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Report on the review of the WRC-CPM process

1.
Background

At the RAG meeting in 1996 after WRC-95, there were a number of questions raised about the process of the preparation for WRCs including the CPM process. This discussion continued at RAG97-1 and consequently a special meeting of the RAG was held in September 1997 to concentrate on this issue. The discussion continued at the subsequent meetings of the RAG until RAG2000 and, at that meeting, a correspondence group was set up to review the WRC/CPM process. BR Administrative Circular CA/084 described this correspondence group. As there have been many contributions and discussions of this subject since 1996, the various contributions that are relevant to this review were posted on the BR Web site as background material.

2.
Schedule of the review

The decision of RAG2000 was that this correspondence group should report to the next meeting of the RAG, in March 2001. In view of the above, the schedule for this correspondence group was as follows:

· The initial identification of the issues was posted on the BR Web in October 2000 with a period for participants to suggest changes to this contribution, in particular to the issues identified.

· Based on comments received, the identification of the issues was posted in October 2000 (Document WRC-CPM-001).

· From 1 November 2000 to 1 February 2001 participants submitted contributions.

· Based on comments and contributions received, a draft report was prepared for comments and posted on the BR Web on 12 February 2001 and now this final report is submitted to the RAG for consideration at its meeting in March 2001.

3.
WRC/CPM process for WRC-03

Based on the present scheduling of activities for WRC-03 the table (see Annex 1) identifies the various steps of the process, as well as identifying the major issues/questions that have arisen during the discussions in the RAG since 1996. 

4.
Contributions

The following contributions were received:

Doc. 002
The Netherlands

Doc. 003
Jansky/Barmat and Rappoport (Sector Members)

Doc. 004
France

Doc. 005
Australia

Doc. 006
Czech Republic

Doc. 007
SES (Sector Member)

Doc. 008
Spain and Hispasat (Sector Member)

Doc. 009
Motorola (Sector Member)

Doc. 010
Sweden

Doc. 011
Denmark

Doc. 012
USA

Doc. 013
Canada

Annex 2 of this report is the Coordinator’s summary of the ideas contained in the various contributions. This was an attempt to extract the main ideas from the contributions without repeating all of the reasons for the comments. To understand the reasons for the various comments, the original documents should be consulted.

5.
Conclusions of the contributions

After reviewing the various contributions, it is possible to reach the following conclusions:

Issue 2

Is CPM-1 necessary or could some other group such as a WG of the WRC, a RA immediately following the WRC or the CVC do this task?

The general view would seem to be that CPM-1 should be maintained, however, there were views expressed that the CVC could assume these tasks. There were also views expressed that CPM-1 could assume the tasks of the CVC. The view was also expressed that the combination of CPM-1 and CVC could undertake these tasks.

Issue 3

Is it necessary for the CVC to do this or could it be done by a group of the WRC?

The general view is that the present tasks of the CVC should be retained, but the view was also expressed that CPM-1 could take on this role. There was also the view that this task could be done by a combined CPM-1 and CVC.

Issue 4

Is a two-step process for agenda setting necessary (WRC and then Council) or could the agenda be done by only one of the groups - either the WRC or the Council?

The general view was that the two-step process should be maintained but with the Council only looking at the budgetary and scheduling aspects. It was recognized that the Council may have to restrict the agenda due to budgetary reasons and it was suggested that the WRC should pay more attention to the budgetary implications of its draft agenda. It was also suggested that perhaps the WRC should identify the order in which agenda items should be deleted, if necessary, due to budgetary needs. One suggestion was that the same items should not appear on three consecutive agendas.

Issue 5.1
Should the regular ITU-R WP/TGs be used or should special groups be established dealing only with the WRC agenda items?

There was a general view that the present process of using the regular WP/TGs and, under some conditions, special JTGs should be maintained. There were also views expressed that either a special TG of the SG or a special TG reporting directly to the WRC should be used.

Issue 5.2
Should more than one group be permitted to study one issue, or should all studies of a particular issue be mandated to one group alone with no other groups involved and thus no liaison statements?

