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>> Good morning, everyone, this is the closing Plenary of working party 1.

For the agenda you will need temporary document 134 in the gen series.

Is we'll be starting in on Point No. 6 going through the results of the meetings of the questions.

So we will go through them in order.

Question 1, 2, 3, 4.

And then we will have the report of the JCA-AHF.

And then take any other business before the group.

We are as you can see captioning this meeting.

So when you take the floor I would please ask that you state your name before you start so that the captioning can get that information, as well.

And as we've said in the past, please speak slowly so that everyone who is trying to follow, can catch the words.

So with that we'll start with Question 1 Gary, please.


>> Yes, thank you, Steve.

This is Gary Richnaker the rapporteur for Question 1.

Let me briefly go over the results of our meeting.

The documentation that I'm referring to can be found in the gen series TD 180 Rev 1.

And that contains the meeting report for Q 1.

I will first go just to Section 3, which has the executive summary of decisions taken on cell broadcasting.

All of the contributions on cell broadcasting were introduced in Q 1.

And this document contains them.

But based on the decision, it was agreed to put the numbering issues on hold relative to cell broadcasting and move the service aspect work to Question 3.

And as a result this work then went to Q 3 and the results will be detailed in TD 150 Rev, that's the Q 3 meeting report.

The next section is 3.2 on international help line.

At the last meeting there was work done.

And in this meeting it was further progressed.

And it is proposed that this draft recommendation be determined at the close of study group 2 so as we go through here I will assume the results of the meeting will be taken at the end as far as determining.

We won't just do it one at a time.

Correct?

Okay.

Thank you.

In Section 3.2 I would like to bring the participants attention to the second paragraph.

During the meeting reporting I misunderstood some of the intervention.

So this is my mistake.

And what I would like to do is insert basically three words.

And let me read them to the group.

So in the last sentence in the second paragraph what I would like to do is put a full stop after the sentence the new global resource will not replace any national implementation or ready in use full stop.

Add the word further.

The US.

And Tanzania noted.

So I misunderstood the intervention from Tanzania so I would like to make that ception in my meeting report.

Section 3.3 on calling party number, there were many descriptions that were input based on this draft recommendation.

And during the meeting it was also decided that the issues associated with this could be moved to Question 3.

So as you see in our meeting report, the results of the ad hoc group can be found in Plen 32 R 2 and then during the Q 3 readout I guess they will talk about gen 50 Rev 1 and the outputs for calling porting number.

3.4 just contains the status of the international numbering resource assignments for the various universal numbering resources that the TSB has responsibility for.

3.5 under new numbering resources.

We had four applications for new numbering resources to this meeting.

The reason these were brought to the attention of the participants were that in the existing assignment guidelines, the TSB and the NCT felt that clarity was not in the assignment guidelines to either accept or reject the applications.

So I'll take each one at a time.

For the decision on on air.

On air was granted the additional use of the E 2/12 resource.

Vodafone also was -- it was agreed to provide a second shared international resource and also a decision to reallocate the existing E 2/12 and E 1.64 resources to Vodafone.

With Telenor connection the outcome was their application was denied for two digit E 1.64 IC but it was felt if they reapply and send an application for a three digit E 1.64 identification code, that would be given due consideration.

The last application was from MTMOBE requesting a shared E 2.12 international resource.

And that application was accepted.

And it was agreed that although they had in their application that they were a mobile virtual operator, it was felt that they met the existing requirements in E 2.12 under two conditions is that they have a physical network infrastructure in two countries and they meet the national regulatory and legal requirements in the countries that they operate.

So based on that, it was felt that E 2.12 would not have to be changed for this application.

The decisions on these applications require us to go back to revisit our assignment guidelines in E 1.64.1 and E 2.12 annex A but more importantly it brought up some issues relative to the need to liaise with GSMA on them writing technical requirements that impact the assignment of the international shared E 2.12 resources.

So during the meeting we developed a -- Question 1 developed liaison statements and invited GSMA to come back to the next meeting of Study Group 2 to explain and also we would provide input as to some of our concerns.

The other decisions in this new numbering resources is that it was decided that a maximum of two shared E.2.12 shared international resources would be allocated to any one provider.

So even though GSMA comes with new requirements there's a limitation placed on that.

And those need to be reflected in the assignment guidelines in E 2.12.

The next section is 3.6.

For misuse.

Your screens went blue in the back.


>> Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

For Section 3.6 there are some issues --


>> Gary, I think Nabeel has a question.


>> Yes,  Chairman, it's better if you put your comments at the same time the rapporteur presented on Page 6 of this report.

We understand that when you say further Tanzania United States noted this would not take place of existing (inaudible) already in use in both countries.

They don't have a right to speak on somebody else, Chairman.

Because the first phrase covers those so it should read in those countries.

However, my clarification goes to the footnote or to the note on Page 10.

Here for clarification, Chairman, Gary went to 3.6.

Here I would like to correct what's written in the last line with those concerned during -- not coming.

During the meetings of both working parties for A and for C of ITU-R so the one who reads this understands that this is a clarification.

So I repeat with those concerned the last line during the meetings of both working parties for A and for C of ITU-R starting this month.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Nabeel.

Gary, continue.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Steve.


>> Jane first.


>> Thank you, Chairman.

And let it be understood that we interpret the word countries as articulated in E 1.64 as possibly including integrated numbering plans and we made that statement in May.

We've made it here.

And we made it yesterday.

So let's be very clear we are talking about our country and/or other places where it's impacted in our calling area and in our integrated calling plan as appropriate.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Okay, Gary.


>> Okay.

I'll bring your attention back to Section 3.6 under misuse.

There were some reports from the TSB on activities related to misuse.

And it was pointed out that taking into account resolution 61 that contributions are invited to recommendation E.1.56 supplement and that deals with misuse in order to implement the relevant provisions in the resolution.


>> Okay.

Nabeel.


>> The language we have agreed yesterday to the recommendation E 1.56 and its supplement.

Not only to this supplement only.

And its supplement.

So could you clarify this, please?

Because this is important.

It's not editorial because people are free to put -- because the decision by the conference that refers to Recommendation 1.56 and its supplement.

Not only to the supplement of 1.56.

So this is quoted verbatim from the resolution.


>> Done.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Gary will take care of that.


>> Done.

Okay.

For E 2.12, the major thing that we talked about was progressing the work on annex G.

Due to a contribution from the republic of Serbia.

And after some discussion and notation at the end of the Q 1 meeting it was still proposed for determination at the closing plenary.

Section 3.8 is presentation of national numbering plans, a contribution was submitted to extend and enhance the current version of E.1.29 to include number portability transformation so there was work done during this meeting there was an ad hoc group established and the text was revised in E.129.

And based on review the Q 1 participants at the end of the meeting it was decided to propose determination at the closing plenary of this meeting.

The next section is 3.9 under definitions.

And there were a number of contributions to this particular topic.

Working through we did not create ad hocs.

We worked on this draft recommendation in full sessions.

And at the end we agreed to propose determination of E.1.01 at the closing plenary.

As a result of that decision to propose determination, there's a need to amend a lot of other relevant recommendations that contain definitions that are now in E.101 so the amendments contained that we're also proposing for determination in conjunction with E.101 are amendments to E.190, E.191, E.191.1.

E.195 and E.161.1.

Obviously there are also amendments to E.164 and potentially E.164.1 and its supplements but it's felt it's too premature at this time to submit for determination so a correspondence group was established in order to take a look at and develop a contribution into the beginning of the next meeting of Study Group 2 to look at the various changes required in E.164.

And it's the intent then to determine E.164 with those relevant changes at the next meeting of Study Group 2.

Section 3.10  is the number of portability supplement and there are contributions in there to enhance some of the sections.

And an ad hoc group was established during the meeting.

And the output of that ad hoc group is contained in Plen 62 and based on the discussion and agreements of the Q 1 participants, it was -- we are proposing that this supplement be approved at the closing plenary.

Additionally there may be some other issues regarding number portability so it was also agreed to convene a correspondence group.

Under Section 3.11 under E num it was a joint session with Q 2 but the contributions were really informational in this section.

Section 3.12 is NGN.

There were many documents that were input.

The major one was the need for Study Group 2 to continue its investigation regarding the development need of a global service provider identifier.

So there is during the sessions we created a liaison to the IETF drinks organization or group.

And we're also communicating with working party 2 with some of the resources that might be pertinent in the M 1400 series.

In Section 3.13 there's just a reporting out of the JCA on IDN and based on some of the input documents we created a liaisons back to them.

3.14 is evolution and convergence of numbering systems.

The major thing that was done there, there were input documents, C 2 and C 24.

And based on those input documents and to meet resolution 60 responding to the challenges of the evolution of the numbering system and its convergence with IP based systems and networks we created an ad hoc group.

That ad hoc group met.

And the output is contained in gen 175 Rev 1.

In addition it was agreed to convene a correspondence group to progress the work between meetings.

Section 3.15 on routing issues.

The major one to discuss here is actually there was an input document from GSM association on SCCP routing based on translation type.

To be used by roaming hubs.

We had several questions of clarification regarding that.

And they referred to using EMSI so we are inviting GSMA to the next meeting of Study Group 2 to further discuss that and see the relative impact on the allocation assignments of E 2.12 resources based on this capability.

3.16 is emergency numbers for public telecommunications network.

And this was mostly editorial changes.

But E.161.1 was approved at the last meeting.

So there was no action required.

3.17 is globally harmonized number.

This is a new activity.

There was an input document from the editor of E.GHN there was also an input document from Japan.

Based on that and based on some ad hoc meetings, the editor revised the draft recommendation.

And at the end of the session there is a call for contributions to the work.

Also there is a request for coordination between Question 3 and 6 concerning the harmonization definition.

Section 3.18 was about recommendation E.125.

And it was proposed by Study Group -- or Question 7 in Study Group 12 that they had deleted recommendation P.82 and the corresponding recommendation was E.125.

So after review by the participants we are proposing a deletion of E.125.

Section 3.19 is on the MHS implementers guide.

There was also a liaison from Study Group 17 noting that they were deleting their implementers guide.

And requested Study Group 2  to look at whether or not to recommend deletion of the implementers guide in X.60 I think.

So after review by the participants, we also agreed to propose deletion of that recommendation.

Section 3.20 is nomadic services and we had a joint meeting with Questions 2 and 3 regarding that.

This was a new contribution from the Arab regional group to address issues around nomadicity.

So it was discussed during the meeting.

And there's a call for contributions to be submitted to the November meeting based on this on the various services, the applications, the architectures and call flows.

In addition there's a joint activity within Q 3 for Q 3 to send a liaison to other relevant Study Groups that will be discussed in TD 150 Rev 1.

The other and last thing was a miscellaneous that we were asked to look at the projects or the allocation of recommendations to our projects.

And the Q 1 participants had no comments with respect to those allocated to Q 1.

So then I would like to draw your attention to Section 4.

And we have no recommendations to be proposed for approval at this meeting.

But if you go to 4.2, we have proposed recommendations to be determined for E.1100.

E.101.

E.212 annex G.

E.129.

E.190, E.191, E.191.1, E.195, E.161.1.

Steve, do you want to take these now?


>> Yeah,  why don't we stop and go through each one of these.

And make sure that we get the reaction of the room to proposal for determination.

So let's start with E.1100 which was E.IHLR.

Specification of an international numbering resources for use in the provisioning of international help lines.

Comments?

Jessie, please.


>> I think to make it more integrated,  we could include some points from E.164.1 for global services.

