ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

PLENIPOTENTIARY 2010 CONFERENCE

Guadalajara, Mexico

11 October 10

WORKING GROUP OF THE PLENARY

13:45
Captioning Provided By:

Entreventos Logistica

Carlos Dickens 26-101

11560 Mexico, D.F.

www.entreventos.com.mx
* * *

This transcript is being provided in a rough-draft format. Captioning is provided in order to facilitate communication accessibility and may not be a totally verbatim record of the proceedings.

* * *

>> J. Ponder:  Ladies and gentlemen?

Ladies and gentlemen, can you hear something?

Ladies and gentlemen, welcome ‑‑ attention, please.

Ladies and gentlemen, welcome to the drafting group on the new Resolution on the ICT accessibility for persons with disabilities.

We would like to request you to take your seats.

We are about to start the meeting.

>> A. Saks:  I'd be very grateful if those of you who are not going to participate would take your conversations outside.

This is a really important Resolution for persons with disabilities and I'd love all of you to stay and help us, but I'll give everybody just a few minutes to clear, if they are not going to be working with us.

Thank you. 

>> J. Ponder: Ladies and gentlemen, we start the meeting just now.

It's my pleasure to introduce Andrea Saks, who was indicated as the Chairman of this drafting group.

Andrea, the floor is yours. 

>> A. Saks: Okay, I'm ready now.

Thank you very much.

My name is Andrea Saks.

The U.S. was given the mandate to coordinate the drafting group for the 3 accessibility Resolutions to combine them.

What I'd like to do is first put up a document that will show the list of documents that pertain to this particular Resolution as well as the three Resolutions that were submitted.

Can we put that document up?

It's already up.

We have made a merged document of the three Resolutions, the ACP draft, the USA draft and the Syrian 2 draft.

The thing to remember is we're going to be putting up the documents on the four small screens and the captioning may in fact be reduced.

I believe on the document I have up here you'll see a captioning URL.

If you put that into your browser you will be able to see, it's on the other page.

It's on the first page.

We have the wrong one.

That's okay.

I'm going to read it out and the captioners very carefully will type it out for you so you'll see it in the captioning above for just one minute.

That is

Http://www.streamtext.net/text.ASPX?event=PP10.

You can look on your own page for the captioning if you find it difficult to follow on the four screens because we're going to have to show the document.

If you hang on we'll have that for you in just one minute.

The three documents were combined into one document we'll be going through that line by line.

We don't have the complete time we were allotted today to use.

So we'll go as far as we can go.

We have another meeting tomorrow at 13:00 but I'd like to get as far as I can with what we have today to see if we can get consensus on everything.

So I think we're ready to put the document up, please.

As you can see there were two titles.

We chose the one that was actually very similar to two of them.

I'm hoping this first one will be acceptable to everyone and if that is the case I'm asking for consensus on the title of the Resolution.

Fine, then that one is taken care of.

The next page, we will continue here.

We have got to go to recognizing and A was deleted where it will become B.

And ‑‑ B will become A, Resolution 70 Johannesburg 2008, the telecommunication standardization assembly has been altered to combine three of the documents so they reflect the same idea.

Which I'm not going to read them all.

I'm hoping you can take a look and decide if that's okay, if there are any questions or comments.

And the document is posted on the Web, for those of you who wish to look for it.

Do I have consensus on B?

Fine, thank you.

We'll move to C.

This also refers to a previous Resolution which was done at WTDC this past May.

It's the Resolution 58 in Hyderabad, the world telecommunications development Congress which is access to ICTs for persons with disabilities including age related disabilities based on the ITU telecommunications development sector.

Special initiative activities.

I'm not going to read the whole thing.

It's clear.

Are there any comments on that?

This is a very important document.

It's probably one of the most extensive ones that passed to date.

Do I have any comments?

Do I have no requests for the floor?

That's fine.

Do I have consensus on C, please?

Thank you.

We'll move on to D, this one's a short one.

This was taken from the Arab Resolution and I think it's extremely important.

Ongoing work in the ITU telecommunications sector ITU‑T, Radiocommunications, ITU‑R, and the telecommunications sector ITU‑D to bridge the digital disability divide.

It's a very important statement.

Do I have any comments?

I have consensus at this end?

Thank you.

