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1.
Introduction


At the recent ITU information meeting on Jan 2000 on space notification a number of issues were identified for further consideration as potential proposals for resolving the backlog in the filing process. BR Circular CA/75 contained a summary report of the meeting and a listing of the potential items. In this document we provide some comments and positions on each of this items.


SES sees the problem of the backlog of filings with BR such that it is extremely serious and that a solution cannot wait until WRC-2003. We now have the situation in the application of the Radio Regulations for Space services where the process has almost collapsed and is nearly unworkable in terms of the real world for the putting into service of satellite networks. If the process is not fixed in the near future, it will lead to more and more cases where satellites are put into operation without completing the ITU process. As a result of this breakdown, operators who must find means to ensure non-interference and to ensure the continuity of service will tend to find solutions outside the framework of the ITU. It must be recognized that despite what the RR say, a satellite network operator, once the satellite construction and launch has been contracted for, will not stop the process including the launch just because the ITU process has not been completed and all problems resolved. 

2.
Issues for Further consideration  in Improving the Saptellite Procedures

2.1
Suppression of the API process for networks subject to co-ordination.


Following the decisions of WRC-97 the API has 3 main features:

· It provides some very simplistic data of the proposed networks;

· It starts the clock for the 5 year period

· It sets the earliest start date of the receipt of the co-ordination request ( a delay of 6 months).


The biggest disadvantage of the API is the delay in the start of the co-ordination process. Suppressing the API  would provide an additional period of 6 months for the co-ordination process. The current provisions include an automatic delay of six months between the API and the request for co-ordination and also permits an administration (which has a previous API) to submit a co-ordination request for a new orbital position without requiring a new API. This results in unreliable information but is also an abuse of the process.  As an example Administration A may have an API filing at 50E and 1 year later Administration B submits an API for 90E. The present procedure permits Administration A to move its API position to 90E as soon as it finds out about the submission of Administration B and then have priority over the filing of Administration B. The start of the 5 year period could easily be changed to the start of the co-ordination phase.


The API does not result in any rights except the right to start the co-ordination process in 6 months. There is no priorities established during this part of the procedures and any comments provided are for information only with no obligation to resolve any of the difficulties identified at this time.


The limited information provided does not permit any calculations to be done.


The savings as a result of suppressing this procedure will not be significant but everything helps. The greatest benefit is in providing 6 additional months in the co-ordination phase and preventing further abuse of the system.

SES Position. Support the suppression of the API as nothing would be lost and there would be gains in the process.

2.2
Mandatory electronic filing for new requests for co-ordination or notification


Mandatory electronic filing for new requests for co-ordination or notification could replace the paper notification process.


As pointed out during the Information exchange meeting one of the significant time consuming parts of the process is the data capture and the associated validation with the exchange of correspondence with administrations to clarify the data. Anything that would aid in this part of the process should be of great help in addressing the backlog. BR has provided some software to facilitate this task by administrations. In terms of new notices we see no reason why this should not be mandatory.


For notices already submitted to the BR and not yet processed, there would be advantages if this data could be resubmitted but with suitable precautions to ensure that the data resubmitted is identical to the original data submitted.


We recognise that the data validation software at this point in time is not a fully developed as one would like, but we understand that further work is being done on it. In any event any savings in work is worthwhile.

SES Position.  SES supports the mandatory use of electronic submissions for new filings and the resubmission of previously submitted data with suitable precautions to ensure that the resubmitted data is the same as the paper submission. 

2.3
Establish methods for rapid electronic capture of filings still awaiting processing


See comments in section 2.2 above.

2.4
The use of a co-ordination arc as a trigger in identifying co-ordination requirements for FSS in certain cases


Using the present Delta T/T process requires BR to undertake a number of calculations using the detailed data submitted. It must be recognised that these Delta T/T calculations are not to resolve co‑ordination problems but are used in an administrative sense just to identify with whom one should co‑ordinate. If a simple process could be used then this would result in savings. ITU-R WP4A has just considered this matter and had recommended a draft Recommendation on this subject. Using the co-ordination arc for the triggering of co-ordination requires significantly less data to do this identification and thus there is the potential of reducing the data the BR must use and validate.

SES Position: SES supports the results of the studies of WP4A and considers that the co-ordination arc should be used to trigger co-ordination.

2.5
Separation of up-link and down-link data in determining the need for co-ordination


The separation of the up-link and down-link data has been proposed in the European Proposal to the WRC- (Document 13) and SES supports this idea. In information Doc 1 to the Information Meeting from the USA it was clearly indicated that nothing is lost by separating the up and down link analysis rather than using the combined calculation. It is recognised that if the arc concept is adopted than the separation of the up and down is also adopted as a consequence.

SES Proposal: SES supports the separation of the up and down link analysis.

2.6
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


SES sees many advantages of having data on new systems made available as soon as possible. Any action on this type of issue is also linked to the amount and type of validation and processing to be done by BR. Also there have been concerns expressed by some administrations about using data that has not yet been validated by BR.  Perhaps we should look at this in a 2 part process, where BR would put on the Web as a provisional posting the electronic data as received so that all administration have immediate access to the “raw” data. After the data has be validated (hopefully only a reduced set of data) the definitive posting would be put on the Web.