I think actually for international help line number, it's very similar to global service number.

So we can take some (inaudible) which is in E.164.1.

To this recommendation to make some points more clear.

And the suggestions in 9.5.

Where it is deemed that the criteria has not been met.

The original sentence is:  The regional for the reviews shall be indicated to the applicant.

And to be -- to make it more precise, to -- to make it be convenient for TSB to implement it, the suggestions to delete the words original for refuse should be indicated to the applicant and insert the following words:  The director of the TSB in consultation with the appropriate ITU-T Study Group would detail to areas -- would detail the areas of non-conformance.

Every effort will be made to resolve the issues of non-conformance in a timely manner.

A supplement to the original application can be submitted to the director of TSB providing new or clarifying information.

And for the Section 10, 10.1, only focus on the misuse of numbering.

However, I think the recommendation of number can occur not only in the misuse cases.

Can also in other conditions.

So based on E.164.1, the suggestions to insert the following two points.

One is 10.2.

If determined by the TSB, all otherwise the (inaudible) appropriate ITU-T Study Group that assigned number is either not implemented or no longer in use then the number it's subject to recommendation by the TSB.

The TSB will notify the assignee that the number will be reclaimed.

And 10.3 at the time of recommendation the TSB should publish the date of recommendation and the number should not be reassigned for a period of two years.

And these criterias are taken from E.164.1.

So I think with these revisions, we could provide a revision document for the afternoon session.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, United States?


>> thank you, Chairman, a point of clarification.

We understood that we were trying to determine the current text as it stands.

In Plen 30 Rev 3 we've just and with all due respect to our colleague from China who we enjoy working with a great deal what are we being asked to do are we being asked to add all of this new text in that has just been read that we haven't had a chance to consider as a substantive matter which I believe is substantive from this delegation's perspective for the Plen -- could you clarify for the room?


>> Yeah,  I think that was the proposal.

And we'll decide whether we want to do that or whether we want to continue with the current text and call for contributions to the next meeting.

Jane, please?


>> Chairman,  we would have some difficulty with adding the new text and trying to determine this recommendation when we had been examining a different document.

So we will go along with whatever you decide to do as far as how to determine this document but we would have difficulty with the new text as we haven't had a chance to review it for substantive ramifications.

Thank you.


>> Nabeel.


>> Chairman, during the determination phase or before we took decisions on determinations I have heard and I hope this is coming from our colleague as Chinese delegation not working party this could be added to the original text between square brackets because we have not had time to discuss it.

But it could not be dropped just like that.

Or to be attached as a proposal to your report or as a report to the plenary in either way we need this text to appear somewhere.

And this is a conditional approval by China for this determination.

And it's -- it's not something wrong, Chairman.

But to be in line with the rule, what we are determining today is document Plen 30 of 3 with some proposals.

But these proposals are not agreed by anybody except by the author.

And I could tell you that we support her for this proposal, also.

And sometimes we need to clarify the question because sometimes we use in this document shall instead of should and something like that.

But let's leave it to her.

And ask Richard what would be the best way.

Should it be attached to your documents?

Because we have heard that today as -- you could make it to the plenary.

You say that you propose determination.

However when you have taken decision on this determination because the finally the Study Group who takes the decision on the determination, it's a proposal from Gary.

It's a proposal from you and so on.

So the plenary of Study Group 2 will take the decision.

And then I have no difficulty either way.

To have it part of your report or part of the plenary.

But it's conditional.

This determination we have heard the proposal.

Now and it's true that let's say United States that we have not discussed it.

But at least it's supported.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Mary Therese.

Did you have a point?


>> Thank you,  Mr. Chairman.

Well, I must say I'm not happy.

These documents -- this document has been available for some time.

And I would not like to reopen all of the issues at the closing plenary.

I'm very surprised that we come -- we are here in this building since last Tuesday.

That means if I count the days that's a number of days.

And I don't know how we arrive at working party 1 meeting and we introduce some changes to a text.

So I'm not happy the way it's done here.

I'm sorry to say that.

And I would like to have a clear situation for the closing plenary.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Any other points?

Jessie, please?


>> So -- and I agree with Madam Chair.

However I think because it's a first meeting for Question 1, 2, 3 to have each meeting -- itself sessions.

So you know from the beginning we don't know what will happen to this draft recommendation.

So what we can choose if up to this recommendation is work it out, then we have a chance to look at it to see whether there's still not enough work to be done.

So I'm sorry about that.

However, I should take the chance to point it out what we can say there that it needs to be further studied.

However, at this point we don't oppose to determine this recommendation at this meeting.

Another option is we can provide contribution to the next meeting.

And to consider whether we can insert these sentences -- this as another option.

Thank you.


>> Mary and then Jane.


>> Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Sorry I have a further comment.

To ask Jessie, please, if she can say from which hat she's talking.

Because either she's vice Chairman of this working party or of the Study Group 2, either she's editor and Question 3 Chairman or China.

Just to be clear what is exactly.

Sorry to say that.


>> Jessie respond, then Jane then Nabeel.


>> So actually the points I think it's from the vice chair of Study Group 2.

Because it's not Chinese commands to this recommendation.

Thank you.


>> Jane,  please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

And just a point of clarification from this delegation's perspective, we would not agree to anything called conditional determination.

A term we don't understand.

So I also would like just a clarification from you on the way forward.

Are we determining the current text as contained in 30 Rev 3 with a note in your record and as a note pointed out by the vice chair of Study Group 2 that she will most likely -- there will most likely be contributions made to the next meeting.

That's fine.

But just if we could clarify the way forward.

And note that this delegation does not necessarily understand what conditional determination would be as we do not understand that as a term of art.

Unless someone could clarify it for us.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

I will clarify in a minute.

Nabeel first then Richard.


>> Chairman, first of all, determination does not mean consensus.

And conditional determination we have seen it in other Study Groups.

Maybe this is the first time you have it here in Study Group 13.

And in Study Group 17.

I invite our colleague from the United States to check that with Mr. (Inaudible) the Chairman of Study Group 17 because this was a big debate where one administration like Germany objected officially.

Another administration say we could accept determination provided we'll provide our views and so on.

So it's not something we are inventing today, Chairman.

Determination does not mean consensus.

But I'm sorry to tell my colleague madam -- the vice, I don't agree from her.

It was from her either China who propose that or I will withdraw my support from it.

Because no Chairman, madam, nor you nor anybody could change something unless by administration, Chairman.

So I would like to see if there's an instance on that either China put this contribution to your report or to the plenary report, Chairman.

So it's good and we will make the Chairman more happy because she knows what will be discussed at the next meeting, Chairman.

So it's not a matter to look at this issue.

So I would invite you vice chairs -- the vice chair to make up her mind either this is coming from China then it should be attached to your report or to the plenary report or it's coming from her as a vice Chairman she doesn't have the right to do that in a meeting like that.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Richard, please.


>> Yeah,  I just wanted to make a couple of procedural clarifications to the extent that I understand the rules.

And I prefix that by saying of course that the Member States interpret the rules sovereignly so just what I'm going to see is just for information and the delegates are free to discard it as they see fit.

As to whether or not conditional determination is a term of art or not, I have no idea.

On the other hand it is -- it has happened and in Study Group 2 that we determine a recommendation and note the certain number of reservations or comments or possible issues that might arise in the past.

And I think that's what's being suggested here.

In terms of the intervention, yes, I think the Chairman raises a very important point.

People who wear multiple hats should clarify on which role they are speaking when they make an intervention.

And I apologize to Mr. Kasrabi because Chairman, vice Chairmans editors and raptures may at any time considering to the Constitution or convention or the rules of procedure one of the documents can make interventions that are intended to further the work.

However he is quite right it doesn't have the same status as an intervention from the Member States.

So an intervention from a Member State should be captured in the minutes.

The an intervention coming from a Chairman, vice Chairman is put to the meeting and then the meeting can choose to adopt that or not.

Given the discussion here, it seems to me that the meeting, if the proposal came from the vice Chairman, the meeting didn't seem to find great favor with it.

So then I would suggest that it would be withdrawn.

On the other hand if the suggestion comes from China, then we record it in the meeting report and we move on.


>> Okay,  thank you, Nabeel one more time and then I'll make a rule.


>> Chairman sorry to ask for the floor again on this issue.

We have had a big debate at TSAG about the role of Chairman or vice Chairman.

The agreement was the following a Chairman or vice Chairman could make a proposal to be considered if there is a dispute.

Here we are not disputing anything.

Everybody was happy with document 30.

And suddenly we heard about it.

So for me, I don't agree with Richard's interpretation neither of the Constitution nor of the Convention and here the Member State who decides what happens.

It's not up to the secretariate to tell me how he interprets the resolution and so forth in TSAG we've had this debate because this was raised by some Study Groups Chairman or vice Chairman then it was having the debate.

I don't recall which one of the TSAG decisions they say.

The Chairman or vice Chairman or the rapporteur have the right to propose something in case of conflict.

We don't have the conflict yet.

We have heard that right now, Chairman.

So I am in total agreement with the rest of you who say if it's coming from the lady, I object to it officially, Chairman.

Because it was not trying to solve a problem.

We don't hear about this problem.

We learn it now.

But if it was coming from China, Syria supports that.


>> Okay.

Thank you very much for the debate.

I welcome your input on all of these points.

And this is what I'm going to propose that we do:  I'm going to propose that we go forward for determination of the text in Plen 30 Rev 3.

I will note in my meeting report that there were some suggestions for clarification but we decided to move forward with the current text and people can submit ideas for clarification or anything else that they wish for the next meeting.

And we'll work on those and see if the text goes forward for approval or whether it needs to be redetermined.

So can I have the support of the room for that?

Seeing no one asking for the floor, we'll move forward.

Let's go to recommendation E.101.

Can we support determination of that one?

All right.

We'll go to the next one, which is recommendation E.212 annex G.

That's in Plen 29 United States, please -- it's in Plen 29.


>> Thank you,  Mr. Chairman.

We have consulted with capital over night.

Mr. Chairman, it is our opinion that TD Plen 29 has political and international legal ramifications beyond this technical Study Group.

Therefore the United States cannot support determination of this document.

And we would like our statement, Mr. Chairman, to be included in your summary record.

And we would be happy to provide you with our text.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Nabeel first then Mary.


>> Thank you, Chairman, we have some reservation in this report stated on Syria so we would like to ask the secretariate now is this reservation like the one the United States have heard -- we have heard yesterday at Question 1 meeting.

We have the same thing.

But we said we have no difficulty with determination now but we reserve our position until the next meeting.

We could agree or we could not agree with that for the same reason the United States have raised now.

That this is a little bit going beyond work here done by -- and we don't think this supplement or this annex is something giving -- we would like to verify the text carefully, Chairman.

So my question through you to the Chairman of Study Group 2 and the secretariate:  Is this reservation -- should I repeat them again now and then in the plenary to be taken into consideration or what's the situation?

Thank you.


>> All right.

Thank you, Nabeel I personally noted your reservation.

It was in the meeting report of Question 1.

And certainly you can do it now or in Study Group 2 but I would suggest maybe waiting until the Study Group plenary at least that makes my life simpler.

Mary you had your hand up.


>> Thank you,  Mr. Chairman, did you give me the floor?


>> Yes,  I did.


>> Sorry; I was discussing with a counselor.

Well, Mr. Chairman I must say again I'm not happy.

So this morning is difficult for me.

Because this text is also -- we had it since some time available.

