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(Pause.)

(Pause.) 

(Delay while writer accessed the correct meeting room.) 

>>:  ‑‑ yesterday and today on the last day of two weeks meeting representative of the country which proposed changes said the document is not acceptable to them anymore.

If you could provide us more explanation and more possibilities on how to proceed further.

Thank you, Madam Chair. 

‑‑ determined as we say in ITU and we will continue with the language which will be officially approved at the next meeting there may with a view on revising the language.

However, I do not want to initiate debate on this now.

I would like to speak to this when we move to that item on the agenda, if you agree, ambassador.

>>:  Thank you, Syria.

>>:  On the screen ‑‑ 

>>:  ‑‑ which positive conclusion at our next meeting.

But we will come back to discussion of this issue when we come to the agenda item concerned.

So I therefore would like to begin with usual business.

Malcolm may want to leave and go back to his office now.

So I bid him a goodbye and we will move to a document TD Plen 2, Rev 2.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Therefore, we will be, begin by reviewing of the reports of the Working Parties 1 and 2, but I suggest that we begin with working party 2, since that group concluded its work earlier and is, therefore, ready to present their report.

So I give the floor to Mr. Lin MAK, chairman of working party 2.

The document is in T D‑4 of the plenary.

I believe it is already revised, the document.

Mr. MAK, you have the floor.

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman for this opportunity to present to the plenary meeting the report of the Working Party 2 2.

That is indeed contained in T D‑4, revision one in the Plen series, revision 1 in the Plen series.

The order in which I address issues may not be synchronous with the issues as they are in the TD2, Rev 2, but I hope that I will be able to address all issues and otherwise we will align that with the author of the report.

My report, TD4, Rev 1 begins with the usual issues which I will spare you.

And immediately go to the issues for which I would like to ask your kind attention.

And the first one is contained in section 2.2.

That is on page 3 of the paper, document.

There, the page is a piece of text about number six in the open plenary in Working Party 2.2.

It was said that the Working Group will report to the work Study Group instead of the Working Party.

At that moment the proposal was made to assign a party with knowledge of teleco management as an operated operator to question six.

At that time it was proposed that Mr. Kishon Auk, TK Korea, will take that position and the work of Working Party two supported that proposal and we are forwarding it here to the Study Group for your final position.

If you understand the way of working well, this will be a moment for me to pause and to get the chair of the group to have president opportunity to ask the floor whether they can endorse the decision to nominate Mr. Kishon Auk as an operated operator for question 6.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Are there any comments on the subject?

Yes, Syria, you have the floor.

>>:  Chairman, this proposal was put forward for the group on question 6 and it was agreed to take that for granted.

And as usual, maybe the rumors reached Mr. Hill and so he reflected that in the decisions of that meeting.

So you can confirm that decision without discussing this again.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes.

Thank you, Syria.

Mr. MAK, would you like to continue, please?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you.

The next item for which I would like to ask your attention is on page 4 of the paper document.

There is section 2.32 which addresses the joint core nation activity for management in brief JCA management.

The Working Party on question 8 was heard and question 8 proposed to the Working Party to continue the operations of JCA management.

The Working Party supports this proposal and proposes to the Study Group to endorse that proposal and that JCA management will then operate under slightly amended terms of reference.

They are available in TD64 Plen.

It was a request from TSEG when they met in July last year that this meeting would explicitly review the terms of reference as they are now and for them to TSAG in case they are agreed.

The question from Working Party 2 is whether you can endorse the decision to continue the JCA management under the terms available under 64Plen.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Are there any comments on the continuation of this JCA?

JCA asset out in Plen 46?

We also have a link to the relevant TSEG document Plen 48.

So the link is in Plen 48.

Are there any comments?

Yes, Syria?

>>:  We support both proposals.

The issue statement as well as the decision by the group.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

So if there are no other comments, we will continue.

Mr. MAK, please?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

The next issue is a report under section 2.3.3.

It is about the allocation of draft new recommendation in dot terms entitled telecommunications management and OAM terminology and definitions.

Until now this draft new recommendation falls under the limits of question 12.2.

As we have now a question 6 which is responsible for overall terminology in our Study Group it is our proposal to move the responsibility for the further development of this recommendation from question 12 to question 6.2.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I think this is a logical step.

I don't think that there are really any comments, this brings forth any comments.

No?

Everyone agrees?

I propose that we continue.

Mr. MAK, please.

>>:  Mr. MAK:  The next issue is the report in 2.3.4 about the implementation about TSA08, resolution 76.

There was a request to the Working Party whether the respective responsibilities would be candidates for performers and interoperability testing.

The Working Party did discuss this question.

There were basically two conclusions.

First that going through the, I would say enormous list of existing recommendations, to open them up to check whether they would be candidates for this conformance or interoperability testing would be an enormous job.

If they had done that there would have been no other work during this week.

We have postponed that and we have a position that there may be substantial support required from outside the Working Party to be able to conclude such job.

The second conclusion was that the recommendations could be currently in the development are technical documents which describe in a very high level what systems are supposed to do.

And the idea of conformance and interoperability testing is a little bit difficult to apply to these type of documents.

So it needs to be studied further before we can make a final conclusion here.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

Mr. MAK.

This means that we will have to continue studying this point, according to what you propose.

I can see name plates Iran first and then Syria.

>>:  First of all, we appreciate the efforts made by Working Party two.

At least to start to look at the implementation of resolutions of WTSA08.

In particular this resolution.

This is appreciation.

Now, coming to the subject, Madam Chairman, with the explanation provided, the situation is slightly different from what is reported at the meeting report.

We would seek some clarification.

First of all, when it says that required some support from outside the Working Party, does it mean support from the Study Group 2?

Support from other Study Groups of ITU‑T?

Support from other sectors of ITU or support from outside the ITU?

This is point 1.

Point two, germ, we have a slight problem with the use of the word jeopardizing.

I don't think a Working Party could in fact use that word on implementation of a decision of WTSA saying that the decision of that assembly, which is the highest body, if it is to be implemented would jeopardize the work of the ITU or Study Groups and so forth.

Therefore, we would seek some clarifications on this issue and perhaps maybe a slight, in the report of this meeting, changing that.

First of all, I understood from the verbal presentation of the report that at this meeting they could not take any action because of the over load of the works, but not the other meetings.

And perhaps the word jeopardize is not the proper word to use over maybe over loading this meeting of the ITU‑T, Study Group 2, Working Party, to something like this.

However, the clarifications of the first question still remain to be provided.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Iran.

Well, there was another comment.

Yes, Syria, you have the floor.

With regard to Iran's question, I will ask Mr. MAK to respond to the question because there was a specific question with regard to a sentence in the report.

As for the word jeopardize.

Yes, it is perhaps a bit strong.

So I think Mr. MAK could review this sentence to reword it slightly.

He will respond to the question, but first, Syria, you wish to raise another point?

>>:  Madam Chairman, it is the same comment of Iran.

I was a little bit astonished.

This is a resolution giving orders to this Working Group.  Invite, so on.

We don't have the right to say you can't do it.

I understand maybe the work was too enormous at this time.

We can have, for instance, proposed to create a reporting group or a correspondence group to look at this issue.

Yes, Madam Chairman, we knew there was two camps at WTSA.

A camp for this resolution.

Another camp that was not happy with this resolution.

But we are not supposed after the adoption of this resolution to start finding issues not to implement it.

This resolution is to be implemented.

This was the wishful thinking of all developing countries at the assembly without exception.

And this is a very, very important issue.

So it is applicable to existing recommendation and to future recommendations.

It is quite clear for us what we mean by conformance and interoperability.

However, if there is any question, Study Group 11, deletes the group, we invite group 2 to prepare a liaison and if there is no clear understanding from Study Group 11 what meaning conformance and interoperability.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, thank you, Syria.

I'll take the following comment from the United States.

>>:  Thank you, chairman.

We appreciate you giving us the floor to intervene on this issue.

This was a topic of great debate at the WTSA in Johannesburg.

Our delegation had several topics in on this which is important to the United States and our companies and other companies and countries around the world.

There was a great amount of misunderstanding at the WTSA as to the meaning of interoperability type approval and conformance and we do not debate that the resolution stands.

It is a very important resolution.

We think this is important for colleagues in developing countries as raised in the ad hocs.

The camps may exist due to the fact that there is experience in setting up laboratories for testing of equipment for training people on how to do that type approval.

Conformance test can and certification.

We would note, chairman, that this issue will be a topic at the TSEG meeting in April.

We are curious, chairman, with respect to the fact that there are no criteria for the Study Groups to assess past or current recommendations against the criteria that may exist in resolution 76.

It's a bit confusing for some Study Groups.

We are not sure how to utilize benchmarks to implement the recommendations.

All of these recommendations are voluntary, as we all know.

In order to implement them with testing suites, a great deal of work would need to be done.

So we take the point of Mr. MAK.

We, of course, would be happy if he's happy to come up with other language for this report.

However, we want to make it clear that this is a very important issue, something that delegations need to look at quite seriously and something we look forward to discussing at TSEG.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you to the United States.

Yes, I thought we had finished with comments, but I see that there's another comment.

Syria, you have the floor.

>>:  Madam Chairman, as you know, the resolution had three parts.

Interoperability is a decision by the Plenipotentiary conference.

It's something in resolution 71.

It was one of the objective of the T sector.

How to test, we are doing a lot of testing in many recommendations.

In Study Group 12, in Study Group 16 and other Study Group they are doing, requesting outside bodies to test for them certain proposals.

For instance, all recommendations which include protocols about what we call compression has been tested and nobody created any issue.

So please now we are not discussing how to create a testing place.

This is why I was a little bit shocked by this intervention of the United States.

Here we are asking the Study Groups, its resolution, exactly.

They are not asking them how to create a test bed, just to look to their recommendations.

If I read 76, Madam Chairman, it is quite clear.

It says resolved that ITU Study Group necessarily, conformance testing recommendations ‑‑

As soon as possible.

It does not say who is going to do this testing, where it should be done and so on.

Let's not mix issues.

Of course, testing beds where it should be and so on, this is another issue president and using the mark of the ITU is another issue.

There is three different issues.

So the resolution is asking many things.

One of them is this one.

So we don't have now to mix up that, where this testing to be done, how to use the ITU mark and so on.

ITU mark will be discussed at the Plenipotentiary conference.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

Well, I hope that now we can start with the debate because we can not here in this Study Group resume the debate for the standardization group and also discuss once again what will certainly becoming up in the TSEG consultive group at the end of April.

