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Report to the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau on processing delays 
in satellite network filings from the Convenor of the ICGSF 

1.
Introduction

The delay in the processing of satellite network filings in the Radiocommunication Bureau has increased to point where the Bureau estimate that, even if no further submissions were made, it would take nearly three years to clear this backlog. The backlog in satellite network filings threatens to undermine the international satellite network filing process and imposes limitations on the ability of administrations and satellite operators to respond to changing requirements in radiocommunications. Therefore, pursuant to Decision 483 of Council, 1999 and recognising the objective of Resolution 86 (Minneapolis, 1998), the Bureau arranged for an Information Exchange Meeting in Geneva on 21  January  2000, immediately following the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG) meeting to address the rapidly increasing problems in processing satellite network coordination and notification requests as a result of backlogs in the Space Services Department.

At the Information Exchange Meeting
 a number of issues were identified for further consideration and an Informal Correspondence Group on Satellite Filings (ICGSF) formed to take the work forward. The objectives of the ICGSF were to develop a report to the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau as well as possible proposals for submission by administrations to WRC-2000. The report of the ICGSF Convenor is contained in this document.

2.
Summary

From the analysis in this Report it can be concluded that a major reduction in the backlog requires the development of validation software that can be made available for administrations and so reduce the number of errors in submitted data. However, this software needs to be integrated into the data capture software and it is not known when this will be completed. Other initiatives may only have limited impact on the backlog as they are directed more at the coordination process.

Those initiatives that could make the biggest difference to satellite operators with respect to the coordination process in the short term are:
For those that do not require changes to the Radio Regulations - making information available rapidly to administrations. Although it has to be recognised that if the data is unvalidated it may only have limited use.

For those that do require changes to the Radio Regulations - suppression of the API, use of the coordination arc and separation of the up and down link data. The type and extent of the impact will depend on how they are implemented. 

Specific proposals for texts to give effect to such initiatives are required. 

While the ICGSF has not been able to propose a short term solution for resolving the backlog, it has identified several initiatives that could have a beneficial impact on the overall process and a number of areas within the satellite network filing process that could benefit from further work. This includes the issue of the volume of filings which some consider to be the most prominent reason for the backlog. Proposals for further work are provided at § 7.

Further discussion of these initiatives are contained in § 5. and Appendix 2.

3.
Background

This section of the report provides a brief summary of the problem, the work of the ICGSF and the satellite network filing process.

3.1.
The problem

At the Information Exchange Meeting, Bureau staff gave some detailed presentations on the current arrangements for processing satellite network filings. In those presentations, it was noted that a number of steps had been taken to improve internal processes but that, despite these changes, the backlog in processing requests for coordination and notification of satellite systems continues to grow rapidly. The backlog in coordination requests in particular has almost doubled since January 1998 and now stands at over 1300 systems awaiting processing. It was noted that, with the average rate of receipt of new proposals compared with the rate of processing and publication, the backlog has reached a point where it will take close to 3 years to process requests for coordination already received, without taking into account new requests still arriving for processing.

3.2.
ICGSF

The ICGSF agreed an approach on how best it might tackle the backlog problem in the short time available before the Conference in May, and agreed the Objectives for the Group as given in Appendix 3. 

The  agreed  approach was as follows:-

seek to identify and understand the issues; 

raise a series of questions relating to them; 

invite proposals for initiatives to address the issues;

assess the advantages and disadvantages of the proposals, including the timescales involved and the impact on the backlog; 

seek consensus on possible ways forward based on proposals;

develop proposals which could be used by administrations for submission to WRC-2000;

identify administrations willing to make proposals to the Conference reflecting the consensus views developed by the Group.

The ICGSF worked by electronic correspondence using an e-mail reflector and developed a number of documents that are located on the ITU Website at http://web.itu.ch/brconf/sat-net/informal-group/papers-received/. From these input documents a summary table has been prepared. There have been 37 documents with some 65 participants on the e-mail reflector.

3.3.
The satellite network filing process

The satellite network filing process can be divided into two parts: 

i)
the regulatory framework contained in various Articles, Appendices and Resolutions of the Radio Regulations and the Rules of Procedure;  and, 

ii)
the physical implementation of the regulatory framework by the Bureau. 

The Radio Regulations and the Rules of Procedure can be accessed by all ITU Administrations however, the implementation of the satellite network filing process by the Bureau, although described in various Circular Letters (e.g. CR.58), is not so well known and a description of this process and some of the issues are contained in Appendix 1. In addition to its role in the satellite network filing process it should be noted that the Bureau also performs other tasks that may be linked to the filing process e.g. the provision of assistance to administrations.

