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1
Eleventh series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B11) (continued) (Document 347) 

1.1
The Chairman invited participants to continue their consideration of Document 347.

Article 5 (ADD 5.388B) (continued)

1.2
The delegate of Algeria said that that Eritrea had requested that its name be added to the list of countries in ADD 5.388B, already approved by the Plenary. The delegate of Gabon also requested that his country’s name be added to the list of countries in ADD 5.388B.

1.3
Those two requests were approved.

Article 13 (ADD 13.12bis) (continued)

1.4
The Chairman of RRB said that, following informal consultations, RRB had concluded that it had no comments to make on Article 13, and in particular on paragraph g); it was therefore not necessary to discuss the matter any further. RRB would implement exactly what the conference decided.

1.5
The delegate of Mexico said that the delegations that had met after the eighth Plenary Meeting had agreed that the text under consideration should be retained as it stood and that the following text should be recorded in the minutes of the meeting:


“Provision 13.12bis g) should not be interpreted in such a way as to prevent RRB from providing assistance to administrations, particularly those in developing countries, in the application of the provisions of the Radio Regulations or in the implementation of the Rules of Procedure”.

1.6
The delegate of Colombia expressed considerable surprise that a member of RRB had requested that RRB be given discretionary powers to decide when and how to apply the Radio Regulations. He did not understand why an interpretation of Article 13 should be included in the minutes, and requested that it should also be recorded in the minutes that the provisions under consideration could under no circumstances be interpreted as giving RRB such discretionary powers, and that RRB must apply all parts of the Radio Regulations to the letter.

1.7
The Chairman explained that the delegate of Mexico was not seeking to give his own interpretation of paragraph 13.12bis g), but rather to ensure that 13.12bis g) was not interpreted in such a way as to give the impression that RRB could not assist developing countries in the application of the Radio Regulations. Paragraph g) clearly indicated the need to avoid any relaxation in the application of the Radio Regulations.

1.8
ADD 13.12bis was approved.

Article 13 (MOD 13.18)

1.9
Approved.

Article 25 (MOD 25.3)

1.10
The Chairman of Committee 4 pointed out that only one part of Article 25 was reproduced in the proposal, namely the part that gave rise to the most difficulty. The rest of Article 25 would be presented in another document for first reading. 

1.11
MOD 25.3 was approved, subject to alignment of the Spanish text with the other language versions.

Article 25 (SUP 25.4)

1.12
Approved.
Article 29 (MOD 29.12)

1.13
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that he would subsequently be submitting a written statement on Recommendation ITU-R RA.769, to which MOD 29.12 referred.

1.14
MOD 29.12 was approved.

MOD Resolution 56 (WRC-2000); SUP Resolution 77 (WRC-2000)

1.15
Approved.
MOD Resolution 221 (WRC-2000)

1.16
The delegate of France pointed out that an amendment made to resolves 6 had not been included in the text under consideration.

1.17
The Chairman of Committee 4 agreed, adding that resolves 4 had been amended and that a resolves 5 had been added. In resolves 5, the words “of compliance with resolves 1.1, 1.3 and 1.4 above” should be added after the word “examination”. In that connection, it had been decided in Committee 4 that the Bureau would indicate in the Plenary Meeting how that provision was to be interpreted.

1.18
The delegate of Indonesia requested that the word “again” in the last sentence of resolves 3.1 be deleted. In addition, the formula Gm used to designate the peak aperture gain was inconsistent and the accuracy of the equation was questionable. 

1.19
The Chairman of Committee 4 suggested that the formula should be reviewed and the equation recalculated outside the meeting. 

1.20
It was so agreed.

1.21
The representative of BR pointed out that the Bureau did not have the software necessary to perform the calculation, and invited administrations having such software to make it available to BR.

1.22
With the comments made, MOD Resolution 221 (Rev.WRC-03), as amended, was approved.

ADD Annex to Resolution 221 (WRC-2000)

1.23
The delegate of Kenya requested that the words “List of” be deleted from the title of the Annex.

1.24
It was so agreed.

1.25
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the words “in resolves 1.1 and 1.3” in Section D of the Annex should be replaced by “in resolves 1.1, 1.3 and 1.4, as the provisions of the operative part of the resolution had been renumbered in the light of the amendments made. The delegate of Cuba supported that proposal. 

1.26
It was so agreed.

1.27
The Annex, as amended, was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM4/10] (WRC-03)
1.28
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, referring to resolves 3, said that it was not clear what characteristics were meant, and requested that the resolves 3 be deleted.

