
 
 
 

February 21, 2019 

 

 

c/o Director 
Space Services Planning 
Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada 
235 Queen Street 
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0H5 
 
Via Email: ic.spectrumengineering-genieduspectre.ic@canada.ca 
 
Canadian Gazette, Part I, October 2018 
Notice Reference Number: SMSE-016-18 
 
RE: Consultation on the Utilization of the Bands 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz, and the 
Bands 17.3-17.7 GHz, 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz by the Fixed-Satellite Service 
 
These reply comments are filed by Viasat, Inc. (“Viasat”)1 in response to the comments filed on 
in the above-referenced consultation.   
 

Sincerely, 
         ___________/s/___________ 

Christopher J. Murphy 
Associate General Counsel 

Regulatory Affairs 
Viasat  	  

                                                
1 Viasat, Inc. is the parent company of Viasat Canada Corp. Xplornet Communications Inc. has 
contracted with Viasat, Inc. for residential capacity on the ViaSat-2 satellite network and has 
agreed to purchase gateways and ground equipment for the Canadian market. 
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Reply Comments of Viasat, Inc. 

Consultation on the Utilization of the Bands 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz, and the 
Bands 17.3-17.7 GHz, 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz by the Fixed-Satellite Service, 

SMSE-016-18 

Viasat, Inc. (“Viasat”) replies to the comments filed in response to this consultation 
issued by Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada (“ISED”).  Viasat addresses 
the comments to each of the questions in the consultation below.  

Parties participating in this proceeding largely support ISED proposals that would 
harmonize FSS allocations internationally, consistent with the global nature of satellite networks.  
Many of the parties share Viasat’s view that NGSO and GSO FSS networks should have co-
primary status in the 18.8-19.3 GHz bands, and should be subject to ITU date priority in 
domestic coordination.  In addition, there is support for Viasat’s proposals to eliminate the 
requirement that non-Canadian systems complete coordination with domestic systems prior to 
commencing operations.  Viasat’s proposal to adopt a default sharing mechanism for NGSO 
networks would facilitate coexistence and speed the delivery of services in the event that 
coordination cannot be reached.  Moreover, there is also support for Viasat’s proposal to allow 
greater flexibility for FSS use of the 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz bands, including for 
user terminals and earth stations in motion (“ESIMs”), in ways that do not impede terrestrial 
fixed service operations and can coexist with NGSO MSS feeder links. 

Question 1:  ISED is seeking comments on the proposal to give co-primary status to both 
GSO networks and NGSO systems in the FSS in the bands 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 
GHz. 

There is broad support among the parties in the proceeding for ISED’s proposal to treat 
GSO networks and NGSO systems as having co-primary status in the 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-
29.1 GHz bands.  Ciel, SES and O3b (together, “Ciel”), commenting jointly, urge that 
maintaining ISED’s current practice of giving equal status to GSO and NGSO systems in these 
bands would provide business continuity and regulatory certainty to licensees, and would also 
harmonize domestic rules with international allocations and standards.2  Viasat agrees, and other 
parties reinforce these arguments.3   

Only Telesat and RABC are in favor of prioritizing NGSO systems in these bands.  
RABC suggests that NGSO systems, which have not yet been deployed, should be provided 
priority over GSO systems that have ITU date priority over these NGSO systems,4 contrary to the 
longstanding practices of ISED.  Viasat agrees with Xplornet that reducing GSO networks—that 

                                                
2 Ciel Comments at 3. 
3 See Inmarsat Comments at 2; SpaceX Comments at 2; Xplornet Comments at 3; Hughes 
Comments at 3-4. 
4 See RABC Comments at 2-3; see also Telesat at 2. 
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have long been deployed and in operation—to secondary status at this juncture would be 
disruptive.5  

Neither Telesat nor RABC present any evidence that a primary designation for NGSO 
systems is necessary to prevent harmful interference.  RABC’s prediction that “some of the GSO 
operators with date priority may seek to impose burdensome coordination conditions on later-
filed NGSO FSS systems”6 is highly unlikely, particularly for services provided to Canada.  As 
Viasat explained in its comments, the large angular separation between GSO and NGSO 
satellites serving the higher latitudes of Canada’s geography helps to facilitate co-primary 
sharing.  Ciel’s comments reinforce this point.7  In addition, like Viasat, Ciel and Hughes 
recognize that because GSO and NGSO system operators already routinely coordinate co-
primary operations at 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz internationally pursuant to provision 
No. 5.523A of the ITU’s Radio Regulations,8  RABC’s concerns are overstated.   

RABC and Telesat’s arguments for NGSO systems priority in the 18.8-19.3 GHz and 
28.6-29.1 GHz bands rely heavily on harmonization with U.S. rules.  However, neither explains 
any tangible benefits that would accrue from such limited replication.  In contrast, Inmarsat and 
Xplornet urge that, given the global scope and coverage of NGSO systems, copying U.S. 
national band plans should not be a significant factor.9  Viasat agrees that the global nature of 
NGSO services makes modelling less relevant.   

