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	[bookmark: isume]Summary
Recommendation ITU-T A.8 provides working methods and procedures for approving draft new and revised ITU-T Recommendations using the alternative approval process.
While this edition does not modify the alternative approval process, it:
· consolidates into ITU-T A.8 text concerning steps following updates to normative references during comment resolution (mirroring text from ITU-T A.5);
· streamlines the deadlines for availability of resolved drafts after comment resolution;
· reinstates the provisions from ITU-T A.8 (2008) which are more accurate concerning the deletion of Recommendations approved under AAP;
· includes a redrawn Figure 1 to better illustrate the various steps of the AAP, with updates to the respective notes.
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[bookmark: _Toc475368831]Alternative approval process for new and revised 
ITUT Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc88460312][bookmark: _Toc89575670][bookmark: _Toc89575701][bookmark: _Toc142900163][bookmark: _Toc144196562][bookmark: _Toc206496692][bookmark: _Toc216844943][bookmark: _Toc99031902][bookmark: _Toc99550364][bookmark: _Toc137119093]1	General
1.1	Recommendations of the ITU Telecommunication Standardization Sector (ITUT) will be approved using this alternative approval process (AAP), except Recommendations that have policy or regulatory implications, which will be approved using the traditional approval process (TAP) found in Resolution 1 of the World Telecommunication Standardization Assembly (WTSA).
The competent study group may also seek approval at a World Telecommunication Standardization Assembly (WTSA).
1.2	In accordance with the ITU Convention, the status of Recommendations approved is the same for both AAP and TAP methods of approval.
[bookmark: _Toc517487608][bookmark: _Toc88460313][bookmark: _Toc89575671][bookmark: _Toc89575702][bookmark: _Toc142900164][bookmark: _Toc144196563][bookmark: _Toc206496693][bookmark: _Toc216844944][bookmark: _Toc99031903][bookmark: _Toc99550365][bookmark: _Toc137119094]2	Process
2.1	Study groups should apply the AAP described in clauses 3 to 6 below for seeking the approval of draft new and revised Recommendations as soon as they have been developed to a sufficiently mature state. See Figure 1 depicts for the sequence of events.
NOTE – In case of discrepancy, clauses 3 to 6 prevail over Figure 1.
[bookmark: _Toc137119095]3	Prerequisites
3.1	Upon request of the study group chairman, the Director of the Telecommunication Standardization Bureau (TSB) shall announce the intention to apply AAP and to initiate the last call set out in this Recommendation (see clause 4). Such action shall be based upon consent at a study group or working party meeting or, exceptionally, at a WTSA, that a draft Recommendation is sufficiently mature for such action. At this stage, the draft Recommendation is considered to have "CONSENT". The Director shall include a summary of the draft Recommendation in the announcement. Reference shall be provided to the documentation where the text of the draft new or revised Recommendation to be considered may be found. This information shall be made available to all Member States and Sector Members.
3.2	The text of the draft new or revised Recommendation must be available to TSB in a final edited form at the time that the Director makes the announcement of the intended application of the AAP set out in this Recommendation. Any associated electronic material included in the Recommendation (e.g., software, test vectors, etc.) must also be made available to TSB at the same time. Recommendation ITU-T A.5 provides generic procedures for normatively referencing documents of other organizations in ITU-T Recommendations. A summary that reflects the final edited text of the draft Recommendation must also be provided to TSB, in accordance with clause 3.3.
3.3	Such a summary should be prepared in accordance with the Author's Guide for drafting ITUT Recommendations[footnoteRef:1]. This summary is a brief outline of the purpose and content of the new or revised draft Recommendation and, where appropriate, the intent of the revisions. No Recommendation shall be considered as complete and ready for approval without this summary statement. [1:  The Author's guide can be downloaded from: http://handle.itu.int/11.1002/plink/8306947125 ] 

3.4	Approval may only be sought for a draft new or revised Recommendation within the study group's mandate as defined by the Questions allocated to it, in accordance with No. 192 of the Convention. Alternatively, or additionally, approval may be sought for amendment of an existing Recommendation within the study group's responsibility and mandate.
3.5	Where a draft new or revised Recommendation falls within the mandate of more than one study group, the chairman of the study group proposing the approval should consult and take into account the views of any other study group chairmen concerned before proceeding with the application of this approval procedure.
