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United Arab Emirates

Review of the WRC-CPM process

Please find attached a table indicating the position of the United Arab Emirates with regard to the WRC-CPM process.

Annex

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

	No.
	Item
	Purpose
	Issues/Questions
	UAE Response

	1.
	WRC-2000
	- identify work to be done before WRC-03

- prepare draft agenda for WRC-2003
	
	

	2.
	CPM-1
	- 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?
	2. The CPM-1 should be retained as it is, and it should maintain its terms of reference and tasks

	3.
	CVC
	- 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?
	3. Referring back to No. 2 above, the CPM-1 will be the sufficient group to identify the lead groups.

	4.
	Council 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?
	4. Consensuses exist on the fact that the Council ought to review the WRC-03 agenda for budgetary reasons. However, no severe changes should be made on the agenda as it presents a very delicate compromise of all Member States present at WRC-20000.

	5.
	Various ITU-R task groups
	- 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?
	5.1 Special groups need only be established for specific, normally difficult, subjects that are to be handled on stand-alone basis.

5.2 Agenda items and ITU-R questions are normally assigned to a specific group, however, liaison between the different groups is always beneficial especially where sharing between different services exist.

5.3 Reducing time period to 9-10 months is sufficient time, because 13 months time period is too long.

	6.
	SCRPM
	- 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? 
	6. This task is preferred to be dealt with separate of any other issue, thus it will not be appropriate to assign it to WP/TGs. The WRC could not handle such a task due to time limitation and the workload involved.

	7.
	CPM-2
	- 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)
	7.1 CPM-2 is a very necessary preparatory step for the WRC since not all Member States do attend the WP/TGs. The informative nature of CPM-2 makes it the right forum for pre-consolidation of the different member views on the different issues.

7.2 Establishing enough awareness and providing right guidance for the Member States would help, however, the principle of parallel groups does not help especially members with small delegations, Which has already been faced at the last CPM-2, and thus one week proved to be insufficient.

7.3 Referring back to No. 7.2 the shortened time of the CPM-2 will not help to draft the CPM report, therefore, it is recommended to bring back the actual time of CPM-2 (two weeks). 

	8.
	RA-03
	- 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?
	8.1 The RA has its specific mandates that could not be transferred to any other forum and thus it should remain as it is.

8.2 Linking the RA with CPM-2 seems to be a very good idea as the outcome from the RA assists in resolving some issues related to WRC agenda items.

8.3 Not recommended, as it would cause loss of valuable information.

8.4 Keeping in mind the workload with the RA, a period of 3 days would be too short.

	9.
	WRC-03
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