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Dear Ms. Hafez,  

 
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 (Notice No. SMSE-016-18) – Reply Comments 

1. Xplornet Communications Inc. (“Xplornet”) has reviewed comments filed by parties 
with respect to the 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 Service1 (“Consultation”) currently being undertaken by Innovation, 
Science and Economic Development Canada (“ISED”).  

2. We are pleased to provide our reply comments to ISED. 

Co-primary licensing best supports the development of fixed-satellite service to 
serve Canadians 

3. Xplornet notes that the vast majority of interested parties supported ISED in its 
proposal to license geostationary orbit (“GSO”) satellites and non-geostationary orbit 
(“NGSO”) satellites on a co-primary basis (referred to as option 1). 

4. Xplornet continues to support this approach.  

                                                      
1 Published in Canada Gazette, Part 1, October 2018. 
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5. As we described in our comments, active GSO networks are critical infrastructure 
within Canada’s telecommunications system that is required to connect rural and 
remote Canadians across the country to the digital economy. GSO services provide 
Canadians with access to critical voice communication services, such as access to 9-
1-1. ISED must ensure that these existing services are not disrupted through its 
licensing policy. 

6. Other parties who provided comments noted the importance of maintaining continuity 
for existing services.  For example, as noted by Inmarsat: 

“…ISED has already issued many authorizations for the operation of GSO 
satellites, gateway stations and subscriber terminals. Giving these 
operations co-primary status would provide business continuity to existing 
licensees in these bands, whereas Consultation Option 2 (giving secondary 
status to current GSO licensees in these bands) would be disruptive to 
licensees’ plans and service offerings.”2 

7. Only option 1 ensures that ISED’s licensing regime for fixed-satellite services (“FSS”) 
provides existing services with the protection and continuity that Canadians require.  

8. Providing GSO networks and NGSO systems with co-primary status best promotes 
the Canadian telecommunications policy objectives set out in section 7 of the 
Telecommunications Act (“Telecom Act”). Protecting existing infrastructure will ensure 
that rural and remote Canadians have access to reliable and affordable, high-quality 
services,3 responding to the economic and social requirements of Canadians.4 
Licensing spectrum on a co-primary basis will foster future innovation and deployment 
with respect to both GSO networks and NGSO systems, thus facilitating the orderly 
development of the telecommunications system5 and stimulating research and 
encouraging development in the provision of telecommunications services.6 These 
results will ensure that spectrum is used in a manner that maximizes the economic 
and social benefits for Canadians, as required by the Spectrum Policy Framework for 
Canada. 

9. If ISED were to adopt its proposed option 2, new NGSO deployments would be 
provided with priority over existing GSO infrastructure, impacting critical services that 
Canadians rely on. 

10. Telesat and the RABC are the only parties that have suggested that ISED should 
adopt option 2. In this regard, we note that the RABC appears to have little support 
from its members for its position that option 2 should be adopted. As noted by the 

                                                      
2 Inmarsat, Comments, page 2. 
3 Telecom Act, subsection 7(b). 
4 Ibid., subsection 7(h). 
5 Ibid., subsection 7(a). 
6 Ibid., subsection 7(g). 
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RABC, only eight of its 21 sponsor members supported its submission, with all others 
abstaining from comment.7  Of the eight members who supported the RABC’s position, 
only two (i.e., Bell and Rogers) had a sufficiently significant interest in the outcome of 
this proceeding to participate on an individual basis, and each of these parties 
individually expressed that they had no opinion on whether ISED should adopt option 
1 or option 2 for licensing FSS.8 Accordingly, it does not appear that the RABC’s 
promotion of option 2 has a strong degree of support from its membership. 

11. Xplornet does not support the position advanced by Telesat and the RABC. 

12. It would not be appropriate to provide NGSO systems with priority over GSO networks 
at this point in time, as NGSO services will not replace the functionality provided by 
existing GSO services that Canadians rely on for critical services in the near to 
medium term. 

