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(Copenhagen, 1948)

Document No. 1

Note: The following documents were issued in relation to this document: 

• Document No. 8 - Replacement to Document No. 1



European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948

Heads of Delegations Meeting 

June 24, 1948 2 p.m.

Agenda:

1. Appointment of Secretariat.
2. Organization of committees (HD Doc. No 2 - E).
3. Chairmanship andVice-Chairmanship of committees.
4. Internal Regulations (RD Doc. No 4 - E).
5. Working Methods (RD Doc. No 6 - E).
6 . Language Arrangements.
7. Admission of International Organizations.
8 . • Miscellaneous.

RD Document No 1 - E
June 22, 1948 
Submitted in English



European Regional Broadcasting Conference,
Kobenhavn,1948 0

RI) Doc* No® 2-E
22rf. June,1948«

DENMARK ft Originali French 0
Draft Proposal for the Formation of Committees of the 
European Regional Broadcasting Conference,

Kobenhavn,19 48»

Executive Committee 3(Chairman and Vice chairmen of 
the Conference and Committees)sterms of references 
problems connected with the timetable of the Conference 
and with the coordination of work in the different 
committees*

2, Credentials Committee s terms of references examine the 
validity of credentials *

3. Organising Committee's terms of reference sproposals 
concerning problems of organisationsrelating to the 
work of the Conference and to the future implemen­
tation of the frequency plan,also drafting the con­
vention.

4* Technical Committee:terms of referencesdefining the
technical bases for the preparation of the Plan,mainlys

to other services,
determining; the separation in Kc/s between the fre­
quencies allocated to Broadcasting Stations,
power limitation,
use of directional aerials,
synchronisation■of national groups of transmitters.

5* Frequency Allocation Committees terms of references 
draw up a frequency plan and discuss the date of 
its entry into force.

6 * Drafting Committees The Rules of Procedure give the 
terms of reference of this Committee.



European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference.

Kobenliavni948 RB Bocument No... 3 - E
22 June 1948

original : English

Opening Meeting 

25 June 1948 at 10 a.m..

(European Regional Broadcasting and Maritime Regional
Radio-Joint Conference)

Opening address and Reply to this Address

15 minutes r recess (A photograph is taken 
of the Belegates)

First Meeting of the Plenary Assembly ' .
the

European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
"" (after the photograph" has been taken)

X*,- Opening Address by the Head of the Banish Be legation*

2.— Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference.,

3.- Appointment of the Secretariat.
4*- Establishment of the Committees (RB Boc. No... 2 - S) *..
5. - Nomination of the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the Committees*. 

6* — -Rules of Procedure (RB Boc. No*. 4 -~E) *„
7.— Working Methods (RB/MAR Boc. Nos*. 6 - E/8  - E).
8 .- Working Hours of the Conference*.

9* - Linguistic Arrangemets.
10.- Admission of International Organisations.
11*- Miscellaneous*-



European Broadcasting Conference (CER) 
(Copenhagen, 1948)

Document No. 4

Note: The following documents were issued in relation to this document:

• Document No. 12 - Corrections to Document No. 4

•  Document No. 76 - Replacement to Document No. 4



European Regional Broadcasting RD Document No 4-E
Conference June 22, 1948

•Kebenhavn, 1948 Submitted in: French

D E N 1 A  R K

DRAFT RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE EUROPEAN REGIONAL 
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

i
In accordance with the Directives for the European Regional 

Broadcasting Conference annexed to the Additional Protocol to the 
Acts of the International Radio Conference of. Atlantic City,’ 1947> 
para* 12? the Conference shall adopt its own rules of procedure*

The following rules of procedure have been drawn Up largely 
on the basis of the directives given in Chapter 6 of the General 
Regulations annexed to the International Telecommunications Conven­
tion, of Atlantic City? taking into account those provisions of the 
rules of procedure adopted by the preceding broadcasting conference 
at; Luc erne and Mont re ux which seem, appropriate in View of the Special 
nature of the Kebenhavn Conference r;

27
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Draft Rules of Procedure 
for the

European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
(Copenhagen, 194&)

Rul e I 

Definitions

1. ‘ In these rules of procedure, the term "delegation11 shall
denote a group of delegates from the same country within the European- 
area.

2. The term "delegate" shall denote a person representing a 
government or administration of a country within the European area.

3. Each delegation may be assisted by one or more aides, by one
or more advisers, and by one or more interpreters.

4. The term nobserver,! shall denote:

a) Persons representing countries outside Europe which
have signed or adhered to the International Telecommunications 
Convention of Atlantic City, 1947?

b) Persons representing the United Nations who are present 
at the Conference:

c) Persons representing the International Frequency 
Registration Board (l.F.R.B.)j

d) Persons representing international bodies who have.'asked to 
be admitted to the Conference and whose request has been 
approved by a plenary meeting of the Conference*

Rule 2

Admission to the Conference

1. As a general rule, only the following shall take part in all
the deliberations of the Conference: delegations from countries
within the European area, observers from countries outside Europe, 
from the United Nations, and from the I.F.R.B,

2. The first Plenary Ass6$b.%yshall lay down the limits within 
which observers from the bodies cited in 'Rtile I, para. 4 d) may 
attend, and take part in, in an advisory capacity, the deliberations 
either at sessions 'of the ‘Plenary Assembly, or at!allor some of the

Committees*



Rule 3 

Order of Seating

-.5 -

At sessions of the Plenary Assembly, delegates, aides, advisers, 
interpreters, and observers shall be grouped, .by delegation and by country 
and agency. These delegations and observers shall be seated in the
alphabetical order- q£ French names of the countries and agencies
represented*

Rule 4

Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman

The Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference shall be elected 
at the first session of the Plenary Assembly of the Conference.

Rule 5

Presentation of Credentials
\

1. Each delegation shall present to the Secretariat of the Conference 
credentials giving it authority to sign all the agreements entered into by 
the Conference.

2. These credentials shall be examined by a committee during the 
first week of the Conference.

3. No delegation shall enjoy the right of vote unless and until the 
above Committee has declared its credentials to be in order.

4. Observers shall present to the Secretariat an official note from 
their organization accrediting them to the Conference.

Rule 6

Powers of the Chairman

The Chairman shall open and close the sessions of the Plenary 
Assembly of the Conference, direct the deliberations, and announce the 
results of the voting.

He shall also have the general direction of all the work of the 
Conference.

Rule 7

Secretariat of the Conference

At the first session of the Plenary Assembly a Secretariat of the 
Conference shall be constituted. It shall be composed of personnel of 
the Secretariat of the International Telecommunications Union and, if 
necessary, of personnel of the Danish Government's administration. ■

(1-16-6)



Rule 8

Appointment of Committees

The Plenary Assenblymay appoint committees to examine 
questions submitted for the consideration of the Conference, These 
committees may in their turn appoint sub-committees or working 
groups.

Rule 9

Composition of Committees
1, . Committees shall be composed of delegations from countries
in the European region,
2, The following may be present .at, and take part in., the 
deliberations of the committees, in a consultative capacity.

a) Observers from non-European countries.
t>) Representatives of the United Nations.
c) Representatives of the International Frequency 

Registration Board (I.F.R.B*),
d) Representatives of international organizations,

as laid down by the first Bession of the Plenary Assembly,

Rule 10

Chairmen. Vice-Chairmen, and Reporters of Committees
and Sub-Committees.

The Chairman of the Conference shall submit for the approval 
of the PlenaryABsei'ibly the choice of chairman and of vice-chairman or 
vice-chairmen of each committee.

The Chairman of each committee shall propose to his committee 
the nomination of the reporters and the choice of the chairmen, vice- 
chairmen and reporters of the sub-committees.

Rule JJ- 
Summons to Neaslons

The sessions of the Plenary Assembly and of the committees and 
sub-committees snail be announced either by letter or by notice posted 
in the meeting place of the Conference.

• r 4 -
^ (RD 4-E) -



Order of Discussion

1* Persons desiring to speak majr do so only after having obtained 
the consent of the Chairman. As a general ru.le, they shall begin 
by announcing the name of their country or of their organization.
2, Any person speaking must express himself slowly and distinctly, 
separating his words and pausing frequently, so that all his colleagues may 
may be able to follow his meaning, and so that the interpreters can 
translate his speech.

Rule 13
Proposals Presented before the Opening of the Conference.

Proposals presented before the opening of the Conference shall 
be allocated by the Plenary Assembly to the appropriate committees.

■ Rule U
Proposals Submitted during the Conference.

1. No proposal or amendment may be submitted unless it is counter- . 
signed or supported by the Head of the Delegation of the country concerned 
or by his deputy.
2. The Chairman of the Conference shall decide whether the proposal 
or amendment shall be announced to all delegations by distribution
of copies or merely by oral statement*
3. At sessions of the Plenary Assembly, any authorized individual may 
read or request to be read any proposal or amendment presented by him 
during the Conference, and may be allowed to explain his reasons therefor.

Rule 15
Proposals Presented to Committees during the Conference•

1. Proposals or amendments submitted after the Conference has opened 
must be delivered to the Chairman of the appropriate committee, or, in 
case of doubt as to the appropriate committee, to the Chairman of the 
Conference.
2* Every proposal or amendment shall be submitted in the definitive 
form of words to be included in the documents.
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3. The Chairman of the committee concerned shall decide whether the 
proposal or amendment shall be announced to all members of the Conference 
or committee by distribution of copies or merely by oral statement to 
the members of the committee.

Rule 16

Postponed Proposals.

When a proposal or amendment has been reserved or when its 
examination has been postponed, the delegation sponsoring it shall be 
responsible for seeing that it is not subsequently overlooked.

Rule 17

.Voting Procedure.

1. Only delegations of governments in the European area may vote, 
each delegation’having one vote.

2. A duly accredited delegation may give a mandate to another duly 
accredited delegation to exercise its vote at one or more sessions at 
which it is unable to be present. In no case may one delegation 
exercise more than one such proxy vote.
3. At sessions of the Plenary Assembly, each proposal or amendment 
shall be submitted to a vote after discussion.

A. For a valid vote to be taken at a session of the Plenary Assembly, 
at least one half of the delegations accredited to the Conference and 
halving the right of vote shall be present or represented at the session
during which the vote is cast.

5. Voting shall take place by a show of hands. If a majority is not 
clearly apparent, even after a recount has been taken, or if an individual, 
count of the Votes is requested, there shall be a roll-call in the 
alphabetical order of the French names of the delegations.

6. In sessions of the Plenary Assembly, no proposal or amendment
shall be adopted unless it is supported by a majority of the delegations
present and voting. In determining the number of votes required for a 
majority, abstentions shall not be taken into account. In case of a 
tie, the measure shall be considered rejected.

7. If the number of abstentions exceeds one-half of the number of 
delegations present and voting, the measure shall be reconsidered at a 
subsequent session, at which time the abstentions shall not be taken into 
consideration.

(1-14-6)
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■3m If five or more delegations, present and’ entitled to
vote, request, when a vote is about to be taken, that it shall be 
taken by secret ballot, this shall be done. The necessary' steps 
shall be taken to guarantee secrecy,

9* Voting procedure within Committees shall be governed by
the provisions of paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 of this Rule,

1, The minutes of the sessions of the Plenary Assembly shall 
be drawn up by the secretariat of the Conference*

2, 1) Th e minutes shall contain only the proposals and con­
clusions with the chief reasons for them in concise 
terms o

2) However, each delegate or observer shall have the right 
to require the insertion in the minutes, either summar­
ized or in full, of any statement which he has made*
In such a oase, he must himself supply its text to the 
secretariat of the Conference within two'hours after 
the end of the session* It is recommended that this 
right shall only be used with discretion.

Reports of Committees
... * .
1, (l) The debates of the committees and sub-committees shall 
be summarized, session by session, in reports in which shall be 
brought out the essential points of "the discussion , the various 
opinions which are expressed and which it is desirable that the 
Plenary Assembly should know and the proposals and conclusions which 
emerge,

(2) However, each delegate or observer shall have the 
right to require the insertion in the report of any statement which 
he has made (either summarised or in full), In such a case, he 
must himself supply to the reporter the text to be inserted within 
two hours after the end of the session., It is recommended that this 
right shall only be used with discretion*

2, If circumstances warrant, the committees or sub-committees 
shall prepare at the end of their work a final report in which they 
shall recapitulate in concise terms the proposals and conclusions 
which result from the studies which have been entrusted to them.
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Rule 20

1. (l) At a general rule, at the beginning of each session of
the Plenary-Assembly or of each session of a committee or of a sub­
committee, the 'minutes, or the report, of the preceding session shall 
be read,

(2) However, the Chairman may, if he considers such procedure 
satisfactory, and if no objection is raised, merely ask if any members 
of the Plenary Assembly, the Committee or the sub-committee, have any 
remarks to make on the contents of the minutes or of the report,

2. The minutes or the report.shall then be adopted or amended in 
accordance with the remarks which have been made and which have been 
approved by the Plenary Assembly, or by the Committee or sub-committee,.,

3. Any final report must be approved by the respective committee or
sub-committee.

4. (l) The minutes of the closing session of the Plenary Assembly
shall be examined and approved by the Chairman of the Conference,

(2) The report of the last session of a committee or of a sub­
committee shall be examined and approved by the Chairman of the 
committee or sub-committee.

Rule 21 

Languages.

The final documents of the Conference shall be drawn up in the 
languages mentioned below, in versions equivalent both in form and 
content*

In case of dispute, the French text shall be authentic. All 
other documents shall be drawn up in:

At meetings, there shall be an efficient system of interpretation
in:

Other languages may be used in the debates provided that the 
delegations using them make arrangements themselves for oral translation 
into any one of the languages mentioned in the first sub-paragraph above. 
Similarly, delegates may, if they wish, arrange for speeches to be 
translated orally into their own languages from one of the languages 
mentioned above.

(1-16-6)
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As to ‘ths-share to be taken by each country 'in the expenses 

attributable to the "use of these languages^th© provisions of the 
Atlantic City Convents nr̂ — Apfri.nl p. 15, ̂ paragraph 5 shall apply, by 
courtesy of the I.T.U*

Editorial Committee* Numbering
1# The texts of the agreement or of the frequency, allotment plan, 
•which shall be worded so far as practicable in their definitive form 
by the various committees, following the opinions expressed, shall 
be submitted to an editorial committee charged with perfecting their 
form without altering their sense, and with combining them with 
those parts of the former texbs which have not been altered.
2. The whole of the revised texts shall be submitted for the 
approval of the Plenary Assembly of the Conference, which shall decide 
on them, or refer them back to .the appropriate committee for further 
examination.
3* The numbers of the chapters, articles and paragraphs of the 
texts subjected to revision shall be preserved until the first reading 
at a session of the Plenary Assembly. The passages added shall bear 
provisionally the numbers bis, ter, etc., and the numbers cs0 delated 
passages shall not be used.
4. The definitive numbering of the chapters, articles, and 
paragraphs, shall be entrusted to the Editorial Committee after their 
adoption following the first reading.

Finals, Approval^,

The texts of the agreement and of the frequency allotment 
plan shall not acquire final status until they have been read a 
second time and approved.

Signature.
The final texts approved by the Conference shall be submitted 

for signature to the delegates provided with the necessary powers 
in the alphabetical order of the French names of the countries.

(n-l6~6)
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Rule 25 
Publicity.

1, Plenary meetings of the Conference shall be open to the public, 
unless expressly stated to the contrary.
2o Official releases to the press about the work of the Conference 
shall be issued only as authorized by the Chairman or Vice-Chairman 
of the Conference*

Rule 26
Documents.

The general Secretariat of the International Telecommunications 
Union shall be entrusted with the publication of all documents rela­
tive to the Conference, and with their distribution to all the dele­
gations and observers taking part in the Conference.

Rule 27

The delegates and observers as defined in Rule I, shall be 
entitled to postal, telegraph and telephone franking privileges 
to an extent arranged by the Danish Government in agreement with 
contracting governments and the private operating agencies concerned. 
These franking privileges shall start two days before the opening of 
the Oonference, and shall come to an end two days after the Conference 
ends a
2d Telegraph and telephone franking privileges shall be limited
tp communications exchanged between delegates and observers and their 
^^Mctive governments, administrations, and agencies, and between 
th*4 and their families*
« • The staff of the Oonference Secretariat shall also benefit 

t*b these privileges*



European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
and
Maritime Regional Radio Conference 
Copenhagen 1948

RD Document No. 5-E 
June 22, 1948 

Original : English 
MAR Document No* 7-E 

June 22, 1948 
Original t English

Meeting of Committees X 
(Executive Committees)

European Regional Broadcasting Conference
and

Maritime Regional Radio Conference 
(Joint Meeting) 

on the 25th June at 4;30 P.M.

Programme of the Meetings to be held in the coming week.



European Broadcasting Conference (CER) 
(Copenhagen, 1948)

Document No. 6

Note: The following documents were issued in relation to this document: 

•  Document No. 144 - Replacement to Document No. 6



European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference 

K^benhavn, 1948

RD Document N° 6 - E 
June 22, 1948

Maritime 
Regional Radio Conference 

K/benhavn, 1948

D R A F T

MAR Document ff° 8 - E 
June 22, 1948

Submitted in. Pencil

WORKING METHODS TO BE FOLLOw'ED 
AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS
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WCRKIIG METHODS TO Mi FOLLOWED 
AT CCltMITTEE MEETINGS

Rules of Procedure

a) In principle, the rules of procedure of the Conference shall apply to 
Committee Meetings*

Designation of proposals and amendments
b) In order to facilitate the work of the Conference, as well as the drafting
of the final documents and reference to them, the Rapporteurs shall always designate 
proposals and amendments by the number of the document in which they haven been 
published.

Reports shall bear at the top of the page the number of the Committee which 
has drafted them.

Inclusion of additional proposals in the reports

c) The Rapporteurs shall be responsible for inserting in their reports the text
of additional proposals, the examination and discussion of which are related thereto.

Numbering, mimeographing and distribution of reports

d) The Rapporteurs shall submit the first draft of their reports to the General 
Secretariat of the Conference.

The Secretariat shall be responsible for their numbering, mimeographing and 
distribution.

Corrections
e) Requests that corrections' be made in a report may bo addressed cither to the 
Secretariat or to the group responsible for the adoption of the report. In the 
former case, they shall be accompanied by the endorsement of the responsible Rappor­
teur, numbered, and published immediately. They shall show clearly upon whose request 
the correction has been made.
f) Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the Committee of the Conference shall meet on 
'Fridays to fix the time-table for the meetings of the following week.

Allocation of Rooms - Simmonses to Meetings

g) The rooms required for the meetings fixed by the weekly time-table- shall be 
reserved, in agreement with the Reception Committee, at the weekly meeting of 
Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of Committees.

In the case of meetings outwith the time-table, the Rapporteurs shall apply 
to the Reception Committee for reservations of the necessary rooms. The Committee 
shall also be responsible for the posting of the date, time and place of meetings.
In the case of changes in the arrangements for the meetings, it will be appreciated 
if the Rapporteurs will inform the Reception Committee. As far as possible, summonses 
to meetings shall be posted at least 24 hours in advance.
h) Opinions and views which Sub-Oommittees or Working Groups may be asked to 
formulate shall be submitted for ratification to the relevant Committee and then, 
should the occasion arise, to the Plenary Assembly. Similarly, opinions and views 
formulated by Committees shall be submitted to the Plenary'Assembly.



.European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference

Kobienhavn, 1943
June 22,' 1948.'
RD_ Document N°_ 7

Maritime 
1 egional Conference

Robenhavn, 1948.

MAH document S° 9 - E
oo " n ciA ,q‘ "v ”June 22*/ 1943’.

Submitted in? English

Denmark.

Report on the .ca1 ling_ of the European Regional Broadcasting Confe-
r enpe and theRegional Maritlffle’_Radiocommunication Conf erence in
Copenhagen.

Under trie provisions of section 1 of the Additional Protocol • 
ton the Acts of the International Radio Conference of Atlantic City, 
1947t signed by the Delegates of the European Region,the Government 
.of Denmark is requested to call the European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference.

In order to comply with a proposal of the 'Ravi:, Conference 
the Government of Denmark has issued invitations lor a European 
Maritime Radiocommunication Conference to"be held in Copenhagen at 
the same time as the Broadcasting Conference.

In order to facilitate the work of the Conferences the Danish 
Administration h s found it appropriate to issue a report on the 
action taken by the Danish Government and Administration on this 
same question at the same time as the report on-the preparation of 
these Conferences..

A._ Jpyitations^ ̂
In accordance with the provisions of § 1.1 of the Directives 

for the European Broadcasting Conference the Danish Government has 
invited through diplomatic channels the following countries to send 
representatives to the Broadcasting Conferenoes
People's Republic of Albania 
Austria.
Belgium
The Bielorussian Soviet Socialist Republic 
Bulgaria
State of Vatican City
Egypt
Finland
Prance
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Iceland
Italy
mebaiion
Luxembourg
Monaco
Norway
Netherlands
Republic of Poland



#

•RD 7 - E
MAR 9 - E

Portugal
French Protectorates of Marocco and Tunisia 
Federal Peoples Republic of Jugoslavia 
The Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic 
Rumania
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
Sweden
Swiss Confederation .
Syria
Czechoslovakia
Turkey
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

The. Banish Government has been informed that Lebanon will not take 
part In the Conference. On June 18 no definite reply had been received 
from the following countriess
The Bielorussian Soviet Socialist Republic 
The Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

The extra-European countries, which pursuant to the provisions of 
§ 1 .2 of the Directives have the right to be represented at the 
Broadcasting Conference by observers, have been informed of the conve­
ning of the Conference by the Notification no. 544 from the Bureau of 
the International Telecommunication Union. The Danish Government has 
been informed that representatives of the United States of America will 
attend the Conference as observers.

The United Nations Organization of which the telecommunication 
operating services are entitled to take part in the Conference in a 
consultative capacity persuant to the provisions of § 1 .3 of the 
directives have been informed by the Danish Government, through the 
permanent delegate of Denmark to the United Nations, of the convening 
of the Conference. No reply has been received.

In accordance with the provisions in Article 4 § 6 of the Atlantic 
City Radio Regulations the ‘'International Frequency Registration Board” 
has been invited by the Danish Administration to send representatives 
to participate in the Conferences in advisory capacity. This invitation 
has been accepted.

International Organizations which pursuant to the provisions of 
§ 1.4 of the Directives may be authorized to participate in the Confe­
rence in an consultative capacity have been informed of the convening 
of the Conference by the Notification no 544 from the Bureau of the 
Union. Furthermore, in the invitation from the Danish Government to 
the countries in the European Area, these countries were asked to make 
the calling of the Conference known to the international organizations 
and to inform them that applications fox participation should be 
forwarded through the government of the country in which the organi­
zations are domiciled. Applications for admission to the Conference 
have been received from ”Organisation Internationale de Radiodiffusion” 
(OIR) and ”Comitd International Radio-Maritime"5 (CIEM) through the 
Belgian Administration ana '"Union Internationale de Radiodiffusion” 
(UIR) through the Swiss Administration. *

The invitations for the European Maritime Radiocommunication 
Conference have been issued at the same time and to the same countries 
as the invitations to the Broadcasting Conference.

The Danish Administration lias been informed that the following 
countries will not take part in the maritime conference:

Swiss Confederation 
Lebanon.

- 2 -



'jred ential. s for the Conf e rences.
With regard to the nature of the European Regional Broadcasting U' 

Conference the Atlantic City Conferences discussed whether this should 
be an administrative or a plenipotentiary conference, however the 
task of deciding the nature of the European Conference was left to 
the Relegates of that Conference (Documents no. $86 E and no 522 TE 
of the Atlantic City Conferences).

Therefore in the invitations to the countries of the European 
Region the Danish.Government has emphasized that it was advisable for 
the Delegates to be invested with powers to sign ail agreements and 
other documents resulting from the work of the Broadcasting Conference ■ 
irrespective, of the nature of the documents.

