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Islamic Republic of Iran

Observations on the draft 2002-2003 operational plan 
for the ITU-R Sector

This administration has carefully reviewed the Draft 2002-2003 Operational Plan of the ITU-R Sector, as contained in the attachment to Administrative Circular CA/110 of 21 December 2001. In reviewing the document, the following observations, comments, questions and remarks are made for consideration by RAG-2002 (25 February – 1 March 2002,Geneva).

1
On Item 1 of the report “Introduction”

Reference is made, in paragraph 1.4 of the Introduction, to “ Key Performance Indicators” which have appeared in the previous operational plans, as well as the reports of the previous RAG meetings since 1995. While the meaning of the expression is quite simple, its scope of application and interpretation could differ from one activity to another activity. This different application was already observed in various tasks performed resulting in different connotation and interpretation as applied by various units of the Bureau.

In order to clearly assess the works and tasks performed, it is necessary to provide clear definition or definitions as applied (used) by various units of the BR in providing their reports on each activity, task, product and service.

2
On Item 2 of the report “Structure & Performance”

In paragraph 2.5 of this item, reference is made to the need to have some compensative and adaptive measures to be implemented as to guarantee the level of resources allocated. While the objectives behind this suggestion is clear, the source of compensation or the cost centre is not clear at all.

The Director of the Bureau and/or the Secretary General were expected to bring the issue to the attention of the Council when the appropriation was made for the two-year budget, in order to include necessary and proper budgetary allocation at that time rather than claiming a compensation now on a post Council decision.

Paragraph 2.6 of the report referred to different expressions such as “Performance Indicator” and “Performance Measurement”. The clear definition of each of these terms and their scope of application and associated interpretation/meaning as understood by each unit of the BR in relation with each task, product, activity and service performed or yet to be performed, needs to be provided. Definitions provided in Annex 3 are similarly ambiguous, vague and misleading which may not cover all activities, services, tasks, products performed. 

3
On Item 3 “Summary”

In paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4 two tables are provided. The objectives of these tables are not clear. They merely indicate the man/month G and P staff and percentage of them with respect to the total BR staff. However, the way the tables are structured does not provide a meaningful element to assess the productivity of each unit in association with its activity/product since these are no means to check the accuracy and correctness of the data given. Moreover, some of the activities are combined together such as: a) processing of notices which include the works performed by the service department and software department; b) publications is also a lump sum activity covering both the study groups and regulatory unit of the BR. Under item 3.5, it is not clear why the poor financial results were not envisaged at the time when 2000 and 2001 operational plans were made. Also, it is not evident that the cost incurred by the ITU to issue these invoices has been taken into account or not. Moreover, statistics contained in Table 1 on page 13 of the English version require clarification and elaboration. 

Under paragraph 3.6, reference is made to redeployment of the resources in the General Secretariat centralized service suggesting to be decentralized and rationalized. It is not clear whether such a course of action has been discussed within the ITU, e.g. Coordination Committee or with the General Secretariat. 

4
On Item 4 “WRC”

Under the second indent of paragraph 4.2, reference is made to participation in studies related to new modulation techniques. However, it is not clear where and how and who will perform these studies and under what mandate they will be carried out.

Under the fourth indent, the Bureau’s policy with respect to participation at various regional organizations is not clear. In the past, this task was performed without long term and clear cut planning and follow up action. It was pursued rather on an ad hoc basis with some irregularities. Moreover, there was no criteria for participation at regional meetings as in most cases the attendance was attributed to the higher category of manager, rather than being attributed to the professional experts of the concerned divisions. Moreover, any participation of the professional expert at the regional meeting in a balanced way both from the meeting’s content and from the meeting’s venue point of view as well as the frequency and appropriate time of participation must be clearly defined at least for the interval between two WRCs. It should also be accompanied by preparation for attendance and dissemination of the detailed reports to all concerned staff of the BR, on return from the meeting in highlighting various important issues discussed and action to be taken by the Bureau. To enable the RAG to better assess the degree of participation and extent of the activities of the Bureau, the Director is requested to kindly provide the RAG with the statistics of the participation and example of reports prepared for the Bureau’s mission in the past and to also indicate for the next reporting period the number, location, subject of meetings and information on the Bureau’s participation together with general Bureau’s policy for such activity. 

The Bureau’s policy for activities mentioned under the last indent of paragraph 4.2 needs to be further clarified. 

5
On Item 4.3 “Resource allocation”

Paragraph 4.4 of this item in relation to the availability of the Final Acts, every effort shall be made to reduce this time to around 90-120 days maximum, as this document will serve as the only formal and official source for administrations and the Bureau. Although there will be no new edition of the RR resulting from WRC-03 in the period, nevertheless, the Bureau’s objectives for the publication of the revised RR resulting from the decisions of WRC-03 need to be envisaged.