SES Position: SES supports the use of the Web to make submitted data available as soon as possible.

2.7
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;


The volume of the most recent paper publications were such that it was almost impossible to use them. Under the current procedures of using CD-ROM the publication problems may no longer be the problem that they used to be. However, we support the concept of using databases made available on line with very limited (if any) data being published on paper.

SES Position: SES supports the concept of using on-line databases.

2.8 
Eliminate duplication of data requirements and technical/regulatory examination between co-ordination (S9) and notification (S11);



The SES view is to find some way in which the role of the BR would be limited and leave most of the detailed technical aspects to be sorted out by the operators during the co-ordination process. In this scenario BR would have limited technical examination to undertake. If this were to accomplished then this aspect become less of an issue.

SES Position: SES supports the idea of reducing the amount of work and examination to be done by the BR at both the co-ordination and notification process.

2.9
Restrict the number of modifications to a network filing that can be made over a given period of time


It is difficult to see how one could effectively limit the number of modifications without restricting the rights of administrations. Whatever number selected would be arbitrary. If one tries to set up a set of rules, then BR is going to have to apply another set of procedures.

SES Position: SES does not see how this could be done in an objective manner without limiting the rights of administrations.

2.10
Simplification of the Master Register


There is a 3-year delay in entering space system frequencies into the MIFR and this delay does not seem to cause any real problems as it appears that all administrations rely on the co-ordination database. This leads one to question whether the MIFR is still a necessary part of the space systems procedures. Perhaps there should be a review of the need for the MIFR in the case of space stations, and perhaps one could envisage the notification part of the process as an extension of the co-ordination phase in which the database is updated.

SES Position: SES supports a review of the continuing need for a separate notification phase and the possible merging of the co-ordination and notification data into a single step and database.

2.11
Improve software for capture, validation and technical examination


Improving the software is of course going to provide some improvements to the process but we do not see it a providing the greatest benefit. As is well known when a process is automated one should not just automate the existing process but should review the whole process to see if the basic process itself could be improved. As we see it, the greatest source of the problem is the complexity of the procedures of the Radio Regulations that we as Members have imposed on the BR and this is where any review should start. 


The fundamental question is what is the role of the BR to be in the process. Our view is that the major detailed technical work should be done by the administrations/operators concerned and that the role of the BR should be very minimal.

SES Position: SES supports any further automation  in the process, but before automating the existing procedures, the role of the BR should be examined so that the bulk the detailed technical work of BR is devolved to the administrations/operators. Thus leaving BR with a much-reduced supportive role such as providing the infrastructure for databases, date capture etc.

2.12
Any scope for further improvement in processes within the BR


Conversion of Hard Limits to Trigger limits

Due to the existence of many hard limits in the RR, it is necessary for BR to have, validate and use a considerable amount of very detailed technical data. It seems that this it the centre of the backlog problem. Unless we can find someway in which the amount of work done by BR can be reduced considerably then we don’t think that the backlog can really be reduced. As mentioned above we would see the role of BR reduced. This could be done if the hard limits were to be a part of the co-ordination process and that BR would not be required to issue findings on the compliance with these limits. In all cases there are provisions in the RR that permit these limits to be exceeded with the agreement of the concerned administrations but there is no process for obtaining this agreement, so in reality they are not “real hard limits”

We would see these limits being used in such a manner that if the notifying administration could demonstrate using ITU-R software that the limits have been met, then the co-ordination has been effected.

SES Position:
SES suggests that the number of “hard limits” should be reduced considerably and that they should be converted to be a part of the co-ordination process between administrations/operators.

2.13
Proposal for the revision of the existing administrative Due Diligence procedures in 
Resolution 49


As was indicated at the Jan meeting the process of Res. 49 has not had any positive impact on the number of filings. One might question if the process of Res. 49 could be improved to make if more effective. In answering such as question one must look at what is requested by the Res. 49 process. Under Res. 49 it is necessary to submit data on the satellite contractor and launch service provider. It is also necessary to recognise that in the satellite industry today, it is possible to contract, build and launch a satellite in about 2 years. As a consequence, the earliest that one might request such data is about 2 years before the in-service date, but it must also be recognised that in some cases this data may not be available until about one year or less before the in-service date.  As the start of the ITU process is 5 years before the in-service date, there is going to be a period of 3 years or more in which  an administrative due diligence process will have absolutely no impact on the filings.


As a consequence of the above, the Res. 49 process is at the end of the ITU process and the only way in which the number of filling could be limited to “real networks” would be to have some form of process at the beginning of the ITU process. SES sees as the only mechanism that will have any impact at the beginning of the process is to have some form of financial due diligence at the start of the co-ordination process. The type and amount of financial due diligence must be such that it will limit the number of frivolous filings but not impose any serious constraints to “real systems”.

SES Position: SES is of the view that the process of Res. 49 has not been effective is dealing with the “paper satellite” issue and sees no way in which it could be improved to make it more effective. Thus SES supports the adoption by WRC-2000 of a financial due diligence process to limit the filing to “real networks”.
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