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Improving Satellite Coordination and Notification Processes

Comments by the Radiocommunication Bureau on Issues Identified for Possible Further Consideration


Administrative Circular CA/75 of 8 February 2000 noted the outcome of an Information Exchange meeting held in Geneva on 21 January 2000.  That Circular also noted thirteen issues for possible further consideration. The following notes are intended to assist in consideration of the issues by the informal correspondence group (ICGSF) established following a suggestion at the Information Exchange meeting. The comments by the Bureau also incorporate some points of clarification on issues covered by some other contributors to the ICGSF.

Suppression of the API process for networks subject to coordination


The extent of the data to be provided for advance publication under Appendix S4 was simplified by WRC-97 and, therefore, involves a more simple capture, validation, examination and API publication process for the Bureau than previously. However, the fundamental question seems to be whether there is a sufficient benefit to administrations to justify this initial step in the overall procedures. Whilst the simplification decided at WRC-97 has enabled the Bureau to now meet the regulatory time limits in Article S9, the process still requires appreciable resources that could be assigned to other, significantly more important work. Currently 2 staff are involved full-time in processing APIs.


The Bureau observes that, 

· API delays overall coordination by 6 months 

· Data collected is minimal and is subject to reasonably frequent change, including, from time to time, substantial changes to orbit position.

· API would not appear to provide sufficiently reliable information on which to base consideration of potential interference or coordination initiatives ahead of the receipt of a request for coordination.

· The API establishes a date of reference for establishing a period of validity under S11.44 but not any relative priority.  A processing order of priority is established by the date of receipt of the coordination request

· The assumed need of administrations is for timely authoritative and reliable information on proposed satellite networks. This could also be obtainable through prompt availability of information about coordination requests. Such information would be likely be more accurate and a better basis for administrations to take such information into account.

The need to correctly represent the elimination of the API for cases subject to coordination in Sections I and II of Article S9 has been highlighted especially in regard to the regulatory requirements that are currently triggered by the dates of receipt and publication of Information for Advance Publication. Suitable transitional arrangements would also need to be developed to permit the move to the new situation. It is noted that proposals are being made to WRC-2000 in this regard.

Mandatory Electronic Filing 
A number of comments have addressed the possibility of making electronic filing of new submissions mandatory. For coordination requests, the Bureau is currently receiving around 30% of the filings in electronic form, for the alphanumeric ApS4 data. The percentage of graphical information received in electronic form (GIMS *.gxt files) is minimal (of the order of 1 – 2 %). 

The Bureau supports the concept of mandatory electronic filing of information.  The following comments are offered regarding current arrangements.

The Bureau’s experience with the validation of electronic submissions is that when the electronic “notice” is well prepared there are few problems to resolve; however when the case is poorly prepared the corrective effort required is usually substantially more than for a comparable notice received on paper. In this regard, as indicated in a number of submissions to ICGSF, the key factor is the availability of validation software that will enable proper checking of the captured notice prior to its submission to the Bureau. A first version of such software is now available as a beta test to Administrations from the Bureau. This version is currently being improved for operational release and will be available before WRC-2000.  As noted below, work is ongoing and later versions will incorporate additional checks.

The validation software for alphanumeric data is intended to confirm the completeness of the submitted data, to ensure that standard codes and symbols are used for data items where appropriate, to check that values are reasonable and plausible where appropriate, to ensure that the data structure is correct, to ensure related data items existing in different parts of the notice are either identical or compatible, to eliminate unnecessary duplication, etc. This software does not perform checks that could be called regulatory conformity, whether administrative (e.g. conformity with Article S5) or technical (e.g. pfd calculations). These checks would be handled by other tools. For example The Bureau’s GIMS software can perform pfd checks. The GIMS software also can validate diagrams submitted electronically. 

It is recognized that a number of validation checks could also be incorporated into the Bureau’s Data Capture software. As this software was first developed for internal use, such features are not currently incorporated. In any case a separate stand alone validation program remains essential in order that users that transfer data out of their private systems for submission in the Bureau’s agreed data format can validate their filings.

No validation software will ever perform all checks necessary on submissions that are as complex as satellite network filings. It is also necessary to consider the cost benefit of computerizing a particular check. Comparing two similar graphical diagrams is quickly done by eye but is very difficult to automate. It is also necessary to carefully check manually the structural relationship between this information and the alphanumeric data.

The objective of the Bureau is to develop reliable validation software that can automatically check a substantial part of the submitted information. This work is ongoing. If this is associated with a manual providing extensive guidance on notice completion users should then have sufficient tools for this task.

