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1
Oral report by the Chairman of Committee 2 (Document 244)

1.1
The Chairman of Committee 2, referring to the Annex to Document 244, said that Egypt had clarified the situation in regard to its credentials.

2
Fourth report by the Chairman of Committee 4 (continued) (Documents 165, 331(Rev.1) and 355) 

2.1
The Chairman of Committee 4 introduced Document 331(Rev.1), which was related to the revision of Article 59 discussed at the previous meeting (Document 330) and which, in its Annex, set out draft Resolution [COM4/25] (WRC‑03) on the provisional application of certain provisions of the Radio Regulations as revised by WRC‑03 and abrogation of certain Resolutions and Recommendations. The draft Resolution contained information on all the provisions that would be provisionally applied on a date other than 1 January 2005, the main date of entry into force of the Radio Regulations as revised by WRC‑03. He drew attention to the five different dates of provisional application set out in resolves 1 to 5 and to the list of Resolutions and Recommendations to be abrogated contained in further resolves 1 and 2. As indicated by the square brackets, those sections were not yet complete and he would be grateful for assistance from delegates, in particular the chairmen of committees, in finalizing them. A further revision of the document would be made available containing additional material in square brackets, and he suggested that consideration of that document should be delayed until as late as possible in the Conference.

2.2
The Chairman of Committee 5 said that he would provide a full list, covering footnotes and the Table of Frequency Allocations in relation to agenda items 1.5 and 1.6, for inclusion in the draft Resolution.

2.3
The Chairman said that in the absence of any objection she would take it that the format of the draft Resolution was acceptable and suggested that detailed consideration be postponed pending the availability of a revised version.

2.4
It was so agreed.

2.5
The Chairman of Committee 4 recalled that the United Arab Emirates had requested an extension of two years for a number of their satellite networks (Document 165). Informal negotiations were continuing in that regard, and the number of networks for which an extension was being sought had been reduced to two. Although the matter had not yet been resolved, the situation looked promising and he hoped to report on a successful outcome shortly.

3
Fifth report by the Chairman of Committee 4 (Document 356)

3.1
The Chairman of Committee 4 introduced his fifth report (Document 356), which related to agenda item 1.11. Committee 5 had agreed to include an AMSS allocation in the frequency band 14‑14.5 GHz together with several footnotes, which were summarized in his report, aimed at describing the operational limitations applied to AMSS earth stations (AES) to protect the fixed service and radio astronomy service on the territory of several administrations (5.BB01 to 5.BB04). Committee 4 had agreed on an additional footnote (5.AA13) aimed at dealing with a possible use of the secondary AMSS earth station with a primary FSS space station. The Committee had concluded that the inclusion of an additional sentence to indicate that the limits specified in footnotes 5.BB01 to 5.BB04 also applied to that use would not be necessary, since it was clear that all those limits applied to secondary AMSS earth stations, irrespective of the status of the associated space station. The Plenary Meeting was invited to endorse that interpretation. The text of footnote 5.AA13 which contained some text placed in square brackets would in due course be submitted by the Editorial Committee for consideration.

3.2
The Chairman suggested that the Plenary Meeting might wish to take note of the fifth report of the Chairman of Committee 4 and to consider the matter further during the first reading of the text of footnote 5.AA13.

3.3
The delegates of the Syrian Arab Republic and the United Arab Emirates supported that course of action.

3.4
The fifth report by the Chairman of Committee 4 (Document 356) was noted.

4
Twelfth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B12) (Document 360)

4.1
The Chairman invited participants to examine the texts produced by Committee 6 (Documents 342 and 343), as contained in Document 360.

ADD Resolution [COM6/4] (WRC‑03)

4.2
The delegate of France said that in considering b) the word “aggregate” was unnecessary and could be deleted, since the equivalent protection margin was always based on cumulative interference. Referring to resolves 1, he proposed that, in order to clarify the text, “in accordance with their respective nominal orbital locations” should be moved from the end of the provision and inserted after “0.4º”. The delegate of Algeria supported that proposal.

4.3
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the deletion of “aggregate” from considering b) was acceptable.

4.4
It was so agreed.

4.5
The Chairman, supported by the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, said that in her view the existing text of resolves 1 was clear in the English version but that there might be a question of aligning the French version.

4.6
The Chairman of Committee 6 said that the existing text was an extremely delicate compromise but that, if the administrations concerned and the Bureau had no objections, the proposed amendment should be approved.

4.7
It was so agreed.

4.8
The delegate of China, speaking as the chairman of the ad hoc group responsible for preparing the draft resolution under consideration, said that he had been notified of a minor change to resolves 2, namely the deletion of “corresponding”, which had been agreed by all the parties concerned.

4.9
The Chairman of Committee 6 said that in resolves 4 c), “yet” should be inserted before “processed”.

4.10
The representative of BR said that in resolves 4 b), c) and d), “notification” should be replaced by “a submission”. Similarly, in instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau 3, “for which notification has been submitted by an administration” should be replaced by “for which a submission has been received by the Bureau”.

4.11
The amendments proposed were approved.

4.12
ADD Resolution [COM6/4] (WRC‑03), as amended, was approved.

Appendix 30 (Annex 1 – MOD 1, (MOD 2))

4.13
Approved.

Appendix 30 (Annex 1 – MOD 3, (MOD 4))

4.14
The delegate of France said that it was his understanding that Committee 6 had agreed on a single definition for the angle ( for inclusion in Annex 1 and that that definition was to be found in MOD 1. He therefore proposed that the definitions of ( given in MOD 3 and (MOD 4) should be replaced by that given in MOD 1.

4.15
It was so agreed.

4.16
The proposals, as amended, were approved.

Appendix 30 (Annex 1 – MOD 6)

4.17
The delegate of France said that the NOTE referred to the paragraph beginning “With respect to § 4.1.1 e) or 4.2.3 e) of Article 4” and set out the exceptions to that provision. In order to make that clear, he proposed that in that paragraph the words “with the exception of the cases covered by the NOTE below” should be added after “Article 4”.

