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I. INTRODUCTION

1. In this Third Order on Reconsideration and Sixth Memorandum Opinion and Order and
Fourth Memorandum Opinion and Order and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Big LEO
3rd Order on Reconsideration and AWS 6" MO&O and BRS/EBS 4th MO&O and 2nd FNPRM, ), we
continue our efforts to transform our rules and policies governing the licensing of the Educational
Broadband Service (EBS) and the Broadband Radio Service (BRS) in the 2495-2690 MHz (2.5 GHz
band). In particular, we adopt rules for auctioning unass1gned BRS spectrum as proposed in the Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (BRS/EBS FNPRM),! and seek further commient on alternatives for
licensing unassigned EBS spectrum. In addition, we address petitions for recorisideration filed in
response to the Order on Reconsideration and Fifth Memorandum Opinion and Order and Third
Memorandum Opinion and Order and Second Report and Order (Big LEO Order on Reconsideration and
AWS 5" MO&O and BRS/EBS 3" MO&O and 2nd R&O, as appropriate) in this proceeding? by, among
other thmgs, further refining our technical rules to enable licensees to deploy new and innovative wireless
services in the 2.5 GHz band. We believe that the actions we take today will facilitate the promotion of
broadband service to all Americans.

IL EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2. In the Big LEO 3™ Order on Reconsideration and AWS 6" MO&O and BRS/EBS 4th
MO&O0, we take the following actions with respect to petitions for reconsideration filed in response to the
Big LEO Order on Reconsideration and AWS 5 MO&O and BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O and 2nd R&O: ‘

.o . Grant:a petition, in part, by adopting the Part 1, Subpart Q competitive bidding rules for
' fiiture BRS auctions, seekmg further comment on rules forfuture licenses for EBS spectrum,
and dn'ectmg WTB to review inventory and schedule auction(s) of unassigned BRS spectrum
as sobn as practlcable !

. Adopt the small busmess size standards and blddmg credits proposed in the BRS/EBS
FNPRM (“small ’busmess” -- an entity wlth attnbpted -average annual gross revenues not
e)?ceedmg $40 mllhon Yor the prece’dmg three years, “very small business” -- an entity with
attributed average annual gross revenues not exceedmg $15 million for the same period; and
an “epfrepreneur’ - an entity with attributed annual average gross revenues not exceeding $3
mllhon\fonthe same period). -

! Amendment of Parts 1,21, 73, 74 and 101 of the Commission’s Rules to Facilitate the Provision of Fixed and
Mobile Broadband Access, Educational and Other Advanced Servxces in the 2150-2162 and 2500-2690 MHz Bands,
‘Report-arid Order and Further Notice of Proposed RulemTzkmg, WT Docket No 03-66, 19 FCC Red 14165, 14270,
14271-14272 T4-281, 286 (2004) (BRS/EBS R&O“and FNPRM as appropnate)

r AmendmenﬁoﬁPaﬁtSs I 21“ 73, 74:4nd 101 of the Comm1ss1on g Rules fo Faclhtate the Pl‘OVlSlOll of Elxed and
Mobllg Broa‘dba'nd‘ cé‘e'ss, ‘Educahonal and. Othel Advancéd tSer:v,xces in the ﬁ50-2162 and 2500-2690 MHz Bands,

. Thzrd“Memorandum Opmzon and Qrder and-Second Réport and‘@rder’ W Docket No. '03 66,21 FCC Rcd 5606
(2006) (BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O & 2nd R&O). : o
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Deny a petition requesting that the Commission permit licensees to self-transition before
January 21, 2009, the deadline for proponents to file an Initiation Plan with the Commission.

Grant a petition asking the Commission to correct the i inconsistency bétween the BRS/EBS
3rd MO&O and the text of Section 27. 1236(b)(6), and on the Commission’s own motion, -

change references in Sections 27.1231(f), 27.1236(a), 27.1236(b)(1) and 27.1236(b)(6) to
dates certain.

Deny as moot a petition requesting that the Commission clarify the requirements for
multichannel video programming distribution (MVPD) operators seeking to opt-out of the:
transition.

Deny a petition seeking recons1derat10n on the effect of MVPD opt-out on adjacent hcensees
with overlapping geographic.service areas (GSAs). '

Grant a petition asking the Commission to modify the height benchmarking rule to establish
deadlines for compliance.

Grant a petition asking the Commission to modify the out-of-band emlssmns rule to establish
deadlines.for compliance. ‘

Grant a petition askmg the Commlssmn to modify the out-of-band emissions rule to provide
that out-of-band emissions are.to be measured from the outermost edge of the channels when
two or more channels are combined.

Deny a petition and reaffirm that only first adjacent channel licensees may file an interference
complaint concerning adjacent channel interference.

Deny a petition and affirm the Commission’s decision regarding out-of-band emissions for
mobile digital stations.

Deny a petition asking to establish different deadlines for user stations to cure interference
where an existing base station suffers interference from an outdoor antenna user station.

Grant a petition and allow hcensees to maintain existing operations post-transition in the m1d-
band se%ment (MBS) at 2572-2614 MHz, evern if such operations exceed the current -73.0 -

"~ .dBW/m" contour limit.

Deny apetition askmg the Comnuss1on to adopt technical standards should it become
necessary to “split the football” to determine each licensee’s"GSA.

Grant a petition arid perniit BRS: Channels No. 1 and 2/2A licensges to operate
sitnltangously in-the 2150-2160/62 MEz and 5496-2690' MHz bands until every subscnber
isrelocatéd to’ the 2496-2690 MHz band.

. Denya petltlon asl@mg the Commlssmn to provide greater protection to BRS Channel No. 1

operauons by reducmgxthe power flux density (PFD) radiated from the Mebile Satelhte
Service (MSS) in the 2496-2500 MHz band.

Deny a petition and affirm the use of sphttmg the football for BRS Channels No. 2 and 2A
licensees. .

Déeny petJltlons concermng overlaps between grandfathered EBS E and F Group licensees and
co-chanini€] BRS E and F Group hcensees and affirm the ex1st1ng le. '

Beny a petltli%n ag}:mg for. procedural, changes to the 90-day,; AMegotiation period for s1gmficant
GSA ovenlaps (more TﬁamSO percent)\betweenkgrandfaﬂnered EBS:E and‘F Group channel

. hcensees,ang mcumT)ent{ERS E,,and E Group chanyel licensees.

e L 4

Grant a petition and;reinstate-a Gulf.of Mexico Service Area.
|l
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e Establish the Gulf of Mexico boundary 12 nautical miles from the shore.
e Apply the existing technical rules to the Gulf,of Mexico Service Area.,

e Grant a petition and affirm that EBS excess capacity leases executed before January 10, 2005,
are limited to 15 years.

® Deny,g ,petltlon relating to pre-1998 legacy, video-only excess capacity leases but affirin that

FLC)

Jeases executed before January 10, 2005, are limited to 15 years.

e Grant a petition and amend rulés to permit lessees to offer EBS licensees/lessors the actual
equipment used-or comparable equipment on lease termination.

e Deny a petition asking that licensees-be permitted to demonstrate stibstantial service based on
past-discontinued service.

e Grant a petition asking for a new safe harbor for heavily encumbered or highly truncated
Basic Trading Areas (BTAs) and GSAs.

e Grant.a petition seeking minor changes in the EBS eligibility rule to conform it to other
changes made by'the Commission.

_ ® Grant a petition asking the Commission to adopt a rule that clarifies that commercial EBS
licensees are not subject to educational programming requirements or the special EBS leasing
restrictions.

e Deny a petition asking the Commission to reinstate pending mutually exclusive applications
for new EBS stations.

o Grant in part requests for declaratory ruling and clarify how the splitting the football process
for determining GSAs works with respect to licenses that were expired on January 10, 2005.

In the BRS/EBS 2nd FNPRM, we seek comment on whether and how to license EBS spectrum in the Gulf
of Mexico. We also seek comment on various alternatives for hcensmg unassigned EBS spectrum.
Specifically, we seek comment on the following issues:

e We ask whether it would be in the public mterest to develop a scheme for 11censmg
unass1gned EBS spectrum that avoids mutual € xclusmty

e We ask whether EBS eligible entities could partlclpate fully in a spectrum auction.

e We seek comment on the use of small business size standards and bidding credits for EBS if
we adopt a licensing scheme that could result in mutually excluswe applications.

e We seek comment,on the proper market size and size of spectrum blocks for new EBS
licenses.

o We seek comment on 1ssumg one license to a State agency designated by the Governor to be
the spectrum manager, using frequency coordinatofs to avoid mutually exclusive EBS
a_gphcatlons as well as other alternative licensing schemes.




g .t . iNederal CommuiicationsiCommission .. . . . . JCC08:83
1.' v ~ Sl ,‘..‘W " " " ———

OI. BACKGROUND?
A. BRS/EBS R&0 and FNPRM'

3 On July 19, 2004, the Commission, in response to a “White Paper” submitted by the
Wireless Communications Association International, Inc. (WCA), the Catholic Television Network -
(CTN), and the National ITFS Association (NIA) (the Coalition) released the BRS/EBS R&O & FNPRM.*
In the BRS/EBS R&O & FNPRM, the Commission restructured the 2500-2690 MHz band from an
interleaved band plan to a three-segment band plan divided into upper and lower-band segments (UBS
and LBS, respectlvely) for low-power operations and a mid-band segment (MBS) for high-power
operatlons, and designated the 2495-2500 MHz band for use in connection with the 2500-2690 MHz
band.’ The following charts illustrate the former and-current band plans:

FORMER BRS/EBS BAND PLAN:
48 o o e o d of of 4 F o o o —J—e_a:;«qt
] «qnﬁﬁq<mqch€8ccn2uu&ﬁu£§i’fu:cmu::t.n%
g § 8 2 g g
& & & g 3 & §

CURRENT BRSIEBS BAND PLAN:

Cémmission;Band Plan

| Channel - | Lower !- UppeNr‘. -
Designation Frequency |:Freguency

NA . 12495 Guard Band

FBHS1 *° | 2486 " EEE '

AT .2.‘502-:',’:""

A2 25ﬁ_oz.5 .