4. Summary of analysis

It can be seen from the analysis of contributions contained in the Appendix 2 Table that the initiatives listed below can be placed into several categories (Note the number in parenthesis refers to the initiatives listed in the table):

a) Short/short-medium term initiatives that do not require change to the Radio Regulations, i.e., 

Making available on the ITU Website details of new (electronic) filings "as received" with no further examination other than through the application of validation software tools (6);

Resume the publication of the Space Network List (SNL) (12.3);

Improve software for capture, validation and technical examination (11);

Availability of coordination request information not yet published (3). 

b) Short/short-medium term initiatives that do require changes to the Radio Regulations, i.e.,  

suppression of API (1);

use of the coordination arc (4); 

separation of up and down link data  (5);

omit identifying networks willing to accept potential interference (12.1);

identify affected networks instead of affected administrations (12.2);

make self-identification mandatory for administrations (12.7);

multilateral coordination meetings (12.10);

date of  bringing into use (12.11);

processing charges for satellite networks (12.12).

c) The following initiatives in the Table fall into the medium/medium-long/long term, namely, 

2, 8, 10, 12.4, 12.5, 12.13, 12.14, 12.15.

d) For the following initiatives in the Table there is either majority opposition or insufficient support, namely, 

7, 9, 12.6, 12.8, 12.9, 13.

The initiatives in sections 4a) and 4b) that are estimated to have the biggest impact on the satellite network filing process are addressed at § 2 and § 6. However the initiatives identified in 4c) fall into a longer time frame and need a mechanism to take them forward.

5.
Further discussion

A number of issues that cause concern within the current filing process have been identified through the information exchange meeting and ICGSF, and several documents submitted to the ICGSF containing views and proposals for their resolution. Contributions received by the ICGSF at 9 April 00, that is those contained in documents ICGSF 5 to 27 have been analysed and a summary prepared in tabular form that is reproduced at Appendix 2. The objective in summarising is to provide a focus on possible ways forward on this difficult and complex subject. This table includes estimates of the timescales thought necessary to implement the various proposals in order to assist the identification of those with prospects for short term implementation at WRC-2000.

Inevitably in summarising the comments received in tabular form, something will be lost, indeed most have some qualifying comments. However, the comments and proposals are contained in their entirety as ICGSF documents on the ITU Website for further reference as necessary. 

The proposals contained in the Appendix 2 can be collated into a limited number of categories relating to:

the complexity of the satellite network filing process;

the type and availability of information on satellite filings;

the availability of modern software tools;

the volume of filings.

These categories are discussed in more detail below.

5.1
The complexity of the satellite network filing process

Concerns about the complexity of the satellite network filing process have specifically pointed to the complexity imposed by the Regulatory framework. Indeed several contributions have proposed changes to the Radio Regulations in order to simplify specific provisions. However, while recognising the Regulatory framework is complex
, other contributions to the ICGSF  have indicated that there are also problems with the physical process. Problems in the physical process are important as they affect the view of the Regulatory framework and hence could affect proposals for its revision.

If the Regulatory framework is overly complex then clearly the Radio Regulations need to be simplified. However, problems can occur in taking a piecemeal approach and proposing revision of individual requirements as the benefits may be limited and there is a danger that the overall process (via the regulations or their physical implementation) may be inadvertently made more complex. Instead it may be considered preferable to review all the satellite network filing process regulatory provisions with a view to proposing simplification and rationalisation. In any widescale review it is important to recognise that the regulatory provisions should represent the aims and concerns of the ITU Administrations, and hence this review should start with the fundamental question of "what do Administrations want from the satellite network filing process". If the existing provisions of the Radio Regulations effectively encapsulate the Administrations requirements then there is no need for a significant revision. However, that is not to say they should not be rationalised to remove unnecessary layers of regulation, duplication and redundant text. Neither a revision nor the rationalisation of the regulatory provisions relating to satellite filings are simple tasks and would need to be allocated sufficient time in order for them to be completed. 

For a review of the Regulatory framework to be successful, any problems in the physical process must be identified in order to ensure they do not impact on a clear understanding of the Regulatory requirements. For example statements about the complexity of the information required and the excessive amount of data that is supplied could easily be taken as a problem originating in Appendix S4. However, when the Bureau claim "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", it identifies a fundamental problem with understanding the data requirements. Hence it is considered there is a need for the Bureau to provide greater guidance on the satellite filing process. 

