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1
Report by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 3 of the Plenary (Document 365)

1.1
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 3 of the Plenary said that Document 365 contained proposals relating to conference agenda item 1.26. All the participants in the discussions in Ad hoc Group 3 of the Plenary had made some concessions in order to reach agreement on minimum antenna sizes for the bands 6 and 14 GHz. The proponents of smaller antenna diameters had agreed that the minimum size in the 6 GHz band could be retained at 2.4 m, provided that the minimum size for the 14 GHz band was 0.6 m. The Arab Group and the Islamic Republic of Iran had not, however, accepted the proposal for antennas of less than 2.4 m in the 6 GHz band or 1.2 m in the 14 GHz band. There was also no agreement by the Arab countries to include the 14-14.5 GHz band. Two options were therefore proposed. The first option would consist of selection of a value of 1.2 m, with a footnote to the effect that antennas as small as 0.6 m could be authorized if they did not produce more interference than an antenna of 1.2 m, if they complied with the other technical limits in Annex 2 to draft Resolution [COM4/20] and if they complied with the requirements for protection of the FSS intersystem coordination agreements. The second option would consist of selection of the value of 0.6 m with no explanatory footnote. The proponents of that option considered that draft Resolution [COM4/20] already stated the requirements.

1.2
The Chairman invited participants to consider the proposals in Document 365.

Article 5 (MOD 5 925-6 700 MHz, MOD 14-14.25 GHz, MOD 14.25-14.5 GHz, ADD 5.AA16, ADD 5.AA17, ADD 5.AA18)

1.3
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said, with regard to ADD 5.AA16, that the Arab Group wished to add the words “Except for those countries mentioned in footnote x” before “such use shall be in accordance with Resolution [COM4/20] (WRC-03)”. The same wording should be inserted in ADD 5.AA18.

1.4
The delegates of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Saudi Arabia said that no such conditions should be attached to acceptance of the proposed footnotes.

1.5
The delegates of Cyprus and Malta asked that their administrations be included in ADD 5.AA18.

1.6
It was so agreed.

1.7
With that amendment, the proposals were approved.

SUP Resolution 82 (WRC-2000)

1.8
Approved.

ADD Resolution [COM4/20] (WRC-03)

1.9
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran proposed that in considering j) the words “may reduce” be changed to “reduce”.

1.10
The delegate of Canada agreed with that proposal but suggested that the phrase be amended to read: “hence it will reduce the probability of interference into the fixed service”.

1.11
After an objection from the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Chairman suggested the compromise wording “hence it will reduce interference into the fixed service”.

1.12
It was so agreed.

1.13
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, supported by the delegate of Saudi Arabia, referring to § 6 of Annex 1 to draft Resolution [COM4/20], said that the only way to ensure that emissions ceased immediately would be to have an automatic mechanism. He therefore proposed adding the word “automatic” before “mechanisms”. If there were no automatic mechanism, emissions might continue for days, while approaches were made to the administrations that detected the interference, those that reported it, managers and other administrations.

1.14
The delegate of Canada said that he did not subscribe to that view and considered that the addition would be detrimental to operation of earth stations on board vessels (ESVs).

1.15
The delegate of Sweden concurred and added that it would be incongruous to include a detailed description of the means for bringing about immediate cessation in the text of the resolution. It would be up to the licensing administration and the operator to comply with the provisions. The delegate of Brazil also objected to insertion of the word “automatic”.

1.16
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran opposed a suggestion by the Chairman to include the words “preferably automatic”, after “mechanisms”.

1.17
The delegate of Greece suggested that the matter be studied by ITU-R and dealt with by a future competent conference.

1.18
The delegate of Canada said that the proposal to include the word “automatic” was presumably intended to safeguard against administrations that did not comply with the provisions of §§ 2 and 4 of Annex 1. What assurance would there be, however, that they would comply with § 6? He considered that the word was redundant.

1.19
At the suggestion of the Chairman, the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that his Administration, in a spirit of compromise, would reluctantly agree to withdraw its suggestion to insert the word “automatic” in § 6.

1.20
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, supported by the delegates of Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, referring to Annex 2 to draft Resolution [COM4/20], and specifically the first footnote to the table of technical limitations, explained that authorization of antennas smaller than 0.6 m would increase the number of antennas aboard vessels and thus increase the cumulative interference to terrestrial stations. When a similar issue had been discussed under item 1.24 of the Conference agenda, to reduce the antenna size from 4.5 m to 1.2 m, the main argument had been that the increased number would increase cumulative interference. He therefore proposed that the word “cumulative” be inserted before “interference” in the first sentence of the footnote, and that a further footnote should be added, reading: “The licensing administrations shall collectively undertake the commitment to provide the means and steps by which they meet such requirements.” It was not sufficient to say that interference would not increase; evidence should be provided that that was so.