4.18
The Chairman of Committee 6 said that, while the addition was not really necessary, he had no objection to it.

4.19
In response to a question from the delegate of Saudi Arabia as to why the NOTE was not numbered, the Chairman pointed out that the NOTE formed part of MOD 6. The Chairman of Committee 6 added that since the paragraphs within the sections of Annex 1 were not numbered the NOTE had no reference number.

4.20
MOD 6, as amended, was approved.

Appendix 30 (Annex 1 – MOD 7; MOD Annex 4; Annex 6 – ADD Part A, ADD Part B, Title)

4.21
Approved, subject to the insertion of “on an interregional basis” after “BSS” in § 2 of Part A of Annex 6, and replacement of “Sections 3 and 6” by “Sections 1, 3 and 6” in the second sentence of § 4 of Part A of Annex 6.

4.22
The twelfth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B12) (Document 360), as a whole, as amended, was approved.

5
Second report by the Chairman of Committee 7 and consideration of draft Resolution [COM7/A] – Draft agenda for WRC-07 (Documents 352 and DT/207(Rev.1))

5.1
The Chairman of Committee 7, under § 7 of its second report (Document 352) concerning item 7.2 of the conference agenda, submitted to the Plenary Meeting Document DT/207(Rev.1), which contained draft Resolution [COM7/A] concerning the agenda for the 2007 World Radiocommunication Conference and reflected a series of compromises reached in Committee 7. He would indicate during consideration of the document the agenda items to which Committee 7 had to return and which it would be premature to discuss in the Plenary Meeting at present.

5.2
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, pointing out that he had been unable to follow the work of Committee 7, said that administrations did not necessarily agree with the arrangements concluded at meetings of the committee. The draft resolution under consideration was extremely important; it therefore needed to be handled and discussed with extreme caution.

5.3
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates supported the previous speaker, noting that certain points in the draft resolution had not been covered at all in the context of Committee 7, and he reserved the right to discuss them in detail in the Plenary Meeting. He was supported by the delegate of Saudi Arabia.
5.4
The Chairman invited the participants to consider draft Resolution [COM7/A].
5.5
Considering and recognizing were approved.

5.6
The Chairman invited the Plenary Meeting to consider resolves paragraph by paragraph.

Draft agenda item 1

5.7
Chairman of Committee 7 said that all the resolutions referred to in the agenda items had been considered and approved in Committee 7, and were set out in Document 353 (Fourth series of texts submitted by Committee 7 to the Editorial Committee).

5.8
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that, even though all the resolutions had been considered in Committee 7, not all of them had been approved.

5.9
The delegate of Saudi Arabia regretted, with regard to draft agenda item 1, that proposals from administrations had been placed on the same footing as the CPM Report.

5.10
The Chairman said that the text in draft agenda item 1 was similar to the text in the agenda of the present conference.

5.11
The Chairman of Committee 7 proposed, in order to solve the problem, rewording draft agenda item 1 to read as follows: “… on the basis of proposals from administrations, taking account of the results of WRC-03, and the Report of the Conference Preparatory Meeting …”.

5.12
It was so agreed.

5.13
Draft agenda item 1, as amended, was approved.

Draft agenda item 1.1

5.14
Approved.

Draft agenda item 1.2

5.15
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic feared that, in view of the aforementioned resolutions, the wording of draft agenda item 1.2 might have too broad a scope and impose a heavy burden on the fixed service, which was relevant to many countries. Although he had no difficulties with the meteorological satellite service, he was concerned about the problems that might arise from allocations and regulatory issues relating to the Earth exploration-satellite (passive) service and the space research (passive) service. He would like to have a little time to compare the two resolutions mentioned in the paragraph.

5.16
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran also voiced his fears regarding the consequences of draft agenda item 1.2, in particular in the light of the difficulties raised at the present conference by item 1.8.2. He would also like to be able to check the content of the resolutions quoted.

5.17
The Chairman, noting that the delegates had time to consult the resolutions concerned, observed that there was no opposition to placing draft agenda item 1.2 on the agenda of the next conference.

5.18
Draft agenda item 1.2 was approved.

Draft agenda item 1.3

5.19
The delegate of Germany seemed to remember that in Committee 7 a wording slightly different from the one contained in the document under consideration had been adopted. The delegate of the United States, who had chaired the Committee 7 Drafting Group, pointed out that the text submitted to the Plenary Meeting had been drawn up in conjunction with the CEPT delegates. The Chairman said that the exact wording of draft agenda item 1.3 would be checked.

5.20
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran proposed adding the following words at the end of draft agenda item 1.3: “… without placing undue constraints on others services to which the bands are currently allocated”, saying that many services operated in the frequency bands in question. He was supported by the delegate of Indonesia, who felt that the phrase might also be applied to item 1.2.

5.21
The delegate of Saudi Arabia supported the previous speaker and wondered whether it was necessary to set at 200 MHz the possible extension of existing allocations, and whether that figure should be determined by the next WRC. Moreover, noting that draft agenda item 1.3 covered two separate subjects – first, the upgrade of the radiolocation service to a primary allocation in the bands 9 000-9 200 MHz and 9 300-9 500 MHz and, second, the extension of the existing primary allocations to the Earth exploration-satellite service (active) and the space research service (active) from 9 500-9 800 MHz – he wondered why those two subjects had been combined in the same item.

5.22
The Chairman said that, in all probability, the two matters had been combined because they concerned frequency bands that were very close to each other.

5.23
The delegate of the United States, who had chaired the Committee 7 Drafting Group, thought that the phrase proposed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, which merely reflected the way things were done in practice, was acceptable. The figure of 200 MHz represented the portion of spectrum that those concerned with the Earth exploration-satellite service (active) deemed necessary for improving their results.

5.24
The delegate of Germany thought that there was no point in adopting the proposed phrase since it was superfluous.

5.25
The Chairman, pointing out that the Chairman of the Committee 7 Drafting Group was not opposed to the phrase, suggested that, if necessary, it should be included in Resolution [COM7/Y].

