
 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
  Federal Communications Commission 
  445 12th St., S.W. 
  Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
 

 
  DA 03-3903  
  Released: December 16, 2003 

 
INTERNATIONAL BUREAU SEEKS COMMENT ON PROPOSALS 

 TO PERMIT REDUCING ORBITAL SPACINGS BETWEEN 
 U. S. DIRECT BROADCAST SATELLITES  

 
Report No. SPB-196 

 
 
Comment Date:   January 23, 2004  
Reply Comment Date:   February 13, 2004  
 
 
 Since the 1990’s, U.S. Direct Broadcast Satellite (“DBS”) providers have operated in a nine-
degree orbital spacing environment.1  DBS provides digital signals, with expanded video channel 
capacity, using small antennas located at the viewer’s home.   
 
 Recently, several parties have asked the Commission to consider various proposals to allow 
DBS operators to provide service in the United States from orbital locations at less than the current 
nine-degree spacing.  The following filings are currently before the Commission: 
 

»  Petition of SES AMERICOM, Inc. for Declaratory Ruling to Serve the U.S. Market Using BSS 
Spectrum from the 105.5º W.L. Orbital Location, filed April 25, 2002 (“SES AMERICOM 
Petition”), File Number SAT-PDR-20020425-0071.  A pleading cycle was established and 
closed July 2002.  A list of documents filed in the public record of the SES AMERICOM 
proceeding is set forth in Attachment A. 

 
» Applications of EchoStar Satellite Corporation for Authority to Construct, Launch and Operate 

a Direct Broadcast Satellite in the 12.2-12.7 GHz and 17.3-17.8 GHz Frequency Bands at the 
123.5º W.L., 96.5º W.L., and 86.5º W.L. Orbital Locations, File Nos. SAT-LOA-20030606-
00107, SAT-LOA-20030605-00109, and SAT-LOA-20030609-00113, filed respectively on 
June 6, June 5 and June 9, 2003 (“EchoStar Applications”).  These applications have not yet 
been accepted for filing but are available for public review in the FCC Public Reference Room. 

 

                     
1 DBS is the acronym used in the United States to describe the domestic implementation of the satellite service 
known internationally as the broadcasting satellite service (“BSS”). 
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»  Petition of DIRECTV Enterprises, LLC for a Rulemaking on the Feasibility of Reduced Orbital 
Spacing in the U.S. Direct Broadcast Satellite Service, filed Sept. 5, 2003 (“DIRECTV 
Petition”).  The DIRECTV Petition is set forth in Attachment B. 

 
In these filings, assertions are made that reduced orbital spacing for DBS potentially could lead 

to the provision of new multichannel video programming distribution (“MVPD”) services in the United 
States,2 and additional capacity for DBS services, which could lead to expanded channel offerings, 
more local-into-local, high-definition television, and interactive service offerings, thus fostering the 
development of advanced satellite systems and services.3  Other potential benefits are alleged, such as 
increased choices of communications and subscription video providers and services, including offerings 
of advanced, two-way, always-on broadband Internet access, and claims that these services potentially 
could be offered at a higher quality and with more affordable prices than available today.4  The filings 
also contain claims that reduced orbital spacing will bring about more efficient use of orbital and 
spectrum resources.5   
 

However, the proponents of reduced orbital spacing for DBS acknowledge that any potential 
benefits must be achieved in a way that ensures that consumers continue to enjoy the benefits of 
existing DBS services.6  In addition, other co-primary services sharing the same frequency band, 
including both current and future services, such as non-geostationary satellite orbit fixed-satellite 
service (“NGSO-FSS”) and multichannel video data distribution service (“MVDDS”) must also be 
considered and accommodated.  Further, it should be noted that the International Telecommunication 
Union (“ITU”) Region 2 BSS Band Plan would need to be modified for the U.S. to assign licenses at 
orbital positions other than those currently assigned to the U.S. under the Plan.7 
 

While we have reached no conclusions, tentative or otherwise, regarding DBS orbital locations 
with less than nine degree spacings, our commitment to encourage the intensive and efficient use of 
spectrum and to encourage competition and broadband deployment motivates us to inquire further into 
the possibility of implementing reduced orbital spacing for new and/or expanded services.8  Comments 
on the above proposals, including comments previously filed as noted in Attachment A and any new 
comments filed in response to this Notice, may form the basis for determining whether and, if so, how a 
                     
2  See, e.g., SES AMERICOM Petition at 14. 
 
3  See, e.g., EchoStar Application at 12-13. 
 
4  See, e.g., SES AMERICOM Petition at 14. 
 
5  See, e.g., SES AMERICOM Petition at 15-16.  See also EchoStar Application at 13. 
 
6  See, e.g., EchoStar Application at 4; DIRECTV Petition at 8. 
 
7       The current Region 2 BSS Plan is set forth in Appendix 30 and Appendix 30A of the ITU’s Radio 
Regulations.  The Netherlands and the United Kingdom have filed Region 2 BSS Plan modification requests at the 
ITU on behalf of operators who seek to provide DBS service from orbital locations less than nine degrees from 
U.S. authorized DBS locations. 
 