Currently with almost 20 months from WRC-2000, no revised RR is yet available at the time of writing this document (end of January 2002), which makes life difficult for the administrations and perhaps for the Bureau to implement the RR since they have to refer to multiple documents. The evaluation provided under this paragraph does not reflect the real measured indicator since the latter should provide the impact of participation of the Bureau’s expert/staff and not the complementary courtesy expressions which appeared in the report of these meetings. Moreover, the so-called “measured indicator” does not correspond to “performance indicator” as the former covers more broader subject/items than the latter. Moreover, the “performance indicator” relates to the future tasks yet to be performed, whereas the “measured indicator” referred to the tasks performed during the past 2/3 years.

6.
On Item 6 “RRC-04/05”

Under paragraph 6.4, is not clear what actions the Bureau will perform. In addition, the expected accomplishment as appears under this item relates to the entire task to be performed by administrations, study groups and the BR and not those to be performed by the Bureau.

7.
On Item 7 “Radio Regulations Board”

Under item 7.2, reference is made to the continuation of the preparation and further revisions of the Rules of Procedure. We wish to draw the attention of the RAG to the comprehensive and detailed communications sent by this administration to the RRB and the Bureau describing the difficulties that many administrations including ours are faced with so many draft Rules of Procedure for which administrations have only two options, either to comment or to make no comment. In the first option, they need to invest a considerable amount of time and resources, including top expert manpower resources to prepare their comments and send it to the RRB. In most cases the RRB did not take these comments into account. This course of action by the RRB, in addition to disappointing these administrations, caused considerable inconveniencies as administrations’ time, efforts and resources were almost ignored. If they take the second option (sending no reply) they will be interpreted as having tacitly agreed to the draft Rule. Consequently we firmly propose that the numbers and scope of Rules of Procedure be reduced to the minimum necessary and also request that comments from administrations be duly taken into account by the RRB. We also believe that Rules of Procedure must have a limited life time between two WRCs and then either the Rules should be deleted or should be transferred to the body of the RR with respect to paragraph 7.3 “resources allocation”. According to the information available, the resources are underestimated as the total time and manpower attributed to this task in the past and those which will be associated to that in the future, will be more than those indicated there. Under paragraph 7.4 and 7.5, reference is made that the review/requests from administrations were dealt expeditiously. We have a different experience to that, which has been stated. Many of our requests were not properly treated. Our objections to the draft Rules were not taken into account. Consequently our time, efforts, resources were wasted. 

8
On Item 8 “RAG”

We believe that the degree of participation from the Member States is too low. The meeting is generally dominated by the extensive representation from the Sector Members. No doubt many State Members have financial or manpower and other resource problems, preventing them from participation and/or attendance at the RAG meetings. Solutions need to be found to encourage and facilitate wider participation from Member States. Another major concern is that in spite of all advice given to the Director the long-standing problems, such as backlog in processing the Form of Notices, remain as they were 8 years ago and have even worsened. In the absence of feedback from the Bureau, we wonder about the usefulness and effectiveness of the advice given as well as to whether or not all this advice was duly and properly taken into account and appropriately implemented, if not why not. This brings us to the point that we need to reconsider the working methods and mandate of RAG at an appropriate time and in an appropriate form. Under paragraph 8.3, the resource allocation for G and P staff seems to be underestimated. Noting the amount of preparatory work to be carried out in preparing statistics, documentation and their process, publication of circular letters and other administrative and professional tasks to be performed, in preparing and finalizing all pertinent documents 

9
On Item 9 “Study Groups”

This administration has actively participated in and attended various study group meetings. One issue, which drew our particular attention, was the number and frequency of “Liaison Statements” that are sent or broadcasted to various study groups, working parties which sometimes confuse the administrations and the study groups. It has happened that the views of different study groups and working parties on the same issue and under the same assumption are different. This may generate unnecessary debates at the upper level where these topics are further considered. 

We therefore propose that, the number and frequency of the “Liaison Statements” be kept to the minimum and the chairman of the study groups and/or working parties, task groups originating the “Liaison Statements” should take up necessary follow up action in order that the “Liaison Statement” in question is properly and duly processed. The chairman of study group or working party or task groups originating the “Liaison Statement” should also ensure that any duplication as referred to above is avoided. Secondly, as we have stated before any communication to/from the Director should be originated from or addressed to the chairman of study group(s)only and not by working parties, for the simple reason that a certain degree of principle should be respected. Moreover, study groups are the only fora producing a summary record or minutes of a session, by which State Members could include their formal statements for further actions. On the issue of study groups, working parties and task groups, we would suggest that a number of copies of each contribution be dispatched to each State Member as initially requested irrespective to and independent of the documents made available to the State Members at the meeting. This course of action is necessary in order to facilitate the task of administrations to take any and all follow up action as may be required.