TAs> " | 95137 1"

Ble, . 25i|8"5’n | Fo
4 B2, AL A 24 ' 3 g
B3, -

e LBS
‘[ c2

fesa --.i';/ja.éfs%tei »

3 A full discussion of: the baclkcground and !lustorynnvolvmg thlS baind is contamed in Amendment of Parts 1, 21, 73,
74 and 101 of the Commlssmn s Rules toFacilitaté the ‘Provision of Fixed and Mobile Broadband Access,
Educational and ‘Other Advanced §ervmes in the 2150-2162 and 2500-2690° MHz Baiids, Notice of Proposed .
Rulergakmg andaMemorandum Opzmon apd-Order, WT Docket No, 03-66, 18 FCC Red 6722, 6726-6739 1 6-31
(2003) (BRS/E'BS NPRII;I)'l BRS/E%% R&@ & FNPRM, 19 FCC Recd at 14171-14176 1§ 9-20, and BRS/EBS 3rd

. MO&O &.2nd Rf&@%l’ FCC Rcd?at 5614—5618 :9<19.

o 4BR1S‘/EBS R&O and FNPRM | ::

"BRS/EBS)‘,R&@ and FNPRM, 19'.FCC Red at 14182714187 om 36-47

‘6
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D1 25515 | 2567
D2 2557 2562.5
D3 2562.5 | 2568

[ 2568 [ 2572 Guard Band

MBS

K 2614 2618 Guard Band
BRS 2 2618 2624
E1 2624 2629.5
E2 26295 | 2635
E3 2635 2640.5
F1 2640.5 | 2646
F2 2646 2651.5 .
F3 26515 | 2657 uBS
H1 2657 2662.5
H2 2662.5 | 2668
H3 2668 2673.5
Gi 2673.5 | 2679
G2 2679 2684.5
G3 2684.5 | 2690

The Commission also renamed the Multipoint Distribution Service (MDS) and Instructional Television
Fixed Service (ITFS) as the “Broadband Radio Service” and Educatxonal Broadband Service,”
respectively, to better reflect the new services annc1pated for this band.® In addition, the Commission
retained conditions on the use of EBS licenses in continued furtherance of the educational objectives that
led to the establishment of ITFS, and removed all non-statutory eligibility restrictions applicable to cable
and digital subscriber line (DSL) operators for the BRS (thus permitting these operators to provide non-
video services like broadband internet access).” Further, the Commission adopted service rules and took
actions that gave licensees increased flexibility, reduced administrative burdens on both licensees and the
Commission, and promoted regulatory parity. In particular, among other actions, the Commission
implemented geographic area licensing for all licensees in the band; consolidated licensing and service
rules for EBS and BRS in Part 27; allowed spectrum leasing for BRS and EBS under our secondary
markets spectrum leasing policies and procedures; provided licensees with the flexibility to employ the
technologies of their choice in the band; applied the Part 1 Wireless Telecommunications Bureau rules to
the BRS/EBS spectrum; and dismissed pending mutually exclusive applications for new ITFS stations.®

4. To facilitate the transition to the new band plan, the Commission adopted a market-
oriented transition mechanism, in which a proponent would transition the 2.5 GHz band within a Major

© BRS/EBS R&O and FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14182, 14227 §4 6, 164.
" BRS/EBS R&O and FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14221-14227, 14230-14232 9§ 149-164, 170-176.
8 BRS/EBS R&O and FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14169-14170 9 6.

7
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Economic Area (MEA)? The transition timeline consisted of the followmg three phases: the Initiation

Phase (which was to have lasted three years starhng on January 10, 2005), in which potential proponents
contact all the BRS and EBS licensees in th& MEA 5§ §éfiding them a Pre-transition Data Request and a
Transition Notice; the 90-day Transition Planning Phase, in which the proponent and BRS and EBS
licensees negotiate the Transition; and the 18-month Transition Completlon Phase, in which the
proponent replaces downconverters and migrates video programming tracks for EBS licensees in the .
MEA." Under this transition mechanism, the transition costs of EBS licensees were to be shared by the
proponent and all commercial licensees and lessees in the MEA.!! Transition plans were required to
conform to certain safeguards to ensure a smooth transition and equitable treatment of incumbents. The
Commission permitted qualifying MVPD operators-to seek a waiver to opt-out of the transition.

5. In addition, the BRS/EBS R&O resolved certain technical issues as follows: set the signal
strength limits for the low-power bands at the boundaries of the geographic service areas to 47 dBuV/m;
restricted the transmitter output power of response stations to 2.0 watts; modified emission limits for
stations that would operate on the LBS and UBS channels; and refrained from allowing high-power

unlicensed operations in the 2500-2690 MHz band, but allowed unlicensed operation under our existing

Part 15 rules in the 2655-2690 MHz band."

6. In the BRS/EBS FNPRM, the Commission sought comment on a proposal to use
competitive bidding to assign any new licenses, as well as competitive bidding mechanisms to transition
hcensees to the extent that licensee-negotiated transitions do not occur within the three-year transition -
period.* Among other methods, we sought comment on a process whereby the Commission would offer
incumbent licensees modified non-renewable licenses that would become secondary to new licenses to be
assigned pursuant to the new band plan.'* Under this process, the Commission also would offer
incumbent licensees tradable bidding offset credits that could be used to obtain new licenses, and that
would provide spectrum access valued comparably to that provided by the incumbent’s existing license.'¢
In addition to alternate transition methods, we also sought further comment on the following issues: the
Gulf of Mexico service area; performance requirements for licensees in the band; grandfathered ITFS
stations on the E and F channel groups; limitations on the holdings of ITFS stations; the “wireless cable”
exception to the ITFS eilglblhty rules; regulatory fees; methods of streamlining our rev1ew of transactions
involving these services; and contmumg our review of rules relating to these services."”

B. BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O and 2nd R&O

7. In the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&@ the’ Comm1ss1on made further changes to the transition rules
to further encourage the transition oFthe 2.5 GHz band. In revxewmg the petitions filed in response to the
BRS/EBS R&@ arid FNPRM, the- Comrmsswn found that the selection of MEASs as the transition area s1ze

u
oy

® BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14198 74.
' BRS/EBS R&0, 19FCC Red at 14200, 14203‘%}[ 78, 88.

1 BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14205 1 93

2 BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red it 14198- 14199 4 75.

13 BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14208, 14211, 14218 94 106, 116, 139.
14 BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14265 § 265-266.

15 BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14266 §.269.

' BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19FCC Red:at 14273 §:290.

17 BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14282-121391 % 320-374.
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discouraged potentlal proponents from filing Initiation Plans.'® Thus, the Comm1ss1on changed the
transition area size from MEA to the much-smaller Basic Trading Area (BTA) Moreover, since at the

time the Commission released the BRS/EBS 8ri10&0 116t one Initiation Plan had been filed, the
Commission changed the timeframe of the Initiation Planning Period from January 10, 2005 through
January 10, 2008 to July 19, 2006 through January 21, 2009.° Also, in response to petitioners who were
afraid that they would lose their licenses if a proponent did not file or withdrew an Initiation Plan on or
before January 21, 2009, the Commission adopted a rule permitting licensees to self-transition to their
default channel locations after January 21, 2009 if a proponent has not filed or has withdrawn an Initiation
Plan on or before January 21, 2009.2! Other significant changes made by the Commission to the
transition included the following: adopting a cost-sharing formula for proponent-driven and self
transitions; adopting a “first-in time” rule in which the first entity to file an Initiation Plan with the
Commission for a given BTA would be the proponent; requiring licensees to respond to the Pre-transition
Data request within 45 days; and permitting proponents to file the Post-transition notification on behalf of
itself and all of the BRS and EBS licensees in the BTA.? The Commission clarified that BRS licensees
and lessees, EBS lessees, and commercial EBS licensees must pay their own transition costs and share the
cost to transition EBS licensees; that BRS licensees and lessees and EBS licensees and lessees may be a
proponent; and that channel swapping to effectuate the transition is permitted. The Commission
declined, however, to permit qualifying multichannel video programming distributors (MVPD) operators
to automatically opt-out of the transition, but reaffirmed their right to seek a waiver to opt-out of the
transition.

8. The Commission also made a series of decisions concerning the technical rules applicable
to BRS and EBS. Specifically, the Commission clarified that during the transition, all downconverters
within the EBS geographic service area (GSA) must be replaced regardless of the desired or undesired
signal strength allowed a -10 dB adjacent channel desired-to-undesired signal ratio (D/U) for transitioned
EBS receive sites, and reaffirmed its decision to permit licensees to exceed the signal level at the GSA
boundary provided no constructed licensee prov1dmg service is affected.”® The Commission also
reaffirmed its decision to require that a licensee receive a documented interference complaint before it is
subject to a stricter emission mask for base stations, reaffirmed its decision that only the first adjacent
channel licensee may submit a documented interference complaint, and amended the rules to permit the
mterfenng hcensee 60 days after receiving the documented interference complaint to resolve the
complamt In addition, the Commission declined to modify its decision.to apply the attenuation factor,
not less'than 43 + 107og (P) dB at the channel edge aiid 55 + 10 1og (P) dB at 5.5 megahertz from the
channel edges, only to mobile. digital stations; and redffirmed its decision to require licensees to measure
emission limits as close to the edges, both upper and lower, of the licensee’s bands of operation as the
design permits, including BRS Channel No. 1 licensees.?’ Further, the Commission reaffirmed its

18 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5641 § 64.

