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SPACE WARC AND THE ROLE OF INTERNATIORAL SATELLITE NETWORKS
A DISCDSEIOR PARPER DM AMERICAR STRATEGY

EDMMARY

Satellite networks have transformed world communicetions in
lese than twenty yearse, The chenges have been so &wift that meany
of the conditions which auided the first gensration of satellite
development are outdated, one result of a stunni?g euccese in
global eocperatien.

B major attenpt to redefine internmational rules for
Eatellite_&evelnpment will take place next yeat. he occagion
#ill be aﬁ IT0 World Rdministrative Radle Confmrence - the so-
called Space WRRC. The conference will be held in two sessicns,
the firet In Buguet 1985, and the second Iin 1988. Both sesslons
will deal primarily with tschnicel and administrative wmatiers.
The Spece WARC agenda focusses on a teview eof the procedures
whereby the ITO administers access to two patural resources
needed for satellite communicazticns. They are radic Ereguencies
and the gegstetionary othit (GS0} - the vast eircle above the
Equetor where most satellites are placed. {The full text of the
1978 ITU resclution defining the Space WARC agenda generally is
given in Appendix A,)

Behind the conference's technicel discussions, however, ate

important political and econcmic lmplicaticns, affecting



interpnational communications development generally and Ameclcan
intereets specifically.

?his papar will discues U.5. strategy for the conference as
it relates to one critical aspect of the meeting. Thie is the
paradorx that the cunférence asgenda does not deal with the most
important playere in global eatellite pperatione. These are the
multilateral organizations which run the lsternaticnal networks,
mhe moBt important of the organization. 12 Intelsat, the 185-
nation consortium which provides eervices, directly and
jndirectly, to 175 countries and other jurisdietions worldwide.
There are other networks: the Soviets, Eurcpeanse, Arabs and
Indoneeians have, now or in the near future, smaller systems.
Collactively these maltilateral organizations are responeible for
aver 9P per cent of all satellite traffic. (The remainder
involves primarily ﬁ;s. dqﬁ;stiﬂ n=tworks,) fThe multilateral
organizations (and, pre-eﬁinéntly. Intelsat) are, in short, the
key players in global satellite communications.

Intelsat and the other networke will be at the Space WARC as
pen-voting observers. Their interests will be represented
fractionally by their members, who make up 75 per cent of ITO's
cons@ituency. The reason for this i= that the Crnien 1=, in the
U.H. pattern, en organization of sovereign nations.

AE a resnlt, the Space WARC agenda is shaped in terms of
natjonal interests. Specifically. jts discussions will center
around differing views of soverelgnty rights as they telate to
acesss to satellite radic freguency and gecstationary orbit
resources. IE access to these resources ezsentially & free rtight

of any nation, based on needs and capsbilities to use them? Or



are they (in-the Third World phrase) “"the common hecitage of
mankind,” te be allocated eguitabliy to each country on a pre-
determined formula®

The Gnited States and other "Herthern® countrlee puppoct the
former approach. Current ITU procedures generally conform to
this relatively unencumbered accese, subject to technical-
coordination standards. As a resolt, ther= has been coneidermble
flexibility in the aveilebility of these resources = an lmportant
element in encouraging the rapid expangian of satellite networks
over the past twenty yeare, The basic Amerlean position golng in
to the Bpace WARC will be to peesecve this flexibility.

The legs developed countrise (LDCs) are the ITO majority.
Phey will come to the confersnce supporting major changes in the
present syetem. Their gosl iz a regnlatory regime which will
‘give them [in two key words) “Equiﬁable' gﬂg'*guar&nteed' BCCHEE
to matellite freguencies in certain setrvices and to GS0
tmsources, In most of thelr proposals, this will translate to
some form of exrclueive "ownership® of these resources, country by
country. BAny formula that ig adepted will recognize the need to
adjust thie vesting to such factors as geograbhical gize of &n
individoal cuuptr? and/or to its pepulation. However. the
overall resuit will be to lock in freguency and GSO rescurces to
& large number of LDCa (e.g, Belize, Nepal, The Gambkia) which
have no foreseeable plans for developing a natlonal satellite
system. The current satellite ground rulps will be changed in a
significant way, There is a trough analogy te the more complex

Law-of~the-5ea negotiations of the past decade.



The stage appesare set for another Horth-Scuth confrontation
on & glohal respurces ieBsue.

This is, however., too simple 8 ecenaric for the Space WARC.
A5 suggected above, it ignores the fact that, day by day. almost
all satellite communicetions are carried out by multilateral
organizations, and particularly by Intelsat. The conference will
make its decisions, under current arrangements, on the bagie of
natlonal claims to acceBs to freguency and GSO rescurces,
Whatever the final decisions, the needs of the multilateral
organizations will be sgu=ezed inte a nationzl~soverelgnty
formul=, as they are now.

This discusslon paper will review the implications of this
tor 0.5, strategy at Space WARC. It will exesmine whether. and
how, Intelsat and other multilateral crganizations might play a
Gore active role in proposals for moderaking the campetiné
apétnachea to satellite-rescurce access which wiil be submitted
to the conference.

The rationale for locking at this prospect is clear cnt.
Intelsat is, in reelity, the guarantor of eqﬁitable ageesg to
gatellite services for most ITD members, particularly in the
developing world., Vesting claims to frequency and GESQ resources
will have no practical effect on strengthening the cpportunities
for equitaﬁle. guaranteed service for these countties. Such
vesting pre-supposes that a country will develop its own netional
gatcllite system - an assumption that dees not apply. for
economic and other reasons, to most of the ITU's 159 members,

These realities are well-known toc everyone involved in Space

WARC, They have been obscured primarily because of the



reluctance of the two sets of contending players to raise them
publicly, presumably for fear of compromislng their ipltial
*hard” positions. & nember of Bmericen stndiee (including one by
sn FCC industry edvisory committee) have discussed the issue, By
and large, however, the subject has tended ﬁo be given =&
secondary status In Space WARC planning exercises.

In teviewing the present role of Intelsat and the other
multilateral organizations in the Space WARC negotiations, this
“giscussian papger sboggests thet the ODnited States has a strong
interest in actively examining a negotiating opticn that would
give Intelsat and the other networks an explicit rele in any
futurg It arcangements for freguency and G50 acrcess.

aAny expended role for the multilateral organizatione will
reguire some scaling downn of the present naticn—oriented focus of
hoth_the quéﬁe:n and Southern positions at the confersnce. civen
streng Eensitivities on sovereignty, this will be difficult to
do., The alternative, however, could be a conference outcome
which would impoee tegulatory conditieps unfavorable to the
steady corrent expansion of world satellite resources. to the

dettiment of all ecoontries.
THE BACKGROOND FRCTORS

To begin with., there is & speclalized jargon in
internationzl telecommunicatiens, as-with'any business. In otrder
to complement other decuments on Space WARC Bubjects, it is
useful to adopt several specific phrases. In the ITC, member-

nations are referred to as "Administrations.®™ Multilateral



organizations like Intelpat are usually callad "Common Ueer
Organizatione.” In thise paper., to reduce prose cleog. they will
be referred to as CDOs.

