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1	Introduction


	The Plenipotentiary Conference (Kyoto, 1994) adopted Resolution 18 which calls for a review of some of the important issues concerning international satellite network coordination and planning. The main objectives of that review as outlined in Resolution 18 are:


equitable access and efficient establishment and development of satellite networks;


ensuring that coordination procedures meet needs of administrations and at the same time safeguard the interests of other services;


examine technological advances in relation to allotment plans with the aim of determining whether they provide a flexible and efficient use of the spectrum and the geostationary-satellite orbit.


	In considering the matter at its meeting held in Geneva, 23-25 January 1995, the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG) decided to set up a Working Group to help define the scope and mechanisms for the considerations to be undertaken in accordance with Resolution 18. The Working Group of the RAG has identified the issues of the study and recommendations for options for the conduct of the work on the identified issues.


	The Director of the BR will make a report to the WRC-97 taking into consideration the comments and suggestions made by  the following groups which are addressing Resolution 18:


	- the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG)


	- the ITU-R SC (Special Committee on Regulatory/Procedural Matters)


	- the ITU-R Study Groups and its various Working Parties


	- the Radio Regulations Board (RRB)


	- the Regional Fora


	The BR has organized a Forum in Region 3 (Seoul, 29-31 May 1996) to discuss Resolution 18 matters.


	In cooperation with the Ministry of Communications of Brazil and Telecomunicações Brasileiras S.A. (TELEBRAS), the Inter American Telecommunications Commission (CITEL) and ITU, the Region 2 Forum on Resolution 18 was held in Brasília, Brazil from 7-9 August 1996.  The meeting was opened by Mr. Renato Navarro Guerreiro, Executive Secretary of the Ministry of Communications of Brazil and by Mr. Robert Jones, Director of BR. 50 delegates representing 9 administrations, operators and international organizations participated in this Forum.  The agenda, the list of input documents and the list of participants in this Forum are attached in Annexes 1, 2 and 3, respectively.


	The major tasks of the Forum were as follows:


review of Resolution 18 background (by ITU) and introduction of written contributions;


consideration and discussion of the contributions;


preparing a final report of the meeting.


	Under the chairmanship of Mr. Ronaldo Sá, Secretary of Frequency Management of the Ministry of Communications of Brazil, assisted by Mr. Nelson Dantas of the Ministry of Communications of Brazil, the meeting established two working groups. WG-1, chaired by Mr. David Leive (USA) on reservation of capacity without actual use and financial aspects, and WG-2, chaired by Dr. Veena Rawat (Canada) on role of Administrations, system operators, RRB/BR in the coordination process and improved usage of orbit/spectrum resources. A total of 26 documents were introduced to this Forum.


	Section 2 of this report addresses the results of the above working groups and Section 3 provides a general conclusion reached in this meeting.


2	Views of Region 2 Forum on Resolution 18 Issues


2.1	Reservation of Capacity Without Actual Use


2.1.1	“Due diligence” - procedural aspects


	There was agreement that a key objective of the Resolution 18 exercise is to discourage the reservation of capacity without actual use (the problem of overfiling or the so called “paper satellites”).


	One means to achieve this objective is procedures whereby each administration would be required to provide specified evidence demonstrating its serious intent to establish a satellite system. (Such procedures have been generally referred to as “due diligence”, but the meeting believed that a clearer and more translatable term should be employed).


	The meeting identified several principal elements which such a due diligence approach should contain, addressing the following:


	a) what information is submitted?


	b) who submits it? and to whom?


	c) when is it submitted?


	d) what happens if the information is not submitted?


	e) how are these new procedures related to the coordination procedures?