5.2.
The type and availability of information on satellite filings

Provision of information on satellite filings suffers from major problems due to the volume and complexity of the data and the desire of various groups to have the information provided through different mediums. Making data available in electronic form normally makes its provision and manipulation easier, but the volume of data and the need to present it in a structured format places limitations even in this form. For example, comments to the ICGSF have noted that the "current SNS data on the ITU web site is in a format which makes its processing rather more difficult than if the data is on paper, *.pdf files on the IFIC CD-ROM or in *.mdb files". Difficulties have also been noted with the provision of graphical data. Perhaps the establishment of a forum for an exchange of information between the Bureau and Administrations/satellite operators on these issues could assist in their resolution and identify improvements to the process.

5.3.
The availability of modern software tools

One of the ICGSF proposals which had the greatest level of agreement was "the mandatory electronic filing for new requests for coordination or notification". However it was also widely agreed that this proposal was dependent on the availability of data validation software. This point is emphasised by the problem identified in § 5.1 by the Bureau and the knowledge that some two-thirds of the backlog is in the area of data validation and data capture (see Appendix 1). The Bureau estimate the number of submissions that need correction is in excess of 90%. Although the extent of correction required is not known, the Bureau describe the submissions in both electronic and paper form as “generally quite poor”. The Bureau also note that when an electronic submission is poorly prepared "the corrective effort required is usually substantially more than for a comparable notice received on paper".  

Data validation software is not considered to be a complete solution to the problem of incorrect submissions as it will not be possible to include all of the regulatory checks without making the software overly complex, and difficult and time consuming to update. However data validation software is unlikely to be available in the short term, since if it is to be used by all administrations there will be a need to incorporate it within a user friendly interactive data capture package. There are also problems with electronic graphical data. Hence considering that there is also likely to be a need for transitional arrangements for administrations and the provision of training courses, any move toward mandatory electronic filing is likely to take some considerable time. This process could be assisted if a joint group was set up between the Bureau and administrations to examine the issues associated with the move to mandatory electronic filing and the provision of data validation software to administrations.

Despite these limitations, the problems of incorrect data indicate that it would benefit major satellite operators to move towards electronic notification as data validation aids become available. This would assist the Bureau by converting major submitters of satellite filings into the use of electronic submission. If the move toward greater electronic filing were taken in partnership thus enabling the participants to have an input into the software design process in return for taking part in the testing of the software, then both administrations/satellite operators and the Bureau could benefit from the resulting exchange of information. 

The requirement for greater automation in the Bureau's processing of satellite filings needs to be addressed in order to meet the requirements imposed by the backlog and the development of validation software for administrations in a timely manner.

5.4.
The volume of filings.

The majority of the proposals to the ICGSF dealt with the processing of satellite filings. Only a few proposals attempted to deal with the issue of the volume of submissions, which is thought by some to be the biggest single problem facing the Bureau. However, none of the proposals were considered to be acceptable and there is disagreement on how to proceed. Nevertheless the problem caused by administrations filing for multiple orbital positions represents a significant issue and needs to be addressed. However, this may require a solution that is directed more at dealing with the concerns that cause the multiple submissions. This issue needs further investigation.

6.
Next steps

Having identified those initiatives with the best prospects for addressing the backlog for which there is general support within ICGSF, as given in  § 4 points a) and b), what is required are specific proposals for texts to give effect to such initiatives, where this involves the Bureau, such proposals should include clear indications to the Director as to the steps to be followed.  In this context, a request was made for an indication from ICGSF Members as to whether their organisation or administration would be making proposals based on the work of the ICGSF. The following documents include, for information, detailed proposals for texts submitted ICGSF 22 and 23(LUX), 10 and 11(NZ), and 34, 35, 36 and 37(USA). At present, time does not permit a rationalisation of the detailed proposed texts in these documents, but they could be used for future consolidation.   

Luxembourg and the US have confirmed that they will be making proposals on related matters to the WRC.     

7.
Conclusion

The ICGSF has found it difficult to clearly identify any initiatives that could have a significant impact on the backlog in the short term, the most suitable being the development of validation software, but this requires more time to implement. The other initiatives may only have limited impact on the backlog as they are directed more at the coordination process. These issues are identified in § 2 and § 6. If other initiatives listed in  § 4a and § 4b are to be implemented then specific proposals are required to give them effect.

