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	The present Report is submitted to the World Radiocommunication Conference, Geneva, 1997, in response to the invitation addressed to the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau in Resolution 18 of the Plenipotentiary Conference, Kyoto, 1994, to present a final Report to WRC-97 on the activities undertaken in application of this Resolution. (Resolution 18 is reproduced in Annex 1).

I.	INTRODUCTION (Background and Framework)

	For some time now, the demand for spectrum/orbit usage has been increasing dramatically, practically for all space communication services and in particular for fixed-satellite, broadcasting-satellite and mobile-satellite (GSO or non-GSO) services. In some regions, in the most popular satellite frequency bands, it is becoming increasingly difficult to coordinate satellite networks. Coordination negotiations are becoming long and difficult, and in some cases, satellites are being brought into use or re-positioned without proper coordination. There are some regions, with rapidly developing telecommunication sectors and particularly "valuable" orbital segments, where real conflicting situations are emerging due to the limited capacity of the spectrum/orbit resource.

	Aware of the above problems, 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 the review, as outlined in Resolution 18, are to ensure:

linkage between ITU procedures and commitments to take up notified frequencies and orbital positions;

equitable access to the radio-frequency spectrum and the geostationary satellite orbit and efficient establishment and development of satellite networks;

that the ongoing need for the satellite coordination and planning framework to continue to be relevant to the rapidly advancing technological possibilities in order, for example, to facilitate the establishment of multiservice satellite systems;

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

that technological advances are examined in relation to allotment plans with the aim of determining whether they foster the flexible and efficient use of the spectrum and the geostationary-satellite orbit.

	Resolution 18 requests the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau to initiate a review of the ITU's frequency coordination and planning framework for satellite networks with a view to submitting a preliminary report to the World Radiocommunication Conference 1995 (WRC-95) and a final report to the 1997 Conference (WRC-97). 

	In considering the matter on the basis of an initial document by the Bureau and contributions by administrations, a Working Group of the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG) discussed the possible issues to be included in the review and identified a list of issues which was used in the studies organized within the framework of the Resolution. Document WGRAG1/10(Rev.1) of 7 April 1995 annexed to document RAG95-2/1 (12 June 1995) containing the major issues considered in the Resolution 18 review is reproduced in the present Report as Annex 2.

	As requested by the Resolution, the Director of the Bureau, submitted his preliminary report to WRC-95 (Document 27 + Addendum). On the basis of this report, the Conference decided that the following entities should provide input to this important review: the Special Committee on Regulatory/Procedural Matters, ITU-R Study Groups, the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG), the Radio Regulations Board (RRB), the Radiocommunication Bureau and the ITU World Telecommunication Policy Forum (1996). WRC-95 also approved a work-plan submitted by the Director. This work-plan included, inter alia, the holding of three meetings in each of the three Radio Regulations Regions in order to inform Member States, ITU-R Sector Members and other participants concerning the Resolution 18 issues and also to have a useful exchange of opinions on the issues.

	The Special Committee on Regulatory/Procedural Matters (SC) held two meetings dedicated to Resolution 18 issues. On the basis of documents prepared by its Rapporteur Groups and contributions by administrations, the Special Committee established a report which was sent to the Radiocommunication Bureau. The Committee had studied those major problem areas which were identified by the RAG in 1995 and its Report contains proposed solutions to the problems. ITU-R Study Groups have also studied the questions related to the Resolution 18 review and have made contributions on various subjects. The contributions of the Study Groups were considered by the Special Committee and the results have been included in its Report. The results of the Report by the Special Committee were also noted by the Radiocommunication Advisory Group which, having recognized the value of the above report, did not establish a further separate contribution on the subject.

	The Resolution 18 review was on the agenda of the Radio Regulations Board (RRB) meetings between June 1995 and November 1996. In response to “resolves 1” of the Resolution in which the requirement for the RRB to produce an input is especially mentioned, in-depth discussions took place on the issues and the RRB established its report which was sent to the Director for inclusion in his Report to WRC-97. The Radiocommunication Bureau had also submitted its contribution to the review and, in addition, it provided general support (organizational, administrative) to the activities of the different bodies of the ITU-R Sector. In 1996, the Bureau also organized, with the partnership of the respective regional organizations, the above mentioned Regional Information Exchange Meetings (Forums) in the three ITU Radio Regulations Regions.

	While the World Telecommunication Policy Forum held on 21 - 23 October 1996 was also mentioned by WRC-95, it touched on issues related to Resolution 18 only in a very general way and, in the context of its theme, did not develop a special contribution, for inclusion in the Resolution 18 report.

	This Final Report of the Director has been established on the basis of the above contributions of the Special Committee, the Radiocommunication Advisory Group, the Radio Regulations Board, the ITU-R Study Groups and the Regional Information Exchange Forums. The two main inputs, those of the Special Committee and the Radio Regulations Board, are reproduced in extenso in Annexes 3 and 4 of the present Report. In fact, the Special Committee and the Radio Regulations Board, because of their meeting schedule, were in a position to access the complete documentation made available by the other participants of the Resolution 18 review, i.e. contributions by Administrations, ITU-R Study Groups and the Regional Forums. Consequently, the Reports of the SC and the RRB took into account the results of the discussions of these other ITU bodies and meetings. 

	The Director’s Report is structured such that summarized in its Section III are the main solutions proposed to address the problems encountered in the satellite coordination and planning review by the different contributors with specific references to the parts of the source documents mentioned above. Sections IV and V describe the discussions on the scope and implementation of the recommendations contained in Section III.

II.	PROBLEMS / RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

1.	Evolution of space network submissions 

	In recent years, the Radiocommunication Bureau has been experiencing an exploding demand for its services related to space telecommunication services and their required associated orbit and spectrum resources. The number of cases submitted to it under the relevant Radio Regulatory procedures as well as their complexity have been increasing due to the technological, operational and regulatory developments in the satellite communication environment and the increased recognition (by the public and private sectors) of the economic value of the spectrum/orbit resources. 