19 BRS/EBS 3rd MO &0, 21 FCC Red at 5642 § 65.

20 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5658-5659 1 106.

2! BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5671, 5673-5674 Y 135, 142.

%2 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5652, 5656, 5677-5686 T 91, 101, 152-176.
% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&0, 21 FCC Red at 5650, 5665, 5678-5679 1 87, 122, 157-158.
2% BRS/EBs'érd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5645-5.646»{][3[.7‘2;4.

% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5687-5689, 5699 Y 181-190, 219-220.

% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5689-5691 .191-197.

2 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5691-5694 §§-198-204.
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decision to bifurcate and define overlapping GSA boundaries by drawing a chord between the intersection
points of the licensee’s previous 35-mile Protected Service Area (PSA) and those of the respective
adjacent market co-channel licensee. % Also; the Cornifiission reaffirmed its decision to permit two-way
mobile operations prior to the transition, and reaffirmed its decision to permit low-power unlicensed
operations in the 2655-2690 MHz portion of the band.?

9. In response to a request from EBS licensees, the Commission modified the application of
the Secondary Markets rules and policies to EBS excess capacity leases entered into on or after July 19,
2006.% Specifically, the Commission limited the term of these leases to 30 years and required them to
permit the EBS licensee/lessor to retain the right at year 15 and every five years thereafter to review the
lease in light of their educational requitements.* The Commission also stated that these leases could not
be automatically renewed, although they could contain a right of first refusal clause.*> Also, the
Commission affirmed its decision not to specify the manner in which EBS licensess reserve 5 percent of
the capacity of their channels for educational usage when they lease their channels to a commercial lessee
and reaffirmed its decision to permit cable operators and incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) to
acquire or lease BRS or EBS spectrum for non-MVPD services.*® The Commission also reaffirmed its
decision to dismiss mutually exclusive applications for new EBS stations.>* : |

10. In the BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, the Commission declined to adopt assignment rules for
unassigned BRS or EBS spectrum at that time and terminated-the Gulf of Mexico proceeding.®® The
Commission did, however, adopt substantial service as the performance standard for EBS and BRS
licensees; established May 1, 2011 as the deadline for licensees to demonstrate substantial service for .
each license they hold; adopted safe harbors, including safe harbors for EBS licensees and rural areas; and
indicated that a licensee’s prior, discontinued service may be considered as a factor in the substantial
service determination made by the Commission.’® Also, the Commission adopted rules to resolve
conflicts between the overlapping GSAs of grandfathered E and F Group EBS licensees and co-channel
BRS E and F Group licensees.” C

IV.  DISCUSSION
A. Licensing Unassigned SiJectrum in the Band
11. °  Background. The Commission previously assignéd all spectrum allocated to the MDS'

and Multichannel Multipoint Dis&ibﬁﬁdn3189fvicté (MMDS), the predecessor services to BRS.
Specifically, in 1996, the Commission conducted competitive bidding and issued 493 BTA licenses

28 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5694-5695 § 205-208.

2 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5695:5699 Jy 209-218.

% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Rcd at 57169 268. ‘

3 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5716.9 268.

3% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5716 1 270.

33 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5701-5703 f 227, 231-232.

34 BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Rcd at 570315794 {4 236-238. The Commission, however, reinstated one
application based on evidence presented by the peétitioner showing that its settlement agreement was approved
before the April 2, 2003 deadline. BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O; 21 FCC Rcd at 5704 § 239.

35 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5737, 5762 I 313, 383.
36 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5718-5736 §§ 274-310.
% BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5749-5750 9 348-350.
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granting access to all BRS spectrum nationwide that was not assigned to pre-existing MDS or MMDS
site-based licenses.”® Since the auction, 73 of the 493 BRS overlay licenses have cancelled and the
related spectrum access rights are now unassigned although any underlying, pre-existing site-based
licenses remain intact. With respect to EBS spectrum, the Commission has extensively, but not

exhaustively, assigned this spectrum through site-based licensing, Commission analysis indicates that in
11 of 493 BTAg, there are currently no geographic or site-based BRS or EBS licensees. In addition, there
are six additional BTAs where only a very small portion of the BTA is covered by'a BRS or EBS hcense

12. In the BRS/EBS FNPRM, the Commlssmn sought comment on procedures for assigning
new licenses in these services by competitive bidding.* Commenters were asked to address these issues
in addmon to a larger proposal to use competitive bidding to transfer existing licensees to the new band
plan.” Spec1ﬁcally, the Commission asked parties to comment on adopting Part 1 competmve bidding
rules for these services, as well as the adoption of three levels of size-based bidding credits.*!

13. Commenters addressing competitive bidding issues in response to the BRS/EBS FNPRM
generally focused on when to conduct competitive bidding, and whether and how to distinguish among
EBS applicants for purposes of offering small businesses blddmg preferences.”2. Then, as now, several
parties sought early auctions of currently unassigned spectrum.” Organizations representing EBS
licensees, however, argued that auctions of EBS licenses should wa1t until after the transition, so that EBS
licensees could devote appropriate attention to the transition process.* In addition, there were divergent
views regarding what frequencies in the band should be licensed together (particularly whether or not to
group low and high power frequencies) and the appropriate geographic area for licensing.** These latter
concerns primarily pertained to new EBS licenses.

14. In the BRS/EBS 2d R&O, the Commission concluded that it would be premature to decide
how to license currently unass1gned spectmm in the band until after the period for existing licensees to
transition to the new band plan expires.*® The Commission reached this conclusion based on the limited
amount of currently unassigned spectrum relative to assigned spectrum subject to transitioning; the
limited utility of new licenses in areas where existing licensees were transntlomng from the old to the new
band plan; and the efficiency of licensing all available spectrum at one time.”” Moreover, the
Commission observed that completion of the transition would permit an assessment of existing and
potential uses of new licenses and might lead to the identification of additional spectrum available for

%8 These tybeszf Ticenses are commonly fgferred to as geographic “overlay” licenses. See Winning Bidders in the
Auction of Authorizations to-Provide Multipoint Distribution Service in 493 Basic Trading Areas, Public Notice
(MMB WTB Mar. 29, 1996).

% BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14265-14272 I 266-288.
“0 BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19.FCC Red at 14272-14282 T4 289-319.
4 BIZ!S/EBSTFIVP‘RM, 19 FCC Red at 14270-14272 Y 281-288.
“2 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5738-5739, 5741 T 317-319, 325.
“3 BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5738 n.786.
“ BRS/EBS 2nd R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5738-5739 § 318.
< 45 BRS/EBS 2nd R&O, 21 FCC Red at 5740-5741 § 325.
%6 BRS/EBS 2d R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5739 § 320.
4 BRS/EBS 2d R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5739-5740 9 320-324.
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assignment.®® The Commission concluded that waiting to assign riew licenses until after the compleuon
of the transition therefore might enable a more effective initial assignment of new licenses. i ‘
¥ J"l,g UL AL ¥ 1Y

15. NextWave Broadband, Inc. (NextWave) asks the Commission to reconsider this
conclusion and immediately auction “all available and unassigned” BRS and EBS spectrum. % In seekmg
reconsideration, NextWave asserts that the benefits from assigning new licenses pnor to the end of the
transition outweigh any potentlal benefits that could be obtained from waiting to assign licenses for more
available spectrum at one time.”! WiMAX Forum (WiMAX), Sprint Nextel, Clearwire Corporation
(Clearwire), the Hlspamc Information and Telecommunications Network (HITN) and WCA support
NextWave’s request.’ Proponents of earlier licensing of BRS BTA licenses contend that new BRS BTA
licensees may be more likely to initiate transitions to the new band plan than other existing licensees,
thereby furthering the transition.”> More broadly, WCA and NextWave contend that the sooner the
Commission licenses unass1gned spectrum, the-sooner new licensees can begin planning their post-
transition deployments.**

16. A few parties, specifically NTA, CTN, and ITFS/2.5 GHz Mobile Wireless Engineering &
Development Alliance, Inc. (IMWED), oppose NextWave's petition with respect to assigning EBS :
spectrum. NIA and CTN coritend‘that “EBS'licensees will be significantly occupied with other matters:
over-the next few years, including transitions to the new band plan, spectrum lease negotiations, and,
critically, the development of €ducational service pldns that focus on new technologles tailored to the
revised plan and rules. 55 IMWED contends that auctioning EBS spectrum in urban areas 1s unnecessary
because there is insufficient white- space availablé to institute. new services in those areas.®® IMWED
states that the primary purpose of EBS is educational, not commercial.”’ Fmally, IMWED anticipates that
auctions would not materially expedite the provision of wireless broadband service because w1despread
deployment will not occur untll after transmons take place. %8

17.  Discussion. With-respectto BRS spectrum, we now conclude that the public interest
favors expeditious relicensing-of BTA authorizations in-tliose areas where-the authorization was forfeited
or turnedin for cancellation; fégardléss of the presence of other BRS or EBS incumbents. BTA
authorization holdérs eligible to pay for their licenses in installments recently submitted their final

‘8 BRS/EBS 2dR&0, 25 FGC Red at 5740 322.
* BRS/EBS 2d R&0, 21 FCC Red at 5740 § 322.

50 NextWave PFR at 3-12. In referring to pleadings filed in response to the BRS/EBS 3™ MO&O, we will use the '
short name of the party-as indicated in Appendix D to-this document, followed by "PFR" if the document is a
petition.for. reconsidgration,-"Comments™ or "Opposition" ifithe ddeliment is comments on or oppositions to
petitions for: reconmderatnon, and"Reply" if the. pleadmg isa reply to anopposition or comment.