While the ICGSF has not been able to propose a short term solution for resolving the backlog, it has identified several initiatives, identified in § 4 point c) and in § 5, that could have a beneficial impact on the overall process and a number of areas within the satellite network filing process that could benefit from further work. In particular, consideration could be given to: 

i)
a review of the regulatory requirements for satellite filings with the intention to rationalise the existing texts and if necessary revise those provisions that do not support the requirements of Administrations with proposals for change to be presented to WRC2003;

ii)
the provision of greater guidance to administrations on the satellite network filing process;

iii)
the creation of a forum for an exchange of information between administrations/satellite operators on the satellite filing process and the respective information requirements;

iv)
the creation of a joint Bureau/administration group to examine the issues and requirements associated with a move to electronic filing and the development of validation software;

v)
further investigation into the issues associated with multiple filings with a view to making proposals to resolve the current problem.
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APPENDIX 1

The Satellite Network Filing Process - An Overview

The satellite network filing process
 covers space stations (which may comprise part of a satellite or multiple satellites) and earth stations. Satellite network filing varies in complexity according to the regulatory procedures governing the operation of a particular satellite network e.g. Art S9.II, non Art S9.II, App S30, App S30A, App S30B, Res 33. 

In general the satellite network filing process can be divided into three stages; advance publication, co-ordination and notification. Advance publication is a statement of intent by the operator or administration to launch a space station and sets the reference starting date for the specific satellite network (post WRC97, 5 + 2 years). Co-ordination
 is the process in which the operator or administration for the proposed network negotiates with the operator or administration of any affected networks (terrestrial or space) on the operational parameters of the respective networks to facilitate their implementation. Notification is the recording in the MIFR of the final operational parameters for the proposed network. Advance publication and co-ordination is subject to the provisions of  Article S9 and notification is subject to the provisions of  Article S11.

At each stage of the satellite network filing process, data is supplied to the ITU by the operator or administration for the proposed network. The data may be supplied in paper or electronic form. The amount of data supplied will depend on the stage of the process, the number of proposed beams, frequency assignments and the problems encountered in the co-ordination process.

Earth station filing is performed in two parts: as an associated earth station where information is supplied with the satellite network notice to aid the space station interference analysis, and an individual filing for a specific earth station where the Appendix S7 procedures are used. 

Submission of data and delays in the filing process

In general the data supplied to the ITU in each of the three stages of the satellite network filing process follows the same three steps
: data validation and capture, technical examination and publication. Essentially these three steps describe checking the data supplied in paper or electronic form to determine if it is complete and coherent, entering the data into the BR system, the technical and regulatory examination and finally its publication in the international fortnightly information circular (IFIC) with the results of the BR’s technical/regulatory examination. Notices are processed in the order of their date of submission.

Data validation and capture

Ideally the data submitted by satellite operators and administrations to the ITU would be validated by the satellite operators or administrations before data capture. Depending on the stage of the satellite network filing process (see Annex 1 which also includes the Due Diligence process), the ITU perform validation before, after or in some cases before and after data capture. In the last case the validation process before data capture is called “pre-validation” and the validation process after data capture is called “validation and completeness”. Validation and data capture requires further investigation to determine the distinction between the different processes.

The validation process includes correction of errors in the submission. Estimates of the number of submissions that need correction are in excess of 90%. The extent of correction required is not known but the BR describe the submissions in both electronic and paper form as “generally quite poor”. Mistakes in submissions are made by all administrations and satellite operators irrespective of their experience in the satellite field. This is not surprising considering the volume of data associated with satellite networks and the complexity introduced by some operators. In addition there is a complete absence of any tools that administrations or satellite operators can use to validate the data they submit. These issues partially explain why there is a backlog of some 520 satellite network filings in the validation process and 240 satellite network filings in the data capture process.

Technical/Regulatory examination

Once the data has been captured the BR perform a number of technical and regulatory examinations. The precise examinations depending on the stage of satellite network filing and the type of notice. They include pfd calculations, Appendix S7, Appendix S8, Article S21, Article S5, etc. For example: Appendix S7(28) calculations are performed for an earth station at the final notification stage to determine if all affected administrations have been identified by the co-ordinating administration. The computerised examinations the BR perform can take some time to complete, e.g. the Appendix S8(29) calculations can take up to 60 hours. In addition the technical/regulatory examination is not completely computerised and some elements of the examination requires manual intervention which limits the throughput of submissions.  For example frequencies are grouped
 on the basis of their emission characteristics. If a frequency or frequencies within a group (group A) have a problem they are separated out into a new group (group B). Groups A & B have the same set of emission characteristics but different frequency assignments. Group B is produced from Group A by a process called cloning and this process is semi-automated. 

Due to the time taken by some of the calculation programmes and the requirement for manual intervention the technical and regulatory examination process can take several weeks.  The backlog in this area is approximately 420 satellite network filings.