1.29
The delegate of France proposed the wording “to ensure that these procedures reflect the latest technologies, as far as possible”.

1.30
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that, while that wording might be an improvement, Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) – which had come from the Plenipotentiary Conference and whose scope was to be determined by WRC – gave rise to difficulties in terms of application, insofar as it could be used to create an unlimited number of agenda items and to include the consideration of a multitude of questions. Retaining the words “the latest technologies” would thus make it possible to include any question whatsoever on the conference’s agenda – a situation that was undesirable for the developing countries, which did not have the resources to enable them to participate fully in all the working groups created to consider the various items. The scope of the resolution should therefore be clearly defined. 

1.31
The Chairman suggested the following wording to ensure that Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) did not become too broad in scope: “to indicate that in the study of these procedures for satellite networks, the latest technologies should, as far as possible, be taken into account”.

1.32
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that he could go along with that wording so as not to prolong the discussion.

1.33
The delegate of Saudi Arabia said that he was not satisfied with that text. He suggested that the words “latest technologies” be replaced by “new technologies”.

1.34
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic recalled that he had raised an objection on the subject in Committee 4. The word “procedures” used in resolves 3 was inappropriate and should be deleted. That was also the case in resolves 5, which, as currently worded, would allow for the inclusion of an unlimited number of items on the conference’s agenda. 

1.35
The Chairman requested the delegate of France to formulate a satisfactory text, for consideration at a later stage.

1.36
The delegate of France pointed out that the text as it appeared in the document reproduced one of the provisions of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002). He therefore wondered whether the present conference should refuse to take into account the decisions of the Plenipotentiary Conference when specifying the scope of that resolution, and would prefer to leave the text of resolves 3 as it stood, since in seeking to specify the scope of the resolution, there was a danger that a decision of the Plenipotentiary Conference could be nullified.

1.37
The delegate of Luxembourg said that what was currently being decided was to request the present conference and other subsequent conferences to ensure that those procedures could be implemented, taking into account the latest technologies, and that it was therefore altogether appropriate to retain the text, which followed on logically from the decision taken at the Plenipotentiary Conference in Marrakesh.

1.38
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that although that paragraph had indeed been taken from Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002), the word “procedures” referred to the title of that resolution, which was “Advance publication, coordination, notification and recording procedures for frequency assignments pertaining to satellite networks”. However, the title of ADD Resolution [COM4/10] (WRC-03), “Scope and criteria to be used for the implementation of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002)”, did not refer to procedures, and it was therefore not clear which procedures were meant. If the Plenipotentiary Conference had not managed to determine the actual scope, as it was not a technical or regulatory conference, WRC could not merely reproduce the provisions of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) without clearly defining their scope. The delegate of France should therefore draft a text that was applicable and transparent. 

1.39
The delegate of Australia said that it would be preferable to retain the text taken from Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002), which, in his view, made clear what was to be understood by the word “procedures”.

1.40
The representative of the Russian Federation said that resolves 3 simply indicated the way in which work should progress, and that it was not worth wasting too much time on the matter. He supported the view of the delegate of France that the text should remain as it stood.

1.41
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic recalled that the matter had been raised by the Arab Group at the Plenipotentiary Conference, as some administrations had been interpreting the text incorrectly. Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002) was clear in that regard, as it requested WRC to determine very specifically the scope of its provisions, and on no account to repeat the text word for word. 

1.42
The Chairman said that resolves 3 should not be amended as it reflected a provision of a resolution adopted by the Plenipotentiary Conference. She suggested that resolves 3 should remain as it stood, while bearing in mind the concerns expressed by the delegates of the Syrian Arab Republic and the Islamic Republic of Iran. 

1.43
The delegate of Saudi Arabia objected to that course of action, which would amount to WRC merely reproducing the wording of Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002), whose objective was not the same as that of ADD Resolution [COM4/10] (WRC-03).

1.44
The Chairman said that Resolution [COM4/10] (WRC-03) should be read in conjunction with Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002), as the two texts complemented one another.

1.45
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, raising an objection with regard to resolves 5, said that his Administration would be making a declaration to the effect that WRC was not implementing Resolution 86 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002). He would, however, be prepared to go along with the majority view. 

1.46
With the comments made, ADD Resolution [COM4/10] (WRC-03) was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM4/24] (WRC-03)

1.47
Approved.
1.48
With the comments made and reservations expressed, the eleventh series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B11) (Document 347), as a whole, as amended, was approved.

