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consumers is disrupted due to out-of-band emission mterference and minimize the number of disputes
that are presented to the Commission for resolution.'”

64.  Discussion. As with the height benchmarking rule, we have some concern about
requiring the licensee of a new or modified base station fo curtail its out-of-band emissions within 24

hours of receipt of 2 documented interference complaint from an existing base station. We will adopt
WCA'’s proposal, however, because we are committed to insuring that existing facilities are able to
provide continuous service, without impermissible interference. We also note that the proposal is
unopposed. Therefore, any new or modified outdoor antenna user station, within 24 hours of receipt of 2
documented interference complaint from an existing base station regarding out-of-band emissions, must
make adjustments to limit out-of-band emissions into that adjacent channel operation.

65. We conclude, however, that WCA has not established a need for special rules for
outdoor fixed user stations. Rather, we believe that applying the existing deadlines to disputes between
base stations and outdoor user stations will be sufficient. WCA has not demonstrated that outdoor fixed
user stations are sufficiently different from other types of facilities to justify a unique 14-day deadline for
compliance. Furthermore, WCA has not explained why a special rule provision mandating good faith
cooperation is needed. Accordingly, we deny WCA’s petition on this issue.

(i) Limiting Right to File Documented Interference Complaints
) to First Adjacent Channel Licensees

66. Background. Section 27.53(m)(2) of the Commission’s Rules states that only adjacent
channel licensees may file documented interference complaints.!” In its petition for reconsideration of
the BRS/EBS R&0, WCA asserts that any LBS or UBS licensee should be able to invoke the more
stringent dual mask set forth i in Seéﬁon 27.53(m)(2) so long as such licensee has a GSA overlapping the
GSA of the recipient of the request, regardless of whether it is licensed to operate on a first adjacent
channel™ Tn the BRS/EBS 3rd. MO&O the Comrmssmn affirmed that the right to file a documented
interference complaint should be lm'uted to first adjacent channel licensees because the level of
interference that would be most severe and most likely to affect a licensee would be from first adjacent
channel] operatlons

67' ' WCAdagam urges thé Comnnssﬁrgrr,to adopt the proposal advanced by the Coalition to
alléw afl out-of- ’bagd enn]s_slomcomp-iamt to'be filed by any LBS.or UBS 11cepsee that had an overlapping
GSA, regardless of vyihether the« nterferer is ,hcensed fo operate on the first channel adjacent to the other
.pafty”‘”‘{ "While'the, Commlsslon in the Bi BRS/EBS 3rd: MO&O acknowledged the potential of interference,
it reasoned that “the level of interference that would be most severe. and most likely to affect a licensee
would be from adjacent channel operations. 175

68. While WCA recognizes that the potential for interference due to out-of-band emissions
increases when the ﬁ‘equencres involved are immediately adjacent, it contends permitting all licensees
with overlapping GSAs to submit documenteéd interference complaints would help to avoid harmful

10 WCA PFR at 5.

1" 47 CFR. § 27.53(m)(2).

12 BRS/EBS 3" MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5690 §194.

17 BRS/EBS 3™ MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5690-5691 Y195.
17 WCA PFR at 7.

s BRS/EBS 3 M0&0, 21 FCC Rcd at 5690-5691 9q195.
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interference in the band.™ According to WCA, because the rules permit TDD and FDD in the band and
do not require synchronization of TDD operations, interference due to out-of-band-emissions is a greater
threat than in bands like PCS and 1.7/2.1 GHz Advanced Wireless Services (AWS), where FDD is
mandated and upstream and downstream channels are designated.'”’

69. Discussion. The Commission has twice affirmed a limitation on the right to file a
documented interference complaint to first adjacent channel licensees because the level of interference
that would be most severe and most likely to affect a licensee would be to first adjacent channel
operations. WCA’s petition repeats arguments préviously considered and rejected. We believe that the
Commission's previous decisions strike the right balance between protecting against interference that is
most likely to occur and avoiding unnecessary limitations on a licensee's ability to operate. Accordingly,
we deny WCA’’s request to amend Section 27.53(m)(2) to allow any licensee to file a documented
interference complaint. .

3. GSA Boundaries
a. Straight Line v. Great Ellipses

70. Background. In the BRS/EBS R&O, the Commission established GSAs for all BRS and
EBS stations.!” The Commission noted that in other'bands where it contemplated the development of
mobile or other wide-area services, it concluded that geographic licensing based on predefined service
areas has significant advantages over site-based licensing because of the greater operational flexibility
and reduced operating costs for licensees."” In addition, the Commission concluded that geographic area
licensing reduces administrative burdens for consumérs, licensees, and regulators by allowing licensees to
modify, move, and add to their facilifies within specified geographic areas without prior Commission
approval."®® Therefore, the Commission adopted geograpliic area licensing for all operations in all
segments of the band.’™ The Commission stated that the GSAs for BRS and EBS stations would be
based on the licensee’s current protected service area, which would extend 56.3255 km (35 miles) from
the transmitter site, as provided by former Sections 21.902(d) and 74.903(d) of the Commission Rules.'®?

71. The Commission also recognized that the rules defining protected service areas have
changed or otherwise been modified in a manner that has resulted in overlapping PSAs being assigned to
co-channel indumbentBRS ‘and EBSlicensees.” Accordingly, in establishing GSAs, the Commission
adopted 4 mechanism foriresolVing overlaps by drawing a boundary line or chérd through a “football”
shaped area where the PSAs intérsect, with-each licensee agreeing to limit the interference it generates
acr&ss the-boundary Line.!8 ' L C

176 WCA PFR at 8.
77 WCA PFR at 8.
178 BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red at 14189 J54.
172 BRS/EBS R&0, 19FCC Red at 14189 §53.
130 BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14189 §53.
18! BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red at 14189 §54. -
%2 BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red at 14189 §55.
183 BRS/EBS R&0, 19FCC Red at 14192 59.
184 BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14192 §59.
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72.  In WCA’s Petition for Reconsideration of the BRS/EBS R&0, WCA requested that the
Commission modlfy Section 27.1206 to clarify how GSA boundaries would be established under certain
circumstances.’® To avoid conflicts regarding GSA boundaries, WCA proposed that the Commission
modify this section of the rules to clarify that “great elllpses” should be used instead of straight lines or
chords to “split the football. »1% WCA argued that if the ellipses were not employed, there would be

areas, sometimes as wide as a kilometer, which would not be assigned to either GSA.}¥ In the BRS/EBS
3rd MO&O, the Commission rejected WCA'’s proposal because it received minimal support and the
Commission was not convinced that the proposal was “necessary or beneficial.”®®

73.. . WCA now renews its request to use “great ellipses” in calculating GSA boundaries.'®
WCA argues that the failure to use “great ellipses” will result in areas that will not be assigned to any
licensee because licensees could use different methodologies for calculating a straight Line.®® WCA also
cites:to support itreceived fomts proposal’ from@omSpecCorp and CelPlan Technologies, Inc. in
commenfs 16 fhe BRS/EBS NPRM 9%

<,

N7 Dzscusswn In establlshmg GSAs, the Commission recognized that there would be

overlap efmgeographlcal service area boundaries in certain areas and situations and adopted the industry's
. ‘p;opesaluto spht&the football” o bifurcate.overlapping GSA boundaries as a means to determine a
. licensee’ ,s,!servlce area. We disagree:with WICA’s-proposal that the “great ellipses” methodology should
" Jbe. standardlzed in.the mles togestabhsh GSA boundaries.to preclude an area from being unserved.

Llcenseesiha\?‘eibeen -using the! sphttmg the.football methodology since January 10, 2005, and it has
werked well Accordmgly, wexafﬁrm the Cormission’s prior determination that WCA'’s proposal to
establish the’ “greatellipses” methodology to establish GSA boundaries is neither necessary nor
beneficial.

b. - GSA iioundaries-Pen(lingrApplicaﬁbns

75 ‘ Background j{’n the BRSEBS 3rd MO&O, the Commission addressed the issue of how to
handle pendmg appgl fatlensvfermew or moc‘hfiedvstatlons in the newly established geographic area
hcensmg framework.” The Commigsion adopted WCA's unopposed suggestions'as to how to
dccétmodate peniding apphcanons 13 One of the suggestions adopted by the Commission was: “Where

~ there is:pending as of January’ 10, 2005, an;application for a néw incumbent station with a PSA that
- overlaps that of alicensed incumbent: station; the ‘GSA of the incumbent station is created by splitting the

football and, if the pending apphcatlon is ultlmately dismissed or denied, the territory covered by the

185 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O0, 21 FCC Red at 5694 9205.
186 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCCRcd at 5694 § 205.
187 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5694-9205.
188 pRS/EBS 3rd MO&D: 21 ECC.REA af 5694 q{ 205.
189 WCA PER at 10-12.

199 WCA PER at 11,

= WCA'PFR at 11-12, citing Comments of ComSpec Corp. (filed Sep 8, 2003) at 2-3; Reply Comments of
CelPlan Technqlogws, Inc. (filed Oct. 22, 2003) at 6.

192 BRS/EBS 3rd-MO&O,21 FCC Red at 5694  206.

" %% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 56959 208.
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GSA of the applied for station reverts to the BRS BTA holder (if a BRS application) or to EBS white
space (if an EBS application).”*

76. Although HITN did not comment on this issue earlier, HITN now seeks reconsideration
of that decision.'” HITN argues that the decision not to restore to an incumbent station the portion of a
GSA split with a pending application is inconsistent with other decisions made by the Commission.!%
Specifically, HITN contends that this decision is inconsistent with the treatment of* 9;_;ending modification
applications, where the pending application does not affect the GSA until granted.'’ HITN contends that
the decision to take away a portion of an incumbent’s GSA because of the pendency of an application for
a new station is arbitrary and capricious because it is inconsistent with the treatment of GSAs involving
modification applications.'*®

77. WCA, Sprint Nextel, and WiMAX oppose HITN on this issue. Those parties contend
that there is no inconsistency in the two scenarios because they involve different situations.”® WCA
points out that in the situation involving modification apphcatlons there is no territory to be forfeited, and
the only questlon is where to draw the boundary.of the GSA.”®! In contrast, when an application for a
new station is involved, there are three interested parties: the incumbent licensee; the applicant for a new
station; and the BRS BTA license holder or future EBS licensee.””> WCA and WiMAX contend that the
Commission’s.approach is reasonable and prevents the incumbent licensee from reaping a windfall. 20
Sprint Nextel argues that the auction winners purchased the rights to acquire forfelted spectrum and that
the Commission cannot award those same rights a second time to another party.>** Sprint Nextel also
contends that the two situations are different because apphcants for new stations had to “satisfy a more
stringent threshold showing” than.applicants for modifications.®

78. Discussion. We disagree with HITN that the rules are inconsistent. We agree with
WCA, Sprint Nextel, and WiMAX that the‘two situations are distinct and that the rules the Commission
adopted in the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O strike the appropnate balance among the interests of incumbent
licensees; parties with pending-applications for niew stations, BRS BTA license holders, and possible
future EBS licensees. We therefore afﬁrm the ex1stmg rules and deny HITN’s petition for
reconsideration.

194 BRS/EBS 3rd MO:!;O, 21 FCCRed at 5694 § 206.

155 HITN PFR at 7-9.

1% HITN PFR at 7-8.

T HITN PFR at 8.

