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	Summary:

	
This document provides a completed version of the draft Brief for Agenda Item 7.  The version of the Brief approved at PTA (contained in Document 041 Annex 22) was used as a basis and it has been supplemented by additional information in order to update the existing entries and complete the entries for the new issues.


	Proposal:

	
CPG is invited to consider this version of the draft Brief for Agenda Item 7.


	Background:

	
CPG PTA held its last meeting in Copenhagen (ECO) on 5-7 October 2011.
The draft Brief was partially revised by inserting Preliminary CEPT position which were agreed in PTA.  That version, approved in PTA Plenary, is contained in Document 041 Annex 22. Subsequent to the PTA meeting, the entries in the Brief have been completed by the addition of background and supporting information.
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Draft CEPT Brief on agenda item 7

7	to consider possible changes in response to Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) of the Plenipotentiary Conference: “Advance publication, coordination, notification and recording procedures for frequency assignments pertaining to satellite networks”, in accordance with Resolution 86 (Rev. WRC-07)

Introduction 
Resolution 86 (Rev. WRC-07) “Implementation of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) of the Plenipotentiary Conference”  

resolves to invite future WRCs
1	to consider any proposals which deal with deficiencies and improvements in the advance publication, coordination, notification and recording procedures of the Radio Regulations for frequency assignments pertaining to space services which have either been identified by the Board and included in the Rules of Procedure or which have been identified by administrations or by the Radiocommunication Bureau, as appropriate;
2	to ensure that these procedures and the related appendices of the Radio Regulations reflect the latest technologies, as far as possible,

and invites administrations
to consider, in preparing for PP-10, appropriate action with regard to Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002).

In response to Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002), WRC-03 adopted Resolution 86, which resolved that the scope and criteria of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) of the Plenipotentiary Conference to be considered by future WRCs were as follows:
1	to consider any proposals which deal with deficiencies in the advance publication, coordination and notification procedures of the Radio Regulations for space services which have either been identified by the Board and included in the Rules of Procedure or which have been identified by administrations or by the Radiocommunication Bureau, as appropriate;
2	to consider any proposals which are intended to transform the content of the Rules of Procedure into a regulatory text;
3	to ensure that these procedures, characteristics and appendices reflect the latest technologies, as far as possible;
4	to consider any proposals intended to facilitate, in accordance with Article 44 of the Constitution, the rational, efficient and economical use of radio frequencies and the associated orbits including the geostationary orbit in accordance with resolves 2 of Resolution 80 (Rev.WRC‑2000) and resolves to request the 2003 and subsequent world radiocommunication conferences of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) of the Plenipotentiary Conference;
5	to consider any changes to provisions of the Radio Regulations for space services that would result in the simplification of the procedures and the work of the Bureau and/or administrations;
6	to consider any changes to the Radio Regulations that follow from decisions of a Plenipotentiary Conference on space matters.
[NOTE – when it is proposed to consider the incorporation of Rules of Procedures in the Radio Regulations, there is a need to consider the consequential deletion of the corresponding Rules of Procedures]
WRC-07 considered proposals under the above scope and criteria and also modified Resolution 86 (WRC-03) itself so as to create a standing agenda item for future WRCs.  

During the meetings of the Working Party of the Special Committee in November 2008 and December 2009, the following 13 issues were raised under this agenda item.

1	Harmonization of footnotes refer to RR No. 9.11A
2	Harmonization of the text of footnotes of RR Article 5
3	Footnote RR No. 5.510
4	Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-07)
5	Steerable beams and antenna gain contour covering area beyond submitted service area (RR Appendix 4, Annex 2)
6	Addition of an indicator about occurrence of transmissions of a non-geostationary satellite network in RR Appendix 4, Annex 2
7	Review of the bands listed in Table 5-1 of RR Appendix 5 for RR Nos. 9.11 and 9.19
8	Application of RR Nos. 11.41 and 11.42 (Provisional/definitive recording of frequency assignments)
9	Advanced Publication Information (API) of a satellite network or system not subject to coordination procedure under Section II of RR Article 9
10	Examination of frequency assignments to an inter-satellite link of a Geostationary space station communicating with a non-Geostationary space station
11	List of satellite networks with which coordination needs to be effected (application of RR No. 9.36)
12	Considerations about RR Nos. 9.51 and 9.52 as applied to coordination under RR No. 9.7
13	Application of RR No. 23.13

Three other issues have been included in the draft CPM Report:

New RR Appendix 4 data item for non-geostationary satellite systems in bands other than those where epfd limits are specified in RR Article 22

Averaging bandwidth in Annex 2 of Appendix 4

Application of the coordination arc trigger and of RR No. 9.41 in the GSO/GSO FSS coordination under RR No. 9.7 in the frequency bands 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz

This Brief addresses all these issues together with 3 other issues identified within CEPT, these being
Suspension provisions in AP30 and 30A
Review of coordination criteria
Bringing into use of satellite networks.

Issues 6 and 9 above are inter-related and so are considered in a single element of the Brief
Under this Agenda Item, Chapter 5 of the CPM Report contains the following issues:

Group 1 Issues related to Appendix 4 parameters

1A New data item for non geostationary satellite systems in bands other than those where epfd limits are specified in Article 22
1B New data item about the occurrence of transmissions of a non-geostationary satellite network
1C Footnote 2 to Tables A, B, C and D of Annex 2 of Appendix 4 (averaging bandwidth)
1D Steerable beams and antenna gain contour covering area beyond submitted service area
1E New data item for antenna dimension aligned with the geostationary arc 

Group 2 Issues related to publication and coordination process/trigger

2A Application of coordination arc trigger and No. 9.41 in the GSO-GSO FSS coordination under No. 9.7 in the frequency bands 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz 
2B Comments under Nos. 9.51 and 9.52 as applied to coordination under No. 9.7
2C List of satellite networks with which coordination under No. 9.7 needs to be effected (application of No. 9.36)
2D Review of the bands listed in Table 5-1 of Appendix 5 for Nos 9.11 and 9.19
2E Modification to API of a satellite network or system not subject to coordination procedure under Section II of Article 9

Group 3 Issues related to notification and recording

3A Application of Nos. 11.41 and 11.42 in respect of satellite networks (provisional/definitive recording)
3B Status of assignments initially recorded under No. 11.41 in cases where the required coordination is completed after the assignments are recorded in the MIFR

Group 4 Issues related to bringing into use, suspension and due diligence

4A Suspension period for R1&3 List assignments of Appendix 30 and 30A
4B Clarification of bringing into use of assignments to satellite networks
4C Clarification of the application of 11.49
4D Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-07)
4E Limited and qualified extension of regulatory time-limit for bringing into use assignments in accordance with Appendix 30B due to launch failures
4F Limited and qualified extension of regulatory time-limit for bringing into use satellite frequency assignments due to launch delays beyond the control of the notifying administration

Group 5 Issues requiring no action by WRC-12

5A Application of No. 5.510
5B Harmonising the text of footnotes to Article 5 referring to No. 9.11A
5C Harmonisation of the text of future proposed footnotes to Article 5

Group 6 Other issues

6A Interim procedures for notification and recording of complementary ground components of integrated MSS systems in the 1525-1559 MHz and 1626.5-1660.5 MHz bands
6B FSS/BSS interregional sharing in Appendix 30 (the limits in Annex 7 of AP30/30A)
6C Application of Nos. 23.13, 23.13A, 23.13B and 23.13C of Article 23

The ECP for this agenda item is Addendum 28 to Document 5.  It has a different structure as follows:

Subpart A – bringing into use, suspension and due diligence

Issues 4B, 4D, 4C, 4A and 4E

Subpart B – issues related to geostationary satellite networks

Issues 2A, 2B, 2C, 1D, 3A and 3B

Subpart C – issues related to non-geostationary satellite systems

Issues 1A, 1B and 2E

Subpart D – miscellaneous issues

Issues 2D, 1C,  1E and the following issues not contained in the CPM Report:
- modification of No. 9.1 to prevent  sending notification of satellite networks subject to Section II of Article 9 at the same time as the request for coordination
- modification of No. 9.1 to suppress the 6 month period between date of receipt of API and date of receipt of coordination request in Article 9
- provisions for temporary agreements in Appendix 30, 30A and 30B 
- use of electronic means for administrative correspondence related to advance publication, coordination and notification of satellite networks, earth station and radio astronomy stations 

No proposals have been prepared under this agenda item for CPM Issue 4F and Groups 5 and 6

This Brief considers the issues in the following order:

· Issues contained in the ECP according to the ECP order

· Issues in the ECP but not in the CPM Report 

· Issues in the CPM Report but not in the ECP 
 
APT Preliminary Views on General Issues
1. The consideration of possible changes to improve advance publication, coordination, notification and recording procedures for frequency assignments pertaining to satellite networks shall not be used this as a mechanism to modifypropose changes to allocations in Article 5 of the Radio Regulations;
2. The significant revision and/or restructuring of Articles 9, and 11, other relevant provisions and related Resolutions of the RR, which could result in unexpected impact on or anand unexpected inconsistencyies with other provisions of the RR, would not be appropriate.

ECP Subpart A – Bringing into use, suspension and due diligence

184B. Bringing into use of satellite networks

Issue

Assignments relating to satellite networks are recorded definitively in the ITU Master Register after specific milestones have been completed including, in particular, bringing the assignments of the satellite network into use. There is no definition in the Radio Regulations as to what constitutes bringing into use and this has led to a situation where some administrations have declared assignments brought into use after very short periods of operation of a satellite network, or in the extreme, even without a satellite being operated at the relevant orbital location.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT proposes making changesIntroduce a new Resolution to the Radio Regulations in order to ensure that an assignments of a satellite network in FSS, BSS or MSS in certain frequency bands can only be considered to have been brought into use when a space station which is capable of operating in accordance with the satellite network characteristics has been in operation at the relevant orbital location for at least a minimum period30 days.

See Subpart A of the ECP

Background 

There is a lack of definition as to what constitutes bringing into use with regard to the minimum period of time for which an assignment must be operated in order for it to be considered as having been brought into use. This situation may result in declarations of bringing into use being made under the following scenarios:

a. Operation of a satellite at the nominal orbital location but with characteristics different to those notified; 
b. Operation at the nominal orbital location for periods of days or even hours before relocation to another orbital location;
c. Transitory operation at the nominal location while the satellite is drifting from one orbital location to another;
d. Using a single satellite to bring into use multiple assignments at different orbital locations in quick succession, noting that the BR has indicated that at end-October 2009. the MIFR included around 450 single GSO positions whereas most real time tracking databases with public information indicated around 380 GSO networks in operation

The application of different requirements by different administrations could give rise to claims of unfair treatment between competing satellite operators and potentially leads to unjustified reservation of spectrum/orbit resource.

This issue has been raised in several fora including, in particular, the ITU workshop on efficient use of the spectrum/orbit resource, Singapore, June 2010. There now appears to be an acceptance by a number of administrations as well as major satellite operators that there needs to be a consistent interpretation of the Radio Regulations such that all networks are subject to the same requirements rather than different interpretations by different administrations. Within the BR and the RRB, there is a view currently that a period of the order of not less than 3-4 months chould be considered as a sufficient period.  On the other hand, some administrations consider that there should be no period defined and that the notifying administration is responsible for taking the decision as to whether an assignment has been brought into use.  For these reasons, Tthe duration of a minimum period of operation would needs careful consideration, however a period of 30 days is considered to be a reasonable and workable compromise.


