- 1 -
TSAG-TD247
	[bookmark: dnum][bookmark: dtableau][image: ]
	INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATION UNION
TELECOMMUNICATION
STANDARDIZATION SECTOR
STUDY PERIOD 2025-2028
	TSAG-TD247

	[bookmark: dsg]
	
	TSAG

	
	
	Original: English

	[bookmark: dbluepink][bookmark: dmeeting]
	
	Geneva, 26-30 January 2026

	[bookmark: ddoctype]TD
(Ref.: SG5-LS45)

	[bookmark: dsource]Source:
	ITU-T Study Group 5

	[bookmark: dtitle1]Title:
	LS/i/r on lead study group concept (reply to TSAG-LS4) [from ITU-T SG5]

	LIAISON STATEMENT

	For action to:
	–

	For information to:
	TSAG

	Approval:
	ITU-T Study Group 5 meeting (Geneva, 6 November 2025)

	Deadline:
	-

	Contact:
	Dominique Würges
Chair ITU-T Study Group 5
	E-mail:	dominique.wurges@orange.com 

	Contact:
	Daniel Dianat
Vice-Chair ITU-T Study Group 5
	E-mail:	daniel.dianat@ericsson.com 



	Abstract:
	[bookmark: _Hlk213080219]This liaison statement contains the response of ITU-T Study Group 5 to TSAG on lead study group concept.