18 HITN PFR at 8-9. | |

¥ WCA Opposition at 21-23, Sprint Nextel Opposition at 11-12, WiMAX Comments at 10-11.
20 WCA Opposition at 23, Sprint Nextel Opposmon at 12, WiMAX Comments at 11.
M weA Opposition at 23.

22 WCA Opposmon at 23. , :

?3 WCA Oppasition at 23, WiMAX Comments at 10-11.

204 Sprint Nextel Opposition at 12.

25 Sprint Nextel Opposition at 12.
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4. Grandfathering of EBS facilities under Section 27.55 (a)(4)(iii)

79.  Background. In the BRS/EBS R&@ thé Gommission established signal strength limits at
the boundary of each licensee’s GSA.?® In the MBS, the Commission decided to retain the -73.0

. dBW/m?” limit for post-transmon operations “because it provides adequate service for hlgh-power stations

operating in the MBS %" No party songht reconsideration of the BRYEBS R&0 on this point, and the
rule was not modified in the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O. Now, however, WCA asks that we modify the rule
and allow licensees in the MBS to exceed that limit if the facilities “otherwise comport with the
Commission’s mandate that an EBS licensee be pr g ovided with facilities in the MBS that are substantlally
similar to the licensee’s pre-transition facilities.””® WCA contends that the rule modification is needed to
ensure that EBS licensees are provided with comparable facilities after the transition.”® WCA cites to the
Commission’s statement in the BRS/EBS R&O that the transition plan “must provide for the MBS
channels to be authorized to operate with the transmission parameters that are substantially similar to
those of the [EBS] licensee’s current operation.”2'°

: 80. WiMAX supports WCA’s proposed rule change."! CTN and NIA also support WCA’s
proposal, but assert that the grandfathering of signal levels should only apply to the EBS licensee’s pre-
transition operations (including modifications to those facilities).>’> CTN and NIA point out that an EBS
licensee should not be subject to interference from an adjacent licensee that has dlscontmued high-
powered video operations and converted to cellularized, low-power operations.”’® In response, WCA
agrees that licensees should not be allowed to exceed the power limit in perpetuity and urges the adoption
of CTN’s and NIA’s proposal with one modlﬁcatnon (the underlined material represents WCA’s proposed
modification):

Following transition, for stations in the MBS, the signal strength at any point along the
licensee’s GSA boundary must not exceed the greater of (a) -73.0 + 10 log(X/6) dBW/m?,
where X is the bandwidth in megahertz of the channel, or (b) for facilities that are
substantially similar to the licensee’s pre-transition facilities (including modifications that

do not alter the fundamental nature or use of the transmissions), the signal strength at
such point that resulted from the station’s operations immediatel ely prior to the transition,
provided that such operations comported with § 27. 55()(4)().2

: 81. HITN supports WCA'’s original proposal as striking the best possible balance under the
circumstances between the competing interests of mamtalmng existing pre-transition service and allowing
adjacent licensees to fully utilize their spectrum.”’® HITN urges the Commission to require that a
grandfathered facility transitioned pursuant to this provision inform the Commission of the transition and

206 BRS/EBS R&P, 19 FCC Red at 14208-142io 9 105-110.

07 BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red at 14209 § 108.

208 WCA PFR at 19-20.

2 WCA PFR at 20.

219 wCA PFR at 20, citing BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14206 § 96.
1! WiMAX Comments at 14-15.

#12 CTN NIA Opposition at 5.

b CTN NIA Opposition at 5.

214 WCA Reply at 5.

215 HITN Opposition at 5.
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provide the Commission with a copy of its last site-based authorization.?’® HITN slso urges that the
Commission note in the Universal Licensing System (ULS) that the station has been grandfathered and
that the site-based license be placed in the ULS.?"” WCA responds that such a requirement is unnecessary
because the post-transition notification required by Section 27.1235(b) of the Commission’s Rules
provides the information necessary to caléulate a predicted signal strength. *® Finally, HITN asks that the
Commission state that any grandfathering shall expire ten years after any new rules are adopted pursuant
to WCA'’s request, unless the EBS licensee requests an extension.”’®> WCA believes that such a
requirement would be an unnecessary regulatory burden, although it does not object to a requirement that
a licensee report when it is no longer eligible to be grandfathered because it discontinued or modified its
pre-transition operations.”?

82, Discussion. We will amend our rules as suggested by WCA, CTN, and NIA and allow
MBS licensees to exceed the authorized -73.0 dBW/m? limit at the border provided the facilities are
needed to comply with the Commission’s mandate that an EBS licensee be provided with facilities in the
MBS that are substantially similar to the licensee’s pre-transition facilities. We agree with the parties that
the proposed modification is appropriate to ensure licensees are provided with substantially similar
facilities after the transition.

83. We also agree with CTN and NIA that licensees should not be subject to interference
from an adjacent licensee and that grandfathering of signal levels should only apply to the licensee’s pre-
transition operations (including modification to those facilities). A facility in the MBS should not be
subject to interference from an adjacent licensee that has discontinued high-powered operations and
converted to cellularized, low-power operations. Therefore, we are amending our rules and adopting
CTN’s and NIA’s proposed modification, with WCA’s noted exception. Accordingly, stations operating
in the MBS, subsequent to transition, may not exceed the greater of (a) -73 + 10 logX/6 dBW/m?, where
X is the bandwidth of the channel in megahertz, or (b) for facilities that are substantially similar to the
licensee’s pre-transition facilities (including modifications that do not alter the fundamental nature or use
of the transmissions), the signal prior to the transition, provided that such operations comport with
Section 27.55(a)(4)(i). We decline to adopt the additional filing requirements proposed by HITN because
we believe the information contamed in the post-transition notification will provide adequate information
to all licensees. :

5. Technical corrections

84. We make several ruleicorrections on our own motion. Specifically, we correct an error in
the channel plan for post-transition;EBS ChannelsKG2. Section 27.5(i)(2)(iii) of the Commission’s Rules
mistakenly assigns EBS channel KG2 at 2615.33333-2616.66666 MHz.22' The correct assignment for
EBS Channel KG2 is 2615.33333-2615.66666 MHz. We further correct an error in Section
27.5(1)(2)(iii), which mistakenly assigns Channels G1-G3 to the BRS. The correct assignment of
channels G1-G3 is to the EBS. ‘We also correct an error in Section 27.55(a)(4)(i), which references 47 dB
[mp]V/m. The correct reference is 47.dBuV/m. In addition, we correct a typographical error in Section
27.53(m)(4) of our Rules. The second sentence states that “Mobile Service Satellite licensees. . .” when it

216 HITN Opposition at 6.
ATHITN Opposition at 6.

218 WCA Reply at 6.

219 HITN Opposition at 6.

20 WCA Reply at 6-7.

21 g7 CFR. § 27.5(0)(2)Gii).
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should state “Mobile Satellite Service licensees . . . .” Finally, we correct an omission and incorporate the
existing license terms for BRS and EBS into Section 27 13 of the Commission’s Rules.”?

F. Simultaneous Operation on Old and New BRS Channels 1 and 2/2A

85.  Background. Inthe BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, the Commission discussed the relationship
between the transition within the 2.5 GHz band and the relocation of the BRS Channels No. 1 and No.
2/2A incumbents currently operating within the 2150-2160/62 MHz band.””* In that regard, the
Commission held that licensees on these channels may operate in either 2150-2156 or 2496-2500 MHz
(for BRS Channel 1) or 2156-2160/62 or 2686-2690 MHz band (for BRS Channel 2/2A) pre-transition,
but not in both bands.??*

86. WCA seeks reconsideration of the Commission’s decision prohibiting BRS Channels No.
1 and No. 2 from simultaneously operating in their old channel locations in the 2150-2160/62 MHz band
and their temporary, pre-transifion locations at 2496-2500 MHz (BRS Channel 1) and 2686-2690 MHz
(BRS Channel 2) before they are transitioned to their new permanent channel locations at 2496-2502
MHz (BRS Channel 1) and 2618-2624 MHz (BRS Channel 2).* WiMAX supports WCA's position.”

87.  Discussion. WCA argues persuasively that it will be impossible to make a “flash cut” of
all subscribers from the old frequency band to their pre-transition locations in the 2.5 GHz band and that
it is. therefore necessary to have simultaneous operation in order to ensure a seamiéss relocation.?”” We
also are concerned that attempting a “flash cut” will unnecessarily jeopardize service to existing
customers. Thus, we agree with WCA. and conclude that BRS Channels 1 and 2/2A licensees may
operate simultaneously in their old channel locations in the 2150-2160/62 MHz band and their temporary,
pre-transition locations at 2496-2500 MHz (BRS Channel 1) and 2686-2690 MHz (BRS Channel 2) until
every subscriber is relocated to the 2.5 GHz band, at which point the licensees must cease all operatlons
in the 2150-2160/62 MHz band.

G. 2496-2502 MHz Band Sharing Issues

88.  Background. The new BRS Channel 1 band at 2496-2502 MHz, relocated from the
2150-2156 MHz band, partly overlaps a number of services in the 2483.5-2500 MHz band, including
Broadcast Auxiliary Service (BAS) Channel A10 operations at 2483.5-2500 MHz. As an initial matter,
we note that a pending petition for reconsideration filed by the Society of Broadcast Engineers asks us to
adopt a revised'band plan for BAS Channels A8-A10 that would remove BAS operations from the 2496-

%22 See 47 CF.R. § 21.45 (2004); 47 C,F.R. § 21.929 (2004); 47 C.F.R. § 74.15(e) (2004). In 2006, the Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau declined WCA’s request to initiate a proceeding to adopt a 15-year license term for
BRS and EBS. See Lefter from-Joél D. Taubenblatt, Chief, Broadband Division, Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau to Paul J. Sindérbrand, Esq: and Robert D. Primosch, Bsq. (Sep. 14, 2006).

*% BRS/EBS 3° MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5669-5670 1 129-132.

224 BRS/EBS 3™ MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5670 n.358. As WCA notes, the footnote does not list the frequencies for
BRS Channel 2, although BRS Channel 2 is mentioned.

225 WCA PFR at 21-22. As discussed infra, the permanent channel location for BRS Channel 2 is intended to
incorporate both BRS Channels 2 arid 2A. Thus, references to BRS Channel 2 should be read to include BRS
Channel 24, as appropriate.”