What I propose is first of all Mr. MAK can answer to the comments that have been made because I haven't given him the floor again to do so.

Perhaps he can slightly reword the way in which his report is drafted.

So as to remove the term that was perhaps slightly appropriate.

Mr. MAK, could you please answer as succinctly as possible?

Afterwards we will move on to the next item.

Mr. MAK?

>>:  Thank you, chairman.

Thank you for the interventions.

I did not in any way try to cast doubt on the importance of the resolutions by the WTSA.

Let that be my first remark.

Going to the specific comments in more detail, the gentleman from Iran asked from where that support from outside the Working Party should come.

That is indeed not specified because we don't know.

It was a way here to express that the people we had in the Working Party, about 20 people who had to progress ten or 15 different draft recommendations, were fully occupied with that work.

So it was an expression we could not expect it from those people at that point in time.

If it should have been done during this meeting, we should have had somewhere else to have support from.

That is only here to be said.

The word jeopardize might be a strong word and I could replace with something like affect, if you would like.

It would affect the progress of our work.

This week we have all been very busy.

If we had to do something else, we couldn't have reached the results we have reached now.

That is only what I tried to say.

I am open for any suggestion which describes that in more and better terms.

Thank you.

Then we will go on.

Working Party 2 is very well aware what it means to do interoperability conformance testing.

There are a number of recommends and responsibilities which do have protocol information conformancy statements.

We know what it is.

There is no doubt about that.

My remark here in the report number 2 is meant to say that for the current document we are working on, which are high level requirements documents, the issue of interoperability and conformance is not so well defined as protocols and coding standards and those sort of things.

That concludes my remarks.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

Yes, I hope that we could close the debate, but I see that Iran has a comment.

>>:  Chairman, we appreciate the work of Working Party 2, but we would like that you would not use the words severely affect, saying that would over load the working of this meeting of Working Party 2 at the March/April meeting.

Immediately, however, the work will be taken up at the next meetings of the Working Party.

This is number one.

Number two, from the second explanation, still I believe that the issue is misunderstood.

The Study Group an Working Party was requested to identify those recommendations which are candidate for this activity, but not going to the testing procedures, whether required from outside work.

Madam Chairman, up not convinced for identification of this activity we need outside works to tell us.

We are a Study Group and we can do that.

No doubt everybody a member of the ITU‑T are welcome to the meeting and the statements and so forth, but for identification, chairman, I think this is Study Group 2 to do that one.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, thank you, Iran.

I think that Mr. MAK has taken due note of what you have said and he will then modify the sentence in question with wording that you have proposed.

I think that there is no problem when it comes to modifying the sentence in question.

Yes, Syria?

Comment?

>>:  Madam Chairman, people raise the issue about TSEG.

Can you tell me where you have read TSEG in this resolution, that this should go to the TSEG?

I am a little bit perplexed when people are talking about something that is not present in the resolution.

Maybe I have not read it myself.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes.

Thank you, Mr. ‑‑

I see that the United States would like to intervene.

What I would like to say is that TSEG is not mentioned in this resolution.

That is correct.

But I think that since all of the Study Groups are concerned and the director of the TSB is working on the subject we will have a debate.

I hope that we will have a document and that we will have a discussion during the meeting of the consultive group.

I would, however, like to give the floor to the United States to comment.

>>:  Thank you, chairman.

Not to delay your work.

Very briefly, the agenda for the up coming TSEG meeting clearly indicates on the agenda for the up coming TSEG meeting that the ITU mark is a topic for discussion.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, thank you.

I see that there are more comments.

I am afraid we will never be able to finish this afternoon, but Iran, then Syria.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

At the next TSEG meeting, the agenda has not been approved.

It's still a provisional agenda.

It hasn't been approved yet.

There are three ways to tackle TSEG, either under your responsibility as a work initiative without consulting everyone else.

This is your responsibility.

And then it's up to the TSEG to act, up to the members of the TSEG whether they agree with you or they may not agree with you, the second approach.

With regard to your request you would need the approval of the Study Group.

The third method of proceeding would be the TSEG members, the members from the sector who participate in TSEG could send in a contribution.

If you need commission 2, you would require approval, some kind of a TSEG guideline in this respect.

Otherwise you could take the initiative, but it would just be your responsibility.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Iran.

I will take a comment from Syria, but I do not wish to discuss the agenda for the next consultive group meeting.

I would like to close the debate on this subject.

And Mr. MAK will then revise his report.

Syria?

>>:  I was not the one who told you about this agenda item in the TSEG.

Please don't put comments.

We are telling this resolution has three parts.

First one, identification.

And building recommendation.

Second one, how to do that, resolution 44 called for it, the interoperability called for by the Plenipotentiary conference in 2006.

So what we would like to see that this is something and we don't want any excuse to defer the principal work.

The principal work is to identify these recommendations need to have testing or no testing.

We were happy now when the chairman of Working Party say we are dealing with requirements now.

We have not reached protocol elements and so on.

This we could accept, Madam Chairman.

But to tell me leave it to TSEG.

You are the one who said it should be discussed at TSEG, not me.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Well, I would like to propose that we close the debate on this item.

Mr. MAK will look at rewording this part of his report.

Could we please move on to the next point?

Mr. MAK.

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

The next item is described in section 2.3.5 of the report of the Working Party 2.

It is about amendments for the text of the questions 10 and 8.

Question 13 is also mentioned but that was withheld at the Working Party level and not to be discussed here.

There are questions 8 and 10 and there are proposed small editorial revisions to these texts.

And Working Party asks the Study Group to endorse these changes.

If you want to look at the documents where you can find the text are 54Plen and 76 Plen.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I think that there is a small mistake.

It's not question 10 that has been changed.

It's question 12.

Am I right?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Yes, you are correct.

I stand corrected.

It is question 12.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

So Working Group 2 proposes editorial changes to question 8 which can be found in document Plen 54 and editorial changes to question 12 which are in document Plen 77.

So we are requesting the meeting's approval on these two changes.

And we hope that if the meeting agrees that we could send these to the TSEG for information, information on these editorial changes.

And there's a document, Plen 79 which contains the liaison for TSEG with regard to these changes.

This document also contains the changes on the other questions, document 79 is actually broader than this single point.

So we are asking for the meeting's approval with regard to the changes to the two questions, 8 and 10 ‑‑

12 that I mentioned.

Are there any comments?

I don't see any comments.

So, Mr. MAK, could you please continue?

We will consider this as approved.

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I would now like to ask your kind attention for section 2.3.6 in the report which talks about future Working Party meeting organization.

A piece of background here is that the Working Party 2 is sort of 80 percent of the former Study Group 4.

There we used to have about 60 delegates in the last few meetings, but due to probably various circumstances which we all do not know but we pay guess, we found only 28 delegates in this Working Party 2.2 meeting best of your recollection it was the same work program and set of questions that we had before the merge.

We had nine questions and 20 people that leads to the situation that there were numerous meetings in parallel which were only sparsely attended and people had to run from one room to another to be able to follow their subjects of interest and that was perceived by delegates as a not very useful situation.

It was discussed in the leadership team of the Working Party that it may be better to streamline the operation and the plan now is to work with three clusters of meetings.

And the meeting schedule for the next meeting will be such that we will have only at most two meetings in parallel at the same time.

That will be sort of two meeting flats and each question will be assigned to one of the threads.

That's an experiment to see if we can work more efficiently next time and work out positively as we sincerely expect it may lead to rewriting of a number of questions so that things which are now formally to be treated in different questions may be handled in one and the same question.

That is the next step.

The first step is to have more efficient working methods in the next meeting.

Mr. Chairman, it is up to you to give this in discussion or just to note it for information.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I think that we can note that point.

The work of Working Party 2 to improve the working methods for the various questions, I don't think there's any particular decision to be made, but to Syria?

>>:  I think it would be wise if you take a decision to support this clustering at the request of the chairman of without any difficulty now since this might improve the performance.

We have no difficulty, of course.

We could decide finally on this because we see it's something very interesting, that they might think of combining questions.

This might be a more efficient way of dealing with the issues.

We have no difficulty if you reflected that positively in the report of this meeting.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

We note in the report, I'm sure everybody agrees, that we support these new approaches adopted by Working Party 2.

The next point, planning for the next Study Group meeting?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  The subject just announced by the chairman is the report in section 2.3.7.

It is stated, let me just read it to you to be complete:  There have been signals from delegates that it is increasingly difficult to make themselves available for a meeting spending ten days from Tuesday to next week's Thursday.

The management Working Group team will say that the planning group meeting now plans to be held ... 

Thank you.

Therefore, the Study Group management team was considering whether the next Study Group meeting now planned to be held from 17 until 26 November could be made shorter and/or moved, allowing easier embedding in delegates' agendas.

Asked for their opinions, the Working Party two delegates indicated it would not be possible to shorten the meeting to, for example, one week, but that one day less than the currently ten days would be workable or could be workable.

Moving to a scheme which runs from Monday to Wednesday would also be acceptable.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

So at this stage, I would like us to discuss this matter of the next meeting.

The dates and the duration of the Study Group meeting.

This has been raised during informal discussions as well.

The goal being to have as short a meeting as possible while still being able to accomplish the work before us.

So I would suggest that we begin on Monday the 16th in the afternoon, the opening plenary on Monday afternoon, the 16th.

And then we could finish on Wednesday, 25th, or Tuesday the 24th.

Does anybody want to speak to the duration of the meeting?

Do you believe we could shorten the meeting by a day?

Beginning on Monday afternoon?

Syria?

>>:  Madam Chairman, I think here is a request from the Working Party.

The Working Party in all the time when we have work, parties, they used to meet less time.

The other Working Party was not meeting the whole period.

It is correct what we have heard today, but let's leave the dates to the final time when we come to the agenda on the dates.

Do you like us to stop here?

At the request of Working Party two to finish its business?

I hope it will affect the chairman, your vice chair of the Working Party because we need him at the plenary.

This is what I would ask him.

If this is only limited to his Working Party, then let's come back to the dates at the end of this meeting.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

I would like us to discuss this now.

It is not simply a request from Working Party 2.

I asked the two Working Parties to discuss this with the reporters to discuss it informally.

Mr. MAK included it in his report because they discussed it during the Working Party meeting.

So a general desire to reduce the meetings to their minimum sensible duration was my own request.

So I would suggest we work from Monday, the 16th, in the afternoon and conclude either on Tuesday or Wednesday.

