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Reference:  Consultation on the Licensing Framework for Non-Geostationary Satellite 
Orbit (NGSO) Systems and Clarification of Application Procedures for All Satellite 
Licence Applications SMSE-009-17  
 
Subject:  Request for Comments 
 
 
Dear Mr. Proulx, 
 
Microsat Systems Canada Inc. (MSCI) is pleased to respond with comments to the Reference 
document as follows: 
 

A. Section A - Limit on the number of licenses per band 
 

1. Yes 
2. 3-5 is appropriate 
3. Exclude from limit applications as per Para 15 

 
B. Section B - Changes to Canadian direction and control requirements 

 
1. This is most likely not practical especially for Communications networks where 

telecom or Internet connectivity is being provided.  The network operations 
centre provides much more than just satellite connectivity. 
 
In a typical scenario, service is being provided to a ground customer with an IP 
address link to a site located somewhere else in the world.  Successive satellites 
passing overhead and between orbital planes must “pick up” then “handoff” the 
customer link without breaking the IP link.  This requires international 
coordination. 
 
The complexity involved is so large that it would be cost prohibitive and 
counterproductive to have centre in each country.  However, if the satellites don’t 
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have Inter-satellite links, relay ground stations gateways would still be required to 
link into the ground infrastructure – just not Command and Control hubs. 
 
For other NGSO satellites (Para 15) that operate globally but only need one or 
two ground stations, there should be no requirement to have one in Canada.     
  

2. Yes - ISED should require disclosure as to how Canadians will be serviced even 
if C&C ground stations are not located in Canada 

3. Yes 
4. Yes 

 
C. Section C - Changes to Canadian coverage and capacity requirements  - Coverage 

 
1. -  6 – Yes 

 
D. Section D – Capacity 

 
1. Yes – for LEO systems this will not be an issue as convergence approaching the 

poles provides excess capacity 
2. Yes 
3. Yes 
4. Yes 

 
E. Section E - Removal of coexistence as an assessment criterion 

 
1. No for Para 15 satellites.  Removal of coexistence requirement and ubiquity of 

satellites in a large NGSO constellation may render Para 15 satellites inoperable. 
 
Canada (and Russia) are somewhat unique as with orbit convergence these 
constellations will have a large number of satellites over Canada at any one time 
all wanting to communicate with a ground gateway station 
 
ISED may have to consider coexistence of ground stations rather than satellites 
to ensure that existing ground stations have an exclusion zone around them to 
permit Para 15 satellites to communicate without interference 
 
This assumes use of a different frequency for satellite / gateway communication 
than satellite / customer – see Ssection H 
 

F. Section F - Clarification of implementation milestones 
 

1. No Comment 
 

G. Section G - Define large constellations as those with 30 or more satellites. 
 

1. Rather than arbitrarily 30, the issue is that the constellation is providing 100% 
continuous global coverage and therefore could interfere anywhere.  This could 
be as few as a binary system in a Molniya orbit        
 

H. Section H - Measures to address coordination disputes 
 



Page 3 of 4 

1. The imposition of spectrum sharing during in-line interference events; 
 

The Para 44 scenario would occur when a NGSO satellite A at, for instance, 800 
km is communicating with its ground station and a NGSO satellite B from another 
constellation at a lower altitude passes between them 
 
The satellite B is unlikely to also be using the same ground station gateway as 
satellite A, but may be providing a service to Customers in the vicinity of the 
satellite A gateway.  Different frequencies would be required or customers in the 
gateway station area would never gets service if an exclusion angle is enforced 
 
In the more general case of two NSGO constellations communicating anywhere 
in Canada to customers in the same area, inline interference would be a constant 
state and is a much bigger problem. 
 
Frequency sharing, not exclusion angles is the only practicable approach    
   

2. N/A; 
 

3. Para 45. - FCFS still has to apply, but…. 
 
Division of frequency spectrum should be based on data rates provided / Mhz 
used or value to the customer for the use of the spectrum.  This will provide an 
advantage to newer systems bringing more advanced technology and prevent 
less efficient older systems from monopolizing the spectrum.  This is letting the 
market sort it out and providing best benefit to Canadians. 
 
Scenario 1 - As an example, System A is established using 100% of the 
spectrum.  System B comes in with the same capacity utilization.  Both get 50% 
 
Scenario 2 - System A is established using 100% of the spectrum System B 
comes in and is twice as capacity efficient.  System B gets 67% and System A is 
reduced to 33%. 
 
Scenario 3 - System A is established using 100% of the spectrum System B 
comes in and is twice as capacity efficient.  System B gets 67% and System A is 
reduced to 33%.  System C then comes in and is 3 times as efficient as A and 
1.5 times as efficient as B.  System C gets 50%, B 33%, A 17%  
        

4. No, not mandated 
 

5. Let the market sort it out.  If not possible then 3rd Party arbitration 
 

I. Section I – foreign-licensed systems 
 

1. Yes 
 

J. Section J - Changes to procedures affecting revoked or returned authorizations 
 

1. Agree 
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Thank you for the opportunity to contribute.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
David R Cooper  
Chief Executive Officer  