All right, we go to the next page ‑‑ oh, no, we have one.

Okay we go to ‑‑ we have deleted E, the current work in ITU‑R to bridge the digital divide because that's repetitive and the one previously covered that.

Do I have consensus on that?

Fine.

F.

The outcomes of the World Summit on the Information Society calling for special attention to be given to persons with disabilities and including age are related disabilities.

That was simply editorial to fall in line with the U.N. Convention on the persons with rights of disabilities because the elderly do not like to be called "elderly," I can tell you that for sure.

So this was an editorial to get the language in line with the U.N. Convention.

Do I have consensus on this editorial change?

Thank you.

G, united nations Convention on the rights of persons with disability which came into force in may 2008 which includes appropriate measures for equal access for persons to disabilities to ICT's emergency services and Internet services.

This is important because Internet services will be being used for emergency services.

And it's a very important statement.

Do I have any comments?

Do I have consensus on having this remain within the document?

Thank you.

We also have deleted the footnote which was in the Arab document regretfully because if you note disability includes physical, mental and economic disability.

The U.N. Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities did not really allow to have the disability defined because it's an on going changing thing, as things are more different as situations are accepted as disabilities and others can also be temporary disabilities, so therefore, we wanted to keep it as in line with the U.N. Convention.

Do I have any objection to removing that particular footnote?

Fine, thank you.

We have a comment, I'm sorry.

Australia?

>> Representative From Australia:  Thank you, Chair.

Could I just go back to G for a moment?

The term includes appropriate measures for equal access for persons, I'm assuming that we can read that as meaning similar to rather than identical to access?

>> A. Saks: Thank you, Australia.

The actual correct term thank you for catching that is comparable access.

Would that be an acceptable term?

Thank you, Australia, we'll change that particular wording which is in section B is that correct?

I'm dyslexic.

Which section was that in?

It was in B.

Instead of equal access, we changed to "comparable access."

I will find it later offline and we'll put the document up there.

Until my wonderful Secretary actually finds the passage.

It's C rather than D, is it not?

It's G, thank you, G.

Equal access.

I have found it.

It's G.

And we change that to comparable.

Is that acceptable to everyone?

We're now going into considering.

A was taken straight out of the U.S. Resolution.

And that was an addition to the wordaging was added in the last line.

There was no other change to that.

And this is dealing about the world health organization estimates 10%.

In other words it's giving valuable information about the problem of disability increasing because we live longer and that we are recognizing more different disabilities really do have difficulties in accessing ICTs.

Is that acceptable to leave in the Resolution?

Any comment?

I'll take that as a consensus that that stays.

B, we have again ‑‑ now, I think this might be the Australian one.

But it's either the Australian or the States.

Forgive me for not knowing which one it is.

We have 2 editorial changes.

We have changed "the world reflects" to:  Through a changed emphasis in their laws, from reflects a change, because it is basically a little more definite than just reflecting and we've changed the word people to "persons," again is in line with the language of the U.N. Convention.

And we've had a grammatical addition to the word which, which clarifies the last statement.

This particular section deals with the health and the welfare perspective to Human Rights based approach which recognizes that persons with disabilities are people first, and that societal actions have, in certain instances, placed barriers upon them as opposed to disabilities.

So the idea on this particular passage is extremely important to indicate that there are barriers and that persons with disabilities are, in fact, persons first, and not disabled people.

Do I have consensus on leaving this within the Resolution?

Thank you.

We go to C, and the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities which came into force on 3 May, requires states parties, under Section 9, 2G and 2H of Article 9 to take the appropriate measures.

These are taken straight out of the U.N. Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.

And I feel that they are important to remain in there because it clarifies exactly what we are working with and what we wish to accomplish.

It was taken straight from the U.S. contribution.

Therefore, are there any comments?

Which one do we have?

Sorry?

The U.S. is going to make a statement?

>> Representative From United States:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to first congratulate you on your nomination as Chairwoman of the Working Group on accessibility.

I wanted to, as a point of information, say that under consideration ‑‑ considering, I'm sorry, the clauses A, B, and C are from the Resolution 70 from Johannesburg 2008 and that is why you saw them in the ACP and USA draft Resolutions.

Thank you.

>> A. Saks: Thank you for that information, USA.

It's duly noted.

