Inmarsat’s Comments on First Set of ICGSF Papers





Paper ICGSF (00) 04, para. 3, sets forth a good basis for addressing the problem of the mounting backlog of space notifications.  However, given the limited time available and that Administrations are generally aware of the problems, it may perhaps be more expedient to start with point c) “invite proposals for initiatives to address the issues”.





Since the problem of the backlog stems from both the nature of the BR processes required and the large amount of multiple filings being made by administrations, we would therefore like to put forward, for consideration by the Group, the following suggestions as to how current processes could perhaps be changed and also add some comments to suggestions already made during discussions at the January Information Exchange Meeting in Geneva.





1)	Retain API


Comment:	It serves a useful purpose in alerting Administrations to proposed satellite networks and there is currently no backlog in API processing.  However, perhaps S9.5B could be suspended to eliminate the large amount of correspondence arising from these publications.





2)	Make electronic filing mandatory


Comment:	This would speed up the BR’s processing.  Relevant software could be made available to developing countries, although in most cases, operators would already have the means to obtain the required software.





3)	File Administrative Due Diligence Information relating to satellite manufacture simultaneously with the Request for Coordination 


Comment:	For future filings, submitting Administrative due diligence relating to satellite manufacture along with the Request for Coordination would ensure that only satellite networks for which a contract has been signed are included in the process, thus eliminating paper and multiple filings. 





4)	Make available on the WEB prior to their technical examination by the BR, Coordination Requests received


Comment:	This would assist Administrations in initiating coordination discussions, especially if S9.5B were to be suspended. 





5)	Eliminate the requirement for the BR to identify Administrations to whom each Coordination Request should be addressed


Comment:	The BR should continue to do a technical examination of the filed parameters, checking that the filing is in line with the RR and that pfd, tolerance, eirp levels etc are not exceeded, and then simply publish the Request for Coordination without identifying Administrations to whom the Coordination Request should be addressed. The onus would then be on Administrations to carry out a self-identification by means of Appendix S8 calculations and advise the Administration concerned, with a copy to the BR, where coordination was required.  The BR could then publish, after the 4-month period the list of Administrations having made comments on a specific network.  Eliminating this part of the process could considerably speed up the processing of a Coordination Request.





6)	Special measures which may perhaps be applied to the back log only:


Comment:	It is commonly seen that an Administration wanting to implement just one satellite network makes multiple filings for several orbital locations, with each filing in several alternate frequency bands.  One of the measures that could perhaps be undertaken is to authorize the BR, after one round of cross-checking with Administrations, to delete the following:





all filings for alternate locations of a network;


all those parts of a network’s filings that relate to alternate/standby frequency bands. 





