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Introduction

This document addresses the issue of separating uplink and downlink examinations indicated in Section 7.5.2.3 of the CPM report on Resolution 86 of the ITU Plenipotentiary Conference (Minneapolis, 1998) concerning improvements to the satellite coordination and notification procedures.  It is in response to the request for further information ‘to facilitate good general understanding of all issues’ indicated in paper ICGSF(00)14 by the Convenor.

Subsequent to the CPM meeting on 15-26 November 1999 in Geneva, there have been some notable contributions on the above topic which are bought to the attention of this Informal Correspondence Group on Satellite Filings (ICGSF).  These documents are Information Document 1 to the Information Exchange Meeting on Satellite Network Coordination and Notification Processes held on 21st January 2000, and Document 4A/528-E to ITU-R Working Party 4A held on 21-29th February 2000. 

In separation of up and downlink data in proposed revisions to Appendix S8 procedures (previous Appendix 29), the examination can be treated in one of two ways:


-
referenced to increases in the equivalent (end-to-end) satellite link noise temperature relative to a threshold value.  This is referred to as Method A in this document.

-
referenced to increases in the respective individual satellite and earth station receiver noise temperatures relative to a threshold value.  This is referred to as Method B in this document.

Document 4A/528-E to the February meeting of WP4A illustrates that both methods would have significantly faster execution times (about an order of magnitude better for complex cases) than under the current procedures, with both cases brought to roughly about the same computer execution time.

The CPM report notes Method B would have simpler data requirements.  Concern was however expressed that deletion of the strapping table information may have some other consequences.  It is possible to quantify this further:

-
Method B can lead to an increased sensitivity to interference.  This is illustrated in Information Document No. 1 to the Information Exchange Meeting which shows the apparent increase in satellite and earth-station noise temperatures ((Ts/Ts and (Te/Te) can be as much as twice the value of (T/T calculated using existing APS8 procedures (relative to a 6% criterion).

-
the current (T/T calculation (based on both up and downlink considerations) can be directly related to the ITU-R Recommendations on carrier-to-interference calculations used in detailed coordination between networks, and also to the external interference provisions in the design of links.  This would not be the case for separated examinations.

-
further work will be required to determine what threshold criteria ((T/T) is specified in the separate examinations above (Methods A & B), used to identify the need for coordination so that it is comparable to the existing APS8 method.  In view of the short time before WRC-2000, it is recognised that a 6% criterion could be adopted for Method A based on the premise that there are only a relatively small number of cases which would not be identified in the separated up and downlink examinations, but which would be identified by the current APS8 examinations.  However, the unique threshold values to be applied for Method B will need to be carefully determined as these would need to encompass all types of satellite links, i.e., whether uplink or downlink limited.

Because of such concerns, it was noted in the CPM report that the suggestion to delete strapping data relates only to the identification of potentially affected administrations, with specific coordination between administrations being continued to be based on the use of the relevant ITU-R Recommendations.


