
F
ederal C

om
m

unications C
om

m
ission

W
ashington, D

.C
.

2
0

5
5

4

D
an J. A

lpert, E
sq.

T
he L

aw
 O

ffice of D
an J. A

lpert
2120 N

orth 21st R
oad

A
rlington, V

A
 22201

M
s. M

ichelle B
radley

R
E

C
 N

etw
orks

11541 R
iverton W

harf R
oad

M
ardela Springs, M

D
 21837

M
r. Jeff Shaw

C
om

m
on Frequency, Inc.

P.O
. B

ox 4301
D

avis, C
A

95616

A
ugust 24, 2016

In
 R

ep
ly

R
efer to

:
1 800B

3-A
T

S

In re:
N

orth San A
ntonio C

om
m

unity R
adio

N
E

W
-L

P
, San A

ntonio, T
X

Facility ID
 N

o.
194556

File N
o. B

N
PL

-20131 1 12A
H

O

C
olum

bia H
ispanic E

ducation
Fam

ily Fundation
N

E
W

-L
P, C

olum
bia, SC

Facility ID
 N

o.
197568

File N
o. B

N
PL

-20131 1 14A
PY

South M
cA

llen H
ispanic E

ducation
Fam

ily Fundation
N

E
W

-L
P

, M
cA

llen, T
X

Facility ID
 N

o.
197533

File N
o. B

N
PL

-20131 1 15A
FM

South Jacksonville C
om

m
unity R

adio
N

E
W

-L
P

, Jacksonville, FL
Facility ID

 N
o. 194268

File N
o. B

N
PL

-201 3111 2B
D

Z

G
ary H

ispanic C
om

m
unity R

adio
N

E
W

-L
P, G

ary, IN
Facility ID

 N
o. 193842

File N
o. B

N
PL

-20 13111 2A
FY



N
orth L

ongview
 H

ispanic E
ducation

F
am

ily F
undation

N
E

W
-L

P
, L

ongview
, T

X
F

acility
D

 N
o
.

197552
F

ile N
o. B

N
P

L
-20131 1 15A

N
A

W
ichita F

alls H
ispanic A

m
erican

F
am

ily F
undation

N
E

W
-L

P
, W

ichita F
alls, T

X
F

acility ID
 N

o.
195666

F
ile N

o. B
N

P
L

-20131 1 14A
P

B

S
outh V

ictoria H
ispanic E

ducation
F

am
ily F

undation
N

E
W

-L
P

, V
ictoria, T

X
F

acility ID
 N

o.
197550

F
ile N

o. B
N

P
L

-20131115A
1B

D
ear C

ounsel, M
s. B

radley, and M
r. S

haw
:

P
etitions for R

econsideration, Inform
al

O
bjections, and P

etitions to D
eny

W
e have before us the P

etitions for R
econsideration (collectively, P

etitions) filed by N
orth S

an
A

ntonio C
om

m
unity R

adio (N
S

A
C

R
), C

olum
bia H

ispanic E
ducation F

am
ily F

undation (C
H

E
F

F
), S

outh
M

cA
llen H

ispanic E
ducational F

am
ily F

undation (S
M

H
E

F
F

), S
outh Jacksonville C

om
m

unity R
adio

(S
JC

R
), G

ary H
ispanic C

om
m

unity R
adio (G

H
C

R
), N

orth L
ongview

 H
ispanic E

ducation F
am

ily
F

undation (N
L

H
E

F
F

), W
ichita F

alls H
ispanic

A
m

erican F
am

ily F
undation (W

F
H

A
F

F
), and S

outh
V

ictoria H
ispanic E

ducation F
am

ily F
undation (S

V
H

E
F

F
) (collectively, A

pplicants),' w
hich seek

reconsideration of various M
edia B

ureau (B
ureau) decisions2 dism

issing the above-referenced
applications for construction perm

its for new
 L

P
F

M
 stations (respectively, N

S
A

C
R

 A
pplication, C

H
E

F
F

A
pplication, S

M
H

E
F

F
 A

pplication, S
JC

R
 A

pplication, G
H

C
R

 A
pplication, N

L
H

E
F

F
 A

pplication,
W

W
F

H
A

F
F

 A
pplication, and S

V
H

E
F

F
 A

pplication; collectively, A
pplications). W

e also have before us
the Inform

al O
bjection filed by R

E
C

 (R
E

C
 O

bjection), and the P
etition to D

eny filed by C
om

m
on

F
requency (C

F
 P

etition).3 F
or the reasons set forth below

, w
e grant the P

etitions, reinstate the
A

pplications, deny the R
E

C
 O

bjection, deny the C
F

 P
etition, and grant the A

pplications.

