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FREQUENCY SPECTRUM MANAGEMENT PANEL (FSMP)
Eleventh Working Group meeting

Web Meeting, 1 – 12 March 2021
 (Prepared by John Mettrop)
Flimsy x – Use of MSS for the Provision of AMS(R)S

This flimsy is related to agenda item 10 
Objective
To clarify the situation when allocations to the mobile satellite service can be used for the provision of aeronautical mobile satellite (Route) services. 
Discussion
In 2013 our predecessors in Working Group F of the Aeronautical Communication Panel debated a proposed change to the SARPs that would recognise that SwiftBroadband Safety could operate across the 1525-1559 MHz (s-E) and 1626.5-1660.5 MHz (E-s) frequency bands. The meeting agreed that:
1.   The proposed spectrum use of SB Safety system is in accordance with the RR;
2.   No changes are required to the paragraph 3.2.1.1 (Frequency Bands) of the AMS(R)S SARPS;

3.   SB Safety would receive priority toward fulfilling its spectrum requirements within the bands covered by No. 5.357A. (1545-1555 MHz/1646.5-1656.5 MHz)
The critical paragraph in the SARPs (Annex 10, Vol III part I) therefore remained as follows:

“4.3.1 Frequency bands

Note.— ITU Radio Regulations permit systems providing mobile-satellite service to use the same spectrum as AMS(R)S without requiring such systems to offer safety services. This situation has the potential to reduce the spectrum available for AMS(R)S. It is critical that States consider this issue in frequency planning and in the establishment of national or regional spectrum requirements.

4.3.1.1 When providing AMS(R)S communications, an AMS(R)S system shall operate only in frequency bands which are appropriately allocated to AMS(R)S and protected by the ITU Radio Regulations.”

It has been noted recently that the satellite project team in the communication panel, I presume, have made the following proposal, which they are reported to understand as being endorsed by the “ICAO spectrum group rapporteur”.
“4.3.1 Frequency bands
Note.— ITU Radio Regulations permit systems providing mobile-satellite service to use the same spectrum as AMS(R)S without requiring such systems to offer safety services. This situation has the potential to reduce the spectrum available for AMS(R)S. It is critical that States consider this issue in frequency planning and in the establishment of national or regional spectrum requirements.

4.3.1.1    When providing AMS(R)S communications, an AMS(R)S system shall operate only in frequency bands which are appropriately allocated to AMS(R)S and protected by the ITU Radio Regulations.

Note.— According to the ITU Radio Regulation the AMS(R)S is a special case of Aeronautical Mobile Satellite Services (AMSS) which is a special case of the Mobile Satellite Service (MSS). AMS(R)S services may thus be operated in any frequency band with a primary allocation to the MSS, provided that the following conditions are met:

1. AMS(R)S is given priority over the services in accommodating its spectrum requirements during a spectrum coordination process in a sufficient portion of the MSS frequency band used by a given system supporting aeronautical safety communication.

2. If a given SATCOM system supports also other MSS services than AMS(R)S, the AMS(R)S services have priority access and immediate availability to the spectrum and other system resources, if necessary also by  pre-emption.”

Whilst being a supporter of the potential use of MSS for safety of life services the proposed modification to the SARPs proposed by the Satellite project team gives me both a procedural and regulatory concern.

1) Procedural: Assuming the ICAO Spectrum Group referred to is the FSMP, which may not be the case, then who is the rapporteur, when were they appointed  and on what basis did, they endorse the text (as an individual or on behalf of the FSMP) given that we have not debated this since 2013 and even then, we did not agree a change?
2) Regulatory:
a.  One of the key elements of using frequency bands that are identified for use by systems operating in the AMS(R)S is because that gives a clear indication of where those services are operating and therefore additional consideration is given to their protection.  We did concede in 2013 that SwiftBroadband could operate outside of the 2x10 MHz where the accommodation of AMS(R)S is given priority but that was on the proviso that it would be able to fall back into the 2x10 MHz if, for example, it suffered interference. This proposal for SARPs amendment removes that identification of where AMS(R)S is operating and therefore removes the additional consideration afforded to frequency bands identified for use by systems operating in the AMS(R)S, which could be MSS if appropriately identified. 
b. The proposed second  Note text in italics also appears to imply a contradiction of the unchanged, non-italic text that states systems shall operate in bands appropriately allocated to AMS(R)S. [This proposed Note also then appears to imply that if the conditions of the wording in No. 5.357A are met across any band allocated to MSS the this somehow transforms that band / usage to AMS(R))S.]
As previously stated, I am not against the use of frequency bands allocated to MSS for aeronautical safety services, but I do believe that they need to be appropriately identified as available for the provision of AMS(R)S, potentially without any priority or precedence in the co-ordination process so that they can be appropriately protected.

Action by the meeting
The meeting is requested to:
a) Note the concern
b) Agree that any rapporteur from the FSMP is clearly identified and that they ensure the group has debated an issue before endorsing specific text modifications
c) Agree that for allocations of the MSS to be used for the provision of aeronautical safety of life services it should be clearly identified as such or have the capability of falling back into a frequency band that has such an identification. (Note this does not necessarily mean any priority or pre-emption in the co-ordination process) 
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