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.jAN 2 3 2003 Secretary 
Federal Coniniunications Commission 

Re: Ex Parte Presettiation: 
IB Dochet No. 01-185 (electronic filing); 
File No  SAT-ASG-20010302-00017 et al. (hand delivery); 
File No. SES-ASC-200101 16-00099 el al. (hand delivery). 

Deal- Ms. Dortcli: 

l'liis letter is written on behalf of liiinarsat Vcnlures plc in  response lo the January 
21, 2003 c.upcwle submission o r  Mobile Satellite Ventures ("MSV"), in which MSV articulated 
certain views on technical limits that MSV belicves should be adopted if ATC is authorized i n  
[lie Lband. 

1 . Tlire.\holtl for interference info himcrrsar 

b ~ S V ~ o s i t i o i ~ :  M S V  argues in ils January 21 e,xparte that in  establishing limits 
on ATC opcrations i n  the L-band, -'[t]he threshold for unacceptable interference to Inmarsat 
should not be set any lower than a 6 percent increase in Inmarsat's noise floor.'' 

/rnnczrstri uesnonsr: As an initial matter. MSV's new position contradicts its 
I-cpeated representations to the Coinmission that its "fully-loaded, mature A l C  operations" \\ i l l 
i.es~11t i n  "no more than one percent contribution to A TiT" [Le., 1% increase i n  Inmarsat's noise 
flooi-].l T ~ L I S ,  it is inconceivable that MSV now seeks less strict limits for ATC operations in the 
L-band. 

MSV has not e i c n  attempted to reconcilc its new proposal with Inmarsat's 
exp1m:ition that an extrcinely small inal-gin for ATC opcrations cxists in L-band satellite 

101- I J I ~ C I ~ ~ ~ C I - C I I C C  due to r~ n o n - c o ~ ~ f b ~ - ~ ~ i i n g  tei-restrial m e  o f a  frequency band. Based 011 ITL 
iictwurks. T ~ I C  iii~crfcrciice niargin iii salellitc systems is w r y  limited, even before account in^ 

Slcc January I I ,  2002 CY p u w  presentation of MSV. pagc 5 , l B  Docket No. 01-1 85; January 13,  2003 c d i  

/'[i'Icpi.esentatinii of M S V ,  31 [ixhthit A. page 5 ,  IB Dnckct No. 01.185. A copy of that page i s  attachcd 
i01- con\enicncc as Exlniblt I Iherero. 
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rcconiniendations, lnmarsat nomially allows for about a 25% increase in its noise floor due to 
intcrfcrence from all external intcrfereitce sources. There arc currently over 20 satellites 
operating at L-band and the number has been growing over the last Few years. 

As to any single satcllite netwoi-k, Inmarsat uses a 6% increase in noise as the 
basis for satellite coordination. That lcvel has always been the basis for satellite coordination 
bel\vcen liiinnrsat and MSV. ;\s a general matter. Inmarsat's existing satellite coordination 
ayrccment with MSV elistires thal this 6% criterion is met. Only i n  exceptional cases, for 
spxilic,  uo~~st-cilsc carriel, combinations, have exceptions been made to enable increased satcllite 
reusc ofthe spectnini. Such cxceptions havc been made on thc basis of detailed analysis, taking 
i i ito account. for cxample, that inosl carrier combinations would prodLtcc less than a 6% incrcasc, 
and that the exceptions do not reflect typical, day-to-day interfcrence scenarios. 

In establishing any ATC limits, it is important to separate (i) the aggregate level of 
intcrfcrcnce generated by A l C ,  from (ii) thc level o f  interference generated by satellite networks. 
As tlic number of interrerers in the L-band incrcases, i t  becomes more and more critical to eiis~ire 
that each interferer is limiled to a rcasonable interference level. Thus, ATC limits in  the U.S. 
need 10 takc into account the increasing use of L-band spectrum by satellite systems, and the 
possibility or ATC uses k i n g  permitted in countries other than the U.S. 

A predicted lcvcl of ATC interference amounting to 6% of Inmarsat's noise floor, 
iis MSV proposes, would (i) result i n  ATC scrvice solely wilhin rhe U.S. consuming about 25% of 
Inmarsat's ovcrall aggrcgate interference margin, and (ii) impose significant operational and 
capacity constraints on Inmarsal's use ofthe l,-band for the primary satellite scrvicc to which it is 
allocated. 

For these reasons, Inmarsat has urged the Commission, if i t  authorizes ATC i n  the 
L-hand. not Lo allo\v A I C  to cause more than a I% increase i n  the syslcm noisc tcniperature of 
thc Inniarsat-4 network, and to pi.ovide an adcqiiatc margin for the development of even more 
;~d~;uiccd Tutui.e sliaceci.;ili tecliiiolo~y: 

More fundanietitally, to have any hope of effectively conslraining ATC 
inlcrfcrcncc inlo satcllitc uplink opcl-ations, any ATC limits that are adopted must clearly specify 
the relevant parameters of ATC operations, such as the number of simultaneously operating ATC 
tenninals, maximum EIRP, and other salient transmitting characteristics ofthose terminals. 

