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Item 3.2





	The principal objective of Resolution 18 is to eliminate the paper satellites. Although some FSS bands have shown more critical congestion scenario, we strongly believe that the actions against paper satellites  should also be addressed to NGSO systems, in order to prevent future problems.


	


	The Brazilian administration is of the opinion that the due diligence procedures would be applicable to the FSS, MSS and BSS services used for commercial  purposes in all frequency bands, with the exception of the planned bands.





Item 5.2





	The BR should always identify affected administrations in accordance with the S9.36





Item 6.2.1





	We support the proposed simplification to Appendix 4 and that the simplified Appendix 4 could also be applied to the non-GSO satellite networks not subject to Resolution 46, once the information related to Appendix 3 will have to be submitted to BR by occasion of the notification for register.





	We propose a two-month period between the API stage and the start of the coordination process.





	The clock should be maintained in the API stage.





REASONS:





	In order to keep the main purpose of  the API which is  giving previous information about a GSO (or NGSO)  satellite system, it is very important to maintain a relationship to the coordination stage. Once we agree to adopt the proposed simplification to the API, we consider that a period of  two months after its submission will be reasonable to start the coordination process.


	


	We also propose to keep the clock in the API stage with a two-month period  of relationship to coordination stage as we believe that in doing so, we could discourage  the “paper satellites”, once the time available to implement such a system will  become scarce if there is a great delay to submit the coordination related information (Appendix 3). Of course, we are considering that the time to conclude a network will be 5 years and the extension will be accepted only under the special conditions established in item 3.3.2.2 of the SC-4 Report.





Item 6.2.2





	We consider that it is not a good idea to create another database while there is an official database that is not accurate. We also consider that this will increase the workload on BR. The following questions should also be answered:





Who will be responsible for the entries and for updating this database?


What is the intended use for this database since it has no regulatory status?





We are of the view that it is better  try to update the MIFR, and so the BR could ask administrations to confirm the most recent data of all their networks including not only those in operation but also those already recorded in the MIFR.








 Item 6.2.3





	We are of the opinion that any proposed changes to appendix 29 should be based on additional studies to be developed.





Item 6.3





	A coordination arc of +/- [x] degrees acts  as a filter in defining which satellites are necessary to coordinate with.  It is an interesting idea, however detailed studies are necessary to find the ideal  arc of +/- [x] degrees.





	We also agree with the suggested approach in the last paragraph of section 6.3.


	


Item 6.4





	We understand that the second issue is already covered by item 1.3 of Resolution 4.





Item 6.5





	We support the proposed simplification to Appendix 4 and that the simplified Appendix 4 could also be applied to the non-GSO satellite networks not subject to Resolution 46, once the information related to Appendix 3 will have to be submitted to BR by occasion of the notification for register.
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