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1
Thirteenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B13) (Document 361)

1.1
The Chairman invited the meeting to consider the texts from Committee 7 (Document 353) as contained in Document 361.

ADD Resolution [COM7/1]

1.2
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested that the word “details” in instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau should be replaced by “submissions”.

1.3
It was so agreed.

1.4
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic requested that it be recorded in the minutes that wherever the words “active services” or “active systems” appeared in the Resolution, under consideration, or in Resolution 731 or 732, they should be understood to mean any other service with the exception of the passive services.

1.5
With that comment, ADD Resolution [COM7/1], as amended, was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM7/2]

1.6
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested that the words “Consideration of mechanisms to improve” in the title should be replaced by “Options to improve”.

1.7
The Chairman, noting that the term “options” was already used in the resolves section, took it that the suggestion was acceptable.

1.8
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that he fully supported considering f), which solved one of the problems for Arab countries and reflected the fact that combined use was increasingly being made of radiocommunication services that were different in nature or in terms of their allocation status (for example, secondary with primary or mobile with fixed).

1.9
ADD Resolution [COM7/2], as amended, was approved.

ADD Recommendation [COM7/3]

1.10
The delegate of Saudi Arabia suggested that the words “frequency bands” be deleted from the title.

1.11
With that modification, ADD Recommendation [COM7/3] was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM7/3]

1.12
Approved.

ADD Resolution [COM7/4]

1.13
The delegate of Canada said that Resolution [COM7/4] was unnecessary, the conference having approved a set of resolutions that would ensure the protection of radio astronomy through appropriate regulatory mechanisms, and additional studies could be carried out as Questions by ITU-R.

1.14
The Chairman of Committee 7, stressing that the resolution under consideration dealt with a particular situation, recalled that it was planned to install a new generation of radio astronomy stations in several countries in different parts of the world. Those stations, which would be using the latest technologies, would be extremely expensive and financed with very large budgets. Resolution [COM7/4] was essential, since relevant studies had to be carried out before such a project was implemented. The resolution had been discussed at length in Committee 7 and had met no opposition.

1.15
The delegate of the Netherlands confirmed that there had been no opposition to Resolution [COM7/4] in Committee 7, although there might have been some misunderstanding about its objective. Some delegations appeared to be concerned that the resolution might give rise to a large number of regulatory requirements to protect radio astronomy, whereas in fact it was simply a question of analysing the requirements that would apply to the new‑generation radio astronomy stations. In concrete terms, the resolution dealt with the installation of two new telescopes, one using the band 1 to 10 GHz, to be located in the Australian desert or perhaps in South Africa, and the other to be constructed at an altitude of 5 000 metres in Chile. It would clearly be very useful for ITU to study the conditions pertaining to the new situation. For the time being, the intention was not to finalize regulatory requirements, and the words “and possible regulatory” could therefore be deleted from the title. 

1.16
The delegate of the United States said that the subject of the resolution should be studied by ITU-R and that there were no grounds for presenting the results of the analyses to WRC‑07. In general, the terms of Resolution [COM7/4] were too vague. 

1.17
The delegate of Canada, observing that regulatory requirements were referred to in resolves to invite ITU-R, was concerned that the resolution went too far. Like the previous speaker, he was of the view that the matter should be studied as a Question by ITU-R and that there was nothing to justify it being brought before a WRC.

1.18 
The delegate of Germany pointed out that Resolution [COM7/4] was the result of a European common proposal and had been supported by 36 European countries. Speaking on behalf of those countries, he said that the resolution had been duly discussed in Committee 7 and maintained that a new and unique situation in the radio astronomy field called for special treatment. 

1.19
The delegate of Australia supported the resolution, which merely sought to ensure that studies were carried out and that the results of those studies were presented to WRC‑07, on the understanding that that conference would be free to decide whether or not to place the subject on the agenda of a subsequent conference.

1.20
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, speaking neither for nor against the resolution, made several observations. The appropriateness of the resolution should not be viewed in terms of the financial cost of the project. He wondered what would prevent the studies from being carried out by the study groups. The words “regulatory requirements” could be deleted from the title and from resolves to invite ITU-R, and it could be stated that the new‑generation radio astronomy stations should not impose excessive limitations on other services.

1.21
The delegate of the United Kingdom supported the resolution, stressing that the project for the construction of new‑generation radio astronomy stations was supported by the ministers for science of a number of countries, and that a decision from WRC-07 was required. 

1.22
The delegate of Chile likewise supported the resolution, pointing out that the project envisaged was not of a commercial nature, but was a scientific project aimed at furthering scientific knowledge for the benefit of mankind.

1.23
The delegate of Canada said that all the paragraphs in the considering section were unduly focused on the needs of radio astronomy, to the detriment of other broadcasting services. 

1.24
The delegate of Germany said that the concern expressed by the delegate of Canada was taken into account in further considering i), which stated that the operation of a new generation of radio telescopes would require additional studies concerning the possible co-frequency operation of those telescopes with the active services in the relevant bands and interference mitigation techniques.

1.25
The delegate of the Netherlands suggested that a new considering paragraph be added to indicate that the needs of the other services should be duly taken into account and that it be specified in considering c) that only two new‑generation radio astronomy stations were under construction, one operating from 1 to 10 GHz and the other from 30 to 800 GHz.

1.26
The delegate of the United States said that, while welcoming the suggestion to add a sentence regarding the needs of other services, he was not happy about indicating the frequency bands to be used by the radio astronomy stations, fearing as he did that those stations required too much spectrum. He would favour the deletion of considering b) to the effect that all of the electromagnetic spectrum was of potential interest to the science of astronomy.

1.27
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, referring to instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau, said that the words “for the purposes of considering whether to place this subject on a future conference agenda” should be deleted.

1.28
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that in resolves to invite ITU-R, expressions such as “optimal compatibility scenarios” or “regulatory requirements” should be deleted. 

1.29
The Chairman, observing that the Plenary Meeting should not now begin editing the resolution, suggested that the delegate of Australia revise the text in consultation with interested administrations.

1.30
It was so agreed. 

1.31
Following consultations coordinated by the delegate of Australia, the delegate of Germany said that CEPT was withdrawing its proposal ADD Resolution [COM7/4] and was no longer requesting that the subject of the resolution should constitute item 2.8 of the agenda of WRC‑10.

1.32
The withdrawal of ADD Resolution [COM7/4] was noted. 

ADD Resolution [COM7/5]

1.33
The delegate of the Russian Federation suggested that resolves 3 be amended as follows in order to place greater emphasis on existing services: the word “possible” should be inserted before “additional allocations” in the English text, and the words “taking into account considering d) above” should be added at the end of that same paragraph.

1.34
The delegate of Saudi Arabia said that the word “wideband” should be deleted from resolves 1. The Chairman pointed out that the term was used in the title of the resolution and could therefore not be deleted. 

1.35
ADD Resolution [COM7/5], as amended by the delegate of the Russian Federation, was approved. 

ADD Resolution [COM7/6]

1.36
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that as the present conference had already allocated the band 107 to 117 MHz to other services, including for aeronautical applications, the reference to “108 MHz”, in the title of the resolution and elsewhere in the text should be replaced by “117.5 MHz”.

1.37
The delegate of the United States did not support that proposal and wondered what ICAO’s position was on the matter.

1.38
The delegate of India, noting that the portion of band in question was very broad, said that it would be desirable, as had been done in other resolutions, to add wording emphasizing the need to protect existing services and their future requirements.

1.39
The delegate of the United Kingdom said that it would be sensible to begin studies from 108 MHz and that the next conference should be given some room for manoeuvre. 

1.40
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, responding to a question from the Chairman, said that by way of a compromise he could accept replacing 108 MHz by 112 MHz, recalling that the present conference had postponed use of the band between 108 and 112 MHz for aeronautical applications until such time as problems of sharing with FM broadcasting had been resolved.

1.41
The representative of ICAO said that it was important to retain 108 MHz, particularly as, in the band below 112 MHz, it might be possible in the long term to use that part of the band for other purposes. It was clear that that part of the band would be used only once the compatibility issues had been resolved.

1.42
The delegate of Germany said that the last part of further resolves to invite ITU‑R 2 “… taking account of existing use and future requirements in these bands” met the concern expressed by the delegate of India. 

1.43
The delegate of India said that that wording was not sufficient to ensure that the bands and future requirements in those bands were protected, and that he would favour the addition of a new considering paragraph, or an amendment to further resolves to invite ITU-R 2 in order to indicate that existing use or future requirements should be adequately protected. 

1.44
The delegate of Germany pointed out that the resolution concerned only studies and did not prejudge any decision on new allocations.

1.45
The delegate of the Republic of Korea, referring to further resolves to invite ITU‑R 1, suggested stating that a future WRC would decide whether additional allocations should be made to the aeronautical mobile (R) service and whether such allocations could be accommodated in those bands.

1.46
The delegate of Canada said that wording along the following lines could be added in further resolves to invite ITU-R 1: “these new aeronautical applications should not place additional constraints on, or require additional protection from services using frequency bands between 108 MHz and 6 GHz, or adjacent frequency bands”. The delegate of Saudi Arabia supported that proposal.