As for the Special Committee (SC), we would like to formally request that a) two meetings of the SC be held between two WRCs due to the fact that one meeting just before CPM is not sufficient and b) all purely regulatory issues be only submitted to SC and not to study groups as some of these regulatory issues are common to several study groups and working parties and they are better treated if they are submitted to the SC. However, for issues involving both regulatory and technical aspects which cannot be easily differentiated as to which belongs to SG or SC, it could go to both but those purely regulatory issues must be merely addressed to the SC .In this connection, we would like to share our experience during the last study period with RAG. During this period, one administration brought an issue of a purely regulatory nature to WP6S, WP4A and WP4-9S. The issue related to the coordination procedure of a typical Earth station in several services and several frequency bands for GSO and non-GSO systems. In fact, the matter had no technical elements relevant to the work of these working parties and could have been more efficiently treated by the SC. However, as on the one hand there was no SC meeting scheduled and, on the other hand, there was no clear policy, it was submitted to and discussed at these fora and took a considerable amount of time and energy of these working parties. This was an example of what is happening now. We will provide other examples to the RAG at the time of presentation of our contribution. 

10
On Activities related to “Space Services”

Under paragraph 12.1.4, in the column of performance indicator, it is stated that the BR will process 1500 requests for coordination. It would be good to also indicate the number of request for coordination already received and those expected to be received. It is also useful to know whether the request for modification(s) of a given network which sometimes exceeds above 3 requests for the same network is also counted as a separate request for coordination, i.e. separate task/activity. In this column, it is also stated that 8 networks will be processed under APS30B. In this connection we have two comments: a) there is an inconsistency between the statistics given here and those which appeared under paragraph 3.2 on page 9, to the effect that the Bureau processed in 2001, 10 requests under Article 6 and 3 requests under Article 7 of APS30B, whereas in the entire period of 2002-2003, only 8 Appendix S30B networks will be published. Why? Moreover, a quick look to the Space Network List, reveals that there are currently 42 networks in the pipe line and 10 networks may be expected to be received. If the Bureau processes only 8 networks during a 2 year period, one may come to the conclusion that, it would take up to 4 to 5 years for networks currently in the pipeline to be published. Considering the long-standing backlog in non-planned services/bands and the importance of fair distribution of the Bureau’s resources among various tasks, we recommend the RAG to advise the Director to review the resource allocation to planned band/services and treat the submission under APS30B with the same priority as that of APS30/APS30A, if not with higher priority. APS30B has been treated until very recently with low priority since 1996, on the expense of the top priority, which was rightly given to APS30/APS30A. We propose that the Bureau would come back to the normal situation and treat Appendices S30/S30A and S30B equally. We have recognized that, one of the reasons for lower degree of processing might be the commenting period of 60 days required for the processing of the sub-regional networks, before which a processing of a given network could not be finalized. However, the Bureau, in its contribution to SATBAG-1, among other solutions to resolve the delay in the processing of APS30B, suggested that the commenting period of 60 days referred to in paragraph 6.50 of Article 6 of APS30B be reduced to 30 days which seems an attractive and workable suggestion. Moreover, as additional measures, we propose that a) in case that multiple networks with consecutive dates of receipt, without any other networks being received from other administrations between these dates of receipt, be treated by the Bureau in sequence so as to send the results of all compatibility analysis of all networks to the responsible administrations at the same time and in a single correspondence. That administration, undoubtedly, should be quite able to review the results of all networks and propose a global solution for the resolution of incompatibility of all networks, treated by the Bureau, at the same time. Consequently, once the Bureau publishes all networks in a single set of Special Section(s) with a single date, only one single period of 60 days, on this special situation would be required instead of the suggested 30 days by the Bureau as supported above by this administration. This would considerably reduce the sequential publication and cumulative 60 days period. For example, if an administration in day XX.YY.ZZ sends 3 networks under Section II of Article 6, the Bureau processes them in sequence, identifying the affected administrations in each network and also indicating the impact of any of these 3 networks on the subsequent network of that administration. Once the information is processed, the Bureau sends the results of all three networks’ examinations to the notifying administration. That administration may then find an overall solution for all networks and sends the results of its optimization to the Bureau. Should the Bureau find that any or all of these network(s) is/are compatible with the APS30B, according to the relevant procedure, it publishes all three or those networks which meet the requirements of APS30B in the relevant Special Section with a single date and a commenting time of 60 days for all three and a commenting deadline of 60 days for all three networks. It is to be noted that, in case of one single network, the time limit would be reduced from 60 days to 30 days, as suggested by the Bureau in its contribution to SATBAG-1. For cases in which a given network(s) on a single orbital position(s) submitted in different dates for 4/6GHz and 19-11/13 GHz, the Bureau advised the submitting administrations to combine the two frequency bands together and thus the physical number of the networks in a real number covering both frequency bands. This will also considerably reduce the cumulative multiple commenting periods. We have noted examples of the above two circumstances, which require careful attention. To this effect, the Bureau is requested to immediately prepare the draft Rules of Procedure to implement the above approaches, and the RRB is also requested to examine the draft, after being published for comments from administrations, with urgency. Otherwise the networks currently appearing in the Space Network List, require several years to be processed. It is worth mentioning that under 12.1.11 there is no indication of the time on which the first circular letter referred to in Resolution 53 (Rev.WRC-2000) will be published, taking into account the two circular letters to be published with minimum 120 days interval between them and considering that the final results must be available to administrations well in advance of the beginning of the conference (6 months before), in order to permit them to prepare their comments and send them for processing 120 days before the commencement of the WRC-03 (June03). The Bureau is therefore requested to clarify the matter in determining the required due time frame.