3.6	Recommendations are to be elaborated in accordance with the Common Patent Policy for ITUT/ITU-R/ISO/IEC, the ITU Software Copyright Guidelines and the ITU-T Guidelines related to the inclusion of Marks in ITU-T Recommendations, available at https://www.itu.int/ipr, and by taking into consideration possible copyright restrictions for texts or pictures taken from external sources (see also clause 4.2). For example:
3.6.1	Any party participating in the work of ITUT should, from the outset, draw the attention of the Director of TSB to any known patent or to any known pending patent application, either of their own or of other organizations. The "Patent Statement and Licensing Declaration" form from the ITUT website is to be used.
3.6.2	ITUT non-member organizations that hold patent(s) or pending patent application(s), the use of which may be required in order to implement an ITUT Recommendation, can submit a "Patent Statement and Licensing Declaration" to TSB using the form available at the ITUT website.
3.7	In the interests of stability, once a new or revised Recommendation has been approved, approval should not normally be sought within a reasonable period of time for any further amendment of that new text or that revised portion, respectively, unless the proposed amendment complements rather than changes the agreement reached in the previous approval process, or a significant error or omission is discovered. As a guideline, in this context "a reasonable period of time" would be at least two years, in most cases.
Amendments that correct defects may be approved, in accordance with clause 7.1.
[bookmark: _Toc517487610][bookmark: _Toc88460315][bookmark: _Toc89575673][bookmark: _Toc89575704][bookmark: _Toc142900166][bookmark: _Toc144196565][bookmark: _Toc206496695][bookmark: _Toc216844946][bookmark: _Toc99031905][bookmark: _Toc99550367][bookmark: _Toc137119096]4	Last call and additional review
4.1	The last call encompasses the four-week period and procedures beginning with the Director's announcement of the intention to apply the alternative approval process (clause 3.1).
4.2	If TSB has received a statement(s) indicating that the use of intellectual property, protected by one or more copyright(s) or patent(s), issued or pending, may be required in order to implement a draft Recommendation, the Director shall post this information on the ITUT website.
4.3	The Director of TSB shall advise the Directors of the other two Bureaux that Member States and Sector Members are being asked to comment on the approval of a proposed new or revised Recommendation.
4.4	During the last call, should any Member State or Sector Member be of the opinion that the draft new or revised Recommendation should not be approved, they should advise their reasons for disapproving and indicate the possible changes that would facilitate further consideration and approval of the draft new or revised Recommendation. TSB will make the comments available to the membership of ITUT.
4.4.1	If no comments, other than comments those indicating typographical error(s) (misspelling, syntactical and punctuation mistakes, etc.), are received by the end of the last call, the draft new or revised Recommendation is considered as approved, and the typographical errors are corrected.
4.4.2	If comments, other than those indicating typographical errors, are received by the end of the last call, the study group chairman, in consultation with TSB, makes the judgement whether:
a1)	a planned study group meeting is sufficiently close to consider the draft Recommendation for approval, in which case the procedures in clause 4.6 regarding approval at a study group meeting are applied; or
b2)	to save time and/or because of the nature and maturity of the work, comment resolution should be initiated under the direction of the study group chairman. This will be accomplished by appropriate study group experts, via electronic correspondence or at meetings. Revised, edited draft text is prepared, as appropriate, and the procedures beginning in clause 4.4.3 are applied.
4.4.3	If comments, other than those indicating typographical amendments errors, are received at the end of the last call process, the rapporteur, with the assistance of the editor, shall, normally within two weeks of the end of the last call, compile all such comments in a single document, for example in the form of a table (see Annex A), to be used as the basis for completion of the comment resolution process.
4.4.4	After comment resolution is completed, and the revised and edited draft text is made available, the study group chairman, in consultation with TSB, makes the judgement whether:
a)	a planned study group meeting is sufficiently close to consider the draft Recommendation for approval, in which case the procedures in clause 4.6 are applied; or
b)	to save time and/or because of the nature and maturity of the work, an additional review should be initiated, in which case the procedures in clause 4.5 are applied.; or
c)	a new normative reference has been added to a referenced organization that is not already qualified according to the criteria in Recommendation ITUT A.5, Annex B, in which case the procedures in clause 4.6 are applied.
4.5	The additional review encompasses a three-week period and will be announced by the Director. The text (including any revisions as a result of comment resolution) of the draft Recommendation in a final edited form and comments from the last call with their resolution compiled in a single document (for example in the form of a table as suggested in Annex A) must be made available to TSB at the time that the Director makes the announcement of the additional review. Reference shall be provided to the documentation where the text of the draft Recommendation and last call comments to be considered may be found.