Seere^riatg_of_the. Conferences.
In order to ensure maximum efficiency in the work of the Secre­

tariat of the Conferences the Danish Administration has asked the ^ 
Bureau of the International Telecommunication Union to assist, and 
the Director has kindly agreed to this.

Drepuency^ Bands to be dealt with, by the_ Conferences.*
The task of the European ‘Regional Broadcasting Conference 

is defined in the Additional Protocol signed at Atlantic City and 
in the document annexed thereto. In the main, it is similar to those 
of the lucerne and Montreux.Conferences.

With regard to the question of what frequency bands should 
be considered at the Conferences in Copenhagen it seems that the si­
tuation differs to some extent from the situation at the previous 
conferences. The main reason for this is that the "Resolution'Rela­
ting to the Preparation of the New International Frequency List” 
adopted by the International Radio Conference in Atlantic City is in 
fact imposing on the Administrations the task of considering the fre­
quency band 150-2850 kc/s during the regional conferences. The 
European. Regional^ Broadc a sting, Conf -e rence, and th e Regi ona 15. Marit ime, 
Rad'iocommunicatibn Conference are the only regional conferences sche­
duled’ for the lurbVean Region for dealing with frequencies in the band 
150-1605 kc/s at the present moment, and in the opinion of the Danish 
Administration it would be natural for the two conferences to decide 
upon the division of the work between the two conferences and wheter 
other conferences should be convened.

This question has been discussed by the ”Provisional Frequency 
Board” which has issued a recommendation (Doc. 66 of 9th February 1948) 
dealing with some of the frequency bands in question. This recommen­
dation has been approved by the Administrative Council during its 
second session and should therefore serve as a directive on this 
question. The pertinent part of this recommendation reads as follows;

”A. ■■ The Administrative Council draw the attention of all Ad­
ministrations concerned to the necessity of convening suitable re- . 
gional conferences and propose the following action be taken by the 
Administrations concerneds
(l) The Copenhagen Broadcasting Conference to-integrate the European 
aeronautical and maritime"mobile requirements (see note 1 1, page 23 
Beg:s) with those of broadcasting within the band 255-285 kc/s.
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(2) Tile Copenhagen Maritime Conference integrate the European 
requirements within the band 405-415 kc/s.;

The Banish Administration has been asked by the Italian 
Administration to state what programme and frequency bands should be 
considered by the Maritime Conference. The following reply has been 
published in Notification no. 547 from the Bureau of the Unions

”The Regional Maritime Radi©communication Conference in 
Copenhagen ..... will consider the maritime requirements in 
the bands 255-285 kc/s, 405-415 kc/s, 415-490 kc/s.and 
510-525 kc/s. Eurthermore the Conference will deal mainly 
with the same questions as the Maritime Eadioc-ommunication 
Conference in Montreux, 1939 > it will especially deal with 
the allocation of frequencies to coast stations in the 
European Waters from the North Sea to the Mediterranian 
(see doc. no, 980B, 25.9•1947 of the Radio Conference in ■ 
Atlantic City)'J.

The frequency band 150-160 kc/s shared by broadcasting and maritime 
mo.biler; services has net been included in the above list of 
frequency bands to be considered by the Maritime Conference as 
it is not clear to the Banish Administration whether it is indisr. ./ .
peilsable for the Maritime Conference to study this with aview of 
reallocating the coast stations of the European Region. A decision on 
this question will naturally be taken by the Maritime Conference 
itself.

The Italian Administration has presented the proposal that 
the Maritime Conference should?

1 . deal with allocation of frequencies to coast stationsin 
the maritime mobile bands between 150 and 2850 kc/s,

2 . prepare a new plan for medium frequency radio beacons to 
replace the pre-war Bordeaux-plan.

This proposal has been circulated as a conference document 
(MAR-doc no. 1) by the Bureau of the Union.

In a letter dated 4th June 1948 from Bureau of the Union the 
Danish Administration was informed that the following recommendation 
had been made by the International Administrative Aeronautical Radio 
Conference in Geneva?

^A.^The International Administrative Aeronautical Radio Confe­
rence considers tnat the whole problem of aeronautical frequency 1 
requirements should be settled as expeditiously as possible. Ihe 
Conference therefore recommends that regional conferences be convened 
without delay to prepare frequency assignment plans for the bands allow­
ed to the aeronautical mobile service on the regional level. A special 
Administrative Conference wi11 be convened in 1949 to approve the 
new frequency list$ hence these plans should be ready in good time for 
the Conference to study them.

2. Brom a study of the frequency allocation table contained in 
the Atlantic City Radio Regulation, and by comparing it with the At­
lantic City Resolution relative to the P.E.B.,it appears that no 
I-T.U. agency has been specifically charged with assigning frequencies 
in?
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- the '315 - 325 kc/s ‘band, allocated in Region I to aeronautical 
rs-..ionavigation, and
- the 325 - 405 hand, shared throughout the world between the aeronau­
tical mobile service and aeronautical radicnavigation.

3 . as regards Region I, it is probable that a special aeronauti­
cal conference will be convened by the Administrative Council of the
I.T.U., and will meet in September, 1948.

However, it may be noticed that;
a) The European Done is the cause of the problem for Region I.
b) Expert representatives of aeronautical radio services in the 

European Zone will be in Copenhagen from the 25 June, 1948, to con­
sider the question of broadcasting stations operating by special 
arrangement in the bands reserved fox aeronautical mobile frequencies. 
(Frequency allocation table, note 19). In doing so, they would be 
bound to study the assignment of frequencies to aeronautical stations 
in the 325-405 kc/s band. •

c) If a special conference .-were to be held, its scope would be 
limited in practice to the 315-325 kc/s band, 10 kc/s wide.

In these circumstances, it would see:m that the delay and 
expense occasioned by a special conference would be out of all pro­
portion to the ends to be attained.

Hence the Danish Government might well be requested to profit 
by the presence of these experts by convening a meeting, in order 
that they might forward to the D.E.D. any proposals on frequency ? 
assignment in the above bands. These -proposals, on approval by the 
special administrative Conference, would then be incorporated in the 
new frequency list. The Danish Government would of course inform the 
countries concerned about this meeting.

Should the Danish Government accept this proposal, requests sub­
mitted on forms 2 for the corresponding bands would be forwarded to it 
together with those relative to the mobile maritime service."

On 8th June 1948 the Danish Administration informed the 
Bureau of the Union that Denmark could accept the recommendation 
on the assumption that this preparatory meeting would take place 
within the framework of the Maritime’Conference and that reasonable ~ 
support for this proposal would be found among the countries taking . 
part. On 12th June 1948,4 countries had seconded the proposal that 
such a meeting be called and no objection had been received.

Below is given a list summarizing the different directives 
and recomm©ndations concerning the frequency bands to be considered at 
the Copenhagen Conferences. .
JU< Additional Protocol, Atlantic’ City 1947.

The European Regional Broadcasting Conference shall set up 
a new plan for a location, of frequencies to broadcasting stations 
(on long and medium waves).

2j,_Doc]^ent^J\pGqexed to protocol.
The European Regional Broadcasting Conference shall deal
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with frequencies below 1605. ko/s in broadcasting bands, in shared 
bands or in derogation*.

>* ~ Atlantic City Radio Regulations 151.
The next European Regional Broadcasting Conferenco shall 

decide to what extent existing broadcasting stations in Europe 
may be allowed to operate in the aeronautical bands 325-365 kc/s 
and 395-405 kc/s,
4«- Atlantic City Radio Regulations 138,

The next European Regional Broadcasting Conference shall 
decide to what extent existing broadcasting stations in Europe 
may be allowed to operate in the maritime bands 415-490 kc/s 
and 515-525 kc/s*
5.- Resolution of the Administrative Council concerning the 

recommendation" pre~sentecTbyjpfB ln' do~c'7 'Kb r ITS-.

The Copenhagen Broadcasting Conference shall integrate the’ 
European aeronautical and maritime mobile requirements with 
those of broadcasting in the band 255-285 kc/s.
6«- Invitation at the Radio Conference in Atlantic City 1947

^SecRe|ional^aritime Radio communication Conference in 
Copenhagen should make assignments of frequencies in the 500 
kc/s band to the coast stations in the region of the European 
waters from the Noith Sea to the Mediterranean.
7 Notification No, 547 dated 16.3*48 from the Bureau of the 

Union.
The European Maritime Radiocommunication Conference in 

Copenhagen will deal with the maritime requirements in-the 
bands 255-285 kc/s, 405-415 kc/s, 415 Kc/s-490 kc/s and 
510-525 kc/s.
0• Resolution of the Administrative Council concerning the recm- 
mendation presented by the PEB in doc. No". 66.

. The Copenhagen Maritime Conference shall integrate the 
European requirements within the band 405-415 kc/s
5* Recommendation adopted by the International Administrative

Aero'nauti cal Radio gonfererice 1.6 .19 48. ^
The Danish Government might well be requested to profit by 

the presence of the aeronautical radio experts by convening a 
meeting, in order that they might forward to the PFB any propo­
sals on frequency assignment in the bands 315-325 kc/s and 
325-405 kc/s. ’

The following frequency list has been prepared to give a 
general view of the frequency bands to be considered, at the 
different conferences in Copenhagen in accordance with the above 
stipulations. The Broadcasting Conference is indie sited by RD, 
the Maritime Conference' by MAR and the Aeronautical Meeting by 
AER. In cases where the same frequency band is being dealt 
with by more than one conference the listing does not indicate 
any relative priority.
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Frequency Bend Service x) Conix rence

150-160 kc/s B MM KM, . (MAI
160-255 B MB
255-285 Ac II5 B5 MM . jJ , iX Ai i
285-315 MM ■
315-325 AeM AT R
325— 05 Ac M, AeM RB, A” 11
405-415 (AeM; MM, Li 

(ercl. Ae
MAR

415-490 UI ■ RB, MAR;
490-510: U
510-525 .vi. ’ RB, MAR
525-1605 B ML

x) B = : .at iodif/nsion Broadcasting
ILL.; . = Bob lie maritime . Baritime .Mobile
AeM - Ra&ionavig&tion aeronautique Aeronautical Radioni&vi&ation
ML = Radibnavigation maritime Maritime- Hadionavigation
' AeM = Mobile ^dro autique Aeronautical Mobile
M Mobile Mobile
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Heads of Delegations Meeting 

June 24, 1948 2 p.m.

1. Appointment of Secretariat*
2. Orga?lisa Li on of committees (HD Do c . Ho 2 - E).
3. Chairmanship and Yice^hairranship of committees.
4. Language Arr angerrie n.t s •
5* Internal Regulations (HD Doc. Ho 4 ~ E).
6. Working Methods (RD Doc. Ho 6 - E).
7* Admission of the State of Israel and the Republic of San Marino.
8, Admission of International Organisations.
9. Miscellaneous.
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European Regional -Broadcasting .
Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948 RE Document No. 9 ~ E
~24 June 1948

• • ORIGINAL: FRENCH

This Document cancels and 
replaces RE Doc. No. 3 - E

Opening Meeting /

23 June 1-948 at 10 a,-m..
(European Regional Broadcasting and Maritime Regional 

Radio Joint Conference)

Opening Address and Reply to this Address
15 minutes' recess (A photograph is taken 

of the Delegates)

Heads of Delegations will then meet for their second meeting 

at about 11.a.m.

Order of the Day 
Item No. 1 having been studied yesterday, the Order of the Day 
.will be as follows:

2. Establishment of Committees (Rio Doc. No, 2 - E)
3. Election of Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the Committees.
4. Working arrangements for Linquistic Services,
5.. Rules of Procedure (RD Doc, No,. 4 - B).
6. Working Methods (RD Doc. No. 6 - E).
7. Admission of the State of Israel and Republic of San Marino.
8. Admission of International Organisations.
9. Miscellaneous.



European Broadcasting Conference (CER) 
(Copenhagen, 1948)

Document No, 10

Note: The following documents were issued in relation to this document:

• Document No. 11 - Supplement to Document No. 10

•  Document No. 109 - Amendment to Document No. 10



European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
Kobenhavn 1348.

Maritime Regional Radio Conjierence 
Kobenhavn 1948

MAR Document No., 13 - E 

24 June 1948 
ORIGINAL: FRENCH

Minutes of the First Meeting 
of the Heads of Delega.fions 
on 2 4 June 1948 at 2-10 p.m.. 
at Christiansborg Palace.

RD Document No. 10 - E

24 June 1948

The Chairman, Mr. HOLMBLAD, Head of the Danish Delegation 

opened the Meeting at 2*10 p.m.
The Chairman welcomed the Delegates present and deGlared 

that, the Meeting being a preparatory one, he would go straight 

to the point.

Before coming to the Agenda, the Chairman stated that Mr. 

Burton, the United States observer, had asked to be allowed to 
attend to-day's Meeting. Personally, the Chairman had no 

objection to Mr. Burton’s admission.
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The Delegate of the U .S.S,R.suggested the postponing for 

one or two days the questions regarding observers,' experts, 

organisation and other questions not mentioned on the Agenda, 

There were, moreover, Delegations which had only just arrived and 
had not yet had time, to study-the documents distributed* As 
the number of Delegations present appeared to be small, he 
further su .gested that the Chairman should state the exact 
number of Delegations actually present.

The Chairman replied that, if there were any objections 
to the presence of observers, the latter would not be admitted 
to the present Meeting which was a Meeting of the Heads of 
Delegations. As for the dates of this and the following day’s 
Meetings, they had long ago been communicated by the Berne

He proceeded to call the roll of
Albania absent
Austria. absent
Belgium present
Bielorussia present
Bulgaria present
Vatica City absent
Denmark present
Egypt absent
Finland present
France present
Greece absent
Hungary present
Ireland (Eire) present
Iceland absent
Italy absent



•(RD Document No 10 ~ L)
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Lebanon . ■
Luxembourg
Monaco
' Norway •
■ Netherlands '
Poland
Portugal' •
Prench Protectorates of Morocco and Tunisia 
•Peoples1 Republic of Yugoslavia 
Soviet Socialist‘.Republic of the Unkraine 
ffoumania
United Kingdom of G-reat 'Britain and 
Northern Ireland 
Sweden■
Suite
Syria
Czechoslovakia
Turkey- , .
Union of;Soviet Socialist .Rep/ufclicb

absent
absent
absent
absent
present
absent
present
pre sent
absent
present
absent

present
present
present
absent
pre serif
absent
oresent

The results showed that of the 33 participants, 17 Delegations 
were present and 16 absent. The Delegate of Roumania joined the

-15. The Chairman said that work could be continued, although the

and.no final decision would be taken,

■ The Bulgarian Delegate - seconded the proposals of the Soviet 
Delegation with regard to the adjournment of the meeting, in view 

of the absence of a number of Delegations and the fact that some

had been raised to the presence of .an observer* This being- so, 
no observer would be admitted to the meeting.

The Delegate of Ireland asked what article of the Rules forbade 
the presence of observers. He thought that, in the absence of 

a Rule, the United States observer should be invited to be present

meeting at that very moment, which made the previous figures 18 and

delegates had not had time to examine the documents = He asked for 
slow and distinct interpretation of the discussions.

The Chairman assured him that the discussions would be
interpreted slowly and distinctly. He added that certain -objections
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at the•deliberations of this meeting for reasons of courtesy.
The United Kingdom Delegate asked the U.S.S.R. Delegate 

whether it was possible for him to reconsider .his -point of view 
and withdraw his objection.

The. U.S.S.R. Dele'ate declared that it was above all a 

question of procedure. The meeting was a meeting of the Reads 

of Delegations and it seemed to him illogical that the observer of 

an extra-Buropean country should be present. He proposed that, 

in view of the absence of a large number of delegations, Items 1,

2 and possibly 3 of the Agenda should not be discussed, and that
the meeting scheduled for the morning of the next day should be

deferred until the afternoon, so that the documents-might be 
studied more thoroughly. *

The Chairman then declared that, in view of the objections 
raised, observers would not be admitted to the meeting. The 

meeting of the morning of the 25th, however, could not be deferred. 

Its date had been fixed a long time ago, and the arrangements made 

with the Danish Government made it impossible to modify it. He 

therefore proposed to begin the work and to proceed as rapidly as 

possible. A Meeting of the Heads of Delegations had always been 
customary on the day before the opening of the Conference,

The Chairman said that Document RD No. 1 containing the Agenda 

had been replaced by Document RD No, 8 . Study of the latter 
document would precede study of the Agenda of the Maritime 
Conference*

Replying to a further reference by the Delegate of Bulgaria 
to the question of the presence of the United States observer, the 
Chairman.said that the matter had already been dealt with, since it

( RD Document No. 10 - Bj :
(I.IAIv Document No. l*j--  B)



had been decided that the United States observer would not be 
admitted to the present meeting.

The Delegate of Bulgaria thanked the Chairman and expressed 
his satisfaction.

The Chairman proceeded to take point 1 of the Agenda 
(Nomination of the Secretariat of the Conference). The Danish 

Administration had requested Dr. d'Ernst, Director of the Bureau 

of the Union, to make some of his staff available for the work

ox the Secretariat of the Conferences* Despite the heavy 
burden resulting from the numerous meetings he was compelled to 
attend in various places, Dr. d ’Ernst had been kind enough to 
give a favourable reply to this request.

The designation of the following persons was then submitted 
to the meeting:

Dor Secretary-in-Chief: Mr. William B. Studer, Councillor 
at the Bureau of the Union:

^or Secretaries: Dr. Victor Meyer, ) Secretaries at the
Mr. Henri Voutaz, ) Bureau of the Union#

Mr. Jean Revoy, Engineer.
Mr. Leon Boussard, Head of the

Linquistic Service,
These proposals were accepted.

The Chairman proceeded to take point 2 of the Agenda 
(Composition of the Committees),

Document RD No-. 2, prepared by the Danish Administration, 
containing a list of the proposed Committees with their Terms of 
Reference, was distributed to the Delegates,
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The Delegate of Bulgaria again proposed to reserve the 

matter for the next day. He remarked that six committees were 

to be constituted, although only seventeen countries out of 
thirty-three were represented. What did other Delegations think 
on the matter?

The Delegate of the United Kingdom, supported by the 

Delegate of the Netherlands, said that, even if it was impossible 
there and then to appoint the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of all 
the Committees, it was nevertheless possible to proceed at once 

'with the establishment of the Committees. The Committees 
■suggested were after all the same as those which had already 
served at Lucerne and- Montreux, though some of the names might be 
different. Moreover, it would always be possible to set up new 
Committees subsequently.

The Delegate of France observed that certain matters which 
were the concerns of the Executive Committee and of the 

Organisation Committee respectively were closely connected and 
bound to interact on one other, e.g. matters dealing with the 
time-table of the Conference (Executive Committee) and the 

organisation of the work of the Conference (Organisation Committee). 

Would it not be more appropriate to lump these functions together 
under - presumably - the Executive Committee?

The Chairman replied that the Executive Committee was 
concerned only with practical matters* The organisation 
Committee handled questions concerning the organisation of the 
work of the Conference. When it took decisions on such 
questions, it was for the Executive Committee to take the necessary 
action to implement the decisions., It should not be forgotten 
that there would be two Conferences taking place simultaneously and 
that it was necessary to coordinate their work. It was not



for the Executive Committee to take steps relating to internal 

organisation. But it might be possible to alter the text of
the terms of reference of the Committee, if a proposal were made

to that effect.
The Delegate of France was satisfied with the Chairman’s 

explanation that the main task of tile Ex>£cutiv^pommittee would 

be a purely practical adjustment and coordination of the two 
Conference, provided always that, whenever the Organisation 
Committee proposed changes which might have repercussions on the 

organisation of the Conference, it should be in a position to 

obtain a corresponding decision from the Executive Committee 
immediately.

After a second observation by the Delegate of France9it was 
decided that the word "drafting” (Redaction") should be replaced 
by the word "preparation" ("elaboration"). The Organisation 

Committee was accordingly entrusted with the task of preparing 
the Convention.

The Delegate of the USSR again proposed that the meeting 

of Heads of Delegations should be adjourned until the following
morning, so as to enable Delegates to study the documents which

had been handed to them that’afternoon. He supported his 
argument by the following points:

1) Documents Nos. RD 2 and 8 had only Just been distributed# 
The Soviet Delegation wished to translate them, so
as to be able to study them better.

2) Many delegations were still absent. It was therefore
imioossible to elect the Chairmen and .Vice-Chairmen of 
the Committees.

( RD Document No. 10 ». E)
(MAR Document No. - E)



3) The documents which had 'been Distributed did not say
how the work of the Broadcasting and Maritime Conferences 
was to bo coordinated; nor did they contain any 

information as to/the results of the work of the 
Preparatory Committee of Eight Countries, on which last 

matter Delegates wished to be informed.
The Chairman again pointed out that the date and time of • 

the official opening could not be changed in view of the 
arrangements already made. He then mentioned the possibility of 

resuming the meeting of Heads of Delegations after the official 

ceremony, unless Delegates decided to discuss the items of the 

Agenda in plenary meeting*
The Delegate of the USSR agreed to the next day *s meeting 

being taken as an extension of the present meeting, on condition 
that the present meeting was declared closed immediately.

The Chairman answered that it was not his intention to 

declare the meeting closed there and then, since there were 

certain items on the Agenda, on which it might be possible to 
reach agreement that evening, as they had already done in the 

case of Item No. 1,
The Delegates of Switzerland and the United Kingdom shared 

the Chairman *s point of view.
The Chairman declared that under those circumstances the . 

meeting of Heads of Delegations would continue, and would be 
resumed the following day after the opening ceremony.

In reply to a remark by the Delegate of France, he pointed 
out that certain questions which could properly be dealt with by 
a meeting of Heads of Delegations, could not be dealt with by a . 

plenary assembly in the presence of a much larger number of people* 

It was therefore preferable that the next day *s meeting should 
again be a meeting of Heads of Delegations*.
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The meeting was then adjourned, it being 4.15 p.m. and 

resumed at 4.45 p.m.
The Chairman replied to the two observations submitted 

previously by the Soviet Delegation.
As regards lack of coordinateorijbetween the work of the 

two Conferences to be held in Kobenhavn, the two Conferences 
were intended to be distinct. The upshot of the work of one 

of them would be a Convention. The upshot of the work of the 

other would be a.series of arrangements. At the same time 
there were experts common to both, and there was nothing to 
prevent the two Executive Committees from holding joint meetings* 

As to the report on the work of the Preparatory Committee of 
the Eight Countries, it had been sent to all the participant 

Governments. furthermore, it would probably be proposed that 
the Einal Report of the Preparatory Committee of the Eight 
Countries should be published as a document of the present 

Broadcast ng Conference.
The Delegate of the United Kingdom suggested that the 

members of the Credentials Committees should be chosen from 
delegates taking part in both Conferences, in order to facilitate 
cooperation between the two. The Chairman also pointed out 
that the Executive Committees of both Conferences were free 
to coordinate their work whenever common interests v?ere involved*

The Delegate of the United Kingdom agreeing, the discussiop 
on Item* 2 of the Agenda lapsed.

The Chairman then passed to Item 3 of the Agenda(Election of 
Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of Committees). A confidential, 
unofficial, unnumbered document, containing the proposals which 
the Danish Administration had. been led to make on the subject, 
was then distributed to Delegates*

~ 9 -
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The Chairman, in reply to the Delegate of the USSR,

said that no decision had been taken on Item 2 of the Agenda

(Establishment of Committees), and that members present at 
forthcoming meetings would still be able to make suggestions 

in the matter. He did not feel thsere was any reason to take 

an immediate decision on the proposals in the unofficial 

document which had just been distributed. Had any Delegations 
any remarks to make?

The Delegate of the United Kingdom declared that the 
British delegation was not in a position to assume the 
Chairmanship of the unofficial group for the study of frequency 
assignments to the aeronautical services, because it was not 
sufficiently documented on the question and did not possess the 

necessary information.
The Delegate of the USSR, reserved the right to revert 

to Items 2 and 3 of the Agenda, when his Delegation had had 
time to stud}r them.