List of relevant documents

Document CPGPTA(2010)060
Document ITU-BR Circular Letter CR/301
Presentations given at ITU-R Workshops on efficient use of the spectrum/orbit resource
WRC-12 Doc 11
WRC-12 Doc 4 Add 7

Actions to be taken

Submit contribution to the Special Committee Nov 10

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) no PACP

CITEL (date of proposal)
USA proposes a Resolution to maintain the publication of the BR website of information relating to bringing into use of satellite networks and link the information to the Resolution 49 data:

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) support the introduction of a new provision to the Radio Regulations stating explicitly that a frequency assignment to a GSO satellite network will be considered as having been brought into use, or as having been brought back into use, if a GSO space station with the capability of transmitting or receiving, as applicable, this frequency assignment has been deployed at the associated orbital location

International organisations

[ITU-R (date of proposal)] The Director’s Report (WRC Document 4 Add 7) and the RRB Report to WRC (WRC Doc 11) contain the experiences of the BR and the current thinking of the RRB on this issue

 [NATO (date of proposal5 Oct 2011)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports a new Resolution to connect administrations with the BR’s website.
Military Importance:  Low


4A and 4C Suspension mechanism

Issue

A lack of clarity on the application of the 24-month suspension period in No. 11.49 has led to many assignments not being in operation for periods in excess of the intended 24-month period.  therefore proposes to clarify the moment at which an assignment should be declared suspended. Consequential to these clarifications is the introduction of an additional provision in Article 22 to deal with the flexibility in physically positioning the satellites. 

There is currently no formal suspension period within Appendices 30 and 30A for frequency assignments included in the List whereas there are formal suspension periods defined for unplanned frequency bands (No. 11.49) and for the fixed-satellite service (FSS) allotment Plan contained in Appendix 30B (§  of Appendix 30B).  therefore proposes to introduce in Appendices 30 and 30A a formal suspension mechanism for assignments included in the Regions 1 and 3 List and feeder-link List. This mechanism is substantially similar to the proposal made by  regarding the revision of No.  

Preliminary CEPT position

Europe proposes: 
· to clarify the conditions of application of No. 11.49. 
· to add some regulatory provisions to ensure that suspension is not required in the case of a space station operating slightly away from the nominal orbital location because of physical and operational co-positioning constraints 
· to align the text of the suspension mechanism in Appendices 30 and 30A with the proposed revision to No. 11.49

Should discussions during WRC-12 lead to consideration of a possible alignment of § 8.17 of Appendix 30B with the proposed new text for suspension, CEPT will support such an alignment

Background 

Currently, there are formal suspension periods defined for unplanned frequency bands (No. 11.49) and for the fixed-satellite service (FSS) allotment Plan contained in Appendix 30B (§ 8.17 of Appendix 30B)  This allows administrations to suspend the use of frequency assignments in a prescribed manner on a temporary basis. 

It is important however to clarify the application of No.  in the following ways: by clarifying the moment at which the Bureau should be informed that an assignment should be declared suspended, by removing the ambiguity between the 18 months and the 2 years and by explicitly specifying what actions shall be undertaken by the Bureau in case of lack of resumption of use.

Since Issues 4A-D are very closely linked, it should be pointed out that if bringing into use were to be defined in terms of a minimum period of operation, and if the situation arose where operation was discontinued after operation for at least the minimum period had occurred, the assignment would be suspended or cancelled according to the relevant provisions.  There is thus a clear linkage between the proposal to introduce a minimum period of operation under Issue 4B and the provision to suspend an assignment where usage has ceased once this minimum period of operation has occurred under this Issue.

There are a variety of reasons why an administration may need to suspend an assignment for a period of time, including an in orbit failure or other issues such as the need to provide in-orbit back-up to another satellite because of technical issues on that satellite or to meet customer demand. In case of in-orbit failure the services offered at an orbital position are dramatically affected. In order to restore those services, satellites operators have different options, most of which require an interruption of the transmissions during a certain period of time. Sometimes the operator may be able to relocate a satellite from its existing fleet. However, often it means that the operator has to either use a spare available on the ground, purchase or lease a satellite already in orbit, or in worst case procure and launch a new satellite. In all cases, this means that there would not be any operations of the frequency assignments of the orbital location in question during a period of time ranging from a few months to a few years. It is therefore important for the notifying administration of the satellite operator to be able to suspend the use of a frequency assignment to a satellite network for a period and still continuing to enjoy the protection acquired by virtue of the coordination agreements already obtained. Lack of a suspension period under Appendices 30 and 30A leads to uncertainty for administrations who must temporarily suspend use of an assignment due to an in-orbit failure in the Regions 1 and 3 List or a modification to the Region 2 Plans.

It is important to consider that the Region 2 Plan provisions are materially different from those for Regions 1 and 3.  In Region 2, a new or modified assignment becomes a part of the Region 2 Plan (see Section 4.2.19 of Article 4 of Appendix 30) and enjoys the same status as original assignments in the Plan, while in Regions 1 and 3, new or modified assignments become part of the Regions 1 and 3 List, which is subject to different provisions than the Regions 1 and 3 Plan.  
Implementation of suspension rules into Appendices 30 and 30A would encourage more efficient use of the orbit spectrum resource. It would provide a clearer understanding and interpretation of the usage of a BSS assignment concerning requirement of continuous operations and permanently discontinued use. As there are no provisions for a suspension period, one could interpret that there is an indefinite period where transmissions could be interrupted since it is only if an administration permanently discontinue the use of the assignment the Bureau shall be notified whereupon the entry shall be removed (see No. 5.3.2 of Appendices 30 and 30A).

In addition, in order to be consistent with the existing suspension period in the unplanned FSS bands and in the Appendix 30B bands, and considering that a single satellite usually carries several of those frequency bands, together with the Appendices 30 and 30A frequency bands, it is proposed to have a maximum suspension period of two years.

List of relevant documents

CPGPTA(2010)025
CPGPTA(2010)061rev1

Relevant information from outside CEPT


Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) 
PACP for suspension in AP30/30A as follows (AP30 ex shown):
ADD	       ASP/yy/4a1
5.2.10	When an administration wishes to suspend the use of a recorded frequency assignment in the Master Register emanating from the Regions 1 and 3 List, the notifying administration shall inform the Bureau of the date on which such use was suspended within [X month/same period as in RR 11.49*] of the suspension, together with the date on which the assignment is to be brought back into regular use. The latter date shall not exceed two years from the date of suspension.
*NOTE – The proposed period for RR 11.49 is six months.
ADD	ASP/yy/4a2
5.2.11	When a recorded frequency assignment in the Master Register emanating from the Regions 1 and 3 List suspended under § 5.2.10 is brought back into regular use, the notifying administration shall inform the Bureau as soon as possible but not more than [X month/should be aligned with other time-frame currently used by the BR] after the recommencement of operations. 
ADD	ASP/yy/4a3
5.2.12	The Bureau shall send a reminder to the notifying administration not later than [X month/should be aligned with other time-frame currently used by the BR for its reminder to the administrations] prior to the end of the suspension date under § 5.2.10 unless the recommencement of operations notification has already been received.
ADD	ASP/yy/4a4
5.2.13	If a recorded frequency assignment stemming from the Regions 1 and 3 List is not brought back into use within two years from the date of suspension, the Bureau shall cancel the assignment from the Master Register and the assignment in the List, unless the assignment is one to which § 4.1.26 or § 4.1.27 is being applied.
PACP for 11.49 as follows:
MOD	ASP/yy/4c
11.49		Where the use of a recorded assignment to a space station is suspended for a period not exceeding eighteen months, the notifying administration shall, as soon as possible but no later than six months from the date on which the use was suspended, inform the Bureau of the date on which such use was suspended and the date on which the assignment is to be brought back into regular use. This latter date shall not exceed two years from the date of suspension.

CITEL 
USA proposal for No. 11.49 as follows:
MOD	USA/9A46/1
11.49		WhereWheneverthe use of a recorded assignment to a space station is suspended for a period not exceeding eighteen months, the notifying administration shall, as soon as possible, but no later than six months from the date on which the use was suspended,inform the Bureau of the date on which such use was suspended. The notifying administration shall also inform the Bureauandof the date on which the assignment is to be brought back into regular usewithin 30 days of the assignment being brought back into use.This latterThedate of the assignment being brought back into use shall not exceed two years from the date ofsuspensionon which the use was suspended.

RCC (10 Aug 2011) 
support suspension of R1&3 List assignments in AP30/30A.
support the modification of No. 11.49 such as to specify a six-month period within which an administration is required to inform the Radiocommunication Bureau of the suspension of use of assignments to a space station.

International organisations

NATO (5 Oct 2011)
NATO Military position: NATO support modifying Article 11 to include a six month notification period for suspension and clarifies when administrations need to notify to bring the satellite back into service.
Military Importance: Low

4D.  Due diligence of satellite networks Resolution 49

Issue

Due diligence information is considered a valuable requirement to present how frequency assignments of a satellite network were brought into use or that the launch of a satellite was actually a failure. In this respect, it should be continued as a means to reflect the real utilization of spectrum and satellite orbit resources and to eliminate those recorded frequency assignments which were not actually brought into use.

WRC-03 eliminated previous reminders that the Bureau had to send based on the notified planned date of bringing into use (DBiU), which invariably led to postponement of the DBiU up to the maximum limit authorized by the Radio Regulations, thus creating an additional workload to the Bureau. In view of the fact that WRC-03 aligned deadlines: 
•	to bring assignments into use (No. 11.44, § 4.1.3/4.2.6 of Appendices 30 and 30A, and § 6.1/6.29/6.38/6.57 of Appendix 30B of the Radio Regulations (RR));
•	to enter assignments into the Lists and Plans (§ 4.1.3/4.2.6 of RR Appendices 30 and 30A);
•	to submit the first notice for recording (RR No. 11.44.1 and § 8.2 of RR Appendix 30B); and
•	to provide due diligence information (Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-03);
it was proposed to consider further generalizing, streamlining and simplifying the procedures for the registration of satellite networks by merging due diligence information requirements with notification data in, e.g. RR Appendix 4. 

The Bureau is also receiving from administrations updated due diligence information for already recorded assignments either during the period of operation of specific satellite network assignments due to e.g. a change of the spacecraft, or at the time of bringing into use modified recorded assignments under RR No. 11.43A, or for the resumption of use of frequency assignments suspended under RR No. 11. 47. Although not covered in Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-07), such updates are processed by the Bureau and published in RES49 Special Sections accordingly. It was also proposed to consider reviewing the Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-07) in this respect.
Improving the accuracy of the due diligence information and reinforcing the link between assignments to geostationary-satellite networks and the spacecrafts used in certain frequency bands would improve administrations’ ability to access the radio-frequency spectrum and orbital resources. It is therefore proposed to transform the current due diligence process from a situation where administrations declare what spacecraft is intended to be used to bring into use a satellite network to a situation where administrations declare what spacecraft has been used to bring into use a satellite network. Because most of the contentious issues related to bringing into use are related to geostationary satellite networks in the 6/4 GHz, 13-14/ GHz and 30/20 GHz range, it is proposed to limit the scope of the revision to such satellite networks. For other satellite networks, the current mechanism set forth in Resolution 49 would continue to apply. 