It's agreed?

Thank you.

All right, so now I'm going to proceed to indicate that D has been suppressed, because the actual percentage that we use is the one that's quoted in the U.N. Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, and has already been indicated in a previous passage that we have already accepted.

So this would be redundant and duplicate wording.

Do I have consensus that this is acceptable to suppress?

Thank you.

E, we have suppressed that as well because the need to provide proper statistics for all countries identifying all types of disabilities.

That again is out of scope for the ITU.

We don't have the resources to do that and we don't know that we would all agree on which statistics to use so we felt that was a burden that could not be accepted by this particular Resolution, which is to facilitate creating an accessibility environment in both the world and the ITU so we have suppressed that because we did not feel we could actually accomplish this.

Do we have consensus?

And we have F, the importance of cooperation between Governments, the private sector and relevant organizations to provide possibilities for low‑cost access.

This is an important aspect.

Different countries have different regulations.

They have different requirement.

They have different recognition of the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, though many of them have signed the U.N. Convention.

It is a very good reminder that affordability is one of the most important aspects, and that also then assisted the fact that I had to remove that footnote about economic disability with regarding persons with disabilities, so that covers that.

So I hope that that's acceptable to the Arab States, that we have covered their wishes and that we could accept F in this Resolution.

Do I have consensus?

Thank you.

We are now moving on to recalling.

In section 18 of the Tunis Commitment, made a second phase of the World Summit on the Information Society in Tunis in 2005.

"We shall strive unremittingly, therefore, to promote universal, ubiquitous, equitable and affordable access to ICTs, including universal design and assistive technologies, for all people, especially those with disabilities, everywhere, to ensure that the benefits are more evenly distributed between and within societies and to bridge the digital divide in order to create digital opportunities for all and benefit from the potential offered by ICTs for development."

It's an important statement.

I feel we have to reflect the Tunis Commitment because this was one of the beginnings of the documentation in putting in writing the needs of persons with disabilities.

Do I have consensus on leaving this within the Resolution?

Any comment?

Thank you.

It's left in.

Now B, I can never say this word, Phuket, is that correct?

Phuket Declaration on tsunami preparedness for persons with disabilities which emphasizes the need for inclusive emergency warning and disaster management systems using telecommunication/ICT facilities based on an open, nonproprietary global standard.

Again, emergency services and emergency warning ‑‑ emergency relief for persons with disabilities is often not planned for or taken into account, and it is vital and if you take into the situation of Haiti that we have recently experienced, there were many, many people who became persons with disabilities due to amputations, so we want to be sure that we cover this and make standards that make it possible for persons with disabilities to be able to be warned and taken care of during those situations.

Do I have consensus on leaving this in the Resolution?

Thank you.

No, no, no, we have a comment?

United States wants to make a comment?

>> Representative From United States:  Yes, we would like to get a clarification.

Australia brought up the point of wording, and I don't think we actually had a vote on removing the footnote.

>> A. Saks: I'm going to have to check the captioning because there was echo.

Could you repeat the question, please?

>> Representative From United States:  Yes, Australia brought up a comment when you were explaining you'd like to remove the footnote.

Could we get a clarification if the footnote was removed?

>> A. Saks: Sorry, I don't have the captioning up.

I can't see it.

Sorry.

One more time.

>> Representative From United States:  We had a very good comment from Australia while you were explaining that you would like a footnote removed, but I don't think it was clearly voted on.

Could you clarify if we've are removed the footnote?

>> A. Saks: We have removed the footnote.

My comment was only in reference to Syria, who had put a concern in the fact of affordability.

Now, that was back for the other one to allow people to have access ‑‑ oops, sorry.

That was not in relationship to this particular ‑‑ oh, I'm caught.

Hang on.

That was in relationship to affordability issues.

That footnote has been agreed to be removed.

Does that answer your question, United States?

>> Representative From United States:  Madam Chair, if I may make a point of order:  We never had a statement.

As you asked, I took a look at the captioning to review the text, and we never had a call for a consensus on the removal of the footnote.

Instead, we went on after the Australia comment.

>> A. Saks: Thank you, United States.

I'm sorry that was not clear.

Would you like to return to the footnote to make sure that that has been removed?

All right, we'll do that right now.