The general view is that the present process should be continued with regular WP/TGs and using special JTGs when appropriate.

Issue 5.3
Is it necessary to cut off the studies in the TG/WPs 13 months before the WRC, so that their reports can be submitted to the CPM?

The general view is that the present 13-month period is too long and could be shortened with a period of about nine months being suggested. The view was also expressed that the present timing is necessary to ensure that the draft CPM report in the three languages can be available in time and that there is adequate time for administrations to formulate their proposals based on the CPM report.

Issue 6

Is it necessary to have a SC to study the regulatory/procedural issues or could this be done within the WP/TGs, or left to the WRC?

There was almost a consensus that the SC should be maintained, however, there were two views that the SC was not necessary and that its tasks could be done by the WP/TGs. A suggestion was made that the CPM-1 should decide if it is necessary to activate the SC.

Issue 7.1
Is it necessary to have the CPM-2 or could the various WP/TGs report directly to the WRC, thus providing more time in the WP/TGs for their work, taking into consideration the decision of the Council to reduce the CPM-2 to one week?

With two exceptions, there was agreement that CPM-2 should be continued. One view was that CPM-2 was not necessary and that the WP/TG could submit their reports directly to the WRC. Another view was that the CPM-2 could be replaced by regional information meetings in the context of Resolution 72 (WRC-2000) and that the CPM report would be replaced by a consolidated report of the WP/TGs. There was also the suggestion that the CPM-2 should be about six months before the WRC.

Issue 7.2
Considering the Council decision to reduce CPM-2 to one week, how can it best be organized?

There was a strong view expressed that a one-week CPM is insufficient and some suggested that the Council 2001 should reconsider its decision. If the one-week CPM is maintained, then it should concentrate on the controversial issues or issues where there are known differences and not reopen issues.

Issue 7.3
Considering the shortened time of CPM-2, how can the briefing of the contents of the draft CPM report be accomplished as required under Resolution 72 (WRC-2000)?

There were views expressed that the regional meetings should be used for the briefings, but there were also views expressed that the regional meetings should not be used. Other suggestions were that the briefing could be in the evening of the first day, that there should be better preparations and that possibly the CPM should be scheduled across a week-end.

Issue 8.1
Is it necessary to have a separate RA or could the functions be handled by another body?

The general view is that the present arrangements for the RA should continue, but there were also views expressed that the RAG and WRC could assume these tasks. The view was also expressed that if there were to be a consolidation of the standardization functions of ITU-R and ITU-T, then perhaps the RA would not be necessary.

Issue 8.2
Is it necessary for the RA to be linked in time and place to the WRC or could it be linked to something else such as the CPM-2?

On this issue, there was no general view. Some were of the view that the present process should be continued and others suggested that perhaps the RA should be linked to the CPM-2. There was also the view that the RA could be after the WRC. There was one view that the RA could be split with the first part before the WRC dealing with the approval of recommendations and the second part after the WRC dealing with the organization of the work and approval of questions.

Issue 8.3
If the RA is to be linked in time and place to the WRC, could it be immediately after the WRC?

See comments under issue 8.2

Issue 8.4
If the RA were to be separated in time from the WRC, is a three-day RA justifiable?

There is a consensus that a three-day RA is too short with the suggestion that Council-2001 should reconsider its decision.

Annexes: 2

Annex 1

Various phases and issues of the WRC/CPM process based on WRC-2003

	No.
	Item
	Date
	Purpose
	Issues/Questions

	2.
	CPM-1
	June 2000
	- prepare structure of CPM report
	2.
Is CPM-1 necessary or could some other group such as a WG of the WRC, a RA immediately following the WRC or the CVC do this task?

	3.
	CVC
	June 2000
	- identify lead groups to prepare the various chapters of the CPM report
	3.
Is it necessary for the CVC to do this or could it be done by a group of the WRC?

	4.
	Council 2000
	July 2000
	- finalize agenda of WRC-03
	4.
Is a two-step process for agenda setting necessary (WRC and then Council) or could the agenda be done by only one of the groups - either the WRC or the Council?