226 WiMAX Comments at 14,

227 WCA PFR at 21.
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2502 MEiz band 2 We defer consideration of this matter to a separate decision. The 2496-2502 MHz
band also partially overlaps the Big LEO MSS band at 2483.5-2500 MHz, with Code Division Multiple
Access (CDMA) MSS downlink operations operating on an unprotected basis vis-a-vis BRS licensees.??
In the Big LEO Order on Reconsideration and AWS 5th MO&O, to provide protection to BRS-1
operations, the Commission codified requirements for CDMA MSS operators in the 2483.5-2500 MHz
band not to exceed the existing, world-wide, ITU power-flux density (pfd) coordination trigger limits
established for the band.** These pfd limits are set forth in the ITU Radio Regulations at Appendix 5,
Annex 1 (ITU-RR App. 5, Annex 1).”! The Commission stated that these coordination trigger limits
would permit BRS-1 licensees to construct and operate comparable facilities to those being relocated
from the 2150-2156 MHz band.?? Although the Commission recognized that the pfd coordination
threshold values in ITU-RR App. 5, Annex 1 do not address all potential interference cases between MSS
and BRS, such as mobile terrestrial use, the lower gains. of antennas associated with mobile handheld
units make them less vulnerable to the emissions of satellite systems than antennas of fixed systems, and
thus, the JTU-RR App. 5, Annex 1 pfd coordination threshold values should protect mobile terrestrial
uses as well. ™

v g o lediiar Chlitiiiiddtions Gommission FCC 08-83

89. The Commission noted that Globalstar, the only currently operational MSS provider in
the 2483.5-2500 MHz band, has the capability to control its pfd in the 2496-2500 MHz band by limiting

- the number of users on a particular channel in a given geographical region.”** The Commission also

noted that, since BRS-1 systems were not yet operational, BRS-1 networks could be designed to accept
interference-to-noise ratios higher than they might find in a non-shared environment, which should
compensate. for the effect of low-level, external noise sources, thereby yielding systems with the same
throughput, availability and operating costs as currently exist in the 2150-2156 MHz band.**> To further
protect BRS-1 operations, the Commission stated that if MSS operators intend to operate at power levels
that exceed the codified pfd limits, or if actual operations routinely exceed the codified pfd limits, those
operators are required to receive approval from each operational BRS-1 system in the region in which the
pfd limits are exceeded.™® Furthermore, the Commission emphasized that, if the MSS footprint overlaps

228 See SBE Petition for Reconsideration, IB Docket No. 02-364 (filed May 22, 2006) at 2-3. See also Sprint Nextel
Corporation and Society of Broadcast Engineers, Inc. Ex Parte, IB Docket No. 02-364, ET Docket No. 00-258 (filed
June 4, 2007) supporting SBE’s petition. ’

%2 See generally Big LEO Spectrum Sharing Order, 19 FCC Red at 13387-13388 i 69-71. Big LEO satellite
systefins provide voice and data cdnunpnjcation to users with handheld mobile terminals via non-geostationary
satellites in Low Earth Orbit (LEO). For.additional background about MSS in the Big'LEO bands, see Amendment
of the Commission’s Rules to Establish Rules and Policies Pertaining to a Mobile Satellite Service in the 1610-
1626.5/2483.5-2500 MHz Frequency Bands, CC Docket No. 92-166, Report and Order, FCC 94-261, 9 FCC Red
5936 (1994), on reconsideration, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 96-54, 11 FCC Rcd 12861 (1996).

20 See Big LEO-Order on Reconsideration aﬂ AWS 5" MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5624 § 31; 47 C.E.R. § 25.208(v).

BUITU-RR App. 5, Annex 1 includes coordination threshold values of pfd for non-geostationary satellite orbit
(NGSO) space stations and degradation of performance values for terrestrial systems, and addresses both analog and
digital fixed use in the 2496-2500 MHz band. .

22 Big LEO Order on Reconsideration and AWS 5" MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5624 9 31.
23 1d, (citing TTU-RR App. 5, Annex 1, NOTE 7).

B, (citing Application of L/Q Licensee, Inc. for Modification to Order and Authorization for Globalstar, File
Nos. 88-SAT-WAIV-96 and 90-SAT-ML-96 (March 7, 1996) and Ex Parte Letter in IB Docket No. 01-185 from
William Wallage, Counsel for Globalstar L.P., to Marlene H. Dortch, Federal Communications Commission (dated
July 1, 2002), Attachment at 18, 22-23). '

235 1 d.
26 14, See 47 CFR. § 25.213(b).
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multiple BRS areas, later arriving BRS o,?erators are not obligated to accept higher pfd limits previously
approved by an adjacent BRS operator.”

'R | ‘ w

90. BellSouth’s petition for reconsideration of the Big LEO Order on Reconsideration and
AWS 5th MO&O requests that the Commission modify the adopted pfd limits in the 2496-2500 MHz
band to correspond to the more stringent pfd limits set forth in draft U.S. proposals to the WRC-07
regarding protectlon of terrestrial operations in the 2500-2690 MHz band from satellite downlink
interference.” Be]lSouth argues that the pfd limits codified by the Commission in the Big Leo Order on
Reconsideration and AWS 5th MO &O will not be sufficient to provide BRS protection from MSS.”
According to BellSouth, the current pfd limits are approximately 10 dB less stringent than the draft U.S.
propesal for the 2500-2690 MHz band, .and therefore, provide less interference protection than the draft
proposal WCA. agrees thh BeliSouth, though WCA supports the WRC-07 proposed limits somewhat
reluctantly, since it is still xnotsconvmced that even the proposed pfd limits can fully protect BRS
operations within the Umted States 2? WCA claims.that the expectation that most MSS operatlons will
take place betow 2495. MHz does. nogaffgrd!BRS \real,proteotlon agamst co-channel interference.”
BellSouth’s posmon is lso supported‘ by Glearwire?* and WiMAX 2

91 Globalstar objects to mod1fy1ng the pfd hmlts set for MSS licensees.?*S Specifically,
Glo‘balstar claims: that MSS provrders havedaeen able to operate service downlinks in the 2483.5-2500
MHz ban sirice the 1mt1al alloeatloniwas made at the 1992 World Administrative Radio Conference, and
thatr the'g d levels for its operatlonal band adoptednmtlally at the 1995 World Radiocommunication
Conference RC 93), 2 and now.c codlfied in the Commission’s rules, were extensively studied and ,
adopted at WRC-95 %o’ WCA,reﬁtes,qubﬂstar’s charactenzauon, claiming that the pfd limits Globalstar
refers toelate to co-frequency: operahons wrth fixed systems and not the types of mobile systems that
BRS hcensees are likely to deploy 1nathe 2496-2502*MHz band.’’ BellSouth says that maintaining the
exlstmg pfd, rules for 2496-2500 Nz WOuld “unfauly, unjustifiably and mexphcably result in one
Standard for domestic hcensees~and another standard for the international commumty

92. G,lobalstar claims, that while the Commission anticipated that both BRS and MSS entities
would have te employ engmeermg solutxons - such.-as network design that would permit BRS to operate

7 Big LEO Order on Reconsideration and AWS 5" MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5624-25 § 31.

28 BellSouth, et al. Petition at 7-8, 10. The actual study was submitted to the ITU-R Joint Task Group 6-8-9 in
preparation for developing text for the WRC-07 Conference Preparation Meeting (CPMO07). See ITU-R Document
6-8-9/717.

29 BellSouth, et al. Petition at 6-10.
20 14, at 8-9. :

A%t
n WCA Opposmon atw7-12; WG’A Reply at 19-13, In that regard WCA points to the Commlssmn s decision to
remove ihe unused FSS*allocattonrﬁ'omﬁibe '2500-269(DMHZ bahd in-setting it aside for BRS. WCA Opposition at
8-11; WCA Reply at 12-13.

22 WCA Opposition at 12.

-----

‘Clearw:re Oppo
24 WMAX Comments ats, ~ .
%5 Globa]sfar Opposmon at, 10-14
246 1y,

#1WCA Replyat il.¥ -« s
2'm'BeIISc)uth etal. Pehtton at7 N
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with higher interference-to-noise ratios — BellSouth’s proposed changes to the pfd limits would render
three of Globalstar’s channels largely unusable, undermining the shared nature of operations in the
band™ According to Globalstar, such an olitediié is partitularly unfair in light of the large amount of
spectrum available in the larger BRS band.”® WCA claims that Globalstar’s rationale is flawed because
it does not take into account MSS spectrum-as a whole and does not consider BRS.spectrum that it or any
other party could potentially lease. !

93. Discussion. BellSouth accurately describes how U.S. commercial interests, operating
through the U.S. International Telecommunication Union —Radiocommunication (ITU-R) process,
submitted a study specifying the pfd limits they believe are necessary to protect terrestrial base stations
and mobile stations from potential interference caused by selected satellite systems in the 2500-2690
MHz band. >* This study is one of several studies submitted to TTU-R Joint Task Group 6-8-9 (JTG 6-8-
9) by a number of administrations to assist in the development of Conference Preparatory Meeting (CPM)
text that was prepared for WRC-07 within the ITU-R. The U.S. study indicated that a pfd limit about 10
dB lower than the codified MSS/BRS-1 pfd'limits for 2496-2500 MHz would be required to protect the
terrestrial systems from the satellite systems that were studied. This study, however, involves the
adjacent band beginning at 2500 MHz, not Globalstar’s band below 2500 MHz; there is no international
proposal to change the pfd limits in Globalstar’s band. Furthermore, this study only addresses sharing
with geostationary and highly elliptical satellites and does not consider a low-orbit satellite constellation
such as Globalstar’s.- The study also assumes that the satellite system operates across the full terrestrial
band instead of the situation at-2496-2500'MHz, which is a partial-band overlap.”> Additionally, the
CPM text outlines a number of potential mitigation measures that terrestrial systems could use to
compensate for possible increase in noise levels from satellite systems, if it should occur.* Specific pfd
limits or coordinationthresholds were not determined at the CPM and, were selected at the WRC-07.2°
Finally, because the Cominission rejected a request to allocate portions 6f the 2500-2690 MHz band for
MSS$,”€ there is no reason for the United States to consider the ihpact of more stringent pfd limits on the
operation of MSS systems in the:2500-2690 MHz band at'the-CPM or WRC.

94. The WRC-07 adopted pfd limits for MSS systems operating in the 2500-2535 MHz that
are close to those put forth in the U.S. CPM contribution, meritioned above, and in ;he U.S. proposals to

9 Globalstar Opposition at 12-14.
20 14, at 14. ) -
%1 WCA Reply at 13.

22 See ITU-R Document 6-8-9/77, dated 27 January 2006, Entitled "Results of Interference Studies from Satellite
Services on Fixed Services in the:USA Using Methodology Devgloped by JTG 6:8-9."

253 Thie MSS allocation 2483.5-2500 MHz only overiaps 4 megahertz.of the 6 megahertz 2496-2502 MHz BRS
Channel 1. o S o )

%4 See ITU-R CPM Report (Geneva 2007) Table 1.9-2.

%? See JTU-R CPM Report (Geneva 2007) Chapter 3, Agenda Iteni 1.9 Executive Summary: “For each of the [the
three possible] methodsiabove, it was not possible to.agree within the TTU-R on one suitable PFD mask (limits or
coordipation thresholds) that would to [sic] be‘applied to space services in the band 25002690 MHz to facilitate
sharing with current and future terrestrial services withoutplacing undue constraints on the services to which the
band;is allocated on a go-primary biasis. However, a range-of PFD values are provided in this section of the CPM
tgjk;t)f('ii‘ fiirther \Q_‘cansigl_eraﬁgnvby WRC-07.”

256 See:Amendment of the U.S. Table of Frequency Allcations to Designate the 2500-2520/2670-2690 MHz
Frequency Bands-for the?Mobile-Satellite ‘Service, /RM-9911, Order, 16 FCC Red 596 (2001), recon. denied,
Memorandum Opinion and Order; 16 FCC Rcd 17222 (2001).
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the WRC-07." In doing so, the ITU stated that for MSS systems that were operational prior to the end of
WRC-07, the existing coordination thresholds pfd values applied.® These are the same pfd values that

the Commission codified for the protection aft&) Fastial ‘sStﬁtems in 2495-2500 MHz in the Big LEO
Order on Reconsideration and AWS 5th MO&O, in which the Commission anticipated that both BRS and
MSS entities would be able to develop and operate systems on a shared basis using the specified pfd, and
employ engineering solutions as necessary to accommodate sharing with the other service. We believe
that this is still the proper approach, and therefore, we deny BellSouth's Petition. The use of a study that
addresses different satellite systems operating in an adjacent band is an insufficient basis to make changes
to the pfd limits, changes that would undermine the shared nature of operations in the band. We continue
to believe that the currently codified pfd limits will permit a shared solution if proper engineering
techniques are applied to the MSS and BRS systems.