If we'll go back to page ‑‑ it's the footnote 1.

With which the term "disability includes physical disability, mental disability and economic disability."

It's on the second page after the title.

Yes.

Well, the United States not clear that that was removed so I'm making sure that that is removed.

Is that acceptable that we remove this footnote from the Resolution?

As I explained earlier that it is not ‑‑ disability is not defined in the U.N. Convention.

It's left open because that's a constantly changing situation of what is a disability and what is not.

Do we have consensus to make sure that this footnote is removed?

Fine, thank you.

The footnote is definitely removed so I'm now returning back to Phuket, the Declaration on the tsunami preparedness for persons with disabilities.

Which emphasizes the need for inclusive emergency warning and disaster management as I was describing before.

Are there any comments?

Do I have consensus leaving this in the Resolution?

Thank you, that will remain.

C, Resolution GSC‑14/27 agreed at the 14th global standards collaboration meeting, Geneva 2009, which encouraged greater collaboration among global regional and National standardization bodies as a basis for establishing and/or strengthening activities and initiatives can concerning the use of telecommunication/ICT accessibility for persons with disabilities.

This again allows interaction with other organizations so that we can share best practices and include our knowledge to be able to help and to continue working towards accessibility for persons with disabilities.

Do I have any comments regarding this, regarding leaving this in?

I have consensus in leaving this in?

Thank you.

Okay, we are now on resolves.

Number 1, to take account of persons with disabilities in the work of ITU, and to collaborate to adopt a comprehensive action plan to extend access to telecommunication/ICTs to persons with disabilities, in collaboration with external entities and bodies concerned with this subject.

Do we have consensus on this?

Fine.

Next one down.

We did take out ‑‑ we have moved many of the Resolutions in a different order, which made it seem more understandable, because the order in which they were in jumped, and you would come back to a similar issue.

So this particular one, an action plan has been moved.

So it's not totally deleted, it's somewhere else so I'm going to deal with that later.

This is instruct the Secretary‑General in consultation with the directors of the Bureaus, meaning the ITU‑T, ITU‑R, and ITU‑D.

Number 1 is to coordinate accessibility‑related activity between the ITU‑T, ITU‑R, ITU‑D, in collaboration with other organizations and entities where appropriate, in order to avoid duplication and to ensure that the needs of persons with disabilities are taken into account.

We've been doing this all along but we want to have it in writing.

We've been doing our best, and this way, this is recognized as ongoing work at the ITU.

Do I have any comments?

Do I have consensus that we keep this in?

No, no comments?

Thank you.

Number 2, to consider the financial implications of providing accessible information through ICTs and to ITU facilities, services, programs for participants with visual, hearing or physical disabilities, including captioning at meetings, access to print information and the ITU Web access ‑‑ ITU Web, access to ITU buildings and meeting facilities, as well as adopting accessible ITU recruitment practices and employment.

This is important.

It has to be stated.

Australia?

>> Representative From Australia:  Thank you, Chair.

Financial implications for whom?

I presume possibly for Governments, carriers, the disabled community itself.

I think a little bit more specificity might not go amiss here.

>> A. Saks: As I understand this, this is what the ITU will have to be able to do at some point, and there are financial implications.

Is that not clear?

And this will have to go ‑‑ so how would you like to reword the wording so that is clear?

Or would you like to think about it and come back with text?

>> Representative From Australia:  I think just a couple of words here.

If it's the implications for Governments and for providers of communication services, then those might be enough words.

I'm just trying to better understand what is meant by the paragraph, and I didn't draft it, so whoever drafted it might be able to help us here.

>> A. Saks: This is what we're doing now.

If you feel that this is not correct, could you come up with some wording to make that clearer?

And we have tomorrow to do.

I can put this one on ice.

>> Representative From Australia:  Okay.

>> A. Saks: Would that be acceptable?

All right, number is going to be ‑‑ with wait a minute.

That's what I'm just saying putting it on ice, I'm using American slang forgive me.

Put it on hold for tomorrow for further discussion and clarification of the wording so that the intention of this particular paragraph is clear.

Thank you, Australia.

Number 3, to encourage and promote self‑representation by persons with disabilities so as to ensure their experiences, views and opinions are taken into account when developing and progressing ITU work.

In other words, listen to the person who has the disability, and what they need, and what they want.