In order to put the CUO iesue in relationship toc other Space
WARC factors, it 1B useful te eommatlize twe points: [a) the
Space WARC process iltself and (b) the current precedutres by which
the ITD handles coordination of radic frequency and gecstationary
orbit {GSD) resScurcee.

Space WARC conference activities have been divided into
three parts. The first iB te consider the current situation for
use of the geostationary erbit for communicatienz satellites,
the second is to declde what alternetive arrangements may be
necessacy and for which freguency bands and eervices. Finally,
the conference ig to decide what principles and criteris shovid
guide any alternative arrangement. This latter task will
prebebly not be taken up until Ehe eecond sesgion of the
conference in 1988. One certalnty is thet the Space WARC will
modify a number of current ITU procedures. In order to under-
stand the complexities involved in any changes the conference
recommends, a brief review of the way in which access to G50 and
freguency resources are handlaed upnder current procedures is in
order.

The responsibility for this process has been assigned to an
ITG component, the International Fraguency Registration Board
{IFRB). The Boatd ls a semi-autenomous unit wifhin the ITO
gtructure, Under the present system, ITD Administraticns submit
requests for freguency and/or GSO resources Lo the IFRB for

registration on its Master Regilster. The claim is honored if it



conforms with setablished technical critecia, and 1f it is not
chellenged in terms of interference with & previowsly registered
clainm bylanothe: Adminjgterticn. The IFRE is not a tegulatory
agency in the normal sense of the term. 1Ite role is to confirm
or ratify the outcome of the registration praceés rather than

to adjudicate or enfeorece any decision.

If a regigtration is challenged on the bapis of harmfol
interférence to a previoosly-registered freguency or GE0Q slot,
the matter becomes & Bubject of bilateral consultation between
the concerned Administrations. The IFRE may 2ssist in the
ptocess but 1t is not designed to satisfy competing claims
through eaforcable regulatory sanctions. The system Is porous
enough thakt, in situations where an Rdministration is clearly
the offending party in &an interference iepue, it can ineist that
ite claim bé lisﬁed in the.IFRB Hasiet_negistar.

In tecms of the Space WARS and its issues, it is lamportant
to nete that the corrent IFRE eystem is not a skructured planning
process in the .sense of identifying and enforeing optimel use of
limited freguency and G50 rescurces. Ite focus is on servicing
one-at~a—-time claims to a speclfic pact of the rescurce,
Resocurce conservation as such is not a factof. One result is
that the IFRR Haséer RegiBter contains many registrations that
arg unuised ot miaused; complicating attempts to reduge
congestion in international freguency use. B

The primary beneficiaries for thies so-called "first come.
firat served" syeteds of registering freguencies and GSQ "slots”®

have been the big satellite powsrs — notebly the Onited States



and the Soviet tnion. The other big beneficiary has been ]
Intelsat, whose satellites carcy the great bulk of internaticnal
traffie. During the firet two decades of satellite .
comnmunications, there have been relatively few aiffi:ultié;Tin -
obtaining avatlable frequency and GS0 resources. Howsver, in two
instancese in recent years, two Third World countries - India and
Indonesia - have had problems coordinating thelr satellites-with
thosa of Inteleat and the Soviet Intecrsputnik network, Tb&ée
incidents, which were resolyed. tended to reinforee LDC cliiﬁs St
.thaﬁ it will be increasingly more diffigult for them to haf&f'
access to increasingly limited freguency and G50 resources aﬁ the
big satellite powers continue to sxpand their present systems.

Thisg will be the nob of the Space WARC debate during two
gesEions spread out over a three year period, .

At the present time, the COUE are esgentially outsiders to
the debate. The ITO ig an organization nf-aa?ereiggrstatas; the
CODs attend ite conferences ag observers. Their interestes in ITD
regulatory coordination are bandled by individuel] ‘states, known
a5 Hotifying Bdministrations. (The U.5.. ang'specificglly th;
FCC, Berves this cole for Intelsat,) There are alse working
contacts between Intelsat and the ITOD for cootrdinatien andhnther
matters, HNeverthelese, the essential polnt is that the COOs
currently have no direct administrative or legal representation
within the ITU framework. Thus Space WARC interseste will be
decided by its members, acting individually or in regional or
ideological greups. Blthough Intelsat, in partieularc, has
discussed Space WARC issues within its own governing bodies,

there wlll not be an "Intelsat caucue™ at the conference,



Gespite this arm's-length relationehlp with the ITO, the
cubs will be ditectly affscted by any decisions the conference
takes. Thelr organizational Interests would prﬁbaﬁly be bsst
served if the conference makes no slgnificant changee in the
present ITU procedures. The current eystem is flexible enocgh to
give CO0E the GSO slote &nd freguencies they reed with telatively
few coordinmation difficulties. It is unlikely, however, that
the present proceduores will Ee left untouched. The more probable
outcome lnvolives some form of more structured planning and
cosrdination process, with the possibility of pre-assignment of
GESC slots and freguencies on a country-ﬁy-cauntry basis, Whatever
variation is selected, such an osutecme would not be helpful to
Intelsat in particular. Rigid pre-assignment, from which it
would be excluded by definition, could limit the present range of
flexib{lity iﬁ enjoys in effectif&lé planning and cootrdinating
its GBS0 end freguency reguirements.

Realistically, eny premssignment planp will have to copsider
Intelsat needs., This could inveolve, for instance, some form of
arc-segmentetlon arrangement for its GSO reguirements. Whetever
accomodation wae made, however, Intelsat wowld be locked into a
long-range planning system that could limit its ability to
respond to options mede possible by advances in gatellike
technology or by its own changing operatiopal needs., The result
would be £o limit capabilitles for efficient aggregation of both
its own services as well as G50 and freguency reSources.

As suggested above, these prospects are directly relevant to

preparation of ©U.B5, proposals for the conference. Intelsat and



othet ;Uﬂa represent an important factor in any viable middie
ground between the current essentimlly open-ended syetem which
benefits big-satellite powers and the extremes of rigld a prior]
procedutes which could tie up otherwise usefgl resources in an
essentially political soclutjion that would, at best, cnly
partially respond to legitimate future LDC satellite needs.

How does the OO0 factor £it into a workable 0.8, etrategy?
Pasically the Onlted States seeke a viable formula that will
continue to provide the flexible benefits of the preeent ITU
procedures, adapted to LDC concerns about future access to G50
and freguency tesources. It will, in particular, have to
address alternatives for "“guaranteed” accese short of LDC
rescurce-vesting proposals. There are pumber of components
jnvolved here - technical, political and economic, This papet
ﬁi-’.l.l discuee the COO factdrs which are common to each of these ir;
any aéerall 0.5, strategy. i&e paper makes the following
assomptione:

1. There are flaws in the present procedures ih terms
of providing sufficient assurances for practical acecess to GSO
and frequency rescurces down the road for both new entrants as
well as present operators. At & minimem, the United States will
have to propose snme.a&justments in the present procedures to
accemoadate LDC concetrns.