H. BRS 2/2A Channel Issues

9s. Background. In the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, the Commission affirmed that the splitting the
football methodology it adopted in the BRS/EBS R&O should be applied to GSA overlaps of all BRS and
EBS licensees, including BRS Channels 1 and 2/2A licensees.”® Ad Hoc MDS Alliance®® requests that
the Commission modify its rules so that primary BRS Channel 2 licensees are not required to “split the
football” with either BRS Channel 2A or secondary BRS Channel 2 incumbent licensees when they
transition to the 2.5 GHz band.*®!

96. Ad Hoc MDS Alliance argues that under the current rules, BRS Channel 2A licensees
will uniquely and unilaterally benefit from a license upgrade, a significant part of which will be taken
directly out of the BRS Channel 2 licensed areas at the expense of the BRS Channel 2 licensees.?
Specifically, Ad Hoc MDS Alliance claims that, in this situation, an incumbent BRS Channel 2A licensee
receives a licensing increase of 50% during the transition/relocation process by being upgraded from a

257 See ITU-R Document 5, 9 February 2007, United States of America Proposals for the Work of the Conference,
Agendum Item 1.9 starting on page 37. See also Ex Parte Letter from Paul J. Sinderbrand, Counsel WCA to
Chairman Martin, Federal Communications Commission (filed Dec. 10, 2007).

28 See ITU-R Provisional Final Acts, Article 5, Footnote 5.4A01. Specifically Footnote 5.A01 states, in part, that
“the coordination thresholds in“Table 5-2 of Annex 1 to Appendix 5 of the Radio Regulations (edition of 2004), in
conjunction with the applicable provisions of Articles 9 and 11 associated with No. 9.11A, shall apply-to [MSS]
systems for which complee notification mformatlon ‘Thas been received by the Radiocommunication Bureau by

14 November 2007 and that have Been brought into use by that date.”

%5? BRS/EBS 3rd MO &0, 21 FCC'Red at 5695 1208, 47 C.F.R. § 27.1206(a)(1).

260 The Ad Hoc MDS Alliance describes itself as being comprised of minority and small business enterprises
holding licenses for BRS Channels 1 and 2 in the following sixteen major markets: Atlanta, GA; Chicago, IL;
Columbus, OH; Detroit, MI; Houston, TX; Indianapolis, IN; Los Angeles, CA; Milwaukee, WI; Minneapolis, MN;
New York, NY; Oklahoma City, OK; Phoenix, AZ; Sacramento, CA; San Francisco, CA; St. Louis, MO; and
‘Washington, DC. Ad Hoc MDS Alliance PFR at 2 and n.3.

26! Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Comments at 3. In its Petition for Reconsideration, the Ad Hoc MDS Alliance requested
that the Commission clarify or modify Section 27.1206 of the Rules to provide that provisions requiring adjacent
licensees to split the football do not apply to either (a) overlapping areas between primary BRS Channel 2 licensees
and secondary BRS Channel 2/2A licensees, or (b) in the 2622-2624 MHz band, where a primary BRS Channe] 2
licensee overlaps with a primary BRS Channel 2A licensee. Ad Hoc MDS Alliance PFR at 3. -Sprint Nextel,
WiMAX, and WICA Opposed Ad Hoc MDS Alliance’s request, See Sprint Nextel Opposition at 10-11, WiMAX
Opposition at 11, WCA Opposxhon‘at 20-21. Ad Hoc MDS Alliance changed its request during the opposition stage
of the proceeding. See Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Comments. Nevertheless, WCA filed a Reply in opposition to Ad
Hoc MDS Alliance’s modified reqiest. See WCA Reply at 17-20.

%62 Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Reply at 3.
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four-megahertz license at 2156-2160 MHz to a six-megahertz license at 2618-2624 MHz, and that a
secondary MDS Channel 2 incumbent licensee is getting a similar windfall by being upgraded from a

four-xgggaheﬁz primary license at 2156-2160 MEz i6 4 §imegahertz primary license at 2618-2624
MHz.

97. Ad Hoc MDS Alliance recommends that this situation be corrected by not requiring
primary BRS Channel 2 licensees to “split the football” with either BRS Channel 2A or secondary BRS
Channel 2 incumbent licensees.”® Ad Hoc MDS Alliance notes that it knows of no situation — and
believes there is none — in which an incumbent BRS Channel 2A licensee overlaps with a primary BRS
Channel 2 incumbent licensee by as much as 50%.2° Therefore, Ad Hoc MDS Alliance argues that, even
if the primary BRS Channel 2 incumbent licensee in an overlap situation is afforded the full 35-mile
geographic service area normally contemplated by Section 27.1206(a)(1) of the Rules®® — that is, the
licensee obtains the entire football rather than splitting it — the incumbent BRS Channel 2A will receive a
substantial gain in the transition to 2618-2624 MHz because the increase in channel capacity from 4
megahertz to 6 megahertz is greater than the relative loss of overlapped territory to the primary BRS
Channel 2 incumbent.”’ Ad Hoc MDS Alliance explains that because the 2-megahertz increase in
licensed area by itself is greater than the area the Channel 2A licensee would obtain by splitting the
football, the Channel 2A licensee still would net a substantial increase in licensed area at 2.5 GHz even
when the adjacent BRS Channel 2 (former Channel 2 primary licensee) is awarded all of the territory
within the football. %

98.  WCA opposes Ad Hoc MDS Alliance’s proposal.”® WCA states that any material
departure from the standard splitting the football rules at this late date will frustrate ongoing efforts to
make productive use of the 2.5 GHz band.*® WCA notes that Sprint Nextel and other licensees are
already in the midst of the network design implementation process, and argues that Ad Hoc MDS
Alliance’s failure to raise its concerns in a'timely manner is critical”” Ad Hoc MDS Alliance denies that
it raised this issue too late.”” :

99. WCA further argues that grant of Ad Hoc MDS Alliance’s approach will yield a windfall
for Ad Hoc MDS Alliance’s members as it relates to the 4 megahertz that is shared between BRS
Channels 2 and 2A licensees.”” WCA states that where there is an overlap between the PSA of a BRS
Channel 2 licensee and the PSA of a BRS Channel 2A licensee, both stations had been co-primary, but

3

263 Ad Hoc MDS- Alliance Comments at 4.” Ad Hoc MBS Alliance believes that this feature of the Commission’s
plan is of questionable legality because the Commission has never digciassed why Channel 2A licensees should
receive such an upgrade or made a determination that affording a windfall uniquely to Channel 2A licensees is in the
public interest. Ad Hoc MDS Alliance PFR at 3.

264 Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Comments at3.

%65 Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Comments at 4.

%66 47 C.F.R. § 27.1206(a)(1).

267 Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Opposition at 4.

268 Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Opposition at 4.

259 WCA Reply at 17-20.

210 WCA Reply at 18. | _

%! WCA Reply at 18-19, citing Sprint Nextel Opposition at 11.
272 Ad Hoc MDS Alliance Reply at 3. -

Bwca Reply at 19,
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the overlap area Jvas effectively unused by either licensee because of the applicable interference
protection rules.”* Thus, notes WCA,-when that 4 megahertz is allocated to exclusive GSAs using the

splitting the football approach, the effect is t6 Bive t36h patty access to teritory ﬁ\at it could not
previously serve.?

100.  Discussion. We agree with WCA that Ad Hoc MDS Alliance has not justified a change
in Section 27.1206(a)(1) of the Rules that would exempt primary BRS Channel 2 licensees from splitting
the football with either BRS Chaunel 2A or secondary BRS Channel 2 incumbent licensees. Initially, we
note that Ad Hoc MDS Alliance ignores the fact that secondary BRS Channel 2 and 2A licensees were
secondary to AWS, not to other BRS licensees. Moreover, maintaining the rule as adopted will provide
clarity to all licensees, and will not overturn any of the planning which has been ongoing over the years
since Section 27.1206(a)(1) of the Rules was adopted. The rule gives all Channel 2 licensees an area in
which they have exclusive use of all 6 megahertz of Channel 2, and does not affect the rights of primary
BRS Channel 2 licensees that-are to be relocated by AWS auction winners. Accordingly, we reject Ad
Hoc MDS Alliance’s proposal and affirm the use of our regular splitting the football rule for BRS
Channel 2 and 2A licensees.

L Grandfathered E and F Group.Channel EBS Stations

101.  Background. In 1983 the Commission redesignated the E and F Group Instructional
ITFS channels from the lTFS service to the MDS 276 The Commission took this action in an effort to spur
the. developm'et‘lt of MDS to promote effective and intense utilization of the spectrum leading to its
hlghest valued use. 7 As part of its dec1s1on, the Commission’ grandfathered ITFS licensees operating on
the E Group and F Group channels subject to the following limitations:

Grandfathered TTFS statlons .operating on, the E and F channels will only be protected to
the extent of thelr semce that is e1ther in the-operation or the application stage as of May
26, 1983 “These Ticensees or dpplicants will not generally be permitted to change
transmitter Iocation or antenna heiglit, or to change transmission power. In addition, any
new receive stations added after May 26, 1983 will not be protected against interference
from MDS transmissions. In this fashlon, all facets of grandfathered ITFS operatlons
A werefrozen as of Ma)g 26, 1983 28

" The: Comm1s§1on stated that « “there;nvl‘%y be mstances where the natural evolution of an ITFS station may
. rea'gonably requlrerthe addmon&of recelve st?&wns without changing the natute or the scope of the ITFS

274 WCA Reply at 19, citing BRS/EBS R&O 19 FCC Red at 14194 9 65.

215 WCA Reply at 19.

276Se In the Matter of Amendment of Parts.2, 21 74 and 94 of the Commission's Rules and Regulations in regard to

frequency allocation:to the Insu'uc':Ftlonal Television Fixed Service, the Multipoint Distribution Service, and the
Private. Operational Fixed Microwave Service, GN Docket No. 80-112, CC Docket No. 80-116, Report and Order,

' 94 FCC2d 1203 (1983) (Eand F Group Reallocation Order). As stated prevmusly, the Commission renamed the
TTES service as the “Bducational Broadband Service” (EBS) and MDS service the “Broadband Radio Service”
(BRS). BRS/EBS R&O, T9'FCC Red at 14169 9 6.

B and F Group Reallocation Order, 94 FCC 2d at 1228-29 T 6i1 -63.

Y 28 See In the Matter.of Amendment of Parts:2, 21, 74 and 94 of the Commission's Rules and Regu]al:ons in regard
: . to frequeney allocationto the. Instr[{xctlonal Telev1s1on Fixed Service,ithe Multipoint Distribution Service, and the
oo ana% OperatlonaPElxed, erowaveiServwe, GN'Dosket No. 80-1 12, CC Docket No. 80-116, Memorandum
Y Opmwn and’Order an»Reconsxderatwn‘ 98 FCE.2d 129,132-33 4 12 (1983) (E and F Group Reallocation
" Réconsideration: Order) See also'47 CER.§ 74*902(c) .
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operation” that would justify the addition of additional receive sites. 2 In those instances, the
Commission stated that the grandfathered ITFS licensee could request a waiver of Section 74.902(c).
The Commission’s Rules provided that “in those areas where Multipoint Distribution Service use of these
channels is allowed, Instructional Television Fixed Service users of these channels will continue to be
afforded protection from harmful co-channel and adjacent channel interference from Multipoint
Distribution Service stations.”!