5.26
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic approved draft agenda item 1.3, while considering that its wording could be improved. He considered it unnecessary to mention the 200 MHz as the frequency band was already indicated in Resolution [COM7/Y] and he supported the viewpoint expressed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran.

5.27
The delegate of the Netherlands felt that the next conference should be allowed a certain margin of manoeuvre and not be given too strict instructions.

5.28
The delegate of Italy also felt that the addition proposed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran was pointless since, in general, everything was done to protect existing services. He suggested saying “the extension … by up to 200 MHz” rather than “the extension … by 200 MHz”.

5.29
The delegate of Australia drew attention to draft agenda item 1, which said “with due regard to the requirements of existing and future services in the bands under consideration”, making the addition of the phrase proposed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran superfluous. He also thought that the expression “up to 200 MHz” would be clearer.

5.30
The delegate of Saudi Arabia suggested that the phrase proposed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran be included in resolves 1, so as to cover all subjects discussed by the conference.

5.31
The Chairman stressed that resolves applied to all agenda items, which were all different. Noting that the mention of 200 MHz appeared in Resolution [COM7/Y] and that there was no opposition in principle to draft agenda item 1.3, and taking account of time limitations, she proposed leaving to the Chairman of Committee 7 the task of drawing up a new wording of draft agenda item 1.3 which reflected the comments made.

5.32
Draft agenda item 1.3 was therefore approved, taking account of the comments made.

Draft agenda item 1.4

5.33
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic pointed out that Working Group 8F of the ITU-R Study Groups had officially announced that there was a three to four year delay in the implementation of IMT-2000. For that reason, including draft item 1.4 on the agenda of the next conference was not necessary. Nevertheless, in a spirit of compromise, and on condition that its position be taken into consideration, the Arab Group was not opposed to the inclusion of that item on the agenda. It should be noted that 550 MHz were already available now, in addition to all the bands reserved for mobile services which all administrations could use for IMT-2000.

5.34
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that he accepted Resolution 228 (Rev.WRC-03) with extreme reluctance, given the way in which discussions had focused on the bands below 1 GHz, especially below 600 MHz and in particular the band 454-470 MHz. He accepted the resolution in a spirit of compromise, to take account of the needs of the African countries and developing countries. He also recalled that account should be taken of Resolution [COM4/5], which dealt with the same frequency bands as Resolution 228 (Rev.WRC‑03). He reserved the possibility of returning to the latter resolution when he had an overview of the agenda of the next conference.

5.35
Following a comment by the delegate of the Netherlands, speaking as the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 7.2-2, the Chairman noted that certain delegations accepted draft agenda item 1.4 with considerable reluctance and perhaps Resolution COM4/5 should be mentioned in the wording of that agenda item.

5.36
Taking account of that observation, draft agenda item 1.4 was approved.

Draft agenda item 1.5

5.37
The Chairman of Committee 7 proposed deleting the words “in the bands between 3 and 30 GHz” since detailed indications were contained in the relevant resolution of Committee 7.

5.38
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran proposed adding the word “possible” to the words “additional spectrum allocations”. He also asked that item 1.5 be placed in square brackets since he had some difficulties with regard to Resolution [COM7/Wideband Telemetry].

5.39
The Chairman suggested placing item 1.5 in square brackets.

5.40
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.6

5.41
The Chairman of Committee 7 pointed out that the studies concerning the bands between 108 MHz and 117 MHz had been done.

5.42
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that he had difficulties accepting the first part of the item and would have wished the additional allocations for the aeronautical mobile (R) service to be envisaged from 117.5 MHz instead of 108 MHz. He would like to have clarification on the indicated frequencies and know exactly the requirements of the aeronautical mobile (R) service.

5.43
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that the exact requirements would be determined during the preparatory period.

5.44
The delegate of Uganda emphasized that the developing countries attached particular interest to draft agenda item 1.6 and wished it to be approved.

5.45
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran thought that the envisaged band was too extensive and it would be better to state in the resolution that WRC-07 or the next competent conference would examine justified spectrum needs.

5.46
The delegate of Germany noted that the title contained the words “in parts of the bands between 108 MHz and 6 GHz”, which clearly meant that there was no plan to allocate the whole of the bands between 108 MHz and 6 GHz to the aeronautical mobile (R) service. He also indicated that CEPT might agree to replace “between 108 MHz and 6 GHz” with “between 117.5 MHz and 6 GHz”, taking account of the amendment made by the Conference to Article 5.

5.47
The Chairman thought it necessary to review draft agenda item 1.6 and the resolution concerned, and she proposed that the interested delegations reconsider that item with the Chairman of Committee 7.

5.48
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.7

5.49
The delegate of the United States was surprised that it was proposed to place draft item 1.7 on the agenda given that Resolution [COM5/12] did not provide for the question under consideration to be included in the agenda of the next WRC, but recommended that WRC-07 or a future competent conference take all appropriate measures on the basis of the result of the studies carried out.

5.50
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that Committee 7 had reached the conclusion that there should not be a strict correspondence between the resolutions and the items on the agenda. Where a resolution gave useful information, it was mentioned in the title of the agenda item, but not all agenda items necessarily referred to a resolution. In the case in point, Resolution [COM5/12] needed to be read attentively.

5.51
The Chairman of Committee 5 felt that it was logical that consideration of the results of the studies mentioned in Resolution [COM5/12] be the subject of an agenda item since it was recommended that WRC-07 or a future competent conference take all suitable measures on the basis of the results of the studies. That being the case, Resolution [COM5/12] would perhaps be amended by the Plenary Meeting.

5.52
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, drawing attention to resolves in Resolution [COM5/12] under the terms of which, in the band 1 670-1 675 MHz, mobile-satellite service stations could not claim protection vis-à-vis stations in the fixed service and the mobile service operating in the United States, said that the resolution should be reconsidered.

5.53
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates, endorsing the viewpoint expressed by he Chairman of Committee 5, emphasized that Resolution [COM5/12] was the result of a delicate consensus which it was better not to call into question again. He pointed out that considering in the resolution made it easier to understand resolves.