1.47
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that the wording suggested was too strong and proposed that the following standard phrase should be added at the end of further resolves to invite ITU-R 1: “without placing undue constraints to services to which the frequency bands are currently allocated”. The delegate of the United States endorsed that proposal.

1.48
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the reason why he was suggesting the replacement of 108 MHz with 117 MHz, as he had done in Committee 7, was because there was a footnote which gave a secondary allocation to Syria, Pakistan and Japan in that frequency range. If the figure of 108 MHz were maintained in Resolution [COM7/6], No. 5.197 would become meaningless.

1.49
The delegate of the Russian Federation said that the proposed text should also refer to adjacent bands.

1.50
The delegate of the United Kingdom recalled that, as had often been observed, each conference was sovereign within the framework of its own agenda and took decisions while trying to strike a balance between new needs and existing services. The hands of the next conference should therefore not be tied with a text that was too restrictive. 

1.51
The Chairman, noting that the Plenary appeared unable to reach an agreement on the text of Resolution [COM7/6], suggested that consideration thereof be suspended and taken up at a later stage.

1.52
It was so agreed. 

ADD Resolution [COM7/7]

1.53
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that he could accept the resolution by way of a compromise, but that it should be recorded in the minutes that that resolution should in no way duplicate the scope and objectives of Resolution 222. The reason for that statement was to be found in provisions such as noting 3, which referred to the need to provide long-term spectrum availability for aeronautical satellite communications.

1.54
With that comment, ADD Resolution [COM7/7] was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM7/8]

1.55
The delegate of Saudi Arabia having observed that the title implied that it had been decided to bring before WRC-07 issues dealing with allocations to science services, the Chairman suggested that the reference to WRC-07 be deleted from the title, which would then read: “Issues dealing with allocations to science services”.

1.56
It was so agreed.

1.57
Following a comment by the delegate of the United Kingdom, the Chairman suggested that the words “and broadcasting-satellite” be deleted from considering e).

1.58
It was so agreed.

1.59
ADD Resolution [COM7/8], as amended, was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM7/9]

1.60
The Chairman suggested that the words at the beginning of the title of the resolution “Consideration by WRC‑07 of the upgrade of” be replaced by “Possible upgrade of”.

1.61
It was so agreed.

1.62
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, likewise referring to the title, suggested that the words “and of the extension by 200 MHz of the existing primary allocations” be replaced by “and possible extension of the existing primary allocations”, it being premature to indicate the value of the extension.

1.63
The delegate of the United States said that he did not object to that amendment provided that the text itself was not changed. The reference to 200 MHz did, however, provide some kind of a limit, and if it were not included the question would remain much more open.

1.64
It was decided to replace the words “and of the extension by 200 MHz” in the title by “and possible extension”.

1.65
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that the words “it is necessary to increase by 200 MHz the bandwidth available” in considering h) should be replaced by “it may be necessary to increase by up to 200 MHz the bandwidth available”.

1.66
That proposal was approved, having been judged acceptable by the delegate of the United States and the delegate of Germany, speaking on behalf of CEPT.

1.67
Following a comment by the delegate of Saudi Arabia, the Chairman suggested that the words “is required” in recognizing d) be replaced by “may be required”.

1.68
It was so agreed.

1.69
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, referring to resolves to invite ITU‑R 3, proposed the addition, after “urgency”, of the wording “with due regard to services to which these bands are allocated”, and replacement of the words “to study the feasibility of compatible operations” in the English text by “to study the compatibility”; in further resolves 2, he suggested that the words “the extension by 200 MHz” be replaced by “the possible extension by 200 MHz”.

1.70
Those proposals were approved.

1.71
Following a comment from the delegate of Saudi Arabia, it was decided to place the words “WRC-07” in further resolves in square brackets.

1.72
The delegate of Italy, referring to further resolves 2, said that the amendment proposed by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran was not acceptable since the new application required a continuous portion of spectrum of 500 MHz, and thus an additional extension of 200 MHz.

1.73
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran pointed out that the planned increase of up to 200 MHz did not exclude the value of 200 MHz.

1.74
The Chairman said that considering h) had already been approved, and suggested that, as part of the corresponding studies, the administrations concerned should have to justify why they required a continuous portion of spectrum of 500 MHz.

1.75
ADD Resolution [COM7/9], as amended, was approved.

1.76
With the exception of ADD Resolution [COM7/6], which was still pending, the thirteenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B13) (Document 361), as amended, was approved.

2
Ninth series of texts submitted by Committee 4 to the Editorial Committee (Document 357)

2.1
The Chairman invited participants to consider the texts of Article 5 and Appendix 4 from Committee 4 (Document 357).

Article 5 (ADD 5.AA13, ADD 5.AA15); Appendix 4 (Annex 2A – ADD A.AA14)

2.2
The Chairman suggested that the meeting should take up ADD 5.AA13 (Article 5) together with ADD A.AA14 (Commitment regarding compliance with notification of aircraft earth stations) of Annex 2A to Appendix 4.

2.3
The delegate of Colombia said that it was regrettable that ADD 5.AA13 gave the impression that interference was authorized. In his view, the Radio Regulations should seek to prevent, rather than permit, interference.

2.4
The Chairman of Committee 4, observing that no such impression was given in the English version, suggested that the Spanish version should be aligned with the English text. Noting that a certain degree of interference between two stations was often inevitable, he said that, under the terms of ADD 5.AA13, aircraft earth stations in the aeronautical mobile-satellite service should not cause more interference to the fixed-satellite service than was caused by specific or typical earth 

stations. The intent was not to authorize interference, although it was clear that a certain degree of interference would occur.

2.5
The delegate of Australia said that he understood the concern expressed by the delegate of Colombia and suggested, in the interests of clarity, the deletion of the square brackets around “5.30” and of the last two sentences of 5.AA13. What was important in the provision was to indicate that aircraft earth stations in the aeronautical mobile-satellite service would be secondary stations. In Committee 4, several administrations had, moreover, wanted ADD 5.AA13 to focus mainly on conditions for operation, and not to include provisions of a procedural nature concerning the Bureau. ADD A.AA14 had already been discussed at length, and his Administration supported the text as it stood.

2.6
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that the idea expressed in the last two sentences was not a new one and resulted from the approach adopted at the 1988 conference (Orb‑88). Moreover, if the two sentences were deleted, the question would arise as to when and how the Bureau would publish the basic characteristics of aircraft earth stations.

2.7
The delegate of Canada said that he fully supported the Australian proposal to delete the square brackets around “5.30” and the last two sentences of ADD 5.AA13, and to approve ADD A.AA14 as it stood in Document 357. He emphasized that the beginning of ADD 5.AA13 took account of the concerns of some administrations, particularly those of the Arab countries. The delegate of Cameroon, speaking on behalf of the African countries, and the delegate of the Netherlands, speaking on behalf of CEPT, likewise shared the Australian point of view. 

2.8
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested the addition of the following wording at the end of ADD A.AA14: “These characteristics shall be submitted to the Bureau and published”. Subject to the addition of that sentence, he could accept the deletion of the last two sentences in ADD 5.AA13.

2.9
The delegate of the United States, speaking on behalf of CITEL, shared the views expressed by the delegate of Australia with regard to ADD 5.AA13 and ADD A.AA14, considering the additional wording suggested by the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran to serve no purpose since BR already published the characteristics of the stations. 

2.10
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, speaking on behalf of the Arab Group, said that he had been prepared to accept ADD 5.AA13 in its entirety by way of a compromise. Expressing regret that the compromise had been called into question, he said that he could accept the Australian proposal provided that the necessary details were included in ADD A.AA14. As some delegations understood that BR would automatically publish the characteristics of aircraft earth stations, he requested BR’s opinion on the matter.

2.11
The representative of BR said that it was the prerogative of each administration to submit to BR, for notification, information regarding aircraft earth stations as part of the coordination of the satellite networks with which those aircraft stations would be associated. If such information was provided, BR would publish it in accordance with the relevant articles and provisions.

2.12
The delegate of Venezuela shared the view expressed by the delegate of Australia and stressed that the last two sentences in ADD 5.AA13 were superfluous, given the reference to Nos. 5.29, 5.30 and 5.31.

2.13
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran noted that BR would publish the characteristics of aircraft earth stations only if it was provided with that information by administrations. If administrations did not communicate those characteristics to BR they would not therefore be published, with the result that the administration concerned would not be able to make the desired comparisons. The commitment set out in ADD A.AA14 would therefore cease to have any meaning.

2.14
The delegate of the Netherlands, speaking on behalf of CEPT, said that he would object to the addition of wording in ADD A.AA14 to the effect that the characteristics would be submitted to the Bureau and published, it being clear that it was the prerogative of administrations whether or not to submit the characteristics, and that BR would publish them if provided with the information.

2.15
The delegate of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of RCC, endorsed the views of the previous speaker, adding that No. 11.2 of the Radio Regulations provided that any frequency assignment must be notified to the Bureau, which would publish the notification.