Question 2:  ISED is seeking comments on the proposal to use the original date of 
authorization for domestic systems for domestic coordination purposes. 

In its initial comments, Viasat opposed ISED’s proposal to use the date of domestic 
authorization to determine coordination priority, because such an approach would unduly 
disadvantage non-Canadian systems, which typically would not receive domestic authority until 
the satellite system is almost ready to be launched.  In contrast, Canadian systems typically 
would obtain domestic authority prior to commencing construction of the satellite.  Therefore, 
even where a non-Canadian system has ITU priority over a domestic system, the domestic 
system would have higher coordination priority within Canada.   

Parties addressing this ISED proposal agree that coordination should be based on ITU 
date priority.10  Viasat also supports harmonizing Canadian domestic coordination procedures 
with international processes and urges ISED to adopt domestic coordination procedures that rely 
on ITU date priority.  While Xplornet does not specifically address the priority date that should 
be used in domestic coordination, it asks ISED to ensure that existing infrastructure be afforded 

                                                
5 See Xplornet Comments at 4. 
6 RABC Comments at 3. 
7 See Ciel Comments at 4. 
8 See id. at 3-4; Hughes Comments at 4. 
9 See Inmarsat Comments at 2; Xplornet Comments at 3. 
10 See Ciel Comments at 4; Telesat Comments at 2; RABC Comments at 3. 
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protection from interference from subsequent deployments.11  Viasat does not suggest disrupting 
existing services.  However, all satellite operators are subject to international coordination based 
on ITU priority, and thus, using ITU date priority in domestic coordination would be consistent 
with the expectations of all operators.  

In addition, Viasat expressed concerns regarding ISED’s requirement that non-Canadian-
licensed FSS operators complete coordination with Canadian FSS networks prior to obtaining 
ISED approval to provide FSS services in Canada.  That requirement effectively enables 
domestic operators to delay market entry by their competitors.  SpaceX raised the same concerns 
in its comments and echoed Viasat’s request to eliminate this requirement.12  SpaceX urges ISED 
to approve non-Canadian systems prior to completion of coordination with all Canadian systems 
if the operator can demonstrate that it has made good faith efforts to negotiate and that its 
operations would not cause harmful interference.  Viasat supports SpaceX’s proposal. 

Question 3:  Is there additional information on coordination practices for GSO networks 
and NGSO systems in the FSS that should be considered?  If so, please explain in detail. 

As Viasat emphasized in its initial comments, coordination between GSO networks and 
NGSO systems is readily achievable due to the large separation angles between the GSO arc and 
NGSO systems serving Canada.  As discussed above in connection with Question 1, Ciel agrees 
with this assessment.   

Telesat and RABC each acknowledge that uplink power limits for GSO earth stations 
would serve to mitigate interference into NGSO satellite receivers.13  Viasat agrees that such 
limits also would facilitate coexistence between GSO and NGSO networks.  For instance, the 
earth station off-axis EIRP density limits and performance requirements in the U.S. FCC rules 
have facilitated coexistence between GSO and NGSO operations.   

In addition, Hughes notes that, as a practical matter, NGSO operators generally comply 
with the GSO protection criteria in Article 22 of the ITU Radio Regulations across all band, 
including the 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz bands that are not subject to Article 22 EPFD 
limits.  Viasat agrees with this assessment based on its review of NGSO system parameters.  
Therefore, Viasat agrees that ITU coordination practices and conditions on authorizations 
requiring coordination in good faith should be sufficient in most cases to ensure compatibility 
between domestic GSO and NGSO operations. 

Question 4:  ISED seeks comments on its view that, at this time, the existing approach to 
addressing domestic coordination disputes is sufficient. 

Parties commenting in response to Question 4 support domestic coordination procedures 
that are consistent with ITU coordination practices.  Viasat agrees that, in most cases, good faith 

                                                
11 See Explornet Comments at 4. 
12 See SpaceX Comments at 2-3. 
13 Telesat Comments at 3; RABC Comments at 3. 
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coordination requirements and ITU date priority are sufficient to enable successful coordination.14  
Ciel, Hughes, RABC and Telesat each support reliance on ITU coordination procedures in 
domestic coordination.15   

However, technical requirements and other default sharing rules would allow satellite 
operators to commence operations in a compatible manner if coordination cannot be reached, and 
would also serve to facilitate faster resolution of coordination disputes by incentivizing parties to 
negotiate sharing terms that are more favorable than the default rules.  In its initial comments, 
Viasat proposed that a mandatory spectrum sharing mechanism for NGSO systems would ensure 
that such systems could begin operating and coexist with other NGSO systems if operators were 
unable to reach a coordination agreement.  Viasat urges ISED to consider such sharing 
mechanisms.  A default sharing mechanism would also facilitate SpaceX’s proposal discussed in 
connection with Question 2 above to allow non-Canadian NGSO systems to operate prior to 
completion of coordination with Canadian NGSO systems, by establishing a clear demonstration 
that an NGSO system could operate without causing harmful interference prior to coordination 
with domestic systems.      

