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To: The Commission
COMMENTS OF THE SATELLITE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
The Satellite Industry Association (“SIA”)1 hereby submits these comments in response
to the Petition for Rulemaking (“Petition”) submitted by the Samuelson-Glushko Technology
Law & Policy Clinic and J. Pierre de Vries (together, the “Petitioners”), requesting that the
Commission initiate a rulemaking proceeding to establish an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”)
adjudication process to resolve spectrum interference complaints.2 SIA takes no position on the
Petition with respect to resolution of spectrum interference complaints generally, but if the
Commission initiates a rulemaking proceeding, SIA urges the Commission not to propose
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adoption of an ALJ process with respect to interference complaints between satellite and/or earth
station operators.
The FCC’s rules already impose effective, good faith coordination obligations on satellite
and earth station operators to resolve harmful interference disputes.3 In many cases, operators
are able to resolve spectrum interference issues through the use of engineering best practices, and
in other cases, operators reach mutually acceptable solutions to mitigate interference. These
voluntary efforts have proven sufficient over the years to resolve interference disputes because of
the long-term established industry practice of frequency management and relationship among
operators. A search of FCC decisions regarding violations of the FCC’s general satellite dispute
resolution rules4 reveals only one Enforcement Bureau decision, confirming the experience of
SIA members that the current interference resolution process is effective and that no additional
measures are needed.5 Furthermore, the proposed additional measures are unproven, and would
impose significant costs and resource burdens on Commission personnel and licensees, far
outweighing any possible benefits.6
The Petitioners also have failed to provide any evidence to support adoption of the
proposal with respect to satellite-related services. The one satellite example cited in the Petition
was not a dispute between satellite or earth station operators. The example involved the
resolution of harmful interference caused by automobile radar detectors to Ku-band Very Small
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Aperture Terminal (“VSAT”) networks.7 To resolve the interference, the FCC was required to
establish new equipment authorization rules for radar detectors, which an ALJ would not have
had the authority to do.8 Moreover, even if the ALJ could have liberally interpreted the FCC’s
then-existing rules to address the interference issue between the specific parties to an
adjudicatory proceeding, VSAT operators would have had to bring separate dispute resolution
proceedings against all of the manufacturers of automobile radar detectors.9 Thus, the
Petitioner’s proposed ALJ framework would not have effectively resolved the interference
problem caused by radar detectors to VSAT terminals.
Moreover, spectrum disputes between satellite operators may be international in
character. Resolution of such interference disputes are governed under the International
Telecommunication Union Radio Regulations (“ITU RR”) and, as a formal matter, involve the
relevant satellite licensing administrations.10 The petitioners acknowledge that the scope of the
proposed rules would require both parties to be under FCC jurisdiction.11
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Having wholly different domestic and international processes for resolving satellite
interference disputes would potentially undermine and complicate the well-established
international regime. The Petitioners have not addressed this issue.
For the above reasons, if the Commission decides to grant the Petition and initiate a
rulemaking, SIA urges the Commission not to propose adoption of an ALJ process with respect
to interference disputes between satellite and/or earth station operators.12
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