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ENFORCEMENT BUREAU'S
OPPOSITION TO RESPONSE TO SHOW CAUSE ORDER

1. The Chief~ Enforcemenl Bureau, by her attorney and pursuanllo William F.

Crl1Well, Order, FCC LOM·OS (rei. Sept. 23, 2010), hereby opposes Applkant's Respoll.'le To

Order To Show Cause, filed by William F. Crowell ("Cro....ell") on September 27, 2010

C"Response"). As discusilt"d below, the RespoIl5e fails ~o df:[[lon~trate why an ~bnse ofprocess

issue should not be added to this proceeding. To the contrary, 11 unquestionably demonsttates

thal the addilioll of such an issu~ ogainsl Crowell is menlecl.

2. On July 29, 2020, the Presiding Judge issued William F. Crowell, Mcmofllndum

Opiniou and Order, FCC lOM-04 (reI. July 29, 1010) C"MO&O"). The MO&O directed

Crowell TO show cause why an ubuse of process iS6llC should nol be added against him ill WS

proceeding. The Presidiug Judge proposed to an obuse ofprncess issue against Crowell becuuse

of "the offensive nature" of a prior Crowell pleading. I Theleofter, in apparent response La the

MO&O, Crowell filed a pleading: emiLled Applicant's RepJyto Order to Show Cause and

PeLiliou to Disqualify ALl on September 1., 2010. The Presiding Judge, howcyer, ~truck

L MO&O at I



Crowell's pleading 35 defective, and he direcled Crowell to file anclther pleading reSJXlnding 10

lhe MO&O by Seplember 23, 2010. See Willi"m F. C"rowell, Order, FCC 10M-07 (rel.

September 15, 201ll). Crowell snbsequenlly fil~d the inslant Response. l

3. Crowell's 30 page Re$ponse is nOI a cohesive documenllargeled al the issues

,:oll!ained In the MO&O. Instead il amowlls to a diatribe' condemning dIe actions orlhe

Presiding Jud!!-e. Bureau coun~~I, the Commission and its stlff. Withinjusl the first 17 pages,

Crowell CQmplairu; about his treatment by, and warnIlIg letter fl"Qm, a fonner Bureau employee;]

dispara~~ dIe Bureau for designating his application for hearing;' accuses the Pre~iding lndge

and Bureau coUD~el of telling "Ije~; ,,; complains abom threats from the Pre.\"iding Judge;' and

criticizes and belittles lhe Pre~iding Judge and his decisious? Rath~r than addressing the

Presiding Judge's proposal eO add an abll.'!e of process ISSl.rejiJr conduct during fhis proceeding,

C'n'well injects unrelated IIl"guments regarding Ill~ Commission's character JXllicy,' variolls

Constitutional is~ues,9 hean~y e~ idence, 10 interrogatory objection~,11 me admis!libility at the

, Although Crowell "·..,ailed a cow;te,y copy his Re<pon,e tI;J Bureau coumel on SepI.mber 21, 2010, bi. R.<,p.:on.o
"'... nol "filed" with the Office ofthe Secrelar) unlLl S.p~mber 27, 20 10, fuur daYI afte' th. dUl> d~ "l'ecified by
lhe Pre,iding Judge, Crowell's failure m iiI< I,i' pl<&iing on tim. i' further eviden~ "I ~i. inal>ihly m comply wilh
fund"",enHU directive"

'See, e,g., Re.p""se .,7·9.

• See, e.g., Re.p<IIlse",~. Tho BlI(eau nore, 1l1a1 il did U"'- de.iy-aTe hi' "os. ror hearing.

, S"" r.g., Re,p<>"",,.t 10.

'See, e.g., R~p""-'e at 12.

'See, .'.iI., R""pon,e "'- 13.14, 16-17,

's••.•. g., Re,pon,e 01 18.

• See, e,g., R!:<POtL'le ot21.

to See, e,g" Relpon,. iJt 22.