5.54
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic supported the previous speaker and said that the Arab Group was in favour of draft agenda item 1.7 as presented in the document under consideration.

5.55
Draft agenda item 1.7 was approved.

Draft agenda item 1.8

5.56
The Chairman of Committee 5 said that, after the words “[bands] 27.5-28.35 GHz”, the words “and 31-31.3 GHz” should be added since that frequency band was also covered by Resolution [COM5/17].

5.57
The delegate of France thought that as the studies on HAPS in the band 31-31.3 GHz were finished, that frequency band should not be added. He recalled that limits with respect to that band had already been introduced both in the footnotes and in the relevant resolution.

5.58
The delegate of Germany said that the delegate of France was partly right: the studies on technical sharing with respect to the band 31-31.3 GHz were indeed complete, but the resolution also provided for continuing consideration of regulatory issues.

5.59
The Chairman therefore proposed adding the band 31-31.3 GHz, on the understanding that in principle that band would no longer be subjected to studies on technical sharing, but would merely be the subject of studies on regulatory provisions.

5.60
It was so agreed.

5.61
Draft agenda item 1.8, as amended, was approved.

Draft agenda item 1.9

5.62
 The Chairman of Committee 7 invited the Chairman not to submit to the Plenary Meeting draft agenda items 1.9, 1.10 and 1.12, as they still had to be discussed in Committee 7.

5.63
The Chairman proposed to the Plenary Meeting not to consider for the moment draft agenda item 1.9.

5.64
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic found it hard to accept that the Plenary Meeting, which devoted a lot of time to considering the draft agenda for WRC-07, could not discuss draft item 1.9, which was one of the most delicate. For him, draft item 1.9 as it stood had not been the subject of an agreement, and it was not acceptable to the Arab Group. He found it particularly difficult to accept the reference to Resolution 225.

5.65
The delegate of Tonga, after indicating that he had not followed the work of Committee 7 and was seeing the proposed draft text for item 1.9 for the first time, was surprised that it was a question of “safeguarding” the current and future use of terrestrial services, recalling that the band concerned was allocated to a number of services.  He thought that it would be the first time in ITU that a particular service would be safeguarded vis-à-vis other services having primary allocations in the same frequency band. His Administration, which had made a satellite filing for the band concerned, expected that that service would be treated on an equal footing with the others.

5.66
The delegate of Japan also thought that the title of draft agenda item 1.9 was too concerned with safeguarding the current and future use of terrestrial services, and he said that terrestrial and satellite services had to be treated with the same degree of priority.

5.67
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran observed that, while it was generally desired to give the next conference some room for manoeuvre, draft agenda item 1.9 was very rigid. In addition, use of the band 2 500-2 690 MHz, which concerned many systems, necessitated an enormous amount of work. Recalling that the Constitution provides for equal access to the spectrum, he wondered why safeguarding one type of use was envisaged, and to the detriment of which service such protection would be exercised. The Iranian Administration, which was firmly opposed to the reference to downlinks of space stations and to the objective of safeguarding the current and future use of terrestrial services, could not accept draft agenda item 1.9 as it stood.

5.68
The Chairman noted that draft agenda item 1.9 was giving rise to many negative reactions and that the main sources of difficulty were the reference to Resolution 225, the reference to downlinks of space stations and the objective of safeguarding the current and future use of terrestrial services.

5.69
The delegate of Saudi Arabia endorsed the statements made by the delegates of the Syrian Arab Republic and the Islamic Republic of Iran, and suggested that the Chairman of Committee 7 propose a new wording for draft item 1.9 or that the Chairman set up a working group on the subject.

5.70
The delegate of Germany, confirming that discussions on draft item 1.9 should be continued in committee, as the Chairman of Committee 7 had said, expressed great disappointment that the representative of the Arab Group did not respect the undertaking he had made not to discuss draft item 1.9 in the Plenary Meeting.

5.71
The delegate of France thought that an agreement was possible on draft item 1.9. He drew attention to the fact that the phrase “taking into account the satellite component of IMT‑2000”, inserted at the request of the European countries favourable to the satellite component, was compatible with the objective sought by the delegates of the Syrian Arab Republic and the Islamic Republic of Iran.

5.72
The delegate of India was surprised that it was only a question of the use of the band 2 500-2 690 MHz, whereas at WRC-2000 several bands had been envisaged. He was opposed to that restriction, and therefore had difficulties accepting draft item 1.9 as it stood.

5.73
The delegate of Australia proposed drawing up a new compromise text.

5.74
Following some consultation, the Chairman submitted the following compromise text to the Plenary Meeting: “1.9 to review the technical, operational and regulatory provisions applicable to the use of the band 2 500-2 690 MHz by space services in order to facilitate sharing with current and future terrestrial services without placing undue constraints on the services to which the band is allocated.”

5.75
Subject to subsequent editorial amendments, the new text for draft agenda item 1.9 was approved.

Draft agenda item 1.10

5.76
The Chairman of Committee 6 said that the amendments that the Conference had made to the regulatory procedures of Appendix 30B still had to be the subject of studies, and so it was premature to include consideration of those regulatory procedures and technical criteria in the agenda of WRC-07. It would be preferable only to consider that item at WRC-10 since it was at that date that existing networks would come to an end.

5.77
The delegates of Australia, India, New Zealand and Saudi Arabia endorsed the proposal to postpone consideration of regulatory procedures and technical criteria of Appendix 30B to WRC-10.

5.78
The delegate of Germany, speaking on behalf of CEPT, was in favour of considering the item at WRC-07. He proposed putting draft item 1.10 in square brackets for the time being.

5.79
The delegate of France shared that view. He said that the planned examinations had already been undertaken, and it would be useful to move on, in the interest of all countries that wished to use the Plan. The argument that consideration of that item should be postponed until 2010 because at that date existing networks would no long be taken into account was not relevant since it was not a question of reviewing the Plan entirely but simply the associated technical procedures and criteria, which was independent of the constraints that could exist prior to the Plan. He was supported by the delegate of Canada.