51 NextWave PFR at 5.

ZWCA Opposition at 12-16. In addition to WCA, WIMAX (a non-profit corporatlon formed to help promote and
certify the.compatibility and interoperability of: broadhand wireless products using the IEEE 802.16 and ETSI
HiperMAN wireless MAN® speclﬁcatlons) Clearwue, and- HITNrall -support early auction of new licenses. WiMAX
Cominents at 5-6; Sprint Nextel Opposmon at 13-15; Cleatwire Opposmon at 3-5; HITN Opposmon at 34. ‘

3 Clearwire Opposition at 4, NextWave Reply at4.
wca Opposition at 15, NextWave Reply at4.
55 CTN NIA Opposition at 3-4.
% IMWED Opposition at 3.

5T IMWED Opposition-at 4.

58 IMWED Opposition at 4.
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payments. With final payment in hand, the poss1b111ty that additional BTA licenses will be added to the
FCC’s auction inventory due to failure to pay is now foreclosed In addition, initial action has been taken
with respect to requests regarding forfeited aiitfioiizations.> These developments provide greater

certainty regarding the geographic areas available for the grant of new BRS licenses.

18.  We find that the expeditious licensing of BRS in those 11 BTAs where there is no
existing BRS or EBS licensee serves the public interest by facilitating service in unserved areas.%
Expedited licensing in those markets will not disrupt the band plan transition process because there are no
existing operations. Transitions in adjacent BTAs will be protected by the requirements in our technical
rules that new BTA licensees operate pursuant to the post-transition band plan and provide protection to
adjacent operatxons We also note that Sprint Nextel and Clearwire, two entities that have proposed
transitions in other markets, support expeditious relicensing of available BRS spectrum.®!

19. We also conclude that, on balance, early issuance of BTA authorizations serves the
public interest in markets where there are incumbent non-BTA BRS or EBS licensees. Unlike the handful
of markets without any existing BRS or EBS licensees, issuance of licenses where there are existing
incumbents will supplement — rather than initiate — service within the BTA. Nonetheless, a new BTA
authorization will make service more widely available and will increase the opportunities for competitive
offerings within the market. We believe that our existing technical rules afford incumbent licensees
protection against unwarranted interference. Specifically, any new BTA licenses will be required to limit
their signal strength at the border of their GSA,% provide adjacent channel protection in the same manner
as any other licensee,” and comply with the helght benchmarking rule to ensure that base stations near
the border of GSAs do not interfere with stations in neighboring GSAs.%# We also-note that no party to
this proceeding expressed concern that awarding new BRS BTA licenses would cause problems to
existing operations. Moreover, we will require new licensees to operate pursuant to the new band plan.
This requirement will protect existing licensees by ensuring that any future high-power video operations
are restricted to the MBS. To the extent a market has existing pre-transition operations, requiring the
BTA operator to.operate pursuant to the new band plan will provide that operator with maximum
incentive to transition existing operations. Furthermore, as an increasing number of adjacent markets are
transitioned, requiring new licensees to operate pursuant to the new band plan will ensure that the new
licensees operate in conformity with adjacent markets. We expect that these requirements on how BRS
licensees may operate under new BTA licenses pending the transition to the new band plan should
provide an incentive for these licensees to propose lransmons in markets currently lacking a transition
plan. .

% See, e. g., Satellite Signals of New England, Order, 22 FCC Red 1937 (WTB 2007), petition for reconsideration
pending, TV Communications Network, Inc., Order, 22 FCC Red 1397 (WTB 2007), application for review
pending, Virginia Communications, Inc., Order, 22 FCC Rcd 1386 (WTB 2007), petition for reconsideration
pending.

% Three of these eleven BTAs previously were licensed to TV Communications Network, Inc. (TVCN). TVCN
sought relief from the cancellation of these and other BTA licenses. The Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
denied TVCN’s initial request for relief and TVCN has filed a pending application for review of that denial. TV

Communications Network, Inc., Order, 22 FCC Red 1397 (WTB 2007), application for review pending.

sl Sprint Nextel Opposition at 13-15; Clearwire Opposition at 3-5. Sprint Nextel, Clearwire, and Polar
Communications have filed transition initiation plans for 375 'BTAs.

62 See 47 CFR+§21.55@)@).

3 See 47 CER. § 27.53(m).

% See 47 C.FR. § 27.1221.
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20.  Although we decide to move forward with auctioning Yicenses for unassigned BRS
spectrum, we believe that a broader record should be developed on how to distribute licenses for
unassrgned EBS spectrum. EBS is a uniqué$grvice désigied to meet the unique needs of educators and
students.”” Given the wide variety of educators and educational needs, we could foresee situations in -
which the ideal license size could be as small as a school district or as large as a state. Furthermore,
educators may encounter a variety of unique challenges that commercial operators may not face, such as
state or county imposed budgeting cycles, the need to obtain grants, or state-imposed limitations on their
ability to participate in spectrum acquisition. Accordingly, as noted in further detail below, the Second
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking seeks further comment on the best means of licensing unass1gned
EBS spectrum ,

B. BRS Competitive Bidding Rules

21.  Background. The BRS/EBS FNPRM proposed to conduct any auction of new licenses in
the BRS/EBS band in conformity with the general competitive bidding rules set forth in Part 1, Subpart
Q, of the Commission’s rules, for example, rules governing competitive bidding de51gn, designated
entities, application and payment procedures, collusion issues, and unjust enrichment.* We did not
receive any noteworthy objection to the use of these competitive bidding rules with respect to new BRS
licenses:

22. In the BRS/EBS FNPRM the Commission sought comment on the appropriate
geographic area size for new licenses in this band. 67 Wlth limited exceptions, commenters generally
assert that new geographic area licenses should be BTAs.® Commenters contend that BTAs are
consistent with prior geographic area licensing in the band, i.e. MDS BTA overlay licenses; that BTAs.
are closer to the market size likely to be served by a licensee; and that areas larger than BTAs will result
in inefficient license assignments, as bidders’ licenses may cover some areas in which they have no
interest.”® A few commenters suggest geographic areas smaller than BTAs, such as counties (School |
Board of Miami Dade County Florida), telephone servicing areas (Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. ), .
or MSAs/RSAs (National Telecommunications Cooperative Association — for MBS). 70

23. With respect to bidding credits in the BRS/EBS FNPRM, the Commission proposed to
define three categories: "small business" ‘-an entity with average annual gross revenues not exceeding
$40 mrlhon for the preceding three years; ""very small business" -- an entity with average gross revenues
not exceedmg $15 million for the same period; and "entrepreneur" -- an entity with average gross
revenues not exceeding $3 million for the same period.” The Commission also proposed to provide
qualifying “small businesses” with a bidding credit of 15%, qualifying “very small businesses” with a

5 See generally BRS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14222-14227 97 152-164.
% BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14270 §281. -
57 BRS/EBS R&O FNPRM, 19 FCC Rcd at 14268-14269 § 274-278.

% WCA Comments (filed Jan, 10, 2005) at 24-25 Sprint Corporatron Comments (filed Jan. 10, 2005) at 4,
Comments, of Nextel Gorporatlon (filed Jan. 10, 2005) at 8-9.

% See, e.g., WCA Comments at 24-25,

" Further Comments, The School Board of Miami Dade County Florida (filed Jan. 10, 2005) at 2-3, Comments of
Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. (filed Jan. 10, 2005) dt'2-3, Coniments of the National Telecommunications |
Cooperative Association in Response to the Further Notice of. Proposed, Rulemaking and Initial Regulatory ;
Flexibility Analysis (filed Jan. 10, 2005)at:3. NTCA also suggested BTAs could be an alternative for the MBS. Id.

! BRS/EBS FNPRM, 19 FCC Red at 14272  286. See 47 C.F.R. § 1.2110(f)(2). We will coordinate the small
business size standards for BRS in-this preceeding with the U.S. Small Business Administration..
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blddmg credit of 25%; and qualifying entrepreneurs” with a bidding credit of 35%, consistent with
Section 1.2110(f)(2) of the Commission’s Rules.”

24, Commenters responding to the BRS/EBS FNPRM focused on bidding credits for EBS
licenses, rather than BRS licenses. For example, one party proposed substantial bidding credits, of at
least 50%, for EBS applicants not receiving financial support from outside parties.” WCA, which
opposes bidding credits with respect to EBS licenses genefally, advocates that any bidding credits for
EBS applicants be based on their educational objectives, rather than their revenues.”

25. With respect to other competitive bidding rules, the BRS/EBS FNPRM proposed to use
Part 1, Subpart Q rules to auction geographic area licenses to access spectrum in the 2500-2690 MHz
band.” We did not receive any comments objecting to the use of these Part 1 rules

26.  Discussion. With respect to the assignment of new BRS hcenses we adopt the -
competitive bidding rules set forth in Part 1, Subpart Q, of the Commxssron s Rules, consistent with the
bidding procedures that have been employed in many previous auctions.® Specifically, we will adopt the
Part 1 rules.governing, among other things, competitive bidding desrgn, designated entities, application
and payment procedures, collusion issues, and unjust enrichment.” We noteithat such rules would be
subject to any modifications by the Commission in our ongoing Part 1 proceeding. "8 In addition,
consistent with current practice, matters such as the appropriate competitive bidding design, minimum

™ 47 CF.R. § 1.21100()(0)-Gi).

7 See, e.g., Comments of SpeedNet, L.L.C. (filed Jan. 10, 2005) at 2.
" WCA Reply Comments (filed Feb. 8, 2005) at 30-32.