Publication

The amount of data published by the BR depends on the stage of satellite network filing, the type of network, and the relevant regulatory provisions and can vary between a few pages and several thousand pages. There is no current backlog in this area following a re-organisation in the Space Department.

 ANNEX 1 to APPENDIX 1

Satellite co-ordination and filing procedures

1.
Satellite network filings (a three-step process)

1.1
Advance publication

Pursuant to the provisions of Sections 1A and 1B of Article S9, SSD receives advance publication information of satellite network systems (see Circular CR/86 of 25 March 1998) in either paper form or electronically (about 35% electronically) and are processed as set out diagrammatically in Fig. 1.
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1.2
Coordination

The relevant procedures are in Section II of Article S.9. The process is commenced through a request for coordination (includes the process of seeking agreement when required under S9.21 (former Article 14)) either on paper or electronically in the form set out in Circulars CR/65 and CR/107. At the moment around 35‑40% are submitted electronically. The processing of these notices in SSD is shown in Figure 2.






Fig. 2
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1.3 Notification

An entirely separate process for notification is required pursuant to Article S11. This requires the submission of ApS4 data (see also the provisions of S11.15) and must be processed in order of receipt (S11.28 and S11.29). The process involved is illustrated in Figure 3.









Fig. 3
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1.4
Due diligence

An additional process is now required by Resolution 49 (WRC‑97) in order to collect and assess "due diligence" information as set out in the Resolution and its Annexes. Forms for this purpose, and the required procedures, are in Circular CR/96. The process involved is described in Figure 4.
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APPENDIX 2

Analysis of contributions to the ICGSF received by 9th April

As indicated in § 3 of the Report, comments received have been summarised in the Table below, together with an estimate of whether the proposals could be implemented in the short, medium or long term, and whether they require changes to the Radio Regulations. The level of support for each initiative is shown by referencing each ICGSF paper that addresses it. The aim being to identify  those short term issues for which there is general support and which could have a more immediate impact on addressing the backlog in satellite filings.

Unless specifically stated to the contrary all proposals are believed to have an impact on the Radio Regulations. The extent of the impact on the RR depending on the type of proposed change and varies from minor amendments to major revisions. 

In the "Summary" column the term "majority" only refers to those contributors providing text on the specific issue. 

The following timescales represents the period to practical implementation rather than a date at which the decision is taken to implement. This includes, for those items that would require approval at a WRC, any period during which transitional arrangements are implemented prior to the introduction of the new procedure. It also includes any estimated delay in the introduction of a new regulatory procedure or measure in order for the Bureau to develop and implement any associated software tools or guidance notes for administrations and satellite operators. In presenting these timescales it is implicitly assumed that any change to the Radio Regulations would require approval by a WRC and if it were not approved by WRC2000 then it could not be implemented before WRC2003.

Short term: 

WRC-2000: implementation by the end of WRC 2000

Medium term : 
WRC-2000 - 18 months: delayed implementation of up to 18 months following WRC-2000

Long term :        
Beyond 2 years: a longer time period or if relating to a regulatory change post WRC2003.

Summary of analysis

It can be seen from the analysis of contributions contained in the Table below that the initiatives listed can be placed into several categories:

a) Short/short-medium term initiatives that do not require change to the Radio Regulations, i.e., 

Making available on the ITU Website details of new (electronic) filings "as received" with no further examination other than through the application of validation software tools (6);

Resume the publication of the Space Network List (SNL) (12.3);

Improve software for capture, validation and technical examination (11);

Availability of coordination request information not yet published (3). 

b) Short/short-medium term initiatives that do require changes to the Radio Regulations, i.e.,  

suppression of API (1);

use of the coordination arc (4); 

separation of up and down link data  (5);

omit identifying networks willing to accept potential interference (12.1);

identify affected networks instead of affected administrations (12.2);

make self-identification mandatory for administrations (12.7);

multilateral coordination meetings (12.10);

date of  bringing into use (12.11);

processing charges for satellite networks (12.12).

c) The following initiatives in the Table fall into the medium/medium-long/long term, namely, 

2, 8, 10, 12.4, 12.5, 12.13, 12.14, 12.15.

d) For the following initiatives in the Table there is either majority opposition or insufficient support, namely, 

7, 9, 12.6, 12.8, 12.9, 13.

Issue
No.
Issue
Contributions from Doc.
Timescale for implementation
Summary

1
Suppression of the API process for networks subject to co-ordination
5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, 27.
Short - Medium
Majority in favour of suppression, however there are concerns over the impact on developing countries, the need to make a list of coordination requests available quickly and the need for transitional arrangements.  A few submissions that favour retention suggest modification to enhance its effects on the coordination process. 