11 See, e,g., Re'ponse'" n



hellIing of vMious t)Jli'S of evidence, II the law regarding oll-wr recordings, j] the law regllIding

indecency,1< llIId travel "junkets" hl' II. former Commi8sioll employee. 15

4. To the e71lcnt Crowell makes any llIgumenls at all J'dating to ahuse ofprocess, his

arguments are llletitJess. There is no h1l.!lis for Crowell's claim thal the Commission has no

appllcahle .lhuse ofprocess policy and that the Presiding Iudge is "simply trying to collcod an

'abuse ofpmcess' viol~tionfmm nothing.,,]1 Ahuse ofprocess has been defined by !he

Comm;.~~i[>n as "the use of a Commission process, procedure or rule to achieve II result which

lJuIt pf'O<:.i's<, procedure Of ru Ie was not designed or illtellded to achieve or, alternatively. use of

such pmecss, procedure, or rule in amannet which subvert~ the underlying intended purpose of

thal process, procedure, or ruk.·'" Th!J1 definilion erlcapsulates Crowell's .:onducl throughoul

~':t.is proceeding. He has mis.:haracterizro facts in oroer to misleud the Presiding Jndge;!! has

made an unw.:lfTllIlted llIld \lnsucce~sful attempt to hltvc Bull'<lu counsel and the Bureau Chief

sanctioned; 19 has filed multiple frivolous and WlIIuthorized pleadings, :w Ita>; misrepresented the

" S••, ~,g., ffipon," a124,

"Sec. e.g., R<.pon,e or 2~.

"See, e.g., Response 01 26.

"See, e.g., Re.'pOU/le 8' 18.

" Re,poo.o 0127,

17 In,~ ,~pp{;culian'J q(Hig" Pl"i,... Wirele",. LP., Melll<Jf8ndum Opinion ""d 0rtIu M Reeul"i,j.,,,,tion, J~ FCC
Red 4260, 4623 (2000) (''H'~ Plains"), S•• ,,1"0 R"udiJIg Bro"dc"'ling, IfIC" Inidal Dec;'ion, 16 fCC R.cd 8309,
~382 (200 J){citillg Br,JaJc",r Renewal ApplicalOl', 3 FCC Rcd ~ )70, n.2 (J 988)). Abuse ofproce"ltlll been
"PpHed IO non-!>,,,,,dcos, mott." '"d' as Ibi> on~, See H;gh Plu;,,,, I; FCC Red at ~630, lu or. lIJjudio;;atory
proceedillg, • """elusion Ihat abllse of I'wee.. hOj O<:CllITed requin>, a speeific fmdin!; of .husive irrtenl See
Appllcrliio" ofb""'v;l!e S.lyw....", Inc.. M<JlWl1Iudll>H Opinion OlId Order, 7 fCC Red 1699, n.l 0 (1992).

"See. ~,g., Ihe di>Cll«ion ofOowell', stll",mento WN.1ioed in Enl<m:en,.,,1 Bur"au', Re'pollBe To OpIX""i"n To
N"n"" ofDeposi,)on, file<! September 24, 2010.

" Se. uM.er w Willillm F. Crowen fr(nJl J""l KaufmolJl, AssodalJl G""o,al C"",,-seJ, om"" ofll.., General Coun...l,
Fedoral Comn",nica,;olL' Bnre,u, dated lul,' J J, 2009 {denyin!; ClOW.Jj'. "mo~iou '" cens...e, <'-"pend or di,b..
Enl.,noen",nt BurMU allomey. lVi' Monreillt, Rebecea Hinolj .ud Judy Lane'Sler punollDllo 47 C.F.R. § 1.24";.

.. .1'• ., .,g, the Bureau', di<ea,,(on ofMe sueh pIM~i.'Ig lllllt is coorained in the lluteaa's Motion To SlJike
Unalllhmiz:ed Pleoding. med Sepremher 28, 2010.

3



law:l and h& included perwnally insulting and inappropriate rh<llori~.12 His pwpo8e appe:rtli lo

be lo delay !he Dormal, orderly, pro~esses of this proceeding; 10 undermille the resolution of litis

case; Ie confuse and unne.cOMliwily complicate ~'J.e issue~; and lo al;>use and harass the Presiding

Jvdge and Commis~jon siaff.