	By the end of 1996, close to 2200 space networks, notified by 62 Administrations (including 8 International Satellite Organizations), were in one of the phases of the Bureau transaction processing (recorded in the MIFR, included in the coordination or the advance publication files, at various steps in the Plan modification procedures, etc.). The evolution of the number of submitted cases in the last years and the Bureau publication delays are shown in Figures 1 and 2. The yearly submission rate for advance publication and coordination requests as well as plan modifications has been dramatically growing. In addition, the complexity of the networks is also increasing. The corresponding data volume is thus growing more quickly than the growth in the number of networks. Confronted with this situation, the Radiocommunication Bureau made considerable efforts to address these publication delays. Staff resource enhancements (see Figure 1) and software development have resulted now in slightly decreasing publication delays. Further improvements are expected in the future from the use of electronic data notification now available and remote access possibilities to the Bureau data bases. As requested by the Special Committee meeting (3-6 February 1997), in a future Addendum to this Report, to be published before the commencement of WRC-97, the Bureau will include an up-dated list of satellite networks which are in any of the phases of the above mentioned regulatory procedures.

2.	Overfiling of orbital positions and spectrum (“paper-satellites”, reservation of capacity without actual use)

	When assessing the orbit capacity and coordination difficulties, one of the major problems is the existence of systems under coordination which do not represent real communication requirements ("paper satellites"). It is now a well acknowledged fact that some administrations tend to initiate the coordination procedure for more orbital positions and/or more spectrum than needed, expecting that some of these positions will not survive by the end of the coordination process. These “overfilings” can also be attributed to orbit "slot reservations" for potential future applications and, in some cases, for slots to be used for commercial arrangements or for later distribution in the domestic or international market. 

	With the still increasing tendency towards overfiling or overprotection of networks by notifying broader characteristics, and the resulting multiplication of the networks with which coordination is required, the administrative and technical burden for the administrations involved in more and increasingly complex coordination negotiations is growing considerably.  At the same time, the reliability of the data base of space networks in coordination is deteriorating.  Thus, the reliable assessment of the level of actual congestion of the spectrum/orbit becomes more and more difficult. There is a growing challenge for administrations to determine which of the “filed” networks will be actually put into operation and which of them are “paper-satellites” with which administrations may feel that it is not worth coordinating. 
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	Both the coordination procedure in the un-planned bands (Article 11 type procedures) and the plan modification procedures (Appendices 30/30A/30B) are implemented through the “first-come, first-served” principle. In the present environment of growing competition, this can lead to an interest in “staking claims” to orbit and spectrum resources. There is a growing awareness of the economic value of these resources while their reservation (by making submissions in the coordination - plan modification procedures) is currently free of charge. In addition, there is no penalty or risk incurred, only benefits, by making “overfilings”. Thus one should not be surprised at such “overfiling” practices.

3.	Inefficient use of the Orbit/Spectrum resources

	In applying the coordination procedure in the most used bands, administrations find that the orbit seems to be congested. This is experienced through growing difficulties in coordination negotiations, causing serious problems in the management and allocation of the spectrum/orbit resources. As far as the theoretical capacity of the orbit and the spectrum is concerned, calculations indicate that the GSO has an overall capacity to support a higher number of transponders than are currently in orbit and that efficient use of the orbit and spectrum could be improved with the timely application of uniform orbit management principles. This has been of concern to the ITU-R for over 20 years. However, it is also felt that closer adherence to these uniform orbit management principles in the initial satellite network system design and orbital position selection could have alleviated some of the current difficulties being encountered during coordinations.

	The spectrum covered by the different space Plans is sometimes qualified by some as “unused” and thus it is claimed that the spectrum is inefficiently used. This problem shows the difficulties that occur when trying to satisfy two somewhat conflicting objectives for the allocation of the spectrum and orbit resources, i.e. to maximize efficient utilization of the resources while ensuring equitable access to these resources. It has to be recognized that ITU Member States found the answer to the difficult challenge of equitable access by the planning approach which consists of setting aside spectrum for future use by those who are at present not yet in a position to use the spectrum and orbit resources.

4.	Non-observance of the RR

	There is growing concern about cases of satellites launched before the coordination process is properly concluded (or even initiated). Also, a number of satellites have been re-positioned without re-coordination. While present regulations cover this problem, no sanctions are presently envisaged and actual interference problems can be very difficult to solve through bilateral negotiations between administrations when faced with a "fait accompli". On the other hand, it should be recognized that the time-frame required in the regular coordination process may be too long for the coordination of cases involving rapid or temporary modifications.

	The practice of overfiling and the resulting growing number of affected administrations being identified constitute a major problem for those administrations (and operators) who should hold coordination negotiations with other affected administrations. Lack of adequate resources in the administrations to deal with the growing number of filings may also be one of the reasons of non-timely answers to requests for coordination. This practice may be interpreted by some as a non-cooperative attitude in the coordination process. Another factor is the growing competition resulting from the commercialization of the satellite business. In fact, the satellite communication environment is not only affected by technical or technological developments but is the subject of major structural changes. The end of public service monopolies, the trends towards liberalization and globalization of the telecommunication markets influence the relation between competing parties in a regulatory framework which is based on goodwill and mutual cooperation.

�III.	SOLUTIONS PROPOSED

Due diligence procedures 

	References *) : 	Rec. SC/3 and Rec. RRB/7�				§. SC/7 and §. RRB/2.5

	A key objective of the Resolution 18 exercise is to discourage the reservation of capacity without actual use (the problem of overfilling). One means to achieve this objective is to develop an approach whereby each administration would be required to provide specific evidence demonstrating its serious intent to establish a satellite system to which the regulatory procedures are being applied. This approach has been generally referred to as “due diligence”. The term “due diligence” in this paper is used to cover both administrative and financial mechanisms to reduce the extent of overfiling.

5.1	“Due diligence” - administrative, procedural aspects

	References: 	Rec. SC/3, SC/7 and Rec. RRB/9, RRB/11�				§. SC/7.1 -7.2 and §. RRB/2.5, 2.7

	Almost all of the contributions and comments of the administrations participating in the Resolution 18 review suggested that periodical reports (“progress” reports) on the development/implementation of a satellite network should to be submitted by the system operator or the notifying administration. Some were of the opinion that this information should be made mandatory and be submitted to the Bureau either when the coordination procedure starts or later, at a well defined point in time, in advance of the date of operation. The information should be submitted to the Bureau along with the other information which is currently required (Appendix S4, previously AP-3 and AP-4). Some were of the view that the administrations should retain full responsibility, and that the information should be submitted by the operator only to the notifying administration. The administrations would then need to advise the Bureau in cases where the information is incomplete (e.g. missing progress report).

	While there seems to exist some differences in the details of the approach, there appears to be a consensus on the general principle of “administrative due diligence”. Consequently both the SC and the RRB recommended that this approach should be put to WRC-97 for adoption, to be effective immediately.