2
Mandatory electronic filing for new requests for co-ordination or notification
7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27.
Medium - Long 
All contributions in favour of mandatory electronic filing providing the operators have integrated and complete data validation/data capture software. Also consideration of transitional arrangements or other assistance to developing countries. There is also a need to consider validation of the point of origin.

3
Availability of Coordination Request information received by the Bureau and not yet published in a Special Section

[NB. This was previously titled  "Establish methods for rapid electronic capture of filings still awaiting processing", but was modified to the above, as per BR suggestion]
7,  9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 27.
Short - Medium
No one is opposed to this proposal but there are doubts over how it would be achieved in practice and the timescale. However the BR has commenced implementation (the initial distribution of data is in BR IFIC 2415 with more data appearing in IFIC 2416 and subsequent IFICs). BR also believe that it can be linked to item (6). Various submissions recognise that the data would be of limited use if it has not been validated. A suggestion is that the existing paper filings not captured could be resubmitted in electronic form but there is concern over the workload on the BR and  opposition to a mandatory resubmission of the original notice in electronic form .

Does not require change to the RRs.

4
The use of a co-ordination arc as a trigger in identifying co-ordination requirements for FSS in certain cases
5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27.
Short - Medium
The majority are in favour for the application of the coordination arc to FSS in limited frequency bands providing that there is a mechanism allowing networks located outside the arc to be included in coordination, as necessary. Also regulatory procedure is required for treating those networks that would be partly covered by the coordination Arc and partly by ApS8. Its use is limited and its impact on the workload of the BR has not been quantified, however, the Bureau considers that its workload will not be reduced significantly by the application of the coordination arc. The Bureau are also concerned that if required to regularly deal with cases of dispute then it could impose a potentially substantial workload that could offset any savings from not performing ApS8 in these frequency bands.

5
Separation of uplink and downlink data in determining the need for co-ordination
5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27.
Short - Medium
The majority are in favour of separating uplink and downlink data in determining the need for co-ordination. However, concerns have been expressed about satellites using repeaters, the possibility of identifying more affected networks by separating the link data and there is disagreement on the need to retain the overall link data (even if not used to determine the need for coordination) so that it can be used during the coordination process. 

6
Make available on the ITU Website, in the SNS database, details of new (electronic) filings “as received” with no further examination other than through the application of validation software tools
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27.
Short
All contributions in favour however it is recognised that this data would be of limited use if it has not been validated. Also concern has been expressed about access by administrations without the necessary computing facilities.  See comments on (3)

Does not require change to the RRs.

7
Publication to include only findings by the Bureau and a list of administrations with which co-ordination 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 co-ordination
7, 9, 12, 13, 18, 19, 20, 27.
Medium
Majority against the proposal. The main concern expressed was the possibility that it would not provide sufficient data to exclude or include networks into coordination and there are doubts expressed about the benefits it would provide. These concerns may be allayed by the BRs explanation of the implementation based on publication of the full data along with a separate table showing the coordination requirements (see Doc 20) with the intention to use CD rather than the Web.

8
Eliminate duplication of data requirements and technical/regulatory examination between co-ordination (S9) and notification (S11)
7,  9, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20, 27.
Long 
Majority view this as a long term task that requires very careful further study.

9
Restrict the number of modifications to a network filing that can be made over a given period of time
7,  9, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20, 27.
Short - Medium
Majority are opposed to this proposal and consider it to be unworkable.

10
Simplification of the Master Register
5, 7, 9, 15, 18, 20, 27.
Long
There is agreement that simplification would be desirable but not on how it could be achieved. There is also potential consequential impact from other changes proposed above. Some consider that it would require further review. Also to identify the minimum parameters. 

11
Improve software for capture, validation and technical examination
5, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 19, 20.
Short - Medium
All are agreed that the improvement of  software for capture, validation and technical examination would be beneficial Also that data capture/validation should be made available to administrations.

Does not require change to the RRs.

12.1
Omit identifying affecting satellite networks in the coordination requests of administration willing to accept the potential interference.
5, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21.
Short - Medium
All are in favour of this proposal but there may be further need for discussion to see how it would be implemented. The BR indicates that this possibility exists in the current regulations but abuse of this possibility has detrimental effects on the S9 coordination procedure.

12.2
Identify affected networks instead of affected administrations
5, 10, 11, 15, 16, 18, 20.
Short - Medium
All support identifying the affected network. The BR indicate that provision of this information would not present them with a major problem, but the names of networks identified by the Bureau should be used as information only. 