11.
On Item 12.2.3 “Space Network List”

Since a long time, information contained in “Part B ” of the SNL has disappeared and the updated version is no longer published, this information is a very useful one and thus we urge the Bureau to accelerate its completion and publication. 

12.
On Item 12.2.5 “Support given to IAP from SSD”

This administration in its contribution to SATBAG-1, in highlighting the current situation, proposed detailed steps to be taken with respect to the identification of the software required, preparation of its specification, development of software and preliminary checking of the product by IAP and final checking of the product by the SSD. We do not see sufficient explanations in this regard under item 12.2.5. In the operational plan under consideration, reference is made to the revision of various Special Sections as a result of some inaccuracy or “bug” in the program. We believe that should the Bureau follow the approach as suggested by this administration, the probability of the occurrence of such mistakes would be very low. 

13.
On Item 13.3.1.3. “Coordination request for terrestrial service”

Under this item, reference is made to the fact that this activity is being performed outside “TerRaSys” we would like to see further explanations why, after spending millions of Swiss Francs and after almost 8 years, this activity is still performed outside the “TerRaSys”. It is further stated that in processing the submissions outside “TerRaSys”, there is no backlog. The question arises now as to why the Bureau embarked on TerRaSys project? A similar approach should have been taken for other areas in the Terrestrial Services Department. In every RAG meeting, we have heard the same type of statement from the Bureau that there is a delay in the implementation of the “TerRaSys” project without really going into the heart of problem. This is a major concern for each Member State and deserves a full report from the Bureau indicating the reasons for the delay and failure of the project and of its usefulness if one day in year YY it becomes operational. Moreover, the performance indicator provided under this item is different from that given for space related issues. This was highlighted in previous paragraphs of this contribution and we wish to have a more appropriate definition for the “Performance Indicator” either separately for each major task/activity or a general definition for all activities tasks/products. The explanation provided in the Table on page 44 of English text, under item 13.3.2.2, is disappointing when it stated that, in most cases neither is there a processing tool nor a local database. We need full explanations as to why this has happened and continues to happen. What is the Bureau doing under this famous “TerRaSys” project? It is astonishing to see the same explanations from 1996 until now. 

14.
On Item 13.3.4.3 “Expected accomplishments and performance indicator for 2002‑2003”

Same comments as given in previous paragraphs of this contribution apply.

15.
On Item 13.3.4.4 “Realized accomplishment and measured indicator for 2001”

Same comments as given in paragraph 13 and 14 above.

16.
On the general items of “assistance requested by and provided to administrations”

We would like to see a table indicating the requests from administrations together with its date of receipt by the Bureau, a short description of the request, the name of requesting administration and the status of the request in terms of reply/response or action(s) taken by the Bureau, both for space services and terrestrial services, for planned and non-planned bands/services. 

17.
On Item “Computer Support and Software Development”

This is one of the most important tasks to be performed by the Bureau. Detailed explanations by the Bureau on its general policies relating to the software development are required. Much has been said and discussed on these very important and crucial tasks at previous ITU meetings, including SATBAG-1. Our comments in previous paragraphs relating to software apply and we prefer not to repeat them here for the sake of time. 

18.
On Items which were not specifically mentioned in the operational plan

We would like to reiterate our previous concerns about staff career, staff in-service training, the staff management and staff moral. As we have indicated at various meetings since 1994, the ability, reputation, recognition, efficiency, effectiveness and the future of any organization, depends on its manpower resources and the way that it is handled. We would like to hear from the Bureau about its general policy for Staff Career Plan and Staff In-Service Training both for G and P categories. This should be clearly differentiated from the type of standard missions and seminars in which the involvement of the Bureau’s staff are entirely different from career building and in-service training.

__________________
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