Preliminary CEPT position

[TBD]Introduce a new Resolution applicable to geostationary satellite networks in the FSS, BSS and MSS in the 3400-4200, 4500-4800, 5725-7075MHz, 10.7-12.75, 12.75-13.25, 13.75-14.8, 17.3-20.2, 21.4-22, 24.65-25.25 and 27-30GHz bands to provide improved accuracy and transparency regarding the operational status of assignments of these networks. Make consequential changes to Resolution 49 to disapply this to the networks within the scope of the new Resolution

See Subpart A of the ECP

Background

Resolution 49 has been subject of extensive discussions immediately after its adoption at WRC-97. Various options to improve it were proposed and debated. Additionally, the usefulness or otherwise of submitting the information called for in the Resolution was also debated at almost every WRC after WRC-97. The end results are that there have been very little changes, although several deficiencies were reported.  On the basis of a contribution from the BR, the Working Party of the Special Committee concluded that no change is required.  However, a more rigorous due diligence procedure has been proposed under Agenda Item 1.13 for BSS in the band 21.4-22GHz and it is possible that this approach could be extended to other non-planned bands.Due diligence information is considered a valuable requirement to present how frequency assignments of a satellite network were brought into use or that the launch of a satellite was actually a failure. In this respect, it should be continued as a means to reflect the real utilization of spectrum and satellite orbit resources and to eliminate those recorded frequency assignments which were not actually brought into use.

WRC-03 eliminated previous reminders that the Bureau had to send based on the notified planned date of bringing into use (DBiU), which invariably led to postponement of the DBiU up to the maximum limit authorized by the Radio Regulations, thus creating an additional workload to the Bureau. In view of the fact that WRC-03 aligned deadlines: 
•	to bring assignments into use (No. 11.44, § 4.1.3/4.2.6 of Appendices 30 and 30A, and § 6.1/6.29/6.38/6.57 of Appendix 30B of the Radio Regulations (RR));
•	to enter assignments into the Lists and Plans (§ 4.1.3/4.2.6 of RR Appendices 30 and 30A);
•	to submit the first notice for recording (RR No. 11.44.1 and § 8.2 of RR Appendix 30B); and
•	to provide due diligence information (Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-03);
it was proposed to consider further generalizing, streamlining and simplifying the procedures for the registration of satellite networks by merging due diligence information requirements with notification data in, e.g. RR Appendix 4. 

The Bureau is also receiving from administrations updated due diligence information for already recorded assignments either during the period of operation of specific satellite network assignments due to e.g. a change of the spacecraft, or at the time of bringing into use modified recorded assignments under RR No. 11.43A, or for the resumption of use of frequency assignments suspended under RR No. 11. 47. Although not covered in Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-07), such updates are processed by the Bureau and published in RES49 Special Sections accordingly. It was also proposed to consider reviewing the Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-07) in this respect.


List of relevant documents

Document SC-WP/1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 5
Document SC/3

Relevant information from outside CEPT

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) NOC Res 49

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) does not support proposals for a review of Res 49



4E Limited and qualified extension of regulatory time-limit for bringing into use assignments in accordance with Appendix 30B due to launch failures

Issue

CPM11-2 considered a contribution proposing to align the Appendix 30B provisions with the existing Appendices 30/30A provisions that address an extension in the date of bringing into use of frequency assignments in the case of a launch failure.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT supports aligning Appendix 30B with the provisions of Appendices 30 and 30A regarding possible extensions of the 8-year period in case of launch failures. 

Background

Appendices 30 and 30A of the Radio Regulations contain provisions (§4.1.3bis and § 4.2.6bis)to protect satellite operators in case of launch failures and it was proposed at CPM11-2 to align the extension procedures contained in these Appendiceswith Appendix 30B in order to account for potential satellite launch failures. Such action would provide the same treatment of the Appendix 30B planned FSS bands as those of Appendices 30 and 30A planned BSS bands and associated feeder links.

List of relevant documents

Chapter 5 of the CPM report (section 5/7/4E)

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) PACP is CPM Method A

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (10 Aug 2011) support the proposal to add to Appendix 30B a formal procedure allowing, in the event of a launch failure, for a one-time extension by not more than three years of the regulatory time-limit for bringing the network into use.


ECP subpart B – Issues related to geostationary satellite networks

152A.  Coordination under No. 9.7 between fixed-satellite service networks arc in the non-planned 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz bands


Issue

Getting access to orbit spectrum resources for new geostationary satellite programs is becoming more complicated and time consuming as the most commonly used frequency bands are increasingly congested with operational satellites at least every 3-5゜around the geostationary arc. Based on operational and technical considerations, to enhance access to orbit spectrum resources in the most congested frequency bands, it may be possible to propose a restructuring of the protection criteria to reduce the coordination requirements while ensuring adequate protection between satellite networks.

The current value of coordination arc in non-planned 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz bands (10 and 9 degrees respectively) may beis considered to be too large, leading to overly burdensome coordination requirements.  Based on operational and technical considerations it ismay be possible to proposed to reduce it 

Protection between geostationary satellite networks is achieved through adherence to coordination procedures prescribed in the Radio Regulations. The most common procedures are those outlined in RR Articles 9 and 11 of the Radio Regulations with protection criteria given in Appendix 5 to the RR. 

Protection between such satellite networks is based upon; 

· a coordination arc (a portion of the geostationary arc around a submitted network inside which coordination is always triggered with previously submitted satellite networks with frequency overlap) and;

· thresholds to protect networks outside the coordination arc (through assessment of the interference increase as an equivalent noise temperature increase (ΔT/T)) where administrations can demand to be included in the coordination if ΔT/T > 6%, even if their network is outside the coordination arc.

Two consequences of this are that:
1. Coordination inside the arc is always triggered, even if the interference is negligible.
Outside the coordination arc it may be necessary to coordinate with networks with very large orbital separation to the submitted network (several tens of degrees, even up to 100 degrees in some cases).

2. In the 11/14 and 4/6 GHz bands, there is an operational satellite at least every 3-5° around the geostationary arc. Technical parameters of a satellite network will in effect be limited by nearby satellites, both in terms of generating interference (e.g. maximum e.i.r.p. density and maximum off-axis e.i.r.p. density) and in terms of receiving interference (e.g. minimum e.i.r.p. density and minimum earth station antenna diameter).

Over the years, in the most commonly used frequency bands, fairly homogeneous technical parameters of satellite networks have developed. In this case, it is unlikely that a proposed new satellite could cause interference to an existing satellite very far away, yet be able to co-exist successfully with all the closer located satellites. 

In the revision of RR Appendices 30, 30A and 30B by WRC-2000 and WRC-07, a different structure of protection criteria was adopted to avoid over-protection, blocking coordination of new satellite networks and encourage use of technical parameters that facilitate efficient spectrum usage. The structure of these protection criteria is based upon:

· a coordination arc with no mechanism to get into coordination outside the arc;
· hard pfd limits to protect networks outside the coordination arc;
· provisions to get out of coordination inside the coordination arc if the notifying administration can demonstrate that the interference into a network inside the arc is negligible.

It is believed that in the unplanned portions in the 4/6 and 11/14 GHz FSS bands, a new structure of the protection criteria can be adopted that enhances access to orbit spectrum resources for geostationary satellite networks.

Preliminary CEPT position

To facilitate coordination between geostationary FSS networks and to enhance access to orbit spectrum resources in the 6/4 GHz and 14/11 GHz bands while ensuring adequate protection of satellite networks, Europe proposes: 
1. to reduce the size of the coordination arc for coordination between geostationary FSS networks from ±10° to ±6° in the 6/4 GHz band and from ±9° to ±5° in the 14/11 GHz band,
2. to keep the mechanism of No.  but to replace the use of the T/T criterion by the use of a C/I criterion (this proposal would apply in all bands where the coordination arc criterion is used), 
3. to introduce an additional method based on pfd levels to compute the probability of harmful interference under No. 11.32A. 
CEPT supports in principle reducing the coordination arc in non-planned 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz bands from the current values of 10 and 9 degrees. Further studies are required to determine the most appropriate values, and also whether appropriate transitional measures would be required.

Background

During the last Working Party 4A (WP 4A) meeting, in March 2010 in Bangalore, there was an input contribution (Document 4A/320) that proposed a reduction of the coordination arc applicable to FSS geostationary satellite network operating in some congested portions of the 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz frequency bands.

The method of analysis that was used in that document was based on a query of the ITU BR SNS database where the distribution of the orbital separation between adjacent orbital locations with satellite networks included in the frequency ranges was studied.

The proposal was to reduce the coordination arc for the satellite networks in the non-planned 6/4 GHz frequency band from 10° to 5°, and for satellite networks in the non-planned 14/10/11/12 GHz frequency band from 9° to 4°.  Initial studies within CEPT indicate that a more conservative reduction may be possible - to 7 degrees in the non-planned 6/4 GHz frequency band and 6 degrees in the non-planned 14/10/11/12 GHz frequency band.

List of relevant documents

Document 4A/320
Document CPGPTA(2010)016
Document CPGPTA(2010)023
Document CPGPTA(2010)040
Document CPM11-2/1 Section 5/7/3

Actions to be taken

Further studies to determine the most appropriate values for the coordination arc in the non-planned 6/4GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz bands.  Further studies on appropriate transitional measures. 

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal)

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal)

International organisations

[ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal)]

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


17. Enhancing access to orbit spectrum resources for geostationary satellite networks

Issue

Getting access to orbit spectrum resources for new geostationary satellite programs is becoming more complicated and time consuming as the most commonly used frequency bands are increasingly congested with operational satellites at least every 3-5゜around the geostationary arc. Based on operational and technical considerations, to enhance access to orbit spectrum resources in the most congested frequency bands, it may be possible to propose a restructuring of the protection criteria to reduce the coordination requirements while ensuring adequate protection between satellite networks.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT is of the view that a new structure of the protection criteria in the unplanned 4/6 and 11/14 GHz bands could enhance access to orbit spectrum resources and facilitate efficient spectrum usage.

Background

Following the changes to the Radio Regulations adopted at WRC-2000, administrations are compelled to submit the notification within 7 years of submission of the Advance Publication Information. Due to overfiling, “paper satellites”, “virtual satellites” and very conservative protection criteria, new submissions will normally be faced with a large number of coordination requirements. Merely because of the number of coordination requirements for a submission, it is in many cases not realistically possible to complete all coordination within the 7 years, and administrations may be faced with no choice but to notify without completion of the coordination (i.e. under RR No. 11.41) in order to avoidor losinge the filing.

Moreover, "Vvirtual satellites" and assignments with artificial parameters can easily be created to be very sensitive to interference and be included in the coordination requirements of subsequent filings of other administrations (i.e. have ΔT/T values exceeding 6 %) even though in practice, no real operational assignments have been seriously degraded, obstructed, or repeatedly interrupted.

Protection between geostationary satellite networks is the non-planned bands is achieved through adherence to the coordination and notification procedures prescribed in the Radio Regulations. The most common procedures are thoset outlined in RR Articles 9 and 11 of the Radio Regulations, with the protection criteria given in Appendix 5 to the RR. 