	5.
	Various ITU-R task groups
	Sept. 2000 to May 2002
	- undertake the various technical studies on each of the agenda items.

- prepare drafts of CPM report chapters and submit them to CPM by May 2002.
	5.1
Should the regular ITU-R WP/TGs be used or should special groups be established dealing only with the WRC agenda items?


5.2
Should more than one group be permitted to study one issue, or should all studies of a particular issue be mandated to one group alone with no other groups involved and thus no liaison statements?


5.3
Is it necessary to cut off the studies in the TG/WPs 13 months before the WRC, so that their reports can be submitted to the CPM?

	6.
	SCRPM
	July 2003
	- to study the regulatory/procedural aspects of all agenda items 
	6.
Is it necessary to have a SC to study the regulatory/procedural issues or could this be done within the WP/TGs, or left to the WRC? 

	7.
	CPM-2
	Nov 2002
	- finalize report to the WRC

- permits the possibility of a consensus prior to the WRC, but has also resulted in more options being identified for WRC.
	7.1 Is it necessary to have the CPM-2 or could the various WP/TGs report directly to the WRC, thus providing more time in the WP/TGs for their work, taking into consideration the decision of the Council to reduce the CPM-2 to one week?


7.2 Considering the Council decision to reduce CPM-2 to one week, how can it best be organized?


7.3 Considering the shortened time of the CPM‑2, how can the briefing of the contents of the draft CPM report be accomplished as required under Resolution 72 (WRC-2000)

	8.
	RA-03
	June 2003
	- approves any outstanding ITU-R Rec.
- provides a forum for informal discussions on WRC items.
	8.1
Is it necessary to have a separate RA or could the functions be handled by another body?


8.2
Is it necessary for the RA to be linked in time and place to the WRC or could it be linked to something else such as the CPM-2?

8.3
If the RA is to be linked in time and place to the WRC, could it be immediately after the WRC?

8.4
If the RA were to be separated in time from the WRC, is a three-day RA justifiable?


Annex 2

Summary of Responses

	No.
	Item
	Issues/Questions
	Summary of Responses

	2.
	CPM-1
	2.
Is CPM-1 necessary or could some other group such as a WG of the WRC, a RA immediately following the WRC or the CVC do this task?
	HOL
CPM-1 is not necessary if CVC could do the work, WG of WRC is not suitable. RA after WRC is not suitable

J-B-R
CVC could do task of CPM-1, but task should not be done by WRC
F
NOC

AUS
NOC

CZE
NOC

SES
CPM-1 should continue and assume tasks of CVC

E
CPM-1 is not necessary, RA after WRC could do tasks

M

NOC

S
NOC

DNK
CPM-1 is not necessary, tasks could be done by CVC or a RA after WRC

USA
CPM-1 is not necessary - either CVC or WG of WRC to assume tasks, but preference for CVC

CAN
work should be done by one group such as combined CPM-1 and CVC

	3.
	CVC
	3.
Is it necessary for the CVC to do this or could it be done by a group of the WRC?
	HOL
CVC should do this plus tasks of item 2

J-B-R
NOC

F
NOC

AUS
NOC

CZE
NOC

SES
see comments under 2

E
see comments under 2

M
NOC

S
CPM-1 could do this task

DNK
yes, including tasks of CPM-1

USA
see comments under 2

CAN
see comments under 2 above and the CVC should continue to do regular tasks plus those of 2 above

	4.
	Council 2000
	4.
Is a two-step process for agenda setting necessary (WRC and then Council) or could the agenda be done by only one of the groups - either the WRC or the Council?
	HOL
no need for two-step process Council should only deal with finance and schedule

J-B-R
two-step is necessary with Council dealing with finances not substance of agenda 

F
NOC

AUS
two-step could be kept, but WRC would have to pay more attention to budgetary limitations of agenda

CZE
Council should be able to reduce agenda for budgetary reasons

SES
only one step with Council dealing with budget and schedule

E
Council should restrict agenda if necessary for budget reasons

M
only WRC to deal with substance

S
Council should only deal with financial aspect, and WRC should indicate the order in which items may be deleted if necessary due to budget problems

DNK
Council should only deal with financial aspects. WRC should ensure that agenda is within budget limits and if the agenda is within budget limits then there is no need for Council to deal with it.