2. The LDC proposals for rigid a prigori vesting ﬁf
“ rights in these resources, country by conptry, lower the
prospects for guaranteed eccess by reducing the overall ability
ke adjonst the resources flexibly as overall access needs evolve.

3. The pragmatic guaranter of international access for
ie



moet ITO membecs ate the CU0. About 128 of the Union'e membars
pre alae members of one or moce CUO0B, Thae remainder are, by anpd
large, mini-states with 1little or ne international traffie. In
the case of Intelsat in particular, equitable access is
reinforced at three levele:

- technical, through planning procedures that
consider the'lnternational,nnd domestic needs of Intelsat membere
in the design of advenced satellltes and in their operaticnal
mcdes.,

- epeonopic, through efficlent aggregation of G&0
and freguepcy resocurcae, together with Eariffing procedures that
favor smaller countrles and profit-sharing arrangements that can
help finance overazll naticnal telecommunications development.

.- - potitical, by providing each Intelsat naticn
with an element uf_cuntrol QOVET nrganizatiunal'decifions in the
planning and opetational process. Through welghted voting
ptocedures, Inteleat decisions are still deminated by a small
group of industrial natlons, thé heavy usere_ of the system.
However, sraller natione have inereasing influence, through
aggregation of their shares by region {as provided for in the
Intelsat permanent egreements} or thropgh direct pressute con the
organization's plans.

| 4, In its Spece WARC proposals, the OUnlted States will
have to consider the role of the COOs in any viable plen fer
future G50 and freguency coordination. Its options run from a
continuation of present procedures to propesals for giving CDO's

a more direct role in the ITO cootdination process. This paper

11



examines the latter set of optlens.

5. &Any proposels for giving CUQ's a more direct role
ghould be developed as realiptic alterpatives to current LDC 3
priori planning propoeale. There 15 2 range of options here.
Their common theme will be to raise the "guarantee threshold™ by
jhvclving the CU0s in the planning process in weys that take
advantage of their ability tc me2t wenbers' needs on an efficient
eollective basie., In effect, they would have pome form of
priority consideration in the coordination processe, working ocut
efficlent patterns within and between CUDs. Their planning would
carry special weight in the overall preeees because of thelr
ability to aggregate GSO and frequency resources more
efficiently.

€. BAny such Bpecial consideretion would not abrogate
or modlfy tﬁemriﬁht of aqy'ITU ndministrastion to register itg
own national re&uirements through the.ﬁninn's current procedares.
The difference, of course, 1s that (undsr some formula) their
needes would be considered in a "second round.* after COU
regquirements are submitted. The second-round procedure would
involve coordinating oversl] CUD reguirements with ipdividual
national reguirements. The presumption is that most national
requirements would be accomodated in the initial round.

Before looking at some uf the COC coptiong available

to American preparations for the Space WARC, it is useful to
teview background factors pettinent to any decisions in this

area,

THE MISSING COO0 FACTDR

12



The obvious guestibn to ask is why hasn't the CUD fackter
received more attention? Collectively, they represent the
largest Bingle operatiqqgi element:;n international satellite
communicetions. Inteléﬁt alone handlese more than half of all
international traffic, if one includes cable Eraffic but exelides
microwaye and other regicnal traffic in Morth America and Europe.
Desplte thie massive remlity, Intelsat and the other CUOs ﬁte
effectively on the sidelinee in angﬁ?nrmal discussion of future
international regulatory a;:gngemehté puch as the one that will
take place at Space WARC in 1585 and 1988. -

The orthodox ceeson for this is the structure of the
125-year-old Intecnaticonal Telecomminicetione Onion. By custom
and by treaty, it is tied to the fi;ﬁion of the pre-eninence &f
nationzl savereignty in telecomnunications matters. Bt a time
which natinnal'boundarfgs have becnme_incrensingly less relevant
to telecommunications, tbe_scvereignty factor has been
strengtheped in the ITU., The reason for thie, of course, is the
value that the majority ﬁf'the Union'e members, the smaller
developing natliens, put 5n their influence in a one-naticn, one-
vote organization. Mo plan that would cede significant powers to
the [UD0s, superceding the present distribution of soverelgnty,
would be acceptable. Any modificetiom of ITU coordinaticn
procédures will hkave to acecomodate to this fact,

Resolution 2 of the 1879 WARC, which recommended the
Spate WARC, focnsses only on national access to resources. This
iz despite the fact that, in reality, no more than ten percent of

the Opicn's memkbker have, or can be sxpected to have, in the

13



foresestble future, need for direct access toc GS0 &r freguency
resoucces. 1In any event, there 15 no menticn in the reseclution
of th= role of the CD0s ae a factor in any revised planning
procedures,

Thie is not the result of mess amnesia about the COO
role, or any lack of understapding by the key players on the need
to fit the CODs into apy planning processe. The reaZong are
‘essentially political. The activist Third World countries which
engineeted the Space WARC resolution were primarily interested in
keeping the focus on resolution language that would imply the
need for seme form of soverelgn vesting of resources, Any
mention of the CUCE would have deflected this focus. The Dnited
Statee and other big satellite powers mttempted, with some
success, to get language in the resclution which wounld net pre-
judge the planning method. HAgain, any epeclal mention of the
fbleuaf the COO0s would have_ﬁeflected this focus. &As B result,
in the intense negetiakting over the cesolubtion language, there
wag no consideration of, or interest in., axplicitly acknowledging
the potential rcle of the CDOs in the Bpace WARC agenda. In
summary, the CDOE and their interests will be a large and shadowy
presence at bﬁth sesslons of the Space WARC, the largest single
gatellite rescurce of a majority of the delegatione but

represented, as such, by none.
DEFINING TEE COMMOK-DSER ORGRHIZATIORS

Who are the COo0s? The answer would seesm simple enough, but
pot in the current complexities of internatlional satellite

affairs. Defining the CUC's will. in fact, ke 2 major element in
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any strateay for factoring them into 2 revised ITU planning
mechanism,

The obvicus definiticn of a €U0 is an crganization of two or
wore ITO Administrations which joinkly own End operate a
patellite system for their intexnatienal and/or domestic
reqeirements. Inteisat ie such an srgapization. Several
regional organitations alese fit this definition, e.g. the Arabsat
grocp. -

There iz a second deflnitien. Thie is a satellite facility
which is owned, or under the reguliatory control, of a single ITU
Administration but whose services are utilized by one or more
cther Baministretions. under billateral arrangements. The cucrent
example of this ie the Indonesian Palapa II satellite., Palapa
circuite are lessed by Malayeia, The Philippines and Singapore.
Another variation on thie are the severdl commercial picposals-iﬁ'
this countrcy ko lease or sesll satellite capacity for
international operatione in the Morth Atlaptic region.