12.3
Resume the publication of the SNL
5, 15, 18, 20, 21.
Short
There is support for this proposal and the BR indicate they intend to resume this publication soon. Does not require change to the RR.

12.4
Simplify the Coordination Request Forms, and Information
5, 15, 18, 20.
Medium - Long
This is supported but again there is a consequential impact from the above proposals, although acknowledge the need for caution in implementing any changes. Some contributions point to providing the minimum data to enable an interference envelope to be generated. As the BR are one of the supporters of this proposal it suggests there is perhaps a need for greater guidance on filling in the existing forms (see 12.14). Some change is possible without changes to the RR.

12.5
Relax the current value of the (T/T threshold (6%) to a more realistic level.
7, 16, 18, 19, 20.
Long
No one is opposed to this proposal but the it is considered that it would require further study by the ITU-R and hence could not be used prior to WRC-2003.

12.6
Introduce emergency administrative Due Diligence procedures specific to backlog.
7, 9, 16, 18,19.
Medium - Long 
The majority are opposed to this proposal on the grounds that Res 49 has still to be fully implemented and hence it is premature.

12.7
Make self-identification mandatory for administrations and eliminate the BRs requirement to identify the recipients of coordination requests
7, 8, 12, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27.
Short - Medium
The majority are in favour but there is concern for the impact it will have on developing countries, the workload of administrations and the BR through a rise in the requests for assistance in aiding identification.

12.8
After one round of cross-checking with administrations delete filings for alternate locations of a network/ relating to alternate or standby bands.
8, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21.
Short - Medium
There is difficulty in understanding how this proposal could work and concerns that it would increase the workload of the BR.

12.9
Conversion of hard limits to trigger limits.
9, 18, 19, 20.
Medium - Long
The majority believe this requires further study and also concern at how it may impact the BR workload.

12.10
Multilateral coordination meetings.
10, 11, 16, 18, 19, 20.
Short
It is understood from the proposals that there is some desire to raise the status of multilateral coordination by including them in the RR. Although the use of multilateral coordination meetings has support, the idea of including it in the RR does not seem to be supported

12.11
Date of bringing into use
10, 11, 18, 19, 20.
Short
Support for clarifying the definition but there is a view that it requires further work.

12.12
Proposed regulatory changes to address non payment of processing charges for satellite networks.
10, 11, 16, 18, 19, 26.
Short - Medium
Majority in favour of introducing regulatory provisions to deal with non payment of processing fees.

12.13
Single step request for coordination process
11, 18, 19.
Medium - Long
All in favour. see (1)

12.14
Provision of greater guidance on the information required in the coordination and notification process
15, 18.
Medium
This proposal has links to many of the other proposals, specifically (12.4), and is therefore likely to have a greater support.

12.15
Limit the role of the BR
9, 24, 27.
Long
Support for limiting the role of the BR in the coordination and notification process

13
Noting deficiencies in the effect of Resolution 49 (WRC-97), consider again the concept of financial due diligence
7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20, 22, 25, 26.
Medium - Long
The majority agree that this proposal is premature. They do not want to consider any change to the due diligence procedures (financial or otherwise) before Res 49 is fully operational and its impact assessed.

Table Key:

Doc  5: Intelsat.

Doc  7: UK.

Doc  8: Inmarsat.

Doc  9: SES Luxembourg.

Doc 10: NZ.

Doc 11: NZ.

Doc 12: Joint FCC/NTIA Informal Space Working 
Group.
Doc 13: Malaysian Communications and 
Multimedia Commission.

Doc 15: Radiocommunication Bureau.

Doc 16: SES Luxembourg.

Doc 17: Inmarsat.

Doc 18: Kingdom of Tonga.

Doc 19: Intelsat.

Doc 20: Radiocommunication Bureau.
Doc 21: Joint FCC/NTIA.

Doc 22: Luxembourg.

Doc 23: Luxembourg.

Doc 24: R epublic of Bulgaria

Doc 25: Vietnam.

Doc 26: Malaysia.

Doc 27: Mexican Satellite Coordination Task Group

APPENDIX 3

Informal Correspondence Group on the ITU Satellite Filing Process Objectives

1.    Establish an informal correspondence group (ICGSF) to review with the assistance of the Radicommunication Bureau the issues and proposed initiatives for addressing the backlog in the satellite filing process, including the simplification of these processes.