NOTE – If a new normative reference has been added as a result of comment resolution, a reference to the ITU-T A.5 justification is included in the comment resolution (see Recommendation ITU-T A.5, clause 6.4).
4.5.1	If no comments, other than comments those indicating typographical error(s) (misspelling, syntactical and punctuation mistakes, etc.), are received by the end of the additional review, the Recommendation is considered as approved, and the typographical errors are corrected by TSB.
4.5.2	If comments, other than comments those indicating typographical errors(s), are received by the end of the additional review, then the procedures in clause 4.6 regarding approval at a study group meeting are applied.
NOTE – This covers the case where a new normative reference is added as a result of resolution of comments submitted during an AAP additional review, or concerns were expressed about a new normative reference added as a result of resolution of comments submitted during an AAP last call.
4.6	The Director shall explicitly announce the intention to approve the draft Recommendation at least three weeks prior to the study group meeting. The Director shall include the specific intent of the proposal in summarized form. Reference shall be provided to the documentation where the draft text and comments from the last call (and additional review, if relevant) may be found. The documentation should be published 12 days prior to the Director's call, with a table (see Annex A) indicating all comments not resolved in the consultation with the entities that made those comments.The text (including any revisions as a result of comment resolution) of the draft Recommendation in a final edited form, and a single document compiling comments from the last call (or additional review) and their resolution (for example in the form of a table as suggested in Annex A) must be made available to TSB at the time that the Director makes the announcement. The edited text of the draft Recommendation from the additional review (or last call if there is no additional review) is submitted for approval by the study group meeting in accordance with clause 5.
[bookmark: _Toc517487611][bookmark: _Toc88460316][bookmark: _Toc89575674][bookmark: _Toc89575705][bookmark: _Toc142900167][bookmark: _Toc144196566][bookmark: _Toc206496696][bookmark: _Toc216844947][bookmark: _Toc99031906][bookmark: _Toc99550368][bookmark: _Toc137119097]5	Procedure at study group meetings
5.1	The study group should review the text of the draft new or revised Recommendation and the associated comments in the documentation referred to in clause 4.6. The meeting may then accept any corrections or amendments to the draft new or revised Recommendation. The study group should reassess the summary statement in terms of its completeness.
5.2	Changes may only be made during the meeting as a consequence of written comments as a result of the last call, additional review, contributions, or temporary documents including liaison statements. Where proposals for such revisions are found to be justified but to have a major impact on the intent of the Recommendation or to depart from points of principle agreed at the previous study group or working party meeting, consideration of this approval procedure should not be applied at this meeting. However, in justified circumstances, the approval procedure may still be applied if the chairman of the study group, in consultation with TSB, considers:
–	that the proposed changes are reasonable (in the context of the documentation described in this clause) for those Member States and Sector Members not represented at the meeting, or not represented adequately under the changed circumstances; and
–	that the proposed text is stable.
However, if a Member State present declares that this text has policy or regulatory implications or there is a doubt, the approval procedure shall proceed according to WTSA Resolution 1, clause 9.3 or clause 5.8.
5.3	After debate at the study group meeting, the decision of the meeting to approve the Recommendation under this approval procedure must be unopposed (but see clauses 5.5, 5.7 and 5.8). Every effort should be made to reach unopposed agreement.
5.4	If, despite these attempts, unopposed agreement has not been reached, the Recommendation is considered as approved if, following consultation with their Sector Members present, no more than one Member State present in the meeting opposes the decision to approve the Recommendation (but see clauses 5.5, 5.6 and 5.8). Otherwise, the study group may authorize additional work to address the remaining issues.
5.5	In cases where a Member State or Sector Member does not elect to oppose approval of a text, but would like to register a degree of concern on one or more aspects, this shall be noted in the report of the meeting. Such concerns shall be mentioned in a concise note appended to the text of the Recommendation concerned.
5.6	A decision must be reached during the meeting on the basis of a text available in its final form to all participants at the meeting. Exceptionally, but only during the meeting, a Member State may request more time to consider its position for clause 5.4. Unless the Director of TSB is advised of their opposition within a period of four weeks from the end of the meeting, the Recommendation is approved, and the Director shall proceed in accordance with clause 6.1.