USA
NOC

CAN
Council should address budget and scheduling aspects. One suggestion is that the same items should not appear on 3 consecutive agendas.

	5.
	Various ITU-R task groups
	5.1 Should the regular ITU-R WP/TGs be used or should special groups be established dealing only with the WRC agenda items?
	5.1

HOL
NOC

J-B-R
NOC

F
NOC

AUS
keep present process but reallocate work to allow existing WPs to take on WRC work, without creating new WPs

CZE
NOC

SES
no involvement of regular WP/TG - use only WRC TGs

E
NOC

M
could have special WRC TGs within SG, but there are disadvantages

S
if only one TG is to deal with any issue it doesn’t matter if it is a regular or special TG (see comments under 5.2)

DNK
use regular WP/TGs

USA
NOC

CAN
NOC

	
	
	5.2
Should more than one group be permitted to study one issue, or should all studies of a particular issue be mandated to one group alone with no other groups involved and thus no liaison statements?
	5.2

HOL
use JTG only when there could be an extensive overlap

J-B-R
NOC

F
NOC

AUS
preferable to have one JTG to study issue common to a few SGs

CZE
NOC

SES
only one special TG involved in any issue

E
exceptionally use JWP

M
see comments under 5.1 - if there are special TGs then they should be the only groups dealing with an issue
S
only one Group should be involved

DNK
only one Group should be involved

USA
NOC

	
	
	5.3 
Is it necessary to cut off the studies in the TG/WPs 13 months before the WRC, so that their reports can be submitted to the CPM?
	5.3

HOL
a cut-off date is necessary

J-B-R
long lead time could be shortened

F
13-month period is necessary considering the need for documents in three languages and formulate their proposals on this basis.

AUS
studies should continue up to WRC, but it is not possible to extend date limit of CPM-2 to permit regional groups to consider report of CPM-2

CZE
NOC

SES
have TGs report directly to WRC with no CPM-2, thus more time to study issue

E
at least 9 months is necessary

M
more time for WP/TG would be better

S
a shorter time period should be considered

DNK
9 months is more appropriate

USA
a cut-off date is necessary

CAN
reduce as much as possible the time between the end of studies and the WRC

	6.
	SCRPM
	6.
Is it necessary to have a SC to study the regulatory/procedural issues or could this be done within the WP/TGs, or left to the WRC?
	HOL
a SC is desirable to study consequences of CPM.

J-B-R
WP/TG could be given responsibility for regulatory/procedural issues

F
NOC

AUS
should keep SC, but work could be done in WP/TG

CZE
NOC

SES
NOC

E
NOC

M
no need for SC, tasks could be done by WP/TGs

S
depends on issues - CPM-1 should decide to activate SC or not. If SC is not used, regulatory issues should be considered by TG

DNK
NOC

USA
NOC

CAN
no need for SCRPM, WP/TGs could put forward options

	7.
	CPM-2
	7.1
Is it necessary to have the CPM-2 or could the various WP/TGs report directly to the WRC, thus providing more time in the WP/TGs for their work, taking into consideration the decision of the Council to reduce the CPM-2 to one week? 
	7.1

HOL
NOC. One week is not satisfactory

J-B-R
NOC

F
NOC

AUS
NOC

CZE
NOC

SES
no CPM-2 and have TGs report directly to WRC, thus more time to study issue

E
NOC with CPM-2 six months before WRC

M
NOC

S
NOC

DNK
NOC

USA
NOC

CAN
replace CPM-2 by regional information meeting (Res. 72).  CPM report would be replaced by a consolidated report of the combined input of the SGs etc.