'N
SC

A
R

, C
H

E
FF, SM

H
E

FF, SJC
R

, and G
H

C
R

F filed their petitions for reconsideration on A
pril 4, 2016 (A

pril
Petitions).

R
E

C
 N

etw
orks (R

E
C

) filed oppositions to the A
pril P

etitions on A
pril 12, 2016. N

SC
A

R
, C

H
E

FF,
SM

H
E

FF, SJC
R

, and G
H

C
R

F filed replies on M
ay 9, 2016. N

L
H

E
FF, W

FH
A

FF, and V
H

E
FF filed their petitions

for reconsideration on M
ay 3, 2016. N

o opposition w
as filed to these petitions.

2
See N

orth San A
ntonio C

om
m

unity R
adio,

L
etter O

rder, R
ef l800B

3-A
T

S (M
B

 M
ar. 1, 2016);

C
olum

bia H
ispanic

E
ducation F

am
ily F

undation,
L

etter O
rder, R

ef 1800B
3-A

T
S (M

B
 M

ar. 1, 2016);
South M

cA
llen H

ispanic
E

ducational F
am

ily F
undation (M

B
 M

ar. 1, 2016);
South Jacksonville C

om
m

unity R
adio,

L
etter O

rder (M
B

 M
ar. 1,

2016); G
ary

H
ispanic C

om
m

unity R
adio,

L
etter O

rder, R
ef 1 800B

3-A
T

S (M
B

 M
ar 1, 2016);

N
orth L

ongview
H

ispanic E
ducation F

am
ily F

undation,
L

etter O
rder, R

ef 1800B
3-A

T
S (M

B
 M

ar. 30, 2016);
W

ichita Falls H
ispanic

A
m

erican F
am

ily F
undation,

L
etter O

rder, R
ef 1800B

3-A
T

S (M
B

 M
ar. 31, 2016);

South V
ictoria H

ispanic
E

ducation Fam
ily Fundation, L

etter O
rder, R

ef 1 800B
3-A

T
S (M

B
 M

ar. 30, 2016) (collectively,
D

ism
issal L

etters).

T
he R

E
C

 O
bjection w

as filed on D
ecem

ber 2, 2013, against all the A
pplications. T

he C
F P

etition w
as filed on

January 9, 2014, against the SJC
R

 A
pplication and the N

L
H

E
FF A

pplication. N
o opposition w

as filed to these
pleadings.

2



B
ack

grou
n

d
.

T
he A

pplications w
ere filed during the 2013 L

P
F

M
 filing w

indow
 and all

identified A
ntonio C

esar G
uel (G

uel) as the certifying engineer.4 T
he R

E
C

 O
bjection w

as filed against
245

applications for w
hich G

uel served as the certifying engineer. R
E

C
 argues that all

245
of these

ap
p

licatio
n

s-in
clu

d
in

g
 th

e A
p

p
licatio

n
s referen

ced
 in

 th
is letter-w

ere n
o

t filed
 b

y
 th

e A
p

p
lican

ts
them

selves but rather by G
uel and H

ispanic C
hristian C

om
m

unity N
etw

ork, Inc., the licensee of several
L

P
T

V
 stations and of w

hich G
uel is the P

resident.5 R
E

C
 notes that the A

pplications contain identical
educational statem

ents that do not reference the local com
m

unity.6 R
E

C
 also notes that certain

A
pplications w

ere filed sequentially in alphabetical order, that all the A
pplications provided G

uel's
telephone num

ber and e-m
ail address, and that all the A

pplicants w
ere incorporated in T

exas w
ithin

several days of each other, even though not all of the A
pplicants are based in T

exas.7 F
inally, R

E
C

argues that som
e states w

here the A
pplicants propose to operate have restrictions on non-profits

incorporated in other states operating w
ithin the state.8

T
he C

F
 O

bjection w
as filed against 63 applications that identified M

r. G
uel as their engineer. It

raises argum
ents sim

ilar to those raised in the R
E

C
 O

bjection: that the A
pplications "use the boiler-plate

form
s, uniform

 descriptions of purpose and uniform
 purpose of entity throughout" and all identify G

uel as
their registered agent and provide his contact inform

ation.9 C
F

 also argues that the A
pplicants' non-profit

status "is sham
" because their A

rticles allow
 "any director [to] be com

pensated for proselytizing or
fo

r
alm

ost any other activity."0
C

F
 also opines that it is questionable w

hether the applicants have obtained
reasonable assurance of site availability at the tow

ers identified in the A
pplications."