RECOMMENDATION A:	Only applications for specific systems which will definitively be put into operation should be submitted. To implement this principle, associated to the Radio Regulatory procedures under Articles S9 and S11 (current Articles 11 and 13 as well as some Resolutions), an administrative due diligence procedure consisting of regularly disclosing implementation data on the satellite networks, should be adopted as a means of addressing the problem of reservation of capacity without actual use. The due diligence approach should apply to any satellite network being coordinated or already notified and recorded in the MIFR but not yet brought into use. The consequence of not applying the due diligence procedures would be that the satellite network in question would lose its rights obtained by commencing the coordination or notification procedure and would no longer be taken into account when applying the coordination and recording procedures (Articles S9 and S11) by other networks. 

Details of the recommended  “due diligence” approach could be as follows:

In addition to the mandatory data currently required e.g. by Appendix S4 (formerly AP4 and AP3), the following information would be submitted to the Bureau:

the spacecraft manufacturer (name of the spacecraft manufacturer; name of the satellite operator; the contractual date of delivery; number of satellites procured)

the launch vehicle provider (name of the launch vehicle provider; name of the customer; contractual launch date).

The above additional information would be submitted to the Bureau by the notifying administration, in cooperation with the system operator, the spacecraft manufacturer and the launch vehicle provider. This information should reach the Bureau at least 2 years in advance of the proposed date of bringing into use of the satellite network. With respect to this information, the role of the Bureau would be limited to completeness examinations. The above measures would equally apply to cases under coordination and those recorded in the MIFR. Some transitional measures may be considered to avoid serious adverse effects on cases already in the process of being treated under the current procedures. (See paragraph 20 of the present Report.)

The consequence of not submitting all of the above information at the required time would be that the satellite network in question would lose its rights acquired by commencing the coordination procedure and the network would no longer have to be taken into account in the application of the coordination and recording procedures (Articles S9 and S11) by other networks submitted later. As well, if the required information on networks already recorded in the MIFR is not provided at the appropriate time, then the corresponding entries would be deleted from the Master Register. This would mean that systems behind the non-responding system in the coordination queue or MIFR entry would not be required to complete coordination with the earlier-filed, non-responding system if the non responding system had not submitted the required certification by the required date. Another consequence of the non-observation of the “due diligence” principle would be that the possible extension of the regulatory period between the submission of the API and the date of bringing into use under RR1550 (see under REC. C) would not be applicable for such cases.

WRC-97 may also wish to consider recommending additional actions at the national level. This could take form of a Recommendation containing guidelines to administrations. Each administration would be free to adopt and apply these or similar practices in its national domain as appropriate.

It is to be noted that there were differing views concerning to what services, to what frequency bands and to what orbits (GSO and/or non-GSO) any decisions adopted at WRC-97 should be applicable, in addition to the GSO/FSS. (See also paragraph 16 of the present Report.)

5.2	“Due diligence” - financial aspects

	References:	§. SC/7.3 and §. RRB/2.5

	The “due diligence” principle can also encompass some financial aspects. Three such aspects have been proposed: 

a filing fee to recover the ITU secretariat´s costs for processing the filed satellite networks; 

an annual registration fee to deal with those systems recorded in the MIFR and 

a deposit system for new satellite networks to discourage paper satellites, with all or part of the deposit returnable when the system enters into service.

5.2.1	The filing fee has been proposed to cover the costs incurred by the Radiocommunication Bureau in discharging its responsibilities leading to publication and distribution to administrations of the information submitted to it under the different Radio Regulatory procedures. The rationale for such a fee is that the user of the Bureau’s services who benefits should pay for the costs incurred. This fee might be either a fixed amount for each submission or proportional to the amount of the submitted data (e.g. proportional to the number of assignments involved, the number of earth stations in the space network, or the number of pages of the notice form, etc. or some other proxy of the workload of the Bureau in treating the submission). The matter of cost recovery has been also considered in the general framework of “strengthening the financial base of the ITU”, in connection with Resolution 39, Kyoto, 1994, by the ITU�2000 working group and by the 1997 session of the ITU Council. The Council decided to adopt the principle of full recovery of processing costs for the production of Special Sections of the Weekly Circular for space radiocommunication services concerning advance publications, requests for coordination or agreement (Radio Regulations Art. 11, Art. 14, Resolutions 33, 46, etc.) and requests for modification of the space service Plans contained in AP30/30A/30B. Consequently, the Council has requested the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau to conduct a cost recovery study to include detailed costs and draft provisions as well as appropriate procedures for the next session of the Council in 1998 so that the application of the concept outlined above can be implemented at the earliest possible date, taking into account the relevant decisions of WRC�97 and, in particular, those arising from the consideration of Resolution 18 (see Annex 5 which contains a copy of Council Resolution 1113).

5.2.2	As far as the registration fee aspect is concerned, two variations have been proposed to date: i) a registration fee combined with a refundable deposit, whereby an annual registration fee would be payable after the deposit is returned, and would be required to be paid as long as the network is recorded in the MIFR; and ii) if the deposit approach is not utilized, an annual registration fee which would be payable at the start of coordination and for as long as the network is in coordination or recorded in the MIFR.

5.2.3	A financial deposit system has also been proposed as a means to discourage paper satellite networks commencing coordination by imposing a deposit returnable only if and when the satellite in question is actually launched. It has been suggested that: i) a properly designed and calculated deposit system would discourage the filing of excess and/or speculative filings; ii) administrations would not submit requests for coordination until the availability of the deposit funds from the proposed system operator is assured; and iii) because of this financial commitment, the operating entity would more carefully scrutinize the proposed filings. It has also been suggested that the amount of the deposit could be calculated at a level sufficient to discourage paper satellites, but not so high as to deter genuine proposed systems.

	The deposit system gave rise to much discussion and the opinions of the participants in the review were divided. Detailed consideration was given to the different concepts involved: i) the objectives and the results obtainable through implementation of the approach; ii) the amount of the deposit and the basis on which it is determined; iii)  the handling of interest earned on the deposit; iv) the conditions under which the deposit or a portion thereof would be returned and v) any special arrangements required for the least developed countries. These aspects are further discussed in detail in paragraph 7.3 of the Report of the SC (see Annex 3).