The Chairman agreed. He proceeded to take Item 4 of 
the Agenda.

At this point, the Delegate of the USSR remarked that, 
agreement not having been reached on Items 2 and 3, the- 
Delegations of Bulgaria^*! the USSR had reserved the right to 
return to these questions. He again proposed the suspension 
of the meeting.

The Chairman did not see his way to accept the USSR' 
proposal. Item No. 4 related to a purely practical arrangement. 
It was not a question for the moment of discussing the use of 
languages. That was a question which would have to be dealt

( RJ; Document No. 10 —  E)
(MAR Document No. 13 - E)
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with in the drawing up of the Rules of Procedure. ; Similarly, 

Items 7 and 8 did not call for discussion: he had merely to
make a simple statement in connection with them. On the other 
hand, in view of what the Delegate of the USSR had said, Items 

5 and 6 would not be discussed that day.
The Delegate of the USSR stated that, whatever the questions 

raised, there would doubtless be reservations on the part of 
■certain Delegations, which could only result in loss of time.

Item 1 was the only point settled. In regard to all the other 

Items of the Agenda the Soviet Delegation had not had time to 
study the documents, and the Chairman had refused to accept the 

jroposal to adjourn the discussion. That being so, the 
Soviet Delegation agreed to the discussion being continued, but 

on each and every question raised they would reserve their 

opinion.
Having taken note of the USSR Delegation’s statement, 

the Chairman repeated that he had no intention of opening 
discussions or of taking decisions. He wished only to make 
certain statements in order to clarify certain specific points 
for the benefit of Delegates. H©. then read the folio.zing 
statement relating to the use of languages.

Arrangements for the Language Service.
Steps have been taken through the General Secretariat, 

of the Union to recruit the personnel required for the 
language work of the Conference and to provide for the 
installation of simultaneous interpretation in two of the 
Meeting rooms. The hall, v/here the Plenary Sessions will 

be held, is equipped for simultaneous interpretation.

This hall will also be used for Committee meetings. In 
addition, one large Committee room (Room 9), located on

( RD Document No. 10 - E}
(MAR Document No. 13 - E)  ̂ .



the second fl or is provided with similar installations.
Three smaller committee rooms will be available on the first 

floor for sub-committees or working groups. In these rooms,, 

consecutive interpretation will be used..
Interpretation will be given in French and English. If 

the decision is taken to use the Russian language, any remarks 
spoken in Russian'will be translated in the two language rooms 
simultaneously in French and English, If Russian is used in 
the smaller groups, the interpretation will be in French and 

English, and consecutive.
A staff of translators has been recruited to ensure the 

rapid preparation of documents in French and English, and in 
accordance with the decision of the Conference in Russian as 
required. Every effort will be made to ensure the prompt 

distribution of all documents in the languages approved by the 
Conference. Rapporteurs and Delegations are requested to 

submit the text of their documents or proposals to the 
Secretariat who will undertake to ensure their translation, 

reproduction and distribution.
The Delegate of Bulgaria suggested again that the meeting should 

rise in view of the small number of Delegations present. He asked
for the opinion of other Delegates on the point.

The Chairman did not wish to give his personal opinion; but he 
observed that no other member had proposed the adjournment of the 
meeting. What m s  the feeling of Delegates in the matter?

The Delegate of the United Kingdom suggested that the Chairmanfs 
proposed state/H^K&uld be heard, and that the meeting should then rise, 

The Delegate of Switzerland said that the number of Delegations 
missing was impressive; but he thought the situation would change the 
following day. Was there any nev/s of the absent Delegations? He
insisted on the fact that time was precious and very short.

- 12 -
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They had to complete a maximum of work in a minimum of time.

The Chairman' said that the only news was of the. Italian
Delegation. It would arrive that evening.

The Delegate of Ireland supported the Delegate of Switzerland.
Time was a very important factor, especially for the small Delegation 

Work should begin as soon as possible*
The Delegate of Bulgaria opposed the Swiss statement. It was in 

order to gain time later that it was necessary to give Delegations 
the time to study the documents.

The Chairman said that the statement which he wished to make v/as 
confined to information which would make the work of Delegates easier; 

it was not a question of matters dealt with in documents.
The Delegate of Belgium could not see any reason why the Chairman, 

should not make his statements. Should the need arise, he could be 
requested to repeat the information the following day*

The Chairman asked Delegates if they agreed to the Belgian 
proposal. There being no opposition, he proceeded to say in regard 
to Item 7 that it would be useful for Delegates to know that the 
Danish Government had received a request for admission from the State 
of Israel and from the Republic of San Marino. He recalled that § 1 
of the document annexed to the Additional Protocol stated that:
"The Conference will be composed of representatives of all the countries 
comprised in the European area which have signed the. International 
Telecommunications Convention of Atlantic City (1947) or have adhered 
thereto. The Conference will have the power to invite other 
countries of the European area." The question which arose, 
therefore, was to know if the two countries concerned(which were not 
signatories of the Atlantic City Convention) had adhered to it. With

( RI Document No. 10 - E)
(MAR Document No.* 13 - E)



this in view, the Danish Administration had sent a telegramca June 
22nd, to the Secretary-General of the International Telecommunications 

Union asking him for an official statement as to whether the State 
of Israel and the Republic of San Marino had adhered to the said 
Convention. The Secretary-General had replied as follows:

"Your telegram of 22nd STOP State Israel and Republic San 
Marino now adhering Madrid Convention STOP In accordance with what 
you say, these States may be admitted Copenhagen Conference by 
Plenary Assernbl3r."

Under these circumstances, the question no longer lay within the 
jurisdiction of the Danish Authorities. It was for the Conference 
to decide.

The Chairman repeated that it was not proposed to discuss the 
question; but he thought it would be useful to Delegates to know 

the position.
The Delegate of the United kingdom asked if these documents would 

be included in the Minutes of the Meeting.

The Chairman replied in the affirmative. Turning to Item 8 

of the Agenda, he noted that, in the report on the subject of the 

summoning of the two Conferences, viz, the Documents Nos. RD 7/MAR 9*. 

which were in Delegates’ hands, the Danish Administration had 
explained the position in regard to the admission of international 
organisations. Throe requests had so far been received, namely from 
the organisation Internationale de Radiodiffusion (0.I.R), the Union 
Internationale de Radiodiffusion (U.I i R .) and the Comite International 
Radio-Maritime (C.I.R.M.)

The Chairman, continuing, asked if there were any observations 
or remarks to bo made on Item 9 of the Agenda (Miscellaneous). He 
recalled that, according to the decision taken, the Meeting would be

- 14 -
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adjourned for half an hour after the official opening of the 
Conference to enable a photograph to be taken of the Delegates.
After that there would be a further meeting of Heads of Delegations 
at 11 a.m. The same Agenda would be discussed, with the exception 

of Item 1, which had already been adopted. Items 2 to 9 would form 
the basis for the new discussion.

It was not expected that there would be a meeting on Saturday. 
The first Plenary Meeting of the Broadcasting Conference would take 
place on the folia?ing Monday at 10 a.m., and that of the Maritime 

Conference the same afternoon. If it did not prove possible to 

terminate the work by Friday evening, another meeting of the Heads 

of Delegations would have to be held on Saturday, because in any 
case, everything had to be ready for the Plenary Meeting.

There were no objections. The Meeting rose at 6.15 p.m.

V. Meyer Seen; Seen:

H. Voutaz v/.F. Stucer N.S. Holmblad
J. Revoy

Secretaries Secretary-in-Chief Chairman*

( HD Document No. 10 - E)
(MAR Document No, 13 - E)



European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
Kobenhavn, 1948.
  RD Document No. 11 - 33

25 June 1948 .
Maritime Regional Radio Conference,

Kebenhavn, 1948.
MAR Document No. 14-3®

25 June 1948.
ORIGINAL: FRENCH

Supplement to: RD Document No.10
MAR Document No*13 of 

24th June, 1948.

Insert the following paragraph before the third paragraph 

on the first page beginning: "before proceeding with the
Agenda":
The- Chairman: announced the presence of Mr. Gerald C. Gross, 
Assistant Secretary-General, of the International 

Telecommunications Union, representing Dr. F. d ‘Ernst,
Secretary-General of the'Union, who was prevent from attending 
the Meetings of the Krbenhavn Conferences.

He also announced the presence of the following Members 
of the Bureau of the Union:

Mr. L*3cstart* Administrative Councillor of the 
Mr. William F. Studer, Councillor.
Dr. Victor Meyer and Mr* Henri VoutaZ, Secretaries, and 
Mr. Jean Revoy, Engineer.



European Regional RD Document No 12 -3
Broadcasting
Conference 27 June 1948

Kobenhavn* 1948 Original: Trench
5 + 7

*D

Corrections to be made 
in the Draft Rules of Procedure for the 

European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
(Document Rd 4 - E)

Corrections approved by the lieeting of the Heads
of Delegations

Page 2 — Rule 1
at the end of §1, instead of: "from the same country
within the European Area,"
read: "from the same country within the European
Broadcasting A r e a at the bottom of the page, after the 
text* fesort the following footnote:

^Definition of the European Broadcasting /area: The 
"European Area" is bounded on the West by the Y/e stern 
boundary of Regional, on the East by the meridian 40 
East* of Greenwich and on the South by the parallel 30 
North so as to include the western part of*the U.S.S,R, 
and the territories bordering the Lied it err ane an, with 
the exception of the parts of Arabia and Saudi-Arabia 
included in this sector,
at the end of §2, read: " of a country within the European 
Broadcasting Area,"

Rule 2,
§1, third line, read; u ..., * within the European Broad­
casting Area,

age 5 - Rule
$3 to read as follows:

,;§3. Wo Delegation shall enjoy the right of vote 
under Rule 17 unless and until the above Committee has 
declared its credentials to be in order,"

Pap;e 4 - Rule 9.
_$1 to read as follows:

"§1, Committees shall be composed of Delegations 
from countries in the European Broadcs.sting Area which 
have made known their intention to participate,"

54



Page 5*-Rulo 14*
~ The end"'of paragraph 1 to read as follows.*

*•*• by the Head of the Dele station of the'.country 
from which*the proposal or amendment originated, or by 
his deputy,”
Add to §2, without starting a new v;arapraoht the following 
■sonttrfdb:
”Should the Delegation from which the proposal or amend­
ment originates wish copies of it to be. distributed, this 
shall be done."

Page 6 , Rule 15*
Add to~li3» without starting a new oaragraph, the following 
sentence:
11 Siiould the Delegation from which the proposal or amendment 
originates wish' copies of it to be distributed, this shall 
be done,”

Rule 17,*
§1 to" read as follows:

”̂ T. Only" Del. e gat ions of governments in ‘the 
European Broadcasting Area may .. * * ” (the rest without 
change).

•2.
(Ill) 12 - II)
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European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference

K0be.nhavn, 1948. RD Document Ho, 13 ~ E

27 June 1948

Submitted in : English*

first Meeting of the Plenary Assembly 

of the
European Regional Broadcasting Conference

1 .- Opening Address by the Head of the Danish Delegation.

2.- Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the 
Conference*

3.- Appointment of the Secretariat.

4.- Establishment of the Committees (RD Doc. No. 2 - E).
5.-. Nomination'of the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the 

Committees.

6.** Linguistic Arrangements.
7.- Rules of Procedure (RD Doc. 4 - E).

S.- Working Methods (RD/MAR Doc. Nos, 6 - E/ 8  E), .
9,- Admission of International Organisations.

10,- Working hours of the Conference.
11,- Report on the works of the Committee Eight Countries.
12,- Miscellaneous,



EUROPEAN REGIONAL 
BROADCASTING 

CONFERENCE

RD Document Np.14 - E 
25 June 1948.

MARITIME REGIONAL 
RADIO 

CONFERENCE

MAR Document No.16 - E 
25 June 1948.

Submitted in French

Formal Inauguration of 
The European Regional Broadcasting 

Conference 
and of

the Maritime Regional Radio Conference

These two Conferences,convened by the Danish Government, 
viz the European Regional Broadcasting Conference under the 
provis.'irons of § 1 of the Additional Prorocol to the Acts of 
the International Radio Conference of Atlantic City 1947, and 
•the Maritime Regional Radio Conference under the decisions 
reached at the Atlantic City Radio Conference by the 9th Plenary 
Meeting on 24 September 1947 ( see Atlantic City Document 980 R 
of Atlantic City ), met on 25 June 1943 at 10 a.m. in the "salle 
commune" of the Danish Parliament in the Christiansborg Castle 
at Kobenhavn.

The Meeting was opened at 10.10 a.m. by Mr N.E.Holmblad, 
Head of the Danish Delegation,who requested the Minister of 
Public'Works to take the floor.

Mr Carl Petersen, Minister of Public forks, gave the 
following address in the Danish language:
Ladies and Gentlemen,

In the name of the Danish Government, I have the honour 
and the pleasure to wish a cordial welcome to all the delegates 
who have.come to take part in the European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference and the Regional Maritime Radio Conference. I also 
welcome cordially the ladies who have given us great pleasure 
in accompanying the delegates to Copenhagen.

As we all know, it was decided last year at the Inter­
national Radio Conference at Atlantic City that a European 
Regional Broadcasting Conference would be held this year, and ■ 
that a Regional Maritime Radio Conference would take place si- 
multaniously. The common aim of the two conferences was to 
assign to the European broadcasting and coastal stations the 
frequencies in the,bands allotted to them at Atlantic City.

During the Atlantic City Conference, the Danish delega­
tion, in the name of its government, invited the other delega­
tions to hold in Copenhagen the two very important conferences 
which bring us her.e today. It was a great pleasure for us that 
invitation was accepted, and it is a pleasure as well as a great 
honour to see assembled within our walls so many eminent repre­
sentatives of broadcasting and radio. We will try to give the 
work of this conference a framework anabling its deliberations 
to be carried on in the best possible conditions.

Let us not harbour the illusion that these deliberations 
will be easy. Let me recall that, as 'far as broadcasting is 
concerned, the European stations are operating according to the 
plan drawn,up at Lucerne as far back as 1933* In view of the

Kob enhavn, 13 48



evolution of broadcasting since-that time, it is clear that this 
basis no longer responds to present requirements and that nume­
rous modifications, of a more, or less radical nature, have been 
proved necessary.. In 1933,- therefore,, it was decided to revise 
the Lucerne plan. That was the object of the European Broad­
casting Conference at Montreux, which immediately preceded the 
present one opening in Copenhagen to-day.

The plan drawn up at Montreux should have come into force 
on April 1 si. 1940, but the outbreak of war interrupted evolu­
tion and; progress in this domain, as in so many others. So the 
Montreux Plan was never carried out. In considering this long 
preliminary period which has elapsed since the Lucerne Conference, 
and the enormous upeavals which, ‘war brought about in Europe, we 
are bound to admit that the problems facing the Copenhagen 
Conference will not be lacking in difficulties.

Let me say at the same time, however, that a Conference 
which sets out to create order from the chaos now reigning in 
a large part of European Broadcasting frequencies presents a 
very attractive task, despite all the difficulties. It is un­
necessary to emphasise to you the importance broadcasting.
We all know how this still youthful factor of civilisation sends 
its message to millions and millions of listeners, in the- form 
of speech or music. It is not an exaggeration to say that 
Broadcasting exercises a dominating influence on the life of 
nations both in the national and international sphere.

In order that European broadcasting Administrations may 
carry out their task, so essential, as it is, in the life of the . 
nations the instrument which they employ ( namely, the Euro­
pean stations ) must bo as fine and as perfect as possible.

The task of putting this instrument in good order is one 
which falls upon you, along with the task of solving a problem 1
which is, perhaps, even more fundamental: namely, that of in­
troducing into the given elements the orderliness necessary to 
ensure that the instrument resounds with all the power and har­
mony desired. • Just as the "well-tempered" scale forms the basis 
of all our music, • we might likewise speak of a "well-tempered*1 
freoLuency plan, this being a condition essential-to enable the 
'-European broadcasting stations to resound harmoniously over 
the air..

(KD Doc-14/MAH 16-2) .
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I know that the assembly gathered before me is composed of tho 
most competent European representatives appointed to solve the complex 
and thorny problem which is raised by the preparation of a harmonious­
ly balanced European frequency plan. I have no doubt therefore that 
the problem will be solved in the most happy manner. I am equally 
certain that the delegates from the various countries will be able to 
work as much towards an international as a national ideal, so that 
we may speak in the future of the brilliant success of the Copenhagen 
Conference,. 1iErom these pyramids forty centuries look down upon you” 
said Napoleon to his soldiers on the eve of the battle'of the Pyramids. 
Happily it is not a battle, but peaceful deliberations, which will 
take'place here. Nevertheless, to amplify a little, it may well be 
said, J,Do not forget that millions of listeners are waiting to hear 
you

I have devoted the larger part of my speech to the Broadcasting 
Conference, This is not to say th&t the Maritime Radio Conference is 
of lesser importance in the field. Maritime Radio is the original and 
classic field of radio, and it was only later that the other radio 
services came into prominence, reducing from year to year the fre­
quency bends of the .maritime services. That is why the chaos which 
reigns in the field of the waves, as in mqny others, also extends to 
the maritime services, a fact which is borne out by the requirements 
of radiotelephony„

The problems to be solved in preparing a frequency plan for 
coastal stations are not, therefore, less complex, than those which 
arise in regard to other broadcasting stations. The efficiency of a 
maritime radio station is often a matter of life or death. We must . 
always keep this"in mind in dealing with these problems. A radio­
telegraphist who, wherr sending out distress signals, finds himself 
impeded by a station engaged, as sometimes happens, in broadsating 
light music, could not accept such a state of affairs. I am sure that 
the maritime radio experts who are called upon to collaborate here 
with the specialists in broadcasting will'not lose sight of the 
respective importance of the two services.

I have spoken sufficiently of the magnitude and sc6pe of the 
work of the two Conferences. Let us note, in finishing , that there 
are other aspects, for example, the opportunity offered of passing 
pleasant hours among friends and colleagues, thereby facilitating the 
exchange of thoughts and ideas as well as the forging of links'of 
friendship which may have the most happy outcome in the future.

I hope also that our guests from abroad will have the'time and 
the opportunity to become acquainted a'little with Denmark, and to 
look over our capital and its environs, where nature is at present in 
full bloom and offers all the charms of summer.

I know that the Reception Committee of the Conferences will do 
their utmost to present Denmark to those who are interested in our 
country, and to make their stay among us as pleasant as difficult 
times and the exigencies of our resources permit.

With these words I declare open, at Copenhagen, the European 
Regional Broadsasting and the Maritime Regional Radio Conference.

This address, simultaneously interpreted--in-'Branch.3and tin 
English,, was ..enthusiastically .applauded -by the. meetings •/ • '

Mr.Rene Corteil. Head of the Belgian Delegation and Chairman of 
the Preparatory Committee of Eight Countries which recently met at

- 3 - ' .
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Brussels, '.replied on behalf of all the Delegations in the following 
words: w .

Mr#Minister,
Ladies and Gentlemen *

I have the honour to address you on behalf of the foreign Dele­
gations taking part in the Broadcasting and the Maritime Radio Confer­
ences t I regard it as my duty and my pleasure in the first instance 
Mr *Minister, to thank you for the cordial welcome you have addressed 
to us,

The ladies also, I feel certain, will allow me to be their mouth­
piece to thank you very sincerely for the attention which you have 
paid them#

You said, Mr.Minister, that we should have no illusions regarding 
the difficulties of our debates*

You have shown us the importance of our task for the rapid and 
harmonious development of broadcasting which, as never before, must 
be an instrument of peace intended to assist the flowering of national 
cultures, but also intended to promote mutual understanding between 
peoples and by so doing, gather them closer together.

This task will include lengthy discussions on complex, difficult 
and sometimes thorny subjects.

Allow me, however, as an old habitue of International Radio Con­
ferences, to say how'right you‘were in expressing confidence in the 
successful outcome of our work*

I feel certain that all the delegates, although they have the 
very legitimate task of defending their national interests, are 
nevertheless inspired by an international spirit of mutual under­
standing, by a spirit of conciliation allied to a realistic under­
standing of the possibilities which will lead them, in the end to a 
solution acceptable to all countries, and to a ‘new plan, the Copen­
hagen Plan* for the assignment of wave-lengths, which will be wel­
comed as a benefaction by the millions of European listeners who 
suffer daily from the utter chaos in the ether.

In another field, Mr.Minister, you spoke of Maritime Radio.
There is here, as you have shown, a whole drama of the waves* 

Maritime Radio,• the oldest of the radio services, a service which is 
of capital importance for the safety of human life, has had to 
relinquish progressively some of its wave-bands to enable other rapid­
ly developing services, of no less importance to the community, to 
make use of them.

fortunately; we can have faith in scientific and technicals 
progress to find, for these problems, solutions which will’enable 
all the necessary guarantees for‘good and certain operation to be 
assured to the maritime services.

As you have said, Mr.Minister, it is very true that our confer­
ences sometimes afford us agreeable moments, I mean those moments, 
when we meet our old colleagues and friends once again, and the spirit 
of goodwill which moves us all, helps us to a successful solution of 
delicate questions, because we can broach them in full confidence and
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honesty. ' •

Among those colleagues, I should like to mention, in particular, 
our very dear friends of the Danish Administration, whom we meet 
again with renewed pleasure in particularly pleasant surroundings.

In conclusion, Ladies and Gentlemen, I am sure that I speak for 
you all when I ask the Minister to be kind enough to transmit to the 
Government, the Authorities and the Danish Administration, our most 
sincere thanks for the delightful hospitality of which they are giving 
proof in this splendid building, and for all the efforts which they 
are making to; render our stay in their beautiful country of the most 
pleasant character and to make sure that we take away with us the most 
agreable memories of our stay.

Lively applause greeted this address.

Mr N . E , Ho Imblad, , He ad of the Danish Delegation, informed the 
meeting"that £t~ had been arranged for the‘first Plenary Assembly to 
take place after the opening meeting; but, as the Heads of Dele- a 
gations had not completed the discussion of their Agenda at their 
meeting of the previous-afternoon, the•first Plenary Assembly had been 
fixed for Monday, morning,■28 June at 10 a.m.

On the other hand, the present meeting would be followed, at 11 
a^m* by the Second Meeting of the Heads of Delegations.

The Inaugural Meeting rose at 10*40 a.m.

Seen:
N.E.Holmblad

Seen:
Secretary-in-Chief:

W ;F«Studer

. Secretaries:
■ VHMeyer 
Ii;Voutaz 
J.Revoy
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Regional Maritime Radio Conference 
K0be nhavn , 19 48 25 June 1948 

Submitted ins French

Minutes of the Second Meeting 
of the Heads of Delegations 
on 25 June 1948 at 11 a.m. at 
Christiansborg Palace*

The Meeting opened at 11 a.m. with Mr*. Holmblad, Head of 
the Danish Delegation*., in the Chair.

The Chatman, speaking on behalf of the meeting* congra- 
tulate*d Hr. Jacques Mayer, Head of the French Delegation, on 
his recent promotion to the rank of Commander of the Legion of 
Honour* He then asked the Secretary-in-Chief to call the roll of 
the Delegations present* Of the 33 participating countries, 25 
were represented, and 8 Delegations were absent. The absent De­
legations were those of Bgypt, Greece, Lebanon, Luxemburg, Mo­
naco, Poland, the People’s Republic of Jugoslavia and Syria.
The Delegate of Monaco later arrived bringing the numbers men­
tioned up to 26 present and 7 absent.

The Dele gat e of Ire Ian d expressed the opinion that, the 
Meeting befing now "officialiy opened, the observer of the United 
States should be allowed to be present during the work of the 
Meeting. He thought Mr* Burton’s request for admission was 
justified, and. that he should .be heard by the Meeting.