13. NGSO technology requires further development before it can be leveraged in the 
consumer space. Constellations of NGSO satellites are not yet available to serve the 
Canadian marketplace, and beyond this, antenna equipment has not yet been 
developed that would allow NGSO-based services to be deployed to consumers. 
NGSO systems require sophisticated antenna equipment that is able to both track a 
satellite as it moves through its orbital path and transfer transmission between 
different satellites within a constellation to maintain connectivity. At present, antenna 
equipment with such capabilities has not yet been developed that could be offered in 
an affordable manner as part of consumer offerings. NGSO satellites are thus likely 
to be introduced mainly to support enterprise applications in the near to medium term, 
likely as a complement to GSO networks, and will not replace GSO satellites as the 
primary form of FSS in the short or medium term. In light of this, existing GSO satellites 
will continue to be the pre-eminent form of FSS relied upon by Canadians and this 
existing infrastructure should be protected from interference. 

14. Xplornet believes that adopting ISED’s alternative proposal would run against the 
policy objectives set out in the Telecom Act. Providing secondary status to spectrum 
to the GSO networks that Canadians rely on for basic communications services would 
disrupt current service offerings, reducing their reliability and quality, making these 
services less able to meet consumers’ needs. It could additionally stifle development 
in innovative new GSO products that have the potential to bring considerable 
advances to consumer broadband products in the near to medium term, while 
prioritizing NGSO-based services that continue to require technological advances 
before they can be considered for deployment in consumer applications. 

15. Accordingly, Xplornet continues to support ISED’s proposal to license GSO and 
NGSO services on a co-primary basis. This best ensures continuity for existing 
services and fosters future innovation with respect to all types of FSS. 

                                                      
7 RABC, Cover letter to Comments. 
8 Bell Mobility, Comments, paragraph 5; Rogers, Comments, paragraph 7. 
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Changes to the Canadian Table of Frequency Allocation 

16. ISED has proposed to make various changes to the Canadian Table of Frequency 
Allocation (“CTFA”).  The purpose of these changes is to: 1) reflect current practices 
with respect to the co-primary licensing of GSO and NGSO services; 2) reflect policy 
decisions previously set out in SP 3-30 GHz;9 and 3) provide for additional use of 
various frequency bands by FSS. 

17. For the reasons set out above, Xplornet continues to support changes to reflect the 
co-primary licensing of GSO and NGSO services. 

18. Xplornet does not object to changes to the CTFA to reflect licensing policies as set 
out in SP 3-30 GHz for the 18.8-19.3 and 28.6-29.1 bands.  

19. Xplornet does not object to changes proposed by parties to expand access by FSS to 
other bands (namely, 17.3-17.7 GHz, 19.3-19.7 GHz and 29.1-29.25 GHz), provided 
that fixed services remain primary in these bands. As noted by Rogers: 

“The 18 GHz band (17.8-18.3 / 19.3-19.7 GHz) is already an important fixed 
service band for terrestrial networks, including Rogers. As a result of the 
Department’s fixed service spectrum fee consultation, deployments in the 18 GHz 
band are likely to materially increase in the near term. It is therefore essential that 
in modernizing any FSS frameworks that overlap with FS bands, such as 19.3-
19.7, the Department ensures that terrestrial operators maintain interference-free 
access to exclusively licensed fixed service spectrum.”10 
 

20. Xplornet fully supports the position of Rogers that fixed service must remain primary 
for the 18 GHz band. Providers that rely on fixed services for backhaul require 
interference-free use of this spectrum in order to serve customers. No additional changes 
should be implemented with respect to the CTFA that impact the priority of fixed services. 
 
21. We thank the Commission for the opportunity to provide these comments. 

 
 

Yours truly, 
 

 
 
Carl MacQuarrie 

 

                                                      
9 SP 3-30 GHz – Revisions to the Spectrum Utilization Policies in the 3-30 GHz Frequency Range and Further 
Consultation. 
10 Rogers, Comments, paragraph 5. 