2
Fourth report by the Chairman of Committee 4 (Documents 320 and Addendum 1, 321, 326, 330, 355 and DT/200)

2.1
The Chairman of Committee 4 introduced his fourth report (Document 355), which listed outstanding issues that had not yet been finalized by the Committee. He suggested that those issues should be considered one by one, in parallel with the documents relating to them. 

2.2
It was so agreed.

2.3
The Chairman of Committee 4 introduced the eleventh report of Working Group 4A, (Document 320 and Addendum 1), which contained a number of proposals relating to agenda items 1.30 and 7.1.

Article 5 (MOD 5.416)

2.4
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that the Note relating to MOD 5.416 should be deleted from Document 320 since the issues it raised were currently being dealt with by Working Group 4B.

2.5
It was so agreed.

2.6
The delegate of France said the proposed deletion of the last sentence of 5.416 should not be construed as meaning that the limits set by Article 21 for the band were no longer applicable.

2.7
With that comment, MOD 5.416 was approved.

Appendix 5 (ADD 1cbis))

2.8
The delegate of China said that since discussion on Resolution 539 was still under way and no consensus had been reached on the subject, he was not in a position to endorse the proposed amendments to Appendix 5 at present, pending the outcome of discussions under agenda item 1.34. The delegate of Canada also reserved the right to revert to Appendix 5 matters pending the outcome of discussions under agenda item 1.34.

2.9
With those comments, the proposal was approved.

Appendix 5 (MOD Table 5-1)

2.10
The Chairman of Committee 4 pointed out that the proposed modification to Table 5-1 should be deleted from Document 320, since it was being dealt with by Ad hoc Group 5, under agenda item 1.34.

2.11
It was so agreed.

Article 7 (ADD 7.4bis)

2.12
The delegate of Canada, supported by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, said that the wording of the proposed new provision was not consistent with that agreed upon during the last meeting of Working Group 4A, based on Document DT/151. For instance, in the third bullet, to her recollection the phrase “form of coordination” should read “coordination requirements”. 

2.13
Following further comments by the Chairman of Committee 4 and the delegates of Brunei Darussalam, France and Canada, the Chairman suggested that discussion of the provision should be deferred so as to verify the exact wording of Document DT/151 and to discuss outside the meeting to what extent the text of the provision should to be aligned with it.

2.14
It was so agreed.

2.15
Following informal consultations, the delegate of Canada said that it was proposed that the references to the Radio Regulations in brackets in the first three indents (RR 1074, RR 1148 and RR 1074, respectively) should be deleted. She said that it was also proposed that in the fourth indent, “or coordination requirements” should be inserted before “existed”, that “exists” should be replaced by “of coordination or coordination requirements exist”, and that “this form of coordination” should be replaced by “these forms of coordination or coordination requirements”. With the proposed amendments, the Republic of Korea was willing to lift the reservation it had made against the original text. Should those amendments be approved, therefore, the Editorial Note to ADD 7.4bis could be deleted.

2.16
The Chairman said that in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the proposals were acceptable.

2.17
It was so agreed.

2.18
In response to a request for clarification from the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the representative of BR explained that the Bureau’s understanding was as follows. The terms “coordination”, “form of coordination” and “coordination requirements” in ADD 7.4bis were the same as those used in Article 9 and accordingly the terms used in the French version of ADD 7.4bis should be aligned (see e.g. No. 9.23). “Coordination requirements” referred to the list of administrations with which coordination was required for each “form of coordination”.

2.19
The Bureau would implement the provisions under consideration as follows. For the provision set out in the third indent of ADD 7.4bis, i.e. when applying No. 11.32, BR would apply the provisions in force on the date of receipt of complete information submitted under No. 9.34. However, if a new form of coordination that had not been in force at the coordination stage was in force on the date of receipt of the notification filing, BR would take that new form of coordination into account when examining the notification filing. For example, provision for a new form of coordination, between GSO and non-GSO satellites, was set out in No. 9.13. If coordination of a GSO satellite network had been undertaken under No. 9.7 prior to the introduction of No. 9.13, but the notification filing was received after the entry into force of No. 9.13, BR would take into account both No. 9.7 and No. 9.13 in its examination of the notification filing. Similarly, for the provision set out in the fourth indent of ADD 7.4bis, if a form of coordination taken into account at the time of coordination no longer existed at the time of submission of the notification filing, for example it had been suppressed by a WRC, BR would not take that form of coordination into account in its examination of the notification filing. For example, if at the time of submission of a coordination filing No. 9.7 and No. 9.13 had both been in force and had been taken into account, but at the time of submission of the notification filing No. 9.13 was no longer in force, BR would take only No. 9.7 into account in its examination of the notification filing.

