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By the Commission:
1.
We have before us an Application for Review (AFR) filed by Sound of Hope Radio NFP
(SOH), the permittee of new low power FM (LPFM) station WQEG-LP, Chicago, Illinois.1 SOH seeks
review of the dismissal by the Media Bureau (Bureau), as repetitious, of SOH’s April 2, 2016, Petition for
Reconsideration of the Bureau’s dismissal of SOH’s earlier January 7, 2015 Petition for Reconsideration
and Rescission.2 The Bureau had dismissed the earlier petition, concluding that SOH had failed to
demonstrate good cause for its failure to have participated earlier in the subject proceeding.3
2.
By way of background, on November 14, 2013, SOH, Urbanmedia One (UM) and
Morton College (Morton) each filed a mutually exclusive application for a new LPFM construction
permit.4 On September 5, 2014, the Commission issued a Public Notice announcing that the three
applicants were equally qualified, tied with the same number of comparative points awarded, and
therefore joint tentative selectees in Group 152. The three applicants were provided 90 days within which
to negotiate and submit a time-share agreement and/or to eliminate their mutual exclusivity by major
amendments to their technical proposals.5 On December 2, 2014, UM and Morton filed a time-share
agreement that allowed them to aggregate their comparative points to make their combined proposals
comparatively superior to that of SOH alone.6 Accordingly, on December 4, 2014, the Bureau granted
construction permits to UM (for WJPC-LP, Chicago, IL) and to Morton (for WZQC-LP, Cicero, IL) and
dismissed the SOH application.7 After SOH filed a major site change amendment to its application on
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December 8, 2014, to eliminate its conflict with UM’s WJPC-LP and become a “singleton,” the Bureau
reinstated and granted the SOH application on January 14, 2015, assigning it the call sign WQEG-LP.8
3.
In its AFR, SOH maintains that the grant of the UM application should be rescinded, the
time-share hours granted to UM should be reverted to pre-grant status, and the Commission should
provide an opportunity for SOH and Morton to negotiate and file a new time-share agreement.9 For the
following reasons, we dismiss the AFR because SOH lacks the requisite standing to seek review of the
Bureau’s actions.
4.
Under Section 5(c)(4) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, and Section
1.115(a) of the Commission’s Rules (Rules), a filer has standing to submit an application for review of a
decision by which it is “aggrieved.”10 The Commission accords party-in-interest status to a filer that
demonstrates: (1) harm of a direct, tangible, or substantial nature; (2) residence in the service area of the
subject station; or (3) regular listenership to the station which is not the result of transient contacts.11 To
show that it has suffered harm from the Bureau’s action and is accordingly “aggrieved,” a filer seeking
review must also demonstrate that its claimed injury would be prevented or redressed by the relief
requested.12 SOH does not allege listener/residence status in the area covered by UM’s station.13 It also
fails to demonstrate that the harm that it purportedly suffered by the Bureau’s grant of the UM application
would be redressed by the relief that it requests: the rescission of the grant to UM of the WHPC-LP
permit.14 If we were to rescind the grant to UM, Morton would retain its WZQC-LP permit, would no
longer be required to share time with UM, and could request a modification of its authorization for that
station to operate on a full-time basis.15 Thus, it would have no reason to negotiate a time-sharing
agreement with SOH and SOH submits no evidence suggesting that it would do so. Moreover, by
amending to another site, SOH eliminated the mutual exclusivity between its application and that of
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Morton, and the Bureau’s grants of those applications have long since become final.16 Thus, SOH and
Morton have no pending and mutually exclusive applications that would allow them to reach a time-share
agreement under the Rules.17 For these reasons, we find that SOH is not aggrieved by the Bureau action
and we therefore dismiss the AFR for lack of standing.18
5.
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED that the Application for Review filed by Sound of
Hope Radio NFP on August 19, 2016, IS DISMISSED, pursuant to Section 5(c)(4) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, and Section 1.115(a) of the Commission’s Rules.19
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
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