	Based on the contributions and comments of several administrations and a detailed discussion, the meeting reached the following conclusions:


	a) What submitted: the information to be submitted should include the name of the spacecraft manufacturer and launch vehicle provider, the customer, the date of contract, the date of delivery, the number of satellites, frequency ranges and orbital positions. Neither any financial terms nor the text of the contracts need to be submitted to the BR, as this constituted confidential information and was not necessary to establish a serious intent to proceed. Further consideration should be given as to whether this information was sufficient or whether additional data should be required.


	b) Who submits: several contributions had proposed that the required information be submitted in the form of a certification by the administration that a contract had been executed, etc. During the discussion, it was proposed that in the interests of transparency and certainty, the spacecraft manufacturer and if appropriate, the launch vehicle provider prepare a confirmation concerning such matters , and that such confirmation be transmitted via the system operator to the administration, which would  provide a formal certification to the Bureau. The meeting considered that this proposal constitutes an improvement in the due diligence suggestions already made and deserves further consideration. The meeting also believes that, in order to achieve its intended effect - discouraging paper satellites - the details of  each confirmation should also be made public by the Bureau.


�
	c) When submitted: the meeting reviewed the various possibilities and concluded that, as a practical matter, the certification could not be required more than 2-3 years* in advance of the date of operation, because system operators do not need  to place  earlier orders for satellites using established technology (If a system operator in fact had a serious intent to establish a system, it was highly likely that a spacecraft  contract would  have to be ordered at least two years in advance of the start of operation).


	d) what happens if no submission: the meeting considered that, to be effective, penalties would need to be imposed if the required information was not submitted. The most appropriate penalty would be that the coordination process would not go forward, and the system in question would not be registered in the Master Register. Further, as pointed out in one contribution, there would be no obligation to coordinate with a system that did not supply such information to the BR.


	e) How is due diligence related to the coordination procedure: the meeting took note of several contributions describing this relationship, and principally the concept that the rights obtained by commencing the coordination procedure would be subject to subsequent compliance with any due diligence procedures that would be established.


2.1.2	“Due diligence” - financial aspects


	The meeting noted that there were three aspects to this issue: a fee to cover the  ITU´s processing costs for intersystem coordination, a registration fee to deal with those systems recorded in the MIFR but not in use, and a deposit system for new satellite networks to discourage paper satellites. The meeting noted that these issues raised different problems and needed to be addressed separately.


	The meeting noted a variety of views with respect to these issues: 


	- the view that financial aspects of due diligence should not be considered at this time;


	- the view that the procedural aspects of due diligence were unlikely to solve the problem of paper satellites, and that therefore financial measures should be given priority;


	- the view that a two stage approach should be employed, whereby procedural  approaches to the paper satellite problem should be first employed,  from WRC-97, and only if they do not work, should consideration then be given to financial measures;


	- the view that the two stage approach would take too long, and that both options, or a combination of these options, should be presented to WRC-97;


	- a view that a deposit system would be an additional burden on the satellite operator at a stage of the development of the project when the acquisition of the finances for building and launching the satellite are already a major concern.


	While the meeting could reach no consensus on the approach to be taken, it wished to emphasize several points which may assist administrations in their further consideration of this issue:


�
	First, the meeting emphasized that the main objective of the Resolution 18 exercise was to reduce substantially if not eliminate paper satellites, and that the financial issue should be addressed to that issue, and not to issues concerning costs, which are being addressed elsewhere within the ITU. In this respect, the meeting noted that these issues are being examined under Resolution 39 of the Kyoto Plenipotentiary Conference. It was also noted that the ITU processing costs may substantially change, and in fact may be reduced, if certain procedural changes now under consideration are implemented. Lastly, the meeting noted the question as to why any discussion of fees should be limited to satellites, rather than applied to other services such as terrestrial, as well.


	Second, a series of detailed questions were raised concerning the proposed deposit system, regarding such issues as the amount of the deposit and the basis on which it is determined, the conditions under which it would be refundable, the disposition of the interest, who would administer the funds. It was noted that it may be premature to get into too much detail at this time, although the issues should be fully aired to assist administrations in reaching conclusions on the relative merits of the two approaches.