In F
ebruary and M

arch of 2016, the B
ureau contacted the ow

ners of the properties identified by
the A

pplicants as their headquarters to determ
ine w

hether the A
pplicants w

ere in fact headquartered at
that location. E

ach property ow
ner indicated that the A

pplicants w
ere not located at the address specified

in the A
pplications.

A
ccordingly, in the

D
ism

issal L
etters

the B
ureau dism

issed the A
pplications on the

grounds that the A
pplicants had failed to dem

onstrate that they w
ere local organizations according to

S
ection

73.853(b)
of the F

C
C

's rules (R
ules).'2

In the P
etitions, the A

pplicants argue that the B
ureau erred in dism

issing the A
pplications

because the
D

ism
issal L

etters
relied on

ex parte
in

fo
rm

atio
n

-sp
ecifically

 telep
h

o
n

e co
n

v
ersatio

n
s

B
ureau staff had w

ith the ow
ners of the headquarter sites-that w

as not presented to the A
pplicants.'3

T
he P

etitions further note that the A
pplicants have all filed am

endm
ents to identify new

 addresses for

"A
pplications at Section V

I, P
reparer's C

ertification.

R
E

C
 O

bjection at 1.

6Id.
at 2. T

he educational statem
ents are included as E

xhibit 2 in each A
pplication.

71d
at 3.

Id.
at 3. T

he R
E

C
 O

bjection also raises specific allegations about certain applications not subject to this letter.
Id.

at 3-4.

C
F

 P
etition at 2-4.

'°Id
.

at4
.

"
Id

.
at

5.

12
47 C

FR
 §73.853(b).

13
Petitions at 4-8.

A
dditionally, counsel for the N

SC
A

R
, C

H
E

FF, SM
H

E
FF, SJC

R
, and G

H
C

R
F raised this

argum
ent in a letter to the O

ffice of G
eneral C

ounsel. L
etter from

 D
an J. A

lpert, E
sq., to O

ffice of G
eneral C

ounsel
(Jun. 2, 2016).

3



their headquarters and board m
em

bers, and that the A
pplications should thus be reinstated

nunc pro
tune.'4

R
E

C
 argues that the A

pplications should not be reinstated because the A
pplications had been

pending for 30 m
onths at the tim

e they w
ere dism

issed, and any errors in the A
pplicants' addresses

should have been corrected prior to that tim
e.'5 R

E
C

 further argues that
C

alv
ary

 C
h

ap
elis inapplicable in

this case because that case involved revising "cookie cutter" educational narratives included in m
ultiple

applications to dem
onstrate that the applicants w

ere in fact independent local entities, w
hereas the

am
endm

ents filed by the A
pplicants changes the addresses they provided in both their A

pplications and
their corporate filings w

ith the State of T
exas

R
E

C
 finally argues that

nunc pro tune
reinstatem

ent is
inappropriate here because the policy w

as m
eant to benefit applicants w

ho are unfam
iliar w

ith the
C

om
m

ission's application requirem
ents and the A

pplicants w
ere represented by an experienced

engineering consultant and legal counsel.'7

D
iscussion.

P
etitions.

T
he C

om
m

ission w
ill consider a petition for reconsideration only w

hen
the petitioner show

s either
a

m
aterial error in the C

om
m

ission's original order or raises new
 facts or

changed circum
stances not know

n or existing at the tim
e of the petitioner's last opportunity to present

such m
atters.18

T
he B

ureau staff's telephone conversations w
ith the property ow

ners w
ere exem

pt
ex parte

presentations, inasm
uch as they w

ere requested by the staff during the course of an investigation.'9
H

ow
ever, w

e agree w
ith the A

pplicants that, although the substance of these conversation w
ere properly

received on an
ex parte

basis, they should have been-but w
ere not-prom

ptly presented to the
A

pplicants.20
A

ccordingly, w
e w

ill grant the Petitions to the extent that they argue that the B
ureau erred

in relying on these
ex

p
arte

com
m

unications in dism
issing the A

pplications.
M

oreover, the am
endm

ents
to the A

pplications have elim
inated the underlying localism

 defect.