2.20
The Bureau established the coordination requirements at the coordination stage and those requirements might change subsequently. For example, in the case of a GSO satellite network required under No. 9.7 to coordinate with three administrations, conference decisions changing the coordination criteria prior to the date of notification filing might mean that coordination was subsequently required with only two administrations. In that case, at the notification stage BR would take into account the need for agreement from only those two administrations. If, however, the change meant that coordination was required with four administrations, agreement would be required from only the original three administrations.

Cost-recovery issues – Resolution 88 (Rev. Marrakesh, 2002)

2.21
The Chairman said that the Note should be deleted from Document 320.

2.22
It was so agreed.

Article 9 (MOD Note8 9.2B.1, MOD Note19 9.38.1

2.23
Approved.

ADD Resolution [COM4/7] (WRC-03)

2.24
The Chairman drew attention to Addendum 1 to Document 320, which contained the text of an additional recognizing section, based on a proposal by the Administration of Columbia. It was to be incorporated in ADD Resolution [COM4/7] after considering e).

2.25
The Chairman of Committee 6, referring to resolves 1, said that the texts currently placed between square brackets should be amended to read: “to § 4.1.5, 4.1.15, 4.2.8 and 4.2.19 of Appendix 30, to § 4.1.5, 4.1.15, 4.2.8 and 4.2.19 of Appendix 30A and to the title of Article 6 of Appendix 30B”, and the square brackets should be removed.

2.26
It was so agreed.

2.27
ADD Resolution [COM4/7], as amended, was approved.

SUP Resolution 83 (WRC-2000); Article 9 (MOD Title, ADD Note 6A A.9.7, MOD 9.5D, MOD 9.6, ADD Note13bis 9.6.3, NOC 9.50); Article 11 (MOD Title, ADD Note5A A.11.5, NOC 11.31)

2.28
Approved.

Article 11 (MOD Note8 11.31.1)

2.29
The Chairman of Committee 6 said that MOD Note8 11.31.1 had been the subject of extensive discussion. In order to meet the concerns expressed, he suggested the addition of the word “also” in the last sentence which would read: “With respect to the administration(s) which have not objected under No. 9.21, the recording of the assignment shall also be made with favourable finding”.

2.30
It was so agreed.

2.31
MOD Note8 11.31.1, as amended, was approved.

Appendix 7 (MOD 1.4.4)

2.32
Approved.

ADD Resolution [COM4/8] (WRC-03)

2.33
The Chairman, referring to resolves 1 and 2, suggested that the references to WRC-07 should be placed between square brackets to allow for consequential amendment.

2.34
It was so agreed.

2.35
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran wondered what financial implications the Resolution would have for ITU-R and the Radiocommunication Bureau, in particular since the rationalization of Articles 9 and 11 of the Radio Regulations would entail much work. Had the matter been considered by Committee 3?

2.36
The Chairman of Committee 3 said that the matter had not been specifically addressed by the Committee. However, since it clearly had financial implications he would follow it up with the Radiocommunication Bureau.

2.37
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, referring to invites administrations, sought clarification as to who exactly would assist administrations in the rationalization and clarification of the procedures for coordination and notification.

2.38
The Chairman said it was her understanding that administrations were being invited to provide input to ITU-R to assist in that task.

2.39
ADD Resolution [COM4/8], as amended, was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM4/9] (WRC-03)

2.40
The delegate of Saudi Arabia, referring to resolves to invite the administrations, said it was not clear to whom the proposals referred to were to be made.

2.41
The Chairman suggested that the words “to make proposals” should be replaced by “to submit contributions to ITU-R”.

2.42
It was so agreed.

2.43
ADD Resolution [COM4/9], as amended, was approved.

MOD Resolution 33 (Rev.WRC-97)

2.44
The Chairman of the Editorial Committee said that editorial amendments were required to the references to Resolutions 703 (Rev.WARC-92) and 507 (WARC-79) in footnote 1 and paragraph 6.4, respectively.

