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Resolution 18


Procedural and Other Items from SC5





A.	Introduction


	This document is submitted to the meeting of the SCRPM on the understanding that the reports of the SC4 and SC5 Rapporteurs will be the basis of the output report of the SC. In this document we are suggesting changes to the SC5 report as they should appear in the report of the SCRPM. We would like to complement the Rapporteur of SC5 for his effort in trying to put together a report which presents all of the issues and indicating a consensus of the various ideas where they appeared to exist. Our main comments here are to present a more balanced view on some of the issues, in particular, to indicate those areas for which we do not agree that there was a complete consensus.  The fact that we are making such comments indicates that there was no consensus, as these comments have all been made during the various Regional Fora as well as during the exchange of views via the ITU WWW and the Rapporteur. These comments are based on the report of the Rapporteur of SC5 as presented in Document  SC-RG5/45 Rev 1. In some sections of the Rapporteur’s report there would need to be editorial changes to reflect that it would now be a report of the SC rather than a report of the Rapporteur, and we have not addressed those items unless we have some suggestions of substance to make.








2.4 The Use of Monitoring to Determine Actual Usage


Monitoring might have a role in the process of improving the efficient use of the orbit/spectrum resources. In the RAG report there was concern expressed about ensuring that a satellite network has been brought into use and with the notified charac�teristics. Monitoring could be used in one of two ways :


the first possible use on monitoring might be that before a network can be recorded as operational and therefore continue to be protected, would be to have a requirement that the notice of operational status must be accompanied with a monito�ring report by an independent source. This idea would probably not be acceptable to administrations as it would be imping�ing on their sovereignty;


the second possible use might be to have occasional satellite monitoring campaigns and any discrepancies between notified data and monitored data would have to be explained publicly (via the BR publications) by the administration responsible for the satellite network.


In order to determine whether a satellite exists or not and whether the notified frequency correctly reflects the actual usage or not, observation by physical means provides a useful approach. One example of this methodology is observation of satelli�tes by an optical method.


Space monitoring can provide a method of measuring the characteristics of down link beams at one place. Establishment of space radio monitoring station networks is an effective way. Some countries have started space radio monitoring and others are prepared to cooperate on these monitoring activities. It should be noted that in addition to monitoring stations registered as part of the International Monitoring System, most satellite control stations also have the technical capability to carry our monitoring of satellite networks, therefore,  this capability should also be used when appropriate.


Monitoring activities could also improve the reliability of the MIFR. The results of monitoring could be recorded with remarks to the MIFR and could be made visible to others. It would not necessary to monitor all of the satellites in MIFR but those satellites in issue during a coordination could be monitored at request.


Several administrations have pointed out their capability to participate in monitoring activities. Many contributions supported the argument that monitoring has a valuable role to play in the fight to reduce apparent congestion in the use of orbit and as�sociated frequency resources and to provide for the collected monitoring data be submitted to the BR and for the BR to pub�lish the submitted data, highlighting discrepancies between the submitted data and parameters recorded in the Master Interna�tional Frequency Register.


All these applications show the potential of monitoring, however, it will not be possible to prove the non-existence of a network by monitoring.


3.4.7 Possible Improvements in the Procedures


3.4.7.1 Time Limit


Additional provisions, similar to those in Article 11, are required in order to specify the course of action in the case of continu�ous lack of reply from an administration.


The maximum time interval between the date of receipt of Annex 2 information and the implementation of a network is 8 years. Although this value may appear quite long and might lead to additional workload for the BR, it also appears commensurate with the long time often required to reach agreement in a coordination process (2 to 4 years) and the time required to contract, build and launch a satellite (2 to 5 years). Any reduction of this time interval would have to be coupled with additional provisions in order to streamline the procedure in case of a lack of response from, or a disagreement with other administrations. Aspects as given in Section 6.2.1 of this Report could be considered to reduce the coordination period to four or five years.