And now we come to the end of your meeting.

And there is some opposition.

So my question on this issue is whether people think that during the coffee break the editor and some people could gather and see if with some changes the text could be okay or if the opposition either is stronger if I might say so in this case.

I'm not sure we can determine this annex.

Because the determination means that next time we approve it.

And if it's -- it seems now it's not possible to approve it, we must take another solution.

So could it be possible to discuss a little bit offline and see whether the situation can be -- improve or not?

Now going to Mr. Kasrabi's point, we have no difficulty to capture the statements in the report here.

But it can also do the statement at the closing plenary depending on the result of the offline discussions of course.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Any other opinions?

I'll make a proposal then that the text of E.212 annex G we will not go forward with determination at this meeting.

And we will call for contributions to further the text.

And we will look at it at the next meeting.

Comments on that proposal?

Is there any objections to that, Mary Therese, please.


>> Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'm sorry I thought I had made a sort of proposal.

To discuss during the coffee break -- sorry; could you stop for a second?

To discuss during the coffee break if it can be possible to have a text which could be determined or not.

And go to (inaudible) after the coffee break.


>> All right.

United States, please.


>> Yeah, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We understand the delegate from Serbia.

And what she would like to do.

But again, it is the opinion of the United States that this document has political and international legal ramifications beyond this Study Group.

And therefore we will not be able to work out a compromised text.

And that is our position.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Yeah, I kind of suspected that.

Mary Therese, please.


>> Sorry, Mr. Chairman to intervene again first of all I didn't hear Serbia saying anything, first of all.

Secondly well I had proposed that there could be some discussion if the USA says there's no possible discussion, well, okay.

But if there is only the position of the USA we can also determine the recommendation.

Nothing prevents us to determine it if there is only one opponent.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Other comments?

Serbia, please?


>> I am very sorry to hear now that United States opposes determination of this document.

Yesterday we made a small meeting after the Question 1 closing meeting.

And we had some proposal.

Now I can say that I have a confirmation from my administration.

So I'm very surprised to hear from the United States.

While I propose to have a meeting during the coffee break.

But if they don't want, I cannot do anything.


>> All right.

Thank you.

I think what we will do is we'll defer the decision on annex G of E.212 until after the coffee break.

I don't suspect that there will be any changes.

But maybe we'll have those conversations and then come back to this after the coffee break and see where we stand.

And if we can go forward or not go forward we'll determine at that point what the process going forward is.

All right.

Let's go onto the next one then, recommendation E.129 on presentation of national numbering plans.

This is being proposed for the determination.

Jessie, please?


>> So again,  I'm sorry to be so late to point it out some points needs to be clarified or modified.

First -- and I want to make it clear that prefix, that's not -- it's not included in numbering plan.

Shall be included in (inaudible) plan.

So I think the text shall be changed any prefix in the national dialing plan should not be included.

Not E.161 numbering plan.

So it's an obvious error here.

And another point is I noticed that service provider is deleted.

So I want to clarify that the intention is to limit the information provided based on this recommendation to a operator -- it's operated equal to service provider.

So otherwise it's just to leave service provider as it was.

And another point is here we mention central reference database.

However I can't find any definition or explanation for central reference database.

Either in this document or in number portability supplement.

So at least I think in this document or in MP supplemented it shall be explained a little what this is central reference database.

And the last point is that for the MP information, I think the nature is different from the previous information related to the introduction or update of numbering resources.

So if it would be better to make it clear that MP information will be provided on a voluntary basis.

So thank you.


>> United States,  please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

We would like to ask point of clarification with respect to the statement and just so that we understand better what we're looking at.

There's a proposal with respect to E.129  that we make it clear that the prefix is not in the numbering plan but in the dialing plan.

What are we proposing?

Are we proposing that an E.129 that we make that clear?

Or are we proposing that E.164 is not clear?

What is the proposal so we better understand what the request is to change the document?

Just a point of clarification.

Thank you.


>> Jessie.


>> Based on the definition in E 101 prefix is not included in the numbering plan.

It shall be included in dialing plan.

It is very clear E 101.

So here it's a mistake.

We shall correct it.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Mary Therese, doesn't the floor?


>> Yeah,  thank you, Mr. Chairman.

While I'm so surprised that we discover things just now after more than one week.

And secondly, again the question in which capacity is Jessie speaking?

Editor, China, whatever, it must be clear each time when some people has multiple hats it must be clear from which hat the person is speaking.

Thank you.


>> Thank you,  Jessie.


>> I think for only the last point whether or not MP information will be provided on a voluntary basis is from China.

The other points are from vice chair of Study Group 2.

Just want to make this recommendation more precise.

Thank you.


>> United States,  please.


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

And I'm going to read from E.164 and then I think I'll have to hop over to E.101.

A dialing plan in E.164 which I now I understand has been replaced by E.101's definition which we'll have to look at because this is important.

Dialing plan.

Is a string or combination of decimal digits, symbols and additional information that defines the method by which the numbering plan is used.

So it's my understanding the dialing plan is integral to a numbering plan.

A dialing plan includes the use of prefixes, suffixes, and additional information supplemental to the numbering plan required to complete the call.

That's Page 3 of ITU-T recommendation E.164.

I think it's document 45 Rev 2 that contains changes, if I'm right.

To E.101 is that correct?


>> I believe so,  yes.


>> Okay.

Give me two seconds.

To have a look.

And we're talking about dialing plan.

And I'll make a note here that dialing is spelled wrong.

I think we're using two Ls I'm not sure what type of English that is and there are two Ls and I would defer to the united about the proper spelling so I'll read from E.101 and I'll try to look at E.164 at the same time.

A string or combination of decimal digits symbols and additional information that defines the method by which the numbering plan is used.

A dialing plan includes the use of prefixes, suffixes and additional information supplemental to the numbering plan required to complete the call.

Word by word 4.8 from E.164 is the same as 3.3 dialing plan from TD 45 Rev 2 which we've just I believe determined.

So the definitions are the same.

Below 3.3 we have 3.4 which is E.164 numbering plan.

And I'm pretty sure that the dialing plan is integral to a numbering plan.

Could I have some clarification with respect to that and that there are prefixes in a dialing plan.

I just need clarification because I'm not sure what we're proposing.


>> Well, I think what we're proposing is that the definitions that you just read are contradictory to the text in E.129 so we're trying to fix the text of E.129 at least in that one section to make them correct and consistent with the other ones so I think you're supporting at least one of Jessie's proposals.

Nabeel first.


>> Chairman, I apologize to you, to the Chairman of Study Group 2.

I read this document carefully.

And yesterday during the working party -- the rapporteur's group meeting on Question 1, I was not already digested this document.

So I have the reservation on this determination, Chairman.

I will not object to it.

But I am not going to accept this determination now.

I am not opposing to it, you know, because I understand the determination does not need full support.

Because I would like to carefully examine this document against the resolution 133 of the Plenipotentiary Conference, Chairman about the integrity of the 164 numbers and I would like to be sure that in this modifications we are not touching the integrity of 164 numbers which is called for by 133, Chairman, resolution 133 of the plenary.

So I would not -- would like now because I would like that to be presented during the plenary I will repeat shorter declaration about that that Syria is not happy with this determination.

And we reserve our position until the next Study Group 2 meeting.

And I apologize to the Chairman.

We are not here I mean -- we are a full administration I was expecting some colleagues.

Unfortunately they were unable to get the -- to (inaudible) in the same time, Chairman.

So we apologize for that and we could not agree to this determination now.

I'm referring to the proposal in document TD 33 Rev 3.

We need time to digest that and of course I apologize to her because I don't want to make her unhappy.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

I'm going to propose we have a short editing group during the coffee break to figure out which words need to be corrected I think at least I sense at least the one on the trunk prefix as being part of the dialing plan and not part of the numbering plan needs to be fixed.

Nabeel, please.


>> I have heard during Question 1 that this definition of 111 -- of 101, Chairman, will not be applied to the 164.

This was the decision, could we ask Gary what was the decision yesterday.

So this will apply.

But he said because of certain issues we could not apply this definition as going to be agreed by everyone onto the 164.

Could we get clarification?

Because of that I have not raised the issue.

So could Gary clarify the situation.


>> I'll ask Gary to respond but my understanding is that's true.

Gary?


>> Yeah,  I -- okay.

I think it's true, also, that the issue around here actually is being worked again and not to make matters more confusing.

But I think that the proposal to meet at the coffee break and have an editing session is a sound suggestion.

So -- because I think in the E.129 in the Rev there were many ad hoc sessions.

They were worked outside the major group.

We never as a Q 1 actually went through all of the documentation.

So I do think that there were probably some issues left outstanding.

But during our meeting we did proposal determination.

And there was noted some issues from various parties on that.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

I think we'll go forward with the small editing group during the coffee break.

The scope of that editing will be to correct minor things that need to be done such as the trunk prefixes.

If there's substantive text that people are suggesting, I think we will hold those for contributions to the next meeting.

But I would like to get at least the text that will determine at this meeting to be correct, technically correct.

So we'll work on that during the coffee break will probably be in about ten minutes.

So let's try to get through a few more of these recommendations.

Otherwise we may be here until 2:00 o'clock before we finish our work here.

So we have the next sections are amendments to five recommendations based on the determination of E.101.

These are recommendation E.190, E.191, E.191.1, E.195 and E.161.1.

Can we determine these five amendments?

All right.

Thank you.

Okay.

Gary, would you like to go onto the next section?


>> Yes.

The next section actually is Section 4.4, which are recommendations for further development.

And they are listed in the table.

I don't feel I need to go through those.

In addition, though, the next section to pay attention to is Section 4.5 A, recommendations to be deleted.

We are proposing two of those recommendations E.125 and X.60.


>> Okay.

Can we have the group's concurrence to move forward with those proposed deletions?

Thank you.

Gary, next section.


>> Okay.

The next section is supplements for approval 4.6.

If you look at table 4.6 A, we have the number portability supplement for approval at this meeting.


>> Okay.

Can we move forward with the approval of the number portability supplement?

Jessie?


>> Now I stand for the vice chair of Study Group 2.

I want to point out some editorial modifications.

First on the abbreviation parts, now it's electronic numbering.

However I think the correct abbreviation would be telephone number based on IETF drafts.

And also in the figure for -- there's still seven exchange -- recipient exchange however I think in the whole text we delete exchange and only leave network.

So to make it aligned with the figure it still needs to be modified.

And for the point for Section 8.2.5 now I speak on behalf of China.

And on this section it says NGN networks must support the implementation of number portability.

However whether or not MP is implemented in a country I think it's a regulatory issue.

You cannot say must.

So here my suggestions NGN networks may support the implementation to change this word.

So another point is I think at the coffee break my -- we might work together because E.129 is also related to number portability.

I have mentioned there that there's no definition for central reference database.

And maybe we could discuss together with this supplement to find a resolution.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Nabeel?


>> Chairman,  when we met for the first time for interim A I remember of Chairman of Study Group 2 at the time who had called for that meeting we tried to find the definition and we could not agree to any definition.

So may I ask if there would be -- first of all, what's quoted here was wrong.

She was saying mapping number mapping by EETF it's not reflected exactly as we have seen it now.

However, if you could survive without having a definition, this would be my preference.

Of course it's not -- what you call it?

The electronic number existence.

It was not correct.

We tried to look at it like that but it was not agreed by WTSA, also.