2.45
It was so agreed.

2.46
The delegate of Canada, referring to the first sentence of paragraph 6.4, asked who would determine which administrations’ services might be affected. The Chairman said she presumed that would be done by the Radiocommunication Bureau.

2.47
MOD Resolution 33, as amended, was approved.

MOD Resolution 42 (Rev.Orb-88); MOD Resolution 507 (WARC-79)

2.48
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that the proposals relating to Resolutions 42 and 507 should be deleted from Document 320 since they had already been approved by the Plenary Meeting and Committee 6, respectively.

2.49
It was so agreed.

MOD Resolution 525 (WARC-92); Annex to Resolution 525 (WARC-92) (MOD 2, MOD 4, MOD 5); Resolution 528 (WARC-92) (MOD Title, MOD 3)

2.50
Approved.

2.51
The Chairman invited the Plenary to consider the twelfth report of Working Group 4A (Document 321) containing proposals regarding the extension of the deadline for bringing networks into use in Articles 9 and 11. She drew particular attention to the last sentence of the report to the effect that the proposed modifications to the Radio Regulations applied to all networks for which the advance publication information was received after 5 July 2003.

Article 9 (MOD 9.1)

2.52
Approved.

Article 11 (MOD 11.44, SUP 11.44B, SUP 11.44C, SUP 11.44D, SUP 11.44E, SUP 11.44F, SUP 11.44G, SUP 11.44H, SUP 11.44I, MOD 11.48)

2.53
The delegate of France, referring to MOD 11.44, said that at the beginning of the first sentence, the French text should be aligned with the English.

2.54
The delegate of Islamic Republic of Iran proposed that the end of the first sentence of MOD 11.44 should be redrafted along the lines of MOD 9.5D (Document 320) to read: “the relevant complete information under No. 9.1 or 9.2, as appropriate”.

2.55
The delegate of Luxembourg said he could agree to that proposal on the understanding that No. 9.2 covered modifications with a new date either because they included new frequency bands or exceeded the limits.

2.56
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that Luxembourg’s concerns should be met by the phrase “as appropriate”.

2.57
The Chairman of Committee 4 suggested that the amendment proposed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran to MOD 11.44 should be approved and, supported by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, that a similar amendment should also be incorporated in MOD 11.48. 

2.58
It was so agreed.

2.59
The proposals, as amended, were approved.

2.60
The representative of BR said that in view of the changes that had just been approved with regard to the date of bringing into use for satellite networks, there were some networks for which administrations had sent the advance publication information after 22 November 1997 and for which the rule in force until the end of WRC-03 regarding the implementation of Nos. 11.44 and 11.48 was not to exceed the five-year period and then to request an extension of two years. Some networks of that type currently under coordination, with a five-year deadline, would undoubtedly be the subject of a request for a two-year extension. In order to cover all of those networks for which the Bureau had received, or would have received, the advance publication information between 22 November 1997 and 5 July 2003, the Bureau was proposing the application of the network to all satellite networks for which it would have received the information referred to in No. 9.1 after 21 November 1997, an extension which would increase to seven years the total period between the date of receipt of that information and the date of bringing the network into use. The administrations concerned would no longer have to request an extension, which would be granted automatically by the Bureau, simplifying matters for all concerned. 

2.61
The Chairman observed that BR was proposing to apply the new provisions to networks for which the advance publication information had been received after 21 November 1997, i.e. retroactively, whereas in Document 321, Working Group 4A was suggesting that they should be applied only to networks for which that information had been received after 5 July 2003.

2.62
The delegate of Tonga said that Working Group 4A had discussed the matter of the application of the proposed modifications only after a lengthy discussion of the modifications themselves, and that it might therefore have been unable to give the matter its fullest attention. In his view, BR’s suggestion was a sensible one that should be accepted.

2.63
The delegate of Luxembourg said that all the networks for which the relevant information had been received after 21 November 1997 were already entitled to a period of seven years. BR’s proposal did not give them any additional time and served solely to make the extension from five to seven years automatic.

2.64
The delegate of France asked whether BR’s proposal might not result in the reinstatement of networks that had ceased to be taken into account at the end of the five-year period.

2.65
The representative of BR gave an assurance that no cancelled network would be reinstated.

2.66
The Chairman suggested that the changes that had just been approved regarding Articles 9 and 11 should be implemented using the method put forward by the representative of BR.