Additionally there is not sufficient guidance in Appendix 30 or 30A regarding the action needed, if any, for systems communicated to the BR under Article 4 which have not been implemented in the designated period. However, Paragraph 4.3.5 of Appendix 30 and the RRBÕs rules cover this situation in respect to new assignments. As many of these concerns are similar to those of the unplanned space services, it would seem to be appropriate to match the time period and possible extension to those proposed for the non-planned space services. 


3.4.7.2 Type of Coordination Criteria to be Retained in the New Plan


In trying to select an appropriate set of criteria for determination of the need for coordination of new entries in the plan, it is considered that the following objectives would need to be satisfied :


1.	Protect the assignments in the Plan


2.	Facilitate, on an equitable basis, the entry of new comers (new countries, new requirements, new technologies)


3.	Regulate the process of introduction of new assignments in order to ensure an efficient use of the orbit/spectrum resour�ces. This is necessary, in particular, to avoid excessive constraints that may result from the introduction of assign�ments with very sensitive characteristics that would unduly restrict the possibility of introducing subsequent assignments in the same part of the spectrum. One proposal to address this difficulty was to assess all interferences against the criteria de�termined for a standardized set of technical parameters. Another proposal would be to apply the due diligence process (either procedural or financial approach) to those new assignments in the Plan.


More studies are required to select a set of criteria that would strike the appropriate balance between these three objectives.


5.2 Role of the Radio Regulation Board and the Bureau


The BR and RRB should comment the result of the studies of Task Groups on technological matters to the competent confe�rence.


The Bureau’s main task to apply the Radio Regulations using, as appropriate, the Rules of Procedure of the RRB. This con�sists essentially of receiving the data, processing it and publishing it and providing any assistance to administrations in the process. These tasks have to be done in the most cost effective way and recognizing that the resources from the budget of the ITU will continue to be limited. This role is not likely to change but we believe that there needs to be ways found to make it more cost effective such as having the data being submitted electronically and perhaps increasing the resources available through the use of annual registrationfiling fees/deposits as is discussed in some documents on due diligence. (See the Report of SC-4)


The BR has as one of its tasks the identification, in some cases, of administrations with whom coordination is required. In other cases, the BR only publishes the information and only those administrations that respond within the four/six month pe�riod have to be taken into consideration during the coordination process. Perhaps, it might now be appropriate for the later process to be used in all space to space system coordination in the non planned bands, i.e. no role for BR to identify manda�tory coordination requirements.


The BR should always identify affected administrations in accordance with the S 9.36.


Another of the BR tasks is to carry out a technical examination under the Radio Regulations for potential interference from one space system to another space system, in some cases, when coordination has not been concluded. Recognizing the com�plexity of such calculations now due to the complexity of today’s satellite networks, including the difficulty of the BR having a current and accurate database, perhaps, it is no longer appropriate for BR to carry out this task, but to leave the resolution of such problems to the concerned administrations. Under the existing Regulations, the assignments of networks for which coordination could not be completed can eventually be entered in the MIFR with remarks even after an unfavorable finding as a result of the technical examination, therefore the above suggestion of no longer having BR conduct this technical examina�tion, could be accompanied with provisions which would result in the assignments being entered in the MIFR with no technical examination but with a remark to the effect that assignments published for coordination that were not coordinated must pro�tect those assignments that were published earlier.


Another task of the BR is to provide assistance to administrations, and this task is continuing to require significant resources in BR. The WG of RAG in 1995 raised the question as to whether the provisions in the Radio Regulations are satisfactory concerning the assistance to administrations. In view of the cost of satellite systems, perhaps it would be more appropriate for BR not to provide this type of technical assistance for space services, but to leave the provision of technical assistance to the operating entities. However this could still be available to developing countries.


We can have situations, in which there are two competing commercial systems, and BR is requested to provide assistance to both parties. The existing Radio Regulations have many different and in some cases very specific provisions on this subject. WRC-95, based on the VGE report, has consolidated and simplified these provisions significantly in Section 1 of Article S13, which basically covers the need for assistance in applying the provisions of Art. S9 (the coordination procedure).