8  Over the years, the Commission has streamlined the rules governing DBS to be responsive to technical 
changes as well as to promote competition and the efficient and expeditious use of spectrum and orbital resources.  
See e.g., Revision of Rules and Policies for the Direct Broadcast Satellite Service, Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd 
9712 (1995).  See also, Policies and Rules for the Direct Broadcast Satellite Service, Report and Order, 17 FCC 
Rcd 11311 (2002).  However, a comprehensive review directed at revamping the underlying orbital spacing plan 
under which DBS operates has not been undertaken. 
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more comprehensive review of the feasibility of and the modification of our rules to permit licensing 
U.S. DBS satellites at less than nine-degree spacing should be undertaken.  
 

Thus, by this Public Notice, we seek comment on the technical feasibility of the SES 
AMERICOM, Echostar and DIRECTV proposals, as well as any other proposals, suggestions or 
recommendations for establishing new orbital spacing for DBS in the United States.  We ask 
commenters to provide substantive information and data, including technical studies and reports.  
Commenters may address all relevant technical aspects of operating in a less than nine-degree spacing 
environment.  Commenters should address the issues set forth below as well as any other technical 
issues that are relevant to a re-examination of DBS spacing. 
 
General Considerations 
 

1. What would be the technical issues associated with reduced DBS orbital spacing, for 
example, to interference levels, new technology, and operational flexibility, assuming that 
adjacent satellite systems would be engineered to address interference between systems?  

 
2. In a reduced DBS orbital spacing environment, what would be an appropriate orbital 
spacing between DBS satellites?9  

 
Specific Proposals and Technology Considerations 
 

3. The filings before the Commission by SES AMERICOM, DIRECTV, and EchoStar 
propose different techniques that could potentially permit DBS satellites to operate at less than 
nine degrees from existing U.S. DBS satellites.  These techniques are: (1) to use lower 
equivalent isotropically radiated power (“EIRP”) levels for the new DBS satellites; (2) to 
coordinate power levels and frequencies delivered to a given area on the ground by DBS 
satellites at closer spacings to manage carrier to interference ratio (C/I) levels; (3) to design 
new DBS satellites to include beam shaping and power roll-off to address interference to 
adjacent satellites; and (4) to use opposite polarization with a frequency offset on interleaved 
satellites with respect to current DBS satellites.  We seek comments on all aspects of these 
proposals, or any combination thereof, including how these proposals would impact the current 
DBS systems, MVDDS, and NGSO-FSS operating and planned in the frequency band. 

 
4. Are there other technical proposals for coexistence of existing and planned operations and 
services in the frequency band and potential new DBS satellite systems at reduced orbital 
spacing that we should consider?  If so, please provide the detailed technical bases and 
supporting analyses for such proposals.   

 
5. What new technologies are available or soon to be available (for example, new modulation 
schemes) that would be suitable for DBS while accommodating all co-primary services in the 
band?  Would these new technologies also improve compatibility between DBS systems and/or 
compatibility between DBS systems and other services operating within the same frequency 
bands?  Commenters should supply a detailed technical basis for any projected technological 
advancements in this area. 

 

                     
9  Annex 7 Appendix 30 of the ITU Radio Regulations limits orbital locations for BSS satellites serving 
Region 2. 
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6. Would any of these proposals or new technologies be more feasible if implemented over 
time or after a transition period? 

 
Subscriber Antenna Considerations 
 

7. In a potentially reduced DBS spacing environment, what would be the appropriate 
reference antenna pattern, pointing error, and antenna size to assume for DBS subscriber 
antennas for both existing and new DBS systems?  

 
8. What would be the impact of DBS systems located at less than nine degrees spacing on 
multi-satellite subscriber Earth station antennas?  How would this impact vary with geographic 
locations of the DBS subscriber antenna in the country?  

 
Procedural Matters 
 
 Interested parties may file Comments limited to the issues addressed in this Public Notice and 
DIRECTV’s Petition for Rulemaking no later than January 23, 2004 and Reply Comments, no later 
than February 13, 2004.  We expect to adhere to the schedule set forth in this Public Notice and do not 
contemplate granting extensions of time.  Comments should reference Report No. SPB-196.   
 