2.67
It was so agreed.

2.68
The Chairman invited participants to consider Document DT/200.

MOD Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-2000)

2.69
The editorial amendments to the first sentence of the resolution and considering further h) were approved.

2.70
The Chairman of Committee 4 noted that two options were presented for the modification of resolves 2, the difference between them being that the wording “not later than 21 November 2003, or” and “whichever date comes earlier” had been deleted in option A and retained in option B. The French text did not show any difference between the two options and should therefore be aligned with the English version. Committee 4 had considered the two options and opinions on the matter had been more or less equally divided.

2.71
The delegate of Tonga said that Committee 4 had been unable to decide between options A and B since the date of bringing into use provided for in No. 11.44 had not yet been settled. As a single period had been established, without extension and with the due diligence principle being applied at the end of the period, it would be more logical to bring into line the conditions applicable to the networks coming under the seven-year rule and those coming under the nine-year rule. Option A was more appropriate for that purpose.

2.72
The delegates of the United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam and Saudi Arabia endorsed that view.
2.73
The delegate of Luxembourg recalled that the date of 21 November 2003 had been carefully chosen by WRC-2000 and should be maintained. Option B was therefore more appropriate. The delegate of the Netherlands supported that opinion, as did, speaking on behalf of CITEL, the delegate of Canada, adding that option B was simpler as it kept things as they stood.

2.74
The delegate of Australia said that he would also prefer option B. However, in the light of the concerns expressed by other delegations and in view of the decision taken regarding networks for which advance publication information had been received after 21 November 1997, which were being given a period of seven years to submit the due diligence information, he suggested that a compromise solution would be to grant those networks having submitted their advance publication information before 21 November 1997 a period of seven years as from the date of receipt of that information, or a period expiring on 21 November 2003. Thus, networks for which the relevant information had been submitted during WRC-97 would have nine years for bringing into use and seven years for submitting the due diligence information, and those for which the relevant information had been submitted after that Conference would likewise have a period of seven years.

2.75
The Chairman suggested that options A and B be placed in square brackets and requested the delegate of Australia to formulate a compromise text. 

2.76
It was so agreed.

2.77
The Chairman of Committee 6 said that the draft new resolves 2bis would not be affected by the decision to be taken on options A and B of resolves 2.

2.78
The representative of BR pointed out that the proposed new resolves 2bis contained the wording “before bringing into use, but in any case to be received”, which had been deleted from the proposed modification to § 4 of Annex 1 to the Resolution. The wording should be consistent in both provisions.

2.79
The Chairman suggested that the wording to which the representative of BR had referred be deleted from resolves 2bis.

2.80
It was so agreed.

2.81
ADD resolves 2bis, as amended, was approved.

2.82
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that Committee 4 had decided not to retain ADD resolves 7, which should not appear in Document DT/200.

Annex 1 to Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-2000)

2.83
MOD § 3 was approved.

2.84
The Chairman of Committee 4 explained that the proposed modification to § 4 of Annex 1, i.e. the deletion of the wording “before bringing into use, but in any case to be received” and “five years”, had been placed in square brackets in Document DT/200 as a decision on No. 9.1 had not yet been taken. Both sets of square brackets as well as the text they contained could therefore now be deleted.

2.85
With the explanation given by the Chairman of Committee 4, MOD § 4 of Annex 1 was approved.

2.86
The delegate of Canada said that the modification that had just been approved made it necessary to deleted § 12 of Annex 1, which referred to a system for extension that no longer existed. The representative of BR said that the modification that had just been approved also necessitated the deletion of the same wording in Section 5 of Annex 1. The delegate of Japan said that, for the same reasons, the same modification should be made to Section 6 of Annex 1 where the deleted wording could be replaced by “the expiry of the seven-year period established for bringing into use under No. 11.44bis”.

2.87
The Chairman suggested that the delegate of Australia prepare a clean draft revision of Resolution 49 incorporating a compromise text for options A and B of resolves 2, the other amendments approved, and the modifications or deletions of various provisions of Annex 1 in the light of the decisions taken.

2.88
It was so agreed.

Annex 2 to Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-2000)

2.89
The proposed amendments to § d) and e) of Section A of Annex 2 were approved.

2.90
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that it was not necessary to take into account the other proposed modifications to Annex 2 in Document DT/200.

2.91
The Chairman suggested that the delegate of Australia should formally establish Ad hoc Group 7 of the Plenary in order to carry out the work he had been asked to do regarding the revision of Resolution 49, and that he should submit the results of that work direct to the Editorial Committee for submission to the Plenary Meeting for first reading.