The Chairman shared the opinion of the Delegate of Ireland. 
Did the^Helegates who had raised objections on this point at the 
previous day’s meeting still maintain them all, now that the 
Conference was officially opened? He quoted the Document annexed 
to the Additional Protocol of Atlantic City, sub-paragraph 2 of 
§ 1, which said that ’’Observers will-be permitted to attend all 
the meetings of this Conference

The Delegate of Belgium seconded the Chairman’s point of 
view.Hhe situation in the case of the present Conference 
differed from what it had been at other meetings, where.the ob-. 
servers were members of private agencies or of internalional or­
ganisations. Moreover the conference was bound by the provisions 
just alluded to by the Chairman, and had no right to deny adnitt- 
tance to the Head of the United States Delegation.
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The Delegate of France drew attention to the difference 
hetween*"*an observer and a delegate. The written texts repeated­
ly opposed these two words. As there was no United States Dele­
gation, there was no Head of the United States Delegation. Hever-* 
the less, there were good reasons why the United States observer 
should be heard? and he advocated his being admitted, though he 
was opposed to his admission as of right*

The Chairman^ and the Delegate of Be1gium, admitted that 
the United "States representatives were, in fact, observers and 
not delegates, and had never considered that they (the represen­
tatives) had a right to vote. -

The Chai.m a n  observed that there seemed to be general agree­
ment to admit the United States representative as ah observer. 
lie re there any objections?

The_Delegate, of the U.S.S.R., thought it had been decided 
at the previous day’s meeting to discuss the question of the ad­
mission of the United States observer at the same time as that 
of the admission of extra-Buropean countries or of international 
organ isat ions * Why was an exception being made in favour of the 
United States? Ho part of the Atlantic City text specified that 
observers might be present at a meeting of Heads of Delegations.
At such a meeting only Heads of Delegations with full powers and 
rights should be present* Otherwise such a meeting could not be 
distinguished from a Plenary Assembly*

The Chairman pointed out that, in paragra£>hs 2 and 4 of § 1 
of the AtTant i c"~City text a distinction was drawn between the 
case of observers from extra-Buropean countries and that of in­
ternational Organizations* That raised the question as to whether 
meetings of Heads of Delegations could be compared with other 
meetings* However, it seemed that all opinions had been expressed, 
and the question had now been sufficiently discussed. He proposed 
to take a vote..

The Delegate of Bulgaria said that in his opinion, as al- 
readyHTxpressed at the prevTous day’s meeting, the Conference 
was concerned only with internal Buropean problems. All the re­
presentatives present were duly accredited by Buroxcean Govern­
ments* He thought it preferable to begin by discussing questions 
on the agenda which were much more imxsortant than that of the 
admission of observers* As regards the latter, he agreed with 
the Delegate of the U.3.3.R. that it would be preferable to dis­
cuss the matter when examining the more general question of the 
attendance of observers from extra-Buropean countries and inter­
national organisat ions,

Ther rChaggmian thought there had been time for all opinions 
to beHxpreTsedT He would be glad if henceforth only new points, 
if any, were raised.

(RD D o c .No 1J-J3)
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The Delegate of 3wit z.e r land argued that it would be out of 
order Ho pro~cee d h T T H H w i  'the question under discussion on 
the ground that under paragraph 2 of § 1 of the Document annexed 
to the Additional Protocol the admission of observers was not 
open to question. The admission of the U,3.> Observer was there­
fore prescribed by the texts of the Atlantic Gity Conference,,

The. Delegate, of ,C2echpsrlpvalcia remarked that time was 
be ingH?as~ted- in argument. He' thought they ought to begin their’ 
work by taking the most important items.

The Delegate of Fran ce desired to approach the subject from 
a new angleT Hs" 'fhought ’ that the question had not been thoroughly 
discussed* The fact was that there was one particular question 
among Buropean problems - that of the American occupation zone 
of Germany - which was of interest to the United States. Before 
the Meeting gave a decision for or against the admission of an 
American observer, he would like to ask the observer whether.it 
was Buropean or extra-Buropean questions which interested him.
The Meeting could then decide with knowledge of the facts* The 
French point of view was that the United Sta/tes had an interest 
in one Buropean question, the question namely of Germany? a.nd in 
that connection the qestion a,rose as to the legal footing on 
which the observer could be admitted* There might be a further 
question as to whether he should remain a mere observer in the 
case of s. Buropean problem with which he was directly concerned. 
But it was too early to raise that question.

The Chairman recognized the importance of the question re­
ferred to by the French Delegate* nevertheless he had decided to 
;proceed to the vote, as numerous points of view had been expressed 
and the existing differences of interpretations had been clearly 
brought out. Certain Delegates wishing to speak at this point, 
the Chairman asked them whether, in view of the fact that the 
discussion was closed, they desired to submit motions.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. thought that it was contrary
to the Rules of Procedure to proceed to a vote* The Soviet De le­
go/cion entered a formal protest against such an infraction of 
the Rules at the very start. It had already made known its opin­
ion on the participation of observers at a meeting of the Heads 
of Delegations.

It believed that this question should be considered at the 
same time as the general question of the admission of observers, 
and that it should not be dealt with at the present time, unless 
it was absolutely essential.

The question of the United States zone of Occupation in 
Germany, raised by the Delegate of France, was of interest to 
all the countries represented at the Conference? and these coun­
tries might be able to solve it without the assistance of the 
Conference*

- 3 -
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He requested therefore that the discussion on .the matter 
should.be declared closed* and that the meeting should pass to 
the examination of the other items on the Agenda* He asked for 
his statement to be. reproduced in the Minutes,,

hhe^^G^a\rmans said that the statement made by the Delegate 
of the'"ur^^Hrl'*would appear in the Minutes* He pointed out that 
no Rules of Procedure had yet been adopted, Consequently there was 
no reason against talcing a. vote* Any Decisions taken could, in 
any case* be changed by the Plenary Assembly, The Mee'ting would, 
therefore pass to the vote,

The^DelejgyatJL̂ o £ phil̂ arija. asked for the text on which they 
were to vote, .

The,,^airman answered that the question on which a vote R • 
was to" be taken was the question of the admission of a United 
States observer to the meeting of Heads of Delegations* The 
decision taken would apply only to admission to meetings of 
Heads of Delegations*

The Delegate o f Alb an ia did not understand how the meeting 
of Heads of -Delegations could take a decision before the Plenary . 
Assembly had indicated its attitude on the subject,

' Thei Chairman said that the United States observer could un­
doubtedly be represented at any meetings of the Conference, since
that was in accordance -with the Document annexed to the Atlantic ■
City Additional Protocol*

The Delegate of the U»8,S.R, wished to ask the Secretary
General "of the tin Ton two ciue s t i oris 2

1 ) has there any precedent for an observer being admitted to a 
meeting of Heads of Delegations? .

2) Was it legal for an observer to be admitted to such a meeting, 
i„e» was the meeting of a private or public nature?
Mr* Gross-, Assistant Se ere tary-Gene ral of the Union, replied. 

on be&alF'ojrTJr* von Urnst, Secretary-General of the Union, who 
was detained at Herne, He referred the Delegate of the U*3,S,R. . 
to the Atlantic City text, page 3^4, § 2, where the position of 
extra-Uuropean countries vis-a-vis the present Conference was 
defined beyond any possible doubt, and also to page 33O, § 12, 
where it was stated that "The Conference shall adopt its own 
Rules of Procedure51* The Delegate of Prance had pointed out the 
difference in status between observers and delegates* It was 
clear that observers did not have the right to vote. On the other 
hand, the Conference was free to take .whatever decision it thought 
fit as regards their admission,



The Delegate of the U.S.J.R. said that there still re- 
maineTTfwo questions which had not been answered, viz. l) what 
procedure had been followed at previous meetings of the Union 
(for example, at Atlantic City), and 2) were meetings of Heads 
of 'Delegations public or private? If they were public, what was 
the difference between them and Plenary Assemblies?

Mr. Gross replied that he would answer as precisely as 
pos sible»
1) He knew of no precedent for the admission of observers to 

a meeting of Heads of Delegations#
2) He was of the opinion that such a meeting was private.

The^Chairrnan then proceeded to a vote on the Irish Pro­
posal,^as modified during the discussions.

A vote was then taken, with the following results
In; favour of the admission of a United States observer;

~ " 13 Delegations.
(Austria, Belgium, Vatican City, Denmark, Ireland, Italy,
• Monaco, Norway, Netherlands., Portugal, United Kingdom,
Sweden and Turkey).

Against the admission of a United States observers 9 Delegations,
(Albania, Byelo-Russia, Bulgaria, Pin land,' Hungary, Ukraine,
Rumania, Czechoslovakia, U.3.S.R.)

Pour Delegations (Prance, Iceland, Prench Protectorates 
of Morocco and Tunisia and Switzerland) abstained#

The Delegate of Iceland said that the Head of his Delegation 
had been detained aF~Ceneva, and he did not feel authorised to 
take a decision in his absence.

The Delegate of Prance wished to explain the reason for his 
abstention, and asked '"for’ his explanation to be inserted in the 
Minutes. He considered that the vote should not have been taken 
after the statement made by the Assistant Se ere tary-Gene ral of 
the Union. In his estimation, the meeting should have followed 
his proposal to hear the observer from the United States first 
of all, so as to determine whether his participation was in fact 
in the Buropean interest. If this had been done, it would have 
been possible to take a clear decision#

The De leg a t e of Sw i t ze r lan d explained that he had abstained 
for reasons whfch he had already made known. In his opinion, the 
observer from the United States should have been admitted with­
out further question.

(RD Doc* No Ij-B)
..(MAR Doc.No' 17-a3)
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The' Chairman said that these two statements would be inserted 
in the Minutes.

' The Delegate from the USSR considered that the taking of a 
vote at all was incorrect, and the decision had been taken by a 
small majority. He reserved the Delegation’s right to raise the 
question again.

The Chairman said that this statement would.be- included in 
the Minutes.

The Meeting then adjourned until 3.p.m.
The Chairman declared open the discussion on Item 2 of the 

Agenda "(Establishment of Committees).
As no one asked for the floor, the Committees were considered 

established as set out in Document No. RD 2, subject to the word 
’’drafting'1 being replaced by "preparation" in the Terms of 
Reference of the Organisation Committee.

Discussion was then opened on Item 3 of the Agenda (Election 
of Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen for the Committees of the 
Broadcasting Conference).,

Replying to a question by the Delegate of Italy, the Chairman 
explained that the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference 
would fulfil identical roles on the Executive Committee, and that 
the members of the latter Committee would be the Chairmen and 
Vice-Chairmen of all the other Committees.

As no objections were raised, the Chairman took it that the 
countries named in the confidential document drawn up by the Danish 
Administration were prepared to accept the duties of Chairmen and 
Vice-Chairmen of the Committees of the Broadcasting Conference in 
accordance with the proposal, and he thanked them.

The meeting then passed to Item 4 of the Agenda (Linguistic 
Arrangements).

The Chairman repeated the information which he had given on 
the subject at the previous day’s meeting.

Replying to a question by the Delegate of the USSR, the 
Chairman said that it was obvious that all the countries which wished 
to take part in the work of a Committee would be able to apply 
for membership, with the exception of the E xecutive Committee', the 
membership of which would be in accordance with Document No. RD 2, 
The general custom was for countries to stipulate during the first 
Plenary Assembly, which committees they wished to join. He did 
not, however, think it desirable to fix a time limit for 
applications.
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The Delegate of the U3SR was satisfied, with the Chairman’s
explanations, hut lie did not believe it would be possible to
prepare a clear plan of work or solve the questions of organisation, 
such as the number and duties of the Committees, until the Final 
Report of the Preparatory Committee of Eight Countries had been 
examined.

The.Report in question would, therefore, have to be examined 
at the first Plenary Assembly,

The Chairman agreed that the Final Report from Brussels must
serve as a basis for the discussions of the Conference, and more
particularly as a basis of discussion for the Committees which would 
have to deal with the subjects mentioned in the Report. The 
Report had been sent to all Administrations, and should therefore 
be known to all* If that was not so, no useful purpose would be 
served by examining it in Plenary A*ssembly.

None.of these questions, he added, appeared on the Agenda.
The Delegate of Albania said that the Brussels Report had not 

reached his country, and there were probably other countries which 
had not received it. He accordingly supported the proposal of 
the USSR.

Mr, Corteil, Chairman of the Preparatory Committee of the 
Eight Countries, replying to the Chairman’s request, said that 
the Committee of Eight Countries had finished its work on June 9th, 
and that fifty documents (including copies of the Final Report 
and copies of each of the two preliminary draft plans) had been 
sent to the Berne Bureau on June 11th. The Berne Bureau should 
have dealt with their distribution to the thirty-three countries 
concerned. On the same day he himself as Chairman of the Committee 
of Eight Countries had sent a copy of this same document to each
of the thirty-three countries direct by registered post and by air
mail.

The Chairman observed that the documents had clearly been 
sent in good time and by the most rapid means. If certain 
Delegations had not received them, the Secretariat would distribute 
them at the earliest opportunity and at the latest by Saturday 
morningv

He again noted that the subject under discussion was not 
within the jurisdiction of the meeting of Heads of Delegations, 
and proposed accordingly to turn to the next Item on the Agenda.

The Delegate of Roumania said that his country had not
received the Brussels report. He thought, therefore, that it was
important to have knowledge of this document before discussing 
other questions.

The Chairman considered that all the remarks which had just 
been made were in fact reservations which could be presented to 
the Plenary Assembly.

The consideration of the Final Report from Brussels could not 
influence the remainder of the discussion. If it became apparent 
that the examination of this document might involve modification of 
a decision already taken, the modification was a matter for the 
Plenary Assembly,



- 8 -
R-D (Doc. No. 15-E)

Doc. No. 17-E)

The Delegate of the USSR gathered that no agenda had been 
prepared, and he proposed accordingly that an emergency Agenda 
should be drawn up as quickly as possible, for the First Plenary 
Assembly with the examination of the Brussels Report as the main 
item. It had been seen that at least two countries had not 
received the Report. The principal objective of the Conference 
was to prepare a plan. .The Committee of Eight had appealed to 
experts, and the Conference could not ignore their appeal. If 
the Plenary Assembly did not start by examining ,their work, that 
would be tantamount to ignoring it, and would create an unfortunate 
precedent, and prolong; the work of the Conference. To entrust 
this examination to the Committees of the Conference would amount 
to saying that the Committee of Eight Countries had only studied 
questions of secondary importance.

The Soviet Delegation therefore proposed that discussion on 
the following items on the Agenda should be adjourned, and that 
the Conference should start preparing a new Agenda for the Plenary 
Assembly immediately, the most important item on such Agenda 
being the examination of the Brussels documents.

The Chairman reverted to the first statement made by the 
Delegate of the USSR. There was indeed an Agenda, since everyone 
had accepted it, and the Assembly was following it. Furthermore, 
he had never intended to minimise the importance of the work 
accomplished at Brussels - quite the reverse.

But the purpose of the meeting was to work out methods and 
to prepare for future work# The Plenary Assembly would take the 
decisions. Its Agenda would have to be drawn up but discussion on 
that point could not begin until Item No. 9 (Miscellaneous) of 
the present Agenda was'reached. Items 2, 3 and 4 of the present 
Agenda having already been dealt with, he proposed to pass to 
Item 5.

The Delegate of the USSR protested against the manner in 
which the meeting was developing. The normal rules had been 
infringed; and he had already been obliged to protest that morning 
at a similar case, when he had asked for permission to speak and 
had not been granted it. If his proposal, which had been 
supported by other Delegates, was not discussed, that would in his 
opinion be a violation of the normal rules of all international 
conferences.

The Chairman said that in striving to ensure that the debate 
was conducted according to the approved Agenda, he was, in fact, 
following, the normal Rules of Procedure. It was not within his 
power to amend an Agenda which had been duly approved. Furthermoret 
subjects not provided for could be discussed under Item 9 
(Miscellaneous). 'But examination of the Brussels Report was 
clearly within the competence of the present meeting.

The Delegate of Czechoslovakia asked the Chairman when the 
Agenda had been adopted.
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Tho Chairman replied that at the previous day’s meeting 
no objection to the Agenda had been raised, and it had been 
decided to carry it over in full (except Item 1 which had been 
dealt with) to the present day’s meeting.

'The Delegate of France, supported by the Delegate of the 
Vatican City, suggested that in the interests of shortening the 
discussion the Chairman might find it expedient to insert there 
and, then in the Agenda of the fir t Plenary meeting the study- of 
the conclusions reached by the Committee of Eight Countries.
No contrary opinion being expressed, the Chairman said that this 
would be done.

The hele gat e of Bi c1orus si a suppor t e d the Soviet view that 
the examination of the Brussels Report would accelerate the work. 
The USSR supported by several other countries, had made a proposal; 
it shoi Id"be discussed unless there were any valid reasons for 
setting it aside.

The Chairman reminded the Delegate of Bielorus sia that it 
had just been decided that the first Plenary Assembly would 
examine the Brussels Report. Was that solution satisfactory to 
him?

The Delegate of Bulgaria replied that he supported the .
Soviet point of view. The day before his departure he had not 
received these important documents. On the way to Brussels he 
had learned that two alternative proposals had been submitted.
That was an important point calling; for study.

In opposition- to all democratic practice he had been refused 
permission to opcak on two distinct occasions; and he could only 
regret that time had been lost on secondary matters (such as 
the admission of observers) to the exclusion of fundamental 
subjects. ,

The Chairman said that he had never intended to refuse the 
Delegate of Bulgaria permission to speak; but it was possible 
that the lav,ter’s request had passed unnoticed.

The proposal made by Prance, and supported by other countries, 
had not mety.-itji any objections, and had therefore been accepted.

The Delegate of the USSR submitted an additional proposal 
relating to working methods and to the Agenda of subsequent 
meetings.

He proposed that the first Plenary Assembly should take the 
Brussels Report on Monday morning. Delegates would obtain the 
information they required on*matters which concerned them. On 
Monday afternoon the 'Maritime Conference would hold its first 
Plenary Meeting;. The Heads of Delegations on the Broadcasting 
Conference would meanwhile'continue the study of the draft Rules 
of Procedure, until agreement was reached. That would give 
Delegates time to study the plans and reports from the various 
countries, and they could then debate, having been fully briefed, 
without loss of time.
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The meeting then adjourned at 5. p.m. and resumed at 5*30 p.m.
The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that his point of 

view was that there was no reason for discussing the Report of the 
Committee af Eight at the first Plenary Assembly. Discussion of 
the Report in question was precisely the task for which the present 
Conference had been convened. He proposed that the Agenda agreed 
for the' present meeting should be completed, and that a decision 
should then be taken as to the rules and methods to be laid down 
for the efficient conduct of the work.

The Chairman said that the Delegate of the USSR had proposed 
a meeting of Heads of Delegations on Monday afternoon, while the 
first Plenary Assembly of the Maritime Conference was proceeding, 
Discussion of the Report of the Committee of Eight could not begin 
before the Rules of Procedure were settled. He suggested a 
procedure similar to that adopted at Atlantic City, where in view 
of certain difficulties provisional Rules of Procedure had been 
adopted, which had subsequently been made final after the 
difficulties had been overcome. Ho therefore proposed that 
provisional Rules of Procedure should be adopted, and that 
discussion of the Agendo, should then be continued, in accordance 
with the suggestion of the Delegate of the United Kingdom.

The Delegate of the USSR said that it had already been decided 
that the Report of the Committee of Eight would be studied at the 
first Plenary Assembly* That question was settled; but there 
might still be difficulties in the fact that some Delegations had 
not received this Report, while others had not had time to study it. 
It would be advisable to make it possible for this report to be 
studied as soon as possible. Ho suggested that the Agenda of the' 
first Plenary Assembly should contain one item only viz- 
Discussion of the Report of the Committee of Eight, and that the 
Monday afternoon meeting of Heads of Delegations should deal with 
questions of internal organisation. His proposal was made in 
reply to the proposal of the United Kingdom, which was based on a 
misunderstanding,

The Delegate of Belgium, supported by the Delegates of the 
Netherlands and Italy, did not agree to the proposal that the 
Heads of Delegations and the Plenary Assembly of the Maritime 
Conference should meet simultaneously on the Monday afternoon, 
as certain Heads of Delegations had a direct interest in the 
Maritime Conference and could not be in two places at- once. On
the other hand, Rules of Procedure, even if they were only 
temporary rules, would have to be adopted before any discussion 
was possible.

The Chairman at this point weloomed the Delegate of Egypt, 
who also represented Syria. His arrival brought the number of 
countries represented up to 28 of the thirty-three countries of 
the European area.

The Delegate of the USSR, presumed that, if the two meetings 
in question could not sit at the sarnie time, they could take place 
one after the other.
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The Chairman thought that the Conference should decide if 
it could discuss the Report of the Committee of Eight before having 
any Rules of Procedure. In order to be democratic, and not 
waste time, he proposed to take a vote by a show of hands on the 
two following questions:

who is in favour of discussing Rules of Procedure, provisional 
or other, on the following day?

Who is in favour of discussing the Report of the Committee of 
Eight at the first Plenary Assembly without Rules of Procedure?

The Delegate of the. USSR said that his proposal had been 
to take the Report of the Committee of Eight on the Monday, to 
put questions and to receive answers, but not to discuss it, since 
there would be no Rules of Procedure. He had no objection to 
the Rules of Procedure and working methods being discussed on the 
Saturday morning; but he recalled that the Chairman had said that 
there would bo no work on Saturday. He proposed that the Conference 
should work on the Saturday or the Sunday.

The Chairman replied that it was true meetings were not 
generally held on Saturdays; but it might be necessary to continue 
working on both the Saturday and perhaps the Sunday, so as to 
finish the preliminary work before Monday’s Plenary Assembly.
He therefore proposed that Items 5 to 9 on the Agenda should be
discussed on the Saturday.

The Delegate of Bulgaria, supported by the Delegate, of Albania 
did not consider that the Conference should meet on either Saturday 
or Sunday. The object of his proposal was to give Delegates 
time to study the documents, and enable them to listen with profit 
to the statement which Mr. Cortoil would make on the Monday. 
proposed accordingly that the meeting adjoucn until the Monday 
afternoon.

The Delegate of Roumqnia also supported the Bulgarian 
proposal. He asked the Secretary when it would be possible to 
have the Report of the Committee of Eight.

The Secrctary-in-Chic-f said that the stencils of the Report
of the Committee of Bight and the two variants of the plan (Brussels
Documents Nos. 284, 279 and 281) had been brought to Copenhagen by 
Mr. Corteil. Copies of the Report would be in the pigeon-holes 
in the course of Saturday.

The Chairman requested Delegates who had not received the 
Report of the Committee of Eight to raise their hands. The 
following Delegates did so: Bulgaria, Switzerland,- Albania,
Roumania, the Ukraine, Iceland and Egypt. Copies were available 
for all of these.

(Doc. No. 15-E)
.(Doc. No. 17-E)



The Delegate of. Franco wondered how it would be possible to 
take a ."vote after the discussion on the Report of the Committee of 
Eight in the absence of any Rules of Procedure. He might have 
made the point that morning that the vote taken was open to dispute. 
The same thing might occur again as long as there were no Rules of 
Procedure, or provisional Rules of Procedure.

The Delegate of the USSR supported the proposal made by the 
Delegate of Bulgaria that the discussion should be adjourned 
immediately. The Delegate of France had not understood fully 
the proposal of the USSR. The USSR did not want to discuss the 
Report of the Committee of Eight, but merely to examine it.
The discussion would follow';.,when the Rules of Procedure had been 
adopted.

The Chairman reviewed the different proposals made for the 
next meeting of Heads of Delegations, and put the matter to the 
'Meeting, The Meeting decided to meet at 10.00 a.m. on the 
Saturday, and examine Items Nos. 5 to 9 on the Agenda.