5.2.4	Different proposals concerning the timing of a possible implementation of a financial approach to “due diligence” were discussed. Some administrations indicated that they would develop the financial “due diligence” approach for submission to WRC-97 for either adoption at WRC-97 or later depending on the experience gained after WRC-97. Other administrations did not feel that WRC-97 should adopt a financial due diligence approach. In addition, many delegations felt that some new financial measures could only be approved by the Plenipotentiary Conference. Also, many administrations said that they had not yet had sufficient opportunity to carefully examine the pros and cons of the various financial approaches to “due diligence”, or they wanted to place such approaches within the broader context of other ITU efforts to consider overall issues related to strengthening the financial basis of the Union. 

	Taking into account the absence of a consensus on the principal elements of the financial approaches, the Special Committee recommended as follows. 

 RECOMMENDATION B:	If an administrative due diligence approach were adopted by WRC-97, to be effective immediately, the Director of the Bureau would be asked to report to WRC-99 on the results achieved in the intervening two years, on the understanding that if the situation does not indicate improvement by WRC-99, then WRC-99 could consider whether there is a need for other measures, including financial provisions, if applicable, in addition to the decisions on cost recovery measures that the Council took in 1997 and may take in 1998. This could result in the need to develop detailed provisions for consideration by WRC-2001 and the Plenipotentiary Conference in 2002. 

6.	Filing for Multiple Orbit Positions

	Reference:		§ SC/7.4

 	Under the current procedures, administrations can submit multiple submissions (filings) for, say, 10 orbital positions although they may intend to launch, for example, only one satellite. This creates an excessive burden both on administrations and on the Bureau and adds to the complexity of coordination.  In some cases, it makes it impossible to complete the coordination process. In order to present a more realistic picture of actual intentions, a proposal was considered by the Special Committee according to which administrations would be required to submit a single filing with specific alternative positions (perhaps in order of preference) for each satellite, to relinquish all but 2 or 3 alternative positions  for each satellite, say, two years prior to launch and to relinquish, upon launch, the orbital positions not selected for actual use. This approach would probably better relate the filed orbital positions with the number of orbital positions actually required, and free up the number of "excess" orbital positions.

	However, there were other administrations who had concerns with this approach, in that it might lead to administrations always filing for multiple positions where they normally would have only filed for one position. These administrations were also of the view that the due diligence procedures alone would be a better way of dealing with this situation.

	Because of lack of unanimity, none of the entities involved in the Resolution 18 review formulated a specific recommendation on the issue.

7.	Regulatory Time Limits for Bringing a Satellite Network into Use

	References: 	Rec. SC/2 and Rec. RRB/4�				§. SC/6.3 and §. RRB/2.2.2

	The total regulatory time-frame between the starting point of the application of the procedures and the bringing into operation of the satellite is currently 9 years. This period is composed of a 6 year period authorized by the provision RR1042 plus, upon request, a 3 year extension under RR1550. This period is generally felt to be too long given present technological developments and current time-frames for construction and launch of satellite networks. While it is recognized that reducing this period will not necessarily eliminate paper satellites, a shorter period may persuade system proponents to be more realistic. In addition, it was felt that the extension of the time period (RR1550) should be allowed only under specific circumstances. These circumstances should be considered and specified in more detail.

RECOMMENDATION C: The initial period (see RR1042) between the advance publication and the date of bringing into use should be reduced by one year, from six to five, and the present extension period (see RR1550) should similarly be reduced by one year, from three to two, resulting in a total period of not more than seven years. In addition, the extension should be limited to specific reasons and decided upon within a well defined procedure.

	The Special Committee recommended the following specific reasons for extension: launch failure, launch delays, delays caused by design problems in the satellite or by modifications intended to reach agreement during coordination, other specific narrow circumstances to be defined and “force majeure”. There was also general agreement among administrations that, in view of the sensitivity of the decision on the possible extension, it would be appropriate that, on the basis of the decisions by a Conference, the RRB would develop Rules of Procedure covering the conditions under which an extension would be granted and the Bureau could then process any requests for extension by applying these Rules of Procedure.

	Since the new time limits (five plus two years) would apply to systems currently on file, some transitional measures applicable to these systems might be developed for their bringing into use under the new procedures. (See paragraph 20 of the present Report.)

8.	Streamline and simplify the Advance Publication stage

	References: 	Rec. SC/1 and Rec. RRB/3�				§. SC/6.2 and §. RRB/2.2.1

	In connection with the starting point of the regulatory time limits, consideration was also given to the role of the advance publication procedure (API). It was recognized that the advance publication phase is currently a mandatory part of the procedure, defining two important milestones in the procedure. The whole regulatory procedure of Articles 11/13 starts with the date of the API submission (starting of the regulatory   “clock”) and there is an additional constraint of a 6 month delay before the formal coordination information may be submitted. There was agreement to keep the present regulatory role of the advance publication but to simplify its contents in terms of the information published under that procedure. Complete consensus on these points was, nevertheless, not achieved; while several administrations would prefer to keep both the advance publication and the coordination phases of the procedures, some others would favour merging them into one combined procedure. The RRB also favoured the latter approach.

RECOMMENDATION D: The advance publication (API) stage should be retained but simplified and streamlined, and its regulatory status (“starting the clock”) should be preserved. The six month gap between the advance publication phase and the formal coordination phase should be preserved. In addition, the API should be automatically deleted if not followed by coordination information submission within 24 months of the date of receipt of the API information. Further consideration may also be given to the possible merger of the advance publication and coordination phases into one combined procedure.

The information to be submitted and published under the API procedure could be simplified and restricted to the following*) :

•	notifying administration;

•	satellite name;

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

•	frequency ranges to be used;

•	a description of the service area;

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

•	planned date of bringing into use.

9.	Operational Lifetime

	Reference:		Rec. SC/4�				§ SC/6.4

	This issue relates to the period of time for which rights acquired may be retained by an operational satellite network. In this context, it is generally recognized that established networks, with complex, widespread and established ground segment infrastructure, cannot be automatically terminated at the end of the satellite networks' initial design lifetime, particularly since replacement satellites of more advanced design will normally then be deployed.

	The review identified, however, some unrealistically long operational lifetimes. Filings have recently been received for satellite networks with up to 50 years lifetime, while at the same time ITU Resolutions provide for no permanent occupancy of the GSO. Experience is still being acquired with the procedures of Resolution 4 which governs the matter, and no practical remedies, no specific improvement or revisions to that Resolution have been identified within the review process. The question will need further consideration.

RECOMMENDATION E: The issue of the operational lifetime of a recorded assignment for a satellite network needs to be reviewed in the light of the experience gained from the application of Resolution 2 and Resolution 4 (Rev.Orb-88), by a forthcoming competent WRC.