5.80
The Chairman observed that at present there was no agreement on whether consideration of the regulatory procedures and technical criteria of Appendix 30B should be placed on the agenda of WRC-07 or WRC-10, given that profound changes that had been made to the Appendix 30B procedures by the present conference. She proposed placing draft item 1.10 in square brackets for the time being.

5.81
It was so agreed.
Draft agenda item 1.11

5.82
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic wished to add the word “possible” to the words “highly elliptical orbit satellite networks/systems”. He was supported by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran.

5.83
The delegate of Cuba proposed, in order to clarify the text, that draft item 1.11 should read as follows: “to review sharing criteria and regulatory provisions for protection of terrestrial services, in particular terrestrial television broadcasting services, in the band 620-790 MHz vis-à-vis the satellite broadcasting network, in accordance with Resolution [COM4/5] (WRC-03)”.

5.84
The delegate of France endorsed that proposal, while proposing to add at the end of the phrase, as had been done in draft item 1.9, the words “without placing undue constraints on the services to which the band is allocated”.

5.85
The Chairman invited the Chairman of Committee 7 to reformulate the text of item 1.11 taking into account the amendments proposed by the delegates of Cuba and France.

5.86
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.12

5.87
The Chairman thought that there was no need to open discussions on that item since it concerned the application of a resolution of the Plenipotentiary Conference (Marrakesh, 2002).

5.88
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, noting that not all the amendments arising from decisions of a plenipotentiary conference were included in the agenda, suggested that that item should be placed in square brackets for the time being.

5.89
The Chairman proposed placing draft item 1.12 in square brackets and invited administrations to reflect on the usefulness of the item pending reconsideration thereof.

5.90
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.13

5.91
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that at its last meeting before the present Plenary Meeting, Committee 7 had drawn up a new text which would replace the current wording of draft item 1.13.

5.92
The Chairman, noting that there were no objections to item 1.13 in principle, wished to await the outcome of discussions on agenda items 1.23 and 1.36 of the present conference before studying the wording of item 1.13.

5.93
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic noted that agenda items 1.2, 1.23 and 1.36 of the present conference were linked to the content of draft item 1.13.

5.94
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran thought that the current text was too vague; there was a need to clarify what was meant by “the allocations to all services in the HF bands”.

5.95
The Chairman proposed placing the current text of item 1.13 in square brackets and instruct the Chairman of Committee 7 to improve the text bearing in mind items 1.2, 1.36 and any other relevant agenda item of the present conference, as well as the need to limit the scope of that item as much as possible.

5.96
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.14

5.97
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic did not understand the point of the item, since, to his knowledge, the administrations which used the GMDSS had not encountered major problems. It would be better to postpone consideration of the item to WRC-10. That view was shared by the delegate of Saudi Arabia.

5.98
The delegate of the United States noted that inclusion of that item in the agenda of WRC-07 had received a good deal of support and it could not be decided to postpone it to WRC-10 without considerable reflection. The delegate of the Netherlands emphasized that the preparatory work had been concluded and that it would be good to include that item on the agenda of WRC-07.

5.99
The Chairman proposed placing item 1.14 in square brackets for the time being.

5.100
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.15

5.101
Approved.

Draft agenda item 1.16

5.102
 The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, despite having no substantive objections to that agenda item, thought that the subject came under normal work between the ITU-R secretariat and IMO, and that it was unnecessary to include the item in the agenda of WRC-07.

5.103
Following a proposal by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Chairman proposed placing item 1.16 in square brackets.

5.104
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 1.17

5.105
 The delegate of France thought that it would be necessary to clarify the content of the item; accordingly, he proposed amending the wording to read as follows: “to consider the results of ITU-R studies concerning compatibility between the fixed-satellite service and services on 1.4 GHz, in accordance with Resolution [COM5/14]”.

5.106
The Chairman invited the Chairman of Committee 5 to assist the Chairman of Committee 7 with formulating a more precise wording for item 1.17.

5.107
Following informal consultations, the Chairman of Committee 7 said that, as part of an agreed package, it had been suggested to include two additional agenda items after § 1.17: the first related to pfd limits in the band 17.7-19.7 GHz for satellite systems using highly inclined orbits, and the second was a proposal from Arab countries regarding spectrum requirements for global broadband satellite systems to identify a possible global harmonized FSS frequency band.

5.108
The delegate of Germany said that he would support the inclusion of an agenda item to review pfd limits in the band 17.7-19.7 GHz, in accordance with Resolution [COM4/23]. Further discussion would be required on the inclusion of the other item to which the Chairman of Committee 7 had referred. 

5.109
The Chairman suggested that, while retaining draft agenda item 1.17, both new items should also be incorporated in the agenda for WRC-07 in square brackets and discussed further when the agenda was submitted to a Plenary Meeting by the Editorial Committee for first reading. 

5.110
It was so agreed.

5.111
The delegate of Japan, speaking on behalf of the APT countries, expressed disappointment that the agenda item on the aeronautical mobile satellite (R) service (AMS(R)S) in the band 1 545-1 555 MHz and 1 646.5-1 656.5 MHz had been included in the preliminary agenda for WRC-10 and not in the proposed agenda for WRC-07. AMS(R)S communications in that band were important for safety, and every effort should be made to improve the current situation and provide long-term spectrum availability for that service. The item should be included on the agenda for WRC-07. The delegate of Australia said she endorsed that view. 

5.112
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that he would have serious difficulties with the inclusion of that item on the agenda for WRC-07, and even on the preliminary agenda for WRC-10. The delegate of the United Arab Emirates supported those comments, adding that the item should not be included on a WRC agenda until the work on Resolution 222 (WRC-2000) had been completed. 

5.113
The Chairman suggested that the matter should be addressed further when the preliminary agenda for WRC-10 was discussed. 

5.114
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda items 2-5

5.115
Approved.
Draft agenda item 6

5.116
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that matters such as the definition of high density and HEOs and the possibility of planning in the band 21.2-22 GHz, which were to be studied by ITU-R as part of the package deal agreed, should be mentioned explicitly in draft agenda item 6. 

