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SCOPE OF THE ADVANCE PUBLICATION








1.	This contribution comments on the input by France at Document SC-RG4/40 and Document SC-RG5/34 18 September 1996 and is duplicated in a contribution submitted to the Region 1 Forum on Resolution 18.





2.	The French document raises a number of important issues, particularly with regard to the obtaining of seniority status as a consequence of the minimum period of six months between receipt of AP4 information and the earliest date for the AP3. 





While Australia supports the retention of the API process it does not support keeping this aspect of the status of the API unchanged.  





2.1.  Australia proposes that the following aspects of the API  should not be changed:





a)	It is recognised that the API provides valuable information to administrations before network characteristics are fixed by “informing all administrations of developments in the use of space radiocommunications and therefore providing the opportunity to minimise any difficulties that might otherwise arise during the coordination stage” (S9.5bis).  This makes it possible to deal with any objections by modification of network parameters to facilitate future coordination.





b)	The procedure for NGSO networks which are not subject to any coordination must continue to start from the date of the API publication.





2.2.  	Australia proposes that the AP4 be published for information purposes only and provide no priority status although its publication would remain mandatory.  Its sole purpose would be to provide early warning to other administrations so that bilateral discussions could be initiated, if required, to reduce difficulties during the coordination process.  The AP3 could be submitted at the same time or later with the starting point for the four to five year (plus possible extension) period starting from the publication of the AP3 data.  There would be no requirement to update the AP4 before the publication of the AP3 although it would be in the interests of the initiating administration to provide modifications of significance (such as a proposed addition of a frequency band) because again it would alert other administrations and could potentially minimise any difficulties that might otherwise arise during the coordination stage.





The publication of the AP3 would start the clock and trigger coordination. The addition of another frequency band would require the publication of an amendment to the AP3 which would start the clock in respect of that amendment. Any other mandatory recommencement requirements resulting from WRC-97 consideration of 


Resolution 48 (WRC-95) would apply only to the AP3 stage.





The advantages of this approach would be:


Because many satellite networks never go beyond the API stage, retention of this stage helps to avoid a further increase in the number of AP3 filings which would result if there were no API stage;


there will be an incentive for administrations to initiate the AP3 process earlier in the development of a satellite system to establish seniority rights; and


administrations will only have to track the AP3 and its modifications rather than the AP4 and its modifications as well as the AP3 and its modifications.





2.3.	Another issue raised by France is that the AP4 provides a network or satellite system identity.  This is true in most cases but there are exceptions.  For example, the AP4 for HIBLEO published only a generic set of network characteristics, and covered an infinite range of possible LEO systems.  HIBLEO variants include. HIBLEO-1 (Ellipso), HIBLEO-2 (Iridium), HIBLEO-4 (Globalstar) and HIBLEO-5 (Odyssey). The AP4 only provided very limited information and does not refer to the final network identifications.  Subsequent coordination data for these networks nevertheless refers to the original AP4.  Although the HIBLEO AP4 is the origin of these networks it provides only the generic description of all the frequency bands and does not describe adequately any of the constellations envisaged.  





It would seem that such generic descriptions certainly belong at the API stage but should not accrue any rights since the final network characteristics can be significantly different. 





Administrations could continue to use the AP4 to provide a network or system identity if they wish, although this identity could be provided through the use of a suitable choice of network names in the AP3 eg AUSSAT B, AUSSAT B MOB etc.





3.  Conclusion





This paper supports the API providing only information to administrations, with no rights or status accruing from this stage.  Modifications to the AP4 would be optional.





The AP3 would establish seniority rights and trigger coordination.  Any changes of significance would require recommencement of the AP3 (see Resolution 48 (WRC-95).





In the case of NGSO networks which are not subject to any coordination, rights would start from the date of the simplified API publication.
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