There is an expression that the deaf use, "nothing about us without us."

I feel this is an important statement.

Do we have any comment on leaving this in?

U.S?

>> Representative From United States:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

I had a recommendation regarding Clause 2, that we would insert the word "ITUs," so it would read, "to consider ITU financial implications."

>> A. Saks: U.S., we're going to be discussing this tomorrow.

Would you put your sentence in writing?

And we're going to be revisiting number 2 later.

Therefore, we are now on number 3.

So if you could take the wording that you feel is important, we can get together with Australia and come up with that.

So ITU, the Number 2 is on hold for tomorrow.

Is that acceptable to the United States?

Thank you.

We go now ‑‑ we are on Number 3, to encourage and promote self‑representation by persons with disabilities so as to ensure their experiences, views and opinions are taken into account when developing ‑‑ I hadn't quite finished if we had that, just to make sure.

Is that acceptable, Item Number 3 as I read earlier?

Thank you.

Okay, so 3 is okay.

We're now on number 4, to expand the Fellowship Programme under Council, to take into account information including associated costs provided to Council by the Director of the TSB concerning the possibility of providing fellowships and accessibility services that could be offered to Delegates with disabilities in the work of the ITU based on the experiences of the TSB.

As some of you may know, there are fellowships extended to persons from developing countries because of financial impairments.

The same applies to persons with disabilities.

This is referenced in the FINREG and was made in a report to Council to the budgetary section so this is a direct request for persons with disabilities to be funded appropriately in the same way that persons from developing countries are funded to participate in the standardization process.

Do I have any comments on this?

Is this acceptable to remain into the Resolution?

Thank you.

Now, this is number 5.

To identify, document and disseminate examples for best practices for accessibility in the field of telecommunication among ITU Member States and Sector Members.

That is solely what that is.

Again, this is important because if we share information, we can keep records of who does what and what works best.

Again, this would be ‑‑ again, it would come under working together with the different sectors.

Is this acceptable to leave within the Resolution?

I don't see any comments.

Thank you, we're moving on to the next page.

We are now on number 6, to work collaboratively on accessibility‑related activities with ITU‑T, ITU‑R, and ITU‑D, in particular, concerning awareness and mainstreaming of telecommunication/ICT accessibility standards and in the developing programs that enable developing countries to introduce services that allow persons with disabilities to utilize telecommunication/ICT services effectively.

Again, I think this is an important aspect, because activities include workshops, include seminars, include sharing across study groups.

Would this be acceptable to leave into the Resolution?

Thank you.

That's okay.

We're coming up to 4 minutes to where we have to end.

I'm going to ‑‑ we still have some time?

I'm told we have some time.

All right, you're going to tell me when I'm running out of time.

We're going to carry on, thank you.

The next one is number 7, to work collaboratively and cooperatively with other relevant organizations and entities, in particular, in the interest of ensuring that ongoing work in the field of accessibility is taken into account.

Are there any comments about this particular passage?

Shall we leave this in?

Do I have consensus?

I have Bangladesh, thank you.

Bangladesh, please.

>> Representative From Bangladesh:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Just briefly, during the Plenary session of this Working Group, we had highlighted that we would like to see the retention of the Syrian proposal for ITU to come up with an action plan to see how these relevant organizations and entities can be involved in the process.

We were wondering what happened to that idea, if it's still in the text.

If it is, then we will come to that point and make our further comments.

Thank you.

>> A. Saks: It is still in the text.

It's just further down.

It was moved, but it is still there.

Is that acceptable?

Thank you.

Is number 7 accepted?

Thank you.

To work collaboratively and cooperatively with disability organizations in all regions to ensure that the needs of persons with disabilities are taken into account.

Is that acceptable to remain?

Okay, thank you, that's been accepted, okay.

Number 9, to review the current ITU services and facilities, including meetings and events, to make them available to persons with disabilities, and to endeavor to make the necessary changes to improve accessibility, where appropriate and economically feasible, pursuant to the United Nations General Assembly Resolution A/RES/61/106.

You're already enjoying the captioning.

Can this remain in?

Any comment?

Thank you, all right.

We removed ‑‑ number 2 was moved and we have approved that already in.

That was approved earlier.

This was moved from this position to an earlier position and we have left that in.