5.6.1	A Member State that requested more time to consider its position and that then indicates disapproval within the four-week interval specified in clause 5.6 is requested to include its reasons and to indicate the possible changes that would facilitate further consideration, if required, for future approval of the draft new or revised Recommendation.
5.7	A Member State or Sector Member may advise at the meeting that it is abstaining from the application of the procedure. Their presence shall then be ignored for the purposes of clause 5.3. Such an abstention may subsequently be revoked, but only during the course of the meeting.
5.8	If the draft new or revised Recommendation is not approved, the study group chairman, after consultation with the parties concerned, may proceed according to clause 3.1, without further CONSENT at a subsequent working party or study group meeting.
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6.1	The Director of TSB shall promptly notify the membership of the results (indicating approval or non-approval) of the last call and additional review.
6.2	Within two weeks of the closing date of the study group meeting described in clauses 5.3 to 5.5 or, exceptionally, two weeks after the period described in clause 5.6, the Director shall notify by a circular whether the text is approved or not. The Director shall arrange for this information to also be included in the next available ITU Operational Bulletin. Within this same period, the Director shall also ensure that any Recommendation approved is available online, with an indication that the Recommendation may not be in its final publication form.
6.3	Should minor, purely editorial amendments or correction of evident oversights or inconsistencies in the text as presented for approval be necessary, TSB may correct these with the approval of the chairman of the study group.
6.4	The Secretary-General shall publish the approved new or revised Recommendations as soon as practicable, indicating, as necessary, a date of entry into effect. However, in accordance with Recommendation ITUT A.11, minor amendments may be covered by corrigenda rather than a complete reissue. Also, where appropriate, texts may be grouped to suit market needs.
6.5	Text shall be added to the cover sheets of all new and revised Recommendations urging users to consult the ITUT patent database and the ITUT software copyright database. Suggested wording is:
	"ITU draws attention to the possibility that the practice or implementation of this Recommendation may involve the use of a claimed intellectual property right. ITU takes no position concerning the evidence, validity or applicability of claimed intellectual property rights, whether asserted by ITU Member States and Sector Members or by others outside of the Recommendation development process."
	"As of the date of approval of this Recommendation, ITU had/had not received notice of intellectual property, protected by patents/software copyrights, which may be required to implement this Recommendation. However, implementers are cautioned that this may not represent the latest information and are therefore strongly urged to consult the appropriate ITUT databases available at the ITUT website."
6.6	See Recommendation ITUT A.11 concerning the publication of new and revised Recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc517487613][bookmark: _Toc88460318][bookmark: _Toc89575676][bookmark: _Toc89575707][bookmark: _Toc142900169][bookmark: _Toc144196568][bookmark: _Toc206496698][bookmark: _Toc216844949][bookmark: _Toc99031908][bookmark: _Toc99550370][bookmark: _Toc137119099]7	Correction of defects
7.1	When a study group identifies the need for implementers to be made aware of defects (e.g., typographical errors, editorial errors, ambiguities, omissions or inconsistencies and technical errors) in a Recommendation, one mechanism that may be employed is an implementer's guide. This guide is a historical document recording all identified defects and their status of correction, from their identification to final resolution. Implementer's guides shall be agreed by the study group, or agreed by one of its working parties with the concurrence of the study group chairman. Implementer's guides shall be made available by posting on the ITUT website with open access.
[bookmark: _Toc517487614][bookmark: _Toc88460319][bookmark: _Toc89575677][bookmark: _Toc89575708][bookmark: _Toc142900170][bookmark: _Toc144196569][bookmark: _Toc206496699][bookmark: _Toc216844950][bookmark: _Toc99031909][bookmark: _Toc99550371][bookmark: _Toc137119100]8	Deletion of Recommendations
Deletion of Recommendations is specified in clause 9.8 of WTSA Resolution 1 (Rev. Geneva, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc517487615][bookmark: _Toc88460320][bookmark: _Toc89575678][bookmark: _Toc89575709][bookmark: _Toc142900171][bookmark: _Toc144196570][bookmark: _Toc206496700][bookmark: _Toc216844951][bookmark: _Toc137119101]8.1	Deletion of Recommendations by WTSA
Upon the decision of the study group, the chairman shall include in the report to WTSA the request to delete a Recommendation. WTSA may approve this request.