This liaison statement answers TSAG-LS4.
ITU-T Study Group 5 thanks TSAG for its liaison statement requesting input on the review of the Lead Study Group (LSG) mechanism as instructed by WTSA-24 Action Plan items 22–29.
ITU-T Study Group 5 recognizes the importance of this review process and welcomes the opportunity to contribute its experience as Lead Study Group on: 
· electromagnetic compatibility (EMC), resistibility and lightning protection
· soft error caused by particle radiations
· human exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMF)
· circular economy and e-waste management
· ICTs related to the environment, energy efficiency, clean energy and sustainable digitalization for climate actions
In response to the specific questions raised by TSAG, Study Group 5 provides the following inputs:
1.	How effective is the concept of Lead Study Group in your Study Group?
Study Group 5 strongly supports the concept of the Lead Study Group, and has put in place actions to promote and disseminate the work carried out; it has also highlighted the importance of Study Group 5’s activities. Study Group 5 interacts with other Study Groups and external bodies to avoid duplication of work. Study Group 5’s role is generally well recognised as its mandate is clearly defined. Our scope – encompassing, among other things, ICT energy metrics, lifecycle assessment, circular economy, e‑waste, climate resilience, and related policy and standardization guidance – naturally intersects multiple Study Groups and Sectors. The Lead Study Group designation helps external stakeholders identify a primary contact, but it does not by itself resolve overlaps or ambiguities. We are convinced that effective coordination requires complementary mechanisms such as clearly scoped Study Questions, formal liaisons, Joint Coordination Activities (JCAs), and rapporteur interaction to manage cross‑Study Group work and demarcation. 
2.	Do “lead roles” support the progress of the work programme?
Lead roles can aid progress by clarifying ownership for cross‑Study Group engagement and by guiding coordination efforts; however, substantive progress depends on well‑defined Study Questions, adequate resources (active rapporteurs, coordination), prioritized workplans, timely liaison handling, and productive JCAs or joint rapporteurs for cross‑cutting items. The Lead Study Group label is a facilitator for coordination and external communication, not the sole driver of progress. Study Group 5 in engaged in various collaborations, across the United Nations agencies (e.g., with WHO, UNECE, UNEP, UNFCCC, UNIDO), with other SDOs (ISO, IEC, ETSI, CISPR, ICNIRP, IEEE) and with industry organisations (e.g., GSMA, GeSI). These collaborations have resulted in various official common outcomes such as the technically aligned standards with ETSI, or common Reports (GSMA/GeSI/ITU Scope 3 Guidance for mobile operators), or in the organization of common workshops.
3.	Are you aware of the criteria used for the determination of lead roles?
Study Group 5 notes that lead role assignments are largely determined through WTSA negotiations and reflected in WTSA Resolution 2. There are limited publicly documented criteria beyond these negotiation outcomes. Study Group 5 would welcome clearer published criteria and a transparent rationale for lead role assignments to improve predictability, consistency and stakeholder understanding across Study Groups.
4.	Do you think the description of Lead Study Groups should be harmonized?
Yes. Harmonized, clear and detailed descriptions would reduce ambiguity and improve operational clarity. For Study Group 5, we propose concise lead phrases linked to explicit Study Questions and defined exclusions. This would help prevent misinterpretation when adjacent or overlapping topics exist across Study Groups and would facilitate coordination across TSAG, JCAs, and liaison exchanges. 
5.	How does this concept correlate with the Study Groups’ responsibilities and with other collaboration mechanisms such as the liaison process and JCAs?
The Lead Study Group concept should take into consideration several aspects such as:
· Lead roles remain the primary determinant of Study Group responsibilities; Study Questions should map to these roles and be reviewed against ongoing work and deliverables.
· Exchanging liaisons with other Study Groups with clear ownership statements and timelines to improve coordination.
· JCAs should be deployed for sustained cross‑Study Group activities, with a designated parent, based on Lead Study Group description (Study Group 5 for ICTs environment impact issues) and reporting to TSAG. 
· It should be noted that Telecommunication Standardization Advisory Group (TSAG) can also play an important role in ensuring cross-study group coordination on standardization issues, including the measurement of standardization progress against agreed milestones, thereby avoiding the creation of a JCA.
· For domains of common interest (e.g., ICT energy metrics across networks vs cross‑cutting performance), establish short joint rapporteur groups. These groups shall coordinate with aim of defining demarcation lines and producing joint outputs but shall not have responsibility for the work concerned.  A short, limited duration should also be clearly established 
6.	Can you provide an example of the use of this concept in the Study Groups that would not be possible with other mechanisms readily available?
Study Group 5 concurs with the view that much of the Lead Study Group  concept’s utility can be achieved through sharpened Study Questions, enhanced liaison practices, and, if necessary, JCAs. The distinct value of the Lead Study Group label is primarily signalling ownership to external stakeholders for topics spanning multiple Study Groups. Within ITU-T, the concept of the LSG should also be recalled when necessary in order to avoid duplication of work. Accompanying mechanisms – detailed scope, formal liaisons, JCAs, and joint rapporteurs – can usefully support the Lead Study Group concept. An example where signalling helps but is not sufficient is coordinating lifecycle assessment methodologies across multiple Study Groups and external organizations; signalling a lead helps contact points be known, but a formal JCA with defined deliverables and timelines is essential to ensure coherence and progress.
Practical recommendations for TSAG and WTSA regarding the Lead Study Group concept (from Study Group 5):
· Harmonize lead‑role descriptions: publish a concise lead phrase for each major topic area (e.g., “ICT environmental metrics and circularity”) linked to the relevant Study Questions and explicit exclusions.
· Improve transparency: document the rationale or criteria used at WTSA/TSAG for assigning lead roles and publish anticipated deliverables and timelines.
· Strengthen coordination instruments: require a formal liaison/JCA plan for cross‑cutting topics with defined ownership, milestones and joint outputs; set clear timelines for demarcation decisions.
· Use joint rapporteur groups where overlaps persist: assign small, focused groups to establish demarcation lines and report to TSAG for endorsement.
· Preserve the signalling value while ensuring robustness: retain the Lead Study Group concept as an external pointer to ownership but couple it with the procedural elements above to ensure tangible deliverables and coordination.
Conclusion: Study Group 5 supports retaining the Lead Study Group concept as a useful high‑level signal of ownership for cross‑cutting topics. To be effective for Study Group 5’s broad remit, the lead designation must be accompanied by harmonized, clear and detailed descriptions, transparent assignment criteria, explicit mapping to Study Questions, and robust coordination mechanisms (liaisons, JCAs, joint rapporteurs). Study Group 5 stands ready to collaborate with TSAG and other Study Groups to implement these improvements and participate in follow‑up coordination activities for WTSA‑28 preparation. We can also provide proposed lead‑role phrases and corresponding exclusions for Study Group 5’s principal topics (EMC, EMF, resistibility, lightning protection, energy metrics, environmental sustainability, lifecycle assessment, circularity, resilience) for TSAG consideration.
We welcome opportunities to refine these proposals with TSAG and other Study Groups and to contribute to the evaluation process for the WTSA‑24/WTSA‑28 roadmap
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