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1. Agenda Item 1.4

2. Topics proposed by other regional Groups or ITU Members which are not included in ACP and APT View
None at this stage, but APT should consider its potential APT position on Issue A (694 – 960 MHz) at the later stage.

3. Progress of discussion during WRC-23 on the Agenda Item

Agenda Item 1.4 was assigned to SWG 4A3.
After introduction of all input contributions, SWG agreed to develop regulations Issue by Issue with the following order of Issue D (2 500 – 2 690 MHz)  Issues B and C (1 710-1 980 MHz, 2 010-2 025 MHz and 2 110-2 170MHz)  Issue A (694 – 960 MHz).
Currently, SWG is discussing the new Resolution and is trying to solve the following issues
· Terminology for applying pfd limitation with the term of non-abbreviated of HIBS
· pfd values for protection of the existing services
· Conditions HIBS operating the altitude between 18 – 20 km.
Regulatory conditions for the protection of MSS (E/s) in 2 655-2 690 MHz in R3 and MSS and RDSS (s/E) in 2 483.5-2 500 MHz have concluded with the same conditions with ACP.
During the SWG, questions were asked about BR's views and the answers are presented as embedded.

[bookmark: _MON_1762328664] 
4. Issues which require discussion at APT Coordination Meetings and seek guidance thereafter

There were concerns raised by other Regional groups for some provisions that supported by ACP, SWG is asking to accept the following modifications:
4.1 Protection of BSS in 2 520-2 630 MHz
· Proposed modification: deletion of extra conditions (yellow highlighted) 
· Reason: pfd limit for BSS protection is sufficient, and granting additional conditions only for specific operations is problematic from the perspective of fairness
[bookmark: _Hlk151716776][bookmark: _Hlk151716358]1.X	for the purpose of protecting the broadcasting-satellite service in the territory of other administrations in the frequency band 2 520-2 630 MHz, the pfd level per HIBS produced at the surface of the Earth in the territory of other administrations shall not exceed the following limit, unless explicit agreement is received from the administration affected:
	−130.5	dB(W/(m2 · MHz)) 	for	0°	<   20°
	−139.8	dB(W/(m2 · MHz))	for	 20	<  < 90
where θ is the angle of arrival of the incident wave above the horizontal plane, in degrees
1.X.1	In addition, in Regions 1 and 3, in the frequency band 2 520-2 690 MHz, the use of HIBS shall not cause unacceptable interference or claim protection from the broadcasting-satellite service operating in Region 3. Upon receipt of a report of unacceptable interference, the notifying administration of HIBS shall take the necessary steps to immediately eliminate such interference or reduce it to an acceptable level;
1.X.2	for the implementation of resolves 1.X above: 
a) 	the notifying administration of HIBS shall, at the time of submission of Appendix 4 information to the Radiocommunication Bureau (BR), also submit an objective, measurable and enforceable commitment, undertaking that, in the event of unacceptable interference being cause, it shall immediately cease emission or reduce the interference to an acceptable level; 
b) [Option 1] as for enforceability, referred to in this resolves, should the interference not be ceased or reduced to an acceptable level, the assignments in question shall be submitted by the Bureau to the Radio Regulations Board to review for suppression from the Master International Frequency Register (MIFR) and the Bureau’s database;
b) [Option 2] as for enforceability referred to in this resolves, should the interference not be ceased or reduced to acceptable level, the assignments in question shall be submitted by the administration to the Bureau and the Bureau shall send a reminder to that administration requesting to comply with the requirements referred to in the commitment
[Option 2] c)	should the interference persist, 30 days after the dispatch date of the above-mentioned reminder, the Bureau shall submit the case to the subsequent meeting of the Radio Regulations Board to review for necessary action, as appropriate;


4.2 Resolves further 2
· Proposed modification: deletion resolve further 2 (yellow highlighted) 
· Reason: Inconsistency of “not to cause unacceptable interference nor claim protection” despite compliance with the conditions in the resolution. Also, “not claim protection” is mentioned in the footnote, and the duplication of content is problematic.
· 2	that the compliance with this Resolution does in no way whatsoever release the notifying administration(s) from its obligation not to cause unacceptable interference nor claim protection from the incumbent services as indicated in the Resolution., 


Note: Coordinators are encouraged to conduct informal consultation with interested APT Members on the issues/topics under no. 2 and inform the outcomes of consultation to the Coordination Meeting. Coordinators can also organize coordination meetings on the respective agenda items whenever necessary.     
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1. If an application can be a subject for protection in the radio Regulations point of view.

1. There have been no cases to make an application to be a subject for protection. Usually, a service was the subject for the protection therefore, ‘For the protection of mobile service’ would be more appropriate that ‘For the protection of IMT system’.



1. How the BR calculate pfd level from a mobile station.

1. If a pfd limit shall be applied to a mobile station, the pfd will be calculated under assumption that the mobile station is located at the edge of the service area.



3     If an aggregated pfd limit is given, is it feasible for the BR to apply it?

1. Aggregated pfd could not be calculated in the BR’s point of view, therefore that pfd limit should be considered by Administration point of view. A data item for Administration’s commitment should be added in the Table 2 of Appendix 4.



1. Additional information

1. Doc. 4 (Add.6) contains analysis of the possible regulatory text contained in the CPM Report. The key point for AI 1.4 is that if an out-of-band emission limit is adopted in a Resolution, a data item for Administration’s commitment should be added in the Table 2 of Appendix 4, because there is no means to check the unwanted emission level from the notified elements.

1. If a pfd limit is adopted in a Resolution, the calculation method together with propagation model and necessary parameters should be specified. If it is not provided, a RoP will be developed to provide the calculation method.