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8.2.1	At a study group meeting it may be agreed to delete a Recommendation, i.e. because it has been superseded by another Recommendation or because it has become obsolete. This agreement by the Member States and Sector Members present at the meeting must be unopposed. If unopposed agreement has not been reached, the same criteria as in clause 5.4 above are applied. Information about this agreement, including an explanatory summary about the reasons for the deletion, shall be provided by a circular. If no objection to the deletion is received from a Member State or a Sector Member within three months, the deletion will come into force. In the case of objection, the matter will be referred back to the study group.
8.2.2	Notification of the result will be given in another circular, and TSAG will be informed by a report from the Director of TSB. In addition, the Director shall publish a list of deleted Recommendations whenever appropriate, but at least once by the middle of a study period.
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[bookmark: _Toc137119104]Figure 1 – AAP sSequence of events	Comment by Author: Editor's note: This is an editorial correction to reflect the title used after "Notes to Figure 1" just below.
Notes to Figure 1 – AAP sequence of events
1)	SG or WP consent – The study group or working party concludes that the work on a draft Recommendation is sufficiently mature to begin the alternative approval process and to initiate the last call (clause 3.1).
2)	Edited text available – The final, edited, draft text, including summary, is provided to TSB, and the study group chairman requests the Director to initiate the last call (clause 3.2). Any associated electronic material included in the Recommendation must also be made available to TSB at the same time.
3)	Director's last call announcement and posting – The Director announces the beginning of the last call to all Member States, Sector Members and Associates, with reference to the summary and complete text. If the draft Recommendation has not already been electronically posted, it is done at this time (clause 3.1).
4)	Last call judgement – The study group chairman, in consultation with TSB, makes the judgement whether:
a)	no comments, other than those indicating typographical errors, have been received. In this case, the Recommendation is considered as approved (clause 4.4.1);
b)	a planned study group meeting is sufficiently close to consider the comments received (clause 4.4.2 a); or
c)	to save time and/or because of the nature and maturity of the work, comment resolution should be initiated leading to the preparation of edited texts (clause 4.4.2 b).
5)	Director's study group announcement and posting – The Director announces that the next study group meeting will consider the draft Recommendation for approval and will include reference to either:
a)	the draft Recommendation (the edited text (LC) version) plus the comments received from the last call (clause 4.6); or
b)	if comment resolution has been carried out, the revised draft Recommendation text. If the revised draft Recommendation has not already been electronically posted, it is done at this time (clause 4.6).
6)	Study group decision meeting – The study group meeting reviews and addresses all written comments and either:
a)	proceeds (i) under WTSA Resolution 1 or (ii) clause 5.8, as appropriate, if there might be policy or regulatory implications (clause 5.2); or
b)	approves the draft Recommendation (clause 5.3 or 5.4); or
c)	does not approve the draft Recommendation. If it is concluded that a further attempt at addressing comments received is appropriate, then additional work should be done and the process returns to step 2 (without further CONSENT at a working party or study group meeting) (clause 5.8).
7)	Comment resolution – The study group chairman, with assistance from TSB and experts, via electronic correspondence and rapporteur and working party meetings, where appropriate, addresses the comments and prepares a new edited draft Recommendation text (clause 4.4.23).
8)	Edited text available – The revised edited text, including summary, is provided to TSB (clause 4.4.23).
9)	Next step judgement – The study group chairman, in consultation with TSB, makes the judgement whether:
a)	a planned study group meeting is sufficiently close to consider the draft Recommendation for approval (clause 4.4.34 a) or, as a result of comment resolution, a new normative reference is added to a referenced organization that is not already qualified according to the criteria in Recommendation ITU-T A.5 (clause 4.4.4 c); or
b)	to save time and/or because of the nature and maturity of the work, an additional review should be initiated (clause 4.4.34 b).
10)	Director's additional review announcement and posting – The Director announces the beginning of the additional review to all Member States and Sector Members, with reference to the summary and complete text of the revised draft Recommendation, and comments with their resolution compiled in a single document. If the revised draft Recommendation has not already been electronically posted, it is done at this time (clause 4.5).
11)	Additional review judgement – The study group chairman, in consultation with TSB, makes the judgement whether:
a)	no comments, other than those indicating typographical errors, have been received. In this case, the Recommendation is considered approved (clause 4.5.1); or
b)	comments, other than those indicating typographical errors, have been received. In this case, the process proceeds to the study group meeting (clause 4.5.2).
12)	Director's notification – The Director notifies the members that the draft Recommendation has been approved (clause 6.1 or 6.2) (see Recommendation ITU-T A.11).
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