So the struck‑out Number 8 is not lost.

It's just been moved and that's what that particular striking indicates.

Number 10, to consider accessibility standards and guidelines whenever undertaking renovations or changing the use of space at a facility so that accessibility features are maintained and additional barriers are not inadvertently implemented.

In other words, we don't want to take away anything that's accessible and not replace it.

May this remain within the Resolution?

Thank you.

Number 11, to prepare a report for submission to each annual session of the Council on implementation of this Resolution in the light of the budget allocated for this purpose.

I think that has to be there.

Do I have any comment re that?

May this remain?

Thank you.

To submit a report to the next Plenipotentiary Conference on measures taken to implement this Resolution.

In other words, a nice progress report.

I think that is an important thing to do.

Do I have any comments?

I take it do we have consensus on leaving this in?

Thank you.

Again, number 13, where it's struck here, was moved, and we have agreed to have that remain so that is what that striking is in relation to.

Now, invites Member States and Sector Members.

How are we doing on time?

Do we still have a few ‑‑ we have 10 minutes so I'm going to go through as many as I can, and then the ones that we want to discuss and develop further we'll do tomorrow, so we'll see how far I can get.

We're almost there.

We're almost there.

"Invites member states and Sector Members to consider developing within their National legal frame works, guidelines and other mechanisms to enhance the accessibility, compatibility and usability of telecommunications/ICT services, products and terminals, and this was added to this particular passage, "to offer support to regional initiatives related with this issue."

So this is the Member States.

So hopefully this will be acceptable to all of us.

Do I have any comments?

May this remain within the document?

Thank you.

2, in considering introducing appropriate telecommunication/ICT, that was added to be clear, the word ICT, services to enable persons, and we took out "hearing and speech" in the same way.

We didn't have any definitions and that's a very important thing to my heart so we took that out because we want to keep disabilities in line with the U.N. Convention, so there's no one disability.

It's everyone's disability, all the disabilities, "to utilize telecommunication/ICT services that are functionally equivalent."

I think going back to Australia's comment, I may revisit that one that you asked to have equivalent.

We might add the word "functional," which is actually what's in the U.N. Convention.

"To telecommunication/ICT services for persons with disabilities."

So functionally equivalent to telecommunications.

Is that okay?

That's the correct term.

Functional equivalent.

We are keeping this.

Are we keeping this?

Great, thank you.

We have Bangladesh.

Yes, I'm looking for it, too.

I thought it was in here.

We did have a passage, did I skip it by accident, regarding the action plan?

I have not ‑‑ I might have missed it with dyslexia.

Don't, worry, I haven't ‑‑ I tell you what I'm going to do, Bangladesh as I'm reading your mind, I hope you don't mind, I'm going to double‑check that I haven't missed the action plan.

>> Representative From Bangladesh:  No worries, Chair.

It can always happen.

We'd love to look at that at our necks session.

We're not greatly worried about that.

Just another point on 2 here.

I'm sorry that we were supposed to send you some additional texts but we'd appreciate if you could add the words "and promote international cooperation in this regard" at the end of 2.

This is also in line with the suggestion this Delegation had made at the Plenary session, and it was supported by Tunisia, as well.

Can you do me a kindness and get the wording down to me and we'll add that in tomorrow because I want to be sure I get it correctly.

So this is number 2.

You got it?

It's already there.

Is it right?

Okay, okay.

We have Australia, go ahead.

>> Representative From Australia:  Just to respond to the interventions from Bangladesh, I thought that the reference to the action plan came quite early in the document.

I don't actually have the document open in front of me but I seem to recall that fairly early, earlier in the document, I saw a reference to the development of an action plan.

Thank you, Chair.

>> A. Saks: Thank you, Australia.

I was sure it was in there.

Okay.

It's in "results," okay, thank you.

I have to confess, I'm using a colored one, and I'm having a little trouble seeing everything.

Can we find it?

Results 1.

Would you like to read it?

>> J. Ponder:  In the resolves 1, Point 1, we have a statement, to take account of persons with disabilities in the work of ITU and to collaborate and to adopt a comprehensive action plan to extend access and to telecommunication/ICT to persons with disabilities in collaboration with external entities and bodies concerned with this subject.

We understand that this is the wording coming from you.