Electronic filings checked with such validation software would then be in a form suitable for rapid distribution of such information to Administrations; this approach is described further in the section below. It will, however, remain necessary for some manual checking and validation to be undertaken by the Bureau in order to ensure the data is sufficiently accurate for the regulatory and technical examinations currently required by the Radio regulations. 

Preparation of filings in electronic form offers an important advantage to Administrations in that they can use the different BR software tools to further check their filing before its submission. This can cover checks on pfd limits, analysis using Appendix S8, etc.

Availability of Coordination Request information received by the Bureau and not yet published in a Special Section

A number of comments have addressed the possibility of Administrations having access to information received but not yet published by the Bureau in a Special Section. The Bureau agrees that such information could and should be made available. This information would include cases that have been captured and validated (i.e. declared complete) and which are currently undergoing regulatory and technical examination prior to their formal publication, cases that have been captured in to the Bureau’s SNS transaction processing system and are currently undergoing the formal validation examination for completeness as well as cases that are still being captured and verified and those yet to be pre-validated and captured. Similarly, for the associated graphical information, there are cases already validated and captured in the GIMS system and cases that have not yet reached this stage. It can be noted that the first case (those undergoing regulatory and technical examination) have been available via the ITU Web site (SNS on line) for some time.

Thus for the ApS4 alphanumeric data there are four classes of information that could be made available “electronically” prior to their formal publication by the Bureau:


a) Transactions representing complete notices in MS Access *.mdb format

b) Transactions representing notices being validated in MS Access *.mdb format

c) Transactions representing notices captured (if received on paper notice forms) or notices copied (if received in electronic format) into the SNS but which are effectively “as received”; these are also in MS Access *.mdb format

d) Adobe Acrobat *.pdf versions of scanned paper notice forms “as received”

For the ApS4 graphical information the information could be made available either as GIMS export (*.gxt) files or as Adobe Acrobat *.pdf versions of scanned diagrams “as received” on paper.

The Bureau is working towards making this information available by distributing it on the BR IFIC for Space Services over several editions of the IFIC in the near future. The need to distribute this information over several IFICs is due to the size of the information involved. Once this initial information is available there would then be an update to the information on a regular basis (but not necessarily in each IFIC). Included in each IFIC would be a List of all such cases along with a reference to the BR IFIC in which the “full” information was made available.

Current thinking is that the alphanumeric information would be made available in the four categories listed above (the category would be indicated – this would allow users to evaluate the “quality” of the information) and that all the graphical information would all be available as *.pdf files.

In the current backlog of 1278 cases all but 274 are available in *.mdb format (with the proviso concerning “quality” mentioned above). Thus around 80% of the backlog cases would be available in *. mdb format for review as appropriate by Administrations and other users. The use of the BR IFIC as the distribution medium would ensure that all Administrations have access to the information and would not need to depend on reasonable Internet access. In any case, the information would also be made available on the Web.

There is a possible concern that some Administrations may not wish to have this information available externally prior to its review by the Bureau; while acknowledging this concern, the wider good would suggest that the information should be available in the manner described.

Other publication issues 
Publication of the Space Network List (SNL), as a regular status report, is expected to resume in the near future and in any case prior to WRC-2000. This would be made available on the ITU’s website and on the BR IFIC. The SNL will be more detailed than the earlier publication and will draw its data from the SNS database as its primary source.

Use of a coordination arc as a trigger 
WP4A of ITU-R SG4 developed a Draft New Recommendation at its recent meeting proposing the use of a “coordination” arc for the purposes of identifying the need for coordination in the 4/6, 11/12/14, and 20/30 GHz bands for the FSS. Use of this approach would speed up the technical examination process (determination of the need to coordinate). Its possible use raises the issue of how to examine networks where part would be examined using this method and part using the method of Appendix S8 (T/T) – GSO MSS systems are a case in point. It also raises the issue of data items required to be provided.

Any impact of this method on the backlog would require agreement to its retroactive application. This could cover two aspects:

· Its use for the coordination request cases currently in the backlog

· Its use when a satellite network is notified under Article S11 – the coordinations previously deemed as required using Appendix S8 (T/T) could be reviewed with respect to the coordination need determined by the coordination arc method

This second aspect implies that Administrations would be able to already use this approach in current coordination negotiations. 

If application of this method also enabled Administrations to become party to the coordination (even if the network concerned is outside the arc) provided they could show (by use of Appendix S8) that they can be considered affected, then the data items required would need to be available, presumably as currently required by Appendix S4.