2.92
It was so agreed.

2.93
The Chairman invited the meeting to consider Document 326.

Appendix 5 (MOD Table 5-1)

2.94
Approved, subject to an editorial amendment (replacement of “Resolution [4A16] (WRC-03)” with “Resolution [COM4/19] (WRC-03)”.

ADD Resolution [COM4/19] (WRC-03)

2.95
The delegate of Saudi Arabia suggested that the words “resolves that a future competent conference review” by “ resolves to recommend that a future competent conference review”.

2.96
It was so agreed.

2.97
Following a comment by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Chairman suggested that in the English version of instructs RRB 2, the adjective “provisional” should be placed before “Rule of Procedure”.

2.98
It was so agreed.

2.99
ADD Resolution [COM4/19] (WRC-03), as amended, was approved, on the understanding that the English text of noting should refer to considering e) and not d).

2.100
The delegate of Canada pointed out that Documents 326 and 345 (B10) both proposed modifications to Appendix 5, and suggested that the texts should be aligned. The Chairman requested the Editorial Committee to take note of that requirement.

NOC Resolution 34 (WARC-79), NOC Resolution 51 (Rev.WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 55 (WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 58 (WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 73 (Rev.WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 80 (Rev.WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 81 (WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 223 (WRC-2000), NOC Resolution 224 (WRC-2000)

2.101
The Chairman of Committee 4 drew attention to § 4 of Document 355, which referred to the review by Committee 4 of a number of resolutions. Committee 6 had recommended the retention of Resolutions 34 and 73. There were no proposals from Committee 4 in respect of those two Resolutions or Resolutions 51, 55, 58, 80, 81, 223 and 224. The Plenary Meeting was requested to confirm no change for all those resolutions.

2.102
The proposal for no change to Resolutions 34, 51, 55, 58, 73, 80, 81, 223 and 224 was approved.

SUP Resolution 216 (Rev.WRC-2000)

2.103
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that Committee 4 had recommended that Resolution 216 (Rev.WRC-2000) on possible broadening of the secondary allocation to the mobile-satellite service (Earth-to-space) in the band 14-14.5 GHz to cover aeronautical applications should be suppressed.

2.104
The delegate of the United States said that the conference had yet to make a decision on the allocation related to Resolution 216; it would be inappropriate to suppress that resolution prior to that decision.

2.105
The Chairman suggested that it would be appropriate to approve SUP Resolution 216 in anticipation of the decision. In the unlikely event that it should prove necessary, it would be possible to reconsider the matter at a later meeting.

2.106
On that understanding, SUP Resolution 216 was approved.

2.107
The Chairman of Committee 4 introduced Document 330, the annex to which contained proposals for the modification of Article 59 on entry into force and provisional application of the Radio Regulations. ADD 59.7 was a standard phrase concerning entry into force of the majority of the provisions revised by WRC‑03, with the proposed date of entry into force of 1 January 2005 placed in square brackets. The Plenary Meeting was requested to consider and approve the provision with that date. ADD 59.8 listed the exceptions to that provision. Referring to § 6 of Document 355, he said that draft new Resolution [COM4/25] (WRC‑03), currently being finalized, would give details concerning provisional application of the provisions revised at WRC‑03, but was not yet available for consideration. He suggested that the Plenary Meeting consider ADD 59.8 in principle, pending consideration of that resolution.

2.108
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported the removal of the square brackets in ADD 59.7. He drew attention to the need to check the resolutions and revision dates listed in Article 59 to ensure accuracy.

2.109
The Chairman of Committee 4 remarked that the revision dates listed in MOD 59.4 and MOD 59.6 could not be changed since they applied, respectively, to revisions made at WRC‑97 and WRC‑2000. 

2.110
The representative of BR pointed out that all the revisions made by WRC-03 would need to be listed in ADD 59.8. So, for example, Resolution 49, which had been revised by WRC‑03, would appear in ADD 59.8 as well as in MOD 59.4 and MOD 59.6. 

2.111
The Chairman said that in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the square brackets in ADD 59.7 could be deleted and that ADD 59.8 could be approved in principle. The final version would be considered at the last Plenary Meeting.