10.	Role of Space Monitoring

	References:	Rec. SC/5, Rec. RRB/13�				§ SC/4.4, § RRB/2.7

	As a means of improving the efficient use of the orbit/spectrum resources, some countries have established space radio monitoring facilities. 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 out monitoring of satellite networks, therefore, this capability should also be used when appropriate. While a potential may exist for monitoring transmitting space stations (down-links), it may not be possible in all cases to prove the operational existence (or the non-existence) of a network by monitoring.

	Some felt that occasional satellite monitoring campaigns might be useful, the results of which could be published by the Bureau. It was, however, recognized that the use of monitoring data in a strictly regulatory sense is of limited value. While provisions already exist in the Radio Regulations for general review by the Bureau of the actual use of recorded assignments, appropriate measures could be envisaged to give the Bureau the means to enforce current regulations. 

	It is also worth mentioning that the use, by the former IFRB secretariat or the Bureau, of monitoring results in any part of the procedures or technical examinations gave rise to controversial discussions in the past. The experience of the IFRB and the Bureau showed that, while monitoring information may be very useful in the solution of specific and practical cases of actual interference, a more general application in the identification of operational satellite networks or in the search for an optimal orbital position for a new satellite would raise difficulties. Any comparative analysis of monitoring data with a view to verifying the entries in the Master Register would probably be challenged by the concerned administrations.

	Taking into account of the above pros and cons, the following recommendation drawn from an RRB recommendation should be carefully considered along with the comments of the Special Committee prior to its application.

RECOMMENDATION F: The ITU, without performing the monitoring itself, should use the international monitoring system for space applications, to identify those records in the database that do not represent the real situation and to improve the data reliability. Administrations should be urged to indicate those stations that can participate in the monitoring system. Discrepancies between the Bureau data-bases and monitored data should be clarified by the Bureau with the assistance of the administration(s) involved. Continuing discrepancies should be reported to competent ITU bodies (RRB, WRC, etc.)

11.	Equitable access

11.1	Planning

	References:	Rec. RRB/1, RRB/2�				§ SC/5, § RRB/2.1

	This subject is a sensitive one as there are differences of opinion on how best to guarantee, in practice, the principle of equitable access to the orbit & spectrum resources. The method adopted to date by the ITU is a priori planning. In such plans, most administrations have guaranteed access to specified orbit positions or orbital arcs for national coverage. This access, however, does not necessarily lead to economical multiservice satellites. For smaller countries especially, it may not be economically viable to consider systems for only national coverage. Often for such countries, regional systems are the most practical way of accessing the spectrum and orbit resources. Forthcoming planning Conferences should take account of new advanced technologies, technically more flexible plans, changes in the markets for various types of satellite services and  facilitated use by groups of nations. On the basis of these considerations, the RRB put forward the following recommendation:

RECOMMENDATION G:  Equitable access should be guaranteed for all, with burden sharing, whenever a real need arises. The use of “a priori” planning should be critically examined in each case, balancing carefully the pros and cons.

11.2	Direct-to-Home (DTH) Use of FSS bands

	References:	Rec. SC/10�				§ SC/8.3

	In connection with the principle of equitable access and its implementation by the ITU through assignment/allotment plans, conflicting views have been expressed on the DTH use of FSS bands for television/sound “broadcasting” purposes. Some advocate that such use should be completely avoided or at least be subjected to the application of RR 2674. Others argue that most of the “broadcasting” by satellite today is done using the FSS bands with the BSS planned bands largely unused. One major reason for this would appear to be that the economical viability of a broadcasting service increases with the size of the service area and the bandwidth available, which is more difficult to achieve through the BSS Plans modification procedures.

	At the time when the BSS and FSS services were first defined as separate services, there were considerable differences in the technical and operational standards for the two services. Since then, however, the technical differences between BSS and FSS services have become very small. For some sub-categories of these two services (e.g. a digital DTH service for computers in the FSS and a digital DTH TV service in the BSS), there is little technical difference between FSS and BSS service requirements and technological realization. The Radio Regulations give a definition of community reception in the BSS but do not contain any definition of DTH; any such definition would have to be considered by a competent conference. The extensive use of DTH in the FSS bands has led some observers to ask, in response to Resolution 18 (Kyoto, 1994) whether the present distinction between the BSS and the FSS is still appropriate.

	Discussions in the Special Committee led to the following conclusion.

RECOMMENDATION H: While from a technical viewpoint, the BSS and FSS are often difficult to be distinguished, administrations generally have different regulatory provisions for these services, therefore the present distinction between the two services should be maintained. In no case should Direct-to-Home (DTH) in the FSS bands be used with the objective of bypassing the regulatory provisions of RR 2674 and Resolution 507.

12.	Efficient Use of Orbit/Spectrum Resources

12.1		Use of advanced technologies

	References:	Rec. SC/9, Rec. RRB/10�				§. SC/4, §. RRB/2.6

	Space technology is changing very quickly and will probably continue to change. The use of advanced technologies in the design, manufacture and implementation of space systems, in both the planned and the non-planned frequency bands, improves the efficient use of the orbit and frequency spectrum and facilitates sharing. It is recognized that, in general, system operators make use of such advanced technologies whenever these technologies result in improvements in the satellite´s  “productivity”. Nevertheless, the existing infrastructure of space networks and the incomplete amortization of earlier investments are elements which may hinder timely implementation of advanced technologies. 

	Recommendations have been developed by the ITU-R Study Groups with the goal of improving the efficient use of the orbit/spectrum resources. Taking account of new technologies, the following recommendation of the Special Committee is suggested for adoption:

RECOMMENDATION I: The following measures should be adopted to improve the efficient use of the orbit/spectrum resources:

use of the latest technologies for space and earth stations;

revision of the sharing criteria between satellite systems taking into account the evolution of the technology to allow the use of the same frequency bands and orbital arcs by a greater number of satellite networks;

regulatory mechanisms to take account, in the Radio Regulations, of the relevant ITU-R recommendations (e.g. by incorporation by reference).

mechanisms to encourage operators to upgrade/improve the technical standards of their terminals and  to operate satellites designed with up-to-date technology.

12.2	New coordination methods/concepts

	References:	Recs. RRB/5, 6, 7, 12�				§. SC/6.5, §. RRB/2.2.2, 2.3, 2.7

	In the context of the Resolution 18 review, several measures were identified to streamline the coordination stage mainly with a view to reducing the number of coordinations required (number of affected administrations) by re-defining the trigger for coordination and by reducing the amount of information to be processed by the Bureau.