280

102.  Inthe BRS/EBS FNPRM, the Commission sought comment on how to modify its rules
concerning grandfathered E and F Group channel ITFS stauons to equitably allow both MDS and ITFS
stations to provide advanced broadband wireless services.®* The Commission envisaged three scenarios:
(1) the PSA of the grandfathered E and F Group EBS licensee almost entirely overlaps the PSA of the co-
channel MDS licensee; (2) the PSA of the grandfathered E and F Group EBS licensee overlaps to some
extent, but not as much as in the first scenario, and (3) the grandfathered E and F Group EBS licensee
remains frozen, unable to modify its system, and there is no co-channel MDS licensee.?**

103.  In the BRS/EBS 2nd R&O, the Commission concluded that where there is no overlap
between the EBS and BRS licensees, the Commission would free up the grandfathered E and F Group
channel EBS licensees, grant these licensees a GSA, and allow them to modify or assign their license.?®*
In cases where the GSAs of grandfathered EBS and BRS licensees overlap, but that overlap is less than
50%, the Commission would divide the GSAs by splitting the football, as is done with other overlapping
GSAs.? Both the'BRS and EBS licensees would be free to add, modify, and remove facilities within
their GSAs, consistent with the Comnussron s new technical rules. In addition, the grandfathered EBS
facility would be free to assign its license.®® In cases where the GSAs overlap 50% or greater, the
Commission concluded that different treatment was warranted because splitting the football might no
longer be the best solittion for accommodating the needs of both licensees. In those cases, the
Commission established a 90-day mandatory negotlahon period during which both the BRS and EBS
licensees would have an explicit duty to work to accommodate each other's communications
requirements. If, at the end of 90 days, the parl:les could not reach a mutual agreement the Commission
would then split thé football on its own accord.”®

104. Intheir petitions for reconsideration, NY3G -Line of Site, Inc. (LOSI) and BellSouth
argue the Commission should address significant overlap situations by dividing channels rather than
d1v1dmg the geograph1c overlap 1tse1f ‘which would epsure that each party involved could provide full
cov”‘r dge of i€ servrce area on; af Teast. some channels They reconimend that the EBS licensee receive
the h;gh—power channél Edor F4) and one low-power chatinel and the BRS licensee receive two low-

" Eand F Group Reallocation Reconsideration Order, 98 FCC 2d 129, 132-33 { 12 n.8.
* E and F Group Reallocation Reconsideration Order, 98 FCC 2d 129, 132-33 § 12 n.8.
21 47 CER. § 74:902(c) (2004)

%2, BRS/EBS FNPRM; 19 FCC Red at 142909 337.

283 BRS/EBS 2™ R&0, 21 FCCRed at 5744-45 '111[ 336-338.

284 pRS/EBS 2™ R&O, 21 FCC Red at 5749 § 348.

%5 471CFR.§27. 1206.

256 BRS/EBS, 2““«3&0, 21 Fce Rcd at:5749 1349,

" BRS/EBS 2" R0/ 21 FCC Reg at 5750 3;0,

2% N'Y3G PER at 3, BeliSouth Reply at 6-7, LOSI Oppositiori‘at 2:5.
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power channels.”®® Specifically, BellSouth recommends that BRS licensees be assigned the E1/F1 and
E2/F2 channels and the EBS licensees assigned the E3/F3 and E4/F4 channels.”

105.  CTN, NIA, and Miami-Dade maintain that the Commission has aheady considered and
rejected NY3G’s proposal to mandate a division of channels between the licensees.”® CTN and NIA

contend that NY3G is still attempting to divide the channels for all grandfathered EBS and BRS licensees
with GSA overlaps of more than 50% in a way that will benefit NY3G.?*

106. NextWave recommends that if the parties cannot reach an agreement within the
mandatory 90-day negotiation period, the Commission should adopt a formula for splitting the footbail
rather than the Commission randomly sphttmg the football on its own accord.?® Specifically, NextWave
recommends that the Commission require licensees to split the spectrum between them, within 30 days
following the.end of 90-day mandatory negotiation period according to the following procedure.”®* First,
the licensees would determine the total population in the overlap area based upon the most recent official
United States Census numbers.” Licensees can privately agree whether or not they will use population
growth factors, in this caleulation.”®®. Any discrepancy between the population numbers of the licensees will

-be averaged for purposes.of all calculations.”” Then the-overlap area would be split using the traditional
splitting the football methadology.”® The population contained:in each licensee's half or slice of the overlap
area.would then be.calgtilated and each licensee's corresponding relative percentage of the total population
would be calcillated,”. This percentage would then be used to split the spectrum among the hcensees in
relative proportlon to the percentage-of population each licensee commands in the overla 0[; area.’® The
percentage would be rounded tofthe percentile closest to 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% or 100%.%"! A licensee with a
population, ratio closest.to 25%; for; .example;would retain one of the four channels.*” Finally, the licensees
woulddeexde«among themselves, according'to their individual educational.or business needs, the channels
each would retain-and.provide #'joint noticeiteithe Commission.’”® The grandfathered EBS licensee would
have a right of,first refusal to access therMBSrchannel 304

5

. 7.A

% NY3G. PFR ,at 3, BellSouth ‘Reply atv’k, LOSIn@pposmon at4.
20 BeliSouth R eply at 7.

#1 CTNwand:iNIA Reply.at. 3,,cmng,BRS/EBs 3rdrM0&0 21-FCCRed at 5750-51 I 352, M1am1-Dade Opposition
at,2)1n~ W » [ [ 5 . I ,

22 ‘GTN and NIA Reply at 3.

%% NextWave PFR at 13.

254 l\,TextSWave PFR a3,

295 NextWaye PFR at 13.

26 NextWave PFR at 13,

27 NextWave PFR at 13. - .
298 NextWave PFR atl13.

2% NextWave PFR at 13- 14

300 NextWave PFR at 14.

301 NextWave PFR at 14.

302 NextWave PFR at 14.

303 NextWave PFR.at 14. T b

’ 304 NextWave PFR at:'14..’ - S , | , - v,
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107. By way of example, NextWave offers two scenarios. First, where the geographic service
areas of each licensee completely overlap, and thus the licensees have command of the same population
‘ number, each licensee would be accorded half of the ehanridls to serve the entire overlapping area (for a

four channel group, each licensee would receive two channels).305 In this scenario, the licensees would

only need to determine which channels each will retain, and provide the Commission with joint notice.*®
Second, where the overlapping geographic service area contains a population of 400,000, and where one
licensee's sliver or half of the overlapping area includes a population of 100,000, and the other licensee's
sliver or half of the overlapping area includes a population of 300,000, the licensee with the greatest
population would receive three channels to serve the entire overlapping area (300,000 / 400,000 = 75% =
3 channels), and the other licensee would receive one channel (100,000 / 400,000=25% = 1 channel).””’
NextWave argues that this approach serves the public interest by avoiding the random partitioning of the
geographic service area by the Commission under the presently adopted approach.’® The resolution
would provide each licensee with the ability to preserve its entire geographic service area and the
flexibility to serve the entire overlap area with a lesser amount of spectrum,’®

108. LOSI, CTN, and NIA oppose NextWave’s methodology.>'® LOSI states that under
NextWave’s approach only the overlap is assessed, divided, and its spectrum apportioned.’! LOSI
contends that, under this method, a licensee:might have all four channels in its non-overlapping area but
only a fractional channel within the overlap area.'> LOSI argues that such a solution would necessitate

the licensing of apportioned overlap areas under new separate call sigiis, and could ultimately lead to
confusion” '

109. If after considering the petitions on this matter, the Commission retains the mandatory
90-day negotiation period, LLOSI requests that the Commission provide parties with some guidance as to
what is expected from them during and following the negotiation period.** LOSI suggests that the
Commission establish: (1) a reporting requirement on the results of such negotiations; (2) a mechanism
for Commission approval of negotiated settlements; (3) a timeframe and mechanism for the filing of
applications needed to implement a negotiated settlement; (4) a mechanism for Commission intervention
should a party refuse to negotiate; (5) penalties for parties refusing to negotiate; and (6) dispute resolution
procedures.’” ‘ ‘

.110.  CTN; NIA, and BellSouth oppose LOSI on this matter.*’® CTN and NIA state that
certain of the proposed requirements, such'as Commission intervention where a party refuses to negotiate

305 NextWave PFR at 14.
306 NextWave PER at 14.
%07 NextWave PFR at 14.
308 NextWave PFR at 14.
39 NextWave BFR at 14-15. L
3101 OSI Opposition at 4, CTN NIA Opposition at 2-3.
3 LOSI Opposition at 4. ‘
3121 osI Opposition-at 4-5.
*"* LOSI Opposition at 5.
314 1oSE Opposition at 5. -

_ 15 50ST@pposition at 5. .,

| ?i M %N and NTA Reply-at 4, BeliSoath Reply ats.

.o
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#
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and penaltles for parties refusing to negotlate could lead to disputes as to when a party determines the
other party is refusing to negotiate.¥” With respect to proposals such as reporting on the negotiation
results and mechanisms for filing applications, TN and NIA describe these as unnecessary, as the parties

reaching a negotiated solution will out of necessity file applications with the Commission if required to
1mp1ement the solution.>!® BellSouth states that it is not necessary for the Commission to police private
negotiations, which will either succeed because the parties can achieve a better result than the
Commission’s default solution, or will fail because at least one lparty believes that the Commission’s
solution better suits the party’s communications requirements.

111.  Discussion. 'We conclude that we should retain the existing Section 27.1206 of the
Rules*® to eliminate overlaps of 50 percent or greater between grandfathered E and F Group channel EBS
stations and co-channe] incumbent BRS stations by splitting the football, as opposed to adopting the
petitioners’ request to split the channels. Splitting the football would permit grandfathered E and F Group
EBS licensees, which have been providing service for 20 years, to modernize their'systems to better serve
the public, including allowing EBS licensees to transition to low-power cellularized operations, which
increases spectrum utilization. Granting the flexibility that negotiations between affected parties allows is
consistent with the BRS/EBS R&O’s approach of utilizing geographic area licensing and promoting
greater flexibility, and encourages negotiations and market-based solutions to overlap problems. In
addition, this procedure tailors resolutions of overlap sitnations to the circumstances of each class of
licensee.