The distinction between these two types of CU0 arrangements’
iz {mportant. This paper will restrict ltgelf teo 2 discussion af
the firet type, l.e. jointly-owned and operated systems. It 1e
goite possible that arrangements of the second type will become
mote common in the future. Glven attitudes within the global
telecopmunications communiky, however, it is unrealistic to
expect that the Space WARC cenference would agree to any kind of
special status for common-oser facilities owned or regulated by 2
gingle Administration. Any such proposal would bae perceived ae

geeking preferential treatment by one set of Administratlons vis-

ig



g-vis the others., It would also be challenged by the orthodox
chos,

Morecver, in tetms of the specific focue on U.5. interests
in this paper, there is a strong case ageinst supporting
preferential treatment, for several reasons:

1. although the ©.5., has an interest in encouraging
copmercia) internatienal sstelllte operaticne by American firms,
mdvecacy of p:efeiential trestment that might benefit these firms
could be jbterpreted as & leseening of ihe 0.5. commitment to
Intelgat, There ie, moreover, no firm indication, now or in the
futurs, that 0.5. firms would need such protection.

2. The 0.5. has little interest in encouraging the
development of naticnal satellite eystems abroad which might
adopt a strategy of leasing services {such =2 the Indonesizns now
ﬁa} to other countries iﬁ ways that may uandercut Intalsat,

3. The 0.5. has an interest in encouraging smaller
counttips, particalarly in the Third World, toc comtinue to rely
on Intelset for their Iinternational and domestic needs, ot on
jointly-owned regional eystems. In terms of their own self-
interest, such jolntly=-cwned systems can provide developing
countries a wider range of services than national systems., More
important, reliance on other national Bystems can involve &
significant loss of control by 2 country over its own
telecommanications. Participatien in Intelsat or a jointly-owned
regional systems gives them some role in the planning and
operation of the &ystem.

This, in turn, forme & critical pert of the strategic

argument against the 3 priori planning propesals being advanced
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active;y by those developing countries whe ara in a potential
position to become reglonal satellite leadere, e.g. India, Brazil
etc, It is relevant to ask the smaller developing countries
whether their eseential interests are best Berved by treliance on
these tregicnal "big powers® and, in particalar, whether they are
not better off with & wmodified ITU planning arrangement that
gives more adeguate attention te the needs of the Intelsak eystem
arnd other common-user organizatione in which they have more
direct contrel.

In summary, any 0.5. propesale for giving greater
recognition to common-user needs should be restricted to the
inclusion of jointly-owned multilateral erganizations in any

revigad coordinaticon plamnning asrrangemente.

- TEE 0.5. INTERBST IN & CUO STRATEGY

In examling ahy strategy for &n enhanced CUD tole in ITU
coprdination procedures, it is usefol te nots that COO and [.E
interests are not always the same. Bisterically, C.5. policy has
bean to support Intelsat as its cheosen instrument in
internztional satellite affalrs. Although the 0,5, has only a 24
per cent contrelling share in the organlzation, it is the
g@ominant voting power,

More recently there has been a small but signifi:ant shift
in the longstanding policy of unguestioned support for Intelsat's
rele =5 the monopoly glebal carrier, This shift has taken place
with the propused entry of commercial 0.5, satellite carriers in

inter-continental operations which will have some competitive
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IEffeﬂt on Intelsat traffic. This deﬁgte. currently carried on in
an intensified form, will have to be kept apart £rom any U.5.
proposale for an enhanced role for regular cnmman-uaé:
“pperations at the Space WARC. The best way to do thie would be,
aﬁ'suggested marlier, to eliminaﬁe any natiopally-owned or
regulated multilateral operation from consideration as an
internaticnal common-uset organization.
Wwithin the 0.5. government, several plabning exercises have
~given epecifie attentlion to the role of the CUDs in space
cammunicationé policy. Tﬁey are a2 Congreesional Cffice of
Technology hRESesEmEnt {DThi study in 1982 Enalysing the resulbts
of tha 1979 WARC, and an FCC industry advisory group on
greparatinnﬁ"fnr the Space WARC. In additlon, a May 1984 ¥CC
Notice of Inquiry discusses the subject.
fhe d&a study suggested the _need to plan world satellite
resources bn the assumptian-that domestic sateilite cgﬁacity in most
countries woulé probably be made available on a jolnt-use cOmmOn—URE
basis throogh Intelegat and reglonal arrangements. The study propoesed
~greater pnlicf attention to the role of CBOs in fashioning a viable
overall satellite strategy.
The OTA :epqrt goes €o £ar as to suggest that the United
States and ntﬁer developing countries should encourage privately-
funded joint ventures with developing countries te construct and
operate teglgnal COO systosms to meet their current domestle
telecommunications neseds. Such an approach, the report suggests,
wﬁulﬂ offer the prospect of telleving the pressure on LDC support
for an g pripri planning regime: "If low cost and technically

attractive domestic satellite capacity is made avzilable throogh
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an international ocganization that accomodates the Eoverelgnty
interests of each counkry, many developing tountriss could come
to see acces:s to orbital slots and satellite freguenclee as a
side issve with avallability of pervice being the main
objective."

The relationship of the COQs to the Space WARC is 2leo
dlscussad i{n & 1984 FCC industry advisory committee report on
Space WARC planning. The committee reviewed possible D.5.
approaches to integrating COC needs with those of individoal
countries. Its comments are signlficanmt in reflecting an approach
that is consistent with the overall D.S; goal of maintalning the
flexible sspects of the currcent ITU rescurce-assignment mechaniss,

The committee's Working Group C looked at a range of
propesed planning methods which might be considered at the Space
WAERC. In evaluating miééle—g:aund methods which could be
accepkable to the Enitﬁd Seatas and like-minded Rdministrations,
the group chose aEe first among the "prefarred order® of planning
methods a combination of ®access demand planning" and "guaranteed
asccees by means of multilateral coordination.” Both of these
methods are consonant with the concept of an enhanced CUO ]
planning role digcussed in this paper.

Wotking Group B of the committee conducted an intensive
review of the legal and institokional factors invelved in-Space
WARC issues. The institutiﬁnal study, in partiemlar, discusses
the CGD role in any workable resclution of these issues.

The committee's Januacry 1984 repert drew upon these studies

in making its major point that the "United States should be
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prepared to make cencessions to preserve the esgentinl advantages
of the existing reaime.”™ It then goes om to discuBs.in general
terms, how this might apply to CDOs:

#... ag a legal matter, the Onited States
phould be prepated to advocate the position
that conflicte between individusl statee and
commen user instltutlon= should be resolved
coneistently with any independent treaty
cbligations imposed by the charter of the
common uset organization. As & corcllary of
this notion, wher the conflict exlsts betw=en
A common GERE SYStem and a state or Etates
that are not bound by its treaty, ‘equitable’
access objectives might be patisfied by an
accompdakion that confere the greater good to
the greater number of states. Alterpatively,
an arbitezl procedure to arrive at an
internationelily refereed decision might be
used. In these ways, common user Bystels
might have rights regarded as egual to those
of independent Bystems sponsored by
individoal Adwministrations acting outeide of
a common user Eramewctk. The Onited States
could propose that such princlples be
integrated into the existing coordination
procedures.”

