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AIRCRAFT AND SPACE VEHICLES SPACE SYSTEMS AND OPERATIONS

Space Operations and Ground Support Working Group (WG3)

Minutes
Venue: Hôtel San Germano, Napoli, Campania, IT
Date: 28 September 2012
1. The meeting was called to order at 0930 on 28 Sep 2012.   Visa issues and travel restrictions limited attendance to only delegations from Japan and the United States.   Since there was not a sufficient quorum, no decisions could be taken.   The second installment of WG3 fall meetings, scheduled for 10 October 2012, in Nagoya, JP, was cancelled on 1 October because the Japanese government rescinded all visas of Chinese citizens due to the ongoing territorial dispute between China and Japan.  Submissions from some who were unable to attend due to last minute difficulties were reviewed and considered.   These were mainly from China and Russia.   
2.  Minutes from the previous meeting in Brazil and action items were reviewed briefly.     

3.  Much of the meeting was devoted to addressing comments received on 16158.  Although the current ballot period does not end until 27 October 2012, it was prudent to begin addressing comments.   A revised version is distributed simultaneous with these minutes.   Several sections were omitted, some paragraphs were added, figures were accomplished, and paragraph headings were made consistent with the headings in the initial work flow figure.   The Convenor believes that the version distributed now incorporates all comments that were received.
4.  Several important organizational and procedural matters were discussed and recommendations made for consideration by the full working group.  

4.1 Standards related to safety.    Russia proposes a series of launch site safety related standards.   The delegation from Japan asks whether there might already be relevant, generic standards elsewhere in 
TC 20.    It should be made clear what additional value space specific safety standards would add to what might already exist.   The Convenor has queried the United States space safety community.   
4.2 Probabilities of success for various actions, particularly booster disposal, were discussed.   The Japanese delegation demonstrated that there is no concrete basis for determining such probabilities with reasonable confidence.    It was stated that the community that we wish to use these standards probably had not been canvassed to determine whether such requirements were feasible.

4.3 The delegation from Japan questions the value added by 16699 (Booster Disposal) and 16164 (LEO Disposal).    It was stated that these currently add no value beyond what is stated in 24113 and should at best be appendices to 24113.   We discussed the alternative of a single standard covering all types of disposal.   We noted that there were elements of these end of life standards that were not based on debris mitigation.   For example, satellites are replaced for refreshing technology or in order to populate a GEO Comsat slot while avoiding electromagnetic interference.

Japan and subsequently France stated that some aspects of the proposed LEO and Booster disposal work items are infeasible for some of their launch sites and that their existing, but different, practices were well proved and should not be vulnerable to unnecessary change if there were a new standard. 
4.4  
Post-deployment relative motion and related work items led by the Chinese delegation were discussed.   Attendees demonstrated that procedures and analytical tools for these tasks now existed, particularly one developed by SST.   Sometimes it happens that what was needed when work was approved is overcome by subsequent developments.
4.5   Revisiting decisions and work that occurred prior to most participants joining WG3 or SC14, we offer two items for SC14 consideration.

First, 24113 was developed with the intent of developing a standard for each IADC guideline.  We are learning that this is not practical.   For example, LEO/GEO/Booster disposal items are not independent, and we recommend that they be consolidated unless there are significant reasons for having them other than for debris mitigation.   

Second, there are several equally influential and potential normative sets of debris guidelines.   COPUOS Guidelines are not absolutely congruent with IADC guidelines.  Notably, COPUOS guidelines do not include a 25 year limit for LEO disposal.   The COPUOS guidelines counsel prudent removal, but do not stipulate 25 years.   The 25 year limit was debated strongly in IADC.  Russia in particular wanted a longer period, perhaps 50 years.   Those who participated opine that the propellant necessary for 25 year assured disposal is marginally more than for 50 year disposal.   However, they represent only the space agencies.   The larger UN body could only reach consensus for disposal, not for disposal within a specified time after end of mission.  The IADC consensus was about 12 space agencies.  The COPUOS consensus was over 60 nations.    Therefore, institutionalizing 25 years in 24113 might be inconsistent with broader consensus.  Food for thought.

4.6 We discussed the significance of the COPUOS study of Long Term Sustainability of Space Activity and resolutions passed in Brazil.    Subsequently, we learned that ISO was invited to participate but only through a letter from the Secretary General of the UN to the leader of ISO.   The request was never acted upon and never filtered down to the responsible TC or SC.   We will pursue this and hope that we can participate as ISO, a non-governmental organization, in the future.

5.0   Given the unofficial nature of this small meeting, normal formalities have been dispensed with.   Questions or issues should be referred to the Convenor.

Respectfully,

Academician David Finkleman, PhD

Convenor, TC20/SC14/WG3
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