W
e disagree w

ith R
E

C
's argum

ent that the A
pplications cannot be reinstated

nunc pro tune.
T

he
C

om
m

ission allow
s tim

ely curative am
endm

ents except w
here such a cure is precluded by a specific rule

or by clearly established policy.2' T
here is no such clearly-established policy prohibiting an L

P
FM

 from
applicant from

 identifying a new
 address for its headquarters or board m

em
bers and the L

PFM
 m

inor
change rule perm

its such address changes.22 A
s a m

atter of due process, w
e cannot treat the apparently

14
Petitions at 2-3 (citing

C
alvary C

hapel W
indw

ard,
L

etter O
rder, 20 FC

C
 R

cd 12357, 12360 (M
B

 2005)
(C

alvary
C

hapel). S
ee also C

om
m

ission S
tates F

uture P
olicy on Incom

plete and P
atently D

efective A
M

 and F
M

 C
onstruction

Penn it A
pplications,

Public N
otice,

56
R

R
 2d 776 (1984)

(N
unc Pro T

une
Public N

otice).
'

O
pposition at 3.

'61d.
at4.

'71d.
at

4-5.

1847
C

FR
 § 1.106(c);

W
W

IZ
, Inc.,

M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 37 FC

C
685,

686, para. 2 (1964),
aff'd sub

nom
. L

orain Journal C
o. v. F

C
C

,
351 F.2d 824 (D

.C
. C

ir.
1965), cert. denied,

397 U
.S. 967 (1966);

B
oard of

T
rustees, D

avis
&

 E
lkins C

ollege,
M

em
orandum

 and O
rder, 26 FC

C
 R

cd
15555, 1556,

para. 5 (M
B

 2011).
19

See 47
C

FR
 § 1.1204(a)(10).

20
See id.

at § 1.1204(a)(10)(ii).

21
See C

om
m

ission States Future P
olicy on Incom

plete and P
atently D

efective A
M

 and FM
 C

onstruction P
erm

it
A

pplications,Public N
otice,

56
R

R
 2d 776 (1984).

22
See 47

C
FR

 § 73.870(c)(5) (acceptable m
inor change am

endm
ents include "[o]ther changes in general andlor

legal inform
ation").

C
om

pare C
hristian C

harities D
eliverance C

hurch,M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 30 FC

C

4



erroneous addresses in the A
pplications as a fatal defect w

ithout having given the A
pplicants prior notice

of such a policy.23 A
dditionally, R

E
C

 does not cite to any cases-and w
e are not aw

are of any-w
here

the B
ureau or the C

om
m

ission has lim
ited the

N
unc P

ro T
une

Public N
otice to applicants w

ithout an
engineering consultant or legal counsel. A

ccordingly, w
e w

ill accept the curative am
endm

ents, reinstate
the A

pplications
nunc pro tune,

and consider the pleadings filed against them
.

R
E

C
 O

bjection and C
F

 P
etition.

Pursuant to Section 309(d) of the C
om

m
unications A

ct of 1934,
as am

ended (A
ct),24 petitions to deny and inform

al objections m
ust provide properly supported allegations

of fact that, if true, w
ould establish a substantial and m

aterial question of fact that grant of the application
w

ould be
p

rim
a facie

inconsistent w
ith the public interest.25

W
e rej ect the argum

ents that the A
pplications should be dism

issed because of their sim
ilarities to

each other or other applications filed by G
uel as a consultant. R

E
C

 and C
F have failed to show

 that the
A

pplicants have any actual affiliation beyond sim
ilar nam

es, nor have they dem
onstrated that they are

com
m

only controlled. Sim
ilarities in applications do not dem

onstrate com
m

on control of the
applications 26

A
dditionally, the com

m
on contact representative identified in the A

pplications-G
uel--is

an engineering consultant.
W

e have previously noted that it is com
m

on for m
ultiple applicants to have

the sam
e engineering consultant,27.and m

any applicants w
ill list their counsel or engineering consultants

as their contact representatives.
W

e also reject R
E

C
's argum

ent involving the sequential nature of the
filing of the A

pplications or the A
pplicants' incorporation in T

exas. T
hese m

atters are attributable to the
A

pplicants' utilization of a com
m

on consultant and present no violation of any C
om

m
ission rule or

policy.