So unless there was a decision by somebody on the definition, I don't know if one, we have had a definition for NM or not I have not listened to it now so I prefer to not have any definition to continue using NM until we have a time and we can ask Question 6 to look at this issue and give a it that urgency.

Thank you.


>> Thank you.

United States?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

I think we're engaging in substantive editing and non-editing of a document could you tell me what section of what document we're looking at?

Because it's not in the -- I think it's just a mistake.

It's not in the report, the document number.

And . . .


>> I think it's Plen 62 we're looking at.


>> Great.

We'll have a look at that.

So can we understand exactly what the proposals are to what section by either China or the vice chair?

And just let us know exactly what their proposals are.

Because this is new.

We haven't had a chance to discuss this.

And we would like to better understand the changes to the text as we go forward.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

I think this is important since this is going for approval.

So Jessie, would you . . .


>> So I could go over again.

And the document is Plen 62.

And Sections 3.2 abbreviations.

And for NM, now the current abbreviation is electronic numbering.

If you agree, I have no difficulty to use electronic numbering in the context of ITU-T.

Okay.

So -- however I just want to point out the fact now in other places there is another kind of explanation.

It says that it's telephone number mapping.

And another point is in Figure 4.

In this figure, (inaudible) exchange and recipient exchange are still there.

However you can see in the text we delete all of the exchange.

The word exchange from the whole text.

Only leave network.

So my suggestions to make it amendment to -- we should delete exchange.

Also in the figure.

And another point is in Section 8.25.

NGN number portability issues.

8.2.5.

Here it's said that NGN networks must support the implementation of number portability and routine of (inaudible).

From the point of view of China, we don't think we should say must.

MP is a regulatory issue.

So it should say NGN networks may support the implementation of number portability.

Changed from must to may.

That is the proposal.

And the last point is we have mentioned the recommendation E.129.

There is a term central reference database is mentioned.

However, there's no definition or explanation for this term.

So the suggestions either we insert definition or explanation of central reference database in the supplement or in the recommendation E.129.

So we also can say this suggestion here.

So that's all.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Sherif.


>> Regarding the E num words I've searched for this for some time ago and I found there's no formal explanation for this application.

Although Mr. Zell has used in most of his presentations and others the E 1.64 mapping which I think describes the description of the E num so if we can go forward with using this recommendation of making formal recommendation for E Nu m in this context thank you.


>> We have Felipe then Nabeel then Jane please.


>> Thank you.

Just a couple of comments on the previous intervention to see if indeed Sherif is correct it is a capability it has no meaning there it has an application of the triple DS function of ES but I believe last minute proposals create lots of confusion.

And quite understandably so.

I would simply suggest that like the discussions we had on E.164.1 the reservations be duly noted in the report and we just ask for written contributions to the next meeting.

I am personally very confused as to what is actually suggested as amendments to the supplements.

So I must say I'm unable to say whether I agree, disagree or otherwise to the proposals.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Nabeel and then Jane?


>> Chairman we debated this definition a long period ago.

And because of certain regulatory implications we have agreed at one time not to have a definition.

This was the conclusion of the Study Groups and the experts.

It was an expert meeting regarding this issue.

So either we could ask our raptures from Question 6 to start looking for this definition, which is logic.

And also we could not say it's telephone mapping but telephone mapping by IETF this is what we should have said it's not ITU business you know so otherwise I would not like to lose time now in debating this issue.

My question to you:  Could we, Chairman, after all these comments defer the decision on this supplement to the next meeting and encourage contributions?

Thank you.


>> Jane, please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

I would like to agree with my colleague from France.

I'm very confused.

It is very difficult to see what would be changed.

How it would impact the document.

I would agree with our colleague from Syria that it might be best to ask for more contributions and move this debate until the next meeting.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

From Iran, please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

We very much appreciate the effort of the vice Chairman of the Study Group 2.

And also comments made on behalf of China.

I don't think that we should prevent the improvement of the document at any stage.

Otherwise we should limit every discussion of the rapporteur group meeting and the working party we should blankly accept everything.

And in Study Group 2.

So I very much appreciate her efforts.

What she made I don't think -- I don't know where the confusions come from.

She said we could not say that NGN must do so-and-so.

It is quite right.

We should use a slightly different type of wording.

Normal should accept, support so on and so forth a comment was made respect to the diagram and the text is right.

In the text we delete the word exchange.

In diagram we have the word exchange.

It should be consistent.

E Num she was also correct but we have to also take into account of the other intervention that E Num isn't formally defined we should put something in inverted comment as proposed by Egypt and amended by Syria.

Inadvertent comment adding a footnote saying there's no formal definition of E num but I don't think we should prevent further improvement of the document in the state of the working party.

I don't think that this is the proper procedures.

However if colleagues have difficulty, we should take this and should postpone the consideration of the document until the next meeting.

But we should very much welcome and encourage everybody including the Chairman to propose amendments.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

I think what we will do with this particular -- now I've lost my place here.

Hold on a second.

Yes, with this particular supplement is we'll -- since we don't seem to have agreement on the text, I think what we will do is we will call for contributions to the next meeting.

And we will hold off proposing this for adoption.

Nabeel, please?


>> Chairman,  we would like to leave that issue again at the plenary not because of that issue I'm in total agreement with Mr. (Inaudible) of Iran now saying we have the right to propose anything in the working parties as the plenary of the Study Group, Chairman.

It's true.

I am not happy -- now I am not happy like the Chairman that she would like us to finish everything in the level of the rapporteur's group.

It could not be done several times, Chairman.

We are unique delegates, Iran or Syria we could not be everywhere at every moment so we don't like to lose any of our rights Chairman so we understand now these proposals.

We will support your proposal because we don't want to lose much time now and I don't think there is something very, very urgent to have the supplement in this meeting.

However, Chairman, 



(Audio lost).


>> We would like this idea of having the right by the Chairman by anybody to have comments at any moment, Chairman.

We could not -- of administrations and we don't want to hear something different.

Thank you.


>> All right.

Thank you.

France, telecom and then Jessie, please.


>> Just to finish, hopefully close this debate on a note actually it was planned to work on the number portability supplement by correspondence between now and the next meeting.

So I don't think it makes a lot of difference anyway.

There are figures to be developed.

So we may have had to approve that particular document at the next meeting anyway so I don't think that's going to make a lot of difference.


>> Okay, Jessie please and then we'll take a coffee break.


>> Okay.

So I just want to add some words.

I'm really sorry to raise these comments at this last moment.

However, I think I shall be honest and frank to point out these problems.

Otherwise I think it will bring trouble for us to the following implementation of these recommendations.

So thank you very much for your patience.

Thank you.


>> Nabeel quickly.


>> Before you raise the meeting, Chairman, I have one document -- comment on this document on 3.11 I haven't raised it at the working party -- I haven't raised it at the Question 1 meeting and I am not going to raise it now.

The but I reserve my position to raise an issue about E num when we come to the plenary, Chairman.

If there's nothing in the plenary about that, Chairman, I will have it under other business.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Phil, do you want to make an announcement.

Then we will break for coffee for 25 minutes.


>> Thank you,  speaking as editor of E 212 I think we've agreed that we will have a small session.

I believe it's US, Serbia, I'll invite the counselor, as well.

No?

All right.

So it's only US and Serbia who are interested in that to meet on that side of the room.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Break for -- Mary Therese first.


>> Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I also understood that for E.1.20  9 there were also some offline discussions during the coffee break.


>> Yes that's true for E 1.209 so who is the editor?

Yes.

So --


>> We can meet on the other side.


>> Okay.


>> 129 on this side.

E 212 on that side.

I'm going for coffee.

11:20 we will return.

And start again.

Please and complete the liaisons for Question 1.

Thank you.



(Break.)


>> Welcome back, everyone.

A personal comment.

Evidently you can take the man out of the ITU but you can't take the ITU out of the man.

Mr. Holman has been following our discussions this morning.

At least part ways this morning.

And he's dropped off right now to go take the dogs for a walk.

But evidently he enjoys this work so much he can't get away from it.

All right.

We are still in Question 1 meeting report.

I believe we are at the point of looking at the liaison Gary would you like to highlight these and see if there are any particular issues on any one of them?

Thank you.


>> Okay,  thanks, Steve.

The liaison statements are contained in table 5.1 on Page 19 of TD 180 Rev 1.

The first liaison is to Study Group 16.

There was an incoming liaison from them related to their work on H.ID scheme.

We did two things in this liaison.

One is there were actually some text and also a table that we had some questions on about allocation and administration.

But we also sent them draft recommendation E.101 because contained in HD ID scheme were some definitions that are contained in E.101 and since we're the lead Study Group on definitions, we would like them to take this recommendation into consideration.

The next three liaisons 3 GPP, GSMA, and GSMA the IRHG are somewhat related in the sense that it has to with the new applications and the decisions we made on the new numbering resources as part of the document was to go back to GSMA and 3  GPP on specifying the use of E.212 resources.

So as I said in the meeting report, we invited representatives from GSMA to come to the next meeting to talk in detail about their new requirements and about this hubing arrangement and what impact it would have on E.212 resources.

The next liaison to Study Group 17 was they sent us draft recommendation X.IDNDEF which are based on identity management terms and definitions.

We replied.

And thanked them for their liaison and sent them recommendation E.101 for their use because it contains the definitions.

The same thing with the JCA on IDN.

They sent us a liaison.

And we reviewed their liaison and provided them recommendation E.101 for their future use.

And the last liaison is to IETF drinks.

And this was regarding the work we did on global SPID.

We're trying to ascertain some impacts and need.

And we asked drinks in this liaison for their comments about the need for such a global resource.

So with that, that contains the liaison statements that are outgoing from Q 1.


>> Thank you any issues with the liaison statements,  Nabeel, please.


>> Chairman since the liaison statements will go by the name of the Study Group as official as usual, I will give you my comments from each one of them and I hope that we don't open the same debate at the plenary Chairman on 49 we never used our own numbers the first line states this liaison is in response to 76  gen 2 these are our numbers you are supposed to use their number if you talk to Study Group 16 you should use the number of their input document this could be corrected, Chairman, later and we should ask them what we want from them.

Is it for comment or for information or for action?

Action means they should buy to our definition.

This is what I understand.

So I need all of this to be clarified for document 49.

If I go to 45 -- 50, Chairman, I would like to ask here we are sending this to the 3 GPP as you know, Chairman we have two 3 GPPs one we call 3 GPP which is the ENTS of Europe and the second one is 3 GPP 2 d we need to inform 3 GPP 2 because what would happen -- because -- or should we limit ourselves this is my question to you.

The last one is only editorial, Chairman on the first line -- fifth line we see sometimes that M 2 M communication.

It should be M to M telecommunications.

In the last WSIS we were forbidden to use communication in ITU they say communication is done by letter so UPU or by anything it's program it's UNESCO so please ITU keep using your own name telecommunication.

These are only -- and here when we say M to M, machine to machine, I hope this is the only abbreviation.

And if you look to the ITU I think M to M means many things you know however I have no difficulty with that.

This is on Page 50.

This could be done, Chairman, by coming to the GSMA please don't abbreviate GSMA.

It should be abbreviated GSM association.

They have signed an official document with the Secretary General of the ITU applicable to all sectors.

So it's called -- it should be called -- known as GSM association.

Not GSMA.

Of course you have abbreviated.

I have no difficulty with that, Chairman.

And we will be happy if this would be applicable.

Also we should ask them.

So what action we need.

And we should have the full details of the contact person in case it's available here but no problem, Chairman.

Going again to 55 only giving you all these comments.