2.16
The delegate of the United States, speaking on behalf of CITEL, associated herself with the two previous speakers. 

2.17
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, speaking on behalf of the Arab countries, stressed that some countries would encounter serious difficulties if administrations expressed their unwillingness to submit to BR the characteristics of aircraft earth stations, since if they did not have the characteristics of those stations, since they would not be in a position to grant a licence for the service to operate. Every aircraft required a licence to land in or take off from the territory of a country, or to fly over that country. If the administrations concerned were not prepared to state that they would provide the required information, and if no compromise text was found for ADD 5.AA13 and ADD A.AA14, he would reserve the right to make an official declaration in the final acts of the conference. 

2.18
The Chairman, pointing out that the issue had been considered at length in groups, in committees and in the Plenary Meeting, noted that the majority of delegations currently appeared to be in favour of deleting the square brackets around “5.30”, of deleting the last two sentences in ADD 5.AA13, and of maintaining the text of ADD A.AA14 as it stood. Given the number of items still to be considered by the Plenary Meeting, she invited participants to go along with the majority view, on the understanding that all the comments would be reflected in the minutes. 

2.19
The delegate of France, speaking on behalf of CEPT, approved that approach and proposal. It was his understanding that ADD 5.AA13 would have no effect on the status of fixed-satellite service space stations, which would remain primary. Stations in the aeronautical mobile-satellite service were secondary and Nos. 5.29, 5.30 and 5.31 would therefore apply. He requested BR to confirm that interpretation.

2.20
The representative of BR said that if the wish of the conference was to go along with what had been stated by the delegate of France, aircraft earth stations in the aeronautical mobile-satellite service had a secondary status, and as such were subject to the provisions applicable to secondary services. If the conference confirmed that, under ADD 5.AA13, operating under the umbrella of the fixed-satellite service, which was primary for space stations, receive assignments to the fixed-satellite service space station remained primary, BR would take note of that point.

2.21
The Chairman said that BR’s comment would be recorded in the minutes.

2.22
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that he could go along with the majority view, provided that the Chairman did not reopen the discussion of the provisions considered. 

2.23
The Chairman said that the discussion on ADD 5.AA13 and ADD A.AA14 was closed.

2.24
The delegate of the Republic of Korea, presenting his Administration’s position, said that his country, which used the band 14-14.5 GHz for the fixed-satellite service, wished to know whether the secondary system would provide for total protection of its primary service in the FSS. If that were not the case, the Republic of Korea would be unable to grant licences for those operations on its territory. 

2.25
ADD 5.AA13 (Article 5), as amended by the delegate of Australia, together with ADD 5.AA15 (Article 5) and ADD A.AA14 (Annex 2A to Appendix 4) were approved.

3
Tenth series of texts submitted by Committee 4 to the Editorial Committee – MOD Resolution 2 (WARC-79) and MOD Resolution 4 (Rev.Orb-88) (Document 364) 

3.1
The Chairman of Committee 4 drew attention to MOD Resolution 2 (WARC-79) and MOD Resolution 4 (Rev.Orb-88) contained in Document 364, noting that the proposed modifications to those resolutions were based on contributions from the Arab Group and the Islamic Republic of Iran. It had not been possible to reconcile the diverging views despite protracted discussions in Committee 4 and Ad hoc Group 1 of Committee 4, and in informal consultations, thus the matter was being submitted to the Plenary Meeting. The main difficulties lay with Resolution 4, and in particular resolves 4 of the text limiting the period of validity of frequency assignments to space stations. Eleven administrations, including some from developing countries, had been in favour of deleting that paragraph, while six wished it to be retained, and the text had been placed in square brackets. There had been some discussion of excluding certain categories of system from the scope of resolves 4, such as safety-related systems and systems for national coverage, although that issue required further discussion. In considering a), the square brackets should be deleted around “and equitable access to the”, and it was his understanding that in considering f) the words “satellite systems” should be replaced by “space systems”. There were no major difficulties regarding the proposed modifications to Resolution 2, although the Islamic Republic of Iran had reserved its position on that resolution; agreement on MOD Resolution 2 would be conditional on the satisfactory outcome of discussions concerning MOD Resolution 4.

3.2
The Chairman, having urged delegates to make every effort to reach a compromise, invited the meeting to consider the two resolutions, beginning with MOD Resolution 4 (Rev.Orb‑88). In the absence of any objection she would take it that all the proposed changes to that resolution were acceptable with the exception of resolves 4.

3.3
It was so agreed.

3.4
The Chairman invited comments on resolves 4 of MOD Resolution 4.

3.5
The delegate of Australia said that one substantive issue must be addressed with regard to resolves 4, namely that the proposed period of validity might not apply to safety, national and commercial systems.

3.6
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, speaking on behalf of the Arab Group, said that in the interests of a compromise, the Arab Group and the Islamic Republic of Iran had proposed some exceptions to resolves 4; the period specified should not apply to national systems or to systems dedicated to safety. Referring to the introduction by the Chairman of Committee 4, he said that if the members of the Arab Group were counted individually, it was clear that many more than six administrations wished to retain resolves 4.

3.7
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran pointed out, that as indicated in resolves 1.2 and 1.3, notifying administrations were fully authorized to renew the period of validity of their assignments as often as they wished provided that the Bureau was informed three years before expiry of the period in question and that all other basic characteristics of the assignment remained unchanged.

3.8
The delegate of the United States said that all present shared the common objective of ensuring access to the spectrum, and the point at issue was how best to ensure that all people benefited from satellite systems. The satellite industry had recently gone through a period of uncertainty, and the proposed text of resolves 4 would do nothing to further the stability and security that the industry now required. The delegate of the Netherlands supported those comments, adding that it would be very difficult to define the systems to which the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic had referred.

3.9
The delegate of Luxembourg shared the views of the two previous speakers, adding that it was unreasonable to attempt to set an arbitrary date for the provision of the services. It was not possible to impose on administrations a statutory period of validity identical in all cases.

3.10
The delegate of Australia, supporting the three previous speakers, said that it was important for all countries, particularly the developing countries, to understand the implications of establishing a limit for the period of validity. In his view, resolves 4, as it currently stood, completely contradicted the safeguard in the resolves section to which the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran had referred. Referring to the situation in his country, he said that it would be extremely difficult to distinguish between national and subregional systems, and commercial and non-commercial systems. The delegate of Brazil supported those comments. He could not go along with resolves 4 as some developing countries, such as his own, had no mechanism to provide for the continuity of services.

3.11
The delegate of Colombia said that the aim of the exercise was not to damage the satellite industry in any way, but to establish a fairer and more equitable framework for all countries. It would therefore be desirable to set a limit for the period of validity for frequency assignments, as provided for in resolves 4.

3.12
The delegate of Canada supported the comments of those opposed to resolves 4; as it was important to provide for the continuity of services, she could not accept a limit on the period of validity. 

3.13
The delegate of Spain said that he was opposed to resolves 4; it was not for ITU to restrict the validity period for frequency assignments to space stations using the GSO and other satellite orbits. 

3.14
The delegate of Japan said that, for the reasons outlined by previous speakers, he was opposed to the inclusion of resolves 4. 

3.15
The delegate of South Africa said that MOD Resolution 4 would be contradictory in nature if resolves 4 were included. It was not for ITU to confer a right on administrations, only to then take that right away. He would therefore object to the text of resolves 4.

3.16
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that the proposed period of validity specified in resolves 4 should be taken in the context of resolves 1.1 and 1.2. As the period of validity could be renewed as many times as administrations wished, there was no risk that the continuity of the services established in developed and developing countries alike would be compromised.

3.17
The delegate of Mexico shared the views expressed by previous speakers regarding the need for conditions conducive to investment and for continuity of services. As resolves 4 appeared to contradict resolves 1.1 and 1.2, it should be deleted. The delegate of the Dominican Republic endorsed that position.

3.18
The delegate of Senegal, speaking on behalf of the African Group, said that given the title of Resolution 4 it was natural that the issue of duration should be taken up in the text, and resolves 4 should therefore be retained. The African Group would, however, be flexible as to the actual length of the period of validity.

3.19
The delegate of Argentina, endorsing the views of previous speakers, particularly Brazil, said that Argentina, as a developing country, could not accept the inclusion of resolves 4.

3.20
The delegate of Jamaica, speaking on behalf of the Caribbean Group, said that a short period of validity would result in a lower return on investment and higher access costs for developing countries in particular, and he would not support the inclusion of resolves 4.

3.21
The delegate of Chile said that resolves 4 would not serve to encourage investment in the telecommunication sector, and he would prefer that it be deleted.

3.22
The delegate of Greece said that he shared the concerns expressed regarding resolves 4. He also had some concerns about the resolution as a whole.

3.23
The delegate of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the RCC, said that he would favour the deletion of resolves 4, which would not facilitate use of orbital resources and was not in conformity with existing legislation. A large part of the spectrum was frozen under the assignment Plans contained in Appendices 30, 30A and 30B enabling any country to deploy and use its own satellite networks. Countries concerned about access to the spectrum had the right to launch two satellite networks as a minimum.

3.24
The delegate of Sweden said that he supported the views of the large number speakers who had expressed opposition to resolves 4.

3.25
The delegate of Australia said that there appeared to be three conflicting concepts: first, frequency assignments should not be perpetual; second, administrations should be able to propose the period of validity; and third, it was not possible to impose a statutory period in all cases. By way of a compromise, he suggested that resolves 4 should be deleted, and resolves 1 amended by adding the words “shall, noting considering e) and f), not be considered perpetual and” after “other satellite orbits”.