™ BRS/EBS NPRM, 18 FCC Red at 6816 § 233, |

6'Sée, e. g Ly Amendment of Pirt 1 of the Commission’ srRules—Compeutlve B1dd1ng Procedures, WT Docket No.
97-82, ‘Order, Memorandum Opzmon “and Order and Nonce of Proposed Rule Makmg, I%FCC Red 5686, (1997),
Third 'Reporraﬁ‘d Ofder and Second Furfher Nofzce of ProposedﬁufeéiMaktng, 13 FCCH Rcd 374 (1997) (Part 1
Thzrd-‘??eport anid Grder)}@rder o‘it ‘RéBonsidération of the Third. epomand Order Fifth- Report hd Order, and
Fourth Further:Notice of. Proposedf‘Rule Making, 15 FEC "‘Red 1151'293 (2000)’(recon. pendmg) (Part 1 Recon Order/
Fi ﬁ‘h Report-anid Order:and Fourth Further Notice ‘of Proposeﬁ RuleJMdkmg), Seventh Report and Order, 16 FCC
Rcd 17546 (2001); Erghth Report and Order, 17 FCC Red'2962 (2002)

7! See 41 CFR. §1.2101 et seq.

d See, e.g., Amgndmcnt of Part 1 of the Gommrssron s Rules < Eorip titive Bidding Procedures, Second Order on
‘4Recons1deran%1«of the Fifih'Report and @rde, 90 FEE'REd 1942 ©O05)(*Pari 1 Coinpetitive Btddmg Second
Order on Recorisideration.of the Fifth Report and Order”) (adopting modifications to: the compelltWe bidding rules);
Implementatlon of the Commercial . )Spectrum Enhancement Act and Modernization of the. Commjssion’s
C‘oﬁr e tn‘;e Blddmg Rulestand Procedures, WT ?oéﬁcet No: 05-211,..Report and Order;, 21 FCC Red 891 (2006)
(CSEA/Part'1 I?epomand Orden),, pentzog_s Jor reconsxderatzonv pend r‘:’ g} Implementauon of the Commiercial
Spectrum Enhancement,Act and Modernization of the' Commlssmn ] Compeutlve BlddmgsRules and Procedures,
WT Docket No. 05-211, Second Report and Order and Second Fyrther Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg, 21 ECC
. Red 4753 (2006) (Des;gnated Entity.Second Report and Order and Designated Entity Seco oiid FNPRM), petzt:ons for
reconsrderatton,pendzng\,valmplementatmn of thie Commerc1a1 Spectrum’Enhancement Act and Modermzauon of the
Commlssronus.Compehﬁve:Bxddmg« Rules and Proced%es, Wi ‘Dociet‘No 05-211, Order on Reconstderatzon of
- thie. DeszgnatedgEnttty;Secon‘dRep%jt and«@rde ZI#FG@JR'éd!6¢703 (Q006) (Des:?hated’E“th Orderon -

Reconsxderatzon of the:Second Repon‘ and‘@ra'er), petitions for reconsideration pendmg

[ r
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opening bids and reserve ?nces, will be detemnned by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau pursuant

to its delegated authority.

27. We adopt rules providing that new licenses for unassigned BRS spectrum will be ,
assigned by BTA, with each license authonzmg access for all BRS spectrum not otherwise assigned either
at the time of licensing or in the future.®® We agree with those commenters that there are benefits to
issuing new licenses on a BT A basis because this-approach is consistent with the existing BRS
geographic overlay licenses. Furthermore, adopting different geographic service areas for the available

BRS licenses would be difficult to administer and would not appear to lead to any benefits for either
potential licensees or the public.

28. We also.adopt rules provi’dingf for three size-based bidding credits in competiﬁve bidding
for new.BRS licenses. We have used simiilar credits in a range of other services and conclude that they
are appropriate for BRS: Applicaiits withattributable average annual gross revenues not exceeding $3
rmlhon for the preceding:three;: years, en(repreneurs,” will be eligible for a 35% discount on their
wanmng bids; those with attributable average annual gross revenues not exceeding $15 million for the
same; pened ‘very small- busmesses ” will be eligible for a 25% discount; and those with attributable
averagg}annual 8rOss ,revenues;not exceedmg $40 million for the same period, “small businesses,” will be
ehglbleufor ail5 percent dascount Applicants claiming eligibility will do so pursuant to our established
Part 1 eompetitive bidding. rulés and. procedures.

C. Transition
L Self-transitioning before January 21, 2009

29, Background. The primary means of transitioning BRS and EBS stations is the ,
proponent-based transition. The proponent-based transition process is a market-oriented process for
relocating EBS licensees and BRS licenseés from their current interleaved channel- locations to their new
contiguous spectrum blocks in the LBS, MBS, or UBS. The transition occurs by BTAs and is undertaken

. byha proponent or multlple proponents. The transition occurs in the following five phases: (1) initiating

the transition process by filing an Initiatiori Plan with the Commission; (2) planning the transition; (3)
reimbursing the costs of the transmon, (4) terminating ex1st1ng operations in transitioned markets; and (5)
fi]mg the posf—transmon fiotification.® A proponent tust mlgrate an EBS licensee’s eligible video
programuing t tracks {6he MBS® and provide an EBS licensee with downconverters at every eligible
EBS trecgive site. The proponent may seek,}re:mbursement for the migration and downconverters they .
prov1de from B"ﬁs Tlcepsees and lessees, EBSIlessees, and commercial EBS licensees.** BRS hcensees '
and lessees, EBS. lessees and commer,;clal‘ EBS hcensees must pay their own transition costs.?

™ See Amendment of Part 1 of the Comrmssmn' s Rules - Competitive Bidding Procedures,. Third Report and Order
and Seeond Further, Nogce of Proposed Rule Malgng, 13 FCC Red 374, 448-49, 454-55 Y[ 125, 139 (directing the
Bureau to seek ,%omment on specxﬁc mechanisms relatmg to auction conduct pursuant to the Balanced Budget Act of

: 1997) (Part 1 Thzrd Report dnd Order)

% In the event theihcense for an incumbent non-BTA station'cancels or is forfeited, the right to operate in that area
automatlcally revertsi to'the leensee ithat holds the hcense for the torresponding BTA. 47 C.F. R. § 27.1206(b).

8 47 C.F.R §§ 27.1230:27. 1230,

8 47‘CFR §27$1233(b) ' ,

® 47 &FR: § 27; 1233(a) : .

¥ 47C. F R § 27« 42f ‘7(,a)w 4‘7 Q.,Eﬁ;{ § 27 1238 ldentlﬁes Jthe costs that are eligible for rexmbursement.
8 47 CFR. § 27:1237(b). ' ‘
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30.  Inmarkets where no transition plan is filed by January 21, 2009, the date the proponent
must file an Initiation Plan with the Commission, or mthdraw a filed Initiation Plan, the Commission
permits BRS and EBS licensees to self- transition to theit default channel locations.® Consistent with the
rules applying to proponent-based transitions, the Commission also permits self-transitioning EBS

licensees to seek reimbutsement from conmemal operators in the 2.5 GHz band for the costs of
transitioning to their default channel locations.”” The Commission decided to limit self-transitions to
markets where no transition plan had been filed as of January 21, 2009 or where a transition plan had
been withdrawn as of that date because allowing earlier self-transitions “would negatively afféct the
incentives for proponents to transition their BTAs.”®®

31. Although Broward County asks the Commission to reconsider its decision regarding
early self-transitions, it expresses different positions in its petition for reconsideration and its reply. First,
in its Petition for Reconsideration, Broward County asks the Commission to reconsider its decision and
allow licensees to self-transition before January 21, 2009.¥ Broward County further asks the
Commission t0 permit early self-transitioning licensees to transition not only to their default channel
locations, but also to an MBS channel belonging to another licensee, if certain conditions are met.
Specifically, that channel must be the self- ~transitioning licensee’s MBS channel following the transition
of the licensee, or the self-transitioning licensee must have an agreement with the other licensee to allow
the self-transitioning licensee to maintain its post-transition programming:on that MBS channel.*®
Broward County asks that an early self-transitioning licensee be permitted to “take its other channels
dark” in anticipation of the arrival of the proponent and the completion of the transition process and to be
reimbursed. for its transition costs.”! Broward County argues that a self-transitioning licensee would cause
less interruption to school curricula and programming availability, when compared with a proponent-
driven transition.”? "In its Reply, however, Broward County asserts that licensees<an self-transition before
January 21, 2009 and that the only question before the Commission is'whether licerisees who transition
early may be reimbursed for the costs of transitioning.”> WCA, Sprint Nextel, and WiMAX oppose
permitting licensees to self-transition before J anuary.21, 2009, They argue that permitting early self-
1rans1t10ns would complicate the transition and be more costly.**

32, Discussion. As a preliminary matter, we disagree with Broward County’s assertion that a
licensee may self-transition befgre January 21, 2009 and that the only question before the Commission is
whethermthe costs incurred by the early self-transitioning licensees are reimbursable. In the BRS/EBS 3rd
MO&O zhe Commission stated, that a hcensee may not selfstransition before January 21, 2009 because

[y "

bRy
2l

RS(EBS 3rd:,MO&O 21 FCC Red at 5671 § 135, January 21, 2009 is the ﬁrst non-holiday 30 months aﬁer Tuly
19 2006 the.effective date of the ainended rules, - -

87 BRS/EBS 3™ MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5685 § 175.
KRR . ’
* BRS/EBS 3" 0&O, 21 FCC Red at 5671 9 135.

% Broward County PFR at 4. Broward County’s PFR does not distinguish between BRS and EBS licensees in
advocating for early self-transitions.