5.117
The delegate of Germany said that he would prefer draft agenda item 6 to be left in square brackets.

5.118
The Chairman said that if she heard no objection, she would take it that the suggestion to leave draft agenda item 6 in square brackets was acceptable.

5.119
It was so agreed.

Draft agenda item 7

5.120
Approved.
Draft agenda item 7.1

5.121
Approved, with the suggestion by the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic that it would be preferable to break it down into three subparagraphs.

Draft agenda item 7.2

5.122
Approved.

Additional draft agenda item

5.123
The delegate of France suggested that an additional item reading “to activate the Special Committee” should be incorporated in the agenda for WRC-07.

5.124
It was so agreed.

5.125
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, making a general observation, said that agendas for WRCs should contain no more than 15 items, as a heavier agenda was particularly difficult for small delegations to manage.

5.126
The Chairman said that she would take it that the outstanding issues regarding the agenda for WRC‑07 would be settled when the draft resolution was submitted to the Plenary Meeting by the Editorial Committee for first reading.

5.127
It was so agreed.

ADD draft Resolution [COM7/B](WRC-03)

5.128
The Chairman suggested that, in view of the late hour, the preliminary agenda for WRC-10 should be placed in square brackets and discussed when the draft resolution was submitted to the Plenary Meeting by the Editorial Committee for first reading.

5.129
It was so agreed.

5.130
In response to concerns expressed by the delegates of the United States and Saudi Arabia regarding the approach being taken, the Chairman said that the square brackets could not be removed from the texts at the present juncture, as the issues had not been discussed fully given the lack of time. She hoped that the unresolved questions could be discussed informally before the draft resolutions were submitted to the Plenary Meeting for first reading, in order to expedite matters. 

6
Report by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 1 of the Plenary (Document 358)
6.1
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 1 of the Plenary, introducing Document 358, recalled that Ad hoc Group 1 had revised draft Resolution [COM4/18] (WRC-03) on review of the Rule of Procedure on No. 9.35 of the Radio Regulations as contained in Annex 1 to Document 341. It had deleted considering a) and c) and reworded resolves 3. One delegation had expressed a reservation on the reworded text concerning the relative costs associated with performing the examination of the coordination requests under No. 9.35/11.31 only at the notification stage. A new resolves 4 had been added and instructs the Radiocommunication Bureau 1 deleted. The square brackets in resolves 1 could now be deleted, as BR had confirmed that the date of 1 May 2002 was correct.

6.2
The delegate of the United Kingdom, referring to resolves 3, said that he had requested BR to provide information on the income it would lose from the double examination at the notification stage. The Chairman confirmed that BR was endeavouring to obtain the relevant information.

6.3
The delegate of Saudi Arabia said that for the sake of consistency requests the Radio Regulations Board should be amended to read instructs the Radio Regulations Board.

6.4
It was so agreed.

6.5
ADD Resolution [COM4/18] (WRC-03), as amended, was approved.

6.6
The Director of BR said that it was the Bureau’s understanding that, through resolves 3 and 4 of Resolution [COM4/18], WRC-03 was requesting that notifications to be recorded in the Master Register were to be processed in two stages: first, the coordination data initially submitted would be examined, and subsequently the notified data would be examined only if a favourable finding had been given. It should be noted that if the coordination data received an unfavourable finding, the notification filing would be returned to the notifying administration even if the notified data were in full compliance with the Radio Regulations.

7
First report by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary (Documents 359)
7.1
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary introduced Document 359 which contained a report on the group’s work concerning agenda item 1.23 on realignment of the allocations to the amateur, amateur-satellite and broadcasting services around 7 MHz. It set out the suggested changes to the Table of Frequency Allocations in the band 6 765‑8 100 kHz and relevant new and modified footnotes in the light of the proposal to allocate 100 kHz in the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz to the amateur service. Outlining the issues for the Plenary’s consideration listed in the second paragraph of the document, he said that the date of entry into force of the reallocations and footnotes had not be agreed and had been placed in square brackets although the vast majority of participants were in favour of 29 March 2009. There had been significant opposition to footnote ADD 5.AC02 providing for an additional allocation to two Region 1 administrations for two bands, and the footnote had been placed in square brackets. ADD 5.AC02bis was to provide for an additional allocation to the fixed and mobile, except aeronautical mobile (R), services on a primary basis to a number of countries in the band newly allocated to the amateur service. Reference to that footnote should therefore be deleted from the band 7 000-7 100 kHz and added to the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz in the table. As there was likely to be significant opposition to the inclusion of Region 1 countries in that footnote, the country names had been placed in square brackets. ADD 5.AC04 had been placed in square brackets with a view to its deletion. ADD 5.AC05 applied to Regions 1 and 3, the last sentence in square brackets being applicable to countries in Region 1 only. Lastly, having pointed out that some countries were still advocating no change in the frequency band, he said that the decisions taken with regard to Document 359 would result in consequential changes being required to Documents 157 and 281.

7.2
The delegate of the Netherlands said that informal consultations had been continuing since Document 359 had been produced, and the following package had been agreed. The square brackets could be removed from around the dates in the footnotes. In ADD 5.AC02bis, agreement had been reached to include a country footnote for countries of Region 3 to share the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz for the fixed and mobile service on a co-primary basis. ADD 5.AC04 could be deleted. In ADD 5.AC05 all the square brackets could be deleted, the words “In Regions 1 and 3” should be replaced by “In Region 3”, and the text of the final sentence could also be deleted. Lastly, it was proposed to add a new footnote ADD 5.AC05bis for Region 1 countries only. 

7.3
The Chairman, having recalled that in the informal meeting she had held with the six regional groupings there had been a general agreement to allocate 100 kHz for the amateur service in the band 7 100-7 200 kHz, invited comments on the proposals before the meeting commencing with the modifications to the table (MOD 6 765-8 100 kHz).

7.4
The delegate of Oman said that the Arab administrations had grave concerns about the proposed new allocations and, in view of the economic impact on fixed and mobile broadcasting, particularly for the developing countries, would prefer there to be no change.