>> A. Saks: I know that's the right one, action plan.

To collaboration in the adoption of the action plan, that's it.

Got it, it's in there, Bangladesh, it's in there and we did agree to put it in.

Are you happy with that, also?

Great.

We're almost done.

I just want to do the last one and then tomorrow we work on the point that Australia has brought up.

That is on the last page, number 3, to participate actively in accessibility related activities, studies in ITU‑T, ITU‑R, ITU‑D, including participating actively in the work of the concerned study groups, and to encourage and promote self‑representation by persons with disabilities so as to ensure their experiences, views and opinions are taken into account.

Is that acceptable?

Any comment?

Great, that's in.

4, 5, and 6, these were suppressed, to participate actively in the work of the concerned study groups of the Union and the relevant ITU‑D programs.

That seems to be incorporated into the one that we've just accepted.

We felt that that was included in there.

Therefore, it didn't have to be a separate entity so that has been suppressed.

5, is that acceptable to everybody before I go to 5?

That's fine.

5, to assist as appropriate the formulation of the necessary National legislation relating to such access and in particular to support regional initiatives.

That was also previously covered in a more extensive paragraph previously so again that was repetitive so that was suppressed.

Is that acceptable to everybody?

Thank you, to submit proposals to the 2012 world radiocommunication conference with a view to adopting specific Resolution on this subject ensuring optimum integration between these sectors in this regard.

This also was suppressed because it's out of scope for the Plenipot to put an Agenda Item on the world conference, because it just ‑‑ is not within its mandate so unfortunately, we know the intention was good and there are some aspects where that possibly could be helpful, it is not within the scope so that had to be suppressed.

But is that acceptable to everybody?

Yes, U.S?

>> Representative From United States:  I'm sorry, I was waiting to make a comment regarding the action plan.

I had my button on for a while.

I wanted to say that under resolve we had discussed, we had reached consensus that there be a comprehensive action plan under resolves.

>> A. Saks: This has been noted, U.S.

Thank you very much for pointing it out to us to be sure we get it.

Thank you.

And the suppression of ‑‑ sorry.

Oh, yes, thank you.

I'm sorry, I have to go back to the last one to make sure that we have consensus on number 6 which is what we were working on, to submit proposals to 2012 to the world radiocommunication conference, as I've explained it's out of scope.

Do we have consensus on the fact that this has to be suppressed?

Thank you.

I think we're done for today.

We have the one issue.

We have the U.S. and the United States perhaps to contribute to the wording of ‑‑ instructs the Secretary‑General on ‑‑ wait a minute, where am I?

You want to show me which one it is on here?

I made a note somewhere.

We just have the one to do tomorrow.

The one we're going to work on tomorrow is under instructs the Secretary‑General in consultation with the directors of the Bureau, Item Number 2, to consider the financial implications of providing accessible information through ICTs.

I'm not going to read the whole thing again right now, but could I ask Australia and the United States to get together to can come up with appropriate wording?

I have any comment, please?

>> Representative From United States:  Thank you, Chair.

I believe we may have a quick Resolution if you'll allow us 30 seconds to ask Australia if the addition of "ITU financial" ‑‑ "ITU's financial implications" answers his question.

Thank you.

Australia?

>> Representative From Australia:  Chair, my earlier intervention was a function of the fact I did not understand whose financial implications we were talking about.

I don't have a particularly strong view one way or the other and would defer to whomever was the person who originally drafted this paragraph if they're in the room, if it is the ITU's financial implications that we're concerned with here.

I'm completely comfortable with this.

I simply didn't understand the paragraph as it was drafted.

>> A. Saks: Thank you.

It's for the ITU.

So basically, if I understand everyone correctly, this document, the Resolution for accessibility for the Plenipot, the draft we have got.

We've got consensus, with so we have done our work.

And another document will be produced for us to review tomorrow to make sure that we're absolutely happy with what has happened.

Thank you very, very much for coming and you have one more thing?

The meeting will be at 1:30 tomorrow instead of ‑‑ it will be 13:30 instead of 13:00 because we need I believe only one hour to finalize another draft.

So I want to say thank you to everybody who came and participated.

I really appreciate your interventions and the meeting is now closed.

[ End of meeting at 14:45 ]

[ End of day ]
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