55 it's GSM association and nothing else this would be in the final text when we send that to them.

Then if you go to document 67 Rev 1 I'm sorry I have not had time to look at all of these documents except today.

61.7 -- 67 Rev 1, we should say again the same remarks as I told you.

This liaison is in response to you.

Then we cite their document, Chairman.

And we have -- normally this is the way we deal with liaison statements with the others because they are not supposed to go to our web site they are supposed to know exactly what liaison statement we are on.

This could be done editorially when we go to Study Group 13 in document 69, Chairman here I would ask you kindly in the third line of the second paragraph it's being brought up to not consent.

We never consented this.

One is something to be determined.

So could you correct this language, Chairman?

Because it's stated here consent I don't think we have because this was determined in this 24 April Study Group meeting.

This is my understanding.

Maybe because we could not consider definitions to be consented.

It's to be determined as we understand it.

And this is my comment on this.

Then if you go to 66, Chairman, here action again I would like to ask clearly and should we not ask them to abide by our definitions because we say to raise your attention on this.

My question to you if our liaison statement is to ask these groups to abide by the definitions created by Study Group 2 or not?

This is not clear.

It's your attention we are saying.

This means they have the right to work on it or not to abide by it or not to abide by it.

Then if you go to the last one, 71, Chairman, 71.

We would like to add the conclusion at the end after identifier if this is agreed by you, keeping in mind the integrity of numbering scheme 164 as code called for by resolution 133 (inaudible) 2006.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Richard, please?


>> Just on the editorial matter raised by Mr. Kasrabi yes when we format the liaison to the Study Groups we put in the correct references as he requested but maybe if it would be helpful if you're going to identify a revision if you -- do a revision if you identify that those sections and those references.


>> Okay.

Iran, please.


>> Thank you, Chairman, with respect to TD 55 liaison statement to GSM association, I have one suggestion which appears in two paragraphs toward the end.

The paragraph that's starting with four bullets.

In the second line of that paragraph we say would appreciate some clarification.

Chairman, we do not appreciate some clarification.

We appreciate clarifications or require clarifications.

But not some.

Because all questions is and should apply.

And the same thing happened in this other paragraph after that.

Again for instance in the last paragraph we say until some clarification, Chairman.

Until required clarifications or clarification.

It doesn't matter whether it be singular or plural.

It's editorial but important.

I would like this to be taken out.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Felipe, I assume you can handle these revisions and produce some revised documents for the Study Group 2 plenary.


>> It will be my pleasure.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Other comments on the liaisons or can they go forward?

All right.

With those editorial and other changes which Felipe will reflect in the various documents then we will move forward with those liaisons.

Okay.

Yes, Nabeel?


>> Chairman,  I think if the secretariates have taken note of that, there is no need to have any more revisions they can do it verbally at the plenary meeting because it's unfair not to ask them at this late hour to modify all of this.

They will do it automatically, Chairman.

Just only to save some trees and to please our colleagues from Canada thank you.


>> I don't think it's necessary for the real minor editorials but there were some suggestions on textual changes that I think we should reflect in those one or two liaisons.

So Felipe I'm sure will take care of that.

Okay.

We'll move -- we'll move forward with those liaisons and I'll recommend those to the Study Group to be approved.

Let's go back to E.129.

Do we have some changes from the editor?


>> Yes,  thank you, Chairman.

We had a joint discussion between E.129 and the E.164 number portability supplement 2 since the points that were raised applied to both documents.

What we have agreed to is to convene a -- or coordinate a correspondence group between the two documents defer the work to address the points and hopefully have contributions at the next meeting.


>> Okay.

So are we going forward with determination on E.129?


>> I don't believe that it is recommended that we will work through the comments that were raised and produce a document for consideration at the next meeting.


>> Okay.

Fine.

Richard?


>> Yeah,  I just want to clarify the procedure.

We can take it -- if the document is determined at the present meeting, then we can take editorial changes.

They have to come in the form of a contribution and approve it with those editorial changes at the next meeting.

If we don't determine it at this meeting then we can only determine it at the next meeting and the approval process is delayed by approximately one year.

So it's up to the meeting to decide which path to follow.

In the past when we thought that there were going to be only editorial changes, we usually determined it and with the expectation that then there would be some changes at the time of approval.


>> Okay.

Thank you for that clarification.

So I think we'll go forward with determining the text of E.129 at this meeting.

We'll take a look at the editorials that are suggested by contribution for the next meeting.

And if there are any substantive ones then we'll redetermine if they are just editorial we will determine it.

Nabeel.


>> Chairman, I don't think there is a rush on this 129.

This to be applied internally by each administration.

And I prefer not to have the determination at this time.

Because the comments we have received and the confusion raised does not mean that we have -- we don't need to determine this one.

I was from -- I prefer not to determine this text at this meeting.


>> Okay.

Italy, please.


>> Thank you very much.

No, I'm not in agreement with Syria.

It seems the comments that we commented in our group, the comments from China, and those are the ones we commented are in my opinion editorial.

So they are not of substance.

And I know that editorial comments can always be provided after determination.

Thank you.


>> Thank you.

Jessie, please?


>> I think there's two points.

And if we consider it editorial, we could determine these supplements -- determine this recommendation.

One is whether or not the information will be provided on a voluntary basis.

Is there agreement on that?

And I think it's a very important for us.

The second is for the MP supplement.

It's that NGN must provide implementation of number portability.

If we can change it to may, I do think it's editorial.

So then they have no problem to determine it.

Thank you.


>> Well I think the supplement is a separate issue.

Iran, please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

If you determine the document with some proviso which I think in other terms which is more or less called conditional determination as it was referred by Syria with some colleague but now we've proved it was right.

However, if what you received is not considered purely editorial, we have to redetermine it.

We have to take that into account.

Thank you.


>> Richard?


>> We are on the first matter as to whether the presentation is voluntary or not,  the answer is of course it is voluntary.

All the recommendations are voluntary.

If it's still necessary to add some words to that affect, I think that would be quite clearly just an editorial change because it's simply clarifying what is anyway a fact.

And it's not for me to say.

But I think the change from must to may would also be a clarification.

And therefore could be considered to be an editorial nature and could be taken at the next meeting as a delegate from Iran says you don't know until you get the inputs at the next meeting and then at the next meeting you will see if it can be approved or if it has to be redetermined but in case of doubt in the past what we've done is determined because if there is no problem we approve it and gain about one year in the cycle.


>> Okay.

For my own clarification, what's the -- what will be the current text of E.129 where is that text located?

Is that in -- wherever the document is.


>> 33.


>> Yes,  it is in Plen 33 Rev 3.

So that's the text.

I'm going to suggest that we take that forward for determination at this meeting.

We'll collect the comments that have come over between now and the next meeting.

Hopefully they will all be editorial.

But if they are not then we will deal with that at the November meeting and make the appropriate decisions.

All right?

So that takes care of 129.

Jane, please?


>> Sorry,  Chairman, I'm slow today.

You're determining the current text in 3 -- TD Plen 33 Rev 3 you will take the edits forward to the next meeting but will determine this one now.


>> That's correct.


>> Okay.

No problem.


>> Nabeel.


>> Yes, Chairman, I need to reserve my position in your documents at the output of the meeting.

And I would like to see the comments proposed by China or the vice chair reflected officially in your report.

At least.

I mean we could not just encourage -- because this was really something -- for instance now I don't want another debate to start between May and June and so on so could we have something in writing.

It was raised in that meeting.

It's not something coming from -- so could we have it attached to your document as a report of working party 1.

Thank you.


>> Richard, please?


>> We could do that.

However, since the plan is to take these as proposed editorial changes, I think it might be more appropriate if we invited China to present these in the form of a contribution.


>> Yes,  I think that's the right way to go.

All right.

Fine.

We'll go with that plan.

And now let's turn back to annex G of E.212.

Phil, do you have a report of where we stand, please?

Nabeel, first.


>> Chairman what's the future of this text we are seeing on the screens?

Could you clarify to me.

Because these were the statements every time.

And so could we ask the secretariate through you what will happen to this?

Is it just only to be in the basket or this will be attached somewhere as an archived or something like that?

Thank you.


>> Richard,  please?


>> As we said in the opening plenary actually the immediate I can't say are audio Kasarabi and the audio Kasarabi are archived so people with a TIES password can actually listen in in addition at the initiative of Ms. Saks we are trying as an experiment at this meeting we are captioning and the captions are on the screen, there will be a questionnaire circulated to everybody and we will invite you to tell us whether it's useful to see if we should continue it or not and the text will be transmitted to us and posted as a temporary document there's already a temporary document with the captioning with the JCA on accessibility session so the answer to his question is yes there will be a TD containing the text you are seeing now up on the screen.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Phil, E.212.


>> Thank you.

Speaking as editor of E.212, and following on from the discussion this morning, just to note that during the Question 1 closing plenary of yesterday, the text of annex G in Plen TD 29 was referred to a small editing group to consider some editorial changes.

Text was drafted for consideration over night.

Such consideration raised further substantial issues of a non-technical nature.

That raised questions of the annex.

And those issues have been stated by the USA previously.

Serbia could agree to the changes to Plen TD 29 but because of their concerns the USA could not.

Therefore the text to be considered by the meeting for determination remains TD 29.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

And I think what we'll do is we'll go forward with the text for determination as reflected in TD 29.

And invite contributions to the next meeting to see if we can resolve this.

If we can't resolve it, then we'll address it at that meeting.

Okay.

Nabeel?


>> You know that we have reserved our position,  Chairman.

Chairman, our difficulty with that this case is a special case.

It might not be repeated currently.

I mean between nations and so on and so on.

So I don't understand even the justification for that.

And in other factors of the ITU issues are between neighboring countries we tried not to impose ourselves and to leave it to the neighboring countries by good methods to find solutions.

Chairman, I don't understand why you are using ITU-T to do things like that.

Thank you.

This is my clear problem.

And I would like to consult on that with my administration we are not happy with such an annex.

Thank you.


>> Thank you, Nabeel.

I understand your point.

Richard, please?


>> Just for information,  yes, it probably is unlikely the case may come up in the future.

However, when it did come up, the two concerned countries which were Serbia and Montenegro there's no secret about that actually brought the issue into the attention of the director.

It didn't come to the Study Group but they came to a Study Group meeting I think it would have been about two years ago and there were extensive discussions with the management team, the rapporteur of the question, the technical experts from both countries.

And it was found that the practical solution was the one that's presented in annex G in that particular case.

And the idea there which both Serbia and Montenegro had is given the great deal of trouble because it was the first time it came up they felt it would be helpful to document how they resolved it in case the issue ever came up again so that's the historical origin of this annex.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

I think we've completed Question 1 now.

I know Question 2 is -- meeting results are contained in the Question 1 report.

So we won't have as much to do with Question 2.

I'll just ask Mr. Ju if he wants to add anything to Gary's statement or whether we can just move on.

No?

Do you want to add anything on the Question 2 activity?


>> No,  thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you very much.

We'll -- yes, Nabeel?


>> Chairman,  in this case do you have something on your documents to say that this report on Question 1  includes also the review of Question 2 or something like that.


>> Yes I will have this in my meeting report and you will see that in here this afternoon.

Let's move onto Question 3.

I'll turn to Jessie, please.


>> So the progress report for Question 3 is in document T gen 1 (inaudible).

Actually because the overlap of Question 3 session and the Question 1 session, there is only two participants to participate in the session to discuss this progress report.