112.  Resolving significant overlap situations by dividing channels rather than dividing the
geographic overlap itselfis an: Tapproach we have already considered and rejected.”! We note that under
this approach, one'licensee would receive only 5.5 megahertz of UBS spectrum,’”? which may be
insufficient to provide any service. While certain commercial commenters support this approach, it has
not received support from any educational commenter. In addition, this approach assumes that
educational licensees would not be interested in providing broadband-type services. We have seen no
support for-this assumption. We also find that the record does not support NextWave’s population based
proposal which is founded on the'preiise that population should be the primary basis for assessing a
licensee’s channel requirements. Under NextWave’s proposal, for example, in areas where there is a
large discrepancy in population, a licensee may be relegated to one channel, which may be insufficient to
meet its needs. Furthermore, NextWave’s proposal is complicated and difficult to administer, and no
other commenter supports it. Accordmgly, we deny NY3G’s, NextWave’s, and BellSouth’s petitions on
this issue. - '

113.  We next address LOSI’s proposa] that, having retained the mandatory 90-day negotiation
period, we provide parties with some guldance 4$-to what is expected from them during and following the
negotiation perjod. We find that LOSI hasinotsshown that its proposed requirements, which are supported
by no other commenter, are necessary or appropnate

317 CTN and NIA Reply at 4.
2t C’i‘N and NIA Reply at 4.
3 BellSouth Reply at 8.

320 47 CFR. § 27.1206,

3 Se¥ BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 K Red at 5750-5751 352.

ZA single UBS post-trarisition channel in the E and F channel groups is 5.5 megahertz wide. See 47 C.F.R. §
27.5()@)(ii). *

4

43




RN . . Jlederal-Communications,Commission FCC 08-83
TR R L el i G i

114.  We note that NY3G filed a supplement to its petition for reconsideration,”” which was

opposed by Sprint Nextel™ Although this supplement was not timely filed, we will address the
substance of the petition to clarify a misund&stifidiig; “N¥3G asks the Commission to adopt a rule to
enable co-channel BRS and EBS licensees to exchange or transfer service area territory between one
another to facilitate intersystem coordination of co-channel operations or to reduce or mitigate the
harmful effects of interference.”> We do not adopt a rule becanse it is unnecessary to do so. All BRS
and EBS licensees, including grandfathered E and F Group channel EBS licensees and incumbent BRS
licenses that “split the football” with such licensees, may partition, disaggregate, assign, or transfer their
spectrum.”?® The use of the splitting the football mechanism to divide overlapping service areas does not
preclude subsequent agreements to partition, disaggregate, assign, or transfer spectrum. NY3G argues
that because of the eligibility restrictions on EBS spectrum, EBS licensees cannot partition their service
areas or disaggregate their spectrum to reach a resolution with their co-channel BRS licensees.*”” The E
and F channels, however, are classified as both EBS and BRS spectrum.**® We haye granted waivers to
allow assignments or transfers of grandfathered EBS stations to BRS licensees upon a suitable public
interest showing.*” Upon a similar showing, an EBS licensee could partition part of its service area or
disaggregate its spectrum to its co-channel BRS licensee.

J. Gulf of Mexico Proceeding and Related Issues

115.  Background. On May 21, 1996, the Gulf Coast MDS Service Company (Gulf Coast)
filed a Petition for Rulemaking requesting that the Commission amend its rules to permit licensing of
MDS and ITFS spectrum in the Gulf of Mexico.®® On May 3, 2002, the Commission issued the Gulf
NPRM seeking comments on whether to authorize two licenses in the Gulf of Mexico and whether to
adopt eligibility restrictions to.avoid excessive concentration.of licenses.**' In the Gulf NPRM, the
Commission proposed to establish a GSA-in the Gulf of Mexico (“Gulf Service Area™), extending
approximately 12 nautical miles from the United States coastline.**?

116.  On April 2, 2003, in the BRS/EBS NPRM, the Commission incorporated the Gulf of
Mexico proceeding into the BRS/EBS proceeding and established a Gulf Service Area.**® The
Commission noted that it did not receive any comments on its proposal to exclude ITFS channels, sought

23 NY3G Supplement to Petition for Reconsideration (filed Dec. 11, 2006).

324 Ex Parte Letter from Trey Hanbury, Director, Government Affairs, Sprint Nextel Corporation to Marlene H.
Dortch, Federal Communications Commission (filed Jan. 8, 2007).

5 NY3G Supplement to Pefition for Reconsideration (filed Dec. 11, 2006).

%?%éfe BRS/EBS R&0.and FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14244-14246 J 207-210. See 47 CFR. § 1.948(D.
#21NY3G Reply to Opposition to Supplement (filed Jan. 25, 2007).

328 See 47 C.ER. § 27.5()(2)(i), (ii). "

32 See, e.g., Alliance for Higher Education, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 19 FCC Red 23967 (WTB BD
2004), Letter from John J. Schauble, Deputy Chief, Broadband Division, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau to
Wayne D. Johnsen, Esq. and Robin J. Cohen (WTB BD Jan. 29, 2007).

330 petition for Rulemaking of Gulf Coast MDS Service Company (Gulf Coast Petition) (May 21, 1996).

31 Amendment of Parts 21 and 74 of the Commission's Rules With Regard to Licensing in the Multipoint
Distribiition Service and in the Instructional Television Fixed Service for the Gulf of Mexico, Notice of Proposed
‘Rulemaking, WT Docket No. 02-68, 17 FCC Red 8446 (2002) (Gulf NPRM).

332 Goo GuIf NPRM, 17 FCC Red at 8447, 8453 1 2, 18.
333 BRS/EBS NPRM, 18 FCC Rcd at 6722, 6761 5, 93.
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further comment on whether to reallocate ITFS channels in the Gulf Service area for other uses, and
sought comment on whether it should consrder unlrcensed uses in the Gulf Service Area.?**

117.  Inthe BRS/EBS FNPRM, the Commission noted that WCA and PetroCom (the successor
in interest to Gulf Coast MDS Service Company) disagreed on the boundary for the Gulf Service Area.’®
PetroCom preferred establishing the boundary at the land water-line while WCA preferred a boundary
twelve nautrcal miles from shore.*® The Commission sought comment on the boundaries for the Gulf
Service Area.® The Commission expressed concern that the record was not sufficiently developed to
resolve issues concerning the amount of spectrum to license in the. Gulf Service Area, competitive
bidding, partitioning and disaggregation, interference protection requirements, construction periods, and
the length of the license term, and the Commission asked for additional comment on these issues.*®

118.  Inthe BRS/EBS 2nd R&O, the Commission found that the record did not demonstrate a
demand for BRS or EBS operations in the Gulf of Mexico, that the record was not sufficiently developed
to resolve issues concerning the amount of spectrum to license in the Gulf Service Area, and that no
parties demonstrated an interest in providing BRS or EBS in the Gulf of Mexico.*® In light of these
findings, the Commission decided to reverse its decision to create a Gulf Service Area for BRS or EBS.3
The Commission then terminated the Gulf Service proceeding, but reserved the right to revisit the Gulf
Service Area issue for BRS and EBS should future circumstances warrant.>*!

119. Now, the American Petroleum Institute (API) asks the Commission to reconsider its
decision to terminate the Gulf Service proceeding.>** To further the nation’s energy policies, API states
that its members require access to the 2.5 GHz lspectrum erther directly as private licensees or through
customer relationships with Sprmt Nextel or other carriers.**® API recommends that the Commission
establish a Gulf Service Area,** adopt essentially the same rules in the Gulf as are used for BTA
licensees elsewhere,**> make avallable the full range of BRS spectrum to potential Gulf Service Area

334 BRS/EBS NPRM, 18 FCC Red at 6761 7 94.

335 BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19FCC Red at 14298-14299 §] 364-365.
3% BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19.FCC Red at 14298-14299 7§ 364-365.
331 BRS/EBS ENPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14299 q365.

338 PRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14300 367.

339 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5762 § 383.

340 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5762 § 383.

34 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5762383,

342 API PFR at 2. The American Petroleum Instrtute (API) is a national trade association representing more than -
400 companiesrinivolved in all- phases"o gihe pelroleum:and natufal-gas industries, including exploration, production,
refining, marketing, and trafSportition o f'petroleum, petroleum products; and naturdl gas. APIPFR at5. API’s
miembers utilize a wide variety of: ‘telecommumeah’(f)’ﬁs*sys“i’ems, ‘inciliding point-to-point, point-to-multipoint .
mrcrowave, and two-way moblle‘iradlo systems m"the’Gulf of Mexlco to serve a variety of telecommumcahons
supervrsory conu'o'I ahd‘data acqﬁ'rsrtrom(rSCAEA) systems~used to operate production facilities remotely, and to
communicate with onshore operaﬁons APIPER at.6. See dlso Ex Parte Letter from Jack Richards, Counsel for
API, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FederalICpmmumcatrons Commission (dated Aug. 3, 2006).

© 34 ppy Reply at 5.

3% APIPFR at 2.

3 APIPFRat9.
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Ticensees E‘jﬁ permit Gulf Service Area licensees tonegotiate interference rights with other BTA
authorization holders and incumbents,>” divide the Gulf Service Area into three zones for licensing
purposes,s"8 and consider rules authorizing BRS-servicé in the offshore areas of the Atlantic and Pacific

Oceans.>®

120. 'WCA and Sprint Nextel oppose APT’s petition on procedural grounds.*** They argue that
the petition is Procedurally defective because API relied on information not previously presented to the
Commission.”' In-addition, WCA argues that because the Commission has never sought comment on
whether to license BRS spectrum off the outer continental shelves in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, to
do so here would be beyond the scope of this proceeding, and consequently, a violation of the
Administrative Procedure Act.***> Aside from their procedural concerns, Sprint Nextel and WCA
emphasize that they are concerned about interference between land-based facilities and Gulf facilities,
caused, in part, by “ducting.”** WCA recommends that the Commission draw the innermost boundary
of a new “Gulf Service Area” at the limit of the territorial waters of the United States in the Gulf,
approximately twelve nautical miles from the coastline.** Sprint Nextel recommends that any Gulf
_ Service Area boundary should begin at the greater distance of either: (1) the edge of the land-based BRS-
EBSagiscensee’s GSA boundary; or (2) approximately 12 nautical miles from the shoreline at mean high
tide.

121. In addition, WCA submits the following proposals if the Commission decides to establish
a Gulf Service Area. WCA asks that the Commission adopt the licensing and technical rules WCA
proposed for the Gulf of Mexico in WCA’s earlier filings in this proceeding.*® Second, WCA asks that
any auction winner’s Gulf Service Area exclude the circular 35-mile radius GSAs of any incumbent BRS
or EBS licensee, just as the service area awarded to any land-based BRS BTA auction winner excluded
the protected service.area of an incumbent pursuant to the Commission’s Rules.”” Third, WCA argues

346 API PFR at 9.
37 API PFR at 14.

348 APIPFR at 15. These zones would be as follows: Zone A: The boundaries of Zone A should be from the
shoreline at high mean tide on Florida’s Guif Coast on the east to longitude 91°00’ on the west; Zone B: The
boundaries of Zone B should be from longitude 91°00* on the east to'longitude 94°00' on the west; and Zone C: The
boundaries of Zone C should be from longitude 94°00' on the east, the shoreline at mean high tide on the north and
west, a 280 km (175 mile) radius from the reference point at Linares, N.L., Mexico. API PFR at 15-16.

3 APIPFR at 17. |

SO wea Opposition at 28, Sprint Nextel Opposition at 2-3.

Slwea Opposition at 31, Sprint Nextel Oppdsi.ﬁo,n at 2-3.