Other methods for determining the need to coordinate 
Separate analysis using Appendix S8 (T/T) of uplinks and downlinks for GSO systems would shorten the time taken to do this computerized analysis. Any impact on the backlog would be subject to considerations similar to those mentioned above when discussing the coordination arc concept. 

Self-identification following publication of the Special Section (with no determination of the need to coordinate by the Bureau) by use individually by Administrations of the Appendix S8 (T/T) method could have an effect if applied retroactively to cases in the backlog. However it is difficult to see how such a method could be extended to cases already published in Special Sections. This option would have impact, however, in the medium to long term. As noted above, this option would still require current data items to be provided. 

The identification of networks (in addition to Administrations) when using Appendix S8 or any similar method would not pose major problems to the Bureau. Such additional identification is already possible.  It is planned that this information would be published in a separate table (along with the coordination request) showing the results of the Bureau’s examination; this should facilitate a rapid review by Administrations of the coordinations required without needing to study the coordination request in detail. 

Data items to be submitted and associated issues 
Data items required for the purposes of coordination and notification are listed, in large part, in Appendix S4 but in special cases additional items can be required by radio regulatory provisions (typically in footnotes to the Table of Frequency Allocations) or by Rules of Procedure. It is important to note that the required data items are established by the relevant requirements of the Radio Regulations. The data items of Appendix S4 cover two fundamental roles. One is to allow the Bureau to perform the necessary regulatory and technical examinations required prior to publication of a coordination request or a notification. The other is to ensure the exchange of relevant information pertaining to intersystem coordination between Administrations at the earliest possible time in the process. 

The Bureau hopes that Administrations will review the need to continue to proceed in this way as changes here have a major impact on the data items to be submitted. In addition the tendency in recent WRC’s is to add data items to Appendix S4; this appears likely to continue at WRC-2000. Simplification or elimination of such regulatory requirements is a pre-requisite to simplification of Appendix S4. Such simplification would then also lead to a simplification of the data content of the MIFR.

The data structure used in the Bureau’s processing system is the result of a long and detailed review of the nature of satellite networks and earth stations and the requirements of Appendix S4. The structure is logical and has been confirmed by ITU-R during the development by SG1 of the Radiocommunications Data Dictionary. A reduction in the requirements of Appendix S4 would need careful consequential review of the data structure.

One important aspect is the volume of data in the notices submitted. Given that the process is directed towards the management of interference between systems, there is concern that insufficient attention is being given to reduce the information being submitted to that just necessary to provide an “interference protection envelope” for the coordination of the network in question. Attention to this aspect would lead to direct benefits in the amount of work to be performed by the Bureau and by Administrations.

The number of modifications in the backlog is somewhat more than half the total number of cases to be treated. Of this two thirds are the first modification and one third are second or later modifications. Whilst it is difficult to see how the Bureau could refuse and return legitimate modifications it would encourage any steps possible to limit the extent of such submissions, especially those that are closely spaced in time.

Improved software for capture, validation and technical examination 
This is an ongoing task of the IAP and SSD departments. Software development increasingly takes account of both the Bureau’s internal processing needs and those of Administrations to avoid unnecessary duplication of effort and to ensure more efficient data treatment. The need for improvements in all three areas is accepted and the possibility to develop suitable products quickly is fundamentally an issue of software development resources  within the Bureau. 

Revision of Due Diligence

Much of the discussion of the issues above relates to methods to simplify current regulatory processes and to address a significant backlog. It does not address a long-standing fundamental issue of whether all systems being processed are either “real” satellite networks and whether all orbit positions, all beams and all frequencies specified are necessary. There are various reasons for over-filing but the Bureau believes that addressing this basic problem would obviate most other initiatives above (although there are clearly worthwhile initiatives to improve the processes, irrespective of the overall numbers of proposals).

Experience in the application of Resolution 49 (WRC-97), whilst limited, already shows that it has done nothing to reduce over-filing and is unlikely to do so until close to 21 November 2003 (resolves 2 of Resolution 49), unless the regulatory time limits in S11.44 are reached beforehand. It is observed that in this time period the Bureau will have already undertaken all required processing pursuant to Article S9 on systems subject to the application of resolves 2 of Resolution 49 (WRC-97), and therefore no resource or time savings will have been achieved.

Some administrations have suggested that financial measures should be re-considered as a more viable means of due diligence.  The Bureau notes that financial due diligence was included in the Report of the Director to WRC-97 pursuant to Resolution 18 (Kyoto 1994).  Whilst cost recovery measures for satellite network filings was adopted by Resolution 88 (Minneapolis 1998), the experience has so far been too limited to determine whether it will have any effect on the number of satellite filings submitted to the Bureau.