&5 noted abave, current ITO procedures have been generally
successful in permitting COOs te provide a high degree of
"egqultable® and even “guaranteed” access Lo setellite services
by their member—natiens, i.e. the overwhelming users of
international sateillite communicetions. The FCC advisory
committese report i8 correct In noting that ITU regulations
inveolving the CUODs "provide a working :ecunciliatinn cf the
sovereignty notions that underpin the ITU with the collective
decisionmaking that characterizes internaticnal organizations.®

The FCC has also issused four Noticesg of Inguiry (ROI} in
preparation for the first session of the Space WARC, ({These
notices are intended to invite public comment on policies and

ptoposals currently before the Commission.) The foarth and
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final Space WARC MWotice, lssued in May 1984, discussed, amonhg
other subjects, a poesible planning role for the COOs,
Specifically, it reviewe the option that ITU Administrations
could identify their future network needs through "different
institutional settings.” The Notice points out that these
potential settinge can vary in terms of their Juriediction
{world, regional and sub-regional) and the kind of forum ko be
usad, This could be..the Hotlee suqgests, an ITU forum or & non-
ITD multilateral body. This latter category could, of course,
inciude Inteleat and/or cther coEmon-user érganizations, although
these are not mentioned specifically. The Hotice poilnts-cut that
some combinatien of ona ot more of these mechaniems 1F also
poseible.

The FCC document makes the impartant point that a wide
‘varieby of pultilateral facilities planning activities already
exist. The United States participates in a number of these on 2
continuing basis in the North Atlantic, Pacifie and Carribean
cegions. There are qomparable arrangements in other regicns.
additionally, the two ITU technical consultative committees
(CCIR/CCITT) heve related planning exercises. Finally, Intelsat
engages in a eimilar identification process on 2 quarterly hauis,

In the NOI comments on this subject, the Commigsions says
that it is not "unalterebly oppusad.to the use ¢of multilateral
Eorums for the identification of satellite requirements.” This
is, obvipusly, a backhanded way of saying that it doesn't think
moch of the ideaz. Its preference (reflecting overall 0.5,

government policy to date) ie to cite what it calls the "many
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compelling reasons for telying on the inltiative of individual
Administratione to unilaterally identify and describe their
required satellite networks on a case-by-case baeise as they
arise, using the IFRB to disseminate the information."

The foremost temson £or favoring this approach, the RRI
states, iF the complexity of the technical and coperational
aspects of designing and using satellites. Moreover, it notes,
the subject iE complicated by the range of domestic policies

involved in each different country. The Commission's concluslion

is that attempting to shift this procedure from its present focns

cn individual hdminiatratinn planning te a multilateral forum
would lead inevitably te substantial diffieunlties.

Thete is no guestion. about the soundness of the comniBssion’s
comments on this Bubject in terms of longstanding 0.8, interests,

— mhis counktry has = bighly-stroctured system for prﬁcessing
"governmental and private-sector GS0 and freguency needs. The
gystem is designed to operate effectively within presant ITD
procedures.

The esgential point for any Space WARC strategy is that
these procedur=s are gelng to be mn&ifieﬁ. Whatever bensfite the
LDCs - the ITU mejority — now get from the present system of
multilateral facllities planning activitles., these activities are
not perceived as enough to satiefy the “squitable” and
rquaranteed access® standards set in the Space WARC agenda,

The extreme LDC position i to impose 2 strict clanning
regime, involving pre~determined "ownership” of G5O =pd
frequency resources. To counter these views, the 0.5, propesals

must be responsive to the essential elements of “equitable™ and
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"quarantegd® access, while retaining a realistlc measure of the
present flexible proceduree. The current consultative
arrangemente described in the PCC Notice can be an important
contincing parct of &ny such pattern. Buot, given the pélitical
situation at the Space WARC, something else is needed. As this
paper Buggests, a closer look at the role of Intelsat and the
other CUOs should be part of any approach to a workable 0.5,
strataegy,

- It would, of course, be naive for the Onited Statez to base
its'Space'NhRﬂ strategy on the assumption that, 1f the prescent
eystem works, there is no problem. '.I'he.re is a preblem as long as
the aanptiun of some sort of long-range 3 priori sllecation
systen is possible, LDC thinking on this subject was formed, in
pact, after twe leading LDC activists, Indié_anﬁ'Indanesia. had

.;difficulties in coordinating domestic satellite &nd G50 freguency -
needs with Intelsat and Intersputnik (tha Soviet natwork) in the
1978's. The fact that these coordinations problems were resolwved
should not obscure the agually important fact both India and

Indonesia had to meke technical conceseions which they regarded
as harmful ko optimal efficiency of the systems they were
planning. Theee Ewo éxamples will be cited repeatedly by Third
World delegations as justification favering 2 pricri planning
arrangements at the Space WARC,

FPor the United States &nd other industrialized countries,
the gueetion is whether the present coordinpetion procedures &8
they affect the CODs can be improved in ways that deflect such

criticiem as well as provide z more viable basis for
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cnorﬁipating both CUL and national needs. The thrust of this
paper 18 the need for a closer examination of a strategy which
would glve a greater positive role to the CUOs ip aggregating
the resource needs of their members as the initial step in the
ITD planning and coordination process. Coordination difficulties
between this CUO aggregation process and independent rational
requeste, could be reselved through an "arbitral procedure to
arrive at an internatiopaly refeceed decision® (in the words of
the FCC advisory report). The result would be {ae the FCC report
implies) a newly-defined form eof equality between sovereign
states and the COOs in the procedures for sharing rescurces.
There are hszards for U.8. interests in this proposed

process. AB the isargest single usev of both domestic and
international satellite facilities, these Interests, potentially
at least, are at risk in Eubﬁitting ta'arbitratian procedures
tha£ go beycnd the cucrent general formulations. Thére iB a
gpecific risk, d&irectly touching on naticnal security interests,
1f the procees were to affect the considerable 0.5. stake in
military satellites. &ny reviped coordination formula would have
to inciude assurances protecting the sovereign right of any
country to obtain ite basic satellite resonrce requirements.
Given the strong proptietary interest that most ITC
Administrations have about these rights, any radical modification
is not a likely proepect. Mevertheless, some modifications are

* implied in any formula that nartows the gap between the present
unobstructed view of scovereign rights and the lack of COO rights.