	Third, the meeting noted several views that both procedural and financial approaches be retained and further developed by administrations, in order to provide administrations with the time needed to weight the pros and cons of the financial approach to due diligence, in view of the fact that many administrations were only now beginning to understand the importance of the Resolution 18 exercise. It was also noted that the issue of deposits and the use of these funds and resulting interests for use by the Union will require action by the Council and may require action by the a Plenipotentiary Conference.


2.1.3	Regulatory Time Limits for Bringing a Satellite Network into Use


	The  meeting concluded that the present 9-year period (6 years plus an automatic 3 year extension) may be too long under present circumstances. While it is recognized that reducing this period will not necessarily ensure the elimination of paper satellites, a shorter period may persuade system proponents to be more realistic.


	The meeting considered several elements of a proposed revised approach:


	a) the initial 6-year period could be reduced to 4 or 5 years; whether 4 or 5, would depend partly on further consideration as to how much development time systems employing advanced technology required.


	b) differences of view were expressed as to whether the time period (4 or 5 years) for priority purposes  should commence with the publication of advance publication information or with publication of the coordination information. It was recognized that this issue was closely related to the issue of whether the advance publication phase should be retained and, if so, with what status (see section 2.1.5 below).


	c) Extensions of time : The meeting considered three elements:


		(i) extending the period for up to a maximum of two or three years while encouraging administrations to request shorter extensions.


		(ii) permitting an extension for specified reasons only, e.g. launch failure, design problems in the satellite and design changes resulting from coordination agreements. Further work is required on specifying the applicable conditions for an extension.


		(iii) whatever the conditions, it would be the responsibility of the RRB to determine whether they had been met.


2.1.4	Operational Lifetime


	The meeting noted the various contributions commenting on this problem, and the terms of Resolution 4 with regard to de facto permanent occupancy. The meeting recognized that, as a practical matter, it would be difficult to remove arbitrarily an operational system from the Register after a specified period. Further, views are needed as to whether realistic and practical means may be identified that may establish some other limits on operational life yet be  commercially viable and take into account the existing infrastructure for the network.


2.1.5	Simplify Advance Publication Procedures


	The meeting considered several proposals to simplify or streamline the existing procedures. These principally related to either shortening the period or eliminating the existing advance publication phase. While the meeting considered that the API should be simplified to perhaps one or two pages, there was no consensus on whether it should be eliminated, nor on whether the “clock” should start with the API stage. There was recognition that the API performed a valuable service by providing ITU administrations with early advice of the potential plans of others. Additionally, it was noted that advance publication, or a similar procedure, would need to be maintained in the case of NGSO networks that do not have a coordination requirement. In any event, it was recognized that such changes would not reduce the number of paper satellites, although it might reduce the work load of administrations and the Bureau.


2.1.5.1	Revisions to the RR Procedures


	The meeting noted the views of one administration that:


The principle should be maintained that the date of initiation of advance publication and of the coordination of satellite systems do not provide any right of priority between satellites in the process of coordination with respect to a specific orbital location.


The registration of satellite systems ought to be an autonomous step and the date of pressing the second submission of the AP3, for the purposes of registration, should be the date which establishes priorities for the purposes of protection and registration of frequency assignments.


The nexus which now exists between the date of the first submission of the AP3 for the coordination stage and priority concerning the registration stage should be eliminated.


2.1.6	 Filing for Multiple Orbit Positions


	The meeting noted several contributions addressing the practice whereby an administration could submit filings for, say, 10 orbital positions although it may intend to launch, for example, only 2 satellites. The meeting noted the suggestion that, in order to present a more realistic picture of actual intentions, an administration would be required to specify alternative positions (perhaps in order of preference) for each of the two satellites, relinquish all but 2 or 3 alternative positions  for each satellite, within, say, two years of launch and relinquish, upon launch, the orbital positions not selected for actual use.


	The meeting considered that this suggestion has merit, and urged administrations to develop the concept further.


2.1.7	Operational Considerations


	When developing the due diligence process, additional consideration should be given to the operational requirements of global multi-network systems (e.g. in-orbit relocation).