7.5
The Chairman noted that there were otherwise no comments on the proposed modifications to the band 6 765-7 000 kHz.

7.6
The delegate of the Netherlands said that he was opposed to adding ADD 5.AC02 to the band 7 000‑7 100 kHz.

7.7
The delegate of Kyrgyzstan said that he would object to ADD 5.AC02 being added to the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz only.

7.8
The delegate of Uzbekistan said that her delegation had been unable to participate in the meeting of the ad hoc group. However, there had been no objection to the additional allocation for her country during earlier discussions of the issue, and she requested that the square brackets be deleted in and around ADD 5.AC02, particularly as the allocation was to be made on a secondary basis. The delegate of Oman supported those comments.

7.9
In response to a comment by the delegate of Saudi Arabia on her earlier remarks, the Chairman said that she had not intended to imply that the document represented a consensus. There had however been general agreement about the allocation of 100 kHz for the amateur service in the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz, although the modalities of that allocation had to be worked out.

7.10
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the Arab Group did not support the compromise. While it would not block the compromise, it should be clear that not all countries in Region 1 spoke with the same voice.

7.11
The delegate of France said that, although his Administration had originally adopted a neutral position on the issue, it was prepared to join the compromise reflected in the document. ADD 5.AC02 had not been discussed in the meeting of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary as one of the administrations concerned had not been present. Many countries, including his own, objected to that footnote.

7.12
The delegate of Ireland said that it was his understanding that the only reason why ADD 5.AC02 had been retained in the document in square brackets was because Uzbekistan had not been present at the meeting of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary. It was highly likely that more countries than the two listed would wish to have their names added to that footnote, which could undo the whole agreement, and he requested that the views of the many administrations wishing the footnote to be removed should be taken into account.

7.13
The Chairman suggested that, for the time being, ADD 5.AC02 should be kept in square brackets.

7.14
It was so agreed.

7.15
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that it was important to take into account the allocation of all services, not just the amateur service, and the requirements of all the Regions. The band 7 100-7 200 kHz should therefore be allocated to the amateur, fixed and mobile services on a co-primary basis.

7.16
The Chairman urged delegates not to reopen the discussion as the agreement reached was a fragile one. Countries that required an additional allocation could indicate that fact by adding their names to a country footnote. 

7.17
The delegate of Canada, speaking on behalf of the CITEL Member States, said that there had been much negotiation regarding the allocation of the band 7 100-7 200 kHz, and he would not wish it to be changed at the present juncture.

7.18
The Chairman said that if she heard no objection, she would take it that, as reported by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2, reference to ADD 5.AC02bis could be deleted from the band 7 000-7 100 kHz in the table and added to the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz.

7.19
It was so agreed.

7.20
The delegate of the Netherlands recalled that a proposal had been made by CITEL, ATU, CEPT, RCC and Australia, New Zealand and Japan to delete the footnote ADD 5.AC04 and the reference to it in the table in the band 7 100-7 200 kHz.

7.21
The Chairman said that in the absence of any objection, she would take it that that proposal was acceptable.

7.22
It was so agreed.

7.23
The Chairman noted that there were no comments on the bands 7 200-7 300 kHz, 7 300-7 400 kHz, 7 400-7 450 kHz and 7 450-8 100 kHz.

7.24
Noting that there had been reasonable acceptance of the table, she invited the meeting to consider the footnotes individually, recalling that, as the delegate of the Netherlands had reported, the square brackets could be deleted around the dates. She noted that there were no comments on ADD 5.AC01 and MOD 5.139, and recalled that it had been agreed to leave ADD 5.AC02 in square brackets in the hope that the matter could be resolved outside the meeting.

7.25
The delegate of Argentina made the following statement with respect to ADD 5.AC02bis:


“The Argentine Republic does not recognize the jurisdiction of the United Kingdom over the Falkland Islands, South Sandwich and South Georgia and the surrounding maritime areas and the Argentine Republic reaffirms its sovereignty over those islands, which are an integral part of its national territory.


In relation to the aforementioned islands, a sovereignty dispute exists between the Argentine Republic and the United Kingdom. The United Nations General Assembly has adopted Resolutions 2065 (XX), 3160 (XXVIII), 31/49, 37/9, 38/12, 39/6, 40/21, 41/40, 42/19 and 43/25, in which the existence of a sovereignty dispute with respect to the Falkland Islands is recognized and the Argentine Republic and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland are requested to initiate negotiations with a view to finding means of resolving peacefully and definitively the outstanding problems between the two countries, including issues relating to the future of the Falkland Islands, in accordance with the United Nations Charter.


For these reasons the Argentine Republic does not recognize the jurisdiction referred to in footnote 5.AC02bis.


Moreover, I should like to emphasize that the Spanish name for the islands is “Islas Malvinas” and I recall that this name has been duly recognized by Resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly.”

7.26
The delegates of Singapore, Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Viet Nam and Brunei Darussalam requested that the names of their countries be added to ADD 5.AC02bis.

7.27
It was so agreed.

7.28
The delegate of Botswana said that although his country was in Region 1, it had a very small amateur sector, and he requested that its name be added to ADD 5.AC02bis.

7.29
The delegate of Canada, speaking on behalf of the CITEL Member States, recalled that ADD 5.AC02bis had been formulated to allow Region 3 countries that had difficulties with the idea of vacating spectrum in the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz to utilize fixed and mobile operations in that band. As the Falkland Islands was a Region 2 territory, its name should be deleted from the footnote.

7.30
The delegate of the United Kingdom said that for the reasons outlined by the previous speaker, he could agree to delete the names of the Falkland Islands and Ascension from the footnote.

7.31
The delegate of France said that he was puzzled by the request of the Administration of Botswana. As the amateur sector was expected to enjoy a period of growth in Africa, Botswana’s development in that area would surely be limited if it added its name to ADD 5.AC02bis. Furthermore, as a compromise, it had been agreed that the footnote should refer to Region 3 countries only, and he therefore urged Botswana to review its request.