3.26
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that he could agree to those amendments on the understanding that studies based on national experience would continue, with a view to establishing whether or not there was a need for a limit on the period of validity. It would however, be interesting to know why all administrations, without exception, had been prepared to accept a time-limit for licensing.

3.27
The delegate of Algeria said that he could agree to the amendments proposed by the delegate of Australia on the understanding that studies were undertaken and that wording to that effect was added to the resolution.

3.28
The delegate of the United States, expressing support for the amendments proposed, said that she would wish to know the focus and scope of any studies to be carried out. 

3.29
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that his Administration would be prepared to accept the majority view regarding any studies to be carried out. It would nevertheless be preferable to revert to the original wording of the invites section of the resolution so as not to place an undue burden on WRC-07.

3.30
The Chairman said that in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the amendments proposed by the delegates of Australia and the Islamic Republic of Iran were acceptable.

3.31
It was so agreed.

3.32
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the studies to which he had referred should be carried out not by ITU-R study groups but by the RRB; national experience in the area should be examined with a view to proposing a course of action for the future.

3.33
The delegate of the United States said that her delegation would prefer ITU-R to conduct the studies, giving more people an opportunity to participate.

3.34
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that MOD Resolution 4 (Rev.Orb‑88), as amended, was approved, on the understanding that compromise text regarding the studies to be carried out would be added at a later stage. She would also take it that MOD Resolution 2 could be approved.

3.35
It was so agreed.

4
Seventeenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B17) (Document 380)

4.1
The Chairman of Committee 7 introduced Document 380, which had been prepared on the basis of Document DT/207(Rev.1) and which proposed a draft agenda for WRC-07 (draft Resolution [COM7/A]) and a preliminary draft agenda for WRC-10 (draft Resolution [COM7/B]). At the appropriate point in the discussions, he would report on the agreements reached during informal consultations on outstanding issues related to the document. 

ADD Resolution [COM7/A]

4.2
The texts of considering a), b) and c) and recognizing a) and b) were approved.

4.3
The Chairman invited comments on the resolves section, which set out the proposed agenda items for WRC‑07, beginning with the items listed under agenda item 1. 

4.4
The introductory text of the resolves section and draft agenda items 1, 1.1 and 1.2 were approved.

4.5
The delegate of the United States said that the text of draft agenda item 1.3 should be aligned with that of Resolution [COM7/9] (WRC‑03).

4.6
On that understanding, draft agenda item 1.3 was approved.

4.7
The delegate of Greece suggested that the Editorial Committee be requested to align the texts of all items in accordance with the resolutions adopted by the conference.

4.8
It was so agreed.

4.9
Draft agenda items 1.4 and 1.5 were approved.

4.10
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that, to be consistent with draft Resolution [COM7/6] (WRC‑03), “117.5 MHz” should be replaced by “108 MHz” in draft agenda item 1.6.

4.11
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that the statement submitted by his Administration in respect of Resolution [COM7/7] (WRC‑03) also applied to draft agenda item 1.6, namely that work on the agenda item should in no way duplicate the work on and objectives of Resolution 222.

4.12
Draft agenda item 1.6, as amended by the Chairman of Committee 7, was approved.

4.13
Draft agenda items 1.7 and 1.8 were approved.

4.14
The delegate of France, referring to draft agenda item 1.9, said that it had been agreed to exclude consideration of BSS (sound) at WRC‑07. He therefore suggested that “with the exception of BSS (sound) under Nos. 5.418 and 5.418bis” be inserted after “space services”. Pending conclusion of the discussions on draft items 1.30, 1.34 and 1.37 of the WRC-03 agenda, and approval of the relevant documents, that text should be placed in square brackets. The delegate of the Republic of Korea supported that proposal.

4.15
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that it would not be desirable to reopen the discussion on draft agenda item 1.9, which had already been extensive. It would be preferable to leave the text unamended and to reconsider the matter, if necessary during consideration of the draft resolution on second reading.

4.16
The delegate of Sweden suggested that the additional text proposed by France should be included in square brackets and that further discussion of the matter should be postponed pending the conclusion of consideration of the relevant WRC-03 agenda items.

4.17
Following informal consultations, the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that the delegate of France had agreed to withdraw his proposed amendment.

4.18
Draft agenda item 1.9 was approved.

4.19
The Chairman of Committee 7 recalled that the square brackets had been placed around draft agenda item 1.10 as part of a package agreement reached previously on a number of draft agenda items. It had subsequently been proposed that the item be maintained with the addition of “without any consideration of replanning assignments/allotments to administrations” at the end of the existing text. Should the amendment prove acceptable, consideration could be given to the deletion of the square brackets. 

4.20
The Chairman invited comments on that proposal, which was intended to indicate that the review would cover procedures and technical criteria but not the Plans themselves.

4.21
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that it would be preferable to leave the item in square brackets for the time being to allow time for reflection on the proposed amendment. In his view, it was clear that there was no intention to undertake replanning.

4.22
The Chairman suggested that the item be maintained within square brackets for the time being, with the additional text proposed by the Chairman of Committee 7.

4.23
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic supported that proposal. The existing text was not clear and further reflection was necessary. There was obviously no intention to reopen consideration of Appendix 30B in its entirety, but there was no resolution associated with the proposed agenda item. Perhaps “the regulatory procedures and associated technical criteria” should be replaced by “the technical criteria and associated regulatory procedures”, in order to clarify the text.

4.24
Following informal consultations, the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that it was proposed that agenda item 1.10 might be amended by adding “without any action on the allotments in Part A, the existing systems in Part B and the assignments in the List of Appendix 30B”. He suggested that with that addition the text should remain in square brackets pending submission of the revised text for second reading.

4.25
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the proposal appeared to clarify the text but that he would need to see it in writing before agreeing to the amendment.

4.26
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran suggested that, in order to simplify his proposal, “with the exception of Part A, Part B and the List of Appendix 30B” should be added at the end of the item. He pointed out that the draft agenda for WRC‑07 had already become much heavier than originally envisaged and that it was important to avoid overburdening the conference, as had been the case at WRC‑03.

4.27
The Chairman said that in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the square brackets around draft agenda item 1.10 could be deleted and that the item should be approved as just amended by the delegate the Islamic Republic of Iran

4.28
It was so agreed.

4.29
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that the square brackets around the words “without placing undue constraint on the service to which the band is allocated” in draft agenda item 1.11 could be deleted.

4.30
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran pointed out that similar wording proposed for agenda item 1.9 had been justified because the space and terrestrial services concerned were of equal status. The review to be conducted under agenda item 1.11 related to the use of the band 620-790 MHz and was subject to No. 5.311, which stated that, in that band, assignments for BSS might be made subject to agreement between the administrations concerned. The text in square brackets would in effect modify that provision. Moreover, the review was to be undertaken in accordance with Resolution [COM4/5] (WRC‑03). He therefore proposed that the text within square brackets should be deleted. 

4.31
The delegate of France objected to that proposal since the text within square brackets had been agreed at a previous meeting and accepted as a consequence of the inclusion of similar wording in agenda item 1.9. The space services covered in agenda item 1.9 were also subject to restrictions, as set out in No. 9.21. Therefore, if the text was deleted in agenda item 1.11, it should also be deleted in agenda item 1.9, otherwise it should be left unchanged in both items. Further, the amendment proposed by Cuba at an earlier meeting to delete the reference to “GSO and non‑GSO” from item 1.11 had only partly been taken into account, which was unsatisfactory, since the provision now covered only “GSO BSS”. He would prefer to see the original text reinstated, which would require replacing “GSO BSS” by “GSO and non‑GSO BSS”.

4.32
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that it was not appropriate to compare agenda items 1.9 and 1.11. Item 1.9 covered services of equal status, whereas the band 620‑790 MHz, covered by item 1.11, had been proposed as a planned band. The item was backed by a resolution, and concerned services that should be given priority. It was his understanding that non‑GSO BSS was not yet permitted for bands below 1 GHz and so he would prefer to see the deletion of “GSO” from item 1.11.

4.33
The delegate of Australia said that his Administration, which had submitted the item for consideration for inclusion in the WRC‑07 agenda, supported the deletion of “GSO” and, since the protection of terrestrial services had already been dealt with, the deletion of the text in square brackets.

4.34
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the course of action proposed by the delegate of Australia was acceptable. 

4.35
It was so agreed.

4.36
The delegate of France proposed that “networks” should be replaced by “networks/systems”, to align the text with that of Resolution [COM4/5] (WRC-03).

4.37
It was so agreed.

4.38
Draft agenda item 1.11, as amended, was approved.

4.39
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that, since Resolution [COM4/10] (WRC‑03) had been approved, the square brackets around draft agenda item 1.12 could be removed.

4.40
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic supported that proposal but suggested that consideration should be given to incorporating draft agenda item 1.10 within draft agenda item 1.12.

4.41
The Chairman said that, since the proponents of draft agenda item 1.10 preferred to keep that item separate, she would prefer to maintain it as such, pending the outcome of informal consultations on the item. Therefore, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the proposal made by the Chairman of Committee 7 was acceptable.

