached here as Exhibit C). 
29

  RFD Comments at p. 13. 
30

  Farm Journal Petition, Attachment 1 at pp. 6-8.  To date, RFD�s 2004 IRS Form 990 has not 
appeared in the Guidestar database.  RFD has not provided a copy of the filing to Farm Journal in 
response to Farm Journal�s written demand under Section 6104(d) of the Internal Revenue Code. 
31

  RFD Comments at p. 4. 
32

  Farm Journal enclosed transcripts of these infomercials in Exhibit C of its Comments and 
provided video footage to the Commission on a DVD.  Farm Journal is aware of at least seven RFD 
Live-branded corporate infomercials that aired in the past five months (i.e., January 23, 2006; March 
13, 2006; March 20, 2006; March 27, 2006; April 10, 2006; April 24, 2006; and May 22, 2006). 
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hosted by 60 Minutes� regular hosts, are appropriate because numerous other 60 Minutes 
episodes offer news and public affairs content. 

 Myth:  Farm Journal�s claim that John Head, a Specialty Fertilizer Products dealer, was planted 
as a caller in its April 10, 2006 RFD Live Specialty Fertilizer Products infomercial was 
�unsubstantiated.�33 
Reality:  Exhibit C to the Farm Journal Comments, including the transcript, video footage, and 
declaration, provides ample substantiation for the fact that Mr. Head appeared as a caller to the 
show before RFD released the call-in number.  The timing of his bogus call (not to mention his 
conversation) with the hosts confirms that RFD or the corporate sponsor gave Mr. Head, who 
Farm Journal confirmed is an SFP dealer, an inside studio line before inviting the public to call. 

 Myth:  �Beginning last winter . . . RFD voluntarily took numerous steps to bolster its review 
process to ensure that all programming distributed on the network satisfies the underwriting 
requirements.�34 
Reality:  If RFD took any action to comply with the Congressional and Commission 
requirements, it was by no means �voluntary,� it was compelled by law as well as long overdue.  
The record here, however, is replete with transcripts and recordings of blatant commercial 
programming aired by RFD throughout the last several months. 

IV. The Commission Should Return the DBS Channels to Qualified Programmers. 

 A bona fide noncommercial, educational programmer easily could have, and surely would 

have, provided ample evidence demonstrating its eligibility for a DBS set-aside channel should any 

question have arisen about this important government benefit.  Such a programmer would not dismiss 

out-of-hand an extensive expert analysis of its last available tax return as �speculative.�  Instead, it 

would have rushed to remove any doubts by opening its financial records to an independent tax 

auditor who could attest to the programmer�s compliance with the applicable requirements for non-

profit entities.  A bona fide programmer also could have mustered the support of actual donors and 

sponsors, submitted transcripts and DVDs of noncommercial programming, provided evidence that 

its air time sales did no result in improper profit, and offered a full accounting of its programming 

through logs and other records.   

In contrast to a full, honest, decisive, and quick response to what may only be described as 

very serious facts, RFD ignored numerous opportunities to respond in any constructive manner for 

                                                   
33

  RFD Comments at p. 17, n. 24. 
34

  RFD Comments at p. 5. 



 

 11 

six months.  It instead dismissed the rising calls of concern, helped orchestrate an email scare 

campaign, attempted to deflect attention away from the real issue, withheld financial data, and 

propounded false representations and countless self-serving denials..   

Farm Journal submits that the truth can be determined simply enough by listening to what 

RFD is not saying.  If neither the Commission, nor DirecTV, nor EchoStar reasonably can rely on 

RFD to be honest about the past, surely none can rely on RFD to comply with the Congressional 

mandates going forward. 

V. Conclusion 

 Extensively detailed evidence provided by Farm Journal, as well as every Comment not 

authored or manufactured by RFD, compels the Commission to conclude that RFD is ineligible to 

provide programming on a DBS set-aside channel.  Indeed, not even DirecTV or EchoStar Satellite 

Corporation have opposed Farm Journal�s Petition.  The Commission therefore should investigate 

fully RFD�s representations to the Commission and the extent to which its actions and omissions are 

consistent with the unambiguous Congressional and Commission requirements.  Under no 

circumstances should the Commission consider, through the use of a consent decree or other 

mechanism, entrusting RFD to come into compliance at some point in the future with the 

requirements that it has wantonly and deliberately disregarded for five years.   

       Respectfully submitted, 

FARM JOURNAL, INC. 
        

By:  /s/ John R. Feore, Jr. 
 

John R. Feore, Jr. 
Kevin P. Latek  
Jeffrey J. Hunter 

       DOW LOHNES PLLC 
       1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W. 
       Washington, D.C.  20036 
       202-776-2000 
 
June 16, 2006      Its Attorneys 



 

 

Exhibit A 

 

RFD-TV Auction Programming Transcript Excerpts 
 
 
 
Superior Productions Horse Auction on RFD-TV May 27, 2006 total time 2 hours, 30 minutes 
 

[Intro & Setup] 

(voice of Ted Odle) � Folks, these are the gentleman that we�re working for today and their wives, 
as well.  On behalf of myself, Ted Odle, from Brush Colorado representing Superior Productions, 
we�re sure glad to be here.  We�ve got a lot of good horses to show you.  We�re not going to waste a 
lot of time telling you a bunch of stories that we don�t know anything about.  We�re going to move 
right through the sale.  I know before we get going, we would like - I know Cody [has] got a few 
things he would like to tell ya about the horses.  For those of you watching on RFD-TV, welcome.  
We�re glad to have you.  If you are a successful bidder today, Cody or Dawn, or somebody will be 
getting a hold of you.  Probably yet this afternoon or Monday or Tuesday on where to get your 
horses and things.  With no further ado, I�m gonna turn it over to Mr. Cody Cribbs and we�re going 
to get going here in just a few minutes.   

 

(Voice of Cody)   Thanks Duke.  Everybody, I appreciate you coming.  I just want to to say a few 
things.  We�ve had a lot of people call wondering about the freight and the hauling.  I did call a guy 
in Oklahoma City that works out of the Heritage sale up there and he said if you bought one horse 
and you wanted to haul one horse, it�d be $1.50 a mile.  But if you could get a set of horses together, 
it could go down to .65¢ per mile.  We�ll help you in any way, especially you people that are 
bidding on RFD-TV, we�ll keep these horses for you here and try to help you make arrangements 
to get �em hauled.  We�ll keep �em here for a week, 10 days till we can get you in a position so it 
doesn�t cost as much, wherever there�s a possibility we can make arrangements to cut that freight a 
lot � 

 

[Further intro] 

 

[Auction] 

 

  

 



 

 

Exhibit B 

 

RFD Communications, Inc. IRS Application for Recognition of Exemption Under  
Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Service Code (IRS Form 1023) (Nov. 11, 2000) 

 
 



























 

 

Exhibit C 

 

March/April 2006 Edition of RFD-TV: The Magazine  
 

Magazine cover, inside cover,  

schedule of Superior Auctions broadcasts on RFD, and mailing envelope  

 

 

 