The main role of the RRB now is to develop the Rules of Procedure to permit BR to apply the Radio Regulations. As sugge�sted elsewhere, there might be an additional role for the RRB to judge the acceptability of a request for extension to the date of entry into use.


6. Coordination Aspects


6.1 ITU-R Reports


Report ITU-R M	1185	Technical aspects of coordination among mobile satellite systems using the geostationary satellite orbit


Report ITU-R M	1171	Coordination considerations of geostationary satellites using steerable spot beams with other sy�stems


6.2 Coordination Concepts/Procedures


6.2.1 Advance Publication (API)


Under the present procedures as well as the WRC-95 procedures (Art. S9) the advance publication part of the procedure is obligatory but it gives no rights, and it applies to both GSO and NGSO networks. It’s main purpose is to inform other administrations of the plans to implement a space network and allow others to comment, however, these comments have no real bearing on the remainder of the procedures. The one major element of this phase of the procedure is that the starting date for the six year (plus possible extension) period to bring the frequencies into use starts with the date of submission of the API. There is a considerable amount of work by both BR and the administrations in applying this part of the procedure, and therefore considering the lack of status that is derived from this phase of the procedure one should look at the possibility of either eliminating it or simplifying it considerably. There have been suggestions over the years that it could be eliminated and merged with the coordination phase but these suggestions have not been accepted. A possibility for greatly simplifying the API would be to restrict significantly the data to be supplied by administrations and published by BR, with more detailed information being considered at the coordination stage and exchanged by administrations bilaterally on request. The advance publication information to be submitted and published could be restricted to the following:


notifying administration


a description of the service area


frequency ranges to be used


type of service (e.g. FSS, BSS, or MSS)


orbital characteristics (for GSO the orbit locations, and for NGSO the number of satellites and orbit characteristics);


planned date of bringing into use


satellite name


This information could be submitted and published on less than one page per network.


Concerning the status of the API a contribution adds that to further enhance the position that this information is for information only and gives no status, it could be submitted at any time and the starting point for the six year (plus possible exten�sion) period would start from the submission publication of the coordination request not the submission publication of the API data.





Another contribution points out that shortening the coordination period would be an effective measure to eliminate or reduce paper satellites. It was suggested to shorten the current six-year-period to four or five (4-5) years and to restrict the extension of this period to exceptional cases.


A two-month period between the API stage and the start of the coordination process was also proposed.


Several contributions pointed out that the exchange of data in electronic form should reduce backlogs in ITU and should speed up processing.


In his mail of 23 August 1996 the Director of the BR expressed the view that the API also establishes the unique identification label of the satellite in addition to determining the starting point of the period of time within which the satellite network must be brought into use.


The Region 1 Forum on Resolution 18 concluded that the advance publication stage should be retained but also streamlined and simplified, with the current 6 month fixed period being maintained.


Working Party 4A at its October 1996 meeting considered the important issue of which changes to the technical parameters of a network should necessitate a restart of the API process.


The main factor in examining this matter, could be that any modifications that change the fundamental interference characteristics of the original network to other networks would require a new API. It is proposed that the following factors be used to determine when the API part of the process be restarted:


any additions to the frequency bands for both the GSO and NGSO networks


for GSO networks, any change to the orbital position outside of the previously communicated service arc


Some contributions considered that the following additional points should necessitate a restart of the API process:


for NGSO networks, it is more difficult to define the possible changes, but one possibility would be that if the service area is changed from serving a continent or region to a world wide service. Another additional possibility would be if the satellite configuration changes by changing the number of satellites by more than [50] %


changes of purely technical character such as a change in the PFD, type of modulation, different antenna characteristics, etc. should not require a restart of the API but be considered as changes which may be subject to changes in the coordina�tion requirements


In order to have the above procedure for GSO workable, it is necessary that, in all cases, the service area is defined by test points on the earth, so that a service arc, based on an agreed minimum elevation angle, can be calculated.