So are we willing to reduce the meeting by one day or not?

United States, you asked for the floor.

>>:  Thank you, chairman.

We appreciate the question that you have put to the floor.

We would like to respond on behalf of our delegation that we would greatly appreciate shortening the length of the meeting.

We are more than happy to work over the weekend on a day that delegates decide is appropriate.

And we would go with the option of working through Tuesday and finalizing our work that Tuesday.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, U.S. 

You have expressed your view.

Mr. MAK, do you wish to speak to this?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Yes, speaking as chairman of Working Party 2, in the light of what I explained earlier about streamlining our operation and going more to a serial way of working than a massive parallel way of working, there would be a tendency even to need a longer time than a shorter time.

Working Party 2 is prepared to shorten the total meeting duration by one day.

We think we can absorb that.

But it would be difficult at this moment to say that we can do it in two days less.

Thank you, chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I said to reduce it by one day.

That is beginning on Monday afternoon and finishing on Tuesday evening.

That makes it one day shorter than this meeting.

I would, with only one day.

We obviously can't reduce it any further.

If we do agree to this, we will have to work either Saturday or Sunday in ad hoc groups in order to ensure that the work goes forward.

In fact, at this meeting some groups already met during the weekend.

I have only heard the view of one delegation on the possibility of finishing on Tuesday or Wednesday.

Syria?

>>:  Would your proposal starting Monday afternoon and terminating Tuesday.

This was your proposal if I am correct.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

United Kingdom, then Russia, then Brazil.

United Kingdom.

>>:  We, too, support your proposal, Madam Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

The situation is not the same for everyone.

We work every day for all the meetings of all the conferences.

And now we are going to be doing the same thing in the Study Groups.

I do understand that shortening these meetings as much as possible has undoubted advantages.

However, we should not forget the rules of labor and we do need some time to rest.

So Russia would reserve its position on this.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Russia.

Brazil?

>>:  Thank you very much, Madam Chairman.

I would like to support your proposal also because for the Working Party 2 I think it is very difficult to a developing country to follow all the meetings.

But for sure it's very good idea to shorten a little bit, not for two days but one day I think would be fine.

So Monday to Tuesday, I think it is a good idea.

Monday afternoon until Tuesday, would be a very good idea.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Brazil.

Australia?

And then France.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

The problem from Australia being a very small delegation is that if you have shortened the period, then you've got probably moreover lapping meetings, which is a problem to attend the questions that are of interest to us.

And having come a long way it is imperative that we can get involved in the questions that we are interested in.

So I know it's a difficult situation to weigh each of these things up.

We certainly support the idea of shortening the meeting.

Perhaps we might also look at shortening the lunch break.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Australia.

France and then Iran.

We'll try to conclude then.

France?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

France would also favor reducing the duration of the meeting by one day.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.  Iran, could you begin?

There seems to have been a technical problem.

>>:  Yes, Madam Chairman.

I said shortening the meetings of the ITU Study Groups and other activities was an issue discussed at length at Plenipotentiary conference.

And this is reflected into the annex to the financial plan, although we didn't have a financial plan as such.

But there was something and that is why, Madam Chairman, it is before all of us that we should make every effort to shorten the length of the meeting.

Working at the weekend, yes.

But I don't think Sunday is a day you work both with Saturday.

I think one or the other, but not Saturday and Sunday.

If some delegates are going to do that, that is their wishes.

We respect that, but that is something.

Shortening the lunch, that is something to be careful.

Something lunch is used for drafting group, after group, however.

However, Madam Chairman that I suggest you take into account is possibly taking approach of ITU‑R, start the meeting at 9:00 o'clock, not 9:30 and then it leaves some rooms for the evening session to start at 9.

They normally finish at 5, between 12 and 2 they have break for anything, lunch and so on.

Some don't take lunch.

Some people take lunch longer.

Afternoon after 5, maybe 5:15 if there are additional activities, additional activities for whatever, could be organized from 5:15 to 7:00 o'clock.

That is another option for your consideration, Madam Chairman.

I don't suggest anything to be approved here but for considerations.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Iran.

It is very useful suggestions and interesting observations.

I think we should talk about them.

Before I conclude on this, Mr. MAK?

>>:  Thank you, again as Working Party chairman speaking, I would support the first remark of the gentleman from Iran.

Having people working for eight or nine days subsequently will not be a good idea.

So as far as then I am entitled to execute the instructions from the Study Group and make a nice meeting program I will leave out the Sunday and plan meetings on Saturday if required.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:   

(No English translation.)

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  So in conclusion, you can hear me now, can't you?

Yes.

The conclusion ‑‑

Can you hear the interpretation?

Can you hear the English now?

The conclusion is that we will begin on Monday the 16th in the afternoon with our opening plenary and we will conclude on Tuesday the 24th in the evening.

So we will be shortening the meeting by one day.

We will see how it works.

While bearing in mind that we will undoubtedly have meetings on Saturday, ad hoc groups and so on.

We will also consider the various proposals as to the time at which our meetings begin and so on.

So if everybody agrees, 16th to 24th.

Syria.

>>:  Madam Chairman, leave the decision whether it is Saturday or Sunday and the sector have the bad habit to meet on Sunday because people say we need the rest on Saturday because there is shops open and so on and so on.

So what we would like to say, we could go along with your decision and leave that timing for the work on the weekends to the, to be decided as requested.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

All right.

We will decide during the meeting which days will be used.

I am simply proposing that the meeting begin after lunch on the 16th and end the end of the afternoon on the 24th.

China?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

We feel that whenever we come here, we want to use all the time available to us in order to work.

Perhaps we could meet on Wednesday morning.

That is to prolong your proposal by half a day.

I think that would be very useful and would allow us to accomplish our work.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, China.

I suggest that for the November meeting we meet from the 16th to the 24th, conclude at the end of the afternoon on the 24th.

We will see how that works and discuss what we do at the subsequent meeting.

I think there was a broad agreement that we meet from the 16th to the 24th.

Mr. MAK?

I think we can finish with your report quite quickly.

I think there are a number of things still remaining to look at.

The recommendations for consent and liaison statements.

Mr. MAK?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Indeed your attention is now requested to go to table 3.4.

It is the next point in the report where your decision making is required.

Table 3.4.

The list of recommendations to be consented.

There are three amendments to M3020, the interface methodology.

There is a vision to N3340, for NGN service fulfillment and new recommendation for N3335, self service management interface and you can find these documents in the TD members, in the right most column of this table.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

Can we agree to this information presented in this table?

Mr. MAK?

Could you continue?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  The next point is table 3.

The next point of attention is table 3.9.

There you find the liaison statements, a total of nine liaison statemented as they are proposed by Working Party 2 to be sent to various entities inside and outside ITD concerning our work.

You see them here with other related questions in the study work.

The title of subjects and the document numbers.

The question, of course, is whether the Study Group can agree that these liaison statements exist as they stand in these tables.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

Syria?

>>:  Madam Chairman, the recommendation never approved in blocks.

We go one by one.

You ask about if there is any, then you can agree but you can not say open this and one by one should be reflected in your document.

Referring to table 3.4.

You should ask this question to the chairman and to the audience here, if there is any patent issue and be sure that this is one of the conditions of approving any consented recommendation.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

Iran?

>>:  Yes, Madam Chairman.

I fully support intervention of Syria.

That is exactly what I wanted to say.

This is the output of our work and we cannot take it in block.

One by one, please.

I know you want to economize the time.

Yes, we fully agree with you, but not in contention of the determination block approval of the recommendation.

That is a serious issue and we have to take it more serious, thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Very well.

We will return to table 3.4.

The recommendations, we will see them one at a time.

I give the floor to Mr. Hill because there were amendments.

>>:  Thank you, chairman.

Yes, finally the editor of M3020 decided not to publish three separate amendments.

But to publish instead a revised recommendation.

So the request is not to approve three separate amendments to M3020.

Sorry, consent.

The request is not to consent three separate amendments to M3020.

The request is to approve, again consent, sorry.

The request is to consent a revision of M3020 and that revision is contained in TD85 Plen.

So TD43, 44, and 31 are no longer on the table.

You can ignore TD43, 44, and 31.

And you are requested to consent the text contained in TD85.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Hill.

Syria?

>>:  Madam Chair, maybe the revision is not ‑‑

I have personally no difficulty, but could you ask the patent issue before we agree on any consent, if this modification have no patent issue.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

Are there any patent issues with recommendation M3020 as revised?

Seeing none, can we approve the revision to M3020 as contained in TD85?

I apologize.

Can we consent, we spent two weeks speaking English and I'm now speaking French again and I haven't got a clue how you translate consent into French.

So we can move on to the next recommendation that is revision 1 to M3340.

Which can be found in document TD61 Plen Rev 2.

Is there a patent issue regarding this particular recommendation?

Seeing none, can we consent to this revision?

The next recommendation is M3345.

A new recommendation contained in TD68Rev 2 plenary.

Is there a patent issue?

Iran?

>>:  Not patent issue, but Madam Chairman, is it a good term, self service?

Is itself management?

Self management of interests interference?

Sorry, self service?

This is a question.

Maybe wrong, maybe right.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

So first I would remind you that it is document 68Rev 1 and not Rev 2.

Apparently there is no Rev 2.

So as Mr. MAK, could you explain the title, the use of the word self service?

Mr. MAK.

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Yes, I could do that.

Self service here means that the user of the telecommunications service, the customer, the person at the end is capable of servicing himself and that there should not be a management interface that manages the whole setup, but is to take into account that current and future telecommunications networks and services which are more allow the user themselves to set up the services to train the services according to are their personal wishes.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I can see name plates.

Iran first and then Syria.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

We knew that the philosophy behind that.

Perhaps maybe use interface self management.

Because you have to avoid self service.

It reminds us of something else.

So interface self management.

Still you convey the same idea.

It is done by the person, but the group or entity, so on and so forth.

This word self remains.

But interface self management.

One option, maybe.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  I have taken note.

Thank you, Iran.

Syria's comment before I give the floor to Mr. MAK.

Syria?

>>:  Chairman, it is unfortunate that this issue is raised now.

I wish it had been raised when we debated this in the old times.

This terms and definitions are on page 7.

We have the authorization, the SS interface, the self service management actor, the self service manager, the self service authorized user and self service management.

The title of this as self service management provides management functions for telecommunication networks approval and services at SSM actor request.

So SSM actor request, we go again to the definition of that.

So it is not an easy issues.

I raised issues at one time.