	The concept of a coordination arc of ±xº from the proposed GSO orbital position for the FSS in congested bands might be established as the basis for coordination. Under this concept, a proposed new GSO satellite network would need to coordinate only with those networks within the ±xº arc of its proposed position. It was recognized that this approach would provide a greater incentive to have more orbit efficient GSO satellite characteristics. 

	Some studies undertaken to determine the feasibility of this concept indicate that, at the present time, in a digital/analogue environment, a separation angle of the order of 15¡ may be suitable but in a future, all digital environment, an angle of less than 10¡ might suffice. Several administrations are in the process of carrying out similar studies based on concerns that, at least at present, too small a coordination arc may exclude satellites outside the arc that could suffer or cause interference, particularly in an inhomogeneous environment. Studies are also underway to determine any possible self-regulatory effects of the implementation of this concept.

	It was agreed that the concept of coordination arc requires more studies, in particular concerning potential interference caused to or received from networks outside the coordination arc. As requested by Study Group 4, a questionnaire has been issued to Member States and ITU-R Sector Members on the level of protection required for satellite networks (See Administrative Circular CACE/95 of 22 May 1997). When the answers are received in response to this questionnaire, they will be analyzed by the Bureau and the results will be submitted to WRC-97 in an Addendum to the present Document. 

	On the basis of the above considerations, the following general recommendation might be considered: 

RECOMMENDATION J: In addition to the deltaT/T threshold value, new criteria, based on the concept of coordination arc (the value of which should be frequency band/service dependent) should be developed and introduced to determine those administrations with which coordination is to be effected. Such an approach could be based on studies concluded within the ITU-R Sector.

	For a specific GSO network, the above concept would mean that coordination would only be required with other GSO networks within the relevant ±xo arc around the nominal orbital position of the satellite and for which the deltaT/T threshold value is exceeded. Consequently, GSO networks outside this arc would not be taken into account in the coordination process.

	Another method to facilitate coordination i.e. the use of a self-compatibility coordination separation, was also considered. This method would oblige satellite designers to accept homogeneous, standard characteristics and would in fact alleviate coordination difficulties beyond a certain orbital separation angle. This method needs further consideration. 

	To remedy difficulties in the  coordination of complex networks with all the data envisaged for the total life-time and covering long-term operational requirements, the RRB suggested a simpler temporary, but continuous coordination mechanism as follows:

RECOMMENDATION K: To introduce an ongoing coordination procedure during the complete lifetime of the satellite network to meet frequently-changing requirements in the orbit and to provide a real basis for burden-sharing, taking into account real transponder loading and not possible future worse case combination of carrier types.

	Consideration has also been given to the possible revision of the data elements included in Appendix 3 (S4) of the Radio Regulations. The various functions of Appendix 3 (S4) data have been examined as follows:

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 and,

data to be used in calculation by the Bureau in rendering assistance to Administrations.

	Some of the above functions would allow simplification of the data elements to be submitted and others may require retaining the current arrangement or even enlarging the type of information required. As no solution has been retained for new coordination triggers, no specific recommendation on this issue has been established. Further studies need to be undertaken as recommended  by the RRB:

RECOMMENDATION L: The content and format of the ITU database should be reviewed to assure that the necessary information is included.

13.	Role of different players in the satellite-business

	References:	Rec. SC/6�				§. SC/9

	As discussed below, the review of this subject gave rise to a general recommendation as follows.

RECOMMENDATION M:	No major changes are required in the ITU Constitution, Convention or Radio Regulations with respect to revising the roles in the coordination process of administrations, system operators, the Radiocommunication Bureau and the RRB.

13.1	Role of administrations 

	References:	Ref. §. SC/9.1

	ITU Member Administrations should remain formally responsible under the ITU Constitution, Convention and Radio Regulations for compliance with these instruments by entities under their jurisdiction. This also means that all notices and official communications with the Bureau under the Radio Regulations should continue to be exchanged with administrations. No changes have been proposed.

13.2	Enhanced participation of satellite operators in the coordination process

	References:	Rec. SC/6, Rec. RRB/8�				§. SC/9.2, §. RRB/2.4

	There is a widespread recognition that, due to such factors as deregulation, privatization, and the growing complexity of satellite systems, the role of operators in the coordination process has been and is still increasing. There also is a consensus among administrations that, in view of that complexity and the consequential need for regular or almost continuous coordination, the role of system operators should be increased further, consistent with ITU administrations retaining overall responsibility for such activities.

	There is a consensus that the precise extent of authority granted to the system operator, or whether in fact to grant any authority to the system operator, would need to be decided in each case by the administration concerned. Due to increasing privatization and complexity of satellite systems, the direct involvement of satellite operators in the coordination process should be encouraged. The extent of this involvement is for the responsible administration to determine. No changes in the ITU Constitution or Radio Regulations are necessary to accommodate this development.

RECOMMENDATION N: Administrations should further increase the role of the system operator in intersystem coordination, as appropriate, while the notifying administration remains responsible for such coordination.

13.3	Role of the RRB

	References:	§. SC/9.3

	No recommendation has been established in connection with Resolution 18 to review the status of the RRB. Some suggestions were, nevertheless, considered to revise or expand the role of the RRB, as follows:

The RRB should continue in its function of approving Rules of Procedure applicable to the    Bureau's processing of notices.

The RRB might be given a specific additional role in developing Rules of Procedure concerning the conditions under which the Bureau would grant an extension of the time period, beyond the proposed five year time-frame, between the advance publication and the date of bringing into use of the satellite network (see under REC. C).

The RRB might act more frequently as conciliator to help resolve intersystem coordination disputes, though no more specific proposals to this effect were made. Unlike arbitration, conciliation involves the RRB using its "good offices" to assist administrations to resolve disputes.

	(See also under Dispute resolution, paragraph 14 of the present Report.)

13.4	Role of the Radiocommunication Bureau

	References:	§. SC/9.4

	Two particular issues were examined concerning the functions of the Bureau:

the technical examination in cases where coordination has not been successful between administrations.

the assistance to  administrations in evaluating technical issues (identification of affected administrations requiring coordination, assessment of the level of interference, resolution of the difficulties, etc.).

There are diverging views among administrations on whether these functions should be eliminated or retained. While, in general, the Bureau's functions should be kept to the minimum necessary in bilateral coordinations, this may possibly conflict with the other objective which has been gradually reinforced by recent Conferences, to better assist administrations in the practical resolution of intersystem coordination disagreements. No specific recommendation was formulated on this issue.