The Delegate of Bulgaria said that his own proposal that the 
meeting should rise and meot again on Monday was the only proposal 
•which should have been put to the meeting, since it was the only 
one which had been made officially.

The Chairman said that the Bulgarian proposal was not the 
only one submitted. There was also the Belgian proposal, 
seconded by the.Netherlands, and by Italy, for the adoption of Rules 
of Procedure before proceeding to the discussion of any matter.

The Delegate of Roumania was sorry that a decision should have
been.taken on the Saturday. He would not be in a position to
play an active and constructive part in preparing the Rules of 
Procedure and the Working Methods, as he would not have had the
time to study the documents published on the subject. A full .
knowledge of the Report of the Committee of Eight was also necessary, 
and he had not received it,.'

The Chairman again affirmed that he washed at all times to 
make useof democratic methods, and he had taken the opinion of 
the majority as to meeting at 10.00 a.m. on the Saturday. To 
save time, he proposed to have recourse to simultaneous inter­
pretation at the meeting, if no objections were raised. There
being no objections, he added that the meeting would take place 
in Room 17 which contained simultaneous■interpretation equipment.
The meeting in Room 17 would be rathout prejudice to the decisions 
of the Conference in the matter of the use of languages.

The meeting rose at 7.00 p.m.
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EGYPT..

The Chairman
of the European Regional 

Broadcasting Conference 

Copenhagen*

Dear Sir

We have noticed among the items in the order of the day,

document RD no 9 - E dated 24 June for the Heads of Delegations 
meeting on the 25th June under item 8, ”The admission of the State 

of Israel”.

According to article ”1” of the document annexed to the

additional protocol to the acts of the International Radio Con­

ference of Atlantic City, such procedure of admission is only 
applicable to countries; which is not the case in the so called 

State of Israel*

For this reason, the Egyptian Delegation strongly pro­

tests against the insertion of this item on the agenda and in 
the meantime would like to make it clear that the Egyptian 
Government will be obliged to withdraw from the Conferenoe if 
the so called State of Israel is admitted.

The Egyptian Delegation shall be much obliged if this 
can be circulated to the members of the Conference*

Delegation of Egypt.

Ibrahim Hamed Saleh 

Anis El Bardai
(29)



European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference ' • ’• • * .'...f

Kobenhavn, -1948 RD Document nQ 17-E
June 29, 1948 

Submitted in:. English

SYRIA.
The Chairman

of the European Regional 

Broadcasting Conference 

Copenhagen.

Dear Sir,

,/e have noticed among the items in the order of the day,, 

document RD no 9 - E dated 24 June for the Heads of Delegations 
meeting on the 25th June under item 8,- "The admission of the 
State of Israel".

According to article 111" of the document annexed to the 

additional protocol to the acts of the International Radio 
Conference of Atlantic City, such procedure of admission is 

only applicable to countries; which is not the case in the so 
called State of Israel.

for this reason, the Syrian Delegation strongly protests 
against the insertion of this-item on the agenda and in the 
meantime would like to make it clear that the Syrian govern­
ment will be obliged to withdraw from the Conference if the. 
so called State of Israel is admitted.

The Syrian Delegation shall be much obliged if this can 
be circulated to the members of the Conference.

Delegation of Syria

Ibrahim Hamed Saleh 
Anis El Bardai
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Original : Drench*

Minutes of the Meeting

of Heads of Delegations
3rd Meeting 

Saturday 26 June 1948.

The meeting was opened at 10 a.m., under the Chairman­
ship of Mr. Holrnblad, Head of the Danish Delegation, who .gave 
some explanations on the ’working of the simultaneous interpre­
tation /apparatus.

Approval of the Minutes of the first Meeting, (Document 
RD No.10) which has been distributed, was left to a later 
meeting.

The Chairman recalled that, according to the decision of 
the First Meeting, they had to discuss that day Items 5 to 9 of 
the Agenda appearing in Document RD No.9.

He passed immediately to Item 5 of the Agenda (Rules of 
Procedure), a draft of which hr, d been prepared by the Danish 
Government and. appeared in Document RD No.4. The Chairman 
proposed to read it Rule by Rule, so that Delegations could 
make their comments as it was read.

A proposal had been made by the Italian Delegation to 
add to paragraph 3 of Rule 1 ("Definitions11) a second sentence as 
follows :

"Each Delegation may include a certain number of repre­
sentatives of recognized broadcasting organizations".

The United States Observer thought it would be preferable 
to stop at paragraph 1, which included the definition of 
"Delugation", before dealing with paragraph 3. He was of the 
opinion that par0.graph 1 should be made to conform to the 
definition in Annex 2 of the Atlantic City Convention (page 53 
of the. Acts).

The Chairman pointed out that the Danish Administration 
had taken as a basis for the preparation of these Draft Rules 
of Procedure, not only the Acts of Atlantic City, but also the 
Rules of Procedure previously used at the Conferences of Lucerne 
and Montreux., and to some extent, The Rules of Procedure.of the 
Committee of Eight Countries at Brussels.

European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948.
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The United States Observer thought the definition in 
paragraph 1 should be'"made to conform to the Atlantic City 
Convention* The United States Government had sent a delegation 
to Copenhagen, although it was only an observer.

The Delegate of Italy agreed with the United States 
Observer; but he thought that the addition to paragraph 3, 
which he had proposed, was adequate*

The Chairman wondered whether paragraph 1 should be 
modified to include observers in the definition of'"Delegation« 
He thought that there could be no objection to that, as Rule 17 
stated that only the representatives of the European Area were 
to take part in'voting, and Rule 5, paragraph 1 (Presentation 
of Credentials), was concerned only with Delegations of the 
European Area, /rpp ^/pL j j  )

The Delegate of the"U,S«S,.R« thought that the Conference 
was of a distinctly European character and that the definition 
of the word "Delegation” in Doc® RD No.4 should not be altered 
in any way. Giving this word a wider sense would mean g o i n g  
farther in the wrong direction which had been taken on the 
previous day.

The Delegate of Roumania agreed with the U„S,S*R«
Delegate, He added that, "by virtue of the document annexed to 
the Additional Protocol of Atlantic City, observers were 
permitted to speak on any question affecting the interests of the 
radio services of their country. But the discussion in course 
concerned the rules of procedure by which the interests of the 
United States were in no way affected,

The Observer of the United States replied that, in its 
capacity as an occupying power in a zone of Germany, his 
country had an interest in the present.Conference,

The Delegate of Prance then stated that this was the' 
very declaration he had been asking for on the previous day.
The United States were interested in the work of the Conference 
nof as ah extra-European power, but by the same right as the 
U #S,S,Rj, the United Kingdom and Eranoe. as occupying powers in 
Germany, The U*S,A# Observer had thus replied to a question 
which in his (the Erench Delegate’s) opinion should have been 
put to him a long time ago,

The Delegate of Bulgaria recalled one of his former 
statements to the effect tho/fc all European countries were 
interested in the question of the occupation of Germany, The 
Conference had been convened in order that cultural questions 
concerning the peoples of Europe might be discussed. The 
cultural questions relating to the people of Germany should 
therefore be settled by the coordinated endeavour of the four 
occupying powers*. The procedure adopted hitherto had tolerated 
an unjustified interference'of the United States in European 
home affairs. He maintained, therefore, that the Roumanian 
Delegation was right'in its recent assertion that there was no 
reason why the U,.S,A, Observer should be heard. The discussions 
of the Conference should, in fact, not be in any way influenced 
by the comments of an observer*



- 3 -
(~ RD 18 - E -)

The Chairman could not declare himself in agreement with 
the Bulgarian Delegation* The Conference must act in accordance 
with the document attached to the Additional Protocol of 
Atlantic City, under the provisions of which any observer was 
entitled to speak on any question which in his opinion affected 
the interests of the radio services of his country#

The Delegate of the U £S*SoR* asked the U*S,A, Observer
the following questions 2

Did he represent the United States or the American Zone
of occupation in Germany?

Were his powers delegated him by the Government of the 
United States or by the Administration of the American Zone of 
occupation' ?

The Observer of the United States replied that he re­
presented both the United States Government and the department 
of his Government entrusted with the administration of the 
American Zone‘of occupation in Germany, and he was accredited 
by both sides,,

The Delegate of the U«S*S.,R* was of opinion that, as 
the Observer of the'United .States represented the American"
Zone of occupation in Germany, the question of the representa­
tives* of the zones of occupation should be considered as a 
whole* The meeting1however had the representative of one 'zone 
of occupation only, and it was not possible to settle the 
problem of the representation of the zones of occupation'in 
favour of the United States alone* The question should therefore 
be the object of closer examination*

(TR 7/R 11)
The Chairman thought the time had not yet come to 

approach that problem, which was likely to. give rise to long 
discussion, Would the Observer of the United States agree to 
the discussion on his proposal being temporarily adjourned, 011 
the understanding that it would be examined later on, at a 
Plenary Meeting for instance?

The United States*Observer agreed with the Chairman’s 
proposal, but added that, the United States having been invited 
to send observers, he Was present, in that capacity, and that 
he had a right to attend all meetings*

The Chairman noted the U»S* Observer’s agreement with 
his proposal* Had Delegates any further observations to make 
on article 1 of the draft Rules of Procedure?

The U»S»S»R, delegate contested the Chairman’s observa­
tions as to the representation of the occupation zones in 
Germany1* The delegates present'represented their Governments*
He himself represented the U,S,S,R, Government* He had no powers 
regarding the U*S,S,R« occupation zone in Germany, The U*S,S,R, 
Government,thought that the only legal representatives of the 
occupation'zones were the representatives of the Allied Control 
Commission#.
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The Chairman again invited delegates to proceed to the study 

of paragraph 2 of Article 1 of the draft Rules of Procedure,'and to 
postpone momentarily the discussion regarding the occupation zones 
on the understanding that it would "be taken up later.

The Relegate of Prance agreed to the question being adjourned 
till a later session, provided always, it was dealt with as soon as 
possible, as it was likely to lead to differences of opinion. He 
adued that in any case the terms "European zone" should be"maintained 
in Article 1, 1st paragraph of the draft Rules of Procel^po*

Thelelegate of the U.S.S .R. wished to continue the discussion 
on the laralraph. ~ ’ (Ir 2/H U)

The United States Observer had proposed to give a wider in­
terpretation to the definition of the term "delegation”. That would 
lead to the consideration of the question of the representatives of 
the occupation zones in Germany as a whole.

They could not carry on their work passing from one subject to 
another. He added, at the request of the Chairman, that paragraph 1 
could be made clearer, if it was expressly stipulated that it related 
to the European "broadcasting" area.

The Chairman thought that the amendment proposed was acceptable; 
but he again declared that the discussion of the important problem 
of the representation of the occupation zones in Germany should be 
postponed: otherwise, the Draft Rules of Procedure could not be pre­
pared for Monday. The question of the occupation zones could be re­
ferred to a special Committee,' such as the Organisation Committee.

The United States Observer expressed his complete agreement with 
the chairman.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. could not agree with this point 
of view. The outstanding question.was of a juridical nature and could 
not be left .unsolved. It should be examined in all its bearings.

The Relegate of Albania observed that no peace treaty having 
been signed with Germany, that country was not included in the 33 
European countries invited to the Conference. He agreed with the 
Relegate of the U.S.S.R. that the only authority entitled to discuss 
the interests of Germany was the Allied Control Commission.

The Relegate of Italy wished to state, in paragraph 1 of 
Article 1~, that the Europe an area" is as defined in Ho 107 of the 
Atlant j. c City Radi o Re gul at i o ns.

The Chairman did not see any objection to the proposed ad­
dition.

The United States Observer thought there was no reason, at the 
momentfor alidang liny thing" at all to Article 1, since it seemed that 
the majority of Relegates were for postponing the discussion of it.

The Relegate of Bulgaria repeated that he agreed at all points 
with the U.S.S.R. Relegate as to the present Conference not - con­
cerning any but the European countries, and as to the necessity of 
the question of the zones of occupation being treated as a whole, if 
it was desired to continue the work without defining the word 
"Relegation" first,



The'Delegate of France, seconded by the Delegate of the United 
Kingdom7 subnd"tted Two* concrete proposals in the following terms:

1. The definition of the word "Delegation" in the Draft 
Regulations to be approved provisionally,’taking into 
account the amendments submitted by the U*S,$,Rt. and Italy.

25 The date for discussing the representation of the zones 
of occupation to be fixed as soon as possible, whether 
such discussion takes place in a plenary‘meeting- or at a 
sitting of a limited semi-official group-.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, proposed that, with a view to 
clearing up a situation which he could only describe as "delicate", 
the‘United States observer should be considered simply as representing 
the United. States .Government,« In that capacity, he admitted, the 
United States'” observer was entitled to take part in all meetings of 
the Conference; but he was opposed to the presence (except where 
indispensable) of the representative of any other country, or of 
experts, at meetings of Heads of Delegations of the European 
countries. The United States observer had made it perfectly clear ' . 
that he‘also represented the American zone of occupation in Germany. 
The U.S.S,R. Delegation accordingly considered that it was impossible 
to pass to any other question without first settling that matter*

The United States observer repeated that he represented both the 
United States Government and'That part of the United States adminis­
tration ‘which was concerned with the American zone of occupation in- 
Germany, -

The Chairman suggested, with a view to shortening the discussion, 
that the Conference should adopt the Drench Delegate’s proposal, and 
approve provisionally paragraph 1 of Article 1, on the understanding 
that a Committee composed of the countries directly interested in the 
question of the zones of occupation should decide the question as 
soon.as possible- In the case of similar delicate issues at Atlantic 
City similar action had been found of value*

The Dplo gat e of Alb an1a said that in his opinion, as at present 
advised, the United States observer only represented a non-European 
country at the Conference 3

The Delegate of Czecho-Slovakia, speaking as the representative 
of a Country bordering on Germany, said that ho was in agreement with 
the U*S*S„R* on the subject' of Germany--

The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that his country too had 
vital interests in Germany; but/"in’ order to save time, he agreed 
with the Chairman’s proposal to pass to the next item on the Agenda.

The Delegate of Roumanla found the arguments put forward by the 
Albanian and Czechoslovak Delegations irrefutable. Ho was further of 
opinion that it was not possible for the Conference to arrive at a 
satisfactory conclusion of their labours without having a general 
view of the results of the work of the Committee of Eight, Those 
questions which were of a general character should be discussed first* 
•Otherwise there was a'danger of all their decisions being of a 
provisional character,.- He accordingly proposed the adjournment of the 
meeting,

‘■r 5 -
(RD, 18-E)

(D 29)



. 6 -
(RD* 18-E)

The Delegate of Bulgaria supported the proposal to adjourn 
the meeting until the following Monday afternoon in view of the 
difficulties encountered, In the meanwhile Delegations would have 
time to study and discuss the documents. The first question lobe 
solved was’that of the representatives of the zones of occupation 
in Germany, He repeated his proposal to adjourn.

The Chairman said that all the observations hitherto had 
been of the same nature as those which had led Up to the vote of 
the day before. But the absence of any Rules of Prooedure rendered 
his own position difficult, and he hoped Delegates would not add to 
the difficulties of his task. He did not think questions of substance 
should be discussed at the present meeting,

The Delegate of France sought for common ground between the 
different opinions that had been expressed. The conflict between 
them was in his opinion only apparent, There should be some means 
of reconciling them if, as the "Albanian Delegate had suggested, the 
United States. Observer was considered as the representative of his 
Government only,The question of the zones of occupation in Germany 
could be taken up later, qq/p qq)

The Observer of the United States declared himself in agree­
ment with the Drench Delegate on that point. He was of the opinion 
that, in order to gain time and in view of the fact that numerous 
Delegations wished the meeting to be adjourned, a vote should be 
taken,.

The Chairman agreed that this would be the correct procedure, 
but he felt handicapped by the lack of Rules of Procedure;'and he 
proposed, if there was no objection to continue tho discussion.

The Delegate of Roumania said that the French proposal treated 
the U,S;A. Observer as the representative of an Extra-European 
country. Under the provisions of the Atlantic City Convention he 
was therefore not entitled to speak except when the questions dealt 
with affected the United States radio services. As,however,the 
present discussion arose out of his own intervention, he should, 
if he shared the .Drench Delegate’s point of view, reoall his former 
declaration.

The Delegate of Albania supported the Roumanian Delegate’s 
proposal to adjourn the Meeting to the following Monday, He thought 
it possible to work without Rules of Procedure, The Atlantic City 
Regulations provided automatic rules of procedure.

The United States Observer again declared that he agreed with 
the Drench Delegate as to continuing the discussion after first 
provisionally adopting Rule I with its amendments.

The Chairman agreed to put the question to the vote.. Dele­
gations in favour of, the Mooting being adjourned to the following 
Monday to reply "Yes”; those to the contrary, ”NoM,

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, desired to make a statement 
before the vote. In his opinion there were but two solutipns:



either an adjournment of the Meeting,as proposed by the Delegate of, 
Bulgaria, or an immediate settlement of the question regarding the 
representatives of the zones ' of occupationv The representative of the 
Secretary General of the I.T.U* had declared on the previous day that 
the meetings of Heads of Delegations were private meetings; and yet, 
although no decision had been come to with regard to the zones of 
occupation, the representative of a zone of occupation in Germany 
was present at the day’s Meeting* This situation was a direct 
infringement of the provisions under which their work was to be carried 
on, and it was not possible to go on working in these conditions.

The Chairman read a telegram received by the Danish Government 
to the effect that .the French Delegation was accredited to represent 
the French'Zone of occupation in Germany as well as the French 
Government*

The Delegate of France acknowledged the accuracy of the 
ChairmanEs”Statement;* but "he did not consider that it affected the 
major issue. He intended to define the exact position of the French 
Delegation as and when the question of the representatives of the 
zones of occupation in Germany came under discussion*

The Delegate of Albania regretted that the Governments of the 
United States and of France should have taken an initiative whieh he 
considered illegal,- He again referred .Delegates to the Atlantic
City text, and maintained that the Meeting had Rules of Procedure, 
since the text in question had beon used to justify the automatic 
admittance of a United States Observer.

(Xr 7/R IX)
The Cliairmem replied to the Delegate of Albania that there 

was no connection between the document annexed to the Additional 
Protocol and the other Atlantic City texts; the first alone laid 
down special directives for the present Conference*

A vote was then taken on the questions previously put forward*
It gave the following results;,

In favour of deferring the meeting until Monday: 8 Delegations 
(Albania, Bielorussia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Ukraine, Roumania, Czecho­
slovakia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

Against: 16 Delegations (Austria, Belgium, Vatican City, Denmark 
Franco, Ireland, Italy, Monaco, Norway, Netherlands, Portugal, United 
Kingdom, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Turkey).

Abstentions. : 4 Delegations (Egypt, Finland, Iceland, Frenoh
Protectorates of Marocco and Tunisia).

'Absent; 5 Delegations (Greece, Lebanon, Luxemburg, Republic of 
Poland, Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia).

The Chairman regretted that the Assembly had lost precious time, 
and that fundamental issues had been raised in connection with the- 
discussion. The result of the vote had borhe out, ho thought, hife 
opinion. The meeting would resume at 2 p.m.; and, if it could not 
finish that evening,’the Plenary Assembly planned for Monday would 
have to be postponed,,

The meeting rose at 12. 15 u .i:i*

* 7 -
(RD, 18-E)

(Tr 5/R 11)



8

The meeting resumed at 2., 15 p.m.
The .Chairman put the ’‘Draft Rules of Procedure of the European 

Regional Broadcasting Conference" for discussion,.at the same time 
recalling that paragraph 1 6f Rule 1 had already been approved, with 
certain modifications which would be taken into account.

The Relegate of the U.S.S.R. insisted on further reference to 
paragraph 1* He asked the Representative of the Secretary-General of 
the I..T.U, to reply to the question whether he considered the presence 
of a Representative of an occupation zone of Germany legal?

The Representative of the Secretary-General of the I.T.U.took 
it that a vote had already settled the question of the presence of 
an Observer from the United States Government. On the other hand, as 
there was not one Representative only of the occupation zones of 
Germany, but two, viz. the United States and France, as the morning’s 
meeting had been informed, he thought that the Soviet Delegate’s 
question should be more precise.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. recalled the statement of Mr.
Burton, to the effect that he was present both as an Observer from 
the American Government and as Representative of the American 
occupation zone. He asked for a direct reply to his question.

The Representative of the Secretary-General answered as follows: 
"The question of the legality of the presence of observers of two 
occupying Pov/ers has not yet been settled either'by the Meeting of the 
Heads of Delegations or by the Plenary Assembly* Consequently, these 
zones have not yet the right to be present at these meetings, as 
they do not appear in the list of 33 countries in the Protocol of 
Atlantic City, nor are they extra-European countries covered by 
paragraph 2, page 324. X give you my opinion for what it is worth on 
this point. From my statement it may be taken that their presence is 
illegal, so far as the representation of occupation zones in Germany 
is concerned, inasmuch as the question of such representation still 
awaits solution."

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, replying to the Chairman’s question 
as to whether his objection applied to the two observers of the two 
occupation zones represented, said that they had to settle the matter 
of principle - particularly as France had not confirmed * her status as 
Representative of the French occupation zone of Germany*

The Chairman stated that he had in his possession an official 
document to witness that the French Delegate represented the French 
occupation zone of Germany as well as the French Government.

Continuing, he invited the United States and France to facilitate 
the effective consideration of the Rules of Procedure by surrendering 
their mandates as observers of their respective occupation zones of 
Germany, as far as the present debate was concerned, until the matter 
of principle had been settled by the Conference itself.

The Delegate of France recalled that Mr, Meyer in his speech 
that morning had indicated his intention to reserve the position 
of France in the matter. The Chairman's proposal was perfectly 
compatible with what Mr. Meyer had said in the morning.

(RB. 1.8-5)

(29)



-  9 -
(RD 18-E)

• The United States Observer said that he did hot represent 
any. occupation zone of Germany, He re-presented the Government 
of the United States of America.

The Chairman observed that these declarations meant that no 
one was representing occupation zdhes of Germany, and they could 
now therefore proceed with the consideration of the Rules of 
Procedure, That was the decision of the Chairi

The Delegate of Roumanla, reverting to the previous question, 
said that the latest declaration of the United -States Delegate 
was the opposite of what had been stated by him In the morning*
As for the declaration of Prance, it lacked precision.

The Chairman recalled the decision which had just been taken. 
Unless the Bulgarian Delegation was prepared to withdraw their 
objection, he would be compelled to put the decision to the vote*

The Delegate of Bulgaria repeated that he wished the question 
of the representation of the zones of occupation by the United 
States to be cleared up, -

The Chairman considered that this discussion had lasted 
long enough, and he did not wish the subject to be brought up 
again, as he had already given his decision from the Chair.

The Delegate of Albania supported the declaration of his 
Bulgarian colleague. Pie insisted that the renunciation of the 
United States and of Prance had not been clearly expressed, 
and that the powers granted by the Governments of the two countries 
in.question with regard to their respective zones of occupation 
were illegal.

•In reply to a question by the Delegate of the U.S.S.R., the
Delegate of Prance again stated that he did not intend, at the
present Meeting, to assert his claims as representative of the 
interests of the Drench Zone of occupation. The question of the 
representation of the zones of occupation could not, and should 
not, be dealt with at the present time. It should however be re» 1 
solved in due time in accordance with a procedure which had yet to 
be agreed upon.

The Chairman, considering that the discussion had been pro­
tracted too long, asked the Meeting whether anyone had a counter­
proposal to make.

The Delegate of the U,P.'.U R . remarked that the Chairman’s 
question had not "been put fn^pfecTise terms. The Chairman’s action 
constituted an infringement of the Rules of Procedure. His .proposal, 
was in fact intended to sanction an illegal ’ proceeding, the 
representative of the General-Secretary having declared illegal the 
presence at the Meeting of a representative of the American zone 
of occupation. All these discussions, in his opinion, were a waste 
of time and an obstacle to the work of. the Meeting of Heads of 
Delegations,.

