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TO:  Convenor, ICGSF

FROM:  Joint FCC/NTIA Informal Space Working Group

SUBJECT:  Response to Administrative Circular CA/75

In the USA, as some of your correspondents know, our informal Space Working Group has been looking at the satellite coordination backlog situation for some months.  Our recent efforts have been concentrated on developing a draft proposal for WRC-2000 in this regard.  The formal proposal effort is not yet complete; however, we are able to offer the following comments on the points summarized by the Director, Radiocommunication Bureau in CA/75.

Elimination of APIs

Satellite operators in the Informal Space Working Group (ISWG) are of the view that the elimination of APIs for satellite networks subject to coordination is desirable and supportable provided that the Radiocommunication Bureau (BR) makes coordination requests available via web site and/or CDs within a short time (30 days or less) after their receipt.  Obviously, in such case, significant consequential changes would have to be made in the Radio Regulations.

Mandatory electronic filing

The ISWG feels that mandatory electronic filing for new submissions is supportable provided that standard data validation software from the BR is available to the electronic form preparers. This software should make checks against the prepared data the same as in the BR examinations so as to eliminate common errors and linkage problems from one part of the submission to other parts.

Rapid capture of filings pending with the BR

At the BR, there are two aspects of electronic capture of information submitted in satellite coordination requests.  One is the capture of data fields of the electronic form, and the second is the capture of the graphical information such as satellite footprints, coverage area, etc. Of the 1300-plus coordination requests awaiting publication, the BR has indicated about one-third are submitted in electronic form. It is likely that considerably less than one-third include the graphical information in data format. 

It may not be possible to speed up capture of  the data fields of  paper submissions in backlog without their being resubmitted in electronic form. The above proviso for mandatory electronic filing should be applicable for resubmissions as well. 

Capture of the graphical information will need separate consideration. The method of generating graphics information in data format provided by the BR is a slow and labor-intensive process that is complicated even for computer-oriented individuals. The ICGSF should examine alternatives to this current software. Postponement of capture of graphics by the BR until after publication of the coordination requests is one alternative that could be considered.

Coordination arc as coordination trigger

The use of orbital separation as a trigger for identifying coordination requirements can reduce the BR efforts in this area. However, this method has its limits, and the BR has not quantified how much an impact this could have on reducing the backlog. The ISWG believes the coordination arc trigger would be useful primarily for the geostationary FSS in the 6/4 GHz and 14/11 GHz bands.  For other bands and services, it likely could not substitute totally for threshhold calculations.

Separate coordination analyses for uplinks and downlinks

It has been shown that no situations exceeding coordination threshholds would be overlooked by this separate analysis; however, it is also certain that more satellite networks could be brought into coordination with the separate analyses than with the combined ESLNT approach.

Availability of coordination requests as filed

The USA contribution to CPM-99/2 suggested that all coordination requests (new and pending, electronic or paper) be made available “as filed” on the ITU website prior to processing and publication by the BR. Since paper filings converted to graphical files could entail rather large-sized files making downloading cumbersome, the BR could make available such graphical files by CD distributions.

Short publication format

The short publication format may not be acceptable to the operators because it may not provide enough information to eliminate or to include networks into coordination. Further, there would be no need to shorten the data published if the BR does not make the calculations for the coordination examination, i.e., not identifying administrations with which coordination is necessary (self-identification by the operators).

Elimination of coordination/notification duplications

The coordination and notification stages are two distinct and different processes despite commonality of data input.  The two processes need to be reviewed with great care.  For this reason, perhaps this is a project for the longer term, maybe WRC-2003.

Restriction to number of modifications

It would seem unworkable and even unfair to place artificial limits on the number of legitimate filings for modifications to a satellite network even for a given period. If there are abuses, such as frequent submissions to file “on top of “ other submissions, sufficient precedence exists for the abuse to be addressed by the BR or RRB. (Tonga was forced to reduce the number of orbital positions it had filed with the BR.)

Software improvements

The ISWG, as with most interested entities, supports improvements in the software for data capture, validation and technical examinations both for the BR and for the submitting administration/operator. In fact, these improvements are necessary in order to achieve desired efficiencies. The ISWG is looking at a number of areas for such improvements.

Resolution 49 and financial due diligence

The ISWG does not understand the relevancy of financial due diligence to the backlog of satellite coordination requests and feels it to be out of place here.  The “deficiencies” of Resolution 49 (WRC-97) are not readily apparent either.  A lot of changes are being discussed to the new “simplified” rules that have only been in force for little more than one year and are not yet being applied to processing satellite network coordination requests because of the large backlog. The only apparent effect that can be measured is the 50% drop in APIs received in 1999 compared to the previous year. The question is what has caused this first decrease since 1990.  Is it Cost Recovery, Resolution 49, other Rules adopted by WRC-97, or simply saturation?

Comments by others

The ISWG notes with particular interest the comment of INMARSAT (ICGSF Doc No. 8, suggestion 5) with respect to self-identification of coordination requirements and eliminating the Bureau’s examination in this regard. The ISWG will be looking at this closely for its benefits and pitfalls. It appears that this approach could have the greatest impact in reducing the backlog.
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