With these caveats, it jie reasonable to assume that

proposing some form of enhanced role for Intelsat and ether CUOs
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in an ITD satellite-rescurces plannlng procese would be in line
with basic American policy and interest, The hazards lie 4in the
detzils of what may finally be decided at the Space WARC,

It is useful now o turp to an analysis of the present and
potential attitudee of other countries towatds proposale for more
direct COO participation in the ITU coordipastion procese. These
_countries divide roughly into three groupings - the Third World,

the Eurcpeans and the Soviete.
TEIRD -WORLD ATTITUDEE ARD ACTIORE

Bpace WARC ie largely the result of an initiatlive by
Third World countries to correct what they perceive ie the
imbalance in apportioning gatellite resonrces. The initiative
came largely from a smgll'grnup of countries which had the
technical expértise gné the political will to force the issue at
the 1979 general WARC cenference. These countries were India,
Brazil, Algesria, Indonesie and, on the fringes, Yugoslavia, Most
other developing countrles played a very emall rocle in the
process, except to provide general suppert for the initiative.

There has been no significant questioning withip the Third
Werld of the need to revise present ITU procedures along the
"aguitable® ené "guaranteed access® themes of the 1979 resolution
mandating the Space WBARC. Developing countries have often
demonstrated their ability to vote their own interests in ITU
conferences even when these interests conflict with overall Third
World ideplogical appeals. On the key Space WARC issues,

however, they can be expected to support {at least initially) 2
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priori planning recommendatione for meeting the "egujtable® ?ﬁh
"guaranteed® goals set out in the conference agenda.

Over mnd above the ideclogical appeale at Space WARC,
developing countries will cite what they consifer to be a mﬁgaf'
précedent in support of 2 pricri planning. &pecifically, ﬁhey
will argue that the Onited States and other eatelllite powers have
agreed to similar procedures in past ITU cenferencee. Theiri;F
major example will be the decisione of a 1377 ITD conference on
direct broadcasting frequencies in which specific GE0 and ”_
freguency resources were vested on 2 country-by-country basig:~"
{The agreement did not initially cover the Onited States and
other Western Eemisphere countries, which adopted a modified
version of the 1977 agreement in 1983.} The mnalogy between the
1977 aqreement and the 3 pripri proposals that will be sobmitted
to the Space WARC 15. however, an imperfect one. The 1377 plan
involved az single satellite gervice. 'it'ﬂenlt with a common
technical standard, as well as a technology that bad pot been
actively put into service., MNone of these conditlons apply to the
complex s=ties of petallite services that will be looked at iﬁ
the Space WARC., Hevertheless, the 1877 precedent will be
prominently cited me an example of ghe feasablility of & pricrl
platning and vesting of resources. -

In summary, the Thi;d World majority will come to Space WARC
with a strong biass in favor of repliceting, on a lacrger scale,
the 3 prieri planning pettern adopted by the ITU eight years ago
for direct hroadcasting .

Given this background., the prospect for workable

alternatives to g priocri planning may seem dim. Any
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nnunte:prnpﬂsais will be treated with suspicion, Including the
CU0 options discussed in this paper. The more vocal LDC leaders
will contend that giving an enhanced role to the ﬁEDé doeE net
fulfill the conferepnce mendate of guaranteed, eguitable accese.
In particular, they will acque that it undercuts this mandate by
giving preference to Intelsat, an organizaticen dominated {through
weighted voting) by the United States anrd other indnstrial
powars.

It 15 an appeal that will have a certain force, It can be
anewered by setting aelide the monolithlc implications of the tetn
"rhird world,” and examining the varied Iintercets and motivations
of developing countries in the satellite field.

In satellite matters, the most vieible group of countries
were those which actively sponséred the 1379 Space WARC
conference regolution. They include India, Indonesia, Algeria -
and Brazll, among others. Thelr common interest is that they are
either now regional satellite powere or have aspiratione in that
direction., Because of their early involvement in active
Eatellite operaticns, they have a knowledgeazble team of experts
on the subiect. They heve been artliculate, persuasive spckesmen
for Third World initistives within tﬁe ITd, Bowever, these
gountries alsc have other, more parochial interests in their
evelving role as regional satellite powsrs. Rny proposal to
strengthen Intelsat {er potentially rival regional systems)
within the ITD framework will probably be regarded by them as
being against thess interests.

The tole of these countries at the Space WARC should hot be
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minimized, They have a clearly defined sense of thelr own
interest, and of ite relaticnship teo overall Third World
concerns. Their message to other developing countries is an
attractive ome: establish your contrel over m critical set of
natoral rescurces in the one Onited Nations eorganization where
developing countries collectively have 2 treaty-protected ability
ko do Bo.

Theltemptation for the smaller LDCs - the majority eof ITU
membarz = to accept this argument withont gquestion is strong. It
involves the appeal of the free lunch, of getting something for
nothing, It is an appeal that will be difficult to ceunter. The
Western arguments emphasize technical objecticns to the a priori
approach. However valid these arguments are, they do not add uwp
to a succesefal strategy which will convince a significant number
of LDCs to re-examine their generali? unguestioned support fozr 2
priori planning. ) ' B

B workabls strategy will be directed to thelr broader
interests in eatellite communications, well beyond technicel
detaile. Their interests lie in agcesy to satellite services,
not to GSO or fregquency resources. Almost without exception, they
depend on Intelsat for thelr internatiopal satellite pervicec.
Ineceaeingly, they also use Intelsat facilities for a2 range of
domastic satellite services. Over the next decade, mere small
countrtles will alscldepend on supplemental services supplisd by
reglonal CUDs. The prospects of developing their own Individoal
gatellite facilities are, in =lmost every instance, temote. Thus
the concept of vesting rights in a package of GSO slets and

frequencies, however attractive as an exerclse in international
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potk-barrelling, has ilttle practizal value,

The current Third World scenario, as pot forweard by a
minority group of activist countries, is not tespongive to thees
realities., Porely in terms of the economics of satellite
systems, most LPCe will not be able to use thelr vested resources
for discrete national purpeses. The proespect of leasing these
rescucces to other countries or to commercial ventiures is a
kotally unproven alternative. The only posgible Third World
beneficiaries of an & priptl assignment system weould be a small
group of larger countries {Indim, Brazil etc.) whese populations
and geographical mass justify a naticnal system, As has already
been demonetrated on 2 small acale in the case of the Indonesian
Palapa satellite, smaller LDCs might benefit from concessional
access to such national systems. The obvious disadventage ie
that they would have ﬁo planniﬁg'or management conttol., oc hope
of financial returms, in such an arrangement. In the not-
incenceivable circomstznce of politiesl crisis within their
region, they conld be cut off £rom access to a satellite wholly
owned by a hostile neighbor, with predictable harm to their own
national telecommunications Eacilities.

A1l thie iB by way of ceturning to the fact that their
realistic prospects, now and in the futuce, lie principally with
coo arrangements.as the best guarantee for eguitable access to
the services they need. This can involve Intelsat and/or
regional systems. In both instances, they have a management
share end the hope of a prefitable return on thelr investment.

