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	On the whole, the proposed preliminary report represents a commendable effort at sifting through and collating the many viewpoints expressed. In some areas certain elaborations and precisions could, however, be made.  INTELSAT provides following comments.  





1. Page 8  §2.2.2 


		In the first paragraph, with regard to what has been called “over-filing”, many multi-network satellite systems need to file and coordinate different combinations of parameters, in order to enable the use of their networks in different operational combinations.  Such filings are necessary and justifiable, and should not be labeled as over-filing.  Perhaps a simple labelling of “massive filings” would be sufficient.





	Regarding the third paragraph, in our view, the data requested in Appendix 3 serves a useful purpose since it almost completely defines the networks which are coordinated, notified and protected. A complete description seems unavoidable to correlate what is coordinated with what is notified. Very loose or general descriptions of networks would  allow operators to modify the networks within the general descriptions and thus change the interference capability or susceptibility without the need to inform the ITU.  In fact additional information  really is needed to describe more fully the susceptibility to interference and thus the amount of interference protection required: C/N objectives and minimum eirp’s.  These have recently been  added to Appendix 3 at WRC 95.   One possible way of reducing the size of the filings, if this is considered desirable, is to submit only envelope interference causing and interference susceptibility parameters rather than detailed descriptions of all assignments as at present.





2. Page 13 §3.2.1.2


	Since it is envisaged that the coordination data can be submitted immediately after (why not concurrently with?) the API, this will become the rule.  The “filter” provided by the API stage is rarely used these days due to the large number of filings.  As such, the requirement for API can be made voluntary rather than mandatory for GSO systems and non-GSO systems which are subject to Resolution 46.  This combining of the two filings could result in substantial savings in data and forms.  However, in the case of non-GSO systems which are not identified for Res 46 treatment, the API stage should be retained.





3. Page 13 § 3.2.2.1 and .2


	The idea of ( [x]( is simple, but is risky if applied without other constraints being placed on systems on their potential for causing interference, and on system design to protect against this interference.  Hence, we suggest that the report should also include a note indicating that the ( [x]( approach for simplifying the identification of coordination requirements would have to be augmented with additional technical constraints, to be determined by the ITU-R.





4. Page 15 §3.3.2.3


	The role of the RRB is crucial in the matter of extensions.  To maintain uniformity, it would be desirable for the RRB to publish its criteria in the rules of procedure.





5. Page 15 §3.3.2.4


	The new time limits should not apply retroactively, since filing schedules were determined by administrations on the basis of the existing timelines.


	


6. Page 16 § 3.5


	Intergovernmental organizations operating satellite systems (IOOSS) currently have the authority to conclude coordination agreements with other administrations on behalf of its member administrations.  However, for formal communications with the Radiocommunications Bureau is conducted through a notifying administration.  Since IOSS filings already have been scrutinized and have the support of their member administrations through internal procedures, direct communication with the Bureau may save a massive amount of paperwork.  This thought may be reflected as a new fourth paragraph in the section..


  


7. Page 17-22 Due Diligence Process


	In 4.1.3, one aspect of due diligence that is important for  multi-network systems is the ability to coordinate locations for use by other satellites in the same system through intra-orbital transfers. The existence of such satellites in operation should be sufficient to meet the due diligence requirements.  Administration should be able to indicate right at the AP 3 stage that the position(s) in question would be used through in-orbit transfer.  In such case, further due diligence information is not needed. The consequential changes on the process are  given in  §4.5 (see item 8 below).





	In 4.1.4, the role of the BR is important.  Because of the delay between submission of AP 3 information and of the due diligence data, an examination process of the latter data is needed.  The simple provision of data is not adequate proof of the sufficiency of the data.  Either the BR should be empowered to examine the data against well established criteria.


		In § 4.2, it would appear that all registered networks would have to provide due diligence, whether they are in operation or not.  In case of operational satellite systems it should suffice to provide evidence that the network is in operation.  However, INTELSAT is not aware of many cases where registered satellites have not been implemented.  Hence it is questionable as to whether this provision is needed at all.  However, it may be acceptable, as suggested later, to require this data for satellites in the coordination pipeline, within 2-3 years of date of bringing into use.





8. P. 29 § 4.5  


	The proposed procedure appears to allow coordination of multiple orbital positions for each network for the duration of the filing period (i.e. AP4/3 to Notifications).  Ultimately these will be reduced down to a single orbital location per network. In the case of multi-network systems, orbital locations are frequently inter-changed amongst the networks operated by the system.  Such inter-changing requires the submission of new AP 3 data for such locations.  Hence, for new networks, these locations would be included in the complement of “alternate” orbital postions to be coordinated.  In view of such  operational needs of  multi-network systems, it is necessary that those “alternate positions” which they already use in the same frequency bands be retained. The retention of orbital positions already in use is justifiable, since these positions would not be available for use by other networks anyway.  All other positions could be duly canceled and thus available for other networks.





	As a result, the following changes are proposed:


	- In paragraph (3) on page 29, after the third sentence, add: “........all but three originally preferred positions). Orbital locations which already have assignments belonging to that administration in the frequency band concerned, and which were identified as alternative locations, would not need to be included amongst those to be deleted for new networks since these locations are already in use.  This means that if If administrations subsequently..........”


	- In paragraph (4) on page 29, modify to “......all the alternative positions that had been originally listed would be deleted by the BR from the register, or removed from the coordination queue, except those already in use or in coordination for another network of the administration concerned in the same frequency bands .”





9. P 29 § 4.5


	INTELSAT does not see a basis for selecting the total number of “alternative” positions that can be filed for, and as such would suggest that this be left to the discretion of the administration.





10. P 31 § 5.1.2


	It is likely that the problem referred to will grow in the future, with increasing orbital congestion.  Due to the need for meeting launch and operational contracts, it may not always be possible to complete all necessary coordinations.  RR 1544 provides a process for handling this, but its consequences could be quite drastic.  Measures to discourage this practice are useful, but in some cases, especially when delays occur due to non-cooperation by other administrations, some procedures are needed which would permit notification without penalty.  Provisions may be  needed invoking the assistance of the Bureau some period before bringing into use, and continued non-cooperation would permit proceeding as originally scheduled.


�



11. P 32 §5.2.2


	In the second bullet, it is suggested that  “transfers of coordinated resources prior to  launch” should not be permitted. (Presumably this also includes partially coordinated resources.)  While the reasons stated may be appropriate in some cases, there are valid exceptions which would justify such transfers. Some means for making such transfers are needed, particularly in cases where due diligence has been demonstrated, such as a showing to the RRB that speculation is not involved.





12. P 37 §6.4


	In the third paragraph the problem of multi-network systems is addressed and it is pointed out that this problem pertains not only to international systems but also to other multi-network systems.  In our comments we have provided a solution which needs to be applied. Hence, we suggest that the following sentence be added to the end of the third paragraph:





“...A possible way of addressing these requirements is included in §4.5 (as modified according to our suggestions)”.





13. P 38 § 7.1


	As per the second bullet, these provisions should be applied to all congested bands and services and to both GSO and non-GSO networks. For the FSS this would include the C and Ku band. 
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