4.42
On that understanding, draft agenda item 1.12 was approved.

4.43
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that two amendments had been proposed in respect of draft agenda item 1.13: the replacement of “Appendices 25, 26 and 27” by “Appendices 17, 25, 26 and 27”; and the relocation of the phrase “between 4 MHz and 10 MHz” from the end of the item to after “HF bands”. However, no consensus had been reached on those proposals and he therefore proposed that the existing text be maintained, without amendment. 

4.44
The delegate of the United States said that he was not aware of any controversy surrounding the two proposals. There appeared to be no objection to the inclusion of a reference to Appendix 17, and the second proposal was an editorial change aimed at clarifying the frequency range covered by the item. Moreover, the only support for the inclusion of the agenda item was in the context of the band 4‑10 MHz. He therefore supported the proposed amendments.

4.45
The delegate of Germany disagreed with that view. The original proposal had been to exclude bands for which the allotment Plans were contained in Appendices 25, 26 and 27. The CEPT countries had wished to exclude only those in Appendices 26 and 27 but, in a spirit of compromise, had agreed to the exclusion of those in Appendix 25 also. The proposal to add Appendix 17 to the exclusion list had not been agreed to by the CEPT countries. Furthermore, the European common proposal, sponsored by 36 countries, was for a review of all services in the HF bands, except for the agreed exclusions, taking into account the impact of new modulation techniques, adapting control techniques and the spectrum requirements for HF broadcasting between 4 MHz and 10 MHz. The existing text of item 1.13 reflected the discussions in Committee 7 and in subsequent informal consultations, and should remain unchanged. 

4.46
The delegate of Canada said that he shared most of the views expressed by the delegate of the United States and, in particular, supported the proposal to move “between 4 MHz and 10 MHz”, which would narrow the focus of the draft agenda item.

4.47
The delegate of New Zealand endorsed the views expressed by the delegates of the United States and Canada and supported the proposed amendments. Appendix 17 covered frequencies and channelling arrangements in the high-frequency bands for the maritime mobile service and should be included with Appendices 25, 26 and 27, which also covered maritime or aeronautical mobile services.

4.48
The delegate of the Netherlands supported the delegate of Germany. Narrowing the focus of the agenda item would change it completely and render it virtually ineffective.

4.49
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic supported the restriction of the agenda item since there would be insufficient time to conduct an open-ended review of all HF bands.

4.50
The delegate of the United States acknowledged the disagreement and the need to clarify the agenda item, but reiterated his position with respect to the band restriction, noting that a number of regional groups and specific administrations supported that restriction.

4.51
The delegate of Germany drew attention to the wording of agenda item 2.5 in Resolution 801 (WRC-2000) (Preliminary agenda for WRC‑05/06). The CEPT countries took the view that, as indicated in that item, the limitation to “between 4 MHz and 10 MHz” in respect of the adequacy of the frequency allocations for HF broadcasting and the fixed and mobile services was valid only with the exclusions agreed. The existing text of draft agenda item 1.13 should therefore be maintained.

4.52
The Chairman invited delegates, by raising their cards, to indicate their preference regarding the proposal to move the phrase “between 4 MHz and 10 MHz”. She noted that the majority (41 to 29) were in favour of moving the text, and concluded that the agenda item should be amended accordingly. 

4.53
She then invited delegates to consider the proposal to add Appendix 17 to the list of exclusions in draft agenda item 1.13.

4.54
The representative of BR pointed out that Appendix 17 covered frequencies and channelling arrangements but did not comprise an allotment Plan as did Appendices 25, 26 and 27. 

4.55
The Chairman said that nevertheless, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the proposal to add Appendix 17 to the exclusion list in item 1.13 was acceptable.

4.56
It was so agreed.

4.57
Draft agenda item 1.13, as amended, was approved.

4.58
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary said that his group had considered draft agenda item 1.14 a high priority for inclusion on the draft agenda for WRC-07. The ongoing work by IMO referred to in Resolution 331 would be reviewed by that organization in 2005. If discussion of the item was postponed until WRC-10, changes to the Radio Regulations might not enter into force until 2012, which was considered to be too late. It had also been decided that the interim measure set out in resolves 1 of Resolution 331, namely that VHF channel 16 and the frequency 2 182 kHz might be used as voice-calling channels, should be retained for the time being.

4.59
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that the matter was not urgent and could be left until WRC-10.

4.60
The Chairman said that, in the absence of further objection, she would take it that the deletion of the square brackets from agenda item 1.14 was acceptable.

4.61
It was so agreed.

4.62
Draft agenda item 1.14 was approved.

4.63
Draft agenda item 1.15 was approved.

4.64
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary said that proposals had been submitted to WRC-03 for the amendment of Article 19 to take into account Maritime Mobile Service Identities for equipment other than shipborne mobile equipment, the area covered by draft agenda item 1.16. It had been considered, however that further studies were needed before amendment of Article 19 could be undertaken in that respect, and Resolution [COM4/4] had been approved accordingly. While Ad hoc Group 2 of the Plenary had accorded item 1.16 low priority for inclusion in the agenda for WRC-07, the group had considered that the conference could deal with the matter quickly. 

4.65
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the square brackets around draft agenda item 1.16 could be deleted.

4.66
It was so agreed.

4.67
Draft agenda item 1.16 was approved.

4.68
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that, in draft agenda item 1.17, “at 1.4 GHz band” should be amended to read “around 1.4 GHz” to align the text with that of Resolution [COM5/14].

4.69
It was so agreed.

4.70
The delegate of France said that there appeared to be an omission from the text: “the FSS and” should be inserted after “between”.

4.71
Draft agenda item 1.17, as amended, was approved.

4.72
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that the square brackets around draft agenda item 1.18 could be deleted, since inclusion of the item formed part of an agreement reached during informal consultations.

4.73
Draft agenda item 1.18 was approved.

4.74
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that draft agenda item 1.19 was also included in the agreement reached during informal consultations, and the square brackets should be deleted. Several amendments to the text had also been agreed: “a possible” should be replaced by “possible”; “band” should be replaced by “bands”; “for high-speed applications” should be deleted; and “as necessary, for the introduction of such applications on a worldwide basis, taking into account the particular needs of developing countries” should replaced by “taking into account No. 5.BC03”.

4.75
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, recalling that the proposal to include the item had been submitted by the Arab countries, asked why the word “Internet” was not mentioned in the text since that was what the item concerned. He also asked what No. 5.BC03 covered and why it was necessary to make a reference to it.

4.76
The Chairman of Committee 7 explained that No. 5.BC03 set out the frequency bands identified for use by high-density applications in the fixed-satellite service (HDFSS). All parties had agreed that it would be useful to study the matter.

4.77
The delegate of the United States supported the inclusion of the draft agenda item, as indicated by the Chairman of Committee 7, with deletion of the terminology relating to the Internet. During the discussions, it had been recognized that a solution to the agenda item might be found in bands related to Appendix 30B, although that had not been reflected in the text.

4.78
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic said that he could accept the reference to the No. 5.BC03 with the addition of some explanation to indicate that it concerned HDFSS. However, he maintained the view that the item should make a direct reference to the Internet and therefore proposed that “for the use of Internet applications” be inserted after “frequency bands”.

4.79
The Chairman pointed out that of that amendment would restrict the use of the bands to Internet applications.

4.80
The delegate of France said that it was his understanding that it had been agreed that the phrase to be inserted at the end of the item should read: “taking also into account No. 5.BC03”. There was also a link between the item and draft agenda item 1.10. 

4.81
The Chairman said that it was her understanding that draft agenda item 1.19 should be amended as proposed by the Chairman of Committee 7, together with the insertion of the word “also” as indicated by the delegate of France, the addition of an explanation of No. 5.BC03, and the insertion of “for the use of Internet applications” as proposed by the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic.

4.82
It was so agreed.

4.83
Draft agenda item 1.19, as amended, was approved.

4.84
The delegate of Cameroon proposed that “for high-speed applications” should be retained in draft agenda item 1.19, to be followed by the addition of “in particular Internet applications”, to take account of other high-speed applications and the needs of developing countries in that context.

4.85
Following an observation by the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, the Chairman suggested that, given time constraints, it would be preferable to maintain draft agenda item 1.19 as just approved, and to reconsider the matter, if necessary, on second reading.

4.86
It was so agreed.

4.87
The delegate of France drew attention to the further proposals for draft agenda items listed in the table at the end of Document 380, which had appeared as an attachment to Document DT/207(Rev.1). He proposed that since Resolutions [COM4/14] and [COM4/17] (WRC‑03) had been approved, the first two items listed in the table should be transferred to draft Resolution [COM7/A] as draft agenda items 1.20 and 1.21, although minor editorial amendments would be required to the second of the two items, in particular as regards the reference to Annex 3 to the resolution.

4.88
The delegate of Canada said that in the first of the two items, “if appropriate” should be inserted after “measures”, and “according to” should be replaced by “in accordance with”.

4.89
It was so agreed.

4.90
The first item listed in the table of further proposals for draft agenda items, as amended, was approved.

4.91
The delegate of Canada said that the wording of the second item listed in the table of further proposals for draft agenda items was not appropriate given the compromise reached on Resolution [COM4/17] and he proposed that it should be replaced by the following text: “to consider the results of studies in accordance with Resolution [COM4/17] (WRC-03), in order to review and update, if appropriate, the tables of threshold levels for consultation in the Annex to Resolution [COM4/15]”, which reflected the wording of resolves 2 of Resolution [COM4/17].