1.21
The delegate of Sweden recalled that agreement had been reached in the drafting group that there should be no increase in cumulative interference. He would therefore be opposed to adding the word “cumulative” to the first footnote as proposed by the Iranian delegation.

1.22
The delegate of Greece said that the item was crucial for his Administration. He objected to the proposal by the Islamic Republic of Iran but suggested that it be studied by ITU-R and dealt with at a future conference.

1.23
The delegate of Canada, supported by the delegates of Brazil, the Netherlands, Norway, Germany and Australia, said that issues should not be left open for future conferences. The item under discussion had been studied for six years, and conclusions had been reached. With regard to the proposal of the Islamic Republic of Iran, he found it difficult to understand how 

licensing administrations could act collectively to prove a negative – that cumulative interference would not increase.

1.24
The delegate of Algeria, supporting the proposal by the Islamic Republic of Iran, found it surprising that delegates did not wish licensing administrations to be made responsible for the provisions inherent in the licence. When a licence was given to a vessel to carry a hazardous product, for example, the licensing administration should not be relieved of all responsibility for an accident.

1.25
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran asked why the collective responsibility of administrations to meet certain requirements was cited in other items but could not be inserted in the present item. In response to the Chairman’s suggestion that his proposals be dealt with nationally, he said that ships with antennas of a certain size that approached a country should accept the responsibility to decrease interference with terrestrial services. The drafting meeting at which the so-called compromise had been reached had taken place during a Plenary Meeting, and he had not attended it. It could not be considered to have been a formal meeting, and he defended the right to discuss the issues.

1.26
The delegate of the United Kingdom called attention to the fact that Annex 2 gave two options for the minimum diameter of ESV antennas: 1.2 m (with the footnote) and 0.6 m. He suggested that a decision be taken on that issue before discussing the first footnote. His preference would be to keep 0.6 m in the table, and to delete the footnote.

1.27
The delegate of France agreed with the previous speaker but said that he would also be prepared to accept 1.2 m with the footnote. In response to the comment of the delegate of Algeria, he pointed out that the problem was not one of the responsibility of administrations. As stated in the footnote, licensing administrations took responsibility by taking into account Recommendation ITU-R SF.1650. It would be impossible to impose collective responsibility, as had been emphasized by Sweden, the European coordinator, and by the Netherlands. Therefore either the footnote should remain unchanged; or, preferably 0.6 m should be retained in the table, with no footnote.

1.28
The delegate of Norway, supporting the delegates of the United Kingdom and France, said that Norway would prefer 0.6 m in the table, but that in a spirit of compromise it could also accept 1.2 m, provided the footnote remained as it stood.

1.29
The delegate of Sweden said that he was in favour of 0.6 m, with no footnote, but might be prepared to accept the inclusion of the footnote, but with the text unchanged.

1.30
The delegate of the Russian Federation said he could accept 1.2 m in the table, with the footnote as it stood, although he was not happy with that solution.

1.31
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, recalling that in the Radiocommunication Assembly his country had been against a reduction in antenna size, said that he would be prepared to accept 1.2 m in the table, with “0.6 m” being replaced by “0.9 m” in the footnote.

1.32
The delegate of Cuba supported 1.2 m in the table, with no footnote – a preference based on the relevant recommendation approved in the Radiocommunication Assembly – but could accept 1.2 m with the footnote.

1.33
The delegate of Greece preferred 0.6 m in the table with no footnote.

1.34
The delegate of India suggested retaining 1.2 m in the table, along with the footnote.

1.35
The delegate of Sweden said that, in a spirit of compromise, he could accept 1.2 m in the table, provided there was a reference to 0.6 m in the footnote. If that was not possible, he would prefer 0.6 m in the table.

1.36
The delegate of Greece said that if he agreed to go along with the proposal for 1.2 m in the table, plus the footnote, he could not accept any discussion on the 0.6 m antenna size.

1.37
The delegate of the United States suggested moving forward on the basis of the original draft in Document 365.

1.38
The Chairman suggested retaining 1.2 m in the table and removing the square brackets around that entry, deleting the reference to 0.6 m in the table, and retaining the footnote as it stood. 

1.39
The delegate of China supported that suggestion, but proposed that in the last line of the table as well as in the third footnote “off‑axis” should be deleted, and the word “density” should be inserted after “e.i.r.p.”.