It seems it is the jargon of our colleagues of sector 4.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Well, with those comments, yes, it's the editor in fact.

>>:  No, I'm not the editor.

I have opened the TD plan sector 811.

I didn't see that I have seen a title in this document.

It didn't contain interface.

It is only self service management.

Thank you.

(Silence.

.)

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

Mr. MAK?

Could you perhaps enlighten us with regard to the term used?

Thank you.

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Yes, just to start with the last intervention from the gentleman there, he is correct.

In the document itself the title is principals for self service management.

I think that in the past we spoke about self service management interface.

For the people who are down to the detail of technical things, they realized there is not much difference but we have to be careful here and clear what we mean in this meeting.

So I agree with intervention that it would be better to have in the table here like the formal title is the, principles for service ‑‑

Self service management.

As it was eloquently explained, self service is all over the place there.

It is not easy to remove it.

It is a standing term there.

People who are aware of these fields.

Users understand it.

I would ask the meeting not to go so far as to have this change.

Because that would make a lot of issues.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I agree.

So that we can close‑up the debate, this really is a question for a specialist who use these terms.

I would propose that in the table that we give the complete title that is on document 68.

In any case, the document 68 which I have, this might not be the latest version.

If that is the complete title of the recommendation, I think that we should put the complete title in here in the table.

Or am I wrong?

>>:  I guess you are right, if I may say so.

If you ask me to have the complete and serious title there, I will take care that the complete and serious title is in there.

To my understanding, it is principles for self service management.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I'm sorry, I have the impression that in the document, in document 68 the title that I indicate the is there, but in the revised version of 68Plen, it's on the principles of self service management.

So I think that this is the title now that is the official title.

Can you perhaps confirm that the official title is the one contained in document Plen 68 revised?

I can see a request for the floor.

Mr. Smith.

>>:  Madam Chairman, I'm the rappateur of the question that is asking for consent on this document.

Indeed the title of the document is the last, the R2 version of that or the revised version of that document, which takes off the term at the end.

It is only principles of self service management, period.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

Mr. Smith.

I think that we can bring, we can align all of the tables with each other.

Mr. MAK's table, the table from the plenary meeting with the final title which is the one contained in Plen 68 revised.

Syria, you have a comment to this?

>>:  Yes, on the title, could we open brackets and say SSM?

Because it is used this abbreviation in the whole document.

So the title draft SSM, principles for self service management, open bracket SSM.

We are using it throughout the whole text and it should be clear.

I hope this will not change anything.  This is editorial.

>>:  I would be okay if there would not be any editing rules in the TSB which would forbid abbreviations and titles.

I know some organizations have those rules.

It is okay with me if they are not here.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  With regard to the recommendations, yes, I think you can use recommendations in the title.

So then we will go with the proposal to put, include SSM in the title.

Can we then express our consent with regard to recommendation 3345?

No problems with that?

Fine.

Mr. MAK, I think that you stated that table 3.9 contained a list of liaisons statements proposed by your Working Group as well as the numbers for the documents where these liaison statements are contained.

These liaisons were approved by your Working Group.

So can we approve them here?

Would you like to do this all together?

Because they have already been seen.

Can we approve all of the table as a whole?

Or are there any comments?

So if there are no comments, Mr. MAK, I think that you still had an item to be discussed in your report.

Mr. MAK?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Yes, it is the final issue and it is on the final page, the final table, number 3.12.

This comprises the future meeting plans for the groups in Working Party 2.

The first line is the plan of all of us to come back to Geneva, which is slightly modified now.

There is a list of interest immediate meetings.

These will be virtual meetings.

That is what some people call E meetings or Web‑based meetings, whatever.

It will be meetings supported by conference calls and by Web conference facilities that will progress a number of issues, not all of them the dates have been settled already.

But there is a provision in the text just above the table that at least four weeks in advance via the appropriate e‑mail list the delegates will be informed about the exact date, time and other logistic details of these intermediate meetings.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

Comment from Syria?

>>:  Madam Chairman, please with the help of the counselor, if you find us in applications for virtual meeting, we don't want every Study Group to invent a name for its correspondence meeting or conference call and, of course, since we are going to change this table because of the first one, 17 to 26 is no more valid.

So could we leave it to, with the help of the counselor, to find what we should call such types of meeting?

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

We will use the same term everywhere.

And we will change the dates in this document accordingly.

Of course, after our meeting.

Mr. MAK, I think that you have ended.

Would you like to make a comment?

>>:  Mr. MAK:  Thank you, Mrs. Chairman.

Indeed, I concluded my report.

I would like to thank first the rappateurs and the delegates for their hard work during this week and their ongoing support for this work.

It was kind of an interesting challenge to now be part of Study Group 2.

All Study Groups have their way of doing things and we have to get accustomed to it.

It is also the other way around.

You had to get used to the way we did things in Study Group 4.

I appreciate your patience with me this afternoon while going through this report.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. MAK.

I would like to make a comment.

But first of all, Syria.

>>:  Madam Chairman, please check the language on the other three sectors.

I think it's called E discussion reporters group meeting.

There is such a description in the Web group of the IT.

It would be the common terms for such meanings and we leave it to you to be checked afterwards, not necessarily to use our time on this issue now.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

Yes, we will be reverting to this subject offline as we say in English.

Now I would like at this stage to thank Mr. MAK for his report and for all of the work done by the rappateurs, all of the participants in Study Group two because as Mr. MAK said, this is the first time that we are meeting together and, of course, this requires certain adjustments and efforts and I really must say that this working together with Mr. MAK and the other members of the Study Group 2 has been a pleasure for me.

I propose that we move on to Study Group 1 and to the report.

I'm afraid that we won't be able to take a break because if we do stop, we would lose too much time.

Yes, Syria?

>>:  Five minutes to pick up the documents, Madam Chairman and then you could start immediately unless the secretary of the last report of question of Working Party 1 is not available now.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  I propose that we start.

If some would like a paper copy, the document is in the pigeon holes.

The number of the document is 3Plen.

(Pause.)

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  All right.

Can we get started, please?

Can we start please?

Please.

Can we start with the report for Study Group 1 which is contained in document Plen three?

Document Plen 3?

I'm going to give the floor to Mr. Lind, who is vice chairman of Study Group 2 and chair of Working Group 1, Mr. Lind.

>> STEVEN LIND:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I will begin in section 6 of the document and review the highlights of the meeting from this morning.

For question 1 you will find the progress report in TDGen 1Rev zero.

That was agreed with several comments.

There were clarifications made from the floor to sections 3.2, 3.5, and 3.6 of the meeting report.

On the topic of recommendation E.1100.

Suggestions for clarification were made by one of the vice chairs of the Study Group, but it was decided to move forward with the Texas contained in Plen 30, Rev 3 for determination.

On the subject of NXG to recommendation E .212 it was discussed and reservations were noted from the U.S. and Syria on the current text.

But it was agreed to proceed with the recommendation for determination at the Study Group level this afternoon.

For recommendation E .129, again suggestions for clarification were raised.

But it was decided that the text of the draft revised recommendation in Plen 33, rev 3 should be put forward for determination this afternoon.

There was some discussion on the supplement for number port ability.

I believe it's supplement 2 to E164.

And it was determined or decided at the meeting this morning that we will not submit that for approval at this meeting.

We will be asking for contributions to resolve several issues.

And we will work on that and hopefully have that for approval at the next meeting in November.

In addition, when we reviewed the various liaisons, there were editorial changes that were suggested to various liaisons and those have all been captured, either offline or in some cases where there were substantive changes suggested we have issued revised documents to those liaisons.

I point out that question 2, which held its meeting jointly with question 1, so the report of the activities of question 2 are contained in question 1's report in TD Gen 180 rev 2.

Question 3 on services held its meeting this week.

Its report is contained in TD Gen 150, revision 2.

That report was agreed with one comment.

There was an editorial change to TD Plen 10, to replace one instance of PMTDX, as had been done in the draft of the recommendation E.C.

There were changes to various destination organizations which were captured.

For question four, that progress report is in TD Gen 164.

There were a couple of additions to that report.

One was there was an additional liaison that was prepared after the report on IPTV requirements.

That liaison was approved by the Working Party.

And at the request of JCA‑AHF for a representative to that from Study Group 2, I volunteered to be Study Group 2 representative on a temporary basis until a more permanent representative to be nominated.

The report on JCA‑AHF, accessibility in human factors, is contained in temporary document Gen 131, revision 1 and that meeting, the report of that meeting was agreed in my Working Party.

We have a couple of questions that submitted work programs.

I've noted there, I've noted in my report where those work programs can be found.

Question 1 can be found in TD Gen 181 revision one and question 3's work program can be found in TD Gen 149, revision 1.

At this point, I don't know if there are any questions about the progress of the Working Party.

If not, I will move to the decisions that need to be made as regarding the various recommendations in liaisons.

I call the attention to table 9.1.

And these are recommends which the Working Party are putting to the Study Group for determination.

I will turn the floor back over to you.

There are a total of ‑‑

One, two, three, four ‑‑

11 recommendations which are being put up for determination.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Lind.

I can see name plates.

But we are going to look at the recommendations that have to be determined.

I think that we will take them up one by one.

But I saw Syria and the U.S. had comments.

Syria, first of all, followed by the United States.

>>:  Yes, Madam Chairman.

There was a decision on 101 by another group.

If the terms and definitions would be applying to 164.

There was an agreement that there would be a correspondence group to deal with that.

It is not reflected here.

I don't know if this is reflected in Working Party 1, but something like that should be included here.

And coming to this recommendation to be determined, the position of Syria regarding one of them is quite clear.

However, for 129 we have a reservation and we don't, we are not happy with the determination at this meeting.

Is it going to be reflected in document two rev two or two rev three?

Mr. Smith is nodding.

I trust him exceptionally.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

I think that Mr. Lind has noted your observation and he will indicate the existence of the correspondence group in his report on E64.

As to the recommendations to be determined, I said that we would look at them one by one.

So United States, you wish to take the floor?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

As we review Mr. Lind's summary report, we do not see the statement that the United States made this morning.

And we had asked that it be written into the report, the summary report.

We would be very happy to give you that statement and we hope that we will find that contained in the revision to this report.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, U.S. 

So your statement will be added to his revised report, since TD3 is a draft.

And it will be revised and will include the statement you made this morning.

Russia?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I should like to say a few words about recommendation E157.

157.

We discussed this issue at great length at the ad hoc group.

We worked extremely hard on this.

