Notes from Plenary Session 23rd February 2005

Morning Session 10.00 – 13.00

Afternoon Session 15.00 – 18.00

The morning session started as usual with interventions by observers. From civil society it was The Working Group on Financial Mechanisms, The Cultural Diversity WG and Education, Academia and Research TF together with the Telecentres Caucus.

Afterwards plenary resumed the session:


· First the plenary addressed the paragraph left off from last night – new 26a1. Cuba reiterated the wish to stay with the original text. The US suggested a new version of/addition to the paragraph - …..”encouraging, inter alia,  the creation and development of regional ICT backbones and Internet Exchange Points to reduce interconnection cost and broaden network access”. 

· In addition it was suggested that the paragraph be divided into two, thus creating a New 26a1bis ……..(see notes from 22nd). A key issue:The US especially underlined the concept of software neutrality. One specific approach should not be promoted. They were very firm on that. 

· The US deems this one of the most important issue of the week. This addresses the question of infrastructure. The US suggested a compromise see text in bold above (inter alia).

· Russia suggested that the ITU will look further at the implementation of the issue of cost reduction of backbones etc.!!

· Paragraph New 26a1 etc. was referred to an Ad Hoc drafting group


· On 26b – only discussion on deletion of the word “major” – was accepted. The EU retained the right to also include their wish for the original formulation – “Coordinating programmes among governments and major financial players to mitigate investment risks and transaction costs for operators entering less attractive rural and low income market segments”  This made Canada reopen the discussion and suggest that Bolivias suggestion. 

NB: This made the chair warn that this would not lead to an effective text, but rather lead to the necessity of a compilation of texts to be dealt with later. Comments and reactions from the floor displayed that the Plenary do want to reach consensus, but also want to be able to take into consideration the different views of different delegations. The most important task is to produce a coherent and useful text to be adopted. Key issue: It does not at the moment look like there will be a coherent consensus text at the end of PC II. The compromise was that delegations should refrain from reopening text already adopted or did not provide substantially new language.

· 26c – minor comments only

· 26d – on the “Virtual financing facility” – some (like the EU and SA) suggest the deletion of the entire paragraph as there are many unanswered questions. This was opposed by Canada referring to the TFFM report for a more in-depth explanation. It is not a new institution, but a body, which will link the major finance institutions better to each other – make financing more efficient. – The paragraph needs work. Some argue that this does not reflect what comes out of the report, so it must be clarified or deleted. Esp. the developing countries underline that the paragraph only refer to business approaches. 


· New 26g – especially discussion on reference to the neutrality of technologies – all operators, independently of what they use, have an obligation to universal service. This position is supported by among others the US, Colombia and Chile. 


· New 26h – the contentious issue of debt cancellation and channelling/swapping of debt cancellation revenues for ICT development. Most concur with the text, except Japan who wishes to soften the language, and EU supports that notion. However a number of countries refer to the fact that the issue was opened in the declaration and that the issue should be retained. Canada however does not see how it has any ICT focus – debt relief was for poverty reduction?? The chair (supported by a number of delegations from Latin America and Africa) adamantly objected and did not see why, in a document, which is dealing with financing and development, it is not important to refer to mechanisms, such as debt relief and swapping which already exist. The issue displayed core regional differences. 
At noon the discussion was supposed go to para 27 – the DSF, however the committee is behind in its work. At 15.00 the discussion of the political chapeau will be initiated in the Assembly Hall. 

In the meantime Ad Hoc WG’s will discuss paragraph 21. In room 19 drafting which was left off will also continue. 

At 18.00, paragraph 27 will be referred to continued work in the sub-committee. In addition Paragraph New 26a1 etc. was referred to an Ad Hoc drafting group, which will also meet at 18.00 in room 11.

· In the afternoon the sub-committee continued drafting on the remaining paragraphs 21, 23, 24, 25 and 18

· Para 21, 22, 23 and 24 were accepted with minor changes and a few bracketed phrases.

· On paragraph 25, today was the second reading of the paragraph. Specifically 25a needs more time for wording and 25k was deleted.

· Discussion on paragraph 18 was reopened after a new draft was submitted last night. The issues in relation to this paragraph have not yet been resolved.

· In paragraph 26 the reference to a specific deadline for implementation was deleted.