And I think the two major topics on call number delivering and cell broadcasting were discussed.

And the conversation in Question 1.

So in the report of Question 3 we only focus the aspect of (inaudible).

So for calling party number delivering there's an ad hoc session.

And Question 3 session to progress the draft recommendation E.157.

And during the discussion concerns have been expressed that calling party number identification issues should also be included in ITU-R and there's a proposal to provide a proposal to the ITU-R expert group to Study Group 2 out to WPPF however there was no agreement on this point and based on the discussion and comments the text of draft recommendation E.157 has been modified.

And after review by the Question 3 participants, it was agreed to propose that the draft recommendation to be determined and (inaudible) version of the documents continued Plen 32 Rev 2 and it was agreed to send this into Study Group 3, 17 and ITU-D to notify them the progress of draft recommendation.

And there's a -- it's in Plen in 42 Rev 1 and for cell broadcasting it was agreed that Question 3 will take the responsibility to specify the service experts of point to point -- point to (inaudible) and broadcast the messaging system.

So as the starting point of this work, the proposed draft recommendation requirements for PLMTS the broadcast capabilities for specific purposes in contribution 29 from USA was reviewed and discussed in an ad hoc session followed.

And also Question 3 session.

So -- and there was concern about the use of abbreviation for PRMTS and at the meeting we have agreed to change it to (inaudible) mobile and after that I have discussed with Nabeel that we could also change it to land mobile.

However, at this moment because I don't want to provide too many revisions to the document.

So I think there was agreement to change the abbreviation of PLMTS to land mobile.

So I will do it in the revision.

The document I will produce later.

And based on discussions, draft recommendation is modified.

And current version is contending gen 142 Rev 1.

And (inaudible) has agreed to be the editor of these recommendations.

And it was also agreed to send a liaison to related organizations asking for comments on the draft recommendation.

And seeking information when there is an existing location of identifiers for JSMUMTS message identifier and so this category IS 95 CDMA system for the purpose of emergency alerting and for civic purpose.

And this liaison is contending Plen 40 Rev 1.

And during the discussions some concerns were raised by participants from US regarding the regulatory impact and other potential issues related to responses received to previous revisions.

And on the session of Question 3 we have some discussion on strategy of Question 3.

So for 3.3 (inaudible) definition there was a document gen 149 from the rapporteur of Question 3 which presented a study on Question 3 strategy.

And service related questions service that period of 1997 to 2000 have been reviewed.

Tasks given by WTSA there were eight and service related questions and targets.

And there's different Study Groups then that have been analyzed.

So there was a proposal from the rapporteur to ask all ITU-T Study Groups in -- and ITU-T-R Study Groups to provide the information on service related definitions.

And then based on the information received from Study Group 2 plan to maintain a (inaudible) for service definition and it will be updated and circulated timely based on notifications of new or modified definitions.

And after discussion it was agreed.

And there's a liaison will be sent to all ITU-T Study Groups and ITU-T-R Study Groups.

And I think the document is containing Plen 41 Rev 1.

And 3.4 for the modern -- or management requirements.

So this topic is -- was discussed with Question 5, 7, 6 and 13.

It was agreed that the work of the test definition would be very helpful to (inaudible) for comments about any of the services provided by SPO and SPNO management.

And 3.5 nomadic service.

So there was transition with Question 1 and -- a joint session with Question 1 and Question 2 and contribution 26 on nomadic services was presented.

And discussed.

And it was agreed that as a starting point to response to WTSA 08 resolution 65 Question 3 will gather information related to the definition of nomadic -- nomadicity from all ITU-T Study Groups.

And that whether nomadic telecommunication capability could be treated as distinction class of service.

Application or additional capabilities for fixed and/or mobile networks.

And we did develop a liaison on definition of nomadic nomadicity and this liaison is contending Plen 64.

It's contained there.

In Question 3 session we have gone over the documents gen 7.

And it was agreed that the work is very important.

However, it needs further study.

And there was a call for contribution to the next meeting.

So that's the main topics which were discussed in Question 3 session.

And the joint session with other questions.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, Jessie.

Any questions for clarification on the report?

Yes, Saudi Arabia?


>> Thank you Section 3.5 beginning of line No. 3.

The resolution No. 63.

Not 65.


>> Okay.

We'll fix that as an editorial.

United States?


>> Just a point of clarification.

Trust rule is being changed from land from what we understand.

We have no problem with that.


>> Thank you and that will appear in the next version of the document that's produced after the meeting.

Nabeel?


>> Yes,  Chairman.

This is very important.

But when you will come to the liaison statement, I have comments on this liaison statement, Chairman.

I apologize to the Chairman.

We are unable to attend her meeting when she crafted this liaison statement with the help of the rapporteur or the other colleague.

Thank you.


>> Thank you.

Yes, sir?


>> For draft configuration as always I would like to thank our editor for excellent work and concerning point 3.1,  last sentence.

It was our proposal to prepare licensed statement to Study Group 3 on 17.

I think maybe it would be a good way to add Study Group 11.

Because it is also there.

And when we discuss this liaison statements, I would like to make words once again.

Thank you very much.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Okay.

No other comments then we'll move forward into the things that need to be deliberated on.

We have recommendation E.157 up for determination which is in Plen 32 revision 2.

Can we move forward with that determination?

All right.

Thank you.

We have recommendation E.ABC will be going forward for further development.

There's no decision to be made there.

So we move forward to the liaisons.

Let's deal with the liaison to Study Group 3 and Study Group 11 on calling party number delivery which is in 42 Rev 1.

Yes?


>> Thank you very much,  Mr. Chairman.

Again, I would like to say that Study Group 3, Study Group 11 and Study Group 17 liaison statements will refer to these three Study Groups.

My point is from my point of view we should send these statements not only for information but for comments and action, as well.

So the question of information according to party number delivery is very important and it's multi-cited moreover we have resolution 65 from our plenary assembly.

So that's why I think before our last meeting we should have opinion of these Study Groups and maybe it will be in the positive and we will go with these opinions but maybe we should redetermine this recommendation.

This is our opinion.

Thank you very much.


>> Thank you.

Jessie?


>> However from the point of view of the editor of this recommendation and I think this recommendation really experienced a long way and very difficult condition.

If we just send it to other Study Groups for comments because there is other some background information they might not know.

And we would not -- we don't know what will they reply to us.

So a little bit dangerous to prolong -- how to say?

To maybe next meeting we have still some issues that need to explain to other Study Groups to explain what happened and what is being done in our Study Groups.

And however, because this recommendation is just a high level requirement and I think there is -- there's been a lot of discussion on many aspects including signaling and also other aspects, it's very difficult to reach this agreement on this stage.

So from the point of view of the editor, I think it will be good to suggest and notify them.

And if there's any substantial comments from them, I think we have the chance to redetermine it, this recommendation, at the next meeting.

However maybe it's better we just notify them.

I think it really has -- if they really have very big problem for this, they will provide us these comments.

Thank you.


>> Thank you,  Jessie.

Nabeel?


>> Chairman,  I am on document -- have we reached 24 or are we in document 41 now?

Could you clarify to me, Chairman.


>> Right now we are talking about document Plen 42 Rev 1.


>> Okay.

Chairman, may I ask for clarification?

This bibliography on Page 8.

Referring to something very old you know.

However I have no difficulty with that.

But normally in the other Study Groups, they don't put it as a bibliography and it's between square bracketed text.

They put them in the references at the beginning, Chairman.

After the ITU-T references.

So what I would like to ask the secretariate why they have moved them from here and put them at the end, Chairman.

This is the -- there is a tradition.

So I would like this tradition to be kept consistency between Study Groups.

And maybe in the format for recommendation we have this issue.

This is a question for clarification.

And I am happy that whenever we have the words PLMT which was an old definition by the sector which has been abundant by 1993 and transformed into IMT.

However if you like to call it land mobile, it's more -- covering more than IMT 2000 or IMT of today.

And I have no difficulty, Chairman.

PLMT is no more a valid text.

Thank you.

Abbreviation.


>> Thank you,  Richard?

Yes, of course when we go to final publication, we anyway align the recommendations with the approved guidelines and templates.

With apologies to Mr. Kasrabi I believe the template has actually changed and the recommendation that you see is conforming to the new template but we will check that and make sure that is the case.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

We appreciate all of the background work to make sure we do things right.

Okay.

Nabeel?


>> Why the square bracketed text?

This is just confuses me.

Because when you have a square bracketed text it means you are not happy with it or something.

So I have no difficulty if you move it from one area to the other area but to put it between square brackets could we ask Richard what this means.


>> Richard, please.


>> Yes, I have some trouble with that, too.

I'll check again.

I believe that's actually in the new template.

The new template is requesting that editors do that.

So perhaps Mr. Kasrabi you can check that with Mr. Chabruski because I agree.

That's confusing.


>> Thank you, Jane, please.


>> Thank you,  just a clarification that we would like to make with respect to this bibliography it was our understanding that due to the fact that these recommendations that all Member States don't have access to because it is a different standards body that it would be best to have this in a bibliography in a reference contained in the recommendation.

So could the counselor explain to us what the new format is and where these documents would be going?

Because we would prefer to leave them in a bibliography if possible.


>> Richard first and then Nabeel.


>> Yes I think that's correct the new template again I have to go back and check it.

But in my recollection that's exactly what the new template says.

And the documents that are not normative go into the geographical appendix.


>> Nabeel, please?


>> Chairman,  it's a must for both sectors whenever there is a bibliography, they should keep a text.

They should have a text.

We are not supposed to go to ETSI and request them to provide the text.

The text should be available by the secretariate otherwise it should not appear a tool.

Chairman this is the rule of how we could have references in -- either they are appearing or they are available.

So Richard should be ready to have copies so that whenever anyone asks for that he should provide this copy.

Thank you.


>> Iran,  please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

Perhaps I missed the point.

What is the situation on the introduction between the square brackets what type of square bracket is it is it agreement a square bracket, thank you.


>> Jessie?


>> I have just taken the format from the -- I think the new recommendation E.101 from -- on -- I'm not sure.

Because there's a proposal from the participants of US that -- to take out the references which is not ITU-T recommendation for bibliography section.

However for the square bracket I'm really not sure whether or not we should do it like this.

We could check.


>> I think the issue here was the square brackets around the words entity in the introduction to E.157.

So maybe we can get some clarification about that.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

I think here this means operators or entities.

Maybe we could express in another method, English speaking people could help us.

Thank you.


>> All right.

I think if the square brackets cause a problem, we can use embedded parentheses again.

So we may have double parentheses but I think that's probably just as easy to understand.

So we'll do that editorially.

All right.

Then are we okay with the liaison in Plen 42 Rev 1?

Move onto the next one.

Which is the one to the entire listing of various things on -- regarding the cell broadcast.

This is in Plen 40 Rev 1.

Nabeel?


>> Chairman,  I have difficulty to address this to all Study Groups in the (inaudible) sector and all Study Groups in the T sector, Chairman.

We should be very, very careful.

Because first of all, in Study Group ITU-T-R Study Groups we have only one Study Group dealing with broadcasting which is Study Group 6 so why are you sending that to all Study Groups in the (inaudible) sector.

Again in the ITU-T could somebody explain to me what Study Group 3  would do with this one?

Because Study Group 3 deals with tariffs.

Study Group 11 deals with -- so could we get clarification, Chairman?

This was my question for clarification.

On this particular 41, Chairman.

And this is something which the first time I've seen that this is a statement going to all Study Groups without exception in the whole ITU.