And our administration after some debate accepted consideration of this recommendation but as I said this morning, on condition that it be accompanied by a liaison statement.

And liaison statement not simply to form three Study Groups, but as requesting their comments and possible actions which might be undertaken by such Study Groups.

Since the matter dealt with by this recommendation is very broad and covers the activities of several Study Groups, at present, the security issues linked to that recommendation and the equipment aspects and other abuses and other aspects, very important matters which are dealt with in various different fora within the ITU.

This is why on dealing with this recommendation I say that if we can adopt a liaison statement which makes clear that for these three Study Groups for action to be taken and how it could be done if that is included in a liaison statement we could agree to this recommendation.

Were such language not included in the liaison statement, we would like our observation to be noted in the report, that is that for the time being we can only accept the recommendation under certain conditions.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Very well.

Mr. Lind?

We'll reflect your view in his report, but I ‑‑

There is a revised version of the liaison statement and we can come back to that when we look at the liaison statement.

We haven't quite got there yet.

I said I would look at the recommendations one by one, but I have seen other requests from the floor.

Does somebody else wish to speak?

Who wanted the floor?

Egypt?

Yes.

>>:  Small clarification about 6.1, second bullet.

The plan three, Rev 3 does not appear in the Web site.

It is only one.

Am I wrong?

On the document list of the Web site.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Additionally I support what Russia had said about the ‑‑

Egypt supports what is said by Russia.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Egypt.

I am told that the document for E11001100 is the Plen document, revision 1.

There is no revision three.

United States, and then we will look at the recommendations one by one.

>>:  We would like a point of clarification, but first before we make that point, we would state that we have no opposition at all to a liaison being sent and that's great.

Send it to 111317 whomever, in Study Group 3, no problem.

The challenge that we might have is the conditionality of the acceptance of a recommendation based on liaison statement being sent.

Again, we would just ask for clarification as to whether or not this is proper procedure because we are not aware of liaison statements being conditionallized attached to recommendations.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  We will see the liaison statement later on.

I think it's rather fortunate that we should be speaking to that liaison statement before we have come to it.

As to the situation, we are determining a recommendation.

Russia can make any statement that it wishes.

At the next meeting we will see whether or not that recommendation will be approved.

Many, many things can happen between now and then.

Russia seems to agree.

So I suggest that we go through the recommendations one by one.

These are the recommendations for determination.

Referring to Mr. Lind's table, E101.

TD3, Plen TD3, the tables are different in all documents.

So E101.

Definitions of terms.

I am not going to read the whole title which is very long.

The document, the language can be found in TD45 or rev 2, at least that's what the document says.

Can we determine this recommendation?

Seeing none, I move on to the next recommendation E129.

129.

Presentation of national numbering plans.

It's a revision to the recommendation and the recommendation is contained in TD33, rev 3.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  So in the report of plenary we noted that Syria reserved its position on this recommendation.

It is already included in my report.

Next recommendation E157.

One‑five‑seven.

I'll read it in English.

International calling party number delivery, it's in document 32 rev 2 of plenary.

And in our report we note Russia's reservation.

Syria?

>>:  Madam Chairman, for clarification in either 129 or 157 there was the proposals that we have learned through the vice chair of working, of your Study Groups and acting chairman of Rappateur of group 3 and chair also.

Could we ask what happens to the chairman of the Working Party?

Where those are finally landed?

These comments we have heard from the podium?

>> STEVEN LIND:  Yes, thank you.

I will make sure that the report reflects the comments made and they should be added as contributions at the next meeting.

It was said this morning and if it's not in there, I will make sure that it gets in there correctly.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Lind.

China?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

As to recommendation E157, the most recent revision is plenary document 32, Rev 3, which already ‑‑

Rev 3 which already reflects the comments made during Working Party 1 meetings.

Another point as to the liaison statement, do we need to ask the other Study Groups to comment on this issue?

That China agrees with Russia and Egypt?

Thank you, China.

>>:  Yes.

There was some delay in the interpretation.

And we note that document, the tables were not up to date.

So document is rev 3 of Plen 32.

Thank you, China.

For recommendation E157.

As to the liaison statement, we'll come to that later.

I have noted your comment, China.

If there are no additional comments, we have some amendments to recommendations.

Amendments to E161, E1.

E161, 1 in document of the plenary 35.

TD35 with the amendments on the definition issues.

There are different amendments to different recommendations.

I would like to go through it quickly.  Syria?

>>:  Could we have a footnote somewhere here, maybe after the documents, plenary, 37, 38, 39, it should say because of the adoption or the determination of recommendation E1.one, there was a need to revisit some definition in this.

Just to make it clear.

I mean, we knew ourselves, but maybe others who have not been participating in our meeting.

Could we ask the chairman the Working Party when he redrafts his report, it shall appear to be three, Plen 2 to clarify this.

We have no difficulty if you take all in one block.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

You're quite right.

Mr. Lind will indicate in his report the reason for these amendments.

So perhaps we can go through them as a group, simply recalling the document numbers.

So amendment to recommendation 161.1, document 35.

Amendment to E190, document 36.

Amendment to E191, 37, document 37.

I understand it's rev 1 to document 37.

Amendment to 191.1, document 38.

Amendment to recommendation E195.

Document 39.

Could we determine these?

As a group?

Very well, I'll move on to the next recommendation.

Which is annex G to E212.

In document 29 of the plenary.

In the report of this meeting we noted that the United States expressed some concern, expressed some concerns as to annex G of recommendation E212 and that Syria and the United States reserved their position on this annex.

United States?

>>:  Thank you.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

We would just like to be certain that this statement we provided earlier this morning is also included in this report.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, U.S. 

Mr. Hill asks whether you could send the statement by e‑mail so that he can include it in the report.

Very well.

We can move to the next recommendation.

E1100.

One‑one‑zero‑zero.

Formerly EIHLR.

In document 30 rev 1 of plenary.

Document 30, rev 1.

Does anybody wish to speak to the determination of these recommendations?

No.

Very well, that concludes discussion of the recommendations.

I give the floor to Mr. Lind.

Mr. Lind.

>> STEVEN LIND:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

In table 11.1 you have a list of recommendations that will be further developed.

I don't think we need to make any decisions on them at this point.

Syria?

>>:  I would ask you kindly to fill the vacant places here for one economic, E12 and 212 and to put the name at least for complementing this list.

This is editorial.

Thank you.

You can do it when you revise this document.

Thank you.

>> STEVEN LIND:  Yes, thank you.

I will make sure to do that.

I did not have time trying to get the document through the TSB this morning.

I will go back and fill those in.

We can move down to table 12.1.

There are two recommendations that question 1 recommended to be deleted.

Those are E .125.

Inquiries among users of the international telephone service and X.60, the implementers guide for MHS.

So I will pause here for Madam Chair to take the consent of the floor for deletion of these two recommendations.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Lind.

So, first of all, the suppression of E125.

Not a problem.

As to Syria, is it on E125?

>>:  Yes, Madam Chairman.

I think by definition when we drop a recommendation of deleting, we circulate and solicit opinions of the Member States.

I hope this has not to go do with the identification, to oblige the other party who is answering.

So it would be ‑‑

I have not had time to read all of them to see, to be happy with their deletion.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

Mr. Hill can clarify.

>>:  Yes, indeed.

Syria is correct.

In the report of the plenary under section 9 you will see a paragraph to that effect.

The decision by the Study Group does not result in the deletion.

It results in a circular going out concerning the deletions.

If there are no objections, then the deletion comes into force.

Otherwise the matter is referred back to the Study Group.

With due apologies to Mr. Lind, the second item is not a recommendation.

It is an implementer's guide, similar to a supplement.

Therefore, the decision by the Study Group would take immediate effect.

I believe the number is X.160, not X.660.

So we are deleting for a supplement which is the immediate action of the Study Group for X.160.

>> MARIE‑THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Hill.

I think that's quite clear.

For the deletion of a recommendation, if there are no objections, we will have followed the procedure requiring the sending of a circular.

The implementers guide X.60, can we go ahead and delete that one?

Mr. Lind will update his report on that basis.

No objections?

Syria.

>>:  Could we, under two separate items so we could not group them under recommendations to be deleted.

One is a supplement, one implementer guide and the other is a recommendation.

So this needs to be separated from the table we have it now under 12.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

Mr. Lind will, of course, revise his report after the meeting.

The report of plenary.

As Mr. Hill reminds me which is TD2, rev 2 is actually correct, has already been corrected, in other words.

As you know, we were unable to coordinate since Mr. Lind prepared his report during lunch or during the lunch hour instead of having lunch.

We will have a revised version of his report available later.

Mr. Lind, could you move on to the next point?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

In table 14.1, there are three supplements which will be further developed.

So we don't need to decide anything about those at this point.

The next table, which is 15.1, is the list of liaisons.

A couple of notations here.

For the second liaison to the GSM association on roaming hubbing, that should be Plen 55, revision 1.

On the fifth liaison to the JCA on identity management regarding E101, that is contained in Plen 6, revision 2.

The liaison on calling party number delivery to Study Groups 3, 11, and 17, there is a further revision to that.

That is temporary document 42, revision 2.

The liaison from Study Group 3 to various, to all ITU‑T Study Groups on the definition of Nomadic, Nomadicity and Nomadism is in TD Plen, revision 1.

I note here back to the JCA‑AHF from question 4 with my appointment.

I have not seen the, whether that liaison has been published yet.

It's noted here as a place holder.

And those are all the changes that I have for the liaison.

I turn the floor back over to you, thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Lind.

Can we approve the liaisons already approved within your Working Party, some of which already have been revised?

Russia?

Have you seen the revised liaison statement?

Have you seen the revised version of the liaison statement since you had a problem with it?

Thank you.

>>:  Madam Chairman, unfortunately I have not yet seen this.

If it's on the computer, I haven't been able to find it.

But we wanted to include the terms for action.

There are still gaps.

It has been left blank.

Egypt and China supported our proposal.

So I think we need to include the phrases for action, for a comment.

Or will that be included in a further revision?

I would like an answer from the chairman of Working Party 1, since for the time being it is not yet included in the language of the liaison statement.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Russia.

Mr. Lind?

>> STEVEN LIND:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I note that those changes have not been reflected in this.

I will make a further revision to liaison in temporary document 42 to reflect and change those for action and change the text to also reflect that.

So you'll see that after the meeting.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Lind.

So now I can see China, Syria, Egypt.

China, first of all.