1.40
The Chairman pointed out the parameters and wording came directly from ITU‑R Recommendations.

1.41
The delegate of Australia said that, as the purpose of e.i.r.p. off‑axis limits was not to protect terrestrial services but to protect satellites other than the one with which the ESV was communicating, it would be preferable to retain the reference to off‑axis limits.

1.42
The delegate of China said that, in the light of that explanation, he would be prepared to withdraw his proposal.

1.43
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that it was with considerable reluctance that he could agree to the Chairman’s suggestion, but only on condition that the second footnote was deleted.

1.44
The Chairman suggested that, in Annex 2 to draft Resolution [COM4/20], in the table concerning technical limitations applicable to ESVs, the first entry of 1.2 m under the heading “14‑14.5 GHz” should read “1.2 m*”, the first footnote should be maintained and the second footnote should be deleted.

1.45
It was so agreed.

1.46
The delegate of Indonesia, referring to the section headed “Off‑axis limits” in Annex 2 to draft Resolution [COM4/20] (WRC-03), proposed replacing the phrase “maximum e.i.r.p.” by “maximum off‑axis e.i.r.p.” in the introductory texts to the tables of values for 5 925-6 425 MHz and 14.0-14.5 GHz. He also indicated an editorial correction to the table of values under 5 925‑6 425 MHz: “48º < φ < 180º” should read “48º < φ ≤ 180º”. A corresponding amendment was needed in the table for the band 14.0-14.5 GHz.

1.47
The delegate of Canada said that introduction of the phrase “maximum off‑axis e.i.r.p.” would change the technical meaning of the paragraph, the aim being to limit the maximum e.i.r.p. in any direction within 3 degrees.

1.48
The Chairman suggested that, as the proposed inclusion of “off-axis” seemed to change the sense, the text of the section headed “Off-axis limits” should remain as set out in Document 365, subject to the proposed editorial changes.

1.49
It was so agreed.

ADD Recommendation [COM4/B] (WRC‑03)

1.50
Approved.
2
First and second reports by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary (Documents 368 and 369)

2.1
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary said that Ad hoc Group 5 had discussed two issues which were related: first, the possible revision of Resolution 539 (WRC‑2000) as required by agenda item 1.34; and, second, the proposals submitted by the Administrations of the Republic of Korea and Japan under agenda items 1.30 and 1.37. Those issues were reflected in his first and second reports (Documents 368 and 369), respectively, which should be considered together. He indicated two editorial corrections to draft revised Resolution 539 in Annex 1 to Document 368 (deletion of the word “or” in the first indent under instructs the Radiocommunication Bureau 1, and replacement of “resolves 4” by “resolves 5” in instructs the Radiocommunication Bureau 2). The text in Annex 1 to Document 368 represented a finely balanced compromise following extensive discussions.

2.2
He went on to explain the two options set out in Document 368. The ad hoc group had chosen to propose a regulatory solution based on a mixture of two methods, involving delayed hard limits up to a certain angle of arrival and then coordination using No. 9.11 of the Radio Regulations above that angle. Option 1 was to change from the hard limit approach to the coordination approach at an angle of 65º, and option 2 was to change the approach at an angle of 82º. He drew attention to the table of power flux‑density values associated with the two possible angles of approach. The ad hoc group had approved the text in Document 368, but had not decided between the two options. It had concluded that if option 2 was chosen, a text allowing for the notifying administration to request the assistance of the Bureau should be included in the minutes of the Plenary Meeting. That text was set out on the first page of Document 368.

2.3
The delegate of the United Kingdom said that the text represented a considerable compromise on all sides. Although not happy with all aspects of it, he could accept in principle the proposals in both the documents.

2.4
The delegate of China, recalling previous discussions on the matter, said that he had clearly understood that the current discussions should be based on the assumption of an angle of 82º as the break-point between hard limits and coordination, with a power flux‑density value of –118. He did not see that reflected in the options set out in Document 368 and would therefore have difficulty in accepting either option.

2.5
The Chairman invited discussion of MOD Resolution 539 (WRC‑2000) as set out in Annex 1 to Document 368.

2.6
The considering section was approved.
2.7
The urges section was approved, with an amendment proposed by the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic to replace the word “urges” by “encourages” or “invites”.

2.8
Resolves 1 was approved.
2.9
With regard to resolves 2, the delegate of China reiterated his support for 82º with the corresponding power flux‑density value of –118.