*® Broward County PFR at 4.
*! Broward County PFR at 5.
*2 Broward-County PFR at 2.

8 Broward County Reply at 4.

* WiMAX Commerits at 12-13, WCA Opposition at 41-42, Sprint Nextel Opposition at 16-17. |
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doing so would discourage proponents from  transitioning the 2.5 GHz band. % Thus, we now turn to
Broward County's request that we reconsider this decision.

33. We reaffirm our decision that a licensee may not self-transition before January 21, 2009
and reiterate that a proponent-driven transition‘is the most efficient method of transitioning a BTA % In
particular, we find that early self-transitions would complicate the transition process for the proponent --
as discussed by WCA, Sprint Nextel, and WiMAX®” -- and would not provide sufficient benefits to the
self-transitioning licensee to offset those additional complications. .

34. We disagree with Broward County's argument that permitting a licensee to self-transition
early would reduce the planning and technical burden on the proponent because the self-transitioning
licensee, rather than a proponent, would make the necessary equipment changes for EBS stations.”® We
believe that permitting a licensee to self-transition early would thwart the proponent’s ability to develop a
BTA-wide transition plan in which some MBS channels are digitized, some licensees swap channels, and
other licensees share digitized channels. Under our rules, the proponent is responsible for transitioning all
EBS licensees in the BTA through the development of a Transition Plan (to which every BRS and EBS
licensee in the BTA must agree). Moreover, if licensees are permitted to self-transition prior to January.
21, 2009, a proponent planning to transition a market after these self-transitions will have difficulty
determining which licensees in-the market: already have transitioned.

35. While we acknowledge that permitting licensees to self-transition early may resultin a -
more rapid transition for these individual licensees, we find unpersuasive Broward County’s argument .
that a self-transitioning licensee would cause.less interruption fo school curricula and programming
availability, when compared with a proponent-driven transition. The Commission’s Rules already require
the proponent to coordinatewith every EBS licensee to minimize the extent of any disruption and allow a
pr0ponent to interrupt EBS transmissions for only a short time (less than seven days) at any reception
site.”> Moreover, allowing early self- transmons may disrupt other EBS licensees that are participating m
the proponent-driven transition process.

36. In addition, the existing propenent-driven transition process prov1des an opportunity for:
EBS licensees to make counterproposals to. the:proponent’s Transition Plan.'® In those circumstances, |
the proponent either must;redrafi-the TransitionPlan to account for the licensee’s concems, or seek
dlspute resolution.r We. belleve that it is in the interest of the: proponent to accommodate an EBS licensed
because the transition for the entire BTA will be tolled pending resolution of the dispute: In contrast, 1f
we were to permit self-transitions prior to January 21, 2009, the proponent does not have a similar
incentive to reach an agreement with the EBS licensee regarding reimbursement because the transition of
the BTA will not be tolled pending dispute resolution (i.e., the EBS licensee has already self-transitioned,
which by definition is not under the Transition Plan), In addltlon since the reimbursement of costs would
not have beeh pre-negétiated underan early self-transition scenario, we note that the EBS licensee who
opts for an early self-trarisition may not ultlmately receive reimbursement for all of its costs under dispute
resolution. Furthermore, allowing early self-transitions may increase the possibility of disputes
concerning cost reimbursement because EBS licensees who transition without the involvement of the

% BRS/EBS 3rdM0&0 21 FCC Red at 5671 { 135,47 C.F.R. § 27.1236(a).

% BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Rod at 5671  135.

”” WiMAX Conments at 12-13, WCA Opposition at 41-42, Sprint Nextel Opposition at 16-17.

% See Broward County Reply at 3. o ' :
% 47 CFR. § 27.1232(b)(2). | ' | :
047 CFR. §27.1232(c). y
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proponent may be more likely to incur expenses that are not reimbursable (or that the proponent may
view as not reimbursable).

37. We conclude that early self- transitioning would make the transition process more
complicated, more difficult to administer, and unpredictable. We therefore dcny Broward County’s

petltlon
2. Proponent-driven transitions

38. Background. On November 2, 2006, HITN filed a Request for Clarification of the
BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, more than three months after the July 19, 2006 deadline for filing Petitions for
Reconsideration. HITN asks the Commission to clarify four alleged inconsistencies between the text of
the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O and the text of the adopted rules concerning proponent-driven transitions.™™
Specifically, HITN's Request focuses oh the following issues: (1) the penalties imposed on licensees who
do not timely respond to pre-transition data requests;'* (2) whether a proponent may implement its
original transition plan after it seeks dispute resolution;'® (3) whether the rules should specify penalties
imposed on the proponent for withdrawing the Initiation Plan;'® and (4) self-transitions.'” We discuss
the first three issues below. The fourth issue is discussed in the next section, in the context of WCA's
Petition for Reconsideration.

39. Discussion. We agree with WCA that three of the four issues for which HITN requests
clarification are substantive changes and not technical corrections.'® Thus, we conclude that HITN’s
request for clarification, which was filed after the deadline for petitions for reconsideration of the
BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, is an untimely filed petition for reconsideration, which under Section 405(a) of the
Act we are unable to address.'”” Nonetheless, to the extent that there is any uncertainty about the
obligations in a proponent-driven transition, we note that, in cases where the text of the rules is
inconsistent with the text of an Order, the text of the rule controls. We find that HITN’s fourth request is
for a technical correction, rather than a substantive change, and can be addressed, notwithstanding the fact
that it was raised after the deadline for petitions for reconsideration. In any event, the fourth issue raised
by HITN also was raised by WCA in its timely-filed petition for reconsideration, and is discussed in the
next section.®

3. Technical corrections

40. Background. In the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, the Commission stated that it is necessary to
coordinate the timing of self-transitions with proponent-driven transitions.!” WCA identifies an

191 HITN Ex Parte Request for Clarification (filed Nov. 2, 2006).
192 HITN Ex Parte Request for Clarification at 2-3.
19 HITN Ex Parte Requeét for Clé.tiﬁcaﬁon at 3-4.
19 HITN Ex Parte Request for Clarification at 4-5.
195 HITN Ex Parte Request for Clarification at 5-7.

106 Ex Parte Letter from Paul J. Sinderbrand, Counsel for WCA to Marlene H. Dortch, Federal Communications
Commissior (dated Nov. 21, 2006).

197 See Ex Parte Letter from Paul J. Sinderbrand, Counsel for WCA to Marlene H. Dortch, Federal Commumcatlons
Commission (dated Nov. 21, 2006) at 2.

198 See infra 7 40.
'° BRY/EBS 3rdiMO%0, 21 FCC Red at 5673 4 141.
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inconsistency between the text of paragraph 143 of the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O and Section 27 1236(\))(6)
of the Commission’s Rules."® Specifically, paragraph 143 of the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, states that
licensees who decide to self-transition must complete the self-transition within 51 months of the effective
date of the amended rules, July 19, 2006. i ’@ecg‘ 6(b)(6), however, states that self-transitions
must be completed within 57 months of July 19, 2006. "2 WCA asks that the Commission amend Section
27.1236(b)(6) of the Rules by deleting “57” and inserting in its place “51. ””3 HITN asks that the
Commission clarify how long self-transitioning licensees have to transition.'”* HITN insists that the
BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O is ambiguous because paragraphs 141-143 of the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O state that a
self-transitioning licensee must file a notification within 90 days of the date the Initiation Plan has been
filed and must complete the self-transition 21 months after the Initiation Plan has been filed."”

41. Discussion. We agree that a change is appropriate. We also will amend Sections
27.1231(f) and 27.1236(a), 27.1236(b)(1), and 27.1236(b)(6) to specify dates certain.''® Thus, Sections
27.1231(f) and 27.1236(a) reference January 21, 2009, the date the Initiation Plan must be filed with the
Commission; Section 27.1236(b)(1) references April 21, 2009, the date a self-transitioning licensee must
notify the Commission; and Section 27.1236(b)(6) references October 20, 2011, the date self-transitions
must be completed.'"” Because the time line for self-transitions parallels the timeline for proponent-
driven transitions, we note that proponent-driven transitions must also be completed on or before October
20, 2011, unless stayed pending alternative dispute resolution.

D. Multichannel Video Pl;(igrannning Distributors (MVPD) Opt-Out
1 The Waiver Standard

42, Background. In the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, the Commission reaffirmed the right of
qualifying MVPD operatots to seek a waiver to opt-out of the transition.'”* HITN asks the Commission
to clarify the minimuri requirements related to the filing of an MVPD opt-out waiver request. HITN
contends that the current procedure is unfair to potentially affected parties, many of whom will be non-
profit educational licensees, because they must expend large sums of money on legal and engineering
counsel to defend themselves against poorly conceived opt-out waiver requests that fail to analyze
properly their effect on the operations of neighboring GSA stations, or to provide sufficient discussions of
mitigation techniques that might be employed to allow forpthetopt-out while not impairing the ability of
neighbors to transition their cliannels to the new band plan.'”

110 wCA PR at 9.
1 wCA PFR at 9.
112 W CA PFR at 9.

113 WA PFR at 9-10. WiMAX, CTN, and NIA also support this change. WiMAX Comments at 11, CTN/NIA .
Opposition at 4.

14 1YTN Ex Parte Request for Clarification at 5-7.
15 ;TN Ex Parte Request for Clarification at 5-7.

