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	Summary: 

	This document proposes that the ECC no longer publishes the implementation status of ECC Recommendations, principally due to the wide inconsistencies in the scope and timescales of reporting.  The Office believes that the present patterns of reporting bring a risk of undermining the credibility and value of the documents themselves.

The document also proposes improvements to the processes of gathering information on the implementation of ECC Decisions.


	Proposal: 

	The ECO proposes two changes to the scope and process of publishing the implementation status of ECC deliverables:
1. The quality of the publication of implementation status of ECC Decisions should be improved by three measures, which would replace the current practice of a comprehensive update request from the ECO to administrations on a regular and ad-hoc basis.
a. The ECO would conduct questionnaires to Administrations from time to time concerning the implementation status of specific sets of Decisions. 

b. This information would be supplemented by reviews made by Office staff of the information on implementation status which administrations submit to the EFIS system.
c. Once per year the Office would send administrations a summary of the implementation status recorded against their country for each Decision.  This would be taken from the information published in the deliverables library at the time.  Administrations would be invited to notify the Office of any changes which were necessary, although the option remains open to administrations to notify the Office at any time.

2. The practice of publishing the implementation status of ECC Recommendations should be discontinued.
Therefore this paper also proposes the removal of Section 3 of Appendix 4 of the ECC Working Methods dealing with implementation of ECC Recommendations.



	Background: 

	The ECC Rules of Procedure Part 12.3.2 and 12.3.4 set out an expectation that members’ implementation of ECC Decisions should be published on the CEPT website.  The current practice is consistent with this expectation although this document identifies some concerns about the accuracy of the information gathered under the present process.
There is a less explicit expectation in respect of ECC Recommendations, although the ECC Working Methods in Appendix 4 part 3.1 refers to a parallel process as for Decisions, without setting it out as a requirement. 




Discussion: the significance of implementation status
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, generally 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 (see Rules of Procedure, Section 12).

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.  
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.
ECC Recommendations 

The procedural framework for publishing the implementation status of ECC Recommendations is expressed differently and less strongly than for Decisions.  
The presentation of implementation status of Recommendations appears to present a rather weak and incoherent approach to their use.  This is likely to portray a significant under-estimation of the application of Recommendations; at least, it certainly does not over-report it. The ECO makes two related observations below.
•
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 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’.
Against this background, there appears to be a case to remove information about the implementation status of Recommendations, and this is the recommendation of this paper.  The alternatives are either to accept the status quo, preferably with some justification and proposals for that explanation to be public, or to strengthen significantly the commitment of administrations to accurate reporting.
Appendix 4: Part 3.1of ECC Working Methods

“Members are strongly urged to respond to periodic questionnaires from the Office that facilitates the publication of a complete list of ECC Recommendations and the extent of their implementation by ECC Members.”
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