2.1.8	Applicability of due diligence to registered satellites


	The meeting considered a second category of paper satellites, namely satellite networks registered but that do not exist. The meeting believed that some means should be found to apply the due diligence procedure to such cases.


	The meeting noted the suggestion that a complementary procedure be adopted for deleting from the register entries for satellite networks which fail to supply, perhaps within  two years, evidence of serious intent to establish a system. Such evidence would be the same as for satellites under coordination, namely certifications from the administration containing the confirmation  from the satellite manufacturer and launch vehicle provider, that contracts had been concluded, etc.


	The meeting believes that further work on this approach is necessary but that  it should be seriously considered as a way of deleting from the Register non-existent systems.


2.1.9	Scope Issues


	The meeting noted the varying views expressed in the contributions concerning the bands, orbits and services to which any procedures developed under Resolution 18 should apply.


	One view is that any new due diligence procedures should apply only to certain specified commercial congested GSO FSS bands, on the grounds that the most severe congestion existed in those bands.


	Another view was that such procedures should apply to BSS, FSS, and MSS services in both the GSO and NGSO, as there was congestion in the three different types of services (it was noted the procedures would apply only to the Article 4 modifications in the BSS plans involving new orbital positions or frequencies).


	A third view was that Resolution 18 was addressed to satellite networks in general, and that it accordingly referred to both types of orbit - GSO and NGSO; and that with regard to services, the initial treatment should be addressed to those commercial bands having a concentration of paper satellites. The meeting noted that there was no consensus on this subject.


2.2	Uncoordinated Use of Orbit /Spectrum Resources


	The meeting noted that this issue concerns satellites which are in operation but which have not complied with the coordination procedures required by the Radio Regulations. It is the reverse of the situation considered in section 2.1.8 above, relating to non-existent paper satellites which are recorded in the Register. Two separate cases exist: failure to complete coordination because of an inability to reach agreement with other concerned administrations, or failure to commence or continue the coordination procedures at all. The meeting focused on the latter case.


	The meeting noted varying views, that the existing provisions of the Radio Regulations, particularly No. 1060B, were adequate to deal with this problem, and a contrary view that those provisions were extremely vague, and that something more detailed is needed.


	The meeting believed that further consideration would be helpful concerning the precise scope of this problem, that is, how many instances of such uncoordinated use exist, in what bands, and so forth.


2.3	Dispute Settlement Procedures


	The meeting noted that the issue of dispute settlement concerned two very different types of procedures: conciliation and arbitration.


	The meeting further noted the varying views on this issue.


	One view was that formal and binding dispute settlement procedures were inconsistent with the ITU´s long-standing emphasis on cooperation and the practical resolution of problems that may arise between administrations.


	Another view was that arbitration is a practice that exists in many other international institutions,  and that its potential applicability should be considered.


	Under this circumstances, the RRB may play a role as a conciliator.


	The meeting concluded that further consideration needs to be given by administrations to the potential role of dispute settlement procedures, and particularly what types of disputes might be subject to what specific types of dispute settlement arrangements. 


2.4	Transfer of orbit/spectrum resources


	The meeting considered the question of whether a transfer of the rights to use the orbit/spectrum resources should be permitted from one administration to another. 


	The meeting noted the conflicting views on this question, with some administrations saying yes and others saying no.


	The meeting agreed that any transfer that involved a change in the basic characteristics of an operating network, for example, the orbit position, would require re-coordination, even if a transfer between administrations were permissible. The meeting also agreed that in any such transfer, the new administration should have not only the rights associated with the orbit/resource but also the obligations imposed by any previous coordination.


	The meeting noted the view that a transfer of such resources from one administration to another, with no change in the basic characteristics of the notified network, constituted a purely commercial  arrangement that should not be barred, as there were many practical reasons why such transfers might take place.


	The meeting also noted the view that transfer from one administration to another, even without any change in the basic characteristics of the notified network, opens up the potential of providing access to that coordinated orbital location and associated spectrum to the highest bidder.