In summary, the LDCs break down inteo twe broed categories,
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meapured by thelr realistic interests, &8 they prepate for the
Space WARC., The small group irclodes countries which have now or
will have in the future an interest in developing national
satellite system, with possible regional extensicns, &An 2 priord
resoutce-allocation process could, arguably, benefit them.

the latge group - the majority of ITO Administrations =
includee countries whe are out of the running in terms of
developing national satellite syetems. Their realisﬁic interests
ii= in access to a':ange of services provided by CD0COs. They are
the countrles which would benefit directly from an enhanced CUOO
role in the ITO planning end coordinaticon process. .

*his suggests a convergence of interests on the futiore rele
of CU0s, moving towards & middle-ground resolution of the key

Space WARC issue, one which eould sgrve the interests of the LDC

"majnrity as well those as the Dnited States.

It involves, in broed terme, a planning an& ‘cootdineting
gysten that would establish a form of prierity for the CUOs in
identifying their GSD and frequency needs on a continuing
"rollovecr” basis. Given the reality of Intelsat'e dominant role
in glebal satellite traffiﬁ. the reguirements of most
ddministration world be met first by coordinatlon within

Intelsat, then by coordination with other CUOs, and finally, at

‘the IFRE level, by coordipation wilth those reguirements of

individual Administrations which.are not met In the initial
coordination rounds.

There are clearly & number of loose ends to be tied up in
any such arcangemnt. One of them invelves the thirty or more

mini~states which are not members of Intelsat or & rtegional
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syetem. Many of them are, in fact, serviced by Intelsat; special
provieions could be made to heve thelr interests regresénteﬂ by
Intelzat and/orc =2 regiuhﬁijgruuping.ﬁ_ |
Euach & pattern waulé.prnviﬂe most LDCs with a coocrdination
regime that would eely more, in terms of “guarsnteed access," on
their ownership and manaée&ent participafion in C00z which are
capable of the technjical aﬁd aconomic aggragation of facilities

that can give them, in reality, the full range of their required

services. -

For the United States and its industrial partners, it would
mean ceding some precedence in the coordinaticon pruceés ko Cod
neede, without however surrendering their own individual right to

access to G50 and freguency rescurces Eor national systems.

; EURCPEAK AND CANADIAN ATTITUDES =

The Europeans and Canadians share with the ﬂnitéﬂ States
general opposition to the kind of g priori pians put forward by
Third World activists. As'a result, they are interested in
acceptable alternatives, ﬁuwever, their receptivity to the ldea
of giving the CUDs a mere prominent rele 1n any planning process
ie less predictable.

Like the United States, the Enropeans would be concarned
that any such patterm net threaten thei:'continuing plans for
domestie and regional satellite development. The Canadians would
be less cancerned: they have an active domeetic network., plus
good working relations with the United States in regional

gatellite coordination.
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The Canadians might be most receptive to s plan which gave
an enkanced rele to C0Os 4o the ITD, They haye an instinect for
this kind of compromise approach, The Europeans as a group might
be somewhat more wary. In particular they will be mindful of the
difficulties they had in coordinating their regional satelllte
arcangements with Inteleat Beveral years age.

Secondly, the Europeans would probably weigh commercial
considerations in any evaluation of such & strateqy. The
Burcpean eatellite industry contlinpues to play a-secondary tole
to the Americans, pereicolarly in £he key area of Intelsat
conttacts. The Europeans will compete vigqorpusly (helped by
government subeidies) for the large number of satellites planned
by Intelsat, other CDOs and by individual countries Detween now
and the end of the century. As a result, the Eﬁrapeans will
ceneider the'éfﬁect of these commercial prespects in any
ptoposals for specialized COo participation in overall sateiiite
planning, With these caveats in mind, it is probable that the
Enropeans would be amenable to any etrategy imvolving the CQCs

that ptomises to modify the threat of 3 pxigki gatellite-respurcs
planning.

THE SOVIET/CHINESE ATTITUDES

Soviet reactlons to such z Btrategy are, predictably, more
-difficult to judge. The Soviets were more adamantly oppoeed to
the calling of a Space WARC conference than any othet
industrialized country. They have, of course, an egual stake in
heading off any a pricri planning propoeals.

Despite this, they followed their uspal pattern of letting
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the Dnited Stﬁtes and other industrimlized states take the heat
during the debate on the 1979 Space WARC reBolution in Geneve, -
They will wndoubtedly like te follow a pimilar course during the
Space WARC, unlees there was some indication of agreement early
on in the conference on a viable alternative to a priori
planning. EBince this it uniikely, the Soviets will probably
revert to their traditional posture of allowing the West to take
the debating heat.

They are, however, realists in theee matters. A ptrategy
invelving a great cocordinating role for the COOe would intecest
them, Their concerns would probably center arcund the stakus of
their own common—user ocrganization, Intersputnik, Traffic on
their system aggregates to something less than one per cent of
Intelsat's total traffic. For bargaining purposes, the Soviets
Tight press for a formula that equgt;a'lntelsat and Intersputnik
~ & fiction they attempt to sustain in varicus international
forume. MNevertheless, thelr interest in any workable alternative
tes a2 pricrl planning is probably strong encugh to override such a
tactic. If 2r enhanced role for COCs emerged as part of an
acceptable slternative to a prilord plaecning, the Soviets would
probably support the preposal.

While professing ideclogical sympathy with Third World
concerns-over resource allocation, the Chinese have generally
distanced themselves from specific endorsement of g prigri
eolutions. They probably perceive thelr interests in this area
as being cleser to those of'the Hestern countrles., They have &

major interest in expanding their domestic satellite network.
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aware of the WARC's importance to the organization's future, It
has submitted several papers on the subject to its hoard of
goevernors, providing details of the conference's relevance to
Intelsat opertions. The board and the Assembly of Parties have
not yet focussed on the subject. One reason for this undoubtedly
is that most Intelsat members have not themselves defined their

own detailed Space WARC plans. Specifically, they have not

related their own national approaches to their Intelszt

interests, Intelsat's strategy regarding Space WARC could be a
gignificant element in the overall pattern of the conference,
beginning with the first session next vyear,
Over and above the guestion of a pessible enhanced role in
ITU coordination procedures, Intelsat will have several specific
coepcerns. One will be its reiatinnship to other international
C0Ds. Intelsat is clearly the outsized member of this group and
will continue to be so for the forseeabls future. How will its
needs be weighed againet those of Intersputnik or the smaller
reglonal networks? Second. Intelsat will be concernhed about the
status of naticnally-based CUCs e.g., Palapa. Given the current
dispute over a D.5. commercial entry into international satellite
markets, Intelsat can be expected to oppose any ITU recognition
0f such networks as legitimate common user organizations in a
revised coordination plan,
| The other organization with a stake in the Space WARC
cutcome is the YITU. More than a century old, the Union is, among
other things, an experienced bureaucracy, conditioned to resist

change. This resistance is magnified by the fact that the
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recognition of such networks as legitimate common user
organizations ih a revised ceordination plan.