>>:  Thank you.

First of all I would like to point out that the number of these liaison statements, there should be the latest revision because these revisions are done after the work of the Working Party 1.

So there wasn't time to be reflected in the report of the Working Party 1.

As for the calling party number delivery, well, for this liaison statement it should be R 2.

The surface, the liaison statement on service definition should also be R2.

Then concerning the liaison statement on automatic definition, of nomadic, et cetera, it should be rev 1.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, China.

Yes, we'll take a note that some documents were revised at a later date.

Of course, the table will be updated accordingly, as Mr. Lind has indicated.

I had Syria as well.

>>:  Madam Chairman, I am on page 8.

All my comments are editorial.

The second liaison statement, the response to GSM association.

It should be written.

A is not an abbreviation accepted in ITU.

The next relates to GSM8.

A, it should be association.

On Study Group 13, it should be reply, on his notification for approval because it is confusing the reading.

L as to Study Group 2 as we are writing to ‑‑

So it is LS from Study Group 2, take note of this notification and my last comment on this table is the one about 3GPP, 3GPP2, which A again should be association.

GSM8.

Here we are using the word terrestrial.

I think we agreed to use the word land mobile, but not to say terrestrial.

It is confusing, the word terrestrial here.

Terrestrial by definition includes air naught I cans, which is flying not more than 32,000 meters, things like that.

So is it interesting that, or just talking about land mobile?

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

I think that Mr. Lind has taken on board the editorial comments.

Yes, Mr. Lind has told me yes.

Now, Egypt was next.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Regarding the liaison statement 42, rev 2, now I think I have it in front of me.

We should replace the words for your information with comment and action.

Particularly on security implications and economic and settlement aspects.

These words I would like to, if it could be defined in the final statement going to the Study Groups.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Egypt.

Mr. Lind?

>> STEVEN LIND:  Yes.

Could you read the words one more time?

I think I missed the last part of it after comment and action.

>>:  Particularly on security implications and economic and settlement aspects.

This is Egypt intervention.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Egypt.

Mr. Lind has taken due note of your comment.

Now Iran, please.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I'm sorry, I didn't understand the proposal.

Is the proposal to put in the liaison statement for comments and action?

Usually, Madam Chairman, the liaison statement is for information or for action.

Comments and action means action.

I don't see, they are different.

So my question is, it is for information and comment.

Or for information only?

I have no difficulty with either of the two, but comments and action I don't think are not consistent.

They are part of each other.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

I think that you are right, sir.

I think we could say for action.

That's the way, that's the wording that is usually used.

Quite correct.

Thank you.

Thank you.

So we will put the words for action.

Iran?

>>:  Yes.

Just another question.

If you put "for action" is it still the comment made by Russia is applied to that?

Or that is now covered because they made the comment this should be sent for action.

They have no difficulty if this is sent for action.

They have difficulty if it is for information only.

If the three Study Groups are involved.

Just for clarification.

I am happy to seek consistency between the liaison statement and the recommendation for the determinations.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

Well, you have put a question to Russia.

So I will ask Russia to respond.

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

My colleague from Iran is absolutely correct.

We had presented a reservation, but only if the text did not specify for action.

Now that it specifies for action, we withdraw that reservation.

And I think that in this way we will have settled the problem.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  I can see several name plates.

But first I would like to finish with Russia.

So Russia, I understand that now the liaison statement is in accordance with your wishes.

You no longer wish to express a recommendation ‑‑

Reservation on the recommendation?

>>:  That's correct.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, I can see you nodding.

So Russia withdraws its reservation with regard to the recommendation.

I saw other name plates.

I have the United States.

United States?

>>:  Thank you, chairperson.

We have no trouble with the liaison going forward as edited during this session.

This current session this afternoon.

We have no problem with E157 going forward as you have articulated.

We do, however, we are curious, rather curious as to why we can conditionalize a recommendation moving forward based on a liaison statement and whether or not that liaison statement says information or action.

We are not going to delay your meeting today.

We will come back to this issue at the next Study Group meeting just so we know what the procedures are moving forward.

In any event, chairperson, we don't want to delay you, but we are just interested in how this procedure works and we will come back to this at another meeting.

Thank you.

>> MARIE‑THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, United States.

I do not really understand your question.

There was no condition placed on this.

We determined the recommendation.

So neck time we will see if it's approved, whether or not it's approved.

That's something else, but Russia had expressed a reservation.

Because it was not satisfied with the liaison.

Now it says that the liaison is fine the so it's lifted its reservation.

Of course, that does not change anything with regard to the decision taken at the meeting.

Russia can express a reservation or not.

That's one thing.

But we have decided on the recommendation.

I am not sure if this is a linguistic problem or problem with interpretation, but I must confess that I don't really understand your question.

From me, there was no condition placed on this.

The condition ‑‑

Perhaps offline we could discuss this so we could revert to this.

Yes, Syria?

>>:  Madam Chairman, I went back to the 42, rev 1, and of course we are not asking for information now.

We are going to ask for action.

So we say Study Group 3, Study Group 11 and Study Group 17.

I propose the following language.

After each in accordance with its mandate.

Each, in accordance with each mandate.

Because the economic is only relevant to Study Group three and this is ‑‑

And Study Group 17 and 11 is in the protocols.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

I think that your comment is well‑founded.

I see Mr. Lind who is taking note of your remark.

Now, where exactly are we?

Have we finished with the liaisons?

And Mr. Lind may have other subjects to take up.

Mr. Lind?

>> STEVEN LIND:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

In section 16 we note that projects 1 and 5 to question 1 have been amended and those amendments are contained in TD Plen 72.

And the last thing to note is that there's been two requests for meetings between now and the next meeting of Study Group 2.

Question ‑‑

I see that this is not complete.

Let me give you some details.

And I'll fix the report afterwards.

Question 4 is intending to meet to continue some progress on the issues that it has been discussing this week.

It intends to meet jointly, possibly with question 26.16 on the 21st of October.

And on the 22nd or 23rd of October, both with question 26.16 and ITD question 20 stroke 1 in Geneva to promote synergy between its work results and the future plan with all of these questions.

And then the JCA on accessibility and human factors intends to meet on November 10 by teleconference to further its work.

So that concludes my meeting report, Madam Chair.

Thank you very much.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, mr. Lind.

Can we approve this?

I was taking stock of the questions that remain with the adviser.

Can we approve?

Oh, I see several name plates.

Several persons who are concerned.

Does this have to do with meetings?

Now we are talking about the interim meetings.

Intermediate meetings that Mr. Lind has proposed.

Can we approve this?

Are there comments with regard to the meetings?

Yes?

Syria first.

>>:  Madam Chairman, question 20‑1 of Study Group one in the development sector would have no possibility to meet at these dates.

The idea was to invite the reporter for question 22‑1 to that meeting.

We could not say joint meeting.

Joint meeting, because 26, is authorized by the group of 26 and this is during 26 meetings to have this joint meeting, but we could not impose it on the development sector.

So could we state clearly in the text, Mr. Lind, to say with a possible invitation to the reporters of question 22?

The questions in the development sector are equivalent to Working Parties.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Syria.

Mr. Lind has taken note of what you've indicated with regard to the development sector.

Now I have other requests for the floor.

I have the United States.

>>:  Chairman, just a correction.

As requested by the rappateur by the JCA‑AHF liaison.

In table 15.1 there is a mistype.

It should be question 16, and that is why we are intervening, nothing more.

Thank you very much.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, thank you.

Mr. Lind will make the question.

Now Serbia.

>>:  Madam Chair, thank you for giving me the floor.

I am speaking on behalf of my government.

I am sorry for moving you back to the table 9.1.

Recommendation E212.

But we, I mean my delegation we have a problem in finding the revised document DD3.

We would like to hear actually the statement of the United States concerning this issue.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Serbia.

We will read out the statement.

>>:  As it appears in the report of the plenary.

It says the following.

The United States made the following statement with respect to annex G of E.212:  "The U.S. delegation has consulted with capital.

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

Therefore, the United States cannot support determination of this document, granted (TD29.)

The report goes on to say that the U.S. and Syria reserve their comments with respect to annex G of E.212.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Hill.

Serbia, you have taken note of the U.S. statement?

Yes?

All right.

Fine.

Now, what exactly, where exactly were we?

Now we have looked at the different interim meetings.

And we have reached an agreement on that.

We still have a few outstanding items.

First of all, Mr. Lind, do you think that you've finished?

Because there are a couple of items that haven't been taken up.

There are a few items that we will revert to.

Yes, I can see a name plate.

It's Serbia.

>>:  Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

In these two weeks we can not recognize this what U.S. delegation give as a statement and if it is possible, is it possible to give a point of this political connotation in this annex G of E212?

If it is possible, please.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Serbia.

Do the United States wish to intervene to take the floor in this respect?

United States?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

I think as we have indicated before this is a political issue that goes beyond the mandate of this Working Group and we have made our position clear.

I think we can leave it with that.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

So can I propose that the other countries perhaps discuss after the meeting, take this point up after the meeting on a bilateral basis?

Or Serbia, would you like to take the floor once again?

Microphone, please.

>>:  Thank you, I'm sorry.

From our point of view we don't understand this answer because we tried to build the border of technical document and during this two week of discussion we didn't receive any comments which is dedicated to the political connotation of our document.

And we cannot recognize from the answer of U.S. delegation what is political connotation in this document and if you want, you can open this document publicly just to show us what is that political connotation and we will be pleased if you can do it and it will be enough for us.

Thank you.

Because we really cannot find this political connotation.

And if they can give us, if they can give us suggestion, we would like to make changes maybe for the next meeting in November.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Serbia.

I propose that we stop the discussion on this point.

Of course, you can discuss this bilaterally with the United States so as to better understand their position.  In the report, we will indicate that Serbia said that it did not understand what these political connotations were and invited, called for proposals to amend the proposed text.

So the decision of the meeting is to decide on this annex and between now and the next meeting, this annex will be up for approval.

I propose that the various parties continue to work on this subject together so that they can reach a solution, if possible.

I can see that everyone seems to continue with this.

No?

Serbia?

>>:  I have only one little comment.

I respect you very much, Madam Chairman, but this was political answer on my question.

Thank you, we can go further.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Mr. Lind in his report has indicated that there were amendments to question 1.

So I would like to revert at this point because there are proposals for amendments that were made in contribution C2, proposals for amendment to question 1.

These amendments have been studied and agreement was reached.

So the amendment is contained in document Plen 72, Plen 72.