4.92
The delegate of France said that, while he had no objection in principle to that proposal, it would be useful to maintain the explanation regarding the protection of the radio astronomy service to enable readers to understand what was meant. The delegate of Germany endorsed that view.

4.93
The delegate of Canada said that the wording of resolves 2 of Resolution [COM4/17] represented a delicate compromise and should be the basis for the draft agenda item. He therefore could not accept the proposal made by the delegate of France. The delegate of the United Arab Emirates endorsed that view.

4.94
The delegate of the Netherlands suggested that wording based on the title of Resolution [COM4/17], “on compatibility between the radio astronomy service and active space services”, should be inserted after “studies” in the text proposed by the delegate of Canada.

4.95
The delegate of the United States said that the proposed agenda item concerned only one part of the area covered by the Resolution [COM4/17] and he therefore endorsed the view that the wording from resolves 2 should be used.

4.96
The delegate of Sweden pointed out that it was usual to describe what each agenda item covered.

4.97
The delegate of France proposed that “regarding compatibility with the radio astronomy service” should be inserted after “studies”. Alternatively, he could support the proposal made by the delegate of the Netherlands.

4.98
The delegate of Canada said that he could accept the insertion of “on the compatibility between the radio astronomy service and the active space services” after “studies”.

4.99
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that that proposal was acceptable.

4.100
It was so agreed.

4.101
The second item listed in the table of further proposals for draft agenda items, as amended, was approved.

4.102
The Chairman suggested that the first two items listed in the table of further proposals for draft agenda items, as amended, should be inserted in draft Resolution [COM7/A] as draft agenda items 1.20 and 1.21, as proposed by the delegate of France.

4.103
It was so agreed.

4.104
Draft agenda items 2, 3, 4 and 5 were approved.

4.105
The delegate of Japan drew attention to Document 313(Rev.1), which related to draft agenda item 6.

4.106
In reply to a question from the Chairman, the Chairman of Committee 7 confirmed that Document 313(Rev.1) had been considered but that it had been agreed that draft agenda item 6 should be retained with the text as shown in Document 380.

4.107
Draft agenda item 6 was approved.

4.108
The representative of BR said that in draft agenda item 7.1 “Resolution 80 (Rev.WRC‑2000)” should be replaced by “Resolution 80 (Rev.WRC‑03)”.

4.109
It was so agreed.

4.110
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic proposed that draft agenda item 7.1 should be divided into three separate sub-items covering, respectively: the report of the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau; difficulties or inconsistencies encountered in the application of the Radio Regulations; and action in response to Resolution 80 (Rev.WRC‑03).

4.111
The Chairman suggested that the Editorial Committee should be requested to consider that proposal.

4.112
It was so agreed.

4.113
On that understanding, draft agenda item 7, as amended, was approved.

4.114
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, referring to draft agenda item 8, said that the activation of the Special Committee was not an agenda item and should not be listed as such; it formed part of the report from RA-03 to WRC‑03 (Document 162), which would be presented by the Chairman of Committee 7.

4.115
The representative of BR suggested that draft agenda item 8 should be replaced by “further resolves to activate the Special Committee”.

4.116
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that the proposal to include the item had been made by the Chairman of the Special Committee. The same item was mentioned in Resolution 800 (WRC‑2000) in further resolves 9 and was also included in his third report to the Plenary (Document 379), so it was perhaps not necessary to include it in draft Resolution [COM7/A] (WRC‑03).

4.117
The delegate of France said that a similar form of words had been approved at WRC‑2000 and that, even if the item was mentioned in another document, it should appear in the draft resolution under consideration so as to draw attention to the activity.

4.118
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic agreed that WRC‑03 should decide on the activation of the Special Committee but reiterated that that activity was not a draft agenda item for WRC‑07. The activation of the Conference Preparatory Meeting (CPM) should also be mentioned.

4.119
The delegate of France pointed out that the instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau section referred to the convening of CPM.

4.120
The Chairman of Committee 7 again drew attention to Document 379, which set out the necessary actions for the preparations for WRC-07 agreed by Committee 7, following extensive discussion of all the proposals submitted. It was not desirable to reopen the debate at the present juncture.

4.121
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that activation of CPM and the Special Committee was necessary before BR could convene meetings. He therefore endorsed the views of the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic. The delegates of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom agreed.

4.122
The delegate of France said that Document 379 contained a report from the Chairman of Committee 7 and not a conference decision. He therefore considered it necessary to include a reference to the activation process in draft Resolution [COM7/A] (WRC-03). 

4.123
The Chairman suggested that “to activate the Special Committee” should be replaced by “further resolves to activate the Conference Preparatory Meeting and the Special Committee on Regulatory/Procedural Matters”.

4.124
It was so agreed.

4.125
The delegate of Cameroon said that the number “8” should be deleted to make it clear that the activation process was not a draft agenda item.

4.126
It was so agreed.

4.127
The invites the Council, instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau and instructs the Secretary‑General sections were approved.

4.128
ADD Resolution [COM7/A] (WRC‑03), as amended, was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM7/B] (WRC‑03)

4.129
The considering section and draft agenda items 1, 2 and 2.1 were approved.

4.130
The Chairman of Committee 7 said that “in accordance with Resolution [COM7/1] (WRC‑03)” should be added at the end of draft agenda item 2.2.

4.131
Draft agenda item 2.2, as amended, was approved.

4.132
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates, speaking on behalf of the Arab Group, said that draft agenda item 2.3 was redundant and should be deleted, since No. 5.357A clearly ensured spectrum availability and protection for the aeronautical mobile-satellite (R) service in the bands 1 545-1 555 MHz and 1 646.5-1 656.5 MHz. That footnote also referred to Section II of Article 9.

4.133
The delegate of Canada supported that proposal.

4.134
The delegate of Japan, speaking on behalf of the APT countries, said that although No. 5.357A appeared to provide adequate protection, current practice relating to frequency coordination in that area was unsatisfactory and the draft agenda item should therefore be retained.

4.135
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that, given time constraints and since the draft agenda under consideration was only preliminary, the draft agenda item should be retained for the time being.

4.136
After a further brief exchange of views in which the delegates of Japan, Canada, the Syrian Arab Republic and the United Arab Emirates participated, the Chairman suggested that further consideration of draft agenda item 2.3 should be postponed, pending the outcome of informal consultations.

4.137
It was so agreed.

4.138
Draft agenda items 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 were approved.

4.139
The delegate of Canada said that as a result of the redrafting of Resolution [COM7/4], draft agenda item 2.8 had become redundant. He suggested that it be placed in square brackets, pending the consideration of that draft resolution.

4.140
It was so agreed.

4.141
Draft agenda items 3 and 3.1 were approved.

4.142
The delegate of Sweden pointed out that in draft agenda item 3.2 “Resolution” should be replaced by “Recommendation”. The Chairman of Committee 7 said that draft agenda item 3.2 had been incorrectly numbered. It should be renumbered as draft agenda item 2.9 and moved to the correct position in the draft resolution.

4.143
It was so agreed.

4.144
Draft agenda item 3.2, as corrected, was approved.

4.145
Draft agenda items 4 to 9.2 were approved.

4.146
ADD Resolution [COM7/B] (WRC‑03), as amended, was approved, subject to further consideration of draft agenda item 2.3.

4.147
On that understanding, the seventeenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B17), as a whole, as amended, was approved.

4.148
Following informal consultations regarding a new text for item 2.3 of the preliminary agenda for WRC-10 (ADD Resolution [COM7/B]), the delegate of the United Arab Emirates read out the following new text: “to consider results of ITU‑R studies in accordance with Resolution 222 (WRC‑2000) to ensure spectrum availability and protection for the aeronautical mobile-satellite (R) service, and to take appropriate action on this subject, while retaining the generic allocation for the mobile-satellite service”.

4.149
That new text was approved.

5
Eighteenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B18) (Document 381)

MOD Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-2000)

5.1
The Chairman invited participants to consider Document 381, which brought together all the proposed modifications to Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC-2000). She drew attention to the square brackets around the date for completion of due diligence information in resolves 2, which related to options A and B considered at the ninth Plenary Meeting.

5.2
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that the Arab Group would prefer the date 21 November 2006. The delegates of Viet Nam and Colombia also expressed a preference for that date.

5.3
The delegate of Canada said that the networks concerned had already been in operation for six years and his Administration had therefore preferred 21 November 2003. However, in a spirit of compromise, it would be prepared to accept a one-year extension to 21 November 2004, as proposed by the delegate of Australia at the ninth Plenary Meeting. The delegates of the Netherlands, Sweden and the Russian Federation supported that proposal.

5.4
The delegate of Malaysia proposed an intermediate date, namely 1 May 2005.

5.5
The delegate of the United States expressed a preference for 21 November 2003, since the administrations concerned had been well aware of the situation and had had six years to prepare the necessary information. 

5.6
The Chairman requested delegates to indicate, by raising their cards, their choice between 21 November 2004 and 21 November 2006.