	
	
	7.2
Considering the Council decision to reduce CPM-2 to one week, how can it best be organized?
	7.2

HOL
have more consensus before meeting and avoid reopening all issues

F
Council does not seem to have competence to shorten CPM-2 - RAG should recommend to restore the two week period

AUS
more discipline and better planning of work

CZE
Council decision should be changed

SES
CPM-2 should concentrate on resolving substantive issues and less time on draft final report

E
a three day RA linked to CPM-2

M
apportion time to chapter groups

S
requires more consensus building in SG

DNK
concentrate on controversial issues and avoid reopening issues

USA
try for consensus before CPM-2, if not possible all options should be included by the responsible group in the draft CPM report and CPM-2 should work to solve issues of known differences

CAN
see comments under 7.1

	
	
	7.3
Considering the shortened time of the CPM-2, how can the briefing of the contents of the draft CPM report be accomplished as required under Resolution 72 (WRC-2000)
	7.3

HOL
must provide sufficient time

F
see comments under 7.2

AUS
briefing could be done at regional meetings

CZE
see comments under 7.2. Regional meetings cannot substitute for CPM-2

SES
hold briefing in evening of first day

E
one week is long enough

S
use regional meetings for briefings

DNK
use informal contacts and better preparations

USA
time should be made available. Perhaps CPM-2 could be scheduled across a week-end

CAN
see comments under 7.1

	8.
	RA-03
	8.1
Is it necessary to have a separate RA or could the functions be handled by another body?
	8.1

HOL
with growing number of Recs. to be dealt with at RA, the RA is necessary

J-B-R
NOC, but a three day RA is too short

F
NOC

AUS
NOC

CZE
NOC

SES
tasks of RA could be transferred to RAG and WRC

E
NOC

M
NOC

S
a consolidation of all standardization items (ITU-R and ITU-T) could result in the RA no longer being necessary

DNK
either NOC or tasks to be done by RAG

USA
NOC

CAN
NOC

	
	
	8.2
Is it necessary for the RA to be linked in time and place to the WRC or could it be linked to something else such as the CPM-2?
	8.2

HOL
RA doesn’t need to be linked to WRC, but it should be before WRC

J-B-R
they should be linked

F
could have a two-part RA with one part (approval of Rec.) before WRC and the other after the WRC (SG structure and approval of questions)

AUS
not necessary to link, but RA should be before WRC

CZE
link with WRC, but it might be possible to link with CPM-2

SES
with no RA (see comments under 8.2), an extra two days could be added to WRC to provide more time.

E
could be linked to CPM-2

M
present arrangement has advantages for administrations, but disadvantages for BR

S
should be linked to CPM-2

DNK
not necessary to link to WRC, but should be linked to some other ITU-R meeting such as CPM-2

USA
linked to WRC. Perhaps RA could start on Friday thus providing more time between RA and WRC

CAN
linked to WRC

	
	
	8.3
If the RA is to be linked in time and place to the WRC, could it be immediately after the WRC?


	8.3

HOL
RA should not be after WRC

J-B-R
RA should not be after WRC

F
see comments under 8.2

AUS
see comments under 8.2
CZE
see comments under 8.2

SES
see comments under 8.2

E
RA after WRC would be more efficient for organizing work and structure

S
no

DNK
yes it could be after WRC and then it could carry out tasks of CPM-1

USA
NOC



	
	
	8.4
If the RA were to be separated in time from the WRC, is a three-day RA justifiable?
	8.4

HOL
3 days is too short

J-B-R
3 day RA is too short

F
3 days is not enough

AUS
length depends on issues to be addressed

CZE
3 days is too short

SES
see comments under 8.2

E
3 days is too short

M
3 days is too short

S
depends on issues

DNK
time will show if 3 days is long enough. Duration depends on whether it is held in connection with WRC

USA
3 days is too short, Council should reconsider its decision

CAN
3 days is too short, Council should reconsider it decision.


_____________________







� Document WRC-CPM-004 - Jansky, Barmat and Rappoport


� Document WRC-CPM-009 - Motorola
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