W
e also reject R

E
C

's argum
ent that w

e should dism
iss any applications for failure to com

ply
w

ith a state's foreign corporation rule. T
he C

om
m

ission generally w
ill not deny an application for a

broadcast facility based on a licensee's or perm
ittee's non-com

pliance w
ith state corporate law

 "w
hen no

challenge has been m
ade in the State C

ourts and the determ
ination is one that is m

ore appropriately a
m

atter of state resolution."28
W

e likew
ise reject C

F
's argum

ent that the S
JC

R
's and the N

L
H

E
F

F
's non-

R
cd 10548, 10550-51, para. 8 (2015) (Section 73.870(c) prohibits curative am

endm
ents to L

PFM
 applications

lacking second-adjacent channel
spacing w

aivers);
A

pplications for R
eview

 of D
ecisions R

egarding Six A
pplications

for N
ew

 L
P

FM
 Stations,

M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 28 FC

C
 R

cd 13390, 13400 n.88 (2013) (lack of
reasonable assurance of transm

itter site not cured by am
endm

ent speciiing new
 transm

itter site).
23

See T
rinity B

road. of Fla., Inc. v. FC
C

,
211 F.3d 618, 632 (D

.C
. C

ir. 2000).

24 47 U
.S.C

. § 309(d).

25
See, e.g.,

W
W

O
R

-T
V

, Inc.,M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 6 FC

C
 R

cd 193, 197 n.10 (1990),affd sub nom
.

G
arden S

tate B
road. L

.P
. v. F

C
C

,
996 F. 2d 386 (D

.C
. C

ir. 1993),
rehearing denied

(Sep. 10, 1993);
G

encom
, Inc.

v.F
C

C
,

832 F.2d 171, 181 (D
.C

. C
ir. 1987);

A
rea C

hristian T
elevision, Inc.,

M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 60

R
R

 2d 862, 864, para. 6 (1986) (petitions to deny and inform
al objections m

ust contain adequate and specific factual
allegations sufficient to w

arrant the relief requested).

26M
1 Z

ion E
duc. A

ssoc.,
L

etter O
rder, 25 FC

C
 R

cd 15088, 15091-92 (M
B

 2010) (sim
ilarities in applications

prepared by a third-party--such as being filed the sam
e day, using the sam

e engineer, having sim
ilar exhibits-do

not dem
onstrate com

m
on control of applicants). A

dditionally, all of the A
pplicants have am

ended their applications
to provide revised and unique educational narratives.

27
E

ternal W
ord T

elevision N
etw

ork, Inc.,
L

etter O
rder, 24 FC

C
 R

cd 4691, 4692 (M
B

 2009).
28

A
bundant L

?fe, Inc.,M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 16 FC

C
 R

cd 4972, 4974, para. 8 (2001);
A

spen FM
, Inc.,

M
em

orandum
 O

pinion and O
rder, 12 FC

C
 R

cd 17852, 17855, para. 10 (1997).

5



profit status "is sham
." C

F has m
ade no show

ing that these applicants w
ere im

properly incorporated or
are otherw

ise not recognized by the State of T
exas.29

Finally, w
e give no w

eight to C
F ' s argum

ent that the SJC
R

 and the N
L

H
E

FF m
ay have lacked

site availability.
T

his argum
ent is entirely based on speculation, and C

F does not identify a single
application that actually apparently lacked site availability, nor does C

F provide docum
entation to support

its argum
ent. A

ccordingly, w
e w

ill deny the R
FC

 O
bjection and the C

F P
etition, and grant the

A
pplications.

C
onclusion/A

ction.
A

ccordingly, IT
 IS O

R
D

E
R

E
D

 that the Petitions for R
econsideration filed

on A
pril 4, 2016, by N

orth San A
ntonio C

om
m

unity R
adio, C

olum
bia H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily
Fundation, South M

cA
llen H

ispanic E
ducational Fam

ily Fundation, South Jacksonville C
om

m
unity

R
adio and G

ary H
ispanic C

om
m

unity R
adio and the Petitions for R

econsideration filed on M
ay 3, 2016,

by W
ichita Falls H

ispanic A
m

erican Fam
ily Fundation, South V

ictoria H
ispanic E

ducation Fam
ily

Fundation, and N
orth L

ongview
 H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation A
R

E
 G

R
A

N
T

E
D

 T
O

 T
H

E
E

X
T

E
N

T
 IN

D
IC

A
T

E
D

 H
E

R
E

IN
.