5.7
The delegate of Tonga, supported by the delegate of the United Arab Emirates, said that the compromise date of 2005 might find greater support.

5.8
The Chairman indicated that, owing to time constraints, she would prefer to maintain the course of action she had suggested. After re-inviting delegates to indicate their preference by raising their cards, she noted that the majority of delegates (37 to 19) preferred the date of 2004, and said that resolves 2 should be amended accordingly. 

5.9
It was so agreed.

5.10
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that resolves 3 was no longer valid and could be deleted. 

5.11
In reply to a question from the delegate of Luxembourg, the representative of BR said that, since due diligence information had not yet been received in respect of one remaining system, resolves 3 should be retained.

5.12
It was so agreed.

5.13
The delegate of Canada said that, in resolves 4, 5 and 6, “resolves 2 or 3 above” should be replaced by “resolves 2 or 2bis above”.

5.14
It was so agreed.

5.15
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that in resolves 6, editorial amendments were needed to take into account the fact that there were no modifications to the Plans for Regions 1 and 3, that there were modifications in respect of the Region 2 Plan, and that new assignments were included in the Lists for Regions 1 and 3.

5.16
It was so agreed.

5.17
The delegate of the United Arab Emirates said that in instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau, “WRC‑03” should be replaced by “WRC‑07”.

5.18
It was so agreed.

5.19
The representative of BR said that instructs the Secretary-General was obsolete and should be deleted. 

5.20
It was so agreed.

5.21
Following comments by the delegates of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Brunei Darussalam, the Chairman said that it would be necessary to check which versions of the resolutions cited in § 1 of Annex 1 to MOD Resolution 49 were relevant.

5.22
It was so agreed.

5.23
The delegate of Venezuela said that in the Spanish version of the Radio Regulations the text of Nos. 9.12 and 9.13, which were mentioned in § 1 of Annex 1 to Resolution 49, were identical. He had notified BR and had been informed that the texts would be checked to align them with those of the other language versions. 

5.24
MOD Resolution 49 (Rev.WRC‑03), as amended, was approved.

5.25
The eighteenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for first reading (B18), as amended, was approved.

6
Eighteenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee for second reading (B18) (Document 381)

6.1
The Chairman invited the meeting to approve on second reading the texts submitted by the Editorial Committee in Document 381.

6.2
The eighteenth series of texts submitted by the Editorial Committee in Document 381, as amended on first reading, was approved on second reading.

7
Matters relating to Resolution 605 (WRC-2000) (Agenda item 1.15) (Document 383)

7.1
The Chairman of Committee 5, noting that Document 383 was the culmination of many hours of discussion and the product of a difficult compromise, said that a number of corrections remained to be made to the text. With regard to Article 5, MOD 5.328A, it had been decided, after consultation with RRB, to delete the number “605” following the word “Resolution”. In ADD Resolution [COM5/8], resolves 2bis that had been placed in square brackets should be deleted, as should instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau 4. In § 3 of the Annex to the draft resolution, the square brackets around the words “funding” and “implementation of the” should be deleted. With regard to Annex 2A to Appendix 4, the word “aggregate” should be deleted in paragraph A.17. Concerning Article 59, ADD 59.8, the words “[Resolution 49 (WRC-03)]” should be deleted. In ADD Resolution [COM5/18], resolves 6 and 7 that had been placed in square brackets should be deleted and replaced by a new resolves 6, with the wording “that when notifying the Bureau under No. 11.47 that a frequency assignment to station(s) in the RNSS in the bands mentioned in considering a) has been brought into use, the notifying administration, if it is has not already done so, shall inform the Bureau whether it has met the criteria listed in the Annex to this Resolution”. That had the effect of making resolves 8 the new resolves 7. Lastly, in § 3 of the Annex to Resolution [COM5/18], the square brackets around the words “funding” and “implementation of the” should be deleted. 

7.2
The Chairman, expressing her satisfaction that a compromise had been found on the matters relating to agenda item 1.15, invited the Plenary Meeting to consider Document 383.

7.3
The delegate of Venezuela said that the Spanish text differed from the English in various places, and that some of the differences greatly affected the meaning of the text.

7.4
The Chairman said that the Editorial Committee would align the Spanish text with the other language versions.

Article 5 (MOD 960-1 164 MHz, MOD 1 164-1 215 MHz, NOC 5.328)

7.5
Approved.

Article 5 (MOD 5.328A)

7.6
The delegate of the United Kingdom suggested, in the light of the amendment to the Table of Article 5, that the words “in the band 960-1 215 MHz” should be added after “shall not claim protection from stations in the aeronautical radionavigation service”.

7.7
The Chairman having pointed out that that amendment arose from the fact that the radionavigation-satellite service had been included in the Table, recalled that the number “605” should be deleted after “Resolution”.

7.8
MOD 5.328A, as amended, was approved.

ADD Resolution [COM5/8]

7.9
The delegate of France, referring to resolves 2, said that as he understood it, the first sentence, which was very long, implied that all RNSS systems were concerned as there had been no allocation before 2 June 2000. To avoid redundancy, he suggested deleting the wording “for which complete advance publication, coordination or notification information, as appropriate, was received by the Radiocommunication Bureau after 2 June 2000”.

7.10
It was so agreed.

7.11
Following a question from the delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Chairman of Committee 5 explained that the words “in collaboration” meant in collaboration with other administrations. 

7.12
In response to a question from the delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic, the Chairman said that reference to the criteria for application of Resolution [COM5/8] to which the Annex referred was made in resolves 3 of the draft resolution.

7.13
The representative of BR, referring to instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau 1, asked what the conference expected from BR when instructing its Director to observe carefully results of the epfd calculation. The Chairman of Committee 5 said that the intention of the paragraph was that BR should participate in consultation meetings in order to be able to observe the results of the calculation; the paragraph should be read in conjunction with invites administrations 2, pursuant to which administrations were invited to provide the Bureau and all participants of the consultation meeting with access to appropriate software used to calculate the equivalent pfd level.

7.14
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran said that it was his understanding of instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau that the Director of BR himself did not necessarily have to participate in the consultation meetings, but had to ensure BR’s participation, and that every effort should be made to ensure that the consultation meetings were held in Geneva so as to make it easier and less expensive for BR members to attend.

7.15
The delegate of the Russian Federation, referring to the Annex to the draft resolution (Criteria for application of Resolution [COM5/8]), said that the last sentence of § 2 (“The information required under this criterion may be submitted in the form of a written commitment by the responsible administration”) should constitute a separate paragraph, so as to apply to all of § 2.

7.16
It was so agreed.

7.17
The delegate of the Syrian Arab Republic wondered what would happen if an administration that did not satisfy the criteria had already submitted information for publication to BR. Would it be BR or the consultation meeting that would check whether the criteria had been met? What exactly was the competence of the consultation meetings? However, as he was not directly concerned by the matter, he would not insist on a reply.

7.18
The Chairman recalled that the amendments that the Chairman of Committee 5 had read out were to be made.

7.19
ADD Resolution [COM5/8], as amended, was approved.

ADD Recommendation [COM5/A]; Article 21 (ADD 21.18); SUP Resolution 605 (WRC-2000)

7.20
Approved.

Appendix 4 (Annex 2A, A.17 – SUP c) and ADD e))

7.21
The Chairman recalled that the word “aggregate” should be deleted from the title of A.17.

7.22
Those proposals, as amended, were approved.

Article 59 (ADD 59.7)

7.23
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that the provision should be deleted from Document 383 as it was dealt with in Document 330(Rev.1).

Article 59 (ADD 59.8)

7.24
The Chairman recalled that the reference to Resolution 49 (WRC-03) should be deleted.

7.25
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that the provision could also be deleted from the document under consideration as it was also dealt with in Document 330(Rev.1). He wondered, moreover, whether Resolution [COM5/8], which contained no reference to the Radio Regulations, should be included in the list of resolutions. Nor, in his view, did Recommendation [COM5/A] belong in the list. He requested the Chairman of Committee 5 to check the list of resolutions given in ADD 59.8.

7.26
The Chairman of Committee 5 explained that ADD 59.8 sought to ensure that the recommendation and resolutions referred to entered into force on 1 January 2005. The matter was an important one, and was part of the compromise to which he had referred.

7.27
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that there appeared to be a misunderstanding, as the resolutions would enter into force automatically the day after the closure of the conference. Given that the problem concerned the date of entry into force of the revised provisions, he would make suggestions in that regard when Documents 330(Rev.1) and 331(Rev.2) were taken up. Since it was not stated anywhere in Resolution [COM5/18] that the revised provisions mentioned in the resolves section would enter into force on a different date, it was essential that the Chairman of Committee 5 should provide clarification regarding the date of application of the revised provisions. 

7.28
The Chairman took note of those comments and invited the Chairman of Committee 5 to check the list of resolutions.

7.29
With those comments, ADD 59.8, as amended, was approved.

Article 5 (ADD 5.BA02)

7.30
The delegate of Venezuela said that some words were missing from the Spanish version of the text, which should be corrected.