	If was also noted that the ITU Convention and Constitution, as well as various resolutions adopted by the 1979, 1985 and 1988 WARCs establish principles of equitable access that are inconsistent with the notion that any administration may claim on ownership interest in access to the orbit and spectrum resources.


2.5	Transition and Implementation


	The meeting considered the question of the application of any new due diligence procedures that might be adopted by WRC-97 or subsequent conferences to satellite filings that were already in the coordination pipeline.


	The meeting believed that, particularly in view of the extremely large number of filings that have been made in recent years and that are still in the pipeline, and not yet brought into service, it is essential that any due diligence procedures  would be applicable to such filings.  While retroactivity  generally is to be avoided, in the present circumstances  such application was fully warranted.


	The meeting also considered the question of the date of implementation of any new procedures. It noted that if the regulatory improvements have gained wide acceptance in the next year, there may be merit in early implementation after adoption by WRC-97.


	The meeting also noted the view that if the due diligence proposals were addressed to a problem - congestion caused by paper satellites - that might be resolved in the coming years, then the solution should be temporary and removed when the problem is solved.


2.6	Role of Various Parties in the Coordination Process


2.6.1	Role of Administrations


	The Forum noted that currently the main role of the administrations is as follows:


a) Administrations carry out national activities of assessing orbit/spectrum requirements and authorize use of specific orbits and frequencies through licensing.


b) Administrations are responsible for the application of international procedures.


c) All official communication with the BR is carried out by the administrations.


d) Administrations undertake obligations of the members under the ITU Constitution/Convention and fulfill these obligations under the RR.


	There was consensus on the following points.


a) The current role of the administrations should not change.


b) There may be additional responsibilities on the administrations from the Due Diligence process.


c) The relationship between administrations and their operators varies from country to country and there should be flexibility for administrations to establish the role of operators within their administrations.


d) Coordination agreements prepared by the operators should be reviewed by the administrations.


2.6.2	Role of Operators


	Due to increasing privatization and complexity of the satellite systems, the role of operators in the coordination process has been increasing.


	The following questions were addressed:


a) Should the role of operators be increased in the preparation of filings to be submitted to the BR and in the coordination process?


b) What happens when there are multiple operators in the same administration?


	There was consensus on the following points.


a) Administrations should retain flexibility in establishing the level of participation by their operators, recognizing that there may be multiple operators in some cases within one administration.


b) Operators can play a very active role in the coordination process under the supervision of administrations.


c) Operators may monitor the satellite systems for which coordination requests are anticipated and alert in advance their respective administrations of such requests.


	It was agreed that there is no need to introduce any new provisions in the RR with respect to the role of the administrations and the operators.


	There was discussion concerning the possibility of operators sharing the financial burden of the coordination process. While there was no general consensus, the following points were made:


a) The operators will share indirectly the burden associated with the Due Diligence process without any adoption of fees and deposits.


b) Any financial burden (i.e., fees/deposits) of the Due Diligence process should be shared by the operators.


c) The operators already share the financial burden of a coordination process by spending their resources in the development of coordination agreements.


2.6.3	Role of the BR


	The following questions were addressed:


a) Are the existing provisions in the RR concerning assistance to the administrations satisfactory?


b) What ways and means can be found to make BR´s role more cost effective?


	There was a general agreement on the following points:


a) Existing provisions in the RR are satisfactory.


b) BR should continue to carry out examinations to assess probability of interference in situations where coordination is not effected. While it was noted that such examination requires extensive exchange of written communications between the BR and the administrations concerned, such exchange should be reduced.


c) BR should continue to identify administrations with whom coordination is required as per current provisions in the RR. It is noted that for many administrations identification of parties (i.e. “self-identification”) with whom coordination is required would be difficult since they may not have the criteria and the necessary tools to carry out this task.. Further, for “self-identification”, administrations will require access to a common technical criteria and appropriate databases.


d) BR should be responsible for updating databases.


e) BR should continue to verify the data except that some unproductive checks by the BR could be eliminated.


f) The above provisions would require some minor changes to the current RR.