7.32
The Chairman said that if she heard no further comments, she would take it that Botswana’s proposal for its name to be added to the footnote was acceptable.

7.33
It was so agreed.

7.34
The delegate of Nigeria requested that his country’s name be deleted from ADD 5.AC02bis.

7.35
It was so agreed.

7.36
The delegate of Oman, referring to ADD 5.AC03, said that the date should be discussed further. It would be very difficult for the developing countries to shoulder the economic burden of the changes by that time. The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran supported those comments, and suggested that the date should be amended to read 29 March 2023.

7.37
The Chairman recalled that the date had been agreed by the vast majority of participants in the ad hoc group and urged delegates not to reopen the discussion.

7.38
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the Arab States in Region 1 objected to footnote ADD 5.AC03 and, if necessary, would formulate an additional footnote providing for use of the broadcasting service in the band 7 100‑7 200 kHz on a primary basis after 29 March 2009. The delegate of Saudi Arabia endorsed that position.

7.39
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary pointed out that the continued addition of new footnotes could result in incompatibilities and lead to difficulties in the seasonal scheduling of HF broadcasting.

7.40
The Chairman recalled that agreement had been reached to delete ADD 5.AC04.

7.41
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that he could not agree to the date in MOD 5.142, which should remain in square brackets.

7.42
The delegate of Australia recalled that the date had been an integral part of the difficult compromise reached, and the square brackets should therefore be deleted. 

7.43
The delegate of Saudi Arabia said that it should be made clear that ADD 5.AC05 did not refer to all the countries in Region 1. The Arab countries in Region 1 would revert to the current situation after 29 March 2009 and would be submitting an additional footnote in that regard.

7.44
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the changes to ADD 5.AC05 proposed earlier by the delegate of the Netherlands were acceptable. The additional footnote ADD 5.AC05bis to which he had referred would be taken up when the text was available in writing.

7.45
It was so agreed.

7.46
The Chairman noted that there were no comments on ADD 5.AC06.

7.47
In response to a question from the delegate of Saudi Arabia, the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary said that, as shown in the table, footnote ADD 5.AC07 applied to all three Regions. The delegate of Saudi Arabia said that he would reserve the right to come back to that footnote.

7.48
The Chairman said that the unresolved issues would be considered when the Editorial Committee submitted the text to the Plenary Meeting for first reading.

7.49
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary suggested that, in view of the complexities of the discussion and the late hour, the consequential changes required in Documents 157 and 281 should be made at a subsequent Plenary Meeting.

7.50
It was so agreed.

8
Report by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 4 of the Plenary (Document 344 and Corrigendum 1)

8.1
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 4 of the Plenary said that Document 344 and Corrigendum 1 had been produced by an ad hoc group of Working Group 4A, and considered the way in which to instruct the Bureau on how to process satellite networks in respect of the national/subregional aspect of Nos. 5.488 and 5.491 of the Radio Regulations. Annex 1 and Corrigendum 1 to Document 344 contained a proposed text for inclusion in the minutes of the Plenary Meeting, while Annex 2 contained a description of the elements involved in processing the satellite networks. Ad hoc Group 4 of the Plenary had met once and considered the two documents. Noting that a few minor editorial amendments to the texts were required, he said that in the meeting of the ad hoc group, the United States had requested that the date of “1 January 1999” in Annex 2 should be amended to “1 May 1998” in accordance with the receipt day for the coordination requests being processed at the end of WRC-2000. The issue raised in the footnote to Annex 2 was a matter of serious concern to at least two administrations, and the footnote had been placed in square brackets, as the matter could not be resolved. The Administration of Japan had proposed the inclusion of an additional footnote, counteracting the footnote to Annex 2, which would be taken up in the course of the Plenary Meeting’s discussion.

8.2
In response to a suggestion by the representative of BR, the Chairman said that, in view of the complexities of the issue, the text of Annex 2 containing the instructions for the Bureau, as amended in the course of the discussion, would be annexed to the minutes of the Plenary Meeting when all outstanding issues had been resolved.

8.3
It was so agreed.

8.4
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the United States’ proposal to replace the date of “1 January 1999” in Annex 2 by “1 May 1998” was acceptable.

8.5
It was so agreed.

8.6
The delegate of the Netherlands said that his Administration had tried hard to accommodate as many networks as possible and only one of the 44 included caused any difficulty. His Administration was not asking for that network not to be considered; the footnote in Annex 2 merely sought to clarify the coordination requirements of the Netherlands’ networks with regard to the network concerned. He therefore suggested that the square brackets should be deleted and the 

footnote retained. The delegates of France, Norway, Luxembourg and the United Arab Emirates supported that approach.

8.7
The delegate of Japan said that, exceptionally, the footnote was intended to ignore certain Japanese assignments in effecting coordination. The text had been drafted in the absence of Japanese delegates and had not been available to his delegation until Document 344 had been produced. Japan opposed such unbalanced treatment and would propose that a new, counter-footnote be added.

8.8
The delegate of Tonga said that, as the footnote put forward by the Netherlands and the one to be proposed by Japan were likely to be mutually exclusive, neither should be included in Annex 2.

8.9
The delegate of Australia, speaking on behalf of the APT countries, said that the footnote discriminated specifically against the network of one nation only, i.e. Japan; that was neither fair nor equitable, and was against the spirit and practice of ITU. The APT could go along with inclusion of the footnote, provided that a Japanese text was also included. However, it would be preferable to delete the footnote, thereby placing Japan in a completely equitable position with the other nations involved.

8.10
The delegate of the United States said that the matter was between operators licensed by their respective administrations, and recalled that all operators had been put on an equal footing as far as date priority was concerned. For its part, the United States would consider the filings in accordance with the regulatory requirements, taking into account the decision of the Conference. 

8.11
The Chairman suggested that the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 4 should hold informal consultations with the interested parties with a view to finding a compromise solution. The Plenary Meeting would consider the matter further at a later date. 

8.12
It was so agreed.

The meeting rose at 0040 hours.

The Secretary:


The Chairman:
Y. UTSUMI


V. RAWAT
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