5. Crowell atIemPb lo defend his conduct by arguing th&! his statemen!ll have

«merely repl'esenled ~] good-faith attempt to comply with Rule 1.17 by being completdy

candid and honest with the Commission and the ALl and not to omit any materiul

informalion."n While Section 1.17 of the Commi~sion>srule~ requires truthful and cllIIdid

resp.:llI~es to Commi~ion inquirie~, it does not ~,ompelCroweU to repeated1y inject defomoiDry

insults ;n'" !his proceeding. The conduct that Crowell attemp!ll to excuse includes falsely

.ccusing the Pre~iding Judge and COiMlission staffofmi.conduct, immoral chararter and

incompetence; and calling the Pcc~iding Judge. llII'1ong other lhing~. a Jiar." a pansy,13 a si$Sy,U

" s••~ ._!! .R...po.... or 10-12 (orS"illlllhor seal,", 1.17 ol'lhe CoD1Jtl;..ion'. "'leo! ""luh--.d Cro_lllo include all
of tho Ib.,j"" 'taletnonl> conuin.d in his pleadingl),

"S••,. '.K.,Re'pOD" p=ilft.

"~sp"n.",,, 12

,. See Appl;o""t'. Reply To O,d.,. To SI>ow Cause And P,rihen To D;squalify AU, filed on Sopll'o,ber :ii. 2D to
("Repl/").t29, ll,32.

"Soc Reply at 8, 9.

JDSeeReply .. 7.9.

"SeeRoplyoI19,30.

" See hply .132.

"s.. hply iii 7,8. 16, 19, 22.

"S.. Replylli7,10

" S.. I(eply ar31.

" S.., Reply or 21-27, 19> 31, JS,

II See Reply iii 22, 32.

l4 S.. l(eply.1 B
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·1" ); .. ~ d"b" _,J7 ""A' _Ali· J9· 4(1 d d·" fsupercllOus, lDlSImorme, l:1Scu, preJl1Ulct:U, IlDlflllrure, lIlS<lcure, con e.c<:n mg, 0

bad chamcler,42 and without cajones.o

6. Crowdl is an attorney. By a'ly measure, he know~ or .bould know that his

conduct is reprehensible and tJlJt his reliance on Section 1.17 all a b3sis for roiling such

reference~ in a Commission heMing proceeding has no ruli<Jtlal ballis. His cornrnent5 are eTUde

and offensive, ~nd his conduct ill this proceeding Ihus far hII5 been patently abush'e."

7. For lhe foregoing reallons, the SilIcau does not believe thllt Crowell h3-~

ad~ualely demoIlStnlted why the Pr~$iding Judge should not add [1l\ ubuse of process issue

dgaillSt him.

Rtspeetfully 5ubmitled,
P. Michd~ Ellison
Chiet; Enforcement Bureau

~~~$o/
~~s~~~nsand Hearing Division

Enforcement Bureau

Federal Commwlicalions Conunis~iou
445 Ii" Street, S.W., Room. 4-C330
W8~hiJlgton, D.C. 20554
(202)418-1420

October 4, 2010

" S"" ~ply at 19

"See Reply 01 23

"See Replyo! 11, 19, J 1

"50. R.ply a, 17, 19, J L

" See Reply at 8

"S~~ Rrply al 19.

4. See Reply,l 19,

"See ~ply" 16,30.3),

., See :Reply oJ B

"" Ther_ Mso is no boo;, for Crowell's c1,i .. lh.u I... i, somehow irnmunt from 011 a"o,e ofprO"'" issue beOll",e his
pl.odings .nd ,lIIlem.nlO ore protected fllld privil''led under lbe F;fih Amtndm,~llc lbe Dnlled Scare.'! Constitution,
mpon.>e 0128,

,



C~RTlFICATE OF SERVlCE

I, Judy L~n,1bler, an atlorney in the ElIfo;>rcement Bureau's Inveslig;ili(ll]~ ill]d Hearings

Division, hereby c~rtify Ilwt on this 4th day ofO~lober, 2010, lrue ill]d correct copies of tile

foregoillg document, ENFORC~M~NTBIJREAU'S OPPOSITION TO RESPONSE TO

SHOW CAUS~ORDER, were served via first-class mail, po~lage prepaid, or hand delh'ery.

and by email npon the foJlowing:

William F. Crowell
11 10 Pleasant Valley Road
Diamond Springs, CA 95619-9221
Email to: retroguybilly,'W gmaiLcom

Chief Administrarive Law Judge Richard L. Sippel
Federal CornmunicmiolL'l Corrunission
44512"' STreet, S.W., Suite I-C768
Wa~biDglon,D.C. 20054
Emni, to: Mary,Go~se@fcc.l!0v

i?f~/~.. udy Lancaster