13.5	Role of the Intergovernmental Organization Operating Satellite Systems (IOOSSs)

	References:	§. SC/9.5

	There was general agreement that the various procedures being proposed should apply equally to the IOOSSs (both global and regional organizations), such as, the proposed "due diligence" procedures. These organizations interface with the ITU for intersystem coordination purposes through a notifying administration, which would continue to be the interface for these new procedures. In this respect, it was noted that such IOOSSs are not subject to national regulatory authority in the same way as other satellite network operators, and that the notifying administration serves only as a conduit between the IOOSS and the ITU. It was felt, however, that this situation should not prevent the application of any new proposed procedures to IOOSSs.

14.	Dispute resolution

	References:	Rec. RRB/16�				§. SC/8.4, §. RRB/4

	The prevailing opinion of the participants in the review was that, taking into account that the “Optional Protocol on the Compulsory Settlement of Disputes relating to the Constitution and the Convention of the International Telecommunication Union and to the Administrative Regulations” attached to the ITU Convention is a mechanism which may be used for dispute settlement among signatories of the Protocol, other formal and binding dispute settlement procedures are not required. It should also be noted that the ITU´s regulatory procedures are based on the long-standing practice of cooperation and the practical resolution of problems that may arise between administrations. However, other views have also been expressed that arbitration is a practice that exists in many other international and inter-governmental institutions,  and that its potential applicability should be considered. The issue of dispute settlement may concern two different types of procedures: conciliation and arbitration.

	While, in the Special Committee, opinions were expressed that the RRB may play a role as a conciliator or mediator, no specific recommendation was established. The Radio Regulations Board concluded, however, that it would be appropriate to enhance the role of the ITU in this domain and that an appropriate organ of the ITU should be made formally responsible for settling any disputes arising from unsuccessful coordination  of satellite networks. The recommendation of the RRB is as follows:

RECOMMENDATION O:	To empower the ITU to settle disputes arising from unsuccessful satellite coordination exercises and to introduce in the Constitution, Convention and the Radio Regulations appropriate provisions to be observed.

15.	Other Issues

	The following other issues were also identified in comments by participants in the review, but, for the reasons outlined in each section, no specific recommendation was formulated for any action by WRC-97.

15.1	Uncoordinated use of orbit/spectrum resources

	References:	§. SC/8.1

	The use of orbit/spectrum resources by satellite networks that have not complied with the coordination procedures required by the Radio Regulations was raised with reference to the following cases:

satellite networks brought into use without starting coordination;

satellite networks brought into use without completing coordination;

uncoordinated use of orbit/spectrum resources in urgent but temporary situations.

	It was found that the above problems are covered by current provisions of the Radio Regulations and that it would appear to be premature to consider any proposals for further action. It was also felt that some of the aspects of the above problems may be solved through practical operational measures between the administrations concerned.

15.2	Transfer of orbit/spectrum resources from one administration to another

	References:	§. SC/8.2

	The Special Committee suggested that WRC-97 should consider whether or not there is any need to restrict transfers of rights and obligations resulting from the transfer of a satellite filing from the jurisdiction of one administration to another administration.

	While several participants in the Special Committee have commented on a particular aspect of transferring rights and obligations related to orbit and spectrum resources with an aim of selling/leasing/or otherwise making those resources or associated rights available to the "highest bidder", none have provided a careful definition of the precise scope of the problem that would address any abuses without restricting commercial flexibility. Nor have any specific proposals been made for a solution. For this reason, no recommendations were made by the Special Committee.

IV.	SCOPE OF THE RESOLUTION 18 REVIEW

16.	Concerned services, frequency bands

	References:	§. SC/10.1

	This section addresses the issue of the specific bands, orbits and services to which the various proposals described above may apply. Resolution 18 itself refers to satellite networks in general, although it would seem that the original impetus in 1994 behind Resolution 18 was the congestion in the GSO FSS bands. Two principally different views have been expressed on this issue:

That any new measures should apply only to certain specified FSS bands in the GSO where coordination and congestion problems now arise or are likely to arise in the near future because of the large number of advance publications and coordination documents submitted to the Bureau. Such bands have been identified by the Special Committee as follows: 

3 400 - 4 800 MHz, �5 850 - 7 075 MHz, �10.7 - 11.7 GHz, �11.7 - 12.2 GHz in Region 2; 12.2 - 12.75 GHz in Region 3; 12.5 - 12.75 GHz in Region 1, �13.75 - 14.0 GHz, 14.0 - 14.8 GHz, �17.7 - 20.2 GHz,�27.5 - 30.0 GHz.

That such measures should apply to all of the BSS, FSS and MSS bands in both the GSO and NGSO, on the grounds that there is or will be congestion in all of  those bands. Application to the planned bands would be limited to modifications to the plans involving new orbital positions and/or frequencies, and to other (non-planned) services in relation to the planned services.

Because of the diverging opinions expressed by participants in the review, no specific recommendation has been made on the scope of application of each of the recommendations. The Report of the Special Committee, however, contains (see paragraph SC/10.1) a specific list of the SC Recommendations with an indication of their applicability to the frequency bands, the type of systems (GSO - NGSO) or the services. While such a list is not established for the Recommendations of the present document, it is clear that not all the recommendations can equally apply to all frequency bands and services for each specific recommendation. For example, such specific methods as the ±x o coordination arc trigger can only be introduced for GSO Systems in specific frequency bands for specific services. The Conference may wish to consider this aspect and decide upon it.

V.	IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS

17.	Constitutional issues

	References:	§. SC/10.2.1

	The Special Committee concluded that nearly all of the proposed changes outlined above do not require any changes to the ITU Constitution or Convention. The exception may be some of the proposals related to aspects of the financial “due diligence” approach, which may raise issues which can or should only be addressed by a Plenipotentiary Conference. On this point, the opinions were divided. (see section 5.2 of the present Report). It should be noted that at least one aspect of the financial approaches, namely the cost recovery fee for the processing of filings, is within the authority of the Council to incorporate the necessary provisions in the Financial Regulations and the Council has already taken a decision in its 1997 Session in this regard.

18.	Consequential changes to the Radio Regulations

	References:	Rec. SC/8�				§. SC/10.2.2, 10.2.3

	Many of the specific proposals described above would require either amendments to the Radio Regulations or adoption of a Resolution by WRC-97 (or both) in order to make their application mandatory. A draft Resolution in Attachment 1 of the Report of  the Special Committee (Annex 3) contains such a proposal  which may be used as a basis for discussion. Most of the participants were of the view that there is a real need for urgent implementation of the proposed measures which would not require changes in the ITU Constitution/Convention.

