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Response to administrative circular ca/75 BY MALAYSIA

With reference to the BR Administrative Circular CA/75, the Malaysian Administration has reviewed the issues raised and would like to forward the following comments:

i) Suppression of the API process for networks subject to coordination

The API publication does not require any technical examination to be conducted by the Bureau and is merely a re-production of the submitted ApS4/VI forms. As such, the publication process of the API information would not be a time consuming process.

The API publication would give an initial indication to administrations on the frequency assignments as well as orbital characteristic of a new satellite network. Otherwise, administrations would not be aware of a new satellite network until the request for coordination (ApS4/II) information are published, which may take up to 3 years. This may result in cases where two or more administrations have filed for the same orbital slot but are unaware of the conflict.

Furthermore, the process of API would give the responsible administration a 6 months period to provide the technical parameters (ApS4/II) that would reflect the actual requirements of their satellite network.

We do not object to the suppression of the API process, however, the Bureau would be required to provide the coordination request / summarised parameters of the coordination request via the web site and/or CDs within a short time (3 months). In addition, the Bureau should inform the relevant administrations of such coordination request. This in turn would result in additional work for the Bureau.

ii) Mandatory electronic filing for new requests for coordination or notification

Malaysia is fully supportive of this suggestion. However, in order to avoid errors and problems in the filings, we believe that the Bureau should make available a validation software, similar to that used by the Bureau, for administration to perform the necessary checks against its prepared data.

iii) The use of a coordination arc as a trigger in identifying coordination requirements for FSS in certain cases

The use of a coordination arc as a trigger in identifying coordination requirements would significantly reduce the efforts of the Bureau. However, it is crucial to identify the cases, which would useful for this method, e.g. 6/4 GHz, 14/11 GHz, 30/20 GHz and DTH applications.

iv) Separation of uplink and downlink data in determining the need for coordination

Malaysia does not agree to this suggestion. A satellite system consists of both uplink and downlink parameters. Thus, in nearly all cases, coordination would affect both uplink and downlink situations together.

Furthermore, separation of uplink and downlink may result in more satellite requiring coordination compared to the combined ESLNT approach.

v) Publication to include only findings by the Bureau and a list of administrations with which coordination is required. Other detailed APS4 information to be available in the SNS database on the Web. This information could also include details of networks that triggered the need for coordination

This is not an acceptable suggestion as there would not be sufficient information for an administration to determine on the requirement of the coordination process. In order to access to necessary information at another Web site would result in a time consuming as well as cumbersome process.

vi) Eliminate duplication of data requirements and technical/regulatory examination between coordination (S9) and notification (S11)

It is common that the submissions of the coordination and notification data are similar. However, there may exist cases where the coordination and notification data for the same network are different.

Thus, the examination conducted during the notification stage should begin with verification of similarity between the coordination and notification forms. If similar, no further examination is required. Otherwise, the technical/regulatory examination should proceed.

vii) Restrict the number of modifications to a network filing that can be made over a given period of time

We do not agree to this suggestion. The requirements of a satellite networks will change over time depending on the business as well as expansion plan. For such a case, the satellite network configuration would change and thus a need for a modification to the network.

Thus, it is highly inappropriate to limit the number of modifications to a satellite system as the requirements of a satellite network does not depend on time but business ventures.

viii) Noting deficiencies in the effect of Resolution 49 (WRC-97), consider again the concept of financial due diligence

It was agreed at the Plenipotentiary 1998 (Minneapolis) Conference that the Director of the Bureau would submit a report on the progress of Resolution 49 during WRC-2000. Thus, the issue of financial due diligence should not be brought up for discussion until the impact of Resolution 49 is known or at the next Plenipotentiary Conference in 2002/2003.
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