Inmarsat lias previously explained at length why COMTEK is wrong when it 
3 suggested that a 13.7% increase in  a salellite syslem's noise floor is not significant, and Inmarsat 

hiis prcviously shown why MSV has significantly understated the impacl of its ATC operations 
o r  Inmarsat's system. Inmarsat will not repeat here its reasons for disagreeing with MSV. 

' . S w  e ~ p r / e  prcscntntioii of In~iiiirsat lo tlic F'CC's Office o f  Engineering and Technology, TB Docket 
No. 01-1 8 5 ,  File No. SAT-ASG-20010302-00017 e/ ul. (filed November 6, 2002) a t  17. 

Iiiinai-sat, I13 Dockct No. 01-1 8 5 ,  File No. SAT-ASG-20010302-00017 era / .  (filed Deccrnber 19, 2002). 
See I .etter froln Inmarsat to Secretary, FCC regarding COMTEK Report, oxpane presentation of 
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2. Assumed teclrniccil per-formciwce ofATC trunsmilters. 

MSYposilioir: MSV argues in its January 21 espurie that the Commission's 
tiplink intcrference analysis should not account for the maximum power levels emitted by ATC 
handsels, bu t  rather should assume that a large nuinber of randomly distributed ATC terminals 
radia~iiig power in different directions will not produce as harmful an effect on Inmarsat as one 
olliei-~vise miylit think. M S V  appears to ask that the Commissioii reduce by  50% the ATC limits 
Iliat the C~iiiniission is now considcring. 

fnniarsai re.sponse: MSV lias not previously briefed this issue. MSV prescnts 
no evidence to support its asscttion that the level ofpower typically transmitted by ATC 
Iiandhcld teriniiials would be halfthe maximum predicted level. Without details about MSV's  
planned ATC system architecture, and without knowing how and where its service will be 
dcploycd, there could be no basis on which to conclude that the likely interference would be half 
as bad. In  fact, without knowing what limits the Coininission is now considering, it is not even 
possiblc fcir Ininarsat to assess the impact of MSV's latest proposal. 

The stakes in this proceeding are far too high to accept, at this late date, and 
wiLhoLiI any analysis, these new and tinsubslantiatcd assertions of MSV. 

3. Scope of A TC liinils. 

MSVposition: MSV argues in its January 21 exptrrfe that ATC limits should bc 
hascd on specilic, worst-case co-channel situations, and that non-co-channel operations should 
nol be constraincd. MSV also ask that the Commission indicate how MSV can, in the future, 
nialic showings seeking a irelaxation of any ATC litnils that are adopted. 

Intizurso/ re.spotr.se: Inniarsat has already responded in delail io this argumcnt i n  
its January 17, 2003 expurfc  on ATC technical limits.. Aniong other things, that filing explains 
why: 

( i )  effective ATC limits need to address the potential for both co-channcl and non- 
co-channcl uplink interference generated by ATC terminals; 

(ii) ATC service rules inust account for (1) the eventuality that MSV will share (111 
o t  its L-band ficquency assigninciit on a co-channel basis with other satcllitc nctworks, and (2) 
tlic fact that the satellite bcatns in  which such sliaring occLirs change over time; 

(iii) to ensure sirre that A'I'C operations can be "retuned" to take into account thc 
dynainic freqtiency assignments that occur undcr the Mexico City MOU, ATC service rules 
Jesigncd to prevent co-channel interference must apply across the board, in  everypurr of the L- 
/ J l i t i l / ;  and 
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Inmarsat-4, 
commences 

(iv) Any ATC service rilles must take into account the imminent operations o r  
and the increased co-channel sharing of the L-band that will occur once [hat system 
operations i n  2004. 

Without knowing what limits the Commission is considering, or how they may 
apply, il is simply premature to address the conditions under which those limits might be 
adj Listed. 

Chairman Michacl K. Powell 
(’ommissioner Kathleen Q. Abcrnathy 
Commissioner Michael J .  Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J .  Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adclsteiii 
Bryan Tramont 
.lennifer Manner 
Paul Margic 
Sairi Feder 
Barry Ohlson 
IM ~I’homas 
BI-lice Fraiica 
Bob Eckert 
Rick Enge I in an 
Chris M u1.p t i  y 
Breck Blalock 
Ron Kepasi 
Paul Loclte 
Trcy Hanbury 
Bruce Jacobs, Counsel Ibr MSV (by e-inail) 
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2. MSV’s e prospects 

Adjacent channel interference to lnmarsat satellites will be reduced 
by more than two orders of magnitude relative to the level produced 
by MSV’s current satellite system 

rn Co-channel interference will be reduced by more than one order of 
magnitude 

Fully-loaded, mature ATC operations will not impact the ability of 
MSV and lnmarsat systems to coordinate co-channel operations 
0 less than 1/30th of the effect of the satellite operations 

C no more than one percent contribution to AT/T 
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