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1.	Introduction


	In this document we are providing comments on those documents that have been submitted jointly to SC4 and SC5. Comments on the documents that have been submitted separately to SC4 and SC5 are included in separate Luxembourg documents for each of those groups. This document has been prepared and agreed within CEPT.








2.	USA- Doc SC4-6/SC5-8 - Improved GSO Approach


2.1	Para 3.0 A- 


We agree with simplified App 4 as it agrees with our own proposals. As we understand the USA paper, the new App. 3A would be the coordination request and start the clock and establish priorities, and data included would be somewhere between the data of the present App.4 and App. 3. With respect to the  ± 10 degree coordination arc, see comments under (3.0B) below. The proposal to limit this approach to “commercial bands” does not seem appropriate. 





2.2	Para. 3.0 B- 


The ±10 degree concept is simple, but perhaps too simple, as there are cases where real coordination is required with satellites more than 10 degrees away (some networks have  experienced the need for coordination with satellites up to  25 degrees). As we understand the USA proposal, there would be mandatory coordination with all satellites within 10 degrees and  those satellites more than 10 degrees would have no right to be brought into the process and all interference from them must be accepted. 


If the intent is to reduce the number of coordinations, and this may not be achieved, perhaps the existing system could be retained and the delta T/T increased to 10-12 %.





If the intent is to reduce the workload of BR this is not likely to be achieved in practice.





Another alternative would be for these specified bands to use the self identification approach, with no identification by BR, (i.e. only those administrations that respond to BR within the 4 month period from the date of the publication of the coordination request would be included in the process- similar to the Res. 46 and Art. 14 process). 


Another possibility is a combination of the above ideas, in that the ( 10 (  be used by BR to identify the initial coordination requirements, but any administration that can show to BR within the 4 month period for comments, and it is confirmed by BR, that they have a network for which the  delta T/T is more than  [6]% will also be included in the coordination process. In the other direction, there should be a possibility for networks less than 10 degrees from the new network and with a delta T/T of <[6]% being excluded from the coordination process.


One perceived advantage of the US proposal is that it  would lead to the design of networks with the built in capability of sustaining interference, hence to use the spectrum more efficiently However, the technical means to ensure that this criteria (i.e. being able to accept interference from any network located more than 10 degrees away and not creating excess interference  into such networks) is satisfied needs to be explored. Also the transition to such a regime and its long term implications, in terms of network parameters, needs examination.











2.3	Para 3.0 C- 


The concept is attractive, but there may be problems in BR just updating the data. The data concepts are different in that App. 4 does not have individual frequencies, where as, App. 3 includes individual frequencies. The US proposal is not clear as to whether the new App. 3A contains individual frequencies. If this is not so and the approach would be accepted, then the approach of S9 would have to be changed as the requirement under S9 is to coordinate each frequency (see S9.6). If the new App. 3A is also based on individual frequencies, then most of the concerns are removed, but what are then the differences with the existing App.3? One issue that still remains is when BR receives an information copy of the updated data, it is assumed that BR makes no analysis of this data, however, it is possible that this updated data could result in the need for coordination to be undertaken with other administrations, so this point must be made clear.


The proposal seems to lack the transparency of the present approach, in which all coordination data is submitted to the ITU and published.





2.3	Para 3.0 D- 


Agree that this could be used with due diligence, but we do not believe that that the USA procedural approach to due diligence will be effective.





3.0	USA Doc. SC4-8/SC5-Due Diligence





3.1	Para 1.6 Applicability to Bands/Services


	The preference as contained in the UK/LUX document is that the deposit/fee approach to due diligence should be applicable to all FSS (non planned), MSS and BSS (non planned). In addition, it should also apply to sub-regional systems and additional uses under App. 30 B as well as new frequencies/positions under App. 30/30A. In frequency bqands where  other space services share the bands with the FSS, MSS or BSS services, then the fees should equally be applicable to those services. If the procedural approach is adopted, we see no reason why it should not apply to all of the above cases and it could also be argued that it should apply to all spaces services in all bands.





3.2	Para. 2..1 and 2.22


This proposed information is commercially sensitive and is likely not verifiable. Therefore the concept as proposed  could not be effectively implemented.








3.3	Para. 2.3.2- 


If BR still publishes even though data is missing, then why would administrations submit the data if there is no penalty for not submitting it? Under this approach  (which is named as self policing), it seems to leave it to one administration to determine the sufficiency or adequacy of the information supplied by another administration, and therefore, if it is necessary to coordinate with it. In the last para of 2.3.2.1.3,  it is proposed that coordination is not required with some networks earlier in the queue, if the data has not been submitted, but is does seem to mean that there will be problems with the off-the-shelf procurements that the USA mentioned earlier in the document.


The timing of the technical data and the certification data does not seem to be logically consistent.


This self policing approach is unacceptable since it would make the whole coordination process an arbitrary one and lead to chaos.




















4.0	Japan-Doc SC4-9/SC5-11 - Discussion Paper





4.1	para. 2- 


We do not think that the 2 step approach is appropriate as it will take too long to determine the effectiveness of the procedural approach and then  to have another WRC come back to the financial approach. As has been suggested, there are elements of the procedural approach that could be used to complement the financial approach, and, these elements could be adopted by WRC-97 and implemented  by 1998 by way of a WRC-97 Resolution.





4.2	para. 2.2(1) - 


We agree with shortening the period to 4-5 years, and possible extensions, however, it would be more appropriate for the RRB not the Director of the BR to judge the acceptability of such requests.





4.3	para 2.1(2)- 


Re the use of UN register, as it (like the MIFR) is  based on data submitted by States, is it more reliable than the ITU MIFR? In addition, it may be very difficult to match the 2 registers, as the names and ID's are not the same.





4.4	para. 2.1(3) Monitoring


We agree with the general thrust of these proposals, however, we do not believe that monitoring can prove the non-existence of a network. 





5.0	Doc SC4-13/SC5-13- Meyerhof  para 5(3)


We disagree with the shortening of the period of validity to 10-15 years, and then removal from the MIFR. Considering the  cost of the Satellite network including the supporting and programming infrastructure, a period of 10-15 years is way too short. What would happen to all the commercial traffic providers, broadcasters. etc. at the end of the period when they have to stop the business. As indicated in the LUX contribution (para 4. Of Doc. SC4-10) this  concept is not practicable.
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