IT
 IS FU

R
T

H
E

R
 O

R
D

E
R

E
D

 that the Infonnal O
bjection filed on D

ecem
ber 2, 2013, by R

E
C

N
etw

orks IS D
E

N
IE

D
, w

ith respect to the applications filed by N
orth San A

ntonio C
om

m
unity R

adio,
C

olum
bia H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation, South M
cA

llen H
ispanic E

ducational Fam
ily

Fundation, South Jacksonville C
om

m
unity R

adio, G
ary H

ispanic C
om

m
unity R

adio, W
ichita Falls

H
ispanic

A
m

erican Fam
ily Fundation, South V

ictoria H
ispanic E

ducation Fam
ily Fundation, and N

orth
L

ongview
 H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation.

IT
 IS FU

R
T

H
E

R
 O

R
D

E
R

E
D

 that the Petition to D
eny filed on January 9, 2014, by C

om
m

on
Frequency IS D

E
N

IE
D

, w
ith respect to the applications filed by South Jacksonville C

om
m

unity R
adio

and N
orth L

ongview
 H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation.

IT
 IS FU

R
T

H
E

R
 O

R
D

E
R

E
D

 that the applications of N
orth San A

ntonio C
om

m
unity R

adio (File
N

o. B
N

P
L

-20131112A
H

O
), C

olum
bia H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation (File N
o. B

N
P

L
-

201311 14A
PY

), South M
cA

llen H
ispanic E

ducation Fam
ily Fundation (File N

o. B
N

PL
-20131 1

15A
F

M
),

South Jacksonville C
om

m
unity R

adio (File N
o. B

N
PL

-20 13111 2B
D

Z
), G

ary H
ispanic C

om
m

unity R
adio

(File N
o. B

N
PL

-20 13111 2A
FY

), N
orth L

ongview
 H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation (File N
o.

B
N

P
L

-20131115A
N

A
), W

ichita Falls H
ispanic

A
m

erican Fam
ily Fundation (File N

o. B
N

PL
-

2013111 4A
PB

), and South V
ictoria H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation (File N
o. B

N
PL

-
201311 15A

IB
) A

R
E

 R
E

T
U

R
N

E
D

 T
O

 PE
N

D
IN

G
 ST

A
T

U
S and A

R
E

 G
R

A
N

T
E

D
.

Sincerely,

Peter H
. D

oyle
C

hief, A
udio D

ivision
M

edia B
ureau

29
C

om
pare M

alibu FM
 E

m
ergency and C

m
ty. B

road., Inc.,
M

em
orandum

 O
pinion and O

rder, 30 FC
C

 R
cd

7705
(2015) (affirm

ing dism
issal of L

PFM
 applicant that had not com

pleted incorporation process w
ith State of C

alifornia
at the tim

e it filed its application);
R

obert L
und,

L
etter O

rder, 30 FC
C

 R
cd 14367 (M

B
 2015) (affirm

ing dism
issal of

L
PFM

 applications w
here O

regon D
epartm

ent of Justice determ
ined applicants w

ere not properly incorporated).
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cc:

	

M
r. A

ntonio C
esar G

uel
2605 H

yacinth D
rive

M
esquite, T

X
 75181

M
r. Joaquin M

artinez
N

orth San A
ntonio C

om
m

unity R
adio

702 D
onaldson A

venue
San A

ntonio, T
X

 78201

M
r. Fausto G

utierres
C

olum
bia H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation
108 R

aym
ond C

ircle
L

exington, SC
 29072

M
r. R

andy T
ones

South M
cA

llen H
ispanic E

ducation Fam
ily Fundation

7001 N
orth 10

M
cA

llen, T
X

 78504

M
r. Isac R

ios
South Jacksonville C

om
m

unity R
adio

1140 K
ingsley A

venue
O

range Park, FL
 32073

M
r. Israel C

orrea
G

ary H
ispanic C

om
m

unity R
adio

5929 Stone A
venue

Portage,N
 46368

M
r. B

ernardo V
era

N
orth L

ongview
 H

ispanic E
ducation Fam

ily Fundation
904 H

arm
on D

rive
L

ongview
, T

X
 75602

M
s. M

irna L
. M

orales
W

ichita Falls H
ispanic A

m
erican Fam

ily Fundation
6007 V

an D
orn D

rive
W

ichita Falls, T
X

 76310

M
s. E

rnestina G
om

ez
South V

ictoria H
ispanic E

ducation Fam
ily Fundation

1110 E
 G

uadalupe Street
V

ictoria, T
X

 77901
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