The othar organizetion with a stake in the Space WRRC
cutcome is the IT0, The 12@-vear-cld Onion is, among other
things, an experienced bureancracy, gopditicned to resist change.
This resistance is ﬁagnified by the fact that the organization
does not have a unitery structure. Ite component parte operate
semi-sutenonously, under a Directorate-General which provides
overall management guldance and support. The ITD element most
concerned with Space WARC is the International Frequency
Registcaticn Board (IFRB), the agency which carries cut the
coordination procedures for all radie freguencies. The IFRB will
be wary of any plan which appears ko threaten its traditionsl
vrerogatives. An ephanced teols f£or intelsat and the other COOs
in the coordination pcnéess tor GS0 and frequency registrastions
could be seen as such a threat.

However, the instinct For survival at the IT0 (& alsc slive
and well. ITO officials know thet a confrontational showdown at
Epace.ﬂaac. and the pogeibility of a failed conference, would be
a serious threat teo the Onion's future effectiveness, As 2
result, its officials have a stake in assisting the development
of comptomlse eclutions, including those which may appear to

impinge on traditional ITU responsibilities,
IMPLEMERTING AN AMERICAN STRATEGY
any D.5. ctrategy dealing with the Space WARC wlll be 2

combination of elemente — political, economic and technical,
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There has been somewhat less attention to the oversall
political factors that will be as much nf_fhe conference
environment as the technical. |

The United States is not going to the conference to defend
in toto the present ITU satellite-resource coordinating system,
Such a defense would be self-defeating. There are good reasons
for adjusting the system te new realitiegz_ If the Onited States
and other countries with similar peints of view cannot propose
imaginative policles, other alternatives will be adopted by
default. The cesult could be some form of rigid assignment plan
and would be a step backward from the current workable, although
imperfect, coordination process, Whatever its faults, the
present systeé has been a critical factor in permitting satellite
networks of all kinds to expand at a prodigious rate during the

past 20 years. ] S o -

g.5. pelicy is to'ﬁecure agreements that maintain_the
escential flexible characteristics of the present gystem. The
primary barriers to achieving this end are not technical or
economic. They are political.

Thig paper has outliped the ressons for giving more
attention to the CUQ factor in the 0.5 proposals. Euch an
approach offers an opportunity to moderate a large share of LDC
concerns azbout future access to GSO and frequency resources. In
developing this subject within a G.5, strategic framewhrk, the
purpose should be to establish. as a procedural matter. the level
at which 2ll ITU Administration needs can be efficiently and

eguitably aggregated by giving some precedence to COOs in a new

form of ITU planning and coordimation process.
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putpose should be te establish, as & procedural matter, the level
at which all ITO Administration needs can be efficiently and
eguitably aggregated by giving some precedence to C0Cs in a new
form of ITO planning and coordination process.

The process would not pre—empt the tight of any
Administration to register its own national reguirements at any
point in the coordination cycle. The primary constraints weould
he those which are already in force., Theee provide that
cootdination problems between individusl Rdministrations and CDOs
ghould be resolved consistently with anpy independent treaty
obligations impossd by the COO charte:.. The FCC industry
advigory committee has snggested & useful corollary cevering
disputes between a CDO and an Administratien which iIs not bound
by the Cﬂqrtreaty. In such cases, the committee's report
p:opnses_ﬁﬂat equitable-access objectives might be satisfi=d by
ap accommodation that confers the greater good to the greater
npember of etates, Alternatively, the committee report notes, an
ﬁrbitral procedure should be established.

*In these waye,"” the committee report concludes, "compon
uger systems might have rights regarded as equal teo those of
independent eystems sponsozed by individuel administrations
acting outside of common user frameworks, The Dnited States
could propose that such principles be integrated into the
existing coordination procedures.”

These procedures would have to worked out carefylly, By way
of example, one option would be a three-step procedure for

bringing the CUOs Linto the plannlng and coordination process.
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The first step would be an institutional arrangement withln
the IT0 which would specifically acknowledge the role of Intelsat
and other CUCs in a planning eycle for the ceoordination of future
freguency and GSO requirements. Intelsat and other CUOs would
have pricrity in preparing their requirements, based on
projections of their current eperational patterns. This planning
coordination would take place upnder IT0 avspices betwesn eligible
CO0e. The procedure could alse incluge ITO Admipletrations whe
are not mepbere of a common user organlzation, but who might
elect'tn have their needs included in the COC planning exercise.
In sddition, Administratione which operate, or plan to operate,
national systems could pacticipate o that any cegirements
independant of their CUO involvewment could be considered in the
cverall eggregation of needs.

This planning cycle would be on "rollover” basie. Bs a-

- result, there wolild be relatively limited adjustments at any one .
point in the §Eocess over the yezre. The purpose of the exercise
would be to accomodate, to the widest extent possible, the
domestic and internationel satellite pervices needs of all
hMministratlions thfcugh common~user sys;ems. Thig would provide
a pragmatic subetitute £or eguitable treatment and guaranteed
accese in Ao a priori system, The critical diffesrence would be
the enhanced ability of the COOs to {a} aggregate technical and
econorle rescorces in ways that service their members more
effectively a2nd {b} to conserve frequency and. 380 resources.

fhe pecond step woold be to submit these jointly
coordinated CUO plans, with related registration requests, te the

iIFRE undetr the present Wotifying Admipistratien procedures of,
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possibly, directly. These submisslons would form the base for
the IFRBE'E overall eatellite freguency and GS0O registration
process. Provieion would have to be made for the contingency
that the COO submissions do not cover {a) all individual
Administration reghuirements and (b} CUC requirements which, when
submitied ko the YFRB, 4id not resolve all technical
compatabilities between CUDs or betweep & CUD and an individual
Administration.

This resolution process would take place in a third step
through {(in the words of the PCC industry advisory report) “an
arbitral procedure to arrcive at an internationally refereed
decisipn,” The details of these procedure will have tnlbe
carefully studied. On the one hand, it should lrciude safeguards
against any arbitrary restrictions on national satellite
development. On the aﬁher hand, - the ﬁrqcedures will have to be _
strong encugh to satisfy LDC Administrations that, potentially,
their right to practical gueranteed access to frequency and G50
regources {(via the CU0s) will be protected against so-called
PFirst come, firet served” pre—empticn by national syetems.
Developing an acceptable consensus between these two requirements
- will a difficolt but critical pert of the acceptablility of any

workable arbitration procedure.
EECOMMERDATION

There is a strong case for more active consideration of the
role of 0O0g in a revised IT) coordination procedure for space

freguency ahd GSO resources. An enhanced CUD presence in these
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pruceﬁgres could be an important step towards narrowing the
cucrent gap Eetwean the perceeptions of Rorth and South groupings
at the conference. If this appreach is a viable one for the
bnited States, the next Gtep ie to develop a sek of specific
propoeals for Linclusion in the overall O.5, Space WARC proposals.
Onder ITU rules, these are scheduled tc be submitted by February
1985, At the same time, 1t will be important to consult with
_other Administratione to test the proposals, both in tecrwme of

content and the degree of support they can be expected to receive

in the conference itself, -
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