116 Because these rule changes are not substantwe and are non-controversial, there is good cause to adopt them
without notice and comment. See 5 U.S. C.§ 553(b)(B)

17 See Appendix A. §
118 pRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5645-5646 T 72-74.

119 1IN PFR at 12-13. On December L, 2005 HITN filed a Petition to Deny WHTV Broadcasting Corporatlon s
(@/p/al’ Digital. TV Orie) Waiver Request to opt out of the transition of the 2.5 GHz band in San Juan, Puerto Rico.
On. January 29;2007, the Wueless-‘l‘elecommumcatlons Bureau granted Digital TV One’s waiver request. WHTV
(continued....)
20
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43. HITN urges the Commission to clarify that any MVPD operator seeking an opt-out
waiver from the mandatory band plan transition must, at a minimum: (1) serve neighboring EBS and BRS

stations and other potentially affected licensee§ With a copy of the waiver request, including an
engineering analysis of the predicted impact of the opt-out request on such stations; (2) if interference is
predicted, explain why the MVPD operator cannot provide its services while meeting the interference
protection requirements contained within the new rules; (3) detail specific techniques and efforts the
MVPD operator will undertake at its sole expense to mitigate any interference its special operating
parameters would cause to affected parties; (4) provide sufficient information about its current operatlons
in order to allow for an objective case-specific determination of its eligibility and need for a waiver; and
(5) provide signed statements from all licensees that are proposed to participate in the opt-out, thus
making clear that such licensees wish to have their stations excluded from the band transition plan.'?

The BRS Rural Advocacy Group opposes HITN’s petition.'?'

44, Discussion. We decline to adopt the requirements that HITN requests with respect to
MYVPD opt-out waiver requests because, at this point, such changes are unnecessary. The last date for
filing requests to opt out of the transition plan was April 30, 2007, and that date has passed. 12 To the
extent HITN contends that-a specific showing is defective, we will consider its arguments in the context
of any oppositions or petitions filed against specific waiver requests.

2, Misaligned channels in overlapping GSAs

45. Background. HITN describes a set of issues that have arisen due to the overlapping
application of several Commission decisions and asks the Commission to clarify how opt-out waiver

_requests should be handled under these circumstances. The relevant Commission decisions are as

follows: first, the Commission established a station’s GSA based on the station’s PSA under the old
rules; second; the Commission adopted a splitting the football methodology for determining a station’s
GSA when its PSA overlapped another station’s PSA;'? and third, the Commission decided to permit
qualified MVPDs to opt out of transitioning to the new band plan and technical rules.’ 124 As aresult of
these three decisions, when one station transitions and its neighboring station (formerly overlapping PSA)
does not, the channels become misaligned so that, for example, an untransitioned high-power high-site A3

. conunued from previous page)’ - '
Broadcasting: Corp g[b/a«Dlgltal r'IW:an, Memoranduin Opinion and Ora'er, 22 FCCRcd 1314 (WTB 2007).
I-H’Illgxﬁled!a pétitioiifor reconsideration of the 'Memorandum'Optmon :and-Order, whichi is-pending. Petition for
Reconsul’e.rauon of the I-Ilspamc Information and Telecommunications Network, Inc. (filed Feb. 28, 2007).

120 FITTN PFR at 13. CTN and NIA state that they support these proposals. CTN and NIA Opposmon at 5-6.
121 BRS.Rural Advocacy Group Opposition at 5-10.
122 49 CF.R. § 27.1231(g).

12 Accordingly, an A Group station’s GSA was defined by its overlaps with neighboring pre-transition co-channel
stations, and, similarly, a B Group station’s GSA was defined by its overlaps with nelghbormg pre-transition co-
channel stations. HITN PFR at 14,

124 HITN cites the following example: Ifina market in which licensees are seeking an opt-out waiver, the B Group
station had a neighbon'ng co-channel station to its east with a PSA.reference point some 20 miles away, while the A
Group station in.the same market had no such co-channel neighber to.its-east, then the GSA of the B Group would
be tmncated to the east to allow for the GSA of its neighbor while the A Group s GSA would extend.out to the east
35'miiles from its reference point. HITN . states that in this.common; scenano, it is'clear that the GSA boundaries
between the opt-out miarket and the market t6 its east would differ de] dmg,;up_on the:channel group. In the
example.above, HITN notes, an unitfansitioned high-power h1gh-s1te %3 channel in the opt-out market would
ultJmately find itself co-channel with a post-transition B2 channel in the markeétitd its-east. HITN PFR at 14.

21
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channel in the opt-out market would be co-channel wﬂh a post-transition B2 channel in the neighboring
market.'”

46. Because the GSAs of these two stations differ, and each would have a right under the
rules ™ to serve part of the same geographic area, HITN argues that the Commission must clarify: (1) -
whether an opt-out is possible; (2) whether one station’s opt-out would preclude its co-channel neighbor
from transmomng, and (3) if it would not, what interference protection and service rights each station ,
would have in such a situation with respect to the overlapping area within their GSAs."”” The BRS Rural
Advocacy Group argues that the Commission should reject any suggestion from HITN that an opt-out 1s
not possible in the case of overlapping GSAs.'®

126

47. Discussion. We agree with the BRS Rural Advocacy Group that foreclosing an opt-out
in the case of overlapping GSAs is unnecessary. Instead, the transitioning operator and the non-
transitioning operator may resolve this situation among themselves or the transitioning licensee may file
comments for Commission consideration in response to the non-transitioning operator’s opt-out waiver
request. Because the deadline for filing opt-out waiver requests was April 30, 2007, we have received all
of the opt-out waiver requests that will be filed. We conclude that action by the Commission to resolve.a
situation that affects few operators is mappropnate and unwarranted when the Commission has
established a process to individually review opt-out waiver requests. ;

E. Technical Issues 2
1. Antenna height ﬁenchmarking

48. Background. In the BRS/EBS 2nd R&O, the Commission adopted antenna height
benchmarking criteria in Section 27.1221, based on the concept proposed by WCA, the Catholic
Television Network (CTN), and the National ITFS Association (NIA). The rule affords licensees the
flexibility to deploy Time Division Duplex (TDD) and Frequency Division Duplex (FDD) technologies in
the 2.5 GHz band that present a risk of interference that is not present in other bands where only FDD is -
permltted upstream and downstream on desngnated channels.'” The antenna helght benchmarking
concept is intended to mitigate that risk, by requiring mterference protection in certain situations while
posmg no restrictions on the height of base.station antennas.® Accordingly, a base station receive
antenna with a height above average terrain less than or equal to the threshold showing of the rule is
accorded protection from a transmitting antenna that exceeds the threshold showing required by the rule. .
A base station transrmttmg antenna with a height above average terrain équal to or'less than the threshold
showing of the rule is unlikely to,cause.interference. Finally, a’base station transmitting antenna greater

than the threshold: showmg would-net: need to protect a base station receive antenna that also exceeds the
threshold showing.™

49. Several proposals to modify the antenna height benchmarking rule were considered by
the Commission upon reconsideration of the BRS/EBS 2nd R&O but were not adopted in the BRS/EBS

125 HITN PFR at 14.

126 47 CFR. § 27.1209(b).

“"HITNPFRat14. |
128 BRS Rural Advocacy Group Opp,osition\at 9. :
2 BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Redat i2'213 qi23. -
130 BRS/EBS R&O, 19 FCE Red at 14213+ 123, |
13! BRY/EBS R&O, 19 FCC Red at 14213 9123. |
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3rd MO&O. Thereafter, WCA convened discussions. among those who had raised concerns about the
benchmarking rule in the hope of reaching a consensus, and now -offers a revised proposal to modify
Section 27.1221 of the Rules. The proposal would modify the rule by adding deadlines by which
licensees must act where documented interference from a base station operating outside its height
benchmarking threshold harms a base station operating within its height-benchmark. 12 Under WCA’s

proposal, where the interferer is a new or modified facility, it must bring its operation into compliance,
either by modifying its antenna height within the height benchmark,or by limiting its received signal at
the other party’s base station to no more than -107 dBmw/5.5 megahertz, within 24 hours of recelvmg a
documented interference complaint.’® If the interferer is an existing base station that is causing
interference to a new base station, however, the existing licensee would have 90 days to come into
compliance.'™ WCA states that its approach strikes a balance among the interests of all involved,
particularly those consumers served by existing facilities who might be forced to suffer an extended
impairment of service if remedial action was requlred immediately.® WCA also asks that Section
27.1221 requue licénsees to provide mformatton’concelmng their base station to any nearby licensee
uponrrequest \

WIMA’X! supports. WCA?s petition on thisissue.””” WiMAX contends that providing
speclﬁc deadlmes will enhancedeployments-in the 2.5-GHz band by ehmmatmg the present regulatory
umcextamty and providing system operators with the assurance ‘that service to consumers from BRS and
EBS facilities will'not be unreasonably impaired. 138 :

51. WCA has:alse submitted an.Ex ‘Parte letter seeking:to clarify-the proper interpretation of
Section 27.1221 of our rules with regard to the following issues. First, WCA asks that Section 27.1221
specifyjthat. asbasesstation'-would be within its higight benchmark if its helght in meters does not exceed the
distance-between, the station’s location and the boundary of the: GSA, in kilometers squared, divided by
17¥, Second, WCA asks that:Section 27.1221 clarify that when the GSAs of two neighboring licensees
do net touch; the height'beachmark is.calculated aceording to the distaiice between the base statlon and
the nearest- boundary of the.otlier station’s GSA along the radial between the two base stations.'*® Third,
WCA asks that Section27.1221 require licensees to cooperaté‘in good faith with each other to avoid
interference.™*

. 52. Dtscusstan After cons1dermg “WCA’s proposal we agree that i in the event a fac1hty
operatmgroutmde@f itsheight benchmarlmngﬁﬂlreshold Woiild cause mterfereqceito an existing licensee,
-specifying a timeline'would expedlte the coordination process betweén the licensees. 'While we have
some concern that requiring a new or modified base station to'take cotrective action 24 hours after

132 WCA PFR at 2.
133 WCA PFR at 2.
134 WCA PFR at 2-3.
135 WCA PFR at 2-3.

136 Ex Parte Letter ﬁ:om Paul Sinderbrand, Counsel for WCA, to Marlene H. Dortch, Federal Commumcatlons
Commission (dated May:29, 2007) at 4 and Attdchment A.