RECOMMENDATION P: Necessary action on the recommendations contained in this report should be taken by WRC-97 with the aim of improving the regulatory procedures as rapidly as possible, taking into account any required transitional arrangements (See paragraph 20 below). It is essential that the recommended changes be effective as soon as possible, that is, as from the date of their adoption by WRC-97.

19.	Implementation schedule

	Recommendations A (administrative “due diligence”), C (regulatory life-time), D (simplified advance publication), P (implementation), Q (transitional issues/date of entry into force) and  to a certain extent F (monitoring) mentioned in Section III, may be implemented either with immediate effect (through a Resolution) or with a specific date of entry into force to be decided by the Conference taking into account any transitional arrangements that may be required (see paragraph 20 below).  As far as the processing cost recovery fee is concerned, the ITU Council has decided to take specific measures at its 1998 session for implementation of this measure. The two other aspects of the financial “due diligence” approach (i.e. the registration fee and deposit system covered in Recommendation B) are proposed by most parties in the review for consideration when sufficient experience is gained on the effects of the other Recommendations and in particular Recommendation A (i.e., at the earliest in 1999).  Other Recommendations are either of a general nature not needing any specific implementation date (Recommendations G, H, M, N) or require further studies by the Member States and ITU-R Sector Members (Recommendations E, I, J, K, L, O and partially F). Their possible further implementation depends on the results of these studies.

	The implementation of the Recommendations which may come into force immediately after the Conference would have a practical, immediate  impact on the Bureau’s activities. Depending on the effective dates of the new procedures, the handling of the large volume of correspondence and capture of information relating to the administrative “due diligence” procedure (Recommendation A) and space monitoring (Recommendation F) would initially require the setting up of a dedicated group to process data and monitor follow up actions concerning the realization and operation of satellite networks. After an initial start up period, the work would be integrated into the ongoing processing of findings by the Bureau. In other words, these Recommendations as well as Recommendations C and D would require a one time investment to implement the changes in the procedures. The simplification of the Advance Publication phase would, in the medium term, enable the Bureau to re-deploy some staff to other work areas such as those handling coordination and plan modification submissions which currently have significant backlogs. The further development of ideas forwarded in the other Recommendations (Recommendations E, I, J, K, L, O and at least partially F) may require studies in different ITU-R Study Groups. 

20.	Transitional issues / date of entry into force

	References:	§. SC/10.3

	The application of any new due diligence procedures of an administrative nature that might be adopted by WRC-97 or subsequent Conferences to satellite filings that were already coordinated or under coordination will need further consideration. The Special Committee recommended that: 

RECOMMENDATION Q: in order to ensure efficient implementation of Resolution 18 and in view of the large number of possible “paper satellites” already in the coordination or notification process, these networks should also be subject to “due diligence” procedures. The same principle should apply to those networks being processed that may be affected by the reduced regulatory time limits (5 + 2 years, see REC. C). In the light of the above, the selection of the appropriate date for entry into force of the proposed new approaches would need to be carefully considered in order to avoid adverse effects on networks already in the different phases of the procedures.

	A possible model of dealing with this problem is contained in the draft Resolution attached to the report of the Special Committee (Annex 3).

21.	Short term measures (having been or being implemented by the Bureau)

	References:	Rec. RRB/14�				§. RRB/2.7

	As a consequence of the growing submission rate (see paragraph 1 of Section II above), there has been a dramatic increase in the Bureau’s workload associated with space services. Consequently unacceptable processing and publication delays have occurred. Current AR11/C Special Sections (satellite network coordination requests) are published only approximately 18 months after receipt. Special Sections containing advance information on satellite networks (AR11/A) are currently published 7 or 8 months after receipt. The Bureau has introduced in the “Space Network List” publication two new sections summarizing the received but not yet published data for advance publications and coordination requests. The size and complexity of the individual filings, their large number plus the Bureau’s obligation to conduct regulatory and technical examinations, results in a huge paper flow, with more than 50% of the filings requiring correspondence between the administration and the Bureau before they can be considered complete. This great volume of correspondence is also due to the fact that the quality of such submissions is deteriorating.

	The Bureau, within its limited resources, has taken measures to remedy the situation. The productivity in the field of processing notices (coordination and notification procedures, data capture, and regulatory and technical examinations) and the rate of publications have considerably increased. These efforts were, however, counterbalanced by the unprecedented input flow of advance publication and coordination submissions (Article 11 and Resolution 46) as well as Plan modifications proposed for Article 4 of Appendices 30/30A. Although supported by some staff reinforcement, the BSS planning exercises of Resolution 531 has been particularly time and resource consuming due to the volume and complexity of the work.

	As an important part of the treatment of notices concerns preparation, data capture and validation of the notice forms received, increased efficiency could be expected from the introduction of a system of electronic notification, especially with substantial automated validation being effected locally by the Administration prior to submission of the notice. The Bureau has developed and made available to Administrations a new, PC based electronic notification system. The use of this system by Administrations for local data capture and inquiry may facilitate not only the preparation of the electronic notices to the Bureau but also the easy exchange of information between administrations. This measure has been associated with the development of new notice forms (revised Appendix S4) which reflect changes resulting from conference decisions, data base rationalization and experience gained in their use. (See Circular letter CR/65 of 22 November 1996.) It should be noted, however, that due to the backlogs and the time before most administrations begin using this electronic filing capacity, the benefit will not be seen for some period of time. 

	The Bureau will continue to improve the processing of existing information. Direct  “read only” access to the MIFR and to satellite networks in the Bureau’s transaction files is now possible and will hopefully prove to be useful to administrations in the process of selecting an orbital slot for their future space systems. More substantial parallel efforts are required, however, to streamline the procedures themselves in order to eliminate the need to process unnecessary data and unnecessary filings through effective measures adopted by WRC�97 as a result of the Resolution 18 review.
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*)	References to the different Recommendations (Rec.) or paragraphs (§) of the reports by the Special Committee (Annex 3) and the Radio Regulations Board (Annex 4) are designated by the acronyms SC/.. or RRB/.. , respectively.

*) 	This simplification may not apply to those non-geostationary satellite networks which are not subject to the Resolution 46 procedures (not subject to space-to-space coordination), as the API is the only publication of information prior to the notification stage.
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