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	Summary: 

	This paper addresses some issues concerning the reporting of formal implementation of ECC Decisions and Recommendations by CEPT administrations.

	Proposal: 

	This paper makes two recommendations.
1)   Where a Decision amends or replaces a previous Decision, the responsible ECC entity should routinely make an explicit recommendation about whether implementation status of the Decision should be reset to zero, or whether the existing implementation status would be carried forward.  In any case, administrations remain able to make individual amendments. 
2)  The implementation status of Recommendations should not be included in the information given in the Deliverables library (DocDB).  Alternatively, the ECC SG could either consider ways to strengthen the information gathering process, or to accept the status quo. 

The ECC SG is also invited to give guidance on the level of effort which it believes is reasonable and effective in order to secure a better quality of information, and thereby to inform more substantive proposals from the Office at a later stage.

The requirement is to improve accuracy, and to reconcile inconsistencies in information gathered through equivalent but different parallel processes.  It appears that the process should be more thorough, but if possible it could also be more streamlined.  Options include for the Office to spend more effort on targeted enquiries to administrations, and to consider whether the developing processes for information gathering for EFIS may provide a more effective basis for combining two possibly duplicative processes.


	Background: 

	The majority of the ECC's work and its impact on its sectors of interest are given effect through its deliverables. 
Reports are stand-alone documents to inform other actions and initiatives, but Decisions and, to a lesser extent, Recommendations, depend upon their implementation by Member States in order to have any significant value, whether or not this implementation is formally recognised
ECC Deliverables need to have a clear visibility of their implementation status, and this theme is given attention in ECC meetings. Immediately after the approval of any ECC Decision, member administrations are asked to indicate whether they intend to implement it. However this is the beginning of the process, not the end of it.

Despite some positive exceptions, there is evidence that the process of providing national information on implementation status is not giving timely and comprehensive information.  This can undermine the confidence that stakeholders have in the relevance of ECC Decisions and Recommendations.  
A separate but related concern of the Office is that the present Rules of Procedure, if applied rigidly, would have unintended consequences for the accuracy of implementation information for amended decisions.    

This paper highlights some of this evidence and the issues arising from them.


Consistency of information

At the ECC May 2012 meeting in Tallinn (Agenda Item 13.5) the Office drew attention to discrepancies between implementation status recorded in the deliverables library (DocDB), and that recorded within the EFIS system.  At present this information is gathered through separate but equivalent parallel processes from the same set of CEPT administrations.  However, one process is in theory comprehensive, while the other is not.
The DocDB information is gathered deterministically: by administrations taking the initiative to notify the Office of changes of status (this is relatively rare) and by a regular process of Office-initiated enquiry about the implementation of all current deliverables.

Information in EFIS uploaded by administrations can make reference to ECC Decisions which are implemented in a given country. 

This is supplemented by anecdotal evidence that many administrations apply the provisions of ECC decisions without notifying the fact that they are implemented.  The lack of notification may be a purely procedural difficulty, or it may be due to an administration’s concerns over some particular detail or exception which makes them reluctant to declare a (full) implementation.

Implementation status for replacement and amended decisions

The June 2009 ECC meeting (Isle of Man) Decided that when a new or amended deliverable was approved, the implementation status should be reset to zero, in order to maintain the ability of administrations to declare their own position in relation to the significance of the change.

However some amendments are very small and will clearly have no material impact on implementation. In such circumstances it does not seem appropriate to apply the prescribed procedure and greater account needs to be taken of context.

Recent examples are:
1)  Amended ECC/DEC/(02)05 on “The designation and availability of frequency bands for railway purposes in the 876 - 880 MHz and 921 - 925 MHz bands” (Kazan December 2011).  

2)  Amended ERC/DEC/(98)25 on “Harmonised frequency band to be designated for analogue PMR 446”. (Tallinn, May 2012)
3)  Amended ECC/DEC/(04)10 on ”Frequency bands to be designated for the temporary introduction of Automotive Short Range Radars (SRR)”.  (Tallinn, May 2012)
· With (1) the ECC explicitly agreed that the existing revision status should be retained as the changes were only editorial. With (2) and (3) the Office has so far kept the implementation status unchanged (40 and 29 countries have implemented respectively), although it is open to administrations to advise of changes.  Strictly speaking this is contrary to the ECC’s RoP, but to apply that RoP rigidly would, in our opinion, give an unhelpful and misleading message to the stakeholders who use the information. It would reflect badly on the reputation of the ECC and the perceived value of its work.
· The change in the Decision (2) concerned only the receiver part and will enter into effect in the future and not now. To reset the implementation would mean that people who look into the DocDB will be confused and misled.

· With Decision (3), the existing 24 GHz SRR element was not changed except for the extension of the deadline, and an EC Decision for both 24 GHz and also now including 26 GHz is in place (the EC Decision actually came first in this case). The 26 GHz element only a subset of the 24 GHz SRR frequencies (5 GHz wide), so it is inherently also implemented.
Other observations
· There are significant differences in the commitment of administrations to implement, or to notify implementation, of Recommendations as opposed to Decisions.  This calls into question the real status of implementations of Recommendations, and the value of showing implementation statistics.

· Some designations such as ‘under study’ seem to persist for as long as 10 years.  This is likely to stretch the credulity of the reader. Likewise with ‘commitments’ which take ten years to become ‘implementations’.
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