Protection between such satellite networks is based upon; 

· a coordination arc (a portion of the geostationary arc around a submitted network inside which coordination is always triggered with previously submitted satellite networks with frequency overlap) and;

· thresholds to protect networks outside the coordination arc (through assessment of the interference increase as an equivalent noise temperature increase (ΔT/T)) where administrations can demand to be included in the coordination if ΔT/T > 6%, even if their network is outside the coordination arc.

Two consequences of this are that:
3. Coordination inside the arc is always triggered, even if the interference is negligible.
Outside the coordination arc it may be necessary to coordinate with networks with very large orbital separation to the submitted network (several tens of degrees, even up to 100 degrees in some cases).

4. In the 11/14 and 4/6 GHz bands, there is an operational satellite at least every 3-5° around the geostationary arc. Technical parameters of a satellite network will in effect be limited by nearby satellites, both in terms of generating interference (e.g. maximum e.i.r.p. density and maximum off-axis e.i.r.p. density) and in terms of receiving interference (e.g. minimum e.i.r.p. density and minimum earth station antenna diameter).

During the Working Party 4A (WP 4A) meeting in March 2010 in Bangalore, there was an input contribution (Document 4A/320) that proposed a reduction of the coordination arc applicable to FSS geostationary satellite network operating in some congested portions of the 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz frequency bands.

The method of analysis that was used in that document was based on a query of the ITU BR SNS database where the distribution of the orbital separation between adjacent orbital locations with satellite networks included in the frequency ranges was studied.

The proposal was to reduce the coordination arc for the satellite networks in the non-planned 6/4 GHz frequency band from 10° to 5°, and for satellite networks in the non-planned 14/10/11/12 GHz frequency band from 9° to 4°.  Initial studies within CEPT indicate that a more conservative reduction may be possible - to 7 degrees in the non-planned 6/4 GHz frequency band and 6 degrees in the non-planned 14/10/11/12 GHz frequency band.

Based on the light of other contributions covering the other two of the three elements of this issue, the studies were split into three parts – reduction of the coordination arc, introduction of pfd masks at notification stage and criteria to be used in establishing coordination.  The studies in ITU-R were not completed.  Nevetheless, the work is sufficiently mature to provide a sound basis for the proposals in the ECP 
Over the years, in the most commonly used frequency bands, fairly homogeneous technical parameters of satellite networks have developed. In this case, it is unlikely that a satellite could receive interference from a proposed new satellite very far away, yet being able to co-exist successfully with all the closer located satellites. 

In the revision of RR Appendices 30, 30A and 30B by WRC-2000 and WRC-07, a different structure of protection criteria was adopted to avoid over-protection, blocking coordination of new satellite networks and encourage use of technical parameters that facilitate efficient spectrum usage. The structure of these protection criteria is based upon:

· a coordination arc with no mechanism to get into coordination outside the arc;
· hard pfd limits to protect networks outside the coordination arc;
· provisions to get out of coordination inside the coordination arc if the notifying administration can demonstrate that the interference into a network inside the arc is negligible.

It is believed that the unplanned portions in the 4/6 and 11/14 GHz FSS bands are by now ripe for adoption of a new structure of the protection criteria that enhances access to orbit spectrum resources for geostationary satellite networks.

At its July 2010 meeting, ITU-R Working Party 4A received several input documents addressing protection criteria between FSS networks in the unplanned bands. Some were addressing possible amendments to the size of the coordination arc while two documents (4A/424 and 437) were addressing possible amendments to the types of protection criteria to be used. The ideas in these input documents are contained in Annex 4 to the Chairman’s report from this meeting (Document 4A/446) and the ideas in the two mentioned documents are reflected as Methods 2 and 3 respectively, and are now included in the draft CPM text

It is believed that the motivation and the aim of these two Methods are the same and that both Methods contain valuable elements. Therefore it should be possible to combine the two Methods. Such a possible consolidation is outlined in the table below:

	
	Possible consolidated Method

	
	

	Coordination arc
	No provisions to enter into coordination outside the arc if the below criteria are met, if not, coordination may be requested by the affected administration

	Protection outside the coordination arc
	Downlink
	Pfd limit
(value calculated from acceptable ΔT/T, typical victim receiving earth station off-axis antenna gain and system noise temperature)

	
	Uplink
	Pfd [mask][limit] towards GSO
(basis for mask or limit and associated value needs to be discussed)

	Protection inside the coordination arc
	Downlink
	Coordination required. 
However, if notifying administration demonstrates that emissions are below a given pfd mask in respect of an affected network, coordination is not required.
(values for pfd mask calculated from acceptable ΔT/T, typical victim receiving earth station off-axis antenna gain for a range of antenna sizes and system noise temperature)

	
	Uplink
	Coordination required.
However, if notifying administration demonstrates that the pfd produced at a given location in the GSO, inside the coordination arc, meets [the hard pfd limit for protection of networks outside the coordination arc][the pfd mask], coordination is not required in respect of that affected network.
(basis for mask or limit and associated value needs to be discussed)




List of relevant documents
Document 4A/320
Document 4A/424
Document 4A/437
Document 4A/446  Annex 4
Document CPGPTA(2010)016
Document CPGPTA(2010)023
Document CPGPTA(2010)040
Document CPGPTA(2010)052
Document CPM11-2/1 Section 5/7/3


Actions to be taken

Further consider the preferred structure for new protection criteria and determine the technical parameters to be used in calculations determining these new protection criteria.


Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) PACP for Method A – reduce to X and Y degrees provided ITU-R studies are completed and contained in revised Rec. ITU-R S.1524 before WRC-12.  Will be pursued only if technical basis is available at WRC-12.

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)
USA proposes to reduce the coordination arc to 6  and 5 degrees in the 6/4 and 10/11/12/14 GHz  bands respectively

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) 
support reduction of coordination arc for 4/6, 11/12/13/14 and 20/30/40 GHz bands
oppose introduction of pfd coordination masks inside or outside the arc, since ITU-R studies have not been completed
support the right of an administration to request, for technical reasons, that its name be included in the request for coordination or that the name of the identified administration be excluded there from, in accordance with No. 9.41.
propose that the C/I criterion be used instead of the ΔT/T criterion when justifying the inclusion of additional affected administrations outside the coordination arc where No. 9.41 is applied.
propose the inclusion in the Radio Regulations (for example, in Appendix 8) of the calculation methodology for calculation of interference between satellite networks using the C/I criterion set out in section B3 of part B of the Rules of Procedure, and that the corresponding modifications be made in Appendix 5. 

International organisations

 [ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal5 Oct 2011)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports application of the coordination arc trigger and of RR No. 9.41 in the GSO/GSO FSS coordination under RR No. 9.7 in the frequency bands 6/4 GHz and 14/10/11/12 GHz (Method A).
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]




112B.  Application of No. 9.52 for coordination cases covered by No. 9.7 [Editor’s note: previously Issue 6]

Issue


If an administration is identified by the Bureau under No. 9.7 then, according No. 9.51, it wishall, within four months of the publication of the coordination request, “either inform the requesting administration of its agreement or act under No. 9.52”, with the latter meaning that this administration will formally express its disagreement, i.e. the need for coordination. In the vast majority of cases, administrations currently respond in accordance with No. 9.52.  
A proposed improvement in the process would be that an administration not in a position to give its agreement under No. 9.51 would not need to respond and this lack of a response would be understood by the Bureau to mean that this administration believes that coordination with one or more of its networks is required. Removing the requirement to respond under No. 9.52 could be expected to eliminate a significant amount of correspondence that, in most cases, does not contribute to progress in the coordination process.

Preliminary CEPT position

Europe supports lifting the mandatory nature of this requirement for coordination requests made under RR No. 9.7 (GSO vs. GSO) in order to decrease the amount of administrative correspondence generated by the application of RR No. 9.52 for coordination cases under RR No. 9.7.  No modifications to No. 9.60 are necessary. 

CEPT supports a general review of the text of No. 9.52 and its associated Rule of Procedure
See Subpart B of the ECP 

Background

During the November 2008 meeting of the Working Party of the Special Committee, a proposal to remove the requirement to formally send its disagreement under No. 9.52 in case of coordination between geostationary networks (i.e. under No. 9.7) has been considered (see document SC-WP/5 and Annex 1 of document SC-WP/16 (Issue K)). 
During the discussions on this topic in the Working Party of the Special Committee, the Bureau indicated that, if such modification is implemented, there may be a potential issue with respect to the application of No. 9.60 (request for assistance of the Bureau in case of non-answer under No. 9.52).

List of relevant documents
Document SC-WP/5
Document SC-WP/16 Annex 1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 15
Document SC/3
Actions to be taken
General review of the text of No. 9.52 and its associated Rule of Procedure
Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT June 09
There is no need to review the text of No. 9.52 and its associated Rules of Procedure due to the fact that administration(s) requesting coordination require/requires to receive a firm reply concerning the agreement in order to be able to take necessary action and properly pursue the coordination and notification actions. Removing the requirement to respond under No. 9.52 would create uncertainty and place considerable burden to the administrations requesting coordination and, in most cases, would adversely affect the application of relevant provisions of Article 9 and 11 of the Radio Regulations.
March 10
Further consideration needed
Sep 11  No PACP

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL Preliminary views June 09
Preliminary views June 09 	CAN, USA
Support removing the requirement to respond under No. 9.52 in conjunction with No. 9.7 when an administration believes that coordination with one or more of its networks is required.  Consequential changes to No. 9.60 need to be considered

USA proposes to remove the requirement to respond under No. 9.52 in conjunction with No. 9.7 when an administration believes that coordination with one or more of its networks is required.  Consequential changes to No. 9.60 are also proposed

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 11) support the current practice with respect to the application of No. 9.52

International organisations

[ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports comments under RR Nos. 9.51 and 9.52 as applied to coordination under RR No. 9.7 (Method B).
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


102C.  List of satellite networks identified under No. 9.36.2 [Editor’s note: previously Issue 5]

Issue

As the list of the satellite networks of an identified administration provided by the Bureau under No. 9.36.2 is “for information purposes only”, the notifying administration will not necessarily know the complete list of networks of the identified administration that have to be considered until bilateral coordination between both administrations is conducted.  This is not desirable especially in view of the trend to let satellite operators directly conduct detailed coordination, whereas satellite networks are submitted to the ITU by administrations. Operator-to-operator coordination agreements are subsequently ratified by the administrations involved and a formal coordination meeting between administrations may even never take place. Therefore the operator of the notifying administration may never know the complete list of networks of the identified administration with which coordination is required.  

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT supports further studies on the regulatory impact of rRemoveing the informative nature of the list of networks published under No. 9.36.2.  Achieved as follows:

Render the list of affected satellite networks a definitive list of satellite networks in frequency bands where no coordination arc applies and a provisional list of satellite networks in frequency bands where a coordination arc applies, with which coordination needs to be performed under No. 9.7, to be published under No. 9.38.  According to the modifications proposed to No. 9.42, if necessary, the Bureau will update the provisional part of the list after the completion of actions under No. 9.41, and, at the end of this procedure, will make a definitive list available to the administrations in a Special Section.