 Parties filing in response to this Public Notice must file one (1) original and four (4) copies of all 
pleadings, in accordance with Section 1.51(c) of the Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R. Section 1.51(c), with 
the Commission’s Secretary, Marlene H. Dortch, 445 12th Street, S.W., TW-B204, Washington, D.C. 
20554.  All filings sent to the Commission by overnight delivery (e.g. Federal Express), must be sent to 
the Commission's Secretary, Marlene H. Dortch, Office of the Secretary, Federal Communications 
Commission, 445 12th Street, S.W., TW-A325, Washington, D.C. 20023.  All hand-delivered or 
messenger-delivered filings must be delivered to the Commission's filing location in downtown 
Washington D.C. at 236 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suite 110, Washington, D.C. 20002-4913.  The 
filing hours at this facility are 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  Either one electronic copy via e-mail or two paper 
copies of each pleading or ex parte submissions should also be sent to the Commission’s copy 
contractor:  Qualex International, Portals II, 445 12th Street, S.W., Room CY-B402, Washington, DC 
20554, telephone (202) 863-2893, facsimile (202) 863-2898, or email at qualexint@aol.com. Copies of 
comments and reply comments will be available for public inspection during regular business hours in 
the FCC Public Reference Room, Room CY-A257, 445 12th Street, SW, Washington, DC 20554.  
 
 In addition, the Commission requests that commenters e-mail a courtesy copy of their 
comments and reply comments to the attention of Selina.Khan@fcc.gov, Chip.Fleming@fcc.gov, 
Kathyrn.Medley@fcc.gov and JoAnn.Lucanik@fcc.gov. 
 
 This proceeding has been designated as a “permit-but-disclose” proceeding in accordance with 
the Commission’s ex parte rules.10  Persons making oral ex parte presentations are reminded that 
memoranda summarizing the presentations must contain summaries of the substance of the 
presentations and not merely a listing of the subjects discussed.  More than a one or two sentence  
description of the views and arguments presented is generally required.11  Other rules pertaining to oral 
and written ex parte presentations in permit-but-disclose proceedings are set forth in Section 1.1206(b) 

                     
10 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.1200(a), 1.1206. 
 
11 47 C.F.R. § 1.1206(b). 
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of the Commission’s rules.12 
 
For further information concerning this proceeding, contact:  
 
Satellite Division, IB 
 
For legal questions:   Selina Khan at (202) 418-7282 
 
For technical questions:  Kathyrn Medley at (202) 418-1211 
    Chip Fleming at (202) 418-1247 
 
For ITU questions:  Rockie Patterson at (202) 418-1183 
 

                     
12 Id. 



 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

In the Matter of SES Americom, Inc. Petition for Declaratory Ruling 
FCC File No. SAT-PDR-200220425-00071 

 
Comments/Petitions: 

1. AiiZ TV  
2. Aon Space, Inc.  
3. Astrium SAS  
4. Courtroom Television Network LLC  
5. DIRECTV, Inc.  
6. EchoStar Satellite Corporation  
7. Globecomm Systems Inc.  
8. Interactive Television Alliance  
9. Lockheed Martin Corporation  
10. Marsh Space Projects  
11. National Action Network and the National Association of Black Organizations  
12. National Broadcasting Company, Inc.  
13. National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative  
14. Orbital Sciences Corporation  
15. Patriot Antenna Systems  
16. PBS  
17. Pegasus Development Corporation  
18. PRIMERA Communications, Inc.  
19. QUALCOMM Incorporated  
20. Spacenet, Inc.  
21. The State of Alaska  
22. The State of Hawaii  
23. The Word Network  
24. United States Internet Industry Association  
25. World Satellite Network, Inc.  

  
Reply Comments: 

1. Alcatel Space Industries, SA  
2. DIRECTV, Inc.  
3. Gibraltor Regulatory Authority  
4. SES Americom  
5. Telesat Canada  
6. The State of Hawaii  

  
Ex Parte Comments: 

1. SES Americom, Inc.   (May 21, 2002) 
2. SES Americom, Inc.   (July 15, 2002) 
3. DIRECTV, Inc.   (July 26, 2002) 
4. The State of Hawaii   (July 29, 2002) 
5. EchoStar Satellite Corporation  (August 6, 2002) 
6. SES Americom, Inc.   (August 23, 2002) 
7. SES Americom, Inc.   (September 18, 2002) 
8. The State of Hawaii   (September 26, 2002) 
9. SES Americom, Inc.   (September 27, 2002) 
10. SES Americom, Inc.   (October 17, 2002) 
11. DIRECTV, Inc.   (November 12, 2002) 
12. SES Americom, Inc.   (December 2, 2002) 
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