2.10
The delegate of the Russian Federation supported 82º as set out in option 2.

2.11
The delegate of Japan supported option 1, i.e. 65º with a power flux‑density of –118, stressing the need to consider the balance between the satellite service and the terrestrial services.

2.12
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the Arab Group had proposed an angle of 65º.

2.13
The delegate of Canada said that it should be borne in mind that if 82º was accepted it would be placing limits within a service area of the BSS sound system, for which that allocation would be of little use.

2.14
The delegate of France supported the power flux‑density limit of –118, but pointed out that 65º did not allow for protection of the whole territory of China, for example. However, if 82º was approved the Japanese system could not function. He therefore proposed as a compromise the figure of 76º.

2.15
The delegate of the United States considered that option 1 represented the best compromise between BSS (sound) and terrestrial services. He recalled that Resolution 539 (WRC‑2000) instructed ITU‑R to avoid placing undue constraints on either service, a point also stressed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran.
2.16
The delegate of Finland said that there was a common understanding on a power flux-density value of –118 dBW and that the break-point angle proposed by France as a compromise was acceptable.

2.17
The delegate of China said that an angle of 76º as the break-point between hard limits and the coordination procedure, along with a power flux-density value of –118 dBW, would leave some large cities unprotected. Reluctantly, however, he could accept the proposal by France as a compromise.

2.18
The delegate of Japan was unable to accept the proposal by France, and considered that a balance must be achieved between satellite and terrestrial services.

2.19
The delegate of the United Kingdom said that the proposal by France was a reasonable, acceptable compromise which he urged Japan to accept. It would not prevent satellite systems from operating.

2.20
The delegate of the Russian Federation pointed out that real interference to terrestrial services would occur only to his country and China; and it was easy for other countries to accept the proposal. The Russian terrestrial service would suffer additional interference and he was therefore not ready to accept the proposed 76º break-point. He suggested that the matter be reconsidered after discussion of Document 369 which was very closely linked with Document 368.

2.21
The delegate of Canada did not believe that the compromise solution proposed would work for the broadcasting-satellite service.

2.22
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that a workable technical solution must be found that could apply in the future also.

2.23
The delegate of Japan said that he could accept an angle of 76º but not a power flux‑density value of –118 dBW. 

2.24
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic supported the Islamic Republic of Iran and Canada: the decision taken by WRC‑03 must be able to be applied worldwide.

2.25
The Chairman said that the question of worldwide applicability could be considered once a compromise had been reached, and invited participants to turn their attention to Document 369.

2.26
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary, introducing his second report (Document 369), said that the group had taken advantage of its work to revise Resolution 539 (WRC-2000) by seeking to extend the applicability of the Resolution to cover the band 2 605‑2 630 MHz. Concerns expressed in the group regarding GSO had been resolved by an innovatory approach, resulting in the proposed text of provision No. 5.418bis, in Annex 1 to Document 369. The approach consisted of having hard power flux‑density limits up to a certain 

angle of arrival, and allowing No. 9.11 coordination at higher angles, but requiring that there be a hard power flux-density limit at a distance of 1 000 km outside the service area (i.e. outside the national territory). That requirement was imposed because coverage was strictly national, and to respond to the concerns relating to the terrestrial services. He stressed that the solution applied strictly to the two countries using that part of the band under the proposed new footnote and would not apply to any other GSO BSS systems operating in that part of the spectrum. The solution was seen purely as a way of covering the particular concern expressed by the Republic of Korea and Japan for their national systems.

2.27
The group had also studied whether the same approach could be employed to cover the issue of GSO BSS systems in the upper band 2 630‑2 655 MHz. That had resulted in the text set out in Annex 2 to Document 369 modifying provision No. 5.418. The entire text of MOD 5.418 was placed within square brackets as the group had not found it possible to accept the provision as drafted. The group had also addressed an issue raised by the Director of BR in Addendum 3 to Document 4 concerning the applicability of footnotes 5.418A, 5.418B and 5.418C. The resulting texts, which were not contentious but provided the clarification requested by the Director of BR, were also in Annex 2.

2.28
The delegate of the United Kingdom suggested that an editorial error in the third sentence of ADD 5.418bis could be corrected by amending the wording to read: “An administration listed in this provision shall not have simultaneously two overlapping frequency assignments, one under this provision, and the other one under the provisions of No. 5.416”.

2.29
It was so agreed.

2.30
The delegate of the Republic of Korea proposed that to avoid confusion, the word “systems” in the second sentence of ADD 5.418bis be replaced by “services”.