See Subpart B of the ECP

Background

At the November 2008 meeting of the Working Party of the Special Committee, it was proposed to remove the “for information only” character of the satellite networks list identified under No. 9.36.2 (see document SC-WP/5 and Annex 1 of document SC-WP/16 (Issue J)). 
The provisions Nos. 9.36 and 9.36.2 currently in force indicate that the Bureau, when it examines a request for coordination in application of Nos. 9.34 to 9.38, shall identify any administration with which coordination may need to be effected. 
In particular, No. 9.36.2 states that, “[i]n the case of coordination under Nos. 9.7, 9.7A and 9.7B, the Bureau shall also identify the specific satellite networks or earth stations with which coordination needs to be effected. In the case of coordination under No. 9.7 the list of the networks identified by the Bureau under No. 9.27 is for information purposes only, to help administrations comply with this procedure.” 

List of relevant documents
Document SC-WP/5
Document SC-WP/16 Annex 1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 14
Document CPGPTA(2010)008
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken
Further studies of the regulatory impact of removing the informative nature of the list of networks in order to arrive at a common position, so that a contribution can be made to the December 2009 meeting of the SC-WP.  Results of preliminary studies show that it is not straightforward to transform this list from informative to definitive.

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT June 09
Analysis results:
1.	Publication of the list of networks (associated with administrations which are likely to be affected) by the Bureau for information was the results of rigorous and extensive discussions at previous WRCs. 
2.	The information published under No. 9.36.2 of the Radio Regulations is sufficient to assist administrations to carry out coordination. 
3.	There is no need to modify the status of the published information from information status to mandatory status since such an action:
3.1	Remove the flexibility provided to administrations in their bilateral and multilateral negotiation to freely discuss among themselves and arrive at an overall and block /package coordination agreement /, and:
3.2	Engage administration to be based on a list which was published purely for information and limit their ability to negotiate with their counterparts on the list of satellite networks concerned which might affect their networks based on the coordination discussions. 
3.3	Such action would be contrary to the spirit and circumstances in which the provision 9.36.2 was introduced.
3.4.	Such course of action may lead the administrations to propose the total deletion of the provisions 9.36.2 from Article 9 of the RR and limit the identification to the name of administrations which likely to be affected only. 

Preliminary View
There is no need to make any changes to the status of the published list.

March 10
Further consideration needed

Sep 11  No PACP

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL Preliminary Views June 09
Preliminary Views June 09 
CAN 
Supports further studies on the regulatory impact of rendering definitive the list of networks published under No. 9.36.2.  In particular, it is necessary to consider whether administrations need and will be able to retain the flexibility to agree during bilateral coordination discussions on the list of networks to be considered. 

USA
 Changes to Article 9 and Appendix 5 of the Radio Regulations are required in order to allow that a definitive list of administrations and corresponding satellite networks with which coordination needs to be effected be generated as early as possible in the coordination process.

Final view
USA proposes changes similar to CEPT to produce a definitve list of networks

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) The list of satellite networks identified under No. 9.36.2 with respect to No. 9.7 should be considered provisional, and not as “for information purposes only”.
Administrations wishing to add or remove satellite networks to or from this provisional list shouldproceed in accordance with No. 9.41. Once it has received and studied the requests for addition to/exclusion from the provisional list, the Bureau should publish a definitive list of the corresponding satellite networks with which coordination is required.


International organisations

 [ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports a list of satellite networks with which coordination under RR No. 9.7 needs to be effected (Application of No. 9.36 of the Radio Regulations) (Method B).
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


51D.  Steerable beams and antenna gain contour covering area beyond submitted service area (RR Appendix 4, Annex 2)

Issue

1.  The Radiocommunication Bureau is receiving coordination request information for satellite networks including characteristics of steerable beams for which the service area is restricted to the territory of one or a few administrations, whereas the area over which these beams can be steered is defined as worldwide. Although this does not reduce to the maximum extent possible the level of emission over the territories outside of the actual service area and therefore is not limiting the spectrum use to the minimum essential to provide in a satisfactory manner the necessary services, there is no provision under the present framework of the Radio Regulations (RR) which can prevent such usage, which is thus considered in conformity with the Radio Regulations (see RR Appendix 4, Annex 2, Item B.3 b.1, which indicates the cases for which the equivalent gain contour diagram of an antenna beam is to be provided).

It is worth noting that previous WRCs made several attempts to clarify the matter but no progress was reached due to the fact that there are several ambiguities in the technical and regulatory parts of the issue. 

2.  The Bureau noted that some submitted antenna gain contours under Item B.3.b.1 of Annex 2 to Appendix 4 of the Radio Regulations (RR) contained high gain areas outside the service area submitted under Item C.11.a of Annex 2 of the same Appendix for the same satellite beam. Taking into account RR No. 15.5, the Special Committee may wish to address the issue. The Bureau will continue to accept and treat such antenna gain contours as instructed by the conference.

Preliminary CEPT position

TBDNo change, due to the difficulties of specifying how closely satellite antenna gain contours should match satellite service areas.  See Subpart B of the ECP

Background

For Issue 1, introducing a regulatory procedure that discourages inaccurate claims of beam coverage could be considered taking account of the balance between the long term rights and flexibility for satellite operations and the need for ITU community to manage the limited spectrum/orbit resources efficiently. 

The question of submission of a small service area within a large repositionable area is that one may coordinate the potential interference from and to its own satellite everywhere; however, the potential interference from any earth stations located outside the service area is not taken into account. It may be then considered as only half coordinated. Indeed, if a new service area is added within the regulatory 7 year time limits, the other half would need new coordination with new date and must be brought into use within those 7 years (no benefit after 7 years).

Issue 2 has several elements in common with Issue 1

Both issues were raised in the Working Party of the Special Committee, which made no conclusions.  The CPM Report contains 2 methods – one for NOC and the other for clarifying in the description of Appendix 4 data item B.3.b.1 that the antenna gain contours should be minimised as much as possible to cover the submitted service area.

List of relevant documents

Document SC-WP/1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 6 and 7
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Await discussion in the Special Committee

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) PACP to modify AP4 data item B.3.b.1 ‘the co-polar antenna gain contours which shall be minimised as much as possible to cover the service area with due account of technical restrictions in certain cases, plotted…’

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) Supports No Change and does not oppose further study

International organisations

[ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal)]

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


83A.  Nos. 11.41 and 11.42 [Editor’s note: previously Issue 1]

Issue

No. 11.42 obliges administrations to immediately eliminate harmful interference should it occur with respect to assignments against which it has been recorded under No. 11.41. However, there are no provisions specifying exactly what actions the Bureau should take if the interference is not eliminated. Up till recently, there had been no reports involving harmful interference from frequency assignments to space stations recorded under No. 11.41.  The Bureau has indicated the application of the No. 11.41 process in its document to WRC-07, however increasing transparency by addressing this issue through the provisions of the Radio Regulations requires decisions to be taken by WRC-11.

Preliminary CEPT position

Europe proposes
· Recommend that cthat cases of harmful interference reported during the 4 month period that were not resolved by the end of that period should not lead to automatic cancellation at the end of the period by the Bureau of the incoming assignments to space stations provisionally recorded under No. 11.41.  
· To ensure Administrations cooperate in the elimination of harmful interference in respect of satellite networks.  
· To provide a process to seek assistance of the Bureau, which in the absence of resolution, shall report to the Board for its consideration.  
· To maintain the status of the incoming assignment until the matter is resolved. 

See Subpart B of the ECP

Background

At the 2008 meeting of the ITU-R Working Party of the Special Committee (WP-SC), the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau (BR) presented a document on “Experience in the Application of the Radio Regulatory Procedures and other related matters” (document SC-WP/1). The BR sought comments on possible ways to address various issues as outlined in the document. Section 5 of this document discusses application of RR 11.41 and 11.42 and in particular the application of these provisions in the case of reported harmful interference.

The BR document outlined the way that the BR intends to handle cases of harmful interference reported by assignments recorded under RR 11.41. In short, the approach is as follows:

· For cases of harmful interference reported after the four-month period referred to in RR 11.41:
· Request administration responsible for the culprit assignment to eliminate the harmful interference and thereafter; 
· Initiate the procedures of RR Article 15 and in particular Section VI which outlines procedures to be use by administrations in the case of harmful interference. These procedures also enable any administration to seek the assistance of BR which may in turn also involve RRB to resolve the issue.

· For cases of harmful interference reported within the four-month period referred to in RR 11.41:
· Request administration responsible for the culprit assignment to eliminate the harmful interference and thereafter;
· Delete the culprit assignment if the administration for the victim assignment claims that the harmful interference persist at the end of the four-month period. 


List of relevant documents
Document SC-WP/1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 10
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken
Submit contribution to SC Nov 10
Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT June 09
Actions of the frequency assignment recorded on provisional basis in the MIFR in application of RR 11.41 pursuant to receiving the report of harmful interference during that 4 months period referred to in that provision should be treated case-by-case, and based on the decision taken by the RRB as appropriate.
  March 10
Concerns were expressed on the matter and it was agreed to retain the four methods described in the document SC-WP/46 for further consideration.
Sep 11
PACP as follows:
MOD 	ASP/yy/3a.1
11.42 		Should harmful interference be caused by an assignment recorded, either provisionally or definitively, under No. 11.41 to any recorded assignment which was the basis of the unfavourable finding, the station using the frequency assignment recorded under No. 11.41 shall, upon receipt of advice thereof, immediately eliminate this harmful interference.

ADD	ASP/yy/3a.2
11.42bis	During the application of No. 11.42 in respect of satellite networks, administrations involved shall cooperate in elimination of harmful interference and shall exchange relevant technical and operational information as required to resolve the issue in using the course of action outlined in Appendix 10 to the Radio Regulations.
ADD	ASP/yy/3a.3
11.42ter	Should the harmful interference is not resolved in application of No. 11.42bis, the assignment recorded under No.11.41 shall be brought to the attention of the Radio Regulations Board for their decision (retention, modification or cancellation, as appropriate). See also No. 13.6 bis.
ADD 	ASP/yy/3a.4
13.6 bis	c) Any cancellation of assignments in the Master Register and/or removal from the Bureau’s databases in respect of application of 11.42ter   shall be decided by the Radio Regulations Board (the Board) and subsequently implemented by the Bureau.

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)
USA proposal as follows:
NOC
11.41
MOD	USA/9A42/1
11.42		Should harmful interference be caused by an assignment recorded under No. 11.41 to any recorded assignment which was the basis of the unfavourable finding, the station using the frequency assignment recorded under No. 11.41shall, upon receipt of advice thereofa detailed report of harmful interference using to the maximum extent possible the format prescribed in Appendix 10 of the Radio Regulations, immediately eliminate this harmful interference.Administrations involved shall cooperate in the resolution of the harmful interference and may request assistance from the Bureau, as necessary.
ADD	USA/9A42/2
11.42bis		In respect of satellite networks, if the Bureau is informed that the harmful interference reported under No. 11.41 is resolved and the two assignments have been in use for at least four months without any complaint of harmful interference, the Bureau shall change the provisional entry recorded under No. 11.41 to definitive. If, after cooperation between the concerned administrations and the assistance of the Bureau, the harmful interference is not resolved, the Bureau shall cancel the provisional entry recorded under No. 11.41, subject to confirmation by the Board, and shall inform the administrations concerned. Until the cancellation is confirmed by the Board, the Bureau shall maintain the provisional assignment in the MIFR.


RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) Proposals almost identical to ECP – same intent

International organisations

 [ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports the application of RR Nos. 11.41 and 11.42 in respect of satellite networks (Provisional/definitive recording of frequency assignments) (Method C).
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]

3B Status of assignments initially recorded under No. 11.41 in cases where the required coordination is completed after the assignments are recorded in the MIFR


Issue

An assignment that is initially recorded under RR No. 11.41 and subsequently completes all of the requirements for coordination and successfully operates simultaneously for the four-month period with the assignment which was the basis for the initial unfavourable finding should then be recorded as definitive and enjoy the same status as the existing assignment. Therefore, an assignment initially recorded under RR No. 11.41 should be treated equally with respect to an existing assignment which was the basis for the unfavourable findings under RR No. 11.32A if coordination with the latter is completed and should not be seen as “always lower”.  Proposals have been made to modify either No 11.4A or No. 11.43C to ensure that the status of an assignment initially recorded under RR No. 11.41 is to be considered equal to the status of the existing assignment which was the basis for the unfavourable findings under RR No. 11.32A if coordination is completed with respect to that existing assignment after the assignment has been initially recorded in the MIFR.

However, enquiries made to the Bureau indicate that it reviews findings when requested to do so by an administration which is informing the Bureau of coordination agreements achieved after recording.  Consequentially, it is considered that no changes to the Radio Regulations are required

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT proposes No Change to the Radio Regulations but supports a description in the Minutes of the WRC Plenary of the Bureau’s process of reviewing the status of an assignment upon request from an administration informing the Bureau of completion of required coordination.
 
Background

As stated in Chapter 5 of the CPM report, in its Report to the 2007 World Radiocommunication Conference (Document 4, Addendum 2, section 3.1.3.3), the Radiocommunication Bureau (BR) considered issues concerning definitive and provisional recordings of frequency assignments and related articles of the Radio Regulations. An assignment receiving an unfavourable finding for not completing coordination and filing under RR No. 11.41 is considered as “provisional.” If no interference has occurred between the provisional assignment and any assignment which was the basis for the unfavourable finding during the four month period of simultaneous operation, then the provisional recording is changed to “definitive.” An assignment recorded under RR No. 11.41, even if the status changes from provisional to definitive, is still considered by the BR as having a lower status to the assignment for which the unfavourable finding was based under RR No. 11.32A (Document 4, Addendum 2, section 3.1.3.3.4).

It is felt that continuing to consider the provisional assignment as having a lower status could be a disincentive to complete coordination.

List of relevant documents

Relevant information from outside CEPT

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) PACP – slightly modified CPM Method A as follows:
MOD		ASP/yy/4b
11.41A		Should the assignments that were the basis of the unfavourable finding under Nos. 11.32A or 11.33 not be brought into use within the period specified in Nos. 11.24, 11.25 or 11.44, as appropriate, then the finding of the assignments resubmitted under No. 11.41 shall be reviewed accordingly. Should the coordination procedures specified in No. 11.32 be completed with administration(s) whose assignments were the basis of the recording under No. 11.41, then any conditions related to the initial recording of assignments under No. 11.41 shall be removed.

CITEL (date of proposal)
USA proposal as follows
MOD	USA/9A43/1
11.41A		Should the assignments that were the basis of the unfavourable finding under Nos. 11.32A or 11.33not be brought into use within the period specified in Nos. 11.24,11.25 or 11.44, as appropriate, then the finding of the assignments resubmitted under No. 11.41 shall be reviewed accordingly.Should the coordination procedures specified in No. 11.32 be completed with administration(s) whose assignments were the basis of the recording under No. 11.41, then any conditions related to the initial recording of assignments under No. 11.41 shall be removed.

RCC (10 Aug 2011) support equal status for assignments recorded on a definitive basis and assignments recorded under No. 11.41 and subsequently completing coordination with the assignments that were the basis for the unfavourable finding.

International organisations

NATO (5 Oct 2011)
NATO Military Position: NATO supports the status of frequency assignments initially recorded under RR No. 11.41 in cases where the required co-ordinations are completed after the assignments are recorded in the MIFR (Method A).
Military Importance: Low



ECP Subpart C – issues related to non-geostationary satellite systems

13  1A  New RR Appendix 4 data item for non-geostationary satellite systems in bands other than those where epfd limits are specified in RR Article 22

Issue

When a non-GSO filing is submitted to the Radiocommunication Bureau in the frequency bands subject to the epfd limits of RR Article 22, one of the parameters required in RR Appendix 4 is the minimum height above the Earth’s surface at which any satellite in the system transmits. In bands other than those where epfd limits apply this parameter is not currently required. The requirement to supply this parameter for non-GSO satellite systems operating in frequency bands other than those subject to epfd limits is needed in order to describe operational characteristics of the non‑GSO satellite system so that potential for interference can more accurately be calculated.

Preliminary CEPT position

In frequency bands where no epfd limits apply, Europe proposes to render mandatory the submission of the minimum altitude at which any space station in a non-geostationary satellite network or system transmits. 
Support the proposal contained in the draft CPM Report
See Subpart C of the ECP

Background 

The information required by RR Appendix 4 to be supplied when any filing for a non-GSO satellite system is submitted to the Radiocommunication Bureau includes the apogee and perigee heights and the eccentricity, but currently the active arc limits, which are relevant only for non-GSO systems of the HEO‑type, are not listed in the data to be supplied. However, for all types of non-GSO systems planned to use bands in which RR Article 22 epfd limits apply, one of the parameters required by RR Appendix 4 is the minimum height above the Earth’s surface at which any satellite in the system transmits.

Considering that many frequency bands may be used for both GSO and non-GSO satellite systems in accordance with the Radio Regulations, in the frequency bands other than those where epfd limits are specified in the RR Article 22, there is no data item to request the administration to provide the minimum height above the Earth’s surface at which any satellite in the system transmits.

List of relevant documents

Document CPM11-2/1 Section 5/7/1

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) proposes Method in CPM Report

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 11) does not oppose

International organisations

 [ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports a modification to Annex 2 of Appendix 4 to better describe to characteristics of non-GSO satellites in order to calculate interference more accurately.
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposalJune 2011)] supports inclusion of AP4 parameter

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


61B  Addition of a data item in Appendix 4 about occurrence of transmissions of a non-geostationary satellite network

Issue

A significant amount of administrative correspondence about non-geostationary satellite networks or systems relates to the occurrence of transmissions of the associated space station. To reduce such administrative correspondence,  proposes to add a new data item in Appendix 4 of the Radio Regulations in order to allow administrations to indicate whether the space station of a non‑geostationary satellite network transmits continuously or only in visibility of the notified service area.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT supports the inclusion of a new data element in Appendix 4 for non-geostationary satellite networks or systems not subject to coordination under Section II of Article 9. This new data element would be an indicator whether the space station transmits only in visibility of associated earth stations or not. This parameter would aid administrations in deciding whether or not to comment under No. 9.3

Background


Relevant information from outside CEPT

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) PACP is the same proposal as CEPT

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (10 Aug 2011) does not oppose

International organisations

NATO (5 Oct 2011)
NATO Military Position: NATO supports a modification to Annex 2 of Appendix 4 to minimize coordination between administrations by allowing characteristics to be published in order to assess and prevent interference.
Military Importance: Low

SFCG (June 2011) support inclusion of indicator


2E.  Modification to advance publication information (API) of a satellite network or system not subject to coordination procedure under Section II of Article 9 

Issue

As indicated in No. 9.2, amendments to information in accordance with No. 9.1 shall be sent to the Bureau as soon as they become available. No. 9.2 also indicates that only amendments which involve addition of frequency bands or modification of the orbital location for a GSO network beyond ±6 degrees of the original location, require the application of the advance publication procedure. In the case of API for a network not subject to coordination, Nos. 9.3 and 9.4 provide a mechanism for resolving potential difficulties between administrations. 
The Bureau has been receiving cases of modifications to satellite network filings not subject to coordination at the API stage or with the first notice for recording the assignments, as, e.g. increase of power density values, change of service area, addition of beams … which definitely were likely to modify the interference environment. In these cases, modifications to API were published and modified information was taken into account for the notification examination. However, as those modifications did not trigger a new application of the advance publication procedure, administrations which may believe that unacceptable interference may be caused to their existing or planned satellite networks or systems by these modifications did not have timely opportunity to comment and resolve potential difficulties as foreseen under No. 9.3 and 9.4 before the recording of the assignments in the MIFR.


Preliminary CEPT position

Europe proposes to offer potentially affected administrations the opportunity to enter into bilateral discussions in case of interference arising from modifications at the notification stage of a satellite network or system not subject to coordination procedures, while retaining unchanged the conditions triggering the need for a new advance publication.

See Subpart C of the ECP

Background

Two options were proposed to be considered in the development of the CPM text. Method A may be more burdensome if lots of changes are made between API and notification, while Method B tends to encourage more generic (and therefore less usable) submissions.

Method A: Add a footnote to No.  to allow administrations to enter into bilateral discussions in case of modifications to the satellite characteristics initially published under No. 9.2B, while retaining unchanged No. 9.2 of the Radio Regulations.
 
Method B: Modify No 9.2 of the Radio Regulations to require a new advance publication in case of changes to certain elements of a satellite network not subject to coordination (modification of the reference body, modification of the direction of transmission, modification resulting in the continuous transmission of the space station or increase of the service area).


List of relevant documents
Document 4 Addendum 2 from WRC-07
Document SC-WP/1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 8 and 11
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT June 09
View one:
There is no need to make any changes or to modify relevant provisions of the Radio Regulations. 
However, in order to make the situation clear to membership of having the opportunity to comment on the modification of notified assignments for which Section II of Article 9 does not apply, the following text may need to be included in a BR Circular- Letter to clarify the situation: 
In order to provide administrations with the opportunity to comment on the modification to the characteristics when the assignments are notified to the Bureau under Article 11 of the Radio Regulations, Administrations may provide necessary comments when the Bureau publishes the notified assignments under RR 11.28 in its BRIFIC. In addition, such a comment does not have any regulatory implication/action to be implemented by the Bureau (since the only examination carried out by the Bureau is that of conformity of the notified assignments with the RR 11.31). Consequently administrations believing that they are likely to be affected by the proposed modifications mentioned above may in fact make their comments at other opportunities.

View two: 
The above issues need further studies.

Sep 11:  PACP as follows:

NOC	ASP/yy/2e1
9.2
ADD	ASP/yy/2e2
11.28.1		Administrations may provide comments, if any, on the proposed modification to the characteristics of the satellite networks or system not subject to coordination procedure under Section II of RR Article 9 published by the Bureau under RR No. 11.28.


ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) Supports addition of footnote to 11.28 and No Change to 9.2

International organisations

 [ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports modification to advance publication of information (API) of a satellite network or system not subject to coordination procedure under Section II of Article 9.
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposalJune 2011)] supports the procedure in RR 9.3 for Administrations to cooperate in joint efforts to resolve any difficulties at the time of Advance Publication for these networks.  Does not favour one CPM method over the other as long as the Administrations apply the spirit of what is indicated above. 


Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


ECP Subpart D – Miscellaneous Issues

72D.  Review of the bands listed in Table 5-1 of RR Appendix 5 for RR Nos. 9.11 and 9.19

Issue

Because inaccuracies in Table 5-1 of Appendix 5 lead to confusion in applying the provisions of Section II of Article 9 and may cause difficulties for both administrations and the Bureau, Europe proposes to update the list of frequency bands indicated in the row corresponding to No. 9.11, on the basis of the current Radio Regulations. Since Nos. 9.11 and 9.19 are not exactly inverse, Europe also proposes to explicitly list the bands where No. 9.19 applies instead of referring to the row dealing with No. 9.11.