Question 5:  ISED is seeking comments on the proposed changes to the CTFA for the 18.8-
19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz frequencies.  In providing responses, include supporting 
arguments for or against the proposed changes. 

Most parties in this proceeding, including Viasat, support the ISED proposal to revise the 
Canadian Table of Frequency Allocations (“CTFA”) for the 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz 
band segments to make terrestrial fixed service (“FS”) secondary to FSS.16  Formalizing the 
secondary status of FS in the CTFA would be consistent with ISED’s current policies and the 
widespread operation of FSS user terminals in these bands.  Further, the parties supporting a co-
primary designation for GSO and NGSO systems in the 18.8-19.3 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz 
bands, as discussed in Question 1, also support the proposed modifications to footnotes C16E 
and C16F applicable to these bands to reflect co-equal status.17   

Consistent with their position regarding the status of NGSO FSS at 18.8-19.3 GHz and 
28.6-29.1 GHz, RABC and Telesat propose changes to ISED’s proposals on footnotes C16E and 
C16F.  For the reasons discussed in Question 1, Viasat disagrees with this position. 

                                                
14 See, e.g., Telesat Comments at 4; Ciel Comments at 4-5. 
15 See Ciel Comments at 4-5; Hughes Comments at 5; RABC Comments at 4; Telesat Comments 
at 4.  
16 See Bell Comments at 2; Ciel Comments at 5; Xplornet Comments at 5; SpaceX Comments at 
2; RABC Comments at 4; Telesat Comments at 4. 
17 See Inmarsat Comments at 3; Ciel Comments at 5; Hughes Comments at 6; SpaceX Comments 
at 2. 
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Question 6:  ISED is seeking comments on proposed changes to the CTFA for the 17.3-17.7 
GHz, 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz bands.  In providing responses, include 
supporting arguments for or against the proposed changes. 

There is broad support in the record to expand FSS designations into the 17.3-17.7 GHz, 
19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz bands.  Xplornet, Hughes, SpaceX and Telesat agree that 
allowing FSS use in these bands would provide greater flexibility and increased access to 
spectrum to meet capacity needs in the future.18   

As Viasat advocated in its comments, however, the 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz 
bands are underutilized and can support more intensive use by GSO FSS.  Viasat urged ISED to 
consider broader deployment of GSO FSS, including user terminals and ESIMs in these bands.  
Significantly, Inmarsat and Ciel agree and advance similar proposals that would facilitate 
broader GSO FSS use of these bands by user terminals, including aeronautical and maritime 
terminals.  Inmarsat and Ciel also agree that such operations would be compatible with fixed 
service systems and limited NGSO MSS feeder link operations in these bands.19   

To enable greater flexibility for FSS in these bands, Viasat supports Ciel’s proposed 
approach of (i) suppressing footnotes C46A and C48, which impose limits on FSS deployment, 
and instead (ii) modifying footnotes C16D and C16G, which allow FSS applications that “pose 
minimal constraints on the deployment of fixed services.”  Ciel’s proposed modifications to 
these footnotes identify examples of FSS uses that could coexist with primary FS services and do 
not unnecessarily limit FSS use to one particular application, such as gateways.  Thus, Ciel’s 
proposal would enable greater flexibility to use the 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz bands to 
expand satellite network capacity by supplementing spectrum dedicated primarily for GSO FSS.   

Proposals for more intensive use contemplated in the comments would not constrain 
fixed services.  As Inmarsat notes, ITU studies have demonstrated that ESIMs in the 27.5-29.5 
GHz band can be operated in a manner that protects terrestrial fixed services.20  In the 19.3-19.7 
GHz band, ESIMs would operate in receive mode, having no impact on fixed services.  
Therefore, the proposals of Viasat, Ciel and Inmarsat would not implicate the concerns expressed 
by Rogers or its comments urging ISED to maintain priority status and protection for fixed 
services.21   

In addition, none of these proposals would change the requirements for international 
coordination with NGSO MSS feeder links in the 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz bands.  
Therefore, the proposals by Viasat, Ciel and Inmarsat for more intensive use of these bands does 

                                                
18 See Comments of Xplornet at 5; Hughes Comments at 6; SpaceX Comments at 3; Telesat 
Comments at 6. 
19 See Ciel Comments at 8-9; Inmarsat Comments at 4. 
20 See Inmarsat Comments at 4. 
21 See Comments of Rogers at 4. 
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not give rise to the concerns of Iridium and RABC regarding protection of NGSO MSS feeder 
links22  

*  *  *  *  * 

Viasat appreciates the opportunity to offer its views on the critical spectrum utilization 
policies addressed in this proceeding.  Adopting policies to enable broader FSS use of the 18.8-
19.3 GHz, 19.3-19.7 GHz, 29.1-29.25 GHz and 28.6-29.1 GHz portions of the Ka band would 
help to ensure that satellite broadband networks can meet the capacity requirements for the types 
of high-bandwidth applications consumers increasingly demand.  Therefore, Viasat urges ISED 
to adopt policies consistent with Viasat’s comments and reply in this proceeding.  

 

                                                
22 See Iridium Comments at 3-4; RABC Comments at 7. 


