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1	Introduction and background

In relation to WRC-12 AI 1.7, the last CPG meeting in Oxford (June 2011) concluded that:

“7.5.2  WRC-12 Agenda item 1.7
……..
CPG directed PTD to develop a solution where ICAO and the BR would be involved as observers in the reassessment meeting, but with a clear definition of the extent of this involvement and making clear that the reassessment meeting is not a coordination meeting.”

In line with this request ESA provided to PTD some additional wording that clarifies in the Annex to Res 222 (Procedure to implement No. 5.237A and resolution 222) the limits to the role ICAO will have as observer at the Reassessment Meeting. Some additional text was also proposed to better clarify the limits in the tasks of the Reassessment Meeting, as requested too by the CPG meeting in June.
Unfortunately proposals were received at the PTD meeting objecting to the ICAO participation as observer to the re-assessment meeting, that was agreed at CPG. Furthermore, the participation to the re-assessment meeting by administrations having satellite systems under development in L-band, already included in the ECP version agreed by CPG, was also objected.
ESA is rather concerned by this way of proceeding that re-opens issues on which CPG had agreed and consequently puts at risk the possibility of having an ECP on this agenda item.
Important progresses were made in the past towards a common ECP, with concessions on both sides. It would be rather disappointing to end with no ECP after so much progress was made. 
A short analysis of the 2 points of contrast is provided in the following sections.


2 ICAO participation as observer to the re-assessment meeting

The text now included in the draft ECP about the ICAO participation as observer to the re-assessment meeting says:

“They (Br and ICAO) are present to provide additional information, respectively on regulatory aspects or air traffic requirements. BR and ICAO cannot take part in the final decision of the Reassessment Meeting;”

This text clearly stipulates the limits to the ICAO role. 

The argument that this would set a precedent in future coordination activities doesn’t take into account the fact that:

· The re-assessment meeting is not part of the coordination process (ECP extract: The Reassessment Meeting shall limit its task to the verification of the proper application of No. 5.357A and shall not enter into specific coordination activities for the modification of the assignments to individual operators.)
· The situation given by footnote No. 5.537A is rather specific. There are no other situations in the Radio Regulations where a group of administrations is tasked to verify the application of the priority of systems of a service on systems of another service. Therefore there is no risk of setting a precedent. Article 9 normal coordination procedures among systems of the same service are not affected by this element.

It is also to be noted that the presence of ICAO as observer was forced by the compromise decision of not making the pre-coordination verification of the AMS(R)S traffic requirements compulsory, as originally proposed. One of the main reasons for the request to have ICAO as observer is to cover issues related to systems whose traffic requirements haven’t been verified before.



3 Participation to the re-assessment meeting by administrations.

The new proposal to allow only administrations with satellite systems already flying MSS systems in L-Band and having participated to the coordination meeting would:

· Exclude from the re-assessment meeting those administrations with a satellite system under development and therefore interested in evaluating how the No. 5.537A is implemented.
· Exclude from the re-assessment meeting the administrations of other ITU Regions, that may be affected by decisions on AMS(R)S systems operating across Regions or at their boundaries.

It is to be noted that, differently from other satellite frequency bands, the number of administrations with MSS filings in L-band is rather limited.

Furthermore this seems in contradiction with the idea of openness about the way this issue is managed.


4 Conclusion 


Obtaining an ECP on this Agenda Item would be important in view of the SESAR EC project, whose satellite component IRIS would need this regulatory re-assurance about the availability of frequencies for its implementation as satellite-based aeronautical navigation system.  
ESA invites the CPG administrations to work in this direction
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