137 WiMAX Comments at 3.
138 WwiMAX Comments at 3.

"fu

135 oy Parte Letter frgm Paul Sinderbrand, Counsel for WCA, to Marlene H. Dortch, Federal Commumcatlons
Cpni“r‘m’ssnon (dated May . 29, 2007)..(WCA May 29 Ex Parte) at 3 and Attachment A.

W WCA May 29-Ex Parte at 3 and’ Attachment A.
141 WCA May 29 Ex Parte at 4 and Attachment A.
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receiving notification could prove challenging, we note that no party opposed this change. We also
believe that placing the burden on the interfering operator is appropriate to assure that noncompliant
stations provide protection to existing servic#t*Weiiliti€¥adopt WCA’s modified proposal regarding
the formula used to calculate height benchmarking and clarifying how non-contiguous licensees calculate
their height benchmark. We refect, however, WCA's request to mandate good faith cooperationas

mappropnate The Commission expects all licensees to cooperate in good faith at all times, and we se¢

no purpose in establishing a special good faith rule for this situation. Thus, we amend Section 27.1221 of
the Rules as discussed above.

2. . Out-of-band emissions
a. For usef stations

53. Background In the BRS/EBS R&O the Commission adopted the Coalition’s proposal to
establish out-of-bind emission requirements for mobile BRS and EBS stations.'*? For mobile digital
stations, the Commission established that the attenuation factor shall be not less than 43 + 10 log (P) dB
at the channel edge.and 55 + 10 log (P) dB at 5.5 megahertz from the channel edges. 143 WCA filed a
petition for recons1c}eraﬂon arguing that these restrictions should apply to all user stations, not just mobile
dlgltal user stations.! In the BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O, the Commission found that the rules adopted in the
BRS/EBS R&O were adequate to protect 2 -licensee from out-og -band emissions.'*’ The Commission

" explained that it will not modify the emission limits because it has not been demonstrated by any party

thag the emission limits adopted in the BRS/EBS R&O for these services are inadequate.'*®

54, WCA has requested that the Commission;reconsider its declsmn on this issue and raises
the same ax:gumepts it presented in its.previous petition for reconsideration. 17 WCA states that no party
to this p_;ocee ng has p:esented a cogent argument against requiring all user stations, not just those that:
are moblle, to, attenuate}tglelr emissions at least 55 + 10 log-(P) dB measured 5.5 megahertz from the
appr?pnate band edge K Thus .on recons1derauon, WCA: urges that the Commission adopt the
modlficat:,on proposed by WCA‘and regulre Call stations to comply with the same spectral mask.™

55. Discussion. We affirm our prior decision and decline to make the change proposed by
WCA.. The Commission fully considered WCA’s arguments and concluded that the existing rules were
adeguate‘ In the mstant.ipetlﬁo‘ti,‘;WCK does noﬁoffer,@ny new arguments beyond those previously
considered’ and reJected by the Commxssmn Accordmgly, we will maintain our earlier decision regarding
out-of-band emissions for moblle statlons m this service.

142 BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red at 14215 §127.

3 47CFR. § 27.53(m)(4). :

1 BRS/EBS 3™ MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5692 1201.
145 BRS/EBS 3 MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5692 1201.
6 BRS/EBS 3" MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5692 9201,
7 WCA PFR at'4-5.

8 WCA PFR at 4.

149 WCA PFR at 4 and Appendix A.
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b. Measuring out-of-band emissions for contiguous channels

56. Background. The band plan adopted in the BRS/EBS R&O provided for LBS and UBS
segments comprised of 12 contiguous 5.5-megahertz channels.”® The Commission further indicated that
these blocks would enable licensees to deploy any possible combination of the most current FDD and
TDD standard channel sizes, which are based on five-megahertz channels.”!

57. In the Coalition White Paper, WCA, CTN, and NIA suggested that the Commission
retam the prov1s1ons of then-current Section 21.908(a) of the Rules and allow all of the various out-of-
band emission requirements imposed on base stations and user stations to be measured at the outérmost
edges of the combined channels where two or more channels (licensed to one or more entltles) are used as
part of the same system.'”> Although the BRS/EBS R&O did not discuss the issue of measuring across
contiguous channels, the Commission adopted Section 27.53(m) which applied out-of-band emission
limits at the edge of each individual channel.'®® In the BRS/EBS Modification Order, the Commission
modified Section 27.53(im) to state that licensees should measure out-of-band emissions at three
megahertz from their channel’s edges.”** WCA filed a petition for reconsideration of the BRS/EBS R&O
asserting that the Commission should have adopted the Coalition’s unopposed proposal on this issue. The
BRS/EBS 3rd MO&O did not address this issue. "

58. On reconsideration, WCA again urges the Commission to adopt the Coalition’s
approach.”> WCA contends that imposing the out-of-band emission limits at the edge of each channel
within a system provides no identifiable pubhc benefit, yet reduces spectrum capacity and increases the
price to consumers of spectrum services in this band.”*® WCA contends that applying the spectral masks
proposed by the Coalition worked well for the BRS/EBS industry for years, and a similar approach is
utilized with success for broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS).!¥’ Accordingly, WCA
urges the Commission to revise Section 27.53(m) to clanfy that where two or more contiguous channels
are utilized as part of a system, the out-of-band emission limits are to be measured at the outermost edges
of those contiguous channels.’® WiMAX supports each of WCA’s proposed changes to Section
27.53(m) of the Commission’s Rules for the reasons stated by WCA.'*

59. Discussion. We agree with WCA that it is appropriate to clarify that when two or more
contiguous channels are combined to form a single channel, out-of-band-emissions are to be measured at
three megahertz from the outermost edges of the combined channel. We believe that measuring out-of-
band emissions at theiouter limiit of each-individual channel, when these chanfiels hiave been combined
into one conhguous channel, unnecessanly restrains spectral efficiency without any counterva1hng

15 BRS/EBS R%0, 19 FCC Red at 14184 9 38.
151 BRS/EBS R&0, 19 FCC Red at 14185 J 41.
152 WCA PFR at 6.

133 47 CER. § 27.53(m).

154 See Amendment of Parts 1, 21, 73, 74 and 101 of the Commission’s Rules to Facilitate the Provxsnon of Fixed
and Mobile Broadband Access, Educational and Other Advanced Services in the 2150-2162 and 2500-2690 MHz
Bands, Order, WT Docket No. 03-66, 19 FCC Red 22284, 22290 (2004) (BRS/EBS Modification Order).

135 WCA PFR at 6.

156 WCA PFR at 6-7.

5T WCAPFR at 7.

8 WCAPFRat 7.

159 WiMAX Comments at 2-5.
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benefit. Therefore, we will modify this rule to allow licensees to measure out-of-band emissions from the
outermost edges of the combined channels.

C Interference complaint process

@ Deadlines for compliance

60. Background. As discussed above, Section 27.53(m) of the Commission’s Rules sets forth
the out-of-band emission limits imposed on BRS and EBS licensees.’® The rule requires that for fixed
and temporary fixed digital stations, the attenuation shall not be less than 43 +10 log (P) dB, unless a
documented interference compliant is received from an adjacent channel licensee.'®! In the event that the
complaint cannot be mutually resolved between the parties, both licensees of existing and new systems
shall reduce their out-of-band emissions by at least 67 + 10 log (P) dB measured 3 megahertz from their
channel’s edges for distances between stations exceeding 1.5 kilometers (km).'®? In the BRS/EBS 3rd
MO&O, the Commission requlred that the interfering licensee either resolve the interference situation or

employ the more rigorous emission mask within 60 days after receiving a documented interference
complaint. 163

61. In its petition for reconsideration, WCA asserts that a new or modified base station
causing out-of-band emission interference should meet the more restrictive spectral mask requirement
within 24 hours of receipt of a documented interference complaint from the first adjacent channel
licensee.!® However, an existing base station that causes out-of-band emission interference to a new base

station would, consnstent with the current rule have 60 days to comply with the more restrictive spectral
mask requirement.'s®

62. In addition, WCA states that Section 27.53(m) should include SpeCl 6En'ovis.ions for fixed
user stations that utilize a transmission antenna that is affixed to an outside structure.” WCA asserts that
those user stations will employ higher gain antennas and tend to be higher above ground level, thus
posing a risk of interference that is not present.with other user stations.’ Therefore, WCA proposes that
Section 27.53(m) be revised to require a cure within 24 hours where an existing base station suffers
interference from a new or modified outdoor antenna user station, and within 14 ddys where a new or
modified base station suffers such interfergnce from an existing outdoor antenna user station,'®®

63. WCA further proposes that Section 27.53(m) be amended to state that, in other cases of
documented interference from a user station to a base station, both licensees have an obligation to
cooperate in good faith to reasonably mitigate the interference.'® WCA states that adoption of its
proposed revisions will provide licensees Wwith greater certainty, reduce the length of time that service to

12 BRS/EBS Modification Order, 19 FCC Red ‘at 22290-22291.
16! 47 CF.R. § 27.53(m)(2).

162 47 CFR. § 27.53(m)(2).

13 BRS/EBS 3" MO&O, 21 FCC Red at 5691 i[1,97.

164 WCA PFR at 3.

165 WCA PFR at 4.

166 WCA PFR at 5.

167 WCA PFR at 5.

168 WCA PFR at 5.

169 WCA PFR at 5.
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