Since this is a substantive amendment it must be submitted to the consultive group.

It will be submitted to the TSEG in the, in document 79 which I've already mentioned, because we will be according the TSEG of various amendments.

So please refer to document 72 and 79 Plen and change in question 1.

Mr. Lind had mentioned this, but without asking for approval.

Now I would like to ask the meeting for its consent to the changes to question 1.

If there are no problems with this, we will send this liaison on to the consultive group.

Now for our plenary meeting we have two other points which we have to mention in our report.

These have to do with Study Group 1.

Working Party one on question 1 and Mr. Hill will mention this because this is in the report for the plenary group and Mr. Lind did not explicitly refer to these.

Mr. Lind?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to invite the delegates to take the document Plen 2, rev 2, Plen 2, rev 2 which is a preliminary draft of the report by the plenary and in section 3.2 closing plenary, this has to do with 1.3 and 1.4.

Points 1.3 and 1.4, which consists of advice on question 1 that would be sent to the president and in accordance with resolution 20 concerning numbering issues.

So in 3.13 we ask the director to publish a circular concerning the fact that from now on we can change the extratorial system and this is covered in 3.7 of the report on question 1, TD180.

And the revision which ‑‑

The revision is, I suppose, the last one?

The report on question 1.

180, rev ‑‑

Which one?

>>:  2.

>>:  Rev 2.

Thank you, rev two.

And the second point has to do with the different requests that have been received for numbers and the opinion is in .5 of this same document.

If the meeting agrees, we will forward this to the relevant body.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  So, are there any observations on Mr. Hill's invitations to the director presented?

United States?

No?

Thank you.

Syria?

>>:  Could you tell me, Madam Chairman, when we are going to dilute document 2.2, because there is something I need to take the floor for on other issues?

Could you clarify what we are doing now?

Could you go back to this report and say which one we are discussing now?

Because you remember, Madam Chairman, Syria made the reservation regarding the location of the assignment of number and we requested that to be reflected openly.

It is written in the question 1, but I have been promised that this will appear there.

We will leave it to the secretary to integrate it.

However, I have some difficulty on page 4.

Could you give when we are coming to these issues of the document 2.2?

TD2, rev 2.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Mr. Hill?

>>:  Yes, if I understand correctly your comment which related to a delay before the numbers are issued.

It does appear in that section of the question one rappateur's report.

When it goes to the director, it will appear there.

I will take everything in that block and submit it to the director for his consideration.

I think that point is covered.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Very well.

We shall now, since Mr. Lind has finished his report, we will come back to TD2, rev 2 of the plenary.

We have already looked at agenda number 1 and 2, the reports of Mr. Lind and Mr. MAK.

So we can move on to item 3.

Once we have dealt with this, we will no longer have interpretation.

So we will continue in a single language.

And I propose that we work in French.

Item 3 concerns a question 6 on definitions.

We ask for the approval of the Study Group for the section as we said at the opening of the plenary, which deals with all definitions for the Study Group.

This question was revised.

The revised question is in TD3, rev 1.

We propose that this question concern the Study Group specifically and not one or the other of the Working Parties and we also propose that the revise the question be submitted to TSEG and that proposal is contained in document 79.

Since we collected all, everything that will be submitted to TSEG in document 79. 

We also have a liaison statement in document 75.

There is, I suggest, that we uphold all this as a group.

There is the nominations of rappateurs, Mr. Auk, Mr. Kisaui and Mr. ‑‑

(Off microphone.) 

It was, it has also been suggested that we establish a mailing list for this question.

And we should consider what Mr. MAK proposed earlier that the M terms be transferred to question six from its previous location.

So I suggest that we approve all this together unless there are any particular observations on question 6.

United States?

>>:  Sorry, chairperson, just a point of clarification.

You are in section 3 on page 4.

And you are looking at the entire piece of section 3?

Or am I ‑‑

Am I confused and are you in a different part of the document?

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  My counselor tells me that I wasn't clear.

TD2, rev 2 of the plenary, Section 3 two.

On the closing plenary, in Section 3 two, item 1 has been dealt with.

Item 2 has been dealt, and I am now in section 3 of section 3.2.

I am afraid I wasn't very clear.

Here we are speaking to question 6.

We've got new terms of reference.

We have a number of things to discuss.

I apologize, United States.

Did you wish to speak to this issue?

>>:  No, madam chairperson.

We actually are sorry to take you back, but we had comments on four, 3.3 and page 3 ‑‑

Sorry, 3.1.5.

I don't think we've looked at this.

I just wanted to ask you when you would like us to address our points to you with respect to these specific issues.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, U.S. 

So TD2, rev 2, is a preliminary draft of our opening plenary and closing plenary.

3.1 covers the opening plenary, which is history, as it were.

I was already on 3.2, which is the closing plenary.

Could you clarify, because 3.15 and 3.16 were dealt with last week.

Could you please tell me with a your comments are?

>>:  With pleasure, Chairman.

With respect to 3.13, we note this was a statement inserted into the record after the plenary meeting on last, I believe last Wednesday or Tuesday.

The U.S. would just like to associate with the sentiment expressed by president United Kingdom in 3.3.

We remember the debate well at the WTSA.

With respect to 3.1.5.

Did I speak too quickly?

Sorry.

Let me speak slower. 

>>:  In 3.1.5, we would like to note for the record, chairperson, that 85 percent of the people here in the room found the captioning during the morning session extremely helpful and of course now.

Chairman, would you please note this in the meeting report for us?

I'm sorry to take you back, but we would like to have this noted.

Thank you very much.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, U.S. 

I'll take Syria afterwards.

Mr. Hill?

>>:  Yes, thank you for the captioning.

I was planning to capture that at the end at the closure of the meeting where we will have various thank yous or not, as the case may be.

I was going to put in there that as a result of the survey, 85 percent of the people found the captioning helpful.

Okay.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  You were getting ahead of yourselves, U.S. 

So I see that Syria is asking for the floor.

On what point is it?

>>:  Madam Chairman, on this text which was added after the meeting which contradicts the results of the WTSA, I would invite you to go to the book on page 254, English text.

Under 5.17.11.

Syria on behalf of the Arab States withdraw the square bracketed text foreclose 75 in document 76 which suggested that Study Group will commence without special question but requested that the following statement be included in the report.

What are the ‑‑

As the regard of the work of Study Groups, implementing resolution adopted by WTSA, we expect that the work will start immediately after the assembly.

The formulation should not delay this start of the work.

We are stating that the formulation of question, we could not delay the work because there is no question we should have the question.

Here we agree there is a compromise with the chairman of the committee 4 at that time because he approached me and we discussed with him and he was from the U.K. delegation and we agreed that the Arab States would raise this issue if possible at the next Plenipotentiary.

The agreement at the plenary and I checked that with madam Linden manually, nobody has any objection to that.

You can start the work but that does not mean we would not build a question if there was a question.

This is the idea.

We have discussed many issues today without a question.

We could not come and state something.

I am reporting what happens at the assembly, Madam Chairman.

We stated clearly that you could not delay the resolution having higher power until you build up the question.

The work could start, but then you could have the question later.

But the work would start.

So I deny the right to U.K. and the United States to state what they are stating here and I stated clearly at the assembly and it was in the last plenary, Madam Chairman, when the documents 517, rules, because this was the compromise and that we could start the work.

We need the question, but we could not delay the work because the question is not yet approved.

And you have done many things now without a question.

So I don't understand why we should keep that here and when I ask if there was any objection, there was no objection to that, Madam Chairman, in the meeting.

We have stated that it was clearly understood that we could start work.

Of course, we agreed not to insist without a question, but that the ‑‑

Until we build the question, it means the resolution or the recommendation will be dormant.

This we don't agree and this is contrary to the logic, Madam Chairman.

And this is something that, for instance, why you have agreed yourself and everybody to look to the resolution 77.

So we should have waited until we built up a question.

Could you tell me why then we have made such a mistake?

Page 254 of the plenary.

It is the ‑‑

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Mr. Kisawi?

I am going to thank the interpreters.

Good evening.

Would you like to finish your phrase before we answer?

>>:  It was a compromise that we have reached the assembly.

There was an insistence of the Arab group to debate that issue.

Yes, I remember, we have asked Mr. Arnaut to interfere and he provided his view.

However, it does not say that for any action in the T sector you should wait until you build a question.

Otherwise, many of our resolutions have no value.

Do you think that for resolution 20 we should have question for this resolution, Madam Chairman?

Why then?

I will ask you then to build a question to tell the director how he could assign?

Could we ask you this, to do this?

Why we agreed to that?

So I object to any assignment now unless there is a question.

This is the interpretation of our colleagues.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Kiswawi.

Now, Mr. Hill will explain to all of you how we have done and you perfectly know that any country is entitled to give a statement and you can make the reverse statement.

We are obliged to accept the statement.

Mr. Hill, could you clarify?

>>:  Yes, chairman.

After the plenary, the U.K. requested a statement be inserted and as the chairman said, we do insert statements from countries.

I believe it's factually correct to say it was after the opening plenary.

So we put it there.

And then I have noted the USA associated with the statement.

And I noted that Syria noted that it disagreed with the above statement and I believe we have captured the above discussion.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Syria?

>>:  It is not a matter of disagreement.

It is a matter contrary to the actual practices.

We have many resolution, Madam Chair.

We have not questioned for them.

Could I ask you, where is the question which allow you to advise the director?

Could you show me this question?

For assignment and locations?

And many other things, Madam Chairman.

Here we say let us build a question.

We are not against having a question, but we could not wait until the question.

Sometimes questions could take two years.

Do you think we are correct if we wait two years until we built a question?

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Kiswawi.

I cannot answer for the U.K. 

I am not yet a U.K. citizen.

I didn't ask to be a U.K. citizen.

Sorry.

Mr. Hill?

>>:  Okay, I think I misunderstood the gist of the statement from Syria.

So I will make one more attempt.

If that is not correct, I ask Mr. K to provide me a text which we will include.

What I think now is that Syria stated that the above statement, being a statement from the U.K., was not consistent with the practices within Study Groups.

If that's not correct, I would request that Syria submit to me what they would like to appear.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

Syria and then USA.

>>:  In accordance with 5.7.11 of TSA, for plenary meeting, work 2008.

Thank you.

There it was clear and everybody agrees that you could start the work and we build the question.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Kiswawi.

USA?

>>:  Thank you, chairperson and we appreciate your clarification about the ability of delegations to provide their statements for the record.

