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The United States administration values the opportunity to comment upon the several thoughtful papers advanced in the first round by others.  Certain issues warrant special attention.


Due Diligence


The USA has a domestic process that provides a regulatory mechanism for enforcement of administrative due diligence.  This process promotes efficient use of the spectrum/orbit resource because it ensures that applicants for satellite systems are financially qualified so that they either have or can raise the needed capital to construct and implement authorized systems, and ensures that licensees proceed with the construction and implementation of systems in a reasonable time frame.  This approach, over the years, has prevented warehousing of the spectrum/orbit resource and has promoted the development of a thriving and competitive satellite communications industry.  Moreover, this approach has provided a means by which the USA can assure that advance publications of USA private systems at the ITU generally will result in implemented systems.    


The USA cannot support the CEPT approach calling for a resolution that requires individual administrations to adopt specified regulations to be utilized in their domestic processes.  Such an approach is not consistent with national sovereignty and is unlikely to achieve the objectives in any case.  While it is appropriate for administrations to consider utilizing due diligence within national processes, it is not appropriate for a World Radiocommunication Conference to dictate specific rules to be implemented.  Each individual administration has important national goals to achieve in its communications laws and licensing regulations and a WRC-specified approach cannot take into consideration all of these national goals.


The USA supports the notion that administrations should behave responsibly in advance publishing and coordinating satellite systems and the USA believes that most administrations already behave responsibly.  The USA has proposed some limited procedural due diligence requirements to be utilized in the ITU satellite coordination and notification process.  This approach would have a better chance of improving the process, would  be applied to all systems across the board, and would not intrude on national regulatory and policy objectives.  These internationally adopted due diligence requirements, coupled with possible administrative improvements to expedite availability of AP4 and AP3 information filed with the ITU, can improve the process without impinging on national sovereignty over regulation of communications networks.


Transfers


Australia's intent appears to be to prevent any transfer of rights obtained under the ITU process from one administration to another administration.  In the USA's view, this will not improve the paper satellite problem, since the problem is not the transfer of rights between administrations.  There appears to be no nexus with Resolution 18 matters.  Perhaps Australia might be in a position to explain the linkage, if any.


Monitoring


Other administrations have outlined their capability.  The United States administration has such capability.  As part thereof, the United States Centralizing Office operates a monitoring station at Columbia, Maryland for space services and has registered the facility as part of the ITU International monitoring system.  The Columbia station performs the range of functions as described for space monitoring in the ITU Spectrum Monitoring Handbook.  Reports of space monitoring observations of geo-synchronous satellites are routinely published.  Such information may be used during bilateral coordination of networks.�PRIVATE ��


Fees/Deposits


The USA has already contributed some suggestions that appear both practical and implementable.  Due diligence holds promise and enjoys wide and growing support.  Shortening the coordination period has likewise received recognition as a possible significant aid.  An enhanced network operator regime seems possible.  It may prove useful to utilize a simpler coordination “switch” in the heavily used FSS GSO bands of interest, such as ±[10]°.  We believe that such procedural improvements as these should first be examined, tried and then assessed.  Only if this first-stage effort proves less than satisfactory would the second stage of a fee/deposit be considered further.  In this regard the USA accords with the view of Japan.  Financial methods, such as fees or deposits, might be considered only if the improved procedural approach -- such as shortening the coordination term, submitting additional information -- should prove to be ineffective.


Examination with respect to the probability of harmful interference


The USA generally favors significant reduction in unproductive “front-end” examinations or other reviews of  AP4 and AP3.  However, in one special and highly infrequent case the notion has been raised that it may no longer be appropriate for the BR to conduct an examination with respect to the probability of harmful interference from one satellite network to another.  Rather, that notion holds that perhaps this should be a matter between the interested and affected administrations.


In fact it is already a matter between and among administrations.  The problem that arises is, infrequently and for reasons extraneous to technical coordination, the requisite coordination can not be concluded.  One uncooperative administration could block the successful registration of a real network, irrespective of whether that network’s proponent is a developing or developed administration.  This seldom happens.  But it does happen�.  It is thus necessary to retain the existing provisions currently in force as RR1506.  The extreme infrequency of such examinations indicates that it is not burdensome upon the BR. While an examination with respect to the probability of harmful interference to networks meriting protection is not the ideal situation, it is superior to a blocked network.  The quality of the information available officially to the BR should improve consequential to our efforts, thus implying more reliable results in future than might be encountered now.


Implementation


An unrealistic number of possible improvements by WRC-97 has been put forth in addition to the already burdensome agenda.  We believe that WRC-97 could consider improvements, but they should be practical, they must enjoy wide acceptance, and they should be clearly within the mandate of the conference.  Accordingly we are of the opinion that, while the Director’s report is a matter for the Director, WRC-97 might address the issues below:


Improvements in the advance publication, coordination and notification procedures for geostationary FSS networks to be implemented in the three most heavily used bands; and


a diminished coordination period.


____________________





� Since the coordination requirements of the WARC-ST (Geneva, 1971) came into force on January 1, 1973, the United States administration has been compelled to use this provision once, and then only after being unable to reach coordination in the case in question after nearly a decade of effort.
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