Preliminary CEPT position

In order to improve clarity, update the list of frequency bands in the entry in Table 5-1 for No. 9.11 and provide a separate list of frequency bands in the entry in Table 5-1 for No. 9.19.  

See Subpart D of the ECP

Background

In the current Table 5-1, the entry for No 9.19 refers to the list of bands given in the entry for No 9.11.  However, there are some bands to which No. 9.11 does not apply but to which No. 9.19 does apply.  In order to improve clarity on the scope of applicability of each of these two provisions, it is proposed to include separate lists of frequency bands in each entry. 

List of relevant documents

Document SC-WP/46 Annex 9
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 2011) PACP supports Method in CPM Report

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) Support

International organisations

 [ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports review of the bands listed in Table 5-1 of RR Appendix 5 for RR Nos. 9.11 and 9.19.
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


141C.  Averaging bandwidth in Annex 2 of Appendix 4 [Editor’s note: previously Issue 2 and modified]

Issue

Footnote 2 to Tables A, B, C and D of Annex 2 of Appendix 4 provides guidance to compute the maximum power density of a carrier. In particular, it indicates the averaging bandwidth over which the maximum power density shall be computed (4 kHz for assignments below 15 GHz, 1 MHz for assignments above 15 GHz). In case of a carrier having a bandwidth smaller than the averaging bandwidth, Footnote 2 currently mentions that “the maximum density is calculated as if the assignment occupied the averaging bandwidth”. If such a guideline is followed, this will underestimate the interference potential of the carrier by a factor corresponding to the ratio between the averaging bandwidth and its necessary bandwidth.  A correction to this footnote is thus required in order to solve this inconsistency.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT proposes that, cCognisant that a revised version of ITU-R Recommendation SF.675 will be approved before WRC-12, the possible ambiguity in Footnote 2 to Annex 2 to Appendix 4 be addressed through the modifications shown in the draft ECP, which consist of deleting the final sentence and recommending use of the most recent version of ITU-R Rec SF.675 when calculating the maximum power density per Hz.

See Subpart D of the ECP

Background

List of relevant documents

Document CPM11-2/1 Section 5/7/2

Actions to be taken


Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT June 09 
The above-mentioned inconsistencies should be studied by ITU-R Study Groups, e.g WP 4A. To this effect membership may wish to take appropriate actions in that regard with a view to pursue the matter with relevant ITU-R Study Groups.

1 Sept 11 PACP is the same proposal as CEPT

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) support the introduction of the necessary explanations in Recommendation ITU‑R SF.675 concerning pfd calculation for all types of carrier and of the corresponding modifications to footnote 2 to Tables A, B, C and D in Annex 2 to Appendix 4 of the Radio Regulations.

International organisations

ITU-R 
WP4A Sep 09
Document 4A/234 from France (developed and agreed within the framework of CEPT CPG PTA) addressed this issue.  WP4A considered that it was a technical issue which should remain in WP4A for further discussion at future meetings.  Annex 14 of the Chairman’s Report 4A/278 refers.
Jul 10
WP4A developed an alternative method – preparing a draft revision of ITU-Rec SF.675 and deleting the possible ambiguous sentence in Footnote 2 to Annex 2 of Appendix 4.  WP4A developed CPM text to include this method

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal)]

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


1E.  Addition of a new data item in Appendix 4 to enable specification of the antenna aperture dimension aligned with the GSO arc

Issue

It is proposed to add a new data item in Appendix 4 to enable implementation of new Recommendation ITU-R S.1855 “Alternative reference radiation pattern for earth station antennas used with satellites in the geostationary-satellite orbit for use in coordination and/or interference assessment in the frequency range from 2 to 31 GHz”, namely the parameter Dgso, referring to the antenna aperture dimension aligned with the GSO arc (m) as seen from the earth station location.

This proposal originated  from Canada.

Preliminary CEPT position

Support.  See Subpart D of the ECP

Relevant information from outside CEPT

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) same proposal as CEPT but with slightly different AP4 data item numbering

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (10 Aug 2011) does not oppose


Prevent sending notification of satellite networks subject to Section II of Article 9 at the same time as the request for coordination

Issue

For frequency assignments subject to coordination under Section II of Article 9, it is currently possible to send both the coordination request under Article 9 and the notification information under Article 11 at the same time. They will be considered as received by the Bureau on the same date. In such case, coordination is therefore not performed, which seems to override the very principle of applying Section II of Article 9.

Preliminary CEPT position

Europe proposes to align the notification conditions for all cases and making sure it can not happen earlier than the publication of the complete list of required coordination (for both geostationary and non-geostationary satellite networks) has been published.

See Subpart D of the ECP

Background

Currently satellite networks or systems subject to Section II of Article 9 are able to be notified on the same day where the associated coordination request is sent. This is in contrast with satellite networks or systems not subject to coordination where notification has to be delayed at least six months after the API publication. Sending both a coordination request and its associated notification on the same day undermines the coordination procedure set forth by Article 9 and should therefore be prohibited. A modification of No. 9.1 could be considered to implement such delaying of the notification under Article 11 for satellite networks or systems subject to Section II of Article 9.

List of relevant documents

Relevant information from outside CEPT

Regional telecommunication organisations

CITEL (date of proposal)

USA propose that notification can be considered as receivable only six months after the receipt of the coordination request (see Addendum 41 to Document 9 of WRC-12).

International organisations

ITU-R This issue is not contained in the CPM report on WRC-12 agenda item 7.


Suppressing the 6-month period between an API and a coordination request in Article 9 of the Radio Regulations

Issue

Currently, a coordination request can not be considered as receivable less than six months after the advance publication (API) has been received. Nowadays, API of systems subject to coordination do not contain any really useful information for administration and can be seen as a formal step of the coordination and notification process that does not bring much added-value to administrations.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT supports the suppression of the 6-month period between an API and a coordination request because API that are followed by a coordination request do not currently bring any relevant information to other administrations before they initiate coordination. It would also allow reducing the part of the 7-year period given to publication activities and would therefore give administrations more time to actually coordinate their respective satellite networks. 
To ensure a smooth transition between the existing and the future mechanism, CEPT proposes that the date of entry into force of this change be six months after the end of WRC-12. 
 
Background

If the list of networks published under No. 9.36.2 is made definitive, then under the current regulations, around 14 months of the 7 years regulatory period will elapse before the full coordination requirements are known (6 months after receipt of API before the coordination request is considered received, 2 months to publish the coordination request, 4 months for administrations to comment and a further 2 months to publish the updated list of networks with which coordination is required.  Removing the 6 months period between receipt of API and receivability of the coordination request would substantially reduce the period before the full coordination requirements are known.
 
List of relevant documents

Relevant information from outside CEPT

Regional telecommunication organisations

CITEL (date of proposal)

USA also propose to remove the six-month period between API and coordination request (see Addendum 41 to Document 9 of WRC-12).


Interim agreements in Appendix 30, 30A and 30B

Issue

Assignments of satellite networks submitted under the Regions 1 and 3 procedure in Article 4 of Appendix 30 and 30A can enter the List on the basis of a temporary agreement with an administration whose assignment in the Plan is affected by the incoming network.  In such a case, the reference situation of the Plan assignment is updated in accordance with the EPM degradation agreed.  During the period of the temporary agreement, other networks can begin the Article 4 procedure and not affect the Plan assignment in question due to its already degraded EPM.  Once the temporary agreement has expired, it is not possible to re-establish coordination requirements for those Article 4 networks which have entered the process during the agreement period, leading to a permanent degradation of the Plan assignment.  

In addition to the existing grouping concept, which is limited to orbital separations of up to 0.4 degrees, it is proposed to introduce a regulatory mechanism allowing administrations having no immediate plans to use their Plan assignments and allotments in the Appendices 30, 30A and 30B to give their agreements on a temporary basis to administrations wishing to operate assignments in the List without seeing their protection margins permanently degraded. Such a mechanism would guarantee the continued protection of national resources in the space Plans, improve the coordination mechanisms for assignments in the List and increase the accuracy of notified characteristics of the space systems. 

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT proposes adding provisions to Appendix 30, 30A and 30B to allow for the possibility of pairing assignments in the List with assignments or allotments in the relevant Plan where there is temporary agreement for a specified period of time
  
Background

According to RR Appendices 30/30A and 30B, the technical compatibility analysis of each Plan performed by the BR is partly based on the aggregate interference generated by systems. Therefore, when an administration A indicates to the BR that an agreement was found with the administration B concerning their respective systems, the interference from the system of the Administration A into the system of the Administration B is taken into account and vice-versa when the BR generates the new reference situation of respective Plans.

Furthermore, from a technical point of view, when two systems are located close to each other, it is very difficult to operate the same frequency band on the same geographical area. The only possible technical solution to be compatible in this situation is to share the frequency band or to operate on different geographical areas.

Unfortunately, if the orbital position of its assignment in the Regions 1 and 3 Plan is not located within 0.4° from the orbital position of the assignment in the Regions 1 and 3 List, it is impossible to group the two systems and in case of agreement, the interference from the system in the List into the system in the Plan will be taken into account in the total aggregate interference and vice-versa. 

Depending on the orbital separation between these two systems, this mutual interference could significantly degrade their respective EPM margins up to –20 or –30 dB, which could lead to a lack of protection as discussed in paragraph 2 above.

Therefore, even if this administration has signed a temporary agreement according to § 4.1.13 or § 4.2.17 of Article 4 of RR Appendices 30 and 30A, its national assignment may no longer be protected because of the degradation of the protection margins and it may be impossible for this administration to implement in the future its national rights.

List of relevant documents
4A/501
4A/582
CPGPTA_2011_072
CPGPTA_2011_078


Use of electronic means of communications for administrative correspondence related to advance publication, coordination and notification of satellite networks, earth stations and radio astronomy stations

Issue

Some current provisions of the Radio Regulations pertaining to advance publication, coordination and notification of satellite networks, earth stations and radio astronomy stations still require the Bureau and administrations to use telegram or fax as official means of correspondence.To reduce the administrative workload of both the Bureau and administrations and to avoid duplication in the correspondence, modern electronic means of communications could be introduced instead.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT proposes a Resolution to instruct the Radiocommunication Bureau to develop a mechanism allowing fax to be replaced by secured email exchanges in a coordinated manner. This would simplify the administrative correspondence and decrease the workload related to coordination and notification of satellite networks.

Background

Several provisions of the Radio Regulations instruct the Bureau (or administrations when responding) to send a circular telegram or a fax, for example and inter alia Nos. 9.45 and 9.46, § 4.1.6, 4.2.8 and 4.2.9 of Appendix 30. In some other provisions, the Bureau is instructed to communicate with administrations without any mention of the communication method to be used (e.g. Nos. 9.2A or 9.2.B.1). In many occurrences, therefore, the Bureau, in conformity with the Radio Regulations, only recognizes a telegram or a fax as an official correspondence.

The Radio Regulations Board already recognized in the Rule of Procedure on receivabilitythat information may be sent by e-mail to ITU however an administration has to send, within 7 days of the date of the e-mail, a confirmation by either telefax or mail, which shall be regarded as being received on the same date as the original e-mail.