352 Sprint Nextel Opposition at 6, citing 5 U.S.C. § 553(b); WCA Opposition at 29.

353 WCA Opposition at 35-36, Sprint Nextel Opposition at 8. See Gulf NPRM, 17 FCC Rcd at 8464 § 39.
(“[D]ucting is a phenomenon whereby a radio signal is trapped within and between stratified layers of the
atmosphere which have non-uniform refractivity indexes. This.layering is caused by climatological processes such
as subsidence, advection, surface heating and radiative cooling and the ducts created due to these factors can extend
for distances of tens to hupdreds of miles.”) See also Letter from Paul J. Sindebrand, Esq., counsel for WCA, to
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WT Docket No. 06-136 (Apr. 9, 2007) (WCA
April 9 Ex Parte). , : :

354 WCA Opposition at 38, citing Gulf NPRM, 17-FCC Red at 8452-53 94 17-18.

355 Sprint Nextel Opposition at 8. :

36 WeA Opposition at 33, citing WCA FNPRM Comments at 39-43 and WCA FNPRM Reply Comments at 38-42.
357 WCA Opposition at 37, citing 47 C.F.R. § 27.1206(a)(2), formerly 47 CER. § 21.933(a)(2003).
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that the BRS BTA authorizations for areas bordering the Gulf should extend at least to the boundaries of
the counties that comprise the BTA, including areas that are within counties but beyond the coastline.*®
Fourth, WCA states that the Commission should follow the approach taken in its recent proceedings
regulating cellular service in the Gulf and establish a “Gulf Coastal Zone” that would extend from the
boundaries of the BTAs bordering the Gulf o the limit of the territorial waters of the United States.
Within the Gulf Coastal Zone, the holder of gither the adjacent BTA authorization or the Gulf Service
Area authorization could provide service, provided the one holder meets the new co-channel interference
protection requirements at the other’s service area boundary.>® Fifth, subject to WCA’s proposals set
forth above, operations in any new Gulf Service Area should generally be subject to the rules applicable
to the LBS/UBS or MBS, as appropriate, and, specifically, Gulf operations should be required to comply
with the signal strength limit at the boundary of the GSAs of incumbent BRS/EBS licensees and BTA
authorization holders, and should not be excused even if non-compliance is caused by ducting.**

122. Dzsc)usszon Although in the BRJS/EBS 2nd R&O the Comrmssron declined to create a
Gulf Service Area for BRS or EBS and terrmnated the Gulf Service proceeding,’® it reserved the right to
revisit the Gulf Semce Area issue for BRS arid EBS should future circumstances warrant.*® We now
agree with APl and PetroCom that we shouId re-estabhsh service areas in the Gulf of Mexico for BRS. It
is clear that estabhshmg BRS service areas in the Gulf could provide a means for meeting an important
communications need in a crrtlcal area, as well as enhance emergency communications in the region.
Accordmgly, we shall grant API’s petgtlon and re-establish Gulf of Mexico Service Areas for BRS.

123.  Over the course of the past tWo years, circumstances have significantly changed. In
addition to the unprecedented devastation caused by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005,*® including the
impact on the oil industry, we note the major Gulf of Mexico deepwater oil discovery in 2006.°% We
further note the recent enactment of the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006,*®° which has
opened up 8.3 million acres of the Gulf of Mexico 125 miles or more from the Florida panhandle to
offshore drilling. We believe that these circumstances warrant revisiting the issue of Gulf of Mexico
Service Areas, as gontemplated'by: the Commissien’s. decision in the BRS/EBS 2nd R&0.>* Thus, we
reject the arguments of WCA and Sprint Nextel that API’s petition should be dismissed as procedurally
defective,.and, in light of the information presented by API -find under 1.429(b)(3) of our Rules that it is
in the public mterest to reconsrder the Commrssmn ] decls1on to terminate the Gulf Service proceeding.>®

- 124, +Spetcifically, we are persuaded *by API’s two mterrelated reasons for seeking
recons1derat10n of the Comrmssmn s dec1s1on Flrst, in light of the devastation caused by Hurricanes Rita

35§ WCA Oppos1t10n at 3,7
9 WeA Opposition at 39-40.

360 WCA Opposition at 40. WCA states that for purposes of the co-channel height benchmarking rule, the distance
to the border used in the formula DY 17.should be the dlstance to the border of the BTA in issue.

36t BRS"/EBS 2nd R&O 21 FCC Red'at 5762 1383.
362 BRS/EBSanR&O 21 FOC Red at 5762 9383,

363 See gy Setidte Oomnuttee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, Hurricane Katrina: A Nation Still

' Unprepared, 109“i Con“g 2d Sess. (2006)

3% See, e.g., Chevron Announces Record Setting Well Test at Jack (Sep. 5, 2006),
http://www.chevron, com/news/press/2006/2006-09,-05 asp .

3% Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006, Pub.L. No. 109-432, Division C, Title I
%66 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5762  383.

*7 47 CFR. § 1.429(b)(3). See WCA Opposition at 32-33, Sprint Nextel Opposition at 2-3.
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and Katrina, API’s members have re-evaluated their communications needs in the Gulf of Mexico. In
particular, the oil and natural gas mdustry has placed increased importance on the use of rapidly
deployable IP-enabled broadband services td-§iipfiort Bith-permanent facilities and disaster recovery

efforts™®  Although a number of commercial entities currently provide telecommunications service in the
Gulf of Mexico through wireless, wireline, or satellite systems, we are concerned that currently the Gulf
of Mexico may be an underserved area where spectrum licenses genera]ly are not available.3® Moreover,
some oil and gas facilities are-too far from shore to receive wireless services from land-based providers.*”
We agree with API that licensing BRS spectrum in the Gulf will encourage service providers to explore
and offer new services in the underserved Gulf region.*”!

125.  Second, API persuasively argues that the 2495-2690 MHz band is one of the few bands

available and adequate for operations in support of off-shore oil and gas facilities.*”* With respect to
. Industrial/Business licensees, the 1850-1990 MHz band, the 2130-2150/2180-2200 MHz band, and much

of the spectrum previously available in the 2.4 GHz band, have been allocated for other purposes.”
Although spectrum in the 900 MHz band supports relatively short distance, narrow band point-to-point
and point-to-multipoint systems, API notes that, above 900 MHz, the next band with a substantial amount
of available spectrum is found at 6 GHz, which API contends is not adequately suited for use in marine
environments such as the Gulf.*™* Moreover, production platforms are often separated by too much
distance to support use of 6 GHz spectrum for point:to-point systems.*”” While many energy companies
and service providers have deployed systems in the Part 15 bands, accordmg to API, these frequencies are
quickly becoming saturated and unsuitable for critical applications. 376 Because of the critical role that

368 API Replyat 5.
369 API PFR at 8.

370 API PFR at 7. API cites data from the Minerals Management Service of the United States Department of the
Interior that indicates that.there are. agproxrmately 4000 oil and natural gas platforms in the Gulf, 954 of which are
manned. About 152 companies conduct . business;in-the Guif related to oil and natural gas production, and 23% of
U.S, natural gas produchon and approxrmately 30%.0f U.S. oil producuon occurs in the Federal portion of the Gulf
of Mexico. API states that this activity is expandmg, especlally in the deepwater regions of the Gulf; as of April
2006, there were reportedly 94 wells being dnll in Gulf-waters for exploration purposes, and several parties have
sought to establish a‘éregassrﬁ""éhomplaﬁ in ihe aters of the»Gulf by which llqueﬁed natural gas could be 1mported
mtoﬁﬁe UiS. Sbme 454ofqthese\wells‘Were located in. dreasith Watér-depth$ upwards of 1000 feet, while 11 were in
water depths of 5000 feet or greater, and exploratron wells have been drilled in record water depths of over 11,000
feet. APLstates that the distances these facilities are located from shore eliminate the possibility of receiving service
fiom land-based providers. Id.

3 ApI PER at 8. ,

372 We note that the: Commrssronrhas estabhshed ‘service areas in‘the 'Gulf of Mexico in the AWS band (1710-1755
and 21 10-2155‘1\'ﬂ-lz) ‘which was auctioned in 2006, and the 700 MHz band (698-746, 747-762 and 777-792 MHz),
auctioned in 2008. Sze In re Advanced Wireless Services in the 1.7 GHz and 2.1 GHz Bands, Report and Order,
WT Docket No: 02-353, 18 FCC Red 25162, 25177 §40 (2003) (AWS:R&O); In the Matter of Service Rules for the
698-746, 747-762 and 777-792 MHz bands, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, WT
Didcket No.106-1:50, ZZiFGC Red 8064, 8085“][ 49 (2007) (700 MHz R&O' & -ENPRM). Nonetheless, we believe
that the potentra]*avarlabrhty of Guif of Mexico service areas in these bands does not reduce the public interest
benefit of establishing a Gulf of Mexrco service area in this band.

373 API PFR at 8.
374 API PFR at 8.
375 API PFR at 7-8.
76 API Reply at 5.
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communications plays in ensuring the safe, effectlve production of oil and natural gas in the Gulf, we find
granting API’s petition is in the public interest.*’

126.  With respect to setting the boundary of the Gulf Service Area, we agree with WCA and
establish the boundary at twelve nautical miles from the shoreline, as we proposed in the Gulf NPRM.*"
Establishing the boundary of a Gulf Service Area at this point will ensure that land-based providers can
provide service to land-based areas near the shore, which would not be the case were we to establish the
boundary at the shoreline, as providers would need to limit their signal level at the boundary. We believe
that this approach is a balanced resolution of the matter and also is consistent with the rules for other Part
27 services.’” While API originally recommended that we establish the boundary at the shoreline, we
note that API “no longer opposes establishing the boundary of the Gulf Service Area at 12 nautical miles

from the shoreline to the extent that doing so would allow the Commission to move towards the greater
objective of licensing the 2.5 GHz band in the Gulf.”**

127. We accept API’s proposal, 381 unchallenged by other commenters, that the Gulf Service
Area be divided into three zones for purposes of licensing. In response to WCA’s concerns, we clarify
that the Gulf Service areas will exclude any area currently occupied by an incumbent BRS station. This
approach is consistent with other areas, where BTA. authorization holders may not operate in areas
occupied by incumbent BRS stations, 3% Finally, in light of our decision to set the boundary of the Gulf
Service Areas twelve nautical miles from the shoreline, we find no basis for considering WCA’s proposal
to establish a Gulf Coastal Zone where both the land-based BTA licensee and the Gulf of Mexico licensee
may operate. We note that when land-based licensees previously had overlapping service areas, such
overlap often made it more difficult for both licensees to provide service.

128. We agree with API that the Commission’s existing technical rules should be applied to
the Gulf Service Areas, and can easily be utilized to resolve any interference problems that may arise on a
case-by-case basis. Ducting is not a phenomenon that is limited to the Gulf of Mexico, and the record -
does not support separate or special rules only for the Gulf. Using our existing rules has the benefit of
treating all service providers equally: while land-based licensees will have to protect the service areas of
Gulf-based licensees, Gulf-based licensees will still have to meet signal strength limits at the borders of
their service areas, protecting land-based licensees. WCA has not shown that Gulf licensees are incapable
or unwilling to work out interference problems in the same manner as other licensees. In addition,
utilizing our existing rules will provide Gulf licensees with the flexibility necessary to provide service,
which would not be-the case were we to'adept WCA’s proposed rule provisions. Gulf licensees will still
have to meet signal strength limits at the borders of their service areas.

129.  Finally, with respect to API’s proposal that we also consider whether rules authorizing
BRS service in the offshore areas of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans may be warranted,”® we see no
reason te address this issue at this time. API concedes that there is currently little need for licensing in

377 API Reply at 4-5.
378 See Gulf NPRM, 17 FCC Red at 8453 { 18.
¥ See 47 CF.R. §§ 27.6(a)(2), 27.6(c)(2)()~(i), 27.6(R)(1)(D)-(i).

380 Bx Parte Letter from Jack Richards, Counsel for API, to John J. Schauble, Federal Communications Commission
(dated Jan. 10, 2007).

381 APIPFR at 15.
%82 See 47 C.F.R. § 27.1206(2)(2).
3% APIPFR at 17.

an
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these areas®™ Should circumstances change, API and other interested parties are welcome to return to
the Commission with a more fully developed proposal.