The Chairman, interrupting the speaker, repeated that ther-e 
were no representatives of zones of occupation in the room. He 
would now put his proposal regarding the suspension of the dis­
cussion on the subject to the vote, in order that the Meeting 
might proceed to the Agenda,
( D  2 8 )
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The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. emphatically protested against 
the gross infringement of the Rules of Procedure on the part of 
the Chairman.in interrupting his (the U.S.S.R, Delegate’s) 
declaration*

The Chairman took note of the U.S.S.R. Chief Delegate’s 
remarks.

The Delegate of France expressed the view that the question 
put to the vote by the Chairman should not give rise to any 
ambiguity. Prance deemed it her right to continue being 
represented at the Meeting of Heads of Delegations.

The Chairman specified that it had been decided in the case 
of Delegates having a mandate for zones of occupation that they 
should make no use of their mandates until a later decision was 
reached,. Ho objection could be raised to the presence of such 
representatives at the Meeting of the Heads of Delegations,
That was the decision of the Chair, on which they were now to 
vote.

On his name being called, the Delegate of Bielorussia•said 
that the question to be put to the vote was not" clear

The Chairman repeated his proposal.
The Delegate of Rodmanja asked:for the floor on a point of 

order, He said that;tKe possibility of the United States : 
Observer challenging the present Vote after the fact was not 
excluded. The position of the United States Observer, as the 
representative of an extra-European country, could not be 
compared with that of the Delegate of France,.a country 6f the 
European area. Why complicate matters?

The Delegate of Bulgaria thought for his part that, inasmuch 
as it had been established that the presence of representatives 
of zones of occupation in Germany was illegal, it was equally 
illegal to take a vote on the question.

The Chairman repeated that both the United States Observer 
and the Delegate of Prance had stated that they were not taking 
part in the meeting in the capacity of representatives of zones 
of occupation.

The Delegate of Albania referred to the statement by the 
representative of the Secretary-General of the Union on the 
illegality of the presence of representatives of zones of 
occupation. Was the representative of the Secretary-General- 
in a position to say whether the powers of the two Governments 
in question were invalid?

The representative of the Secretary-General answered that the 
question was one for the Credentials Committee, but only after 
a decision by the Plenary Assembly as to the admission to the 
Conference of representatives of zones of occupation.

The Chairman thought the question to be put to the vote 
could not be* put more clearly. He called upon the Secretariat 
to take the vote.

(34)
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The Delegate of ihe U.S.S.R., interrupting the vot£, said he 
had asked for the floor before the end of the discussion. He wished 
to make the following statement; "I put a very clear question to the 
United States and Prance, to which I have had no reply. If the United 
States and Prance say clearly that they do not represent zones of 
occupation, we should be in entire agreement with the Chairman’s 
proposals.”
* ' The Chairman said*that the replies to the question pf the 

U.S.S.R. had boon given* The United States Observer had. said three 
times over that he was hot present at the meeting of Heads of 
Delegations in his capacity as representative of a zohe of occu­
pation. Prance had made a similar statement in perfectly clear terms.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. read out the notes which'he had 
taken at the time of the United States Delegate's statement. The 
notes showed that the United States Observer was representing both 
his Government and the interests of the American zone ‘of occupation 
in Germany. Consequently, the reply for whioh he had asked, had not 
been given up to the present*

The United States Observer undertook to give the Soviet Dele­
gation in writing the text of the statement he had already made three 
tiites, in order to preclude any possbile error in the translation of 
it.

The Chairman'suspended the meeting accordingly at 3.15 p.m. 
for a few minutes.

On resuming, the Chairman apologised for the length of the 
interval which had lasted for over half an hour. He called upon the 
United'States Delegate to read his text, so that it should be clear 
to all.
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The Observer from the United States read the text which 
had been submitted to the Chairman during the suspension of the 
meeting:

"The Head of the United States Delegation represents both 
the United States Government, and that part of the United 
States Government charged with the administration of the 
United States Zone in Germany. It is impossible for this 
meeting of Heads of Delegations to divide the united 
States Government. The United States Government includes 
all its parts, whether they be in the United States itself 
or in Germany."
He repeated that he did not represent Germany or any of 

its zones of occupation per se.
The Chairman said that the above text was a written re­

production of what had previously been said. The last sentence 
was the statement which the Head of the Delegation had repeatedly 
made. He did not represent Germany or any one of its zones of 
occupation. He asked the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. whether he was 
now in agreement with the v^ritten text.

The Delegate, of the U.S.S.H., said that* if a vote was 
taken 011 the subject of the last phrase of the, United States 
statement * in which the Head of the United Starnes Delegation re­
peated that he was not the representative of Germany, or of any 
of its zones - eliminating, that was to say, the first part of 
the statement - the Soviet Delegation would be satisfied.

The Observer of the United States replied that he was 
not quite certain what the U.S.S.R. Delegate was still asking, at 
the very moment when he said that he was satisfied. Was he now 
in agreement with the written statement?

The Chairman had understood that the Delegate of the 
U.S.S.R. accepted the end of the United States statement; and 
that would be inserted in the Minutes of the meeting.

The discussion of definitions was continued.

The Chairman wished to proceed with the study of the 
Rules of Procedure as quickly as possible.

§ 1 adopted with the .amendment's already decided on.
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. propo sed that, whenever the 

question of European zones arose in the Rules of Procedure, the 
words "European Broadcasting areas" should be used.

Adopted.
'§ 2 adopted.
§ 3. The Italian Delegation proposed to add a second 

sentence as follows:

20
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’’Each Delegation may include representatives of recognised
private broadcasting enterprises, so as to conform with the
provisions of Annex 2 of the Atlantic City Convention.”
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that the question of the 

allocation of frequencies to broadcasting stations in the 
European area was a matter for Administrations and not for 
private agencies.

The Delegate of Italy pointed out that there were numerous 
representatives of private agencies who formed part of delega­
tions. His proposal was based on the definition of the word 
’’delegation” on pages 53 and 54 of the Annex to the Atlantic 
City Convention.

The Chairman asked the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. ■ whether 
he was prepared to support the proposal of the Delegate of 
Italy.

The Delegate of Italy did not wish to press his amendment.
He had simply wished to make the paragraph clearer.

§ 5 adopted in its present form.

§ 4 adopted.

Rules 2. 5 and 4 adopted.

Rule 5. 1 1 ,
The Observer of the United States considered that the long 

discussion which had taken place regarding § 1 of Rule 1 con­
cerned equally § 1 ox Rule 5, and that a final decision should 
be suspended in the case of both paragraphs.

The Chairman was of the same opinion. All that had been done
at the meeting of Heads of Delegations was provisional, pending
the final decision, which could only be taken by the Plenary 
Assembly.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. thought that the attention of 
the meeting was too often taken up by interventions by the 
Delegate of the United States, who did not represent a country 
of the European area.

The Observer of the United States agreed to proceed with - 
the agenda, if assurance was given him that the question would 
be taken up again at a subsequent meeting.

Rule 5, § 2. The Delegate of Austria asked whether the
Broadcasting Conference was a Conference of Plenipotentiaries 
or not.

20
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The Qhairman stated that the Danish C-overnment had asked each
Delegation to present to the Secretariat the necessary credentials 
giving the authority to' sign any Act resulting from the deliberations 
of the' Conference. It was for the Conference itself to decide what 
credentials should be requested.

- The Delegate of Roumania proposed to insert a reference to Rule 
17 as~follow s:

"No Delegation is authorised to vote, in accordance with the 
provision of Rule 17, unless..."
§ 3 adopted.
§ 4 adopted.
Rule 6. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. considered that the second 

sentence of the Rule was not clear.
The Chairman observed that the text was in conformity.wilh 

Rule 4 of the General Regulations annexed to the International 
Telecommunication Convention.

Rule 6 was adopted in its present form
Rules 7 and 8 adopted.
Rule 9. § 1. On the proposal of the Delegate of Czechoslovakia, 

which was adopted, § 1 of the Rule was amended to read as follows:

§1. "Committees shall be composed of Delegations from countries in 
the European Broadcasting area, who have declared their willing­
ness to take part therein." •

§ 2 adopted.
f

Rule 10 adopted.
The Chairman asked Delegations to inform the Secretariat as 

soon as possible of the ncames of Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of all 
Committees as well as the names of Rapporteurs of Committees.

Rules 11. 12 and 13 adopted.
Rule 14. § 1. The Delegate of the United Kingdom proposed that 

the fast part of § 1 should read as follows:
"by the Head of the Delegation which submits the proposal or
amendment , or bjr his deputy."
Adopted. .
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On the proposition of the Delegate' ox the United Kingdom,
. - which was adopted, the following sentence was added to § 2 i

"If however the Delegation, which submits a proposal or 
amendment, wishes a copy 6>f the proposal or amendment to 
be distributed, this shall be done," .

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. reserved the right to return
later to the wording of the paragraph, if possible, before 
the Plenary Asssbmbly,

§ 3 'adopt ed.
Rule 1 5 1 §§ 1 and 2 adopted*

§ 3* On the proposal of the Delegate of the United King­
dom, which was adopted, the following sentence was added to
h 3:

"If however the Delegation, which submits a proposal or 
amendment, wishes a copy of the proposal or amendment to 
be distributed, this shall be done."

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, again reserved the right to 
return, later to the wording of the paragraph, if possible, 
before the Plenary Assembly,
Rule 16 adopted.

Rule 17* § 1* "The expression "European area" to be replaced '• 
by "European broadcasting zone."

§ 2. The Delegate of the United Kingdom considered that 
the first part of "1T"2 was not cTear"He 'proposed that any 
country invited to the Conference, whose Delegation had the ' 
right to vote under Rule 17 § 1, Should be entitled to 
delegate to another Delegation with the right to vote the 
power to vote in its name at any meeting at which it was not 
present.

The Delegate of Italy pointed out that, if that were done, 
the right to vote would b e accorded to Administrations who 
were not present; and that was something which the Administra­
tive Council had never accepted in its own case,

In reply to a request for clarification made by the 
Delegate of Prance, the Delegate of the Unit ed Kingdom cited 
the case of a "Delegation which had to leave the Conference 
prematurely and which had previously formulated a decision 
on some question, which ?/as subsequently put to the vote.
Such a Delegation should have the opportunity of making known 
its point of view*

The Chairman drew the attention of the Delegate of the 
United Kingdom to the text at the top of page 62 in the first 
page of the Pinal Acts of Atlantia City. That was word for

20



- 16 -
(RD Doc. V':o. 18-E)

word of §2 of Rule 17, which was "the matter in hand at > 
that very moment. The Danish Administration had 
considered it reasonable to take this text as a basis
for the Rules of Procedure; and they thought that the
same text should be adopted, provided no other question 
arose necessitating departure from the General Provisions 
for Conference laid down by the Atlantic City Conference.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. maintained his opinion 
that the proposed §2 was.not worded as it should be, and 
he reserved'the right to revert to the point.

Rule 17 §3. The Delegate of the Vatican City wished 
to propose an amendment which concerned only the French 
text.

The Chairman pointed out that the paragraph had been 
taken word for ’word from §1 of Rule 16 on page 67 of 
the first Part of the Acts. The Delegate of the Vatican 
City did not press his amdnemcnt, and the paragraph was 
adopted as it stood.

§4 and 3 adopted.

§6.  The Delegate of the United Kingdom proposed
the addition of a new" sub-paragraph to paragraph 6,:as 
follows:

MIIo new delegation shall be admitted to the
Conference with the right to vote, unless its
admission is supported by at least 2/3 of the
votes of the delegations to which §1 of this
Rule relates."

That procedure was in conformity with the procedure 
adopted at Atlantic City.

The Delegate of Egypt supported the U.K. proposal.
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R.said that §6 should 

be drawn up in two parts. The first part should deal 
with voting on important questions, as for example 
questions of Rules of Procedure, allocation of frequencies, 
find the Convention to be drafted. Voting on these 
questions should require a 2/3 majority. The second 
part should cover questions for which a simple majority 
sufficed.
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The Delegate of the Vatican City reminded the 
meeting of the manner in which the question of the 2/3 
majority vote had been dealt with at Atlantic City;
At that Conference,-where the work involved was no less 
than the complete reconstitution of the Union, the 
proposed procedure had been confined to two fundamental 
questions - namely, the admission of new members and 
the seat of the Union.

The Delegate of Bulgaria proposed that, in view of 
the great importance of the question, a special Committee 
should meet to study the matter thoroughly before a 
decision was taken.

The Delegate of Italy observed that the Rule 17 at 
present under study was similar to Rule 16 of the General 
Regulations, v/ithout sub-paragraph 3 of the latter.

The Chairman said that there were two questions 
before the meeting. On the one hand there was the question 
of the 2/3 majority vote proposed by the United Kingdom 
as a condition for the admission of new delegations, and 
by the U.S.S.R. for the solution of unspecified major 
questions. On the other hand, there, was the question 
raised by the Delegate of Italy. He agreed with the 
Bulgarian Delegate’s suggestion of a small committee to 
study the voting question. He considered that, inasmuch 
as the present Conference* had no definite Rules of 
Procedure, the General Regulations, which were in the 
spirit of the Atlantic City Convention, should be followed.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. agreed with the Chairman 
and with the Delegate of Bulgaria as to the desirability 
of setting up a small group, and declared himself willing 
to participate therein.

The Chairman noted his concurrence, and took it that 
Rule 17 was as a result provisionally adopted, account 
being taken of the British amendment. The latter could 
in fact be incorporated as it stood without discussion, 
since it was entirely in accordance with the General. 
Regulations -'of Atlantic City.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. wished his amendment to 
be likewise adopted, since it concerned a question of 
principle.
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The Delegate of France also considered that a complex ques­
tion such as that ~oT the 2/3 majority vote should be entrusted 
to a small group, lor his part, he would propose an amendment on 
the mariner- of submitting questions which were to- be put to the 
vote, since the results of the voting might depend substantially 
on this.

The Delegate of the Unitedi Kingdom agreed to the meeting of 
a small group, but wished to make it clear that no new Delegation 
with the right to vote would be admitted to the Conference before 
the question of the vote was settled. Subject to that reserve, he 
considered that Rule 17 could be provisionally adopt ed.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. considered it expedient to-set 
up the working group as soon as possible. He proposed that the 
Delegations of Denmark, Bulgaria, the United Kingdom, France, and 
the U.S.S.R., who had taken part in the discussion, should be in­
cluded in the group, and that it should finish its work by the 
afternoon of June 29th.

The, Delegates of Egypt, the Vatican City, and Albania asked 
to be admitted to the group. *

The-, Dele gate of Roumania said that he also would have liked 
to take part in the group; but the number of members should, not 
be too large.

The Chairman agreed with the U.S.S.R. representative as to 
the composition of the working group. Nevertheless, he thought 
that, since the convening Government was obliged to assume the 
functions o.f Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference and of 
the Executive Committee, according to tradition, it was not right 
that Denmark should participate in other Committees such as the 
one in question. He thanked the U.S.S.R. delegate for having pro­
posed 'Denmark, and suggested, in view of the fact that the first 
proposal for amendment had been made by the United Kingdom, that 
the Chairmanship of the Group should be entrusted to the United 
Kingdom,

The Delegate of the United Kingdom accepted the Chairman’s 
suggestion. A member of his Delegation, other than he himself, 
would undertake the Chairmanship of the working group.

The Chairman noted that the question had been decided as 
follows: The working Group to comprise seven members: The United 
Kingdom (Chairman), Albania, Bulgaria, Vatican City, Egypt, France • 
and the U.G.S.R.. It should, if possible, finish its work by 
29 June,

Rule 17 being as a result provisionally adopted, the Chair­
man noted that few important subjects remained to be dealt with 
in Document RD 4, and the study of them should not require much 
time.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. considered that those items 
which remained unsettled•should be referred to the Plenary Assembly 
on Monday.

The Chairman did not wish, the meeting to close before hearing 
any observations which Heads of Delegations might wish to make 
before the Plenary Assembly.
( D  2 8 )
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The Delegate of the U.G.g.R. had intended to request that 

the system of simultaneous interpretation should be extended to 
cover the Russian language, but the question could be decided 
later, ”

The Chairman said that he too had hoped to deal with the 
question of the Russian language under Rule 21 of the draft 
Rules of Procedure before the Plenary.Assembly, The Russian 
language could be used subject to the provisions of Article 15 
of the Convention, § 4 (1) and (2).

The Delegate of Bulgaria supported the request of the Dele­
gate of the U.S.C.E, and read out a telegram dated June 12 from 
his Government:

nIn principle the Bulgarian Administration supports the 
use of the Russian language, basing itself on the fact 
that the U..G.R.R. is a large country end technically 
well developed, this being a circumstance favorable to 
international telecommunications, In addition, the Bul­
garian Administration requests that at the Stockholm 
Conference, as well as at all other conferences 'where 
there are numerous Hussian-speaid.ng Delegations,, these 
latter may have facilities for expressing their views' 
in Russian, as in the case of the Drench and English 
languages,”
Mr. Gross, Assistant Secretary-General of the I.T.U., said 

that in accordance with the provisions of the Atlantic City Con­
ference and in particular those of Article 15, § 4 (1) and (2) 
simultaneous interpretation had been used at various Conferences, 
e.g. at Geneva. The Union had drawn up accounts of the expenses 
incurred in the use of languages other than the normal working 
languages, and had sent them to the respective Administrations.
He cited the example of the Polish Government, which had asked 
for the use of Polish and had assumed responsibility for the ex­
penses of translation into this language, on the understanding 
that in exceptional cases It would be possible for the translation 
to be done orally.

The request submitted by the Russian and Bulgarian Delegations 
could therefore be considered, subject to the conditions laid down 
by Article 15 of the Convention,

The Chairman thanked Mr. Gross for his explanations, which . 
required no comment.

The Delegate of the II.S.C.R. felt it was indispensable that 
he should define his point of view, since his proposal had not 
been accepted; but in view of the late hour,' he would not press 
for detailed discussion of the question.

Under the Atlantic City Provisions, the Conference was to 
•adopt its own Rules of Procedure; and the language question was’ 
included in those Rules. At the present Conference there were no 
Spanish-speaking countries, two Bnglish-speaking countries, seve­
ral French-speaking, and several Russian-speaking countries. It 
was only logical therefore for Russian to be adopted as a working 
language on an equal footing with English and French; that would 
conform to the Directives ox Atlantic City and would accelerate 
the work.

( D  2 8 )
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The Chairman said that at the first Plenary meeting the 
simultaneous interpretation would operate as at present - that 
was to say, from and into English and Drench, and from French 
or English into Russian, subject to subsequent definitive pro­
visions in the matter.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said in reply that he would not 
ask at the present for any further provisions.

The Chairman, noting that there were no further observations 
011 the draft Rules of Procedure, said that the first Plenary As­
sembly would take place on Monday, June 28, at 10 a.m., and that 
its Agenda would include, among other items, the examination of 
the Report of the Committee of Eight Countries.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m.
•Seen: Seen:

V.. Meyer, P.P. Studer, N. S. Holmblad,
K. Voutaz,
J* Revoy,

Secretaries Chief Secretary Chairman

(TR.4/R.11)
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REPORT OD THE WORKING 
GROUP ON THE CUDCTION OD VO JNG

I) ADMISSION OF NEW

2/3 Majority Vote

Although we have the right to 
establish our own Rules of Procedure, 
we should, nevertheless, work in the 
light of the provisions of the 
Atlantic City Convention, Article 12,
Page 15, which stipulates, among other 
things, the 2/3 majority vote decis­
ions relating to the.admission of new
members to the Union* (Article 1, 
Paragraph 2(c) Page 1) It is indeed 
a very important question, for, in 
principle, .if admis si On was net subjected 
to stringent rules, the very composition 
of the majority of an Assembly might be 
changed*

Since this question has been 
considered as being one of primary 
importance in the World International 
Union, it is equally essential and even 
more important for certain countries in 
the Regional Conference*

Simple Majority

The admission cf new members 
is not a question which in 
itself presents sufficient 
importance to be settled 
by a majority of 2/3« It 
is important that, in a 
Regional Agreement, the 
greatest number of - coun­
tries disposed to accept 
and to implement the plan 
effectively may partici­
pate* Therefore, the ad- 
.misaon of new members 
should, on the contrary, 
be facilitated and the 
accession of any country 
accepted which desires to 
take part in the Conference 
and which is ready to 
guarantee the implementa­
tion of the plan. This is 
all the more ne cessary and 
easy because this Confe­
rence is a’-pureiy European 
one, completely free to 
decide on its own Rules of 
rocedure^by virtue of the 

AtlanticJ^ity Convention 
itself (Document annexed 
to the additional protocol 
of the Atlantic city Con­
vention Directives for tie 
European Regional Confer­
ence, paragraph 12, page 
330*) It is quite certain 
that the admis a on of ne w 
members vd 11 not hamper the 
work of the conference. On 
the contrary thi s partid - 
pation* is m cessary in 
order that they may contri­
bute to the preparation of 
a new list of frequencies 
which will be mare accep­
table to all countries*

The admission of countries in the capacity of observers was not discusaad
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K0BENHAVN 1948,

2) PLAN FOR ALLOCATION OF FREQUENCIES

It is understood that the plan in the final form will not be 
the subject of voting either with a simple or with a 2/3 majority, 
but that it must be signed unanimously, or semi-unanimously, and 
thereon ratified and applied accordingly.

However, in the case of preliminary decisions relating to the 
preparation of the plan, two proposals have been submitted requiring 
that these decisions, be taken respectively:

By 2/3 Majority,
In principle, the preliminary 

decisions relating to the plan 
should be unanimous: but if it is
impossible to obtain this, they 
should at least obtain a consider­
able majority, viz*., 2/3 of the vote

If 2/3 of the votes are not. 
obtained at an initial vote, it 
will be necessary to study the 
question more deeply, to improve 
the text of proposals and to find 
a more satisfactory formula so as to 
obtain full mutual understanding 
and achieve the majority of 2/3.

The 2/3 majority rule applied 
during the preparation and • 
discussion of the plan is a useful 
measure for ensuring efficient work 
in the final drafting and imple­
mentation of the plan.

This rule should be applied 
for all questions not only in 
Plenary Meetings, but also during 
the work of committees, sub­
committees and working groups.
No proposal from these latter 
should be referable to the Plenary 
Assembly before it has been 
accepted by 2/3 majority. In 
following this procedure, the 
Plenary Assembly will have a 
guarantee that time will not be 
lost in examining half-studied 
proposals.

By Simple Majority.

The acceptance of a general 
and rigid use of the 2/3 majority 
voting procedure would entail 
both a slowing-up' of the work 
and the risk of undermining it:

. this would thwart the preparation 
of any plan whatsoever.

For example, a plan could 
not be drawn up, either on a 
9 kc/s, 10 kc/s, or on any other 
basis, unless at 2/3 of the 
votes favoured one of these bases.

It is for this reason that, 
although a substantial majority 
should at all times be sought 
by resorting to reasonable 
compromises, the 2/3 rule cannot 
be accepted as a principle: it
could indeed result in a minority 
vote brir&ng work to a standstill.

Likewise, it is undeniable 
that even where decisions are 
taken by a narrow majority, 
unanimous approval may subsequently 
be reached during negotiations as 
a result of modifications in the 
viewpoints expressed. In the 
same way, the lodging of 
reasonable reservations at the 
time of signing may facilitate 
the effective implementation 
of the plan by all the signatories.
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In conclusion, the simple 
majority vote has regularly been 
used at international conferences, 
even at those of a technical 
character, It is difficult to 
imagine, in particular, how 
Committees, Sub-Committees, and 
forking Groups could adapt them­
selves to any other voting system. 
Their work would certainly be held 
up considerably and, even-if they 
were able to draw up texts 
capable of commanding a 2/3 
majority, it is unlikely that such 
texts would be confirmed by the 
Plenary Assembly, since the 
composition of these groups may 
be very different from that of 
the Plenary Assembly, inasmuch 
as they may consist of a small 
number of members only.
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REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ON THE QUESTION OF VOTING

2) RULES OF PROCEDURE

At the Plenary Session of this Conference, decisions have 
been taken on all the Rules of Procedure with the exception of 
Rule 17, The Rules of Procedure with this one exception have 
thereby been adopted and this question should not therefore give 
rise to any further discussion.