The Bureau has reported that it is currently facing increasing difficulties in informing administrations of its actions in application of the Radio Regulations through telefaxes, which imply that the Bureau has to send the information by surface mail. This obviously increases the Bureau’s workload and may lead to delay of response by administrations with potentially adverse regulatory effects for the administrations’ filings.

List of relevant documents

Relevant information from outside CEPT

International organisations

ITU- R
This issue is not contained in the CPM report on WRC-12 agenda item 7 but the Director raises this issue in section 2.1.1 of Part 2 of its Report (see addendum 2 to document 4 of WRC-12).

Issues not in the ECP

4F Limited and qualified extension of regulatory time-limit for bringing into use satellite frequency assignments due to launch delays beyond the control of the notifying administration

Issue

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT does not propose any regulatory change with regard to Issue  but is sympathetic to the resolution of the problem, while avoiding possible abuse.

Background

List of relevant documents

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) No PACP

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (10 Aug 2011) does not oppose a Resolution allowing an extension for launch delays caused beyond the control on the notifying administration


CPM Group 5 – Issues requiring no action by WRC-12

35A.  Footnote RR No. 5.510

Issue

Provision No. 5.510 of the Radio Regulations (RR) limits the use of the band 14.5-14.8 GHz by the fixed-satellite service (FSS) (Earth‑to-space) to feeder links for the broadcasting-satellite service (BSS) for countries outside Europe, which means that such use is authorized in Region 2. This allocation was made at WARC-79 with the view to provide feeder links to the 12 GHz broadcasting-satellite service for the three Regions. Article 2 of RR Appendix 30A indicates that the provisions of this Appendix applies to FSS feeder links in the band 14.5-14.8 GHz in Region 1 (outside Europe) and Region 3 for BSS in Regions 1 and 3, but there is no mention of the same application in Region 2. Articles 4 and 7 of RR Appendix 30A do not include the regulatory procedures to deal with the possible sharing situation between FSS feeder-link networks for BSS in Region 2 and Regions 1 and 3 BSS feeder-link Plan (outside Europe) in the 14.5-14.8 GHz band. Taking account of the above context, and in order to clarify the situation, it was proposed to consider further studying the alternative approach below:
1)	either to authorize FSS allocation limited to feeder links for the BSS, outside Europe but including Region 2 in the band 14.5-14.8 GHz (as currently mentioned in RR No. 5.510) and to modify accordingly Appendix 30A to establish coordination procedures between FSS feeder-link networks for BSS in Region 2 and Regions 1 and 3 BSS feeder-link Plan (outside Europe); or
2)	to modify RR No. 5.510 to exclude Region 2 from its scope of application.
If the Bureau was to receive a submission of feeder links in Region 2 in this frequency band, it would treat it in accordance with the coordination procedures to be established by the Radio Regulations Board. 

Preliminary CEPT position

Await the Director’s Report to WRC-12CEPT does not propose any change under Agenda Item 7 related to No. 5.510 but CEPT supports the associated Rule of Procedure.  CEPT could accept under Agenda Item 8.1.2 that the essence of this Rule of Procedure be incorporated into the Radio Regulations. 

Background

This issue wasFirst raised in the Working Party of the Special Committee, which CPM concluded that no action or modification was required.

List of relevant documents

Document SC-WP/1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 4
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) NOC

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) supports No Change

International organisations

[ITU-R (date of proposal)]

This question is addressed in section 5/7/5A of the CPM report on WRC-12 agenda item 7. Section 3.3.1.2 of Part 2 of the Director’s report (see addendum 2 to document 4 of WRC-12) and section 7.3 of Part 3of the Director’s report (see addendum 3 to document 4 of WRC-12) also address No. 5.510.

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal)]

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


15B.  Harmonization of footnotes refer to RR No. 9.11A 

Issue

Footnotes referring to the application of No. 9.11A to different services/frequency bands have been introduced in Article 5 of the Radio Regulations (RR) since WARC-92 with different texts according to the Conference and the Radio Regulations in force at that time. Generally, these footnotes indicate that “the use of a [band] by a [specific service] is subject to coordination under RR No. 9.11A” (e.g. No. 5.208). For some footnotes, it is just stated “the provisions of RR No. 9.11A apply” (e.g. RR No. 5.403). Such wording, of a general nature, is not referring precisely to the forms of coordination under RR No. 9.11A that apply to the service/frequency band, e.g. RR Nos. 9.12, 9.12A, 9.13 and/or 9.14, information which is currently indicated in the Rule of Procedure on RR No. 9.11A. Some footnotes also indicate that “the allocation of the [band] to a [specific service] is subject to coordination under RR No. 9.11A.” (e.g. RR No. 5.414), when in fact it is the use of such a band by a service which is subject to the application of RR No. 9.11A. Taking the above into account, it was suggested to consider harmonizing the text of the footnotes to Article 5 of the Radio Regulations referring to No. 9.11A.

Preliminary CEPT position

No change or action is required.  No ECP is required.

Background

This issue wasFirst raised in the Working Party of the Special Committee, CPMwhich concluded that no action or modification was required

List of relevant documents

Document SC-WP/1
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 2
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11)  NOC

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) supports No Change

International organisations

[ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal)]

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]


25C.  Harmonization of the text of future proposed footnotes tof RR Article 5

Issue

A proposal was received to consider harmonization of the text of the future proposed footnotes to Article 5 of the Radio Regulations in accordance with resolves 4 of Resolution 26 (Rev.WRC-07), which states that "that footnotes serving a common purpose should be in a common format, and, where possible, be grouped into a single footnote with appropriate references to the relevant frequency bands".

Preliminary CEPT position

Future footnotes should be clear, concise and easy to understand and should be aligned and harmonized with the existing footnotes of the Radio Regulations.

There is no need to harmonize or align the text of the current footnotes of Article 5 of the Radio RegulationsNo change or action is required.  No ECP is required

Background

First, The issue was raised in the Working Party of the Special Committee, which CPM  concluded that no action or modification was required.
future footnotes should be clear, concise and easy to understand and should be aligned and harmonized with the existing footnotes of the Radio Regulations.

SC-WP also concluded that there is no need to harmonize or align the text of the current footnotes of Article 5 of the Radio Regulations.

List of relevant documents

Document SC-WP/46 Annex 3
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal1 Sept 11) NOC

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal10 Aug 2011) support all new footnotes being formulated in a manner that is clear, concise and easy to understand.

International organisations

[ITU (date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (date of proposal)]

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]



6A Complementary Ground Components of integrated MSS systems in 1525-1559MHz and 1626.5-1660.5MHz

Issue

A contribution was received during the CPM11-2 meetingaddressing notification and recording of the Complementary Ground Components (“CGC”) of integrated MSS systems.

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT does not support any change in the regulatory procedures for coordination, notification and recording of frequency assignments to Complementary Ground Components (CGC) of integrated MSS systems, before the sharing and compatibility studies related to the impact of CGC on other systems and services are completed.

[CEPT proposes to modify Recommendation 206 (WRC-07) in order to focus the required studies on the 1.6/1.5 GHz bands (because other MSS bands are either already allocated to the mobile service or do not attract interest for deploying CGC) and to request ITU-R to perform studies on this issue in a more explicit manner, without elevating the issue to the level of mandatory activities and without requiring an agenda item on a future conference.]

Background

Recommendation 206 (WRC-07) recognizes that some administrations are implementing integrated MSS systems. Recommendation 206 (WRC-07) invited ITU-R to perform studies on sharing, technical and regulatory issues regarding these integrated systems. Nos. 11.2 and 11.3 of the Radio Regulations indicate that any frequency assignment to a transmitting station shall be notified to the ITU Radiocommunication Bureau if the station is capable of causing harmful interference. Therefore, modifications to RR Appendix 4 and the introduction of a new Resolution were proposed during CPM11-2 by one administration for notifying and recording CGC stations as part of an integrated MSS system. Additionally, modifications to Recommendation 206 (WRC-07) were proposed to reference this new Resolution, to recommend a definition for integrated MSS systems, to invite ITU-R to complete sharing and compatibility studies by the 2015 Radiocommunication Assembly and to invite administrations to include CGC stations in bilateral and multilateral consultations.

Views were expressed that these regulatory proposals are premature as technical studies in ITU-R Working Party 4C are not complete due to the lack of technical characteristics of the terrestrial component (base stations and terminals).

The CPM Report contains no Method or Regulatory and Procedural Considerations for this issue.

List of relevant documents

Chapter 5 of the CPM report (section 5/7/6A)

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (1 Sept 11) NOC

CITEL (date of proposal)

RCC (date of proposal)

International organisations

SFCG (June 2011) 
is strongly of the view that any regulatory recognition of CGC (Complementary Ground Component) in MSS bands shared or adjacent to services used for scientific applications be conditional on sharing/co-existence feasibility being demonstrated through proper ITU-R studies 


126C.  Application of RR No. 23.13

Issue

The SC-WP received aA contribution proposing to align the text of RR No. 23.13B and RR No. 23.13C with that of RR No. 23.13 in order that the consistency between various provisions of RR Article 23 is achieved was received by the Working Party of the Special Committee. 

Preliminary CEPT position

CEPT opposes reopening discussion of this issue.

Background

In No. 23.13,reference is made to the “radiation over the territory of other countries unless an agreement has been previously reached” whereas in Nos. 23.13B and 23.13C, such language is not used. Instead, WRC-2000 decided to require that the satellite network’s service area be modified in the event of a disagreement to include another administration’s territory. As a result, the reception of the satellite network’s signal would not be protected on that administration’s territory. Iran proposed to align the text of Nos. 23.13B and 23.13C with the text of No. 23.13, i.e. to replace “service area” in Nos. 23.13B and 23.13Cby “coverage area”. Many administrations opposed this idea and found the specific proposals technically unworkable. These administrations were of the view that it is not technically possible to modify the physical coverage area of a satellite after the satellite is ordered and it may also be difficult to exclude one country while covering its neighbours.

The SC-WP could not reach any conclusion on the matter.  The CPM Report contains no Method or Regulatory and Procedural Considerations for this issue

List of relevant documents

Chapter 5 of the CPM report (section 5/7/6C)
Document SC-WP/46
Document SC-WP/46 Annex 16
Document SC/3

Actions to be taken

Relevant information from outside CEPT

European Union

Regional telecommunication organisations

APT (date of proposal)

ATU (date of proposal)

Arab Group (date of proposal)

CITEL (date of proposal) September 2011)
IAP – BRAZIL, CANADA, DOMINICAN REPUBLIC, USA, MEXICO,URUGUAY:
No methods identified with this issue
· NOC: No. 23.13
· NOC: No. 23.13A
· NOC: No. 23.13B
· NOC: No. 23.13C
(Note: This IAP represents a CITEL position at this time and will not besubmitted to the Conference unless there are proposals from otheradministrations to modify Article 23).

RCC (date of proposal)

International organisations

 [ITU-(date of proposal)]

[ICAO (date of proposal)]

[IMO (date of proposal)]

[NATO (5 Oct 2011date of proposal)]
NATO Military Position: NATO supports NO Change to the application of Nos. 23.13, 23.13A, 23.13B and 23.13C of RR Article 23.
Military Importance: Low

[SFCG (date of proposal)]

Regional organisations

[ESA (date of proposal)]

[Eumetnet (date of proposal)]

[Eurocontrol (date of proposal)]

[Other relevant information]
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