7.31
With that comment, ADD 5.BA02 was approved.

Article 5 (MOD 1 215-1 240 MHz, MOD 1 240-1 300 MHz, MOD 1 559-1 610 MHz, MOD 5 010-5 030 MHz)

7.32
Approved.

ADD Resolution [COM5/18]

7.33
The Chairman recalled that resolves 6 and 7 were to be replaced by the text read out by the Chairman of Committee 5, and that the square brackets in § 3 of the Annex to the draft resolution should be deleted.

7.34
The delegate of the Russian Federation suggested that, as was the case in Resolution [COM5/8], the last sentence of § 2 of the Annex should constitute a separate paragraph.

7.35
It was so agreed.

7.36
ADD Resolution [COM5/18], as amended, was approved.

7.37
Document 383 on agenda item 1.15 (Resolution 605 (WRC-2000)), as amended, was approved.

8
Report by the Chairman of Ad hoc Group 4 of the Plenary (Document 384)

8.1
The Chairman of Ad hoc Group 4 of the Plenary, introducing Document 384, said that Annex 1 contained the following text for inclusion in the minutes of the Plenary Meeting:


“With respect to frequency assignments which were subject to RR S5.488/S5.491 (ed. 1998 or earlier) where the notifying administration’s territory was not in the service area of a beam in the region of the allocation under these provisions, the Bureau published, in the relevant Special Section, a note asking the responsible administration to provide evidence of an agreement to be served from an administration in the region of the allocation. The note mandated that this agreement must be provided within three months after the publication of the coordination Special Section. If this agreement was not provided by the end of this three-month period, the Bureau would change its RR 11.31 finding at coordination to an unfavourable finding and the network’s planned frequency assignments in the relevant bands would no longer be taken into account. WRC‑2000 removed the limitation to national or subregional use from Nos. 5.488 and 5.491 but did not make this change retroactively applicable to cases received before 3 June 2000.


Two administrations appealed this deadline mandated by the Bureau to the Radio Regulations Board. The Radio Regulations Board supported three times the approach of the Bureau and concluded that they had correctly applied the Radio Regulations and associated Rules of Procedure in force at the date of receipt of the submissions. Several administrations proposed that this Conference address the Bureau’s rule that they 

considered as not in accordance with the Radio Regulations and the associated Rules of Procedure. Other administrations were of the opinion that the rule reflected the Radio Regulations and the associated Rules of Procedure as they existed prior to the entry-into-force date of the provisions as modified by WRC‑2000. (See Conference Documents 12(Add.8), 43(Add.3), 123, 124 and 221.) While not taking a decision on the appropriateness of the Bureau rule, this Conference decided to address this matter by instructing the Bureau to treat the filings of the concerned GSO networks, with respect to the national/subregional aspects of the above two mentioned provisions, in the manner described in Annex 2 to this document.”

8.2
Annex 2 contained a description of the elements involved in processing the satellite networks in respect of the national/subregional aspect of Nos. 5.488 and 5.491 of the Radio Regulations. Recalling that there had been disagreement on the two footnotes contained in Annex 2 in earlier discussions, he was pleased to report that since Document 384 had been published, a compromise regarding the two footnotes had been reached: both footnotes should be deleted and replaced with the following footnote: “There were diverging views on whether the equal receipt date treatment should apply to N‑SAT‑127 W vis-à-vis NSS-7”.

8.3
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the conference decision reflected in the text reproduced in § 8.1 above was acceptable to the meeting, that the proposed new footnote was also acceptable, and that the text of Annex 2, as amended, could be annexed to the minutes of the meeting as proposed (see Annex A).

8.4
It was so agreed. 

9
Requests for extension (Documents 165 and 382)
9.1
The Chairman of Committee 4 said that Document 165 contained a request from the United Arab Emirates for a two-year extension for its EMARSAT networks. There had been some reluctance to agree to that extension, despite the fact that the United Arab Emirates had reduced the number of networks to which the extension would apply. A compromise had been reached during informal discussions and he read out the following statement, which he hoped would help the meeting to approve the request:


“Within Committee 4, there were some concerns expressed with regard to the request by the United Arab Emirates for the extension, until November 2004, of the period within which the frequency assignments for certain networks could be brought into use, as detailed in Document 165.


The Administrations of Luxembourg, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands have held discussions with the United Arab Emirates concerning the problems associated with the request in Document 165. These Administrations have indicated a general concern for any WRC granting an extension to the time periods that are identified in the Radio Regulations.


The United Arab Emirates has agreed to restrict their request only to the EMARSAT‑1A and the EMARSAT‑1B networks.


Considering the extenuating circumstances of this particular request, as indicated in the report of the Director which is referenced in Document 165, and based on discussions that have recently taken place between these five Administrations, as well as agreements that have been reached, it has been concluded that the problems related with this requested extension can be resolved after WRC-03.

Consequently, the Administrations of Luxembourg, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands have indicated to me that they no longer have objections to the requested extension.


These Administrations have also indicated that their decision in this instance is without prejudice to their position at future conferences.”

9.2
The delegate of the Russian Federation said that if the request was granted it might encourage more operators to request extensions at future conferences. As the United Arab Emirates had already received a two-year extension to the original nine-year period he would object to the request. The delegate of the United States endorsed that view, adding that by granting the request, the Conference might be setting a dangerous precedent. In his opinion, there were no exceptional circumstances related to the request and any decision by the Conference to grant the extension would be regrettable.

9.3
The Chairman pointed out that efforts had been made to minimize the impact of the extension on the affected countries, and that those countries had agreed to the extension. While she recognized the concerns about a setting precedent, she said that the situation was an exceptional one, taking into account the development of the system and the fact that there would be minimum impact on the countries concerned. If there was no further opposition, she would take it that the request of the United Arab Emirates for an extension for two of its satellite networks could be approved.

9.4
It was so agreed.

9.5
The Chairman, drawing attention to Document 382, said that a compromise had been reached between the Administrations of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the Republic of Korea and the People’s Republic of China. Accordingly, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic was withdrawing its request for an extension for the LSTAR3B (116E) network and maintaining its request for a three-year extension for the LSTAR4B (126E) network. The request for the extension was an exceptional one, and the affected parties had given their consent. 

9.6
The delegate of France said that he could go along with the request as all the parties concerned had given their agreement. 

9.7
The Chairman said that, in the absence of any objection, she would take it that the request from the Lao People’s Democratic Republic was acceptable.

9.8
It was so agreed.

9.9
The Director of BR noted that the Conference had agreed to the two requests on the understanding that no precedent was being set, and that all the parties concerned had given their agreement. He wished to place on record that there was no possibility that any such agreements for extension would be repeated in the period between WRC-03 and WRC-07, as under no circumstances would the Bureau be in a position to allow administrations to be identified with a view to establishing any such agreements.

9.10
The delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran fully supported the statement of the Director of BR, and said that RRB should not grant any extensions before WRC-07. 

The meeting rose at 0330 hours.

The Secretary:
The Chairman:
Y. UTSUMI
V. RAWAT

Annex:
1

Original: English

annex A

Description of the elements involved

1
The following elements address all frequency assignments in the 11.7-12.2 GHz band in Region 2 and the 12.2-12.5 GHz band in Region 3 to GSO satellite networks in the fixed-satellite service that had their coordination information published in an IFIC Special Section with the three-month deadline (a rule of the Bureau) for providing agreements to establish a subregional system under S5.488/S5.491 (edition 1998 or earlier) and did not meet the deadline.

a)
For those frequency assignments for which the Bureau has published an unfavourable finding in a subsequent Special Section before 9 June 2003, the unfavourable finding is maintained.

b)
For those frequency assignments for which complete coordination information was received by the Bureau with a date of receipt between 1 May 1998 and 2 June 2000 and for which the Bureau has not published an unfavourable finding in a subsequent IFIC Special Section, the Bureau shall apply the provisions of Nos. 5.488 and 5.491 (edition 2001). As a result, these assignments are taken into account by subsequently filed assignments by maintaining their date of priority. 

c)
For those frequency assignments for which complete coordination information was received prior to 1 May 1998 and for which the Bureau has not published an unfavourable finding in an IFIC Special Section, the Bureau shall maintain a favourable finding in respect to the national/subregional aspect of Nos. S5.488 and S5.491.

i)
These assignments are considered as effectively having their coordination information received on the same date
 as each of the other subsequently filed assignments for which coordination information has been received before 5 July 2003, except those covered in paragraphs b) and c).

ii)
These assignments maintain their original date of priority only with respect to the assignments mentioned in b) above, those assignments subject to c) and those for which complete coordination information has been received after 4 July 2003.

2
For all assignments previously examined under Nos. S5.488/S5.491 (edition 1998 or earlier) and for which the Bureau has not published an unfavourable finding in a subsequent IFIC Special Section, whether there was a three‑month deadline to provide agreements at the coordination stage or whether there was a requirement to only provide agreements at the notification stage, this conference has decided that such agreements are not required.

3
As soon as practicable following this conference, the Bureau shall publish a list of the above‑mentioned networks having frequency assignments in the relevant bands and with service areas that extend beyond the national territory of the responsible administration with an explanation of the decision taken by the conference and an explanation of their coordination status vis-à-vis other networks.

_______________







�	There were diverging views on whether the equal receipt date treatment should apply to N�SAT�127 W vis-à-vis NSS-7.
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