On this subject, the following opinions were expressed:
The rule dealing with 

acceptance of decisions to 
be taken by a 2/3 majority 
cannot be introduced in a 
Plenary Session, except by 
a decision taken in the same 
manner, that is, by a 2/3 
majority.

The possible rule for the 
adoption of a qualified majority 
of 2/3 cannot be introduced at 
a Plenary Session, except by a 
simple majority.
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REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP 
OIF THE QUESTION OF VOTING

4) CONVENTION

The same arguments were set forth as in the course of the 
discussion about voting procedure for preparing the plan, and the 
folio wing two proposals abour voting were formulated when discussing 
voting procedure for preparing the Convention.

By Two-Thirds Majority
When preparing the Convention, 
preliminary drafts of articles 
should be adopted unanimously; 
but when this is not possible 
they should in any case be 
approved by a substantial majority 
of two -thirds.
It is necessary to adopt this 
procedure owing to the fact 
that the Convention is a 
document of which the plan of 
allocation of frequencies will 
constitute an integral part, 
in view of the fact that the 
voting procedure by a majority 
of two-thirds is to be applied 
during the drafting of the 
frequencies allocation plan, it 
would be illogical to apply the 
voting procedure by simple 
majority during the drafting of 
the wording of the Convention,

By Simple Majority

The same arguments as in the 
case of the majority recommend­
ed for the preparation of the 
Frequency Plan (document 
RD No. 19-E,}*1 Item 2)



The Chairman of the Conference 
has the honour to communicate the following telegram

deceived from 
the Government of the Latvian S.S.Ri

(Translation of the Russian original)

CONFERENCE RIGA
M 93 121 26 2300 NORTHERN
CONFERENCE THE CHAIRMAN OF THE EUROPEAN BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

COPENHAGEN

The Government of the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
possessing a powerful net-work of broadcasting stations capable 
of causing interferences in the broadcasting of other countries, 
considers it necessary and expresses its desire to participate at 
the European, Regional Broadcasting Conference* ....

The Government of the sovereign Latvian S.S,Ra trusts that 
the delegates of all democratic countries, filled with the desire 
for a successful settlement of the questions raised before the 
Conference., will unanimously support the invitation to the Conference 
of the representatives, of the Latvian, S.S,Re with the full right 
to vote* Being a participant .of the Conference of Lucern and 
Montreux the Government of the Latvian S,S*Ra entertains no doubt 
that' its representatives will participate at the Copenhagen 
Conference*

The Government of the Latvian S*S*R* avails itself of this 
opportunity to extend its greetings to all delegates of the 
Conference, and.its wishes for a successful settlement of the 
problems raised* .

Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the Latvian S*S„R*

(29) P* Valeskaln ;

RD Document No 20-E
June 30, 1948

Submitted in: Russian

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948



The Chairman of the Conference 
has the honour to communicate the following telegram

received from 
the Government of the Moldavian S*S»R*.
(Translation of the Russian original)

CONFERENCE KISHINEV NORTHERN
M 90 li7 27 0245
CONFERENCE THE CHAIRMAN tiF THE EUROPEAN BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

COPENHAGEN

The Government of the Moldavian Soviet Republic send® its 
greetings to the European Broadcasting Conference and expresses 
its assurance, that the Conference will deal successfully with 
all problems raised before it* Stop* Taking into consideration 
that the Moldavian S*S*Ri disposes of powerful broadcasting radio 
stations, whose work should be taken into account in the Plan of 
European broadcasting, in order to avoid interferences to other 
countries comma the Government of the Moldavian S*S*R* expresses 
its desire to send its representatives to take part in the work 
of the European Conference with full right to vite sto£ The 
Gbvernment Of the Moldavian SA&i-Ri does not doubt that the 
countries represented at the Conference and concerned with the 
setting up of an equitable waves assignment Plan between European 
Countries, will satisfy the request of the Government of the 
Moldavian S.S.R*

Minister ' of Foreign Affairs 
of the Moldavian 

(2 9) G*. Rud

RD Document No 21-E
June 30,. 1948

Submitted in: Russian

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948



European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948

RD Document No 22-E
June 30, 1948

Submitted in: Russian

The Chairman of the Conference 
has the honour to communicate the following telegram

received from . . .
the Government of the Estonian S«SdIU

(Translation of the Russian original)

COPENHAGEN CONFERENCE TALLIN
M 75 109 26 21,40 NORTHERN

*

TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE EUROPEAN BROADCASTING CONFERENCE
COPENHAGEN

The Estonian Soviet Socialist Republic, who signed together 
with all other democratic European countries the Protocol in 
Atlantic City, is directly concerned with the settlement of the 
questions of European Broadcasting and expresses the desire of 
sending its representatives to the Copenhagen Conference*
The Government of the Estonian S.S.R. does not doubt that the 
representatives of all European democratic countries will support 
its request, since no success can be achieved in the work of the 
European Broadcasting Conference if the powerful net-work of the 
Estonian S.S.R* Broadcasting stations, and its desire to cooperate 
with all democratic countries of Europe, will not be taken into 
consideration* The Government of the Estonian Soviet Socialist 
Republic avails itself of this opportunity to extend its.greetings 
to the delegates of the European Broadcasting Conference*

Del. of the Estonian S.S,Republic 
Gans Kruus

(D 29)
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The Chairman of the Conference 
has the honour to communicate the following telegram

received from 
the Goverment of the Lithuanian S.S.R. 
(Translation of the Russian original)

CONFERENCE WILNUS 
M 92 144 26 18.20
CONFERENCE CHAIRMAN OF THE EUROPEAN BROADCASTING 
CONFERENCE COPENHAGEN

The Goverment of the Lithuanian Socialist Republic avails it­
self of this opportunity to extend to the representatives of 33 
countries foregathered in Copenhagen for tiie European Broadcasting 
Conference, its greetings and’ wishes for the successful settlement 
of the questions which are confronting it. Taking into account, 
that the questions under consideration by the European Broadcasting 
Conference, concern the broadcasting of the Lithuanian Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the GoVerment of the Lithuanian S.S.R. ex­
presses its desire to participate in the work of the Conference 
and appeals to the representatives of all countries, represented 
at the Conference, to support the request Of the Government of 
the Lithuanian .S.S.R. for inviting its representatives to the 
European Broadcasting Conference with full‘right to vote; when 
deciding this question, the Goverment of the Lithuanian S.S.R. 
requests to take into account, that the Lithuanian Republic was 
represented at the Broadcasting Conference (Montreux-Lucerne) 
and the participation of its representatives at the Copenhagen 
Conferences will contribute to the successful settlement of 
the questions in which all European democratic countries are 
interested.

Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Lithuanian S.S.R.

(signed) P. Rctomskis

(D27)
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The Chairman of the Conference 
has the honour to communicate the following telegram *

received from .
The Government of the Karelo-Finnish S.S.R*, 

(Translation of the Russian original)

CONFERENCE PETROZAVODSK 
M 91 101 26 20 45
CONFERENCE CHAIRMAN OF THE EUROPEAN BROADCASTING 
CONFERENCE COPENHAGEN .

The Government of the sovereign Karelo-Finnish Soviet So­
cialist Republic extends its greetihgs to the delegates of the 
33 European countries, foregathered in Copenhagen for the Euro­
pean Broadcasting Conference and expresses its sincere wishes 
for succesd in the settlement of the problems raised. The Go­
vernment of the Karelo-Finnish S,S;R,, in possession of many 
powerful broadcasting stations, does hot consider it possible 
that questions of European broadcasting could be decided with­
out the participation at: the Conference of its representatives, 
and expresses its desire to participate in the work of the 
Conference with the full right to vote. The Government of the 
Karelo-Finnish S.S.R, hopes to meet in regard to this question 
the unanimous support of the delegates of all democratic coun­
tries, concerned in the successful settlement of the questions 
raised before the European Broadcasting Conference.

Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Karelo-Finnish S.S.R. 
sign, Sukiiaj'nen

(D27)
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Minutes
of the Plenary Assembly

First Meeting

Meeting of Monday 28 June 1948

The Meeting was opened at 10*20 a.m* under the Chairman­
ship of Mr* N.E* Holmblad, Head of the Danish Delegation#

The Chairman gave the following opening address:
"Ladies and Gentlemen,

,!The Minister of Public Works extended to you the cordial 
welcome of the Danish Government at the opening meeting held on 
Friday last.

"The Danish Post and Telegraph Administration has asked 
me, as the Representative of the Convening Country, to initiate 
the work of the present Conference*

"In so doing, I wish above all to express, on behalf of 
the Danish Administration, its pleasure in welcoming you and 
its hopes for the successful outcome of our work.

"I hope I may be allowed to exteftd a personal welcome to 
all present and to tell them how glad I am to see so many 
colleagues, among whom I count not a few old friends here in 
my own country# • *

"In initiating the work of the Conference, I should like 
above all, to draw your attention to Document RD 7, published 
by the Danish Administration, entitled, "Report on -the calling 
of the European Regional Broadcasting Conference and Regional 
Maritime Radiocommunication Conference in Copenhagen".

"In this document, my Administration sets out most of 
the essential facts which are the basis of the Copenhagen 
Conferences* It is therefore not necessary for me to go into 
them here*

"The task awaiting us will not be an easy one. The. 
Atlantic City Radio Conference assigned to each service a place 
in the frequency spectrum. It is for us to instal, for the 
European Area, broadcasting stations in thp bands reserved for 
us.



« 2 -

"Fortunately the .execution of the delicate task of which 
I have just Spoken will be facilitated by the facts supplied 
by the Committee of Eight Countries; The documents of this 
Committee, vi^.s ■ V

1*. Final Report of the Committee of Eight ’Countries
(Doc. No,284 of 9 June 1948).

2. Variant based on a separation of 9 kc/s 
(Doc* No.279 of 9 June 1948).

3* Variant based'on a separation of 10, kc/s 
(Doc. Noo 281 of 9 June 1948).

were sent direct to the countries of the European area by the 
Belgian Government to save time, and through the intermediary 
of the Bureau of the Union at Berne* . . . .

"At the meeting of Heads of Delegations on Friday last 
it was asked at the afternoon sitting whether it was possible 
to place these documents at the disposal of the members of the
Conference# The Secretariat replied that the wish expressed
could rapidly be met thanks to the foresight of Mr. Rene Corteil* 
Chairman of the Committee of Eight. :

"Accordingly on Saturday morning at 9 a.m, the three 
documents in question were in the pigeon-holes of all Delegates*

"I take the opportunity to thank the Committee of Eight 
for their work, and for the efforts they have ipade to give us 
a fixestarting-point for our labours. In particular I thank 
Mr* Rene Corteil, Chairman of the Committee of Eight, for his 
activities in connection with the organisation and direction of 
the work of his Committee. - I beg him to express, on behalf 
of' our Conference, to the Belgian Government our appreciation 
'Of their action,in inviting the Committee to sit in Brussels.

"The authorities of my country cherish the hope that, 
thanks to the preparatory work done, and to the enlightened 
cooperation and good-will of all, we shall arrive as soon as- 
possible at agreements affording the utmost possible satisfaction 
to each and all of us, • -

"Before passing to the discussion of the Agenda I have 
the pleasure of greeting amongst us Mr. Gerald C. Gross,
Assistant Secretary-General of the Interna/tional Telecommuni^J 
cation Union# Dr* von Ernst, whose time is largely taken 
by his work in connection with the numerous international 
Conferences which are being held under the auspices of the 
Union, by the preparations for the Third Session of the 
Administrative Council, and by the direction of our' Central*’ 
Bureau, has apologized for not being able to attend our 
Conferences, and has asked Mr. Gross to be his representative 
at them. I mush regret, and am sure you will share my regret, 
at not having our distinguished Director among us. We regret 
also that Mr* Gross can only follow the course of our labours 
for a short period, in view of the mutiple activities by which 
he too is claimed. It is however a matter of great satisfaction 
to us to have him with us for a feW days."

- RD 26-E -
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Mr Gross, Assistant Secretary- General of the X eT eU. 
thanked the Chairman in the following terms;

"Gentlemen,
"Dr von Ernst, Secretary General of the Union, has charged 

me with the task of expressing to you his greetings and his great 
regret at not being' able to be present fori this Conference, at 
which I have honour of representing him for the first week*

"As many of you probably know, we have had during this 
transitional year an extremely overloaded schedule* Beginning 
with the first meeting of the I.F*R«B. on January 8, 1948, we 
have had successively the P.F.B. Conference beginning January 
15» the meeting of the Administrative Council, beginning January 
20, the meeting of the High Frequency Broadcasting Conference 
Preparatory Committee, beginning March 22, the meeting of the 
Aeronautical Preparatory Committee, beginning April 24, the mee­
ting of the World Aeronautical Conference, beginning May 15, and 
now the European Broadcasting Conference which started here on 
June 24* I have mentionned so far only the radio Conferences*
We have also had the CCIT Conference in Brussels and the CCIF 
Committee at Stockholm.

"The remainder of the year promises to be equally charged, 
with the CCIR meeting at Stockholm, beginning July 12, the Ad­
ministrative Council meeting, beginning September 1, and the 
World High Frequency Broadcasting Conference in. Mexico City 
beginning the 22nd October, 1948, in addition to which there 
will be two preparatory meetings of the same group also in Mexico 
City*

"In addition to this heavy schedule of international con­
ferences, the Union is charged with moving its headquarters from 
Berne to Geneva during the course of this year, and of course 
the duties of the Secretariat have been considerably increased, 
to say nothing of the extra responsibilities flowing from the 
transformation during this year of the Union from a single-lan­
guage Union, where French alone was official, to a multi-lingu- 
al Union, in accordance with the terms of Article 15 of the Con­
vention* ,

"We are a comparatively small staff in Berne and Geneva, 
and unfortunately none of us have yet found a solution for that 
desirable process of beeing in two different plaices at the same 
time#

"Perhaps progress in this technical art, particularly in 
the realm of the P.F.B#, where one channel will have to serve 
many stations if radio needs of the world are to be satisfied, 
may afford us a clue In this direction in the future.

"At any rate, we shall do our very best in .accordance with 
the tradition of the Union, the oldest international government 
organisation in the world, and we beg your indulgence and sum- 
pathetic understanding during this difficult year*"

M.Corteil* Head of the Delegation of Belgium, thanked the 
Chairman for the laudatory words which he had addressed to him, 
with which he wished to associate all the members of the Prepa­
ratory Committee of the Eight Countries on account of. the work 
they had done.

- RB 26-E -
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The Delegate of the USSR, was surprised to find that simul­
taneous interpretion in Russian had not been provided. He thought 
a decision had been taken to that effect at the end of the meeting 
of the Heads of Delegations.

The Chairman observed it had-been decided, with the agree­
ment of the U.S.S.R.Delegation, that for that day’s meeting the. 
system of interpretation employed would be exactly the same as 
■that used for the meeting of June 26, and that the use of the 
Russian language as a working language would be examined.
Moreover from the technical point of view it was not possible to 
xnstal.new installations at such short notice.

(Tr2 / R.ll)

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R.. maintained his complaint.
He was supported by the Delegate of Bulgaria, who said the Chair­
man was in the wrong. He (the Bulgarian Delegate) recalled the 
discussion which had taken place at the end of the Meeting of 
Heads of Delegations with regard to the use of the Russian lan­
guage, and he concluded that they must have Russian, and at once 
at the present Meeting,

The Chairman reiterated his former declaration. If any 
misunderstanding had arisen between him and the Soviet and Bul­
garian Delegations withielation to the decisions reached on the 
previous Saturday, it was doubtless due to the translation.

Mr.Gross asserted that the Chairman’s words were entirely 
in acordance with the facts. The U.S.S.R.Delegation had agreed 
to the proposal to continue the provisional arrangement adopted 
on the previous Saturday at the present Meeting. If, however, 
when the Rules of Procedure came under discussion, the Meeting 
were to decide that Russian should be used as a working language 
at the Regional Conference, the Secretariat would take the re­
quisite measures. But such measures could not be improvised and 
new technical installations would be required. Mr. Gross asked 
the Delegation of the U.S.S.R. whether the "whispering inter­
preters" at their disposal could not temporarily be requested to 
translate into Russian the speeches made in English or in French. 
The Secretariat would engage adequate personnel as soon as a 
definite decision had been reached.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, repeated that he maintained 
his viewpoint with r e g a r d to the decisions reached on the pre­
vious Saturday, and he considered that the Meeting had ignored 
the decisions in question. As the installations required for 
simultaneous interpretation in Russian were not ready, he asked 
for consecutive interpretation of the speeches in Russian.

The Chairman observed that the divergence in opinions per­
sisted; but he asked Mr.Gross whether the Secretariat v/as in a 
position to provide consecutive interpretation there and then 
from English end French into Russian as requested by the Delega­
tion of ,the U.S.S.R.

Mr. Gross answered in the affirmative. But the interpreters 
available were at present engaged in interpreting Russian into 
French and English, and the Secretariat would need the authori­
sation of the Conference to engage interpreters to translate 
from French and English into Russian. According to the rules
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- in force, it was incumbent upon the U BS*S*Rs. Delegation to pro­
vide the interpreters -they required for consecutive interpreta­
tion*.

On the Chairman- inquiring whether anyone objected to the 
use of consecutive interpretation in the Russian language, 
the United Kingdom Delegate stated that., although this procedure 
would lengthen the discussions, he would not object to its be­
ing adopted, provided it did not set a precedent? He pointed 
out that the Meeting had not been constituted, and had no defi­
nitively appointed Chairman*

The Chairman said that the U,K« Delegated remark was an 
invitation to proceed to Item No*2 on the Agenda ("Election of • 
the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference*5); and he re­
quested Mr, Corteil to address the Meeting, The latter then 
proposed that the Meeting should elect by acclamation:

As Chairman of the European Regional Broadcasting Confe­
rence: •

Mr* NoE.Holmbiad, Chief Engineer, Chief of the Technical 
Division of the Danish Administration of Post and Telegraph, \ 
Head of the Danish Delegation,

and as Vice-Chairman of the same Conference:
( T r . 7  / R. 11 )

Mr* G-urmar Pedersen, Chief of the Technical Broadcasting 
Section, Danish Administration of Posts and Telegraphs? Deputy- 
Head of the Danish Delegation*.

The Meeting approved these proposals by acclamation*

Mr» Holmblad, as Chairman of the Conference, thanked the 
Meeting on his own, and on Mr. Pedersen * s b e h a l f  for the honour 
shown to their country and to t-themselves. His task, he felt, 
would be no .easy one, as experience had already shown; but he 
would do his utmost to give the Conference the best possible 
guidance. He hoped all Delegates would assist him in accom­
plishing his duties and show forbearance for his shortcomings.
He noted that Item No.2 of the Agenda had thus been dealt with.

The Delogpte of the U .S»S«R » expressed the view that one 
.of the first points to be discussed was No,11 in Document RD;
13 "Report’ on the Work of the Committee of Eight Countries",
That had been agreed uponfthe Meeting of the Headg of Delegati< A- 
ons. In his opinion, that should be Item No,4 of the Agenda.

The Chairman deplored this new misunderstanding. The 
Heads of Delegations had asked for the Report on the work of 
the Committee of Eight Countries to be included in the Agenda 
of the present Meeting, and their wish had been complied wiin* 
But the item in question could not take precendence over cJC ' ' v  
items concerning matters of organisation.

The Delegate of ErancRemarked that the sequence of' items 
was not "inta&gYbleo The Brussels Report was important;, but so 
also was the linguistic question. To be logical with himself, 
the U. 3*6.11* Delegate should acknowledge that the discussion 
on languages cgould come first, -

He (the French Delegate) proposed that. Item No. 11 should
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become Item No,4* This would allow the working group, to which 
the vote had been entrusted, to complete its work before the Mee­
ting examined the Draft Rules of Procedure,

The Delegate of the U»SaS.R» maintained his viewpoint.
The Meeting of Heads of Delegations had decided that the Report 
of the Committee of Eight Countries should be considered before 
all other questions, and in particular before the linguistic 
question and the draft Rules of Procedure, He was, therefore, 
unable to agree with the French Delegate*

The Chairman remarked that three different proposals had • 
been submitted to the Meeting : the proposal of the Danish Admi­
nistration which was a draft agenda, the U«S.S.R. proposal and 
the French proposal. The last proposal should be put to the vote 
first, inasmuch as it could be considered as an amendment to the 
U.S.S.R. proposal. The French proposal was rejected by 11 votes 
to 8. The U.S.S.R. proposal was then put to the vote, and'was 
likewise rejected by 16 votes to 6.

The items on the Agenda were accordingly left to be dealt 
with in the order in which they were listed in Document. RD.13*

The Delegate of Bulgaria asked whether the Plenary Assemb­
ly could alter a decision taken at the Meeting of the Heads of 
Delegations,

The Chairman replied that the Meeting had just agreed that 
the items of the Agenda should be dealt with in the order in 
which they had been given-in Document RD*13* The Plenary Assembly 
was the supreme authority in the Conference and was unquestio­
nably empowered to modify any decision reached at any other mee­
ting whatsoever of the Conference. The discussion on this point 
was therefore closed* He put Item Ho.3 of "the Agenda for disens- 
sion,

( Tr.7 / R. 11)
Election of Secretariat

In accordance with, the proposals of the meeting of Heads of 
Delegations, the Secretariat was constituted - as follows:

Secretary-in-Chiefs Mr.William F.Studer, Councillor of the 
Bureau of the Union,

^ Ctrr1C3: S n E V o u R !  I Secr^ i e s  ^  the BureauHenry vout^z j of the Union#
Mr. Jean Revoy, Engineer.
Mr. Leon Boussard, Head of the Linguistic Ser­

vice.
The Assembly approved the above proposals.
The Chairman replied to questions put by the Delegate of 

Roumania asking for explanations with regard to the preceding 
statement of the Bulgarian Delegate. He proceeded to suspend the 
meeting for a few minutes to allow of the Chairman1s seat being 
raised so that he could be seen by all Delegates.

On resuming, he said that it was desirable to treat the 
question of languages on practical lines. As the Assembly was 
aware,, it had been decided to have consecutive interpretation 
henceforward from English and French into Russian.

- -6 ' —
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The Delegate of Bulgaria proceeded to explain certain points 

of his former statement, which he said had been rendered obscure 
by faulty translation, v

The Chairman said that the Bulgarian Delegate had already 
had a clear answer to the effect that (l) the point raised by 
him was not on the Agenda, and (2) meetings of the Heads of De­
legations were not qualified to take decisions. It was only the 
Plenary Assembly that could take decisional

He turned to Item 4 on the Agenda ("Establishment hf Com­
mittees"), ■ ,

In the absence of any observations, the establishment of 
Committees, as proposed in Document No.- RD.2, was approved, sub­
ject to the substitution of the word "preparation" for the word 
"drafting" in the sentence dealing with the terms of reference 
of the Organisation Committee.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. reserved the right to raise 
again the question of the number and powers of the different 
Committees. The meeting would remember that he had already ex­
pressed a wish that these questions should not be•definitively 
settled until the Report of the Committee of Eight Countries had 
been heard.

The Chairman said that the U.S.S.R, Delegatefs reservation 
would appear in the Minutes.