2.6.4	Role of the RRB


	There was consensus on the following points:


a) Current provisions are adequate.


b) There may be additional responsibilities for RRB in the evaluation of requests for the extension of the regulatory time limits.


c) RRB should play a role of a conciliator (and not of an arbitrator) in the resolution of any disputes.


2.6.5	Role of international satellite organizations


	The meeting considered the issue of whether the due diligence and other procedures being proposed should also be applicable to the international satellite organizations. The meeting concluded that all such procedures should be applicable to such organizations, and that such application would be by means of their notifying administrations.


	The meeting also considered that the term “international satellite organizations” was meant to include regional and subregional systems, and not simply global systems such as INTELSAT and Inmarsat.


2.7	DTH Use of FSS bands


	The following questions were addressed:


a) Is the present distinction between BSS and FSS still appropriate?


b) Does the observed evolution (by-passing BSS constraints RR2674, Resolution 507 by using the FSS bands for DTH purposes) require revision of the regulatory provisions?


�
	There was general consensus on the following points:


a) While the overlap between the BSS and FSS services is recognized, it was agreed that the present distinction between the two services should be maintained. It was noted that there are other examples of radio services where overlap exists in the operation of such services, however, the services are maintained as separate.


b) Some difference between the services provided by BSS and FSS, and by DTH within BSS and FSS were noted. BSS is unidirectional to fixed and mobile points. DTH is transmission direct to home (i.e. fixed points) and FSS is transmission and reception between fixed points.


c) It was noted that, while from technical viewpoint, the distinction between BSS and FSS is hazy, administrations generally have different regulatory provisions for these services.


d) The DTH use of the FSS bands is in part due to the restrictions on beam sizes in the BSS plans in Appendices 30 and 30A which provide for national coverages. Also there are currently regulatory provisions which permit in Region 2 use of BSS bands for FSS. This aspect will be considered in the review of Regions 1 and 3 plans at WRC-97. The report from WP 10-11S also addresses this matter.


e) The DTH use of FSS bands was not to bypass the regulatory provisions in Resolution 507 and RR2674. It was suggested that Resolution 507 should be deleted and RR2674 has associated Rule of Procedure which is under further study.


2.8	Reliability of the Databases/Role of Monitoring


	Space systems are becoming increasingly complex. With the increasing complexity of the systems and the continuing operational changes to reflect the changing traffic requirements, the data submitted to the BR at some point may not be valid for the operational lifetime of the space network.


	The question of updating the database (MIFR) by the BR without the consent of the administration was examined. The consensus of the meeting was that any changes to the MIFR should be effected only with the consent of the affected administrations. The meeting also agreed that MIFR should remain the only database with regulatory status.


	Submitting information electronically according to standardized data elements will facilitate the updating of the MIFR. Administrations should also be able to access directly the space network database (SNS) for the purpose of retrieving information. BR is currently developing means to provide for such access.


	The role of monitoring in the context of updating the MIFR was extensively discussed by the meeting. The meeting recognized that monitoring has an important role in spectrum management and can also be used in the coordination process; however, its use in a strictly regulatory sense is of limited value.


	It was also noted that the ITU should not carry out monitoring; it should be left to the international monitoring station which can provide data to the BR when necessary.


2.9	Efficient Use of Orbit/Spectrum Resources


	There was general agreement that growing difficulties are being experienced in coordination negotiations. It was recognized that the efficient use of the orbit and spectrum requires the timely application of uniform orbit/spectrum management principles.


	The meeting addressed two main issues relating to the efficient use of orbit/spectrum resources:


	- new coordination methods/concepts


	- use of advance technologies


2.9.1	New coordination methods/concepts


	The following questions were addressed:


What changes in the current coordination methods from a technical perspective would help?


-	Direct access to reliable databases by administrations?


-	Progressive coordination?


-	Coordination within a defined coordination arc ((x()?


-	Adequacy of Appendix 29 DT/T criteria in view of advanced satellite technology?


-	New technical criteria and methodologies for coordination (e.g., C/N objectives, BER objectives)?