2.31
The representative of BR said that the standard wording would be: “This use is limited to systems intended for national coverage”.

2.32
That wording was approved.

2.33
In reply to a request from the delegate of India regarding ADD 5.418bis, the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary confirmed that the footnote applied only to the national systems of the Republic of Korea and Japan. There had been no discussion of their use being extended to other countries.

2.34
The delegate of the Russian Federation said he agreed in principle with ADD 5.418bis but had real doubts about the 1 000 km limit in the last sentence of the text. At the meeting of the ad hoc group, the distance proposed had been 200 km, placed in square brackets. The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary said that 200 km had been proposed by the CEPT countries. His understanding was that the 1 000 km limit had been agreed but he suggested that the Russian Federation and the Republic of Korea should discuss the matter.

2.35
The Chairman suggested that square brackets should be placed around “1 000 km” and further discussions be held.

2.36
It was so agreed.

2.37
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary said that ADD 5.418Abis, ADD 5.418Bbis and ADD 5.418Cbis were parallel provisions aimed at applying to other services the same mechanism as that proposed in ADD 5.418bis. With the agreement to no longer apply No. 22.2, it was necessary to specify the three different coordination mechanisms between the 

different types of space systems operating in that band. In response to a query from the representative of BR, he said that the reference in 5.418Bbis and 5.418Cbis should be to No. 5.418, not to 5.418bis.

2.38
ADD5.418Abis, ADD 5.418Bbis and ADD 5.418Cbis, as amended, were approved.

2.39
MOD 2 520‑2 655 MHz was approved.

2.40
The Chairman invited the meeting to consider Annex 2 to Document 369.

2.41
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary said that in MOD 5.418 the approach employed for the band 2 605‑2 630 MHz was to be applied to the upper band 2 630‑2 655 MHz. The names of Bangladesh, Belarus, Singapore and Sri Lanka should have been deleted from MOD 5.418, as already agreed by the Conference.

2.42
The delegate of Japan said that, notwithstanding the fact that proposal MOD 5.418 had been received in Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary only the previous day, not allowing time for technical study, and that conference agenda item 1.34 did not cover GSO issues, he could accept the proposal provided that in the last sentence of the first paragraph the distance of 1 000 km was changed to 1 500 km and the wording “for angles of arrival greater than 35 degrees” was deleted in order to give some flexibility.

2.43
The delegate of India agreed that it was difficult to study the technical aspects of proposals made at such a late stage of the Conference. He could therefore not accept MOD 5.418 at present.

2.44
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary said that Japan had already expressed concern on the matter in the ad hoc group and might have been expected to propose a change to the angle, but the deletion of the wording as proposed by that delegate would give rise to problems.

2.45
The delegate of the United Kingdom said that Annex 2 was an important component of the package and suggested that the distance of 1 000 km and the angle of 35º be placed in square brackets for discussion by the countries concerned. The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary pointed out that, although the proposal mentioned a wide band of 2 535-2 655 MHz, use of the additional allocation was limited by Resolution 528 (WARC-92) to the upper 25 MHz of the band, namely 2 630-2 655 MHz.

2.46
The Chairman suggested that “1 000 km” and “35 degrees” be placed in square brackets for further, informal discussion, while the square brackets around the entire MOD 5.418 be removed.

2.47
It was so agreed.

2.48
Returning to consideration of Document 368, the delegate of Japan said that the power flux‑density value for a 76º angle should be –115 dBW in order to avoid unnecessary constraint to the satellite services.

2.49
The delegate of China said that he could not accept the value of –115 dBW proposed by Japan. It might therefore be impossible to reach any conclusion under agenda item 1.34.

2.50
The Chairman, the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary and the delegates of the Russian Federation, France and the Islamic Republic of Iran considered that the meeting was very close to reaching a compromise and stressed the importance of making a decision on the issue at the present Conference.

2.51
The Chairman suggested that the angle of 76º be accepted and that the power flux‑density values of –115 dBW and –118 dBW be placed in square brackets.

2.52
It was so agreed.

2.53
The delegate of France mentioned that the possibility of extending Resolution 539 to the band 2 605-2 630 MHz had been raised.

2.54
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary said that the possibility appeared to have been accepted in general and he could arrange with the secretariat to make the necessary consequential changes to the text, which were largely editorial, in accordance with the changes agreed in the Plenary.

2.55
The Chairman requested Ad hoc Group 5 of the Plenary to pursue that work.

The meeting rose at 1200 hours.
The Secretary:


The Chairman:
Y. UTSUMI


V. RAWAT
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