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1.  The table in the attached Annex provides an analysis of  comments received by ICGSF on issues raised in CA/75 up to 10 March. My thanks to all who responded to the very tight timelines.

2.  The comments are summarised in the table, 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. In this way I hope to establish, if agreed, those short term issues which could have a more immediate impact on addressing the backlog in satellite filings.

3.  It can be seen from the table that four short/short-medium term issues fall into the more immediate category as they do not require change to the Radio Regulations, ie, 

Rapid capture of filings awaiting processing (3); 

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);

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

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

However, these do have qualifying comments, see the table at the Annex. 

4.  It can also be seen from the table that four issues are categorised as short-medium term and require changes to the Radio Regulations, ie,  

suppression of API (1),

use of the coordination arc (4), 

separation of up and down links (5),

identify affected networks instead of affected administrations (12.2),

make self-identification mandatory for administrations (12.7).

There are a number of other issues in the short/medium category, but as yet they have received no comments of support, or otherwise, ie  12.1, 12.5, 12.6, 12.8, 12.9, 12.10 and 12.11.

5.  Actions required to take issues further; 

a) By 18 March : Confirm, or otherwise obtain comments from ICGSF members, on the analysis in ICGSF (00)14; provide comments on those issues in papers ICGSF  5-13 for which no comments have yet been received;

b) By 26 March : Obtain proposals from ICGSF members which delineate in sufficient detail how to give effect to the short and short-medium term fixes not requiring changes to the RRs, as given in paragraph 3 above:

c)    By 2 April : Obtain proposals which delineate in sufficient detail how to give     effect to the short-medium term fixes at 4 above, and the necessary texts for giving effect to them through the RRs.

c) By 7 April : Issue first draft of proposals from ICGSF, including any further deliberations on how to give effect to the medium-long/long term issues as given in  2, 8,10, and 13 of  ICGSF (00)14.

d)   Any contribution at any time, especially from our BR colleagues.

e)   Any further responses to papers ICGSF 02 and 03, which are still on the table, would be appreciated. The objective being to help to facilitate a good general understanding of all the related issues on this matter and thereby assist in any 

       buy-in by others to any ICGSF proposals we are able to make.

6. I would like to think we have made some progress, and I look forward to your further contributions by the due dates, as outlined at  5 above. 

Best regards

Keith whittingham 

ICGSF Convenor 
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Annex

The following table summarises the inputs into the Informal Correspondence Group on Satellite Filings (ICGSF) up to 10 March 00.  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. 

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.

Short term: 
WRC-2000

Medium term :   
WRC-2000 - 18 months

Long term :        
Beyond 2 years.

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.
Short - Medium
Majority in favour of suppression but recognise an alternative procedure, and/or action by the BR, would be required to take its place. Those 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.
Long 
All contributions in favour of mandatory electronic filing providing the operators have integrated and complete data validation/data capture software.



3
Establish methods for rapid electronic capture of filings still awaiting processing
7,  9, 12.
Short - Medium
All contributions in favour of rapid electronic capture of filings awaiting processing. However it is recognised that this 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.

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.
Short - Medium
The majority are in favour for the application of the coordination arc to limited frequency bands. However its use is limited and its impact on the workload of the BR has not been quantified. 

5
Separation of uplink and downlink data in determining the need for co-ordination
5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13.
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 the need to retain the overall link data (even if not used to determine the need for coordination) as has value 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.
Short
All contributions in favour of however it is recognised that this data would be of limited use if it has not been validated. Also concern was been expressed about access by administrations without the necessary computing facilities. 

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.
Short
No consensus on this issue. The main concern expressed was the possibility that it would not provide sufficient data to exclude or include networks into coordination.

8
Eliminate duplication of data requirements and technical/regulatory examination between co-ordination (S9) and notification (S11)
7,  9, 12, 13.
Long 
Majority view this as a long term task that requires 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.
Short
All are opposed to this proposal and consider it to be unworkable.

10
Simplification of the Master Register
5, 7, 9.
Long
There is agreement that simplification would be desirable but not on how it could be achieved. Some consider that it would require further review. 

11
Improve software for capture, validation and technical examination
5, 7, 9, 12.
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.
Short - Medium


12.2
Identify affected networks instead of affected administrations
5, 10, 11.
Short - Medium
All support identifying the affected networks.

12.3
Resume the publication of the SNL
5.
Short
Does not require change to the RR.

12.4
Simplify the Coordination Request Forms
5.
Medium
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.
Short - Medium


12.6
Introduce emergency administrative Due Diligence procedures specific to backlog.
7.
Short - Medium 


12.7
Make self-identification mandatory for administrations and eliminate the BRs requirement to identify the recipients of coordination requests
7, 8, 12.
Short - Medium
There is interest in this proposal but also concern on the impact it may have on the workload of administrations and the BR.

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.
Short - Medium


12.9
Conversion of hard limits to trigger limits.
9.
Short


12.10
Multilateral coordination meetings.
10, 11.
Short
Support for enhancing the status of multilateral meetings.

12.11
Date of bringing into use
10, 11.
Short
Support for clarifying the definition.

12.12
Processing charges for satellite networks
10, 11.
Short - Medium
Support for filing charges.

12.13
Single step request for coordination process
11.
Medium - Long


13
Noting deficiencies in the effect of Resolution 49 (WRC-97), consider again the concept of financial due diligence
7, 8, 9, 12, 13.
Medium - Long
The majority agree that this proposal is premature. Also some consider modification of administrative due diligence would be more appropriate.
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