-	Changes in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4 information?


	The following conclusions were reached:


The existing coordination procedures are in general sound and adequate.


Progressive coordination may best be left to the individual Administrations concerned which have been identified by applying the procedure of Appendix 29.


Coordination within a defined coordination arc  ((x() requires thorough scrutiny by the competent ITU-R SGs (e.g., 4, 8, 10-11S) before it can be considered as a regulatory trigger for coordination. ITU-R WP 4A should also recommend specific FSS bands for the application of this concept.


The existing DT/T criterion of Appendix 29 also requires review by the relevant ITU-R SGs in order to identify any possible modification, including perhaps an increase in the 6% value.


Technical criteria to be used during coordination between administrations should also be developed by the competent ITU-R SGs reflecting recent technological advances. Such criteria include system quality objectives and required C/N and C/I values. The technical criteria recommended by the ITU-R provide an initial basis to effect coordination. However, at the same time, the administrations involved in the process of coordination have flexibility to adopt different criteria in order to reach agreement in coordination.


Direct “read only” access to the MIFR would be very useful to administrations in the process of selecting an orbital slot for their future space systems.


2.9.2	Advanced Technologies


	There was general agreement that the use of advanced technologies in the implementation of space systems improves orbit/spectrum efficiency and facilitates sharing. It was recognized that, in general, system operators make use of advance technologies whenever these technologies result in improvements of the satellite´s “productivity” (i.e. more capacity per $). The meeting also noted that the use of advance technologies, particularly in new bands and for new services could be used to justify requests to RRB for extension of the regulatory time limits.


	There was discussion concerning possible financial incentives for the use of advance technologies. However, it was emphasized that the use of financial approaches to reduce paper satellites is still under discussion and it should not be linked to being an incentive for the use of advance technologies.


	It was also noted that there is already provision in the ITU Constitution (Article 44) and RR which encourage administration to use latest technologies for their systems.


	On the issue of a priori planning of the orbit, the consensus of the meeting was that such plans do not make allowances for future technological advances and should therefore be discouraged in the future.


3	Conclusion


	The Region 2 Forum on Resolution 18 (Kyoto, 1994) provided Administrations and satellite operators from the Americas an excellent opportunity to consider, exchange and debate views on the complex and important issues arising  out of Resolution 18 on the Review of the ITU's Frequency Coordination and Planning Framework for Satellite Networks.  The meeting, which also benefited from the active involvement of the ITU Radiocommunication Bureau, INTELSAT, and Luxembourg, commenced with informative presentations by the BR that supplied the meeting with a solid basis from which to proceed with its work.  The inputs to the meeting, including the draft views of the Radio Regulations Board, were also presented and discussed among the participants.  Based on these contributions, a free flowing discussion and exchange of views followed.  These deliberations have been reflected in this Final Report.


	Region 2 Administrations and satellite operators welcomed this opportunity to exchange and develop together views on Resolution 18 and have used this opportunity to best advantage.  This Final Report provides the conclusions of these discussions.  This Report should be sent by the Director to the Region 1 Forum as an information document and should be posted on TIES/ITUDOC (including the ITU's WWW site).  Members of the ITU-R are invited to study this Report and to provide any comments or questions to future meetings of relevant ITU-R groups, including the Radiocommunication Advisory Group and the Special Committee on Regulatory/Procedural Matters.


	The meeting agreed that a key objective of Resolution 18  is to discourage the reservation of capacity without actual use.  It considered due diligence in some detail as an approach to meet this objective, including various procedural and financial measures that could be undertaken.  However, it was unable to reach consensus as to which measure or combination of measures should be attempted first. The meeting agreed that a shorter period for bringing a satellite network into use would be of help.


	The meeting expressed gratitude to the Ministry of Communications of Brazil, Telecomunicações Brasileiras S.A. (TELEBRAS), the ITU, and CITEL for their organization of the Forum.  The meeting also thanked the delegates to the Forum for their participation, without which the successful conclusion of the Forum  would not have been possible.
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