>> I don't think we're on 41 yet.

So . . . we're on 40 Rev 1.

Plen 40 Rev 1.

This is on recommendation on -- to develop service requirements.

Nabeel?


>> Yes.

On 41, Chairman I checked carefully the PLMT S is replaced by the (inaudible) sector to IMT.

However, if you would like to enlarge this IMT and to cover all types of land mobile, I have no difficulty, Chairman, to make it land mobile if it's limited to the ITU-R, IMT, it had you been IMT, PLMTS used to stand for public land mobile telecommunication systems future system of public and they have been changed officially to IMT.

By a decision of the radio assembly and the radio conference.

This is my first comment.

What I would like to see also added to this our partners on the protocol WSIS and this should be added to this list.

It's added.

Sorry.

I withdraw my proposal.

However, at the last we have ITU-R Study Group 4, ITU-R Study Group 5.

Both.

Study Group 5.

A but then I've seen Study Group 5 D.

There are no D Chairman there are two Study Groups in the ITU-D one is Study Group 1 the other is Study Group 2.

So here should be corrected and stated clearly Study Group 2 D between brackets Question 22-2.

Because the questions are like working parties.

So this is my correction, Chairman.

And I would like to see how we are going to solve this problem.

Because I think the cell broadcasting was not for any land mobile system.

It was only for the what we call today IM T-Mobile system.

This is what I understand.

So I would like to be sure what we are talking about.


>> Okay.

Jane, please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

Well, as we discussed during the ad hoc meeting, terrestrial is fine with us as IMT had broader ramifications.

We've also agreed that if colleagues would like to use the word land, land, we're happy with that.

So that's how we stand on that acronym.

We understand that it's been superseded and that's no problem.

With respect to the list of entities that we're liaising with under 4 action 2 it was our understanding that ITU-R Study Group 5 D in the R sector also was somehow -- could help us with our work.

So we would suggest that 5 D stay in.

We're just not sure where -- oh, I see.

Our colleague from Syria is mentioning ITU-D emergency telecommunications activity program and I believe he's articulated that's in Study Group 2 of ITU-D.

But we also think that ITU-R Study Group 5 D would be a useful group to liaise with.

We will not insist.

But we just think it might be helpful.

Thank you.


>> Nabeel?

Now I understand that you were referring to 5 D.

Yes.

But it should be kept yes, Chairman.

I made an apology for that.

But the ITU-D emergency telecommunication activity program is something different than from Study Group 2 Question 20.

So I would say ITU-R Study Group 4.

Study Group 5 A, Study Group or the working party or 5 a and the working party 5 D and if we are going to then, Chairman, you could add ITU emergency telecommunication act, ITU Study Group 2, ITU-D Study Group 2.

Question 20 -- 22-2.

Thank you.


>> Iran,  please?


>> Thank you,  Chairman.

It's trivial but still we don't have any Study Group 5 a or Study Group 5 D.

We have working party 5 a  and working party 5 D.

And I believe that it might be better, Chairman, that you just put ITU-RSG 4 and SG 5 and limit it to the wisdom of the Chairman of the Study Group they are meeting immediately in about a month from now and (inaudible) of the concerned working party is discussed in the Study Group (inaudible) but if you want to maintain 5 a and 5 D please change it working party 5 a and working party 5 D but not SG.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, what I'll do is I'll ask Jessie to work with you gentlemen and produce a revised document that contains the correct annotations for the target.

Otherwise are we happy with this liaison?

I think we have one more liaison to go through -- or no.

I'm sorry.

I think we have two more.

There's the one in Plen 41 Rev 1.

On leading role of Study Group 2 on service definition.

Everybody happy with that?

Nabeel?


>> I told you we need to limit this liaison statement,  Chairman.


>> Okay.

Would you work with Jessie then to produce a revised version as to have the correct annotations.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Chairman.


>> The last one is in Plen 64 on nomadicity.

Can we send that one?

Okay.

Thank you.

That should complete the report of Question 3.

And yes, Nabeel?


>> Chairman, we have to liaise with all Study Groups.

May I also clarification, Chairman?


>> Jessie?


>> Because we noticed that there's a lot of service related work which has been done in many static groups and in our first session for Question 3 there's -- Question 3 is presented.

And in -- on this we have found that many static groups have the questions related to service.

So we think that we will be safe to send the liaison to all static groups to see, first, to find out which static group we will have some relationship with and with a we will do.

And then after that, we will find which Study Group will have close relationships to our work and next maybe we need further cooperation with these Study Groups.

So next step we will focus on these Study Groups which is mainly focused on the service aspect.

So as a starting point we think that it will be safe to send to all static groups.

Otherwise we could make some points, which will be not helpful for us.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

All right can we move onto Question Andrea Saks please.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The acting rapporteur Floris Van Nes was unable to stay.

So he has asked me to present his report.

Question 4 on human factors and related issues.


>> Just to point we're now in document TD 164 in the gen series.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you.

Okay.

The list of participants is found in annex A.

And the list of documents is found in annex B.

We had Mr. Mike Pluke this is in 3.1.1 who is very active in ETSI in human factors give us a PowerPoint on related services and relationships to other work that ETSI -- the ETSI technical committee is -- in human factors is doing.

And there was quite a lengthy discussion afterwards about the decision made by relay -- the relay service decision.

ETSI has a standard which they consented.

And if I get this wrong, I know that Phil will correct me.

Regarding relay services.

And the different views about that.

This will also tie into Question 26 a little bit later who put relay services on their work program.

Public Internet access points.

You also gave -- Mr. Pluke also gave a presentation on the kiosk of the 21st Century which will be the Internet connection points for persons with disabilities, older people, people who just do not have computers available to them.

And they are considered instead of we're losing our public telephone kiosks but they are being replaced hopefully on a greater scale -- well they are actually not being done.

The idea that they will be is the hope that they will be telephone kiosks will be replaced by public Internet access points which will be able to do both.

Though it's not mentioned in the working plan, and Mr. Pluke is an invited expert he is interested in making this an ITU recommendation of some sort.

And further work is going to be done on this.

And he will come back to us after he consults with ETSI.

Also Mr. Pluke gave another PowerPoint on the human factors and ICT in cars.

And this directly relates to the work being done in Study Group 16 on the network car.

And some of the problems in communicating with emergency services for persons who are deaf and even though the idea that somebody who is blind might not need the technology in a networked car because they don't drive, they could be a survivor in an accident and therefore need to be able to access the technology and be able to start it and use it.

So the accessibility features of the possibility of the network car have not been addressed in Study Group 16.

And it was decided to send a liaison to Question 27, which is the closest question working on it and to the Chairman, Mr. Yushi Naito who has a very strong interest in the network car.

And he's also going to take this over to ETSI.

Because the actual -- the idea of also being an official link from ETSI to human factors Question 4 was proposed.

And Mr. Pluke agreed to be that contact.

Now inclusive services for all -- I'm now down to 3.1.4.

This is a new project.

And it's a roadmap structure for spotting accessibility in new services before they are launched.

It's very similar to what has been done in Study Group 16 with the accessibility checklist.

It's dealing with services and not with technology.

In the sense those services could of course contain technology.

And there is an interest in Question 4 to be involved in that.

And they wanted -- Question 4 wanted to seek again a connection with ETSI TC human factors to work with that area and also to work with Study Group 16.

So there's a lot of work being done to coordinate between the pertinent questions that are already operating on Accessibility and Human Factors and to have further cooperation and direct linkage with ETSI TC human factors.

We did send -- we do have a -- we have a plan to have a joint meeting with Question 26 and 4 some time in October -- well actually I have a date.

In October during the planned meeting or just before the planned meeting.

Of an accessibility event.

Which is being orchestrated by Question 26  of 16.

And that was planned for the 22nd, 23rd of October just before the Study Group 16 meeting.

The original idea was of course to try to see if we could have a joint meeting also with Question 20 of ITU-D.

Unfortunately it's very difficult because all of these Study Groups meet about two weeks apart.

But Question 4 opted to have its meeting with Study Group 16 instead of during Study Group 2 in order that it could facilitate the possible working together on several issues that I have previously listed in other previous issues.

And to also join and participate in the accessibility event on the 22nd and 23rd of October.

As I said 16 meets on the 24th of October.

And ends on the 6th of November.

And Study Group 2 meets on the 17th of November to the 26th of November.

So you can see there's a little bit of a gap there.

And ITU-D Question 20 of Study Group 1 meets in September.

So it is not known whether the rapporteur of Question 20 will be able to join this activity.

But there was interest from some people in the room to possibly contribute either in a paper or present at the accessibility event which still has to be organized and determined and there is not a theme at present.

But that should manifest in the next couple of weeks.

The joint -- the next one, 3.3.

The Joint Coordination Activity on Accessibility and Human Factors which I am the convener of took the afternoon session of Question 4.

And at this time I will defer describing what happened in that meeting for the JCA-AHF report.

But the one thing I want to mention is Mr. William Jolley the vice convener of the JCA and participant and it was announced in Question 4 was -- it's unable to continue.

He's changed his job and will not be able to continue working.

And those of you who might remember Mr. Jolley who attended Study Group 2, he is blind.

And was very impressive to all of us who -- when we watched him use the Braille machine.

And he also wrote the original text for resolution 70  of WTSA the very first accessibility resolution.  And we owe him -- and he was also very instrumental in starting the JCA.

So we owe him a great deal.

And there is a formal thank you in this particular paragraph to say for his valuable contribution to human factors and accessibility.

And hopefully he will continue to participate as a private individual from Australia.

Okay.

We go down to the text of new or revised recommendations.

We did not have any recommendations in TAP.

We did not have any recommendations to be determined.

And we did not have any recommendations for consent.

Recommendations for further developments are not available, either.

And nothing under AAP.

And recommendations to be deleted we did not get involved in that particular, though a document was sent to us, it was handled by Question 1.

Recommendations to be renumbered we don't have.

And supplements to be approved and supplements referred to development it would appear that we don't have anything to do.

But that's not exactly true.

We are beginning to develop the working relationship as I said earlier between 16, 20 and the JCA.

And human factors is different than accessibility.

And hopefully we can establish a more close relationship with ETSI's human factors relationship.

And some of the documents that come out of ETSI could be in fact brought into ITU and that was discussed.

Liaison statements.

We have two.

And they are TD 56 which is -- hang on.

Let me dig it up.

I had this organized five seconds ago and as it would have it, it has disappeared.

Oh, 56.

Anyway, the ETSI TC human factors project of interest to Study Group 16 and that was again dealing with the network car.

I can't actually find the recommendation to read any particular text of it.

But that specifically dealt with the networked car.

And that went to Study Group 16.

And we approved that.

We do have a liaison that does not -- was not written at the time which was an omission that we forgot to write.

Which I wrote.

Which we need to have approval here for all of you.

Which was an omission by accident.

And I did find 56.

Here we go.

May I go back to the other 56?

Because I left out a portion of that?

The network car I got.

But this was the inclusive E services for all optimizing accessibility to use in upcoming user interaction technology.

So this was to make sure that Mr. Pluke can organize the work in the proper way between ETSI and Study Group 16.

So sorry.

That was the paragraph that I didn't have to memory.

Back to TD 82.

Which is the -- began with the requirements for the support of IPTV services.

I took the opportunity to add others -- the other pertinent items that were forgotten to be sent as a liaison into Study Group 16.

Study Group 13 did a recommendation Y.1901 which I have mentioned on several occasions to many people in different meetings which was the requirements document that had an extensive -- 




(Phone ringing.)