6.2.4 Appendices 3 and 4


One of the causes of the excess filings of paper satellites is that, as only one orbital position is permitted for each filing, some administrations have made multiple filings each with a different orbital position so that after the coordination process they could expect to have one of the positions coordinated. It is not clear from multiple filings whether the administration intends to implement all the networks or only one network and this gives an inflated view of the real requirements. A possible solution would be to permit with both the modified App. 3 and a new App. S4 the possibility of a single filing containing the preferred orbital position and then listing a maximum of 5 or 6 alternative positions in descending order of preference. BR would continue to take all 6 or 7 positions into consideration in the identification of the coordination requirements for later systems. It should be noted as mentioned in [para.  4.4 of LUX comments on SC4 report] that if either approach to due diligence is adopted, it would be necessary to adopt some provisions like this as it would be impossible to comply with the due diligence provisions where only one of the possible 5-6 positions is intended to be put into service. In the case where two or more identical spacecraft are intended, specifying the preferred orbital positions and alternative positions in descending order of preference. To reduce the amount of paper when several identical spacecraft are proposed to be loca�ted at different orbit positions, the BR could simply publish a Ôtechnical moduleÕ which contains the unchanging technical infor�mation applicable to the spacecraft. This would reduce the workload on the BR, on administrations, and on operators as they would no longer have to process multiple submissions. The technical module would contain most of the detail including emissi�ons, strapping etc. which is presently published several times to cover the individual satellite networks. A single publication would contain the orbital location information for all the proposed satellites with a link to the technical module.


An alternative to filing multiple orbit positions for a single satellite is to make use of the service arc. The service arc, an infor�mation element already included in Appendices 3 and 4, could be considered as a network flexibility indicator. In filing Appendix 4, or 3 information for a network, administrations may select a single position, the preferred orbit position for the implemen�ting space station, taking into account the presence of operational networks and networks for which Appendix 3 information has already published by the Bureau. During coordination consultations the possibility exists that the space station location may be changed to minimize interference concerns raised by other administrations. Considering that the (T/T criterion has identified all administrations with which coordination was required, upon successful completion of the coordination consulta�tions, the notifying administration may proceed with the submission to the Bureau of the modified information for notification purposes. Indeed, this is the practice today and in combination with the appropriate due diligence procedures presently under development would provide an effective means of dealing with satellite network filings, in the ITU coordination process, that are unlikely to be implemented.


The advantages of identifying one space station location within the service arc of a satellite network are as follows:


reduction to the minimum of the (T/T calculations requirements, to those associated with a single satellite position;


clarity of filing;


unlike the case of filing for multiple orbit positions, any point within the service arc could be selected and become the space station location, as long as this reflects the results of the successful coordination consultations.





The Region 1 Forum on Resolution 18 considered the possible revision of the data elements included in Appendix 3 of the Radio Regulations. The various functions of Appendix 3 data were examined:


data to be used for triggering coordination between Administrations (both for space-to-space and space-to-terrestrial relations)


data to be used in bilateral negotiations between Administrations


data to be used for notification of operational characteristics and recording in the MIFR


data to be used in calculation by the BR in rendering assistance to developing Administrations


It was recognised that some of the above functions would allow simplifications of the data elements to be submitted and others may require retaining the current arrangement or even enlarging the type of information included. While the Region 1 Forum noted that the identification of the coordination requirements is based on a worst case scenario, criteria for coordination triggers may evolve in the present review of Resolution 18 (( T/T, +  xo concept, separate examination of up and down-links, Resolu�tion 46 (Annex 2), etc.) The Region 1 Forum encouraged participants to further consider the above issues and to make contributions within the ongoing review.”


(For more detailed descriptions on filings for multiple orbital positions see the Report of SC-4, paragraph 4.4 and the executive summary 1.2.2.)
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