2.112
On that understanding, MOD 59.1-59.6, ADD 59.7 with the square brackets deleted, and ADD 59.8 were approved.

3
Third series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for second reading (R3) (Document 349)

3.1
The delegate of the United Kingdom pointed out that Article 21, MOD Table 21‑2, also appeared in Document 351 (R4).

3.2
The Chairman of the Editorial Committee said that the Committee had hoped to provide a consolidated MOD Table 21‑2. Regrettably there were four errors in the table as it appeared in Document 349. In the column “Frequency band” the bands 1 675‑1 690 MHz (Region 2), 1 690‑1 700 MHz (Region 2 countries listed in No. 5.381) and 1 700‑1 710 MHz (Region 2) should be deleted, and “7 145‑7 235 MHz” should be inserted following “5 850-7 075 MHz”. Should MOD Table 21‑2 be approved, with those amendments, it would not be necessary to consider the table again during discussion of Document 351 (R4).

3.3
The delegate of Spain pointed out that the proposed addition in respect of the frequency band 7 145-7 235 MHz had been approved in respect of limits as specified in Nos. 21.3 and 21.5 only, whereas the limits listed in the relevant column in MOD Table 21-2 also included Nos. 21.2 and 21.4.

3.4
The representative of BR confirmed that that was the case. He proposed the addition of a footnote to the frequency band 7 145-7 235 MHz to indicate that, in the case of that band, only the limits specified in Nos. 21.3 and 21.5 applied.

3.5
On that understanding, MOD Table 21-2, as amended, was approved. 

3.6
The delegate of Indonesia, referring to Article 21 (ADD 21.13bis), proposed that “off-axis” should be inserted after “level of” in order to clarify the provision.

3.7
It was so agreed.

3.8
ADD 21.13bis, as amended, was approved.

3.9
The delegate of Guatemala said that his Administration wished to record that it would have difficulties with the implementation of Resolution [COM5/4] (WRC-03) in the immediate future, since it currently had services in the bands proposed for use in advanced public protection and disaster relief solutions and was not in a position to share those bands.

3.10
The Chairman of Committee 6, referring to Resolution [COM6/2] (WRC-03), said that “and footnotes to § 4.1.5, 4.1.15, 4.2.8 and 4.2.19” should be inserted at the end of resolves 1.

3.11
It was so agreed.

3.12
The delegate of France said that in the French version of Recommendation [COM7/1] (WRC-03), § c) in Annex 1 should be aligned with the English version to take into account the amendment approved on first reading.

3.13
It was so agreed.

3.14
The Chairman of Committee 7, referring to [Resolution/Recommendation [COM7/2] (WRC‑03)], said that, following informal consultations, it had been agreed that consideration of terrestrial wireless interactive multimedia applications on a global basis should be included on the agenda for WRC‑10 on condition that a recommendation was retained. He therefore proposed the deletion of the square brackets and “Resolution” in the title of the text. Should that proposal be approved, it would then be appropriate to replace “[decides to invite/invites ITU-R]” by “invites ITU-R”.

3.15
The Chairman pointed out that should those amendments be approved, the matter would be considered during discussion of agenda item 7.2. 

3.16
On that understanding, the amendments proposed by the Chairman of Committee 7 were approved.

3.17
In reply to a question by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran on the scope of the agreement reached during the informal consultation referred to, the Chairman of Committee 7 said that in respect of draft Resolution [7/A] (WRC-03) on the agenda for WRC-07 (Document DT/207(Rev.1)), it had been agreed that agenda item 1.10 on Appendix 30B should be placed in square brackets and that new agenda items should be included on the use of frequency band 17.7-19.7 GHz and on the identification of bands and other requirements for high-speed transmissions in the FSS. It had also been agreed that the texts of items 1.9 and 1.12 should be clarified and those of items 1.13 and 6 revised. In respect of draft Resolution [COM7/B] (WRC-03) on the preliminary agenda for WRC‑10 (Document DT/207(Rev.1)), it had been agreed that a new agenda item on terrestrial wireless interactive multimedia applications on a global basis should be included, subject to the conditions he had mentioned previously. That would replace agenda item 3.2 which had been included in error. In respect of matters requiring urgent study, it had been agreed that the study groups would carry out the necessary studies and the Director of BR would report on those studies at WRC‑07. The studies would cover four items: planning of satellite broadcasting around 20 GHz in Regions 1 and 3; possible communications up to 3 000 GHz; the definition of high-density FSS; and the definition of HEOs. 

3.18
The third series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for second reading (R3) (Document 349), as a whole, as amended, was approved.

The meeting rose at 1800 hours.
The Secretary:


The Chairman:
Y. UTSUMI


V. RAWAT
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