Chairman, I was at the WTSA.

My recollection of the legal adviser's guidance for resolutions standing in for guidance was different.

I will not prolong the debate here this evening with respect to that issue.

We can bring this up at the TSEG meeting at the end of this month.

We will bring up this issue because we clearly do not want to delay work, chairperson, but we may need clarification on the issue of using a resolution instead of a question.

Which did come up at the WTSA and the legal adviser did give guidance on that issue.

In any event, chairperson, we could not want to delay your work, but we associated with the United Kingdom to this effect and that is why we have asked for our association with their statement to be put into the record.

Thank you very much.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  We note that this were different interpretations on what happened.

And we noted the differences from the countries that intervened.

Can we come back to the work where we were?

So that means.

>>:  Yes, Madam Chairman, 3.2, in certain cases, for instance in 2.2, it should be sent to TSEG for endorsement, 2.3 for endorsement.

Any question, you send it to the ‑‑

Unless it is clear, I see Richard is not happy.

Will he clarify for me why it's only for information?

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

We are in agreement with Richard, for once.

You know, there was a discussion among the chairman and TSEG chairman and resolution 1 on this topic is not totally, totally so precise.

And so what we say amongst us is that when the changes are substantial, TSEG has to endorse them.

But when it's only editorial, we send to TSEG for information.

That was a practical solution we have taken just some weeks ago.

I respect the, what was said to the chairman.  Mr. Kiswawi?

>>:  Madam Chairman, this could not be done unless it is a decision by TSEG informing the director and the Study Group.

This was your own initiative.

I have nothing against it, but according to my knowledge up until now we were sending all modification of question to the TSEG for endorsement.

This is quite clear.

It is in resolution 1 and the recommendation.

This is something new.

I hope you will reflect it in your meeting prior to the TSEG and confirm that by writing to TSEG.

And then I will not have any difficulty, Madam Chairman.

I could be more revolutionary than you.

I say there is no need.

If it is editorial, why and why for information, why we inform TSEG then?

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. K.

Mr. Hill wants to reply.

>>:  I'm sure Mr. K will agree that if we discover a typographical error, for example a misspelling in the question, we would correct that without, as you correctly say, without informing TSEG.

In this case there were substantive changes.

So it is necessary to send a representation to TSEG.

We thought the correct conclusion would be to inform TSEG of these editorial information.

I thought we could take out the information to TSEG.

I propose to move forward and say in the report we say it will be sent to TSEG and strike the words for information and TSEG can decide how it wishes to handle that.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  We finish this meeting alone with Mr. Hill and Mr. K because people want to take planes, trains and get some rest.

I didn't leave this room for four hours.

I'm a bit tired and I must say, but I again state that there was a discussion with the chairman and TSEG chairman on how we should proceed.

I will explain that all to TSEG.

I hope we will not lose time in TSEG where we change two commas and one misspelling.

So where was I?

I forgot.

Now I was in .3.

I hope ‑‑

I am on page nine of TD9.2, concerning question 6.

I think we agreed on all these things which are in .3.

And now I go to .4 and I ask Mr. G to report of his ad hoc group.

Mr. G?

>>:  Thank you, Madam Chairman.

We held the ad hoc group last Friday, the evening session.

This is an ad hoc report of the second meeting of the original group in the Arab region for Study Group 2.

The table was approved after some small modifications.

Then we reviewed the resolutions relevant to Study Group 2 and developing countries and we decided which ones are relevant and which are not.

Then we discussed the IPV6 workshop results and Mr. K, cochairman of this workshop represented the document 24Gen and noted that there was some points for consideration that should be considered by Study Group two.

This is reflected in the ad hoc meeting report.

In that meeting also an action plan was prepared by vice chairman for issues of develops countries and was discussed and modification was done and was approved by the meeting.

Informally there was discussion about TD10 regarding resolution 56.

This document was presented by Sir Marcos ‑‑

From Cuba, the vice chairman, from developing country.

But due to lack of time, it wasn't considered fully, but the content was discussed.

Accordingly, there was proposal to make correspondence group led by Mr. Marcos to discuss further how this resolution can be implemented.

In Israel this resolution in addition ‑‑

Sorry, this technical document, excuse me.

This temporary document ten plus the action plan would be sent to the TSEG for information and advice regarding the TG.

Last statement to TSEG was done.

The number 76Plen regarding these issues.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Ginana and thank you very much for the work you have done with your group and the participants who were in your group.

Are there any comments on these documents, which some of them we will send to TSEG?

Mr. Kiswawi?

>>:  No problem.

Just to tell you that each Study Group went alone by way of dealing with this resolution.

Study Group 13, Study Group 17.

Each one.

So it is useful if these issues will be discussed by the TSEG in order to have some more clarification on these issues about the role of this.

Although the resolution is quite clear, but it seems that the interpretation by the resolution from all Study Groups became different.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you.

So I go to item 5.

Where there was a discussion on the renumbering of the ‑‑

Recommendation.

If you refer to temporary document 64, rev 1Gen series, it was agreed to open a new ‑‑

Starting at E1000, 1,000.

So it is for your information.

Now I go to item 6 concerning resolution 76 and so we have a discussion during Mr. MAK's report and we have seen that further study is required.

So we will change the version of the report you have under your eyes to reflect the discussions we had.

Now I go to item 7.

So we have a list of liaisons to approve.

Which were sent to the plenary meeting.

So could we agree to approve them?

Because it is in answer to Study Groups who asked to have a correspondent or a name and so a Study Group chairman.

I'm responding to all these people who asked for contact points.

So I suppose you all looked at these documents. 

(Overlapping speakers.)

>>:  In TD26 Plen, it is the liaison for the contact person, but the name of the contact person is misspelling.

Okay.

You can find the contact just in the report of question 11.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Okay.

Yes, you sent an e‑mail to me, but perhaps it was lost somewhere.

We will change the, make the appropriate ‑‑

Sorry for that spelling.

Okay.

So are there any comments on this, all liaisons?

So all these TDs, are these okay?

Can I go to next item?

Item 8?

Mr. K?

>>:  Could you inject 2 between, in the second line, lead Study Group 2 activities.

So we are talking about ourselves, just to make it clear.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, thank you.

So we are on item 8.

We have to send a liaison to TSEG with respect to our lead Study Group 2 activities.

This liaison is contained in temporary 78 plan.

Any comment on this question?

So I go to item 9.

So item 9.

I will ask the vice chairman Jesse to report on the discussions regarding the list of recommendations and the Study Group 2 responsibilities.

We had TD plan 7 and there were discussions.

So Jesse, please?

>>:  So we have the document Gen 7.

Actually, I only received comments from question 1, question 3, question 7 and question 11.

Based on the comments, I have modified the document Gen seven.

However, I did not send this document for publication because I don't know whether I will get additional information during this afternoon's session.

And during the discussion in question 3, it was agreed that the work is very important.

However, further study is needed.

So it was agreed to call for contributions to the next meeting.

So after this meeting, I will send the Gen seven, 1 for publication.

And I think maybe in the meeting report we can say that call for contributions to the next meeting on this topic.

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Jesse.

We thank you very much for the work you have done for the Study Group 2 meeting and we note with approval that you will continue until next Study Group 2 and invite comments.

Okay?

I think we are near the end of the meeting.

I was looking at other items, but concerning the recommendations, that are consented, we have seen them with the Working Party reports.

Concerning the liaison, the supplement that we have seen everything.

The interim activities, we will update of course everything due to our discussions.

So we have also seen the interim activities.

So the next Study Group meeting will also have the new dates.

So we will update.

First of all, U.K., Phil David son.

‑‑

Phil?

Phil?

There are so many.

And then Syria.

>>:  I will pass on the welcoming message to Mr. David son next time I see him.

Just a point for clarification.

In section or table 8, supplements to be approved, the number port ability, was I right in thinking that was not going ahead and that will be deleted?

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Yes, you have an older version, if I may say so, of that and it will be updated, of course, you're right.

Syria?

>>:  I don't know why you don't call me by my name.

Now you are calling me Syria, but I will continue helping you.

Look to table 4, 320, amendment one, two, and three.

Were taken out and we have document 85.

Could we ask the secretary to do this correction?

It was consented as a single document Gen 185.

Maybe I am mistaken, but I would like the secretary to correct me, thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. Kiswiwi.

It was done, but we make the amendments ...

(French.)

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Okay.

So the next meeting in November we have agreed it will be from the 16th to the 24th, beginning in the afternoon of the 16th November.

And then you see on the document, on the report that we have planned the meetings for the next years, at least tentative plans.

With the periodicity of six months if possible.

September 2010 and June 2011, March 2012 ‑‑

Who knows what will happen in 2013.

And I must inform you that while normally 2010 will be the last meeting for Mr. Hill because he is due to retire, but perhaps we could do something to ‑‑

Keep him around, yes.

So any comment on the future?

Mr. K?

>>:  Could you make the first one end of September or last week of September?

Because normally September was fixed by all Study Groups in the development sector to have the first two weeks normally for the two Study Groups.

We will have difficulty if you keep this date.

And so could we say after the 20th of September, something like that?

Thank you.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  We will add end of September.

And when we will plan the 2010 we will look at this carefully.

So U.K., you want to intervene again?

Or is ‑‑

Your flag is raised.

Oh, okay.

Mr. K again?

>>:  Yes.

And March, put in between brackets not to be coincided with the meeting in Geneva.

Otherwise, you could not have such a meeting.

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Who knows where we will be in 2012, you know?

So any other business before I close?

I want to say that for the captioning which was a new, very new thing, and finally it is very threatening, if I may say so.

Each time you say something, it appears on the screen.

So people say you have said that!  Even if you think ‑‑

Because when you speak, you don't hear exactly what you say.

So the interpretation is directly on the screen.

So 85 percent of the people who answered the question said it was very useful to have this.

They were happy with this.

I think it's very interesting new thing.

So before I close officially the meeting, are there any other business or any comments you want to make?

Mr. K?

>>:  To thank you, to thank you the vice chair, the chair of the Working Parties, the reporters, and Mr. Hill in tech and Madam Choyer joining us and everybody by the room and by tradition, we applaud you.

(Applause.)

>> MARIE-THERESE ALAJOUANINE:  Thank you, Mr. K.

Finally, you have done my work to thank everybody.

So it is done.

Thank you very much to all.

And see you next time and have a good return back home and the meeting is closed.

Thank you.

(The meeting concluded at 11:15 a.m. CDT.)
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