K. Leasing

1. Automatic Renewal Provisions in EBS leases executed before January 10,
2005

130.  Background. Clarendon and HITN ask the Commission to reconsider certain issues
regarding EBS excess capacity leases. Clarendon asks the Commission to clarify whether automatic
renewal clauses in leases entered into before Yanuary 10, 2005 may be interpreted to extend the length of
the lease indefinitely.®> This situation arises because of the effect of the Commission’s decision in the
BRS/EBS R&O (applying the rules and policies of the Secondary Markets proceeding to EBS excess
capacity leases entered into from January 10, 2005 until July 18, 2006) on the interpretation of a
boilerplate clause frequently used in EBS excess capacity leases.®*® The boilerplate clause can be
interpreted to permit automatic one-year extensions indefinitely, if the Commission revises its rules to
permit leases to be longer than 15 years.”” According to Clarendon, some lessees argue that because the
length of leases entered into from January 10, 2005 to July 18, 2006 was unlimited, leases entered into
before January 10, 2005 may be extended indefinitely by operation of the boilerplate clause.

Clarendon, however, states that it is unsure that this interpretation of the boilerplate clause is an accurate
reflection of the Commission’s decision in the BRS/EBS R&O because of inconsistent statements made by
the Commission in the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O concerning the length of EBS leases entered into before
January 10, 2005.%®° Thus, to determine thelease term for EBS leases entered into-before January 10,
2005, Clarendon asks that the Commission reconcile its statement in paragraph 266 that “the length of the
EBS leases entered into between January 10, 2005 and [July 18, 2006] was not limited under the
Commission’s Rules” with its statement in paragraph 269 that leases entered into before January 10, 2005
“would be grandfathered under the then—ex1stmg EBS leasing framework, thus, such leases would be
subject to the existing 15-year lease limitation.”® Clarendon notes that a state court has found that an
EBS lease could not be interpreted to give a lessee a perpetual lease.”

384 APIPFR at 17.

35 Clarendon PFR at 2-8. Clarendon provides the following example of such a provision from an EBS excess
capacity lease agreement :

Subject to the provisions for earlier termination contained in Section 10 hereof, this Amended Agreement will
extend for:(a)-an initial teriir-of five (5) years from the Effective Date (the “Initial Term”); (b) two additional terms
of five (5) years each (each a “Rénewal Term” and collectively, the “Renewal Terms”) unless [lessee] notifies
[lessor] at lease ninety (90) days biefore the end of the Initial Term or the First Renewal Term, as the case may be,
that [lesse€] elects not to extend this Amended ' Agreement for the upcoming Renewal Term; and (c) should the
E€C during the Initial Term orany Renewal Term revise its rules and policies to allow the length of leases of
TTFS excess capacity to extend beyond fifteen (15) years, such number of additional terms of one (1) year
each as are perinitted by the FCC...(emphasis in original). Clarendon PFR at 3-4.

386 Clarendon PFR at 4-5.
%7 Clarendon PFR at 4-5.
388 Clarendon PFR at 4-5.
38 Clarendon PFR at 4-5.
3% Clarendon PFR at 24, See also BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5715-5716 T 266, 269.

391 See Nextwave Broadband, Inc. v. Saint Rose Church Schools, Order, Superior Court of New J ersey, Mercer
County, Chancery Division, Docket No. C-53-06 (June 16, 2006); Clarendon PFR at 7 n.5; HITN PFR at 7 n.12.
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131. HITN asks the Commission to void EBS leases for one-way only video services entered
into prior to the release of the Two-Way Order in 1998.*** In addition to the boilerplate.clause described
above, HITN contends that these leases also contain an unknown start date; thus, not only has the lease
term been extended in perpetuity, it has not yet begun. 393 As a result of the operation of these two
clauses, HITN argues, many operators have warehoused spectram for more than ten years without

providing service to the public or lease payments to the Yicensees/lessors. ¥ And, HITN surmises, lessees
intend to continue warehousing spectrum to pressure hcensees/lessors who want to take advantage of the
new rules into unfaverable lease negotiations-er costly litigation.* HITN further surmises that lessees
arenusing the:May-1, 2011 ,substantmal.vservmerdeadhne to further pressure licensee/lessors to renegotiate
their leases: within themext fewl)iears«' HITN requests-that, giveh the present inability of operators to
launch. andnoperate new wireless c¢able vide sysfems on the ma_]onty of this spectrum band, the
Cominission should declarei vmd‘ allwlegacy Ivmleo-only leases entered into under pre-1998 rules, the terms
of which-have neverrcommenced 7.

, 132‘ o Gle"arwue, CTN NIA, and, IMWED support the petitions of Clarendon and HITN and ask

' that;the Cogg_msswnvclanfy ityposition on- whether EBS excess ‘capacity leases entered into before

January' 10, 2008, can be mterprefed to run in perpetuity.*® Clearwire states that although it believes that

. the Coniiission should not bécome involved in the interpretation of terms of commercial agreements
DR such as'rEBS%leases,;xt'stronglypagrees thh Glarendon that'the Commission should declare such an
IR mtelpretatlon; avioldtiorrof pnbhc peﬂlcy -IMWED.also supports Clarendon’s and HITN’s petitions

R concemmg ’lease!hmltatlons 409
s - . 133 B WjMAX WG'A, Spnnt Nextel, and BellSouth oppose the petltlons and argue-that the

: Comnuss;on obld/notbeconi e ginvelved in the interpretation of private contractual agreements.*”" They
- argg_;c, that 1nd1v1dua§llzedvagreements need mdmduahzed seratiny.*”? BellSouth further argues, as does
e ‘ pnpﬁiNextelt xthat ‘onieiway videoJedses.may not be-obsolete. as. HITN describes because if there is

:“;,1“ ,.., ’ i s Al Pl i
392HITNPFRat6and7n12 _
B 93 HTI‘N PFR at 7 TN states"that a8 r}i aps, the lg;gest licensee of EBS spectrum, it is duty-bound to bring this
‘ s1tuat10n to meaaMnﬁoqbfame Commlss oh. a\Fm;Lhermore, HITN sta &s that it is not asking the Commission to
extricate it from. specttym léases, that,;l: executeq g [N:states that it has no. Jeases for any of its 70 stations that

" contam‘these one-sided; lease clauses « HIEN! %plk atso9.. . .

l§_ }tgggered by1commencement ofgwxreless‘cable Lyldeo services, construction of the wireless cable video system, or

service provision of ﬂle first w1reless=.cable . yidegzsubicriber — none: of which, in the vast majority of cases, ever
occurred; and,whlch,now cannot occu; I—EIIN&?FR\at Tnl12. . .

*SHITN Replyat9. S M e

¥ HITN Reply‘at 9. ' L
* HITNPFRat 7n12,

e Glearwlre@pposmon at: 9 CTNINIA(@pEosmom ati5-6, IMWED ‘Opposition at 6.

e} e .

‘ 39 Clearw1re Opposmon at9.

A ‘ 0 IMWED Opposition at 6. 1 )
’ Ol WiMAX: Opposmon at 6-7, WGA Opposmon at 24-25, Spririt Nextel Opposmon at 18, BellSouth Reply at 4-5.
402 WCA-G)pposxtlon at 27, BellSouth Reply at 5, Sprint Nextel Reply:at4.

\
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sufficient demand for these services, the Commlssmn s Rules provide BRS/EBS licensees with the
flexibility to provide these applications.*®

134. - Discussion. The Commission's policy regarding the length of EBS leases has evolved
since it first permitted EBS licensees to lease excess capacity in 1983, Originally, the Commission’s
policy prohibited an EBS licensee from executing a lease agreement that extended beyond the 10-year
license term because such provisions were viewed as inconsistent with the terms of the license.** In
1995, however, the Commission changed its policy to permit an EBS licensee to enter into a 10-year lease
agreement without regard to. the duration of the licensee’s license term, but requlred the lease to note that
such an extension was contingent on the renewal-of the license.*”® In 1998, in the Two-Way Order, the
Commission again changed its;policy, and permitted an EBS licensee to enter into 15-year lease
agreement, and again l;e%un'ed that the lease specify that such an extension be subject to the renewal of
the underlying license.*® The Commission also grandfathered existing EBS excess capacity leases
entered into before March 31, 1997.*7 In 2000, in the Two-Way Order on Further Reconsideration, the
Commission further grandfathered EBS excess capacity leases-entered into before March 31, 1997 that
contained an automatic renewal elause that would be effective after March 31, 1997, provided that the
total term of the lease did not exceed 15 years.”

135. In 2004, in the BRS/EBS R&O, the Commission applied the Secondary Markets rules to
EBS excess capacity leases executed between January 10, 2005 and July 18, 2006. In 2006, in the
BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, the Cominission modlﬁed the application of the rules and policies of the
Secondary Markets proceeding to EBS leases.*® With regard to EBS leases, the Commission stated that
although the rules andzpolicies of the Secoridary Markets proceeding applied to EBS leases, EBS
licensees may-enter into an excess capac1ty‘ lease agfeement for 30 years so long as the lease agreement
ensures that EBS hcensees retain the right to.review their educational use requirements at year 15 and
every 5 years thereafter:! 9 Moreover, the Commission permitted the use of “rights of first refusal”

403 BeliSouth Reply at 5-6, citing Sprint Nextel Opposition at 19..

404 Amendment of Part 74 of the Commission’ s Rules with Regard to the Instructional Television Fixed Service,
MM Docket No. 93-24, Report and Order, 10 FCC Red. 2907,2914 § 38 (1995).

: 405 Amendment of Part 74 of the Commnssnon s Rules with Regard to the Instructional Televxslon Fixed Service,
’ MMDocket No '93-24, Report and Order, 10 FCC Red. 2907,2914 4 38 (1995).

406 Amendmepb of Patts:21.:and 74 to Enable Multipoint Distribution Sexvice and Instructional Television Fixed
Service Licensees to Engage in Two-Way Transmissions, MM DécketNo. 97-217, Report and Order, 13 FCC Rcd
19112, 19183- 18184 T 133-134 &1998) (Two-Way Order).

407 Two-Way Order, 13 FCC'Red- 4t-19184- -9 130. See-also Amendment-of Parts 1, 21 and 74 to Enable Multipoint
Distribution Sefvice and | lgsu'ucuanal ‘Television'Fixed Service Licensees to Engage in Fixed Two-Way
Transmlssmns, MM Docket 97-217, Report and Order on Reconsuferatzon, 14 FCC Rcd. 12764, 12791 59 (2000)
(Two-Way Order on Reconsuieratzon) The Commission originally declined to grandfather leases subject to
automatic renewal after March 31, 1997 ‘because grandfathering these leases could have permitted them to continue
in perpetuity under the fules adopted prier to the Two-Way Order. The Commission reversed this decision when the
petitioners assured the Commission that the leases that would be grandfathered could have a total term of ten years,
Amendment of-Parts 1, 21 and 74 to Enable Multipoint Distribution Service and Instructional Television Fixed
Service Licensees to Engage in Fixed Two-Way-Transmissions, MM Docket 97-217, Report and Order on Further
Reconsideration and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red. 14566, 14569-14570 q11 (2000) (Twa-

Way Order Further Recor).

48 Tvvo-Way Order Further Recon., 15 FCC Red at 14569-14570 9 11.
“.BRS/EBS. 31 MO&O, 21 FCCRcd at 5715 7 266.

410 pRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 57164268,