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Sorry.

There is a teleservice that's trying to tell me I ought to upgrade my phone and they keep calling me at all sorts of hours in the day of night nobody that I know would dare call me at ITU but anyway I'm sorry to get back to this it had the document I mentioned it in the JCA.

It had the document that had the extensive inclusion of accessibility features and was one of the best examples of using the accessibility checklist and it had the appendix at the back documenting where these accessibility features were mainstreamed within the document.

And it was brought to the attention of Question 4.

So they were aware that this was there.

It mainly was discussed in the JCA meeting.

And therefore not gone into any detail in Question 4.

But they were made aware of it.

We also wanted to acknowledge to Study Group 16  the 22  and the 23rd accessibility event.

And that Question 4 and the participants were willing to participate.

And that the date of the 21st of October for the joint meeting was proposed for -- as a good date for Question 4.

That will have to be obviously confirmed by Study Group 16.

So future meetings.

Again we've got the 21st of October 2009 to work with Question 26.

And possibly Question 20.

But that will be handled by the invitation will be handled by Question 26 or the JCA.

Question -- the 22nd or the 23rd the 22nd and the 23rd it should read to promote the event.

The actual event is to promote the work that's been done in ITU to have different presenters come and show what is done in inclusive technology, what ITU has done in the past.

To also include other Study Groups in the work in both 26 and 4 and to promote more activity in these areas so standards can be actually written had a will make a difference in making technology more available to people with disabilities.

And people with human factor issues.

The I believe that concludes my report for Question 4.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Let's go to the liaisons.

We'll deal with them.

The first one is the one to Questions 26, 15, 27, 16 and that is in Plen 56.

Can we send that one?

All right.

Thank you.

The second one which is not mentioned in the meeting report but which I will mention in highlighting my working party report is the one for Study Group 16 Question 20/16 on requirements for the support of IPTV services.

Can we have the approval to send that one?

All right.

Thank you.

And then I think there is one other thing that we need to bring up here.

And that was there was a liaison from the JCA-AHF to Study Group 2 to appoint someone as the representative.

And I have volunteered to do that on a temporary basis.

So if I can have the meetings concurrence to do that, then I will produce another liaison back to them on behalf of Study Group 2 to announce that.

Nabeel, please?


>> We support your candidate.

But however for document 164 gen the decision by the plenary at the beginning that he's no more an acting rapporteur, he was the rapporteur, Chairman, so it should be corrected later.

Document 164.

The origin or source is the rapporteur, Chairman just to make it clear.

And this is what we understand during the meeting.

Thank you.


>> Okay.

Thank you, we'll correct that editorially.

Andrea?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  As a point though that was sent to Question 4, it was meant to be sent to you, the Chairman.

And I have handled that in the JCA report.

But if you wish to handle that now, that's fine.

Because I had put that as the requesting the Study Group 2 meeting to do a few things for me.

And that was one of them.


>> I think we'll -- I think we'll handle that now.

And so since I didn't see anyone opposing my temporary candidacy until we can find someone who may be more appropriate or may have the expertise, then I will do that.

And we will produce the liaison.

Which is in process now.

All right.

If that finishes Question 4, the last thing we need to do is approval for the meeting in October.

Do we have approval for those?

Thank you.

Everybody is waiting to get to lunch I know.

This is going to go quicker now.

We'll move to the JCA report.

So Andrea?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I gave a large portion of the report on the pass work of the year and I won't go over that again.

I will only go over the bits that in fact deal with what happened at the JCA meeting.


>> This is in 131?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  This is in document yes 131 Rev 1.

Thank you.

Gen 2.

Before I begin I just want everybody to note that obviously we are captioned.

This was a big effort on the Joint Coordination Activity and Study Group 2.

And this is the first time that a plenary for working parties and also a Study Group plenary will be happening in the afternoon will be captioned.

And I just want to point out, if I may, you've been given a form.

And if you can help us and fill it out, that makes us understand officially that you as a person, you may not be totally deaf.

But like some of my colleagues, we have all kinds -- we have all kind of said our hearing deteriorates when we're younger if you will fill that out and put it at the back of the room I'll be ever so grateful especially if you want to use it because that will enable the TSB and the ITU in general to see if this is actually applicable for all of us plus it gives us an accurate record of what actually happened word for word and we had at the JCA meeting on the 30th in the afternoon we not only had captioning, we had webinar.

And we had participants on that meeting who were disabled.

We had one in particular who needed an interpreter to speak for him.

Who was deaf.

Who was using the captioning, as well as the fact that we were all able to view the documents at the same time.

Whether we were in the room or in another location.

And correct and deal with what we needed to deal with.

So the changes that I've made are in fact in the introduction.

And we had about 50 people in the room which was absolutely fab.

Now we don't know how many people listened to the audio in the ITU or via webinar because some people could not log onto webinar.

But it was a good turnout.

And we did have the unique capability of having captioning on one screen.

You see it on two here.

But because we have two computers and one is linked to each screen, we were able to have the documents on one.

And the captioning on the other.

Now, that's not possible for all the rooms at the ITU.

And it ought to be.

Because if we do get into using captioning for all of us who find it useful for the fact that we don't have perhaps English as our first language or we're having a little difficulty in understanding someone's foreign accent using English when we have the meetings in English then it would be most useful for us to be able to split the screen.

The records of the captions can be found on the Study Group 2  web page.

And they are TD gen 165, 166 and 167.

We'll put them on the JCA web site, also.

So you can actually access them and go back and look and see what was said if you have any disputes or any arguments about who said what when.

The meeting was two hours.

And in that we dealt a great deal with resolution 70.

And Cynthia Waddell, who is sitting next to me here from the -- who is the director of the International Center for Disability Resources on the Internet.

She gave a presentation.

And that's in 158 gen.

Cynthia has been working with the ITU for a very long time and is helping us become more and more accessible as a UN organization.

Also in conjunction with the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities for access.

And I probably can get the sentence right.

But those of you who aren't familiar, 120 countries, Cynthia, have signed it.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  I think it's 136.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We are up to 136 countries have signed that resolution.

So we --


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Treaty.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Treaty, thank you, this is why I need her.

She has the right language.

We did the following.

We have a new secretariate who is Alexandra Gaspari at the TSB who has disappeared again.

But anyways she's around and she helps us do this work.

And we had a big -- we had one task that we had to do.

We are -- JCAs can be taken away as well as granted and we had to come up with new objectives and new terms of reference and working methods.

We presented the terms of reference and the objectives to the group as a -- in complete because we wrote them in advance from the old one and you can find both of them what we had in the past and what we had -- what we did in the future in this document.

And they were accepted by the meeting.

We also at the next section we did the Action Plan.

And that was done on -- sorry; excuse me working methods.

We have the text tracked in No. 3.

And that will show you what changes were made.

And we also did the same for the Action Plan.

And we did the same for the objectives.

So everyone could see what we did.

Now, Chairman, should I go through these in any great detail or would you like me to carry on?

Because I know we are short of time.

And I'm happy to do it any other way.

This has been on the web for 24 hours.


>> Thank you.

I think we'll just ask if there are any issues that anyone is going to raise with regard to the liaison which I believe is in Plen 74.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Correct, 


>> Richard, please?


>> Not on that point.

Just a procedural clarification.

The authoritative record of what is decided in the meeting is of course contained in the reports.

And once the reports are approved, that is the authoritative version of what is agreed.


>> Okay.

Thank you.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you, Richard.


>> Any issues with the liaison?

If not, then that will go forward.

Okay.

Thank you.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Do you want me to read the -- to go through the liaisons?

Or it's done.


>> No.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Then the next bit of our report was what we really requested from Study Group 2.

And some of these we had dealt with in the beginning.

But I will go through with that, take note of the status of the work based on the present report.

To allow a revised report to be submitted which obviously is being done.

To endorse a new JCA working methods terms of reference and Action Plan which we've just obviously done.

To consider second presentation of Cynthia Waddell.

Well we had it ready just in case but we realize the time is not going to allow that.

The next JCA meeting date to be determined.

I've taken a look at the calendar.

And there are -- there is a possibility because there's so many conflicts and -- that I have it's not really I think viable to do it during a Study Group 2 meeting.

I think it should be done before.

And that was agreed to some extent by several of the people I spoke to.

And the fact that the JCA coordinators IGF which is meeting from the 15th to the 18th of November you meet on the 17th to the 26th and the meetings for 16 are from the 24th to October the 6th it will probably have to be a virtual meeting.

And probably done the week of the 9th.

And the date has to be I think communicated.

But we could just pick an arbitrary date with the knowledge that that would actually perhaps change like during the week.

Perhaps we could just say the 12th -- no actually the 10th of November perhaps which is Tuesday.

Because I will be physically participating in IGF and then coming back and physically participating in Study Group 2 in the second week.

And I would like to ask permission, also, to present the report at the final plenary.

Because of those time conflicts.


>> All right.

Thank you.

We can go ahead and approve the future meeting tentatively set for November 10th as a teleconference.

And --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  With captioning and webinar.


>> Okay.

Thank you.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Okay?

And we have already dealt with the appointment of yourself as the representative from Study Group 2 to the JCA.

And that concludes my report.

But I would like to just ask if you all would take a look at the two reports done by the convener where I go traipsing around to every Study Group that I can get my hands on and take a look at what they are doing and trying to see what can be done within the structure of whatever recommendation is being presented.

To give you an idea of the tremendous amount of work that needs to be done.

By people really in the Study Group which is what this representative is supposed to help with.

Hopefully some of you who participate in other Study Groups or interested in some of the Study Groups that are listed here might take a look at that list and maybe assist or take back to your administrations the need to have people work in the area of accessibility within the Study Groups.

Because I'm only one person and I could sure use a hand.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


>> Okay.

Thank you.

Any other questions for Andrea?

Yes, Iran.


>> Chairman, there's to question but just a comment.

The captioning arrangement is a tool to help the colleagues to better follow the discussions.

It has no other status at all.

So I don't think that we should say that this is -- should be taken beyond that.

I just listen and I just look at that.

For instance Chairman and vice Chairman of working party 2 said know dad I can, it was called nomadic and -- nomadicity and nomadism.

I think it's a totally reflection.  It depends on the way the words are pronounced sometimes not captioned totally therefore I would like to suggest at the beginning of the document it's mentioned it's just to help to understand what has happened and there's no other status at all.

thank you thank you.


>> Thank you, Richard, did you want to add something?


>> No I just wanted to confirm that point.

In fact I've been following.

I find that the person doing the captioning is doing a fantastic job.

Because sometimes it's not so easy to understand what was actually said but our compliments I think but it is correct the written record on the screen doesn't necessarily what was really said and it's no fault of the captioner it's just these problems of pronunciation.


>> All right.

Thank you.

If there's nothing else, then I think we'll try and wrap up this meeting so people can go to lunch and I can get my working party report done in time for the Study Group 2 plenary.

I would like to thank everyone involved this week, particularly the raptures and associate raptures and the editors.

I think the work done has been admirable.

And I would certainly like to thank the delegates.

I certainly enjoy my interactions with all of you.

And to learn as much about you and the countries you represent and the companies you represent.

Clearly is an education for me, as well.

So thank you, all.

And with that we'll adjourn the meeting of working party 1.

This Study Group 2 plenary I believe will start at 2:30.

Thank you very much.

Meeting is closed.

(Session ended at 5:51 a.m. CST)
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