The ICGSF aims to :- 

a)  Identify and understand the elements of the satellite filing processes relating to the development and growth in the backlog;

b) Invite proposals for initiatives to deal with the current backlog, including those aimed at simplifying overall processes;

c)  Identify the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed initiatives for administrations, operators and the BR, together with an estimation of the timescale for and impact of  their implementation, recognising the specific needs and concerns of all administrations that seek assistance with the overall process; 

d)  Develop a document that identifies possible initiatives that can be used by administrations as the basis for proposals to WRC-2000; 

e) Invite administrations to submit proposals to the forthcoming WRC-2000. 

22 February 00

APPENDIX 4

LIST OF ICGSF CONTRIBUTIONS AT 15th April 

ICGSF (00) 01
Convenor 
Objectives

ICGSF (00) 02
Convenor 
Issues

ICGSF (00) 03
Convenor 
Questions

ICGSF (00) 04
Convenor 
Approach and invitation

ICGSF (00) 05
Intelsat 

Suggestions for improvement on coordination/notification procedures 

ICGSF (00) 06
UK


ITU Satellite Network Filing 
 

ICGSF (00) 07
UK 


Comments on issues identified in Administrative Circular CA/75


ICGSF (00) 08   Inmarsat
Comments on 1st set of ICGSF papers

ICGSF (00) 09
Luxembourg 
Issues identified at the ITU information meeting on space 







coordination/notification processes 

ICGSF (00) 10
NZ 


Comments on CA/75


ICGSF (00) 11
NZ


Resolution 86: Proposals for the work of the Conference 


ICGSF (00) 12
FCC/NTIA ISWG 
Response to Administrative Circular CA/75 


ICGSF (00) 13
Malaysia
Response to Administrative Circular CA/75 


ICGSF (00) 14
 Convenor
Analysis of comments received by 10 March 




ICGSF (00) 15
BR 


Comments on issues identified for possible further consideration


ICGSF (00) 16
Luxembourg 
Comments on analysis in ICGSF 14


ICGSF (00) 17
Inmarsat 
Separation of uplink and downlink


ICGSF (00) 18
Tonga 
Comments on analysis in ICGSF 14

ICGSF (00) 19
Intelsat 
Comments on analysis in ICGSF 14

ICGSF (00) 20
BR 


Comments on analysis in ICGSF 14

ICGSF (00) 21
FCC/NTIA 
Comments on analysis in ICGSF 14

ICGSF (00) 22
Luxembourg 
Res. 85 and Res. 49: Proposals for the work of the conference

ICGSF (00) 23
Luxembourg
Res 86: Proposals for the work of the conference 

ICGSF (00) 24
Bulgaria 
Proposals on implementing Res. 86 

ICGSF (00) 25
Vietnam 
Comments on financial due diligence proposals in ICGSF  22

ICGSF (00) 26
Malaysia 
Comments on financial due diligence proposals in ICGSF 22

ICGSF (00) 27
 Mexico
Comments on CA/75

ICGSF (00) 28
BR 
 

Issues relating to API

ICGSF (00) 29
BR
 

Separation of up-links and down-links

ICGSF (00) 30
BR
 

Effect of coordination arc on delta T/T calculations

ICGSF (00) 31
BR 


Description of the Space Network System (SNS)  

ICGSF (00) 32
UK
 

Role of API

ICGSF (00) 33
UK
 

Issues associated with the coordination arc

ICGSF (00) 34
USA 

Proposals to modify Appendix S5

ICGSF (00) 35
USA
 
Proposal to suppress reference to Resolution 528 in FN S5.393

ICGSF (00) 36
USA
 
Proposals to modify Section III of Article S9

ICGSF (00) 37
USA
 
Improving the satellite coordination and notification processes

ICGSF (00) 38
Convenor  
ICGSF Report 

� See Circular Letter CA/72 for the invitation and Circular Letter CA/75 for the meeting report.


� For example: data items required for the purposes of coordination and notification are listed, in large part, in Appendix S4 but also 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.


� This document does not cover radioastronomy (listed in the RRs as part of space filing) as its requirements, - apart from requiring BR staff time - are not relevant to the backlog.


� This description of co-ordination is not limited to the use of the term in Art. S9.II, as those networks not subject to the provisions of Art. S9.II still have the obligation through S9.3 and S9.4 to “make every possible effort” to resolve any difficulties. In effect this establishes a requirement to co-ordinate with affected parties even if they are not required to follow the regulatory co-ordination procedure.


� The steps followed for advance publication, co-ordination and notification differ see Annex 1 “Satellite co-ordination and notification procedures – Roger Smith Head of BR Space Services Department”. 


� The grouping process is used to simplify the co-ordination process by helping discussion and does not imply any physical grouping within a beam.





icgsf 38 report
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