In the absence of further observations, the Chairman pas­
sed to Item 5 of the Agenda ("Appointment of Chairmen and Vice- 
Chairmen of Committees of the Broadcasting Conference"),

(Tr 11/Ell)
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The Secretary-in-Chief read a document containing the following 
proposals which the Danish Administration had been led to submit 
in this connections

Committees: .
1, Executive: the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference;

2* Credentials: .Belgium, Portugal;

3* Organisation: Prance, Czechoslovakia;

4* Technical: U* S* Sc R« f Sweden;

5* Frequency Allocation; United Kingdom, Yugoslavia;

6,, Drafting: Switzerland, United Kingdom*

The Assembly ratified the above proposals,

The Secretariat distributed a form to the various Delegations, 
for the purpose of indicating the Committees on which they wished 
to serve*

The. Chairman stated that Item 6 of the Agenda, ("Language 
arrangements"T, would be dealt with later during the consideration 
of the Rules of Procedure*

The Meeting was temporarily adjourned at 12* 15 p*m>
The Meeting resumed at 2* 15 p*m»

- The Chairman put Item 7 of the Agenda ("Rules of Procedure") 
for discussion, at the. same time observing that the Draft Rules of 
Procedure prepared by the Danish Administration were contained in 
Document RD .No, 4, while the modifications made by the Meeting of 
Heads of Delegations had been published in Document RD No* 12, He 
proposed the adoption of the Draft Rules with the exception of 
Rule 17 (Voting Procedure) and Rule 21 (Languages), to which he 
would return later*

The United States Observer thought that § 1 of Rule 1 of the 
proposed Rules was not compatible with the terms of the Internation­
al Telecommunication Convention (Annex 2, definition of "Dele­
gation") and proposed the following addition:

"The Copenhagen Conference accepts the definition of "dele­
gation" as it appears in Annex 2 of the International Telecommuni­
cation Convention of Atlantic City* Certain delegations only 
however will have the right of voting at this Conference, Conse­
quently, the title of "delegation" having the right of voting, will, 
in these Rules of Procedure, mean a group of delegates of the same 
country within the European broadcasting area."

The Delegate of the U*S»S»P,*. said that the representative of 
the United States was an observer, and not a delegate; and-, the 
present Conference being "European", the definition of "delegate" 
should include a mention of the "European" character of the dele­
gate, which was of fundamental importance in the case*

The United States Observer replied in the following terms to 
the tv/o points raised:

- 8 ~
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1° According to the International Telecommunication Con­
vention (Annex 2: Definition of "delegation”), each country had 
the right of nominating and forming a delegation at its convenience* 
The United States had accordingly sent a delegation of observers, 
and had notified the convening country to that effect*

2° Although the present Conference was "European", it had 
arisen out of the Atlantic City Conference and the Atlantic City 
Convention should he the basis of it#

The Delegate of the United Kingdom agreed with the United 
States Observer on the latter point*

The Del :nte of Roumania said that the observer of an extra- 
European country could speak only on matters concerning the radio 
services of his own country* The idea of a delegation of observers 
was a new one, which did not appear in the Atlantic City texts*

The United States Observer replied that his Government had 
sent a delegation of observers to collaborate in the work of the 
Conference* To reject the idea of a delegation of observers was 
to fly in the face of fundamental documents of the Union#

The Delegate of Roumania maintained his point# He read out 
the definitions of "observer", of "delegate",, and of "delegation" 
in Annex 2 of the Convention, He noted that the expression fIdele- 
gation of observers" was nowhere to be found in the Annex# He again 
asked the United States Observer how the radio services of his 
country were implies,ted in the present discussion#

The United States Observer thought that the presence of his 
delegation was in conformity with the spirit of the Atlantic City 
documents» He said that the allocation of frequencies to 
broadcasting stations - which was the task of the present Conference 
- concerned Germany in particular, where as an Occupying Power the 
United States had interests* He proposed that a vote should be 
taken on the motion submitted by him in writing, which had been 
seconded by the United Kingdom,,

The Delegate of the Vatican City thought it essential to 
distinguish between Y/ords and facts* It was the latter only, he 
suggested, which were important* The issue of fact was what rights 
were to be granted to the United States Representative, whether'the 
latter was called "observer", "delegate" or "observer-delegate", 
There was certainly no question of his being granted the right of 
voting; but he should not be refused the right of submitting 
observations# Even on that issue two points of view were possible* 
The observer might be "passive" or "active" according to whether 
he was, or was not, authorized to ask for the floor# The definition 
of "observer" in Annex 2 of the Convention appeared to support the 
conception of a "passive observer"* On the other hand the text of 
the Additional Protocol clearly supported the conception of an 
"active observer"# Though there was only a shade of difference 
between the two conceptions, the essential point seemed to him to 
reside in the difference*

. 9 - *
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The Chairman pointed out that the discussion was being pro­
longed, and that~in the present case an immediate vote was not indi­
cated as the proposed amendment was rather long, and would have to 
be submitted in writing to each Delegation* He proposed that in the 
first place those speakers, who had asked for the floor, should be 
heard, and that the whole question should then be submitted to a wor­
king group*

The Delegate of Srance said he would speak in a propitiatory 
spirit in presence of these "altercations over words"* He thought 
the Atlantic City definitions (Annex 2 of the Convention) were ina** 
dequate for the reason that they did not mention the right of voting 
which in earlier texts was regarded as a prerogative inherent in the 
quality of a Delegate* Consequently, he proposed to add to § 1 of 
Rule 1 of the draft Rules of Procedure the following sentence:

"Delegations from extra-European countries shall have only 
the rights of observers at the Conference*"

This text, he thought, should be satisfactory to all, confor­
ming completely, as it did, to the Document annexed to the Additio­
nal Protocol, that is to the Directives for the present Conference*

The Chairman was in favour of the amendment proposed by the 
French Delegation. As he understood it, this amendment would not 
be an addition to‘§ 1 of Rule 1, but would become a new § 2, in pla­
ce of the old § 2# •

The Delegate of Albania observed that, although the observer 
of the United States had frequently quoted the definitions contai­
ned in the Convention, he had made no reference to those contained 
in the Document annexed to the Additional Protocol* He fsarp'd that, 
if representatives who were in fact observers were once called 
"Delegates", they would eventually demand the right to take part in 
the voting.

The Delegate of Ireland remarked that a slight disparity 
seemed evident bBtween the definitions annexed to the Atlantic City 
Convention and the terms employed in the Additional Protocol, since 
the definitions had been drawn up before the Additional Protocol?
In his opinion, the Atlantic City text gave the United States repre­
sentative the right to assume the title of Head of Delegation#

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R summarized the important questions 
of principle which were under discussion, as follows:

1) Separate definitions were required for the words "observer" 
and-"Relegate"*

21 The question of Germany had - to be settled*
3) The powers of the Conference had to be determined#
He considered that the Observer of the United States was 

putting a free and personal interpretation on the Atlantic City texts, 
and he wished to ask him point-blank the following question: Was he 
the observer of the American Government, or of the American Zone of 
Occupation in Germany?

The Observer of the United States said that he had already 
replied on several occasions to that question. He had even replied 
in writing : and the Chairman and the 3Delegate of the U*S*SaR had
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both received copies of his reply* He claimed afresh the title 
of Head of a Delegation of Observers, basing his claim on the defi­
nition of "Delegation" in Annex 2 of the Convention# In virtue of 
this, he considered that the representatives of the United States 
should have the rights and privileges of a delegation* He repeated 
that he was not the representative either of Germany or of any one 
of its Zones of Occupation*

The Delegate of Roumania reverted to the question of the 
representation of the American Zone of Occupation in Germany* The 
Observer of the United States had provisionally abandoned his po­
sition as the representative of the Zone in question until such time 
as the Conference took a decision on the question# He should there­
fore refrain from availing himself of a right which the Conference 
had not yet accorded him* • (Tr.4/R.ll)

The Chairman replied that the object of the present discussion 
was the approval of the Rules of Procedure® He was of opinion that 
a'vote might solve the pending question? but he preferred to refar 
it to a working group with a view to reaching an understanding on 
a written text* He proposed that the working group should include 
representatives of the U.S.S.R, the United States, the United 
Kingdom, France, the Vatican City and Roumania*

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R was not satisfied with the reply 
given by the United States Observer# In his opinion, the U.S.A. 
Delegated assertion at the previous Meeting to the effect that 
"he did not represent Germany, nor any zone whatsoever in Germany" 
conflicted with his present assertion to the effect that the only 
U*S. radio interests in Europe lay in the American Zone of occupa­
tion in Germany*

He further objected to the presence of the representative of 
the United States on the working group proposed by the Chairman.

The Chairman stated that the two questions must be considered 
separately :

1* The representation of the zones of occupation would have 
to be dealt with later, although the assertion of the U.S.A. Obser­
ver was in itself quite unequivocal. He represented neither Germany 
nor any zone in Germany, but his own Government who had interests in 
one of those zones*

2o Observers from extra-European countries being entitled to 
participate in all Meetings of the present Conference, the United 
States could be represented on the proposed working group.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R*. again protested that he formally 
objected to the United States Observer being a member of the group 
in question* If however the group was set up, he had no objection to 
the United States being heard, if the members of the group so desired.

The United States Observer could not agree to exclusion from 
the proposed group*

The Delegate of Albania suggested that the United States 
Observer should withdraw his proposal, and that the question should 
not be taken up again until a decision had been reached by the 
Conference with regard to the representation of the zones of occupa­
tion in Germany.
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The Chairman abandoned his proposal of a working, group and 
declared that the United States proposal, supported by the Delega­
tion of the United Kingdom,would be mimeographed with a view to a
vote at one of the next Meetings#

The Delegate of France wished the text of his amendment also 
to be put to the” vote *

The Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia supported the French 
proposal® The situation of the United States Observer should be 
cleared up for his successive statements had appeared to conflict 
with one another** Dither he desired to take part in the work of the
Conference as the representative of an extra-European country having
interests in Europe, but without representing any part of the Euro­
pean area, in which case his position was governed by the existing 
texts s or else he wished to intensify his participation in the work 
of the Conference, and to be granted more definite rights and even 
perhaps the right to vote*, in which case it would be wise to bring 
a working group into play#

(T.7/R.11)
The Delegate of the Vatican City also supported the amendment 

moved by the Delegate of" France# He proposed a slightly different 
wording, as follows*

"The Delegation of an extra-European'country will have only 
the rights of observers at the Conferencef{*

The Delegate of France thanked the Delegations which had 
supported his amendment* He observed, however, that according to 
the terms of Article 13 of the General Regulations, it was not neces­
sary that the proposition of a Delegation should be supported by 
other Delegations to be considered6

The Chairman then declared’that the two amendments proposed 
by the United States and France should be put .to the vote at a la­
ter meeting of the Plenary Assembly* The meeting would resume on 
Tuesday June 29 at 10 a*mc , the simultaneous interpretation in 
Russian to be provided if possible*

The meeting adjourned at 4,50 p#m«

Seens Seen i

V0. Meyer, W*F<sStuder, N 0E#Holmblad,
HaVoutaz,
JoRevoy* n .* 1 • Secretary-m-uhiex Chairman
Secretaries«

(T.2/R.11)



RD Document No 2?^B 

Original: Frenchi

FRANCE

Eventual Amendment proposed by "the French 
Delegation to be inserted in Rule 17 

of the Rules of Procedure*

This eventual amendment regards the discus­
sion of Dod^RD.,19 jE*v Item,. ̂  of the Working 
Group on the Question of Vote*

Whenever a majority of two thirds is required for a 
vote4"},the vote shall be taken according to the procedure 
indicated .'below.

When the first vote"for"or"against”has not yielded
a majority of two thirds, a second vote in the opposite4"*") 
sense shall be taken at once * If a majority of two thirds
fails to be secured at the second vote, the vote shall be
adjourned to the following meeting, when it shall be taken
in its first form with the difference that a simple majority
will be sufficient for the decision*

+ ) With the exception of the vote for the admittance of a 
new member, where there id no ambiguity,

++) The second vote shall be a vote"against", if the: first, 
was "for". It shall be a vote "for", if the first was "against"

European Broadcasting 
Regional Conference 
Kobenhavn, 1948
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EUROPEAN REGIONAL 
BROADCASTING- CONFERENCE 

K0 b enhavn. 19 46

UNITED KINGDOM

U.K.■Delegation1s proposed amendment to 
Rule 17 of the Rules of Procedure of the 
European Regional Broadcasting Conference.

After paragraph 6 add the following paragraph:

"In the case of questions of admission to the 

Conference v;ith voting rights, no proposal in favour of 

the admission of a country shall be accepted unless it 

secures the approval of two-thirds of the countries'of 
the European Broadcasting Area which have already been 

invited to the Conference in accordance with Article 1 
para. 1 of the Document annexed to the Additional Protocol 
to the Acts of the International Radio Conference of 

Atlantic City, 1947."

2. July 1948 
Original: French.

RD. Document No 28. E?
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EUROPEAN REGIONAL PiD Document No. 29 - E
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE. 2 July 1948.

KOBENHAVN,-1948
ORIGINAL: FRENCH

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY
FIRST MEETING

Tuesday 29 June 1948.
The meeting was opened at 10,15 a.m. by Mr. Holmblad., 

Chairman of the Conference.

The Chairman announced that, during the night, a third 
booth had been installed for simultaneous interpretation into 
Russian, and would be in operation during the present meeting.
He also announced that an unnumbered document containing the 
two amendments to Rule 1 §1 submitted by France and the 
United States of America had been distributed in the meeting.

The Delegate of Bielorussia observed that;he had not 
received the document in Russian,

The Chairman replied that a decision had not yet been 
taken on the publication of documents in the Russian language. 
Reverting to the Rules of Procedure-he said that consideration 
of the amendments had been suspended. Here there any further 
comments on the Rules apart from Rule 1 §1 and Rules 17 and 21?.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. thought it would be more 
practical to study the Rules paragraph by paragraph.

The Assembly seeing no objection, the Chairman proposed
that the Rules of Procedure be adopted rule by rule.

Rule 1. Definitions,

§i was put aside for the moment.' The rest of the Rule 
was adopted, with the amendments made in Document RD 12.

Rule 2, Admission to the Conference. Adopted.
Rule 3. Order of Seating. Adopted.
Rule 4. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman. Adopted.
Rule 5♦ Presentation- of Credentials. Adopted.
Rule 6. Powers of the Chairman. Adopted.
Rule 7. Secretariat of the Conference, Adopted.
Rule 8. Appointment of Committees. Adopted.
Rule 9. Composition of Committees, -Adopted.

Rule 10. Chairmen, Vice-Chair en, and Reporters of Committees 
and Sub-Commit tee s.. Adopted., ~

Rule 11. Summons to Sessions,
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The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. thought it practical to 
indicate in Rule 11 that the Agenda should be sent round at 
least two days before the meeting.

The Chairman saw no objection to an addition of that 
nature to Rule 11 provided it applied to Plenary Assemblies only.
It was understood that the Agenda of a postponed Plenary Assembly 
would not have to be published two days before the meeting.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. agreed.
The Delegate of Belgium remarked that it would be a mistake 

to tie themselves by a form of words, for it was not always 
possible to follow the procedure indicated. In any case the 
words "in general" should be inserted in the proposed text*

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that obviously there were 
sometimes questions which arose too late to be included in the 
Agenda, but which ought nevertheless to be dealt with during the 
meeting. Such questions could, and should, be dealt with; but 
as a general principle it would be as well for the Agenda to be 
published early enough to enable Delegations to fftudy it.

The Chairman proposed the following addition to Rule 11:

"As a general rule, the agenda of meetings of the
Plenary Assembly shall be communicated two days before
the Assembly, and in any case as soon as possible."

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. concurring,

Rule 11 was adopted as amended.

Rule 12. Order of discussion. Adopted♦

Rule 13. Proposals presented before the Opening of the 
Conference. Adopted.

Rule- 14. Proposals submitted during the Conference. Adopted. 
as amended by RD12.

Rule 13. Proposals presented to Committees during the 
Conference. Adopted.

Rule 16. Postponed Proposals. Adopted.
Rule 17. Voting procedure. Postponed, pending the upshot 

of the discussions of the Working Group on the Voting Procedure.
Rule IS. Minutes, of the Sessions of the Plenary Assembly. 

Adopted.
Rule 19. Reports of Committees.

The Delegate of Belgium suggested an addition of a practical, 
nature, as follows:

The words "and working groups" to be added after the words 
"Sub-Committees"■In §2. Working Groups, he said, submitted 
Pinal Reports at the end of their work as well as Committees and 
Sub-Committes. They should therefore be included in the text of 
the, paragraph t particularly as the words "If circumstances 
warrant"'"at'the beginning of the paragraph left a free hand in 
the matter of drawing up the reports.
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Rule 19 was adopted, as amended by the Belgian Delegate.
Rule 20. Adoption of Minutes and Reports.
The Delegate of Albania thought that Minutes and Reports 

should be published three days before the meetings, at which it ' 
was proposed they should be adopted.

The Chairman saw no objection to the Albanian Delegate’s
amendment; but he pointed out that Rule 20 would have to be in 
conformity with the provisions of the Atlantic City Regulations 
on the, subject. He felt however that, where Delegates had not
had time to study a Minute or a Report, the adoption of the' same
should be put off to a subsequent meeting.

The Delegate of France understood the Albanian Delegate’s 
motives. If absolutely necessary, he would be prepared to 
agree to a time-limit being fixed for the adoption of the Minutes - 
of Plenary Assemblies, though he thought it should not be more 
than two days, the time-limit fixed in the case of the publication 
of agendas. On the other hand in the case of Committees, 
Sub-Committees and working groups, sitting often day after day, 
no constructive work would be possible, if so paralysing a rule 
were adopted. He illustrated his point by a specific example.

The Delegate of Albania stated that his amendment did not 
concern sub-committees and working groups, but only Plenary 
Assemblies and, if possible, committees.

The Chairman requested the Delegate of Albania to submit 
a written text of his amendment.

The Delegate of Albania said he would do so very shortly. •
Rule 21. Languages. Reserved.
Rule 22. Editorial Committee. Numbering, Adopted.
Rule 23 > Final Approval. Adopted.
Rule 24. Signature. Adopted-,
Rule, 25. Publicity.
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. was of opinion that §1 of Rule 

25 should be modified as follows:

"§1. The Plenary Meetings of the Conference are open to 
the public unless two or more Delegations raise objections."

In §2, he proposed the following wording:

"Official statements on the work of the Conference may 
not be communicated to the Press by the Chairman or the 
Vice-Chairman, unless such' statements have been approved 
at a meeting by the Heads of Delegations♦"

The Chairman pointed out that §2 of Rule 25 was exactly 
the same as Rule 26 on page 71 of the Atlantic City Acts,
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The Delegate of Belgium did not agree with the proposal 
of the representative of the U.S.S.R. for the two following 
reasons: first, because no such rule has ever before been
applicable in the case of a Conference. A.conference should 
trust its Chairman and Vice-Chairman sufficiently to allow 
them to draw up or approve official statements intended for the 
Press, ■ His second reason v/as of a practical order. At 
Brussels an official statement was drawn up at the end of the 
first meeting of the Committee of Eight Countries. At the. 
request of the U.S.S.R. Delegation, it was agreed that the 
statement in question should be approved by the Committee of 
Eight Countries. It was drawn up by a small working group 
of the Drafting Committee, and then approved in Plenary Assembly. 
This gave rise to a discussion of three or four hours, the 
result of which was a text half a page long and absolutely 
devoid of meaning, everyone, having contributed to it. Only 
one newspaper had published it in all the Brussels Press. In 
his opinion that experience should be conclusive.

The Delegate of Bielorussia said that what mattered was 
to know whether the proposal of the U.S.S.R. Delegate was useful 
or not. It appeared to him just and expedient, and he thought 
it ought to satisfy all Delegations.

The Delegate of the- United Kingdom objected to the proposed 
amendment of $1.' He believed-a resolution on this question 
had been adopted at the Conference on Information and Freedom 
of the Press, at Geneva, and that the resolution had been 
supported by the United Kingdom Delegation.

The Delegate of Roumania did not see that the question at 
issue had anything to do with the Freedom of the Press, to which 
they were all attached. No shackling of the Press was intended. 
What was int.ended'-was to enable the Conference to inform 
the Press in such a way as to embody all the opinions voiced 
at the Conference. No doubt all present had confidence in 
the Chairman and the Vice-Chairman; but in the interest of 
the Chair itself, it would, in his opinion, be safer and more 
advisable to be assured in advance that what was published in 
the Press commanded the approval of the entire Conference,.

It would serve to prevent misunderstandings which might 
otherwise arise, if certain members of Delegations were to 
read accounts in the Press, with the accuracy of which they 
could not agree. For these reasons he supported the U.S.S.R. 
proposal.



The Chairman was inclined to take §§ 1 and 2 separately, 
in order to clarify the discussion. The U,S.S.R. amendment 
to §1 would be tantamount in 'his opinion to giving a group-of 
Delegates a right of veto.

The Delegate of France also thoughtthat the acceptance of 
objections on the part of two Delegations alone was tantamount 
to giving them a right of veto. To allow two Delegates out of 
33 to oppose the will of 31 others was not what was usually 
considered democratic procedure. But the U.S.S.R. proposal 
was interesting, inasmuch as it might serve as a basis for 
determining whether an Assembly should be public or not. It 
was quite normal, he thought, that an Assembly should.have to 
be asked whether its meetings were to be public or private, if 
not less than two. Delegations so demanded. But it rdsted in 
his opinion with the Assembly itself to decide. He would not' 
support the U.-S.S.R* proposal; but he hoped the U.S.S.R, 
Delegate would see his way to amend it in the sense that, if 
two Delegations or more wished the Plenary Assembly not to be 
public, it should be obligatory to refer their request to the 
Assembly for a decision on a normal majority, basis.

The Delegate of the U<• S.S ,R . concurred.
The Chairman thanked the U.S.S.R. Delegate for his con­

currence, He asked the French Delegate to give him the exact
text of his amendment to § 1.

Text of the French amendment:

11 § 1 The Plenary Meetings of the Conference will 
be public, unless two Delegations are opposed to 
such publicity. The Assembly will in that event 
have to decide according to the voting rules 
applicable,"

The Delegate of the United Kingdom felt bound to oppose 
any change in the Rule because of the international obligations 
by which his country was bound. Clearly it was always within 
the competence of a Plenary Assembly in special cases to suspend 
the right of the public to attend plenary meetings; but resort 
to such competence should not be encouraged.

The Chairman thought the question had no direct effect,
though it was of great importance. The present text seemed to 
him j>o cover all possible objections. The proposal made by 
the U.S.S.R* and France went further in the way of restriction.

The Delegate of Belgium proposed a new text for § 1 as 
follows:

”§ 1 Plenary Assemblies are public unless the Assembly 
decides to the contrary by a majority of votes.”

The Chairman thanked M. Corteil for his proposal, which 
seemed to give satisfaction to everybody.

There being no further objection to the text, as amended 
by M. Corteil, it was adopted.

(Tr.2/R.ll/D,19)
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§ 2 stipulated that official communiques could not be 
released to the Dress without the assent of the Chairman and 
Vice-Chairman. If had been proposed that the words "after‘appro­
val at a Meeting by Heads of Delegations" should be added. The 
Chairman suggested that, instead of considering the Meeting of 
Pleads of Delegations as the competent institution in the case ' 
it would be better to have recourse to the existing Committees, 
e 0g, the Executive Committee, for the approval of releases to 
the Press, The question was whether the Chairman and the Vice- 
Chairman should be given the responsability of exercising these 
functions. The proposed new text might delay action in the 
matter. The approval of Heads of Delegations or of the Executive 
Committee would to a certain extent relieve the Chairman of his 
responsibility; but he thought it might nevertheless be.prefera­
ble, if the Rules of Procedure gave, the Chairman and the Vice- 
Chairman the power to approve Press releases.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom strongly advocated the 
adoption of ~ § 2 ~as it" stood in the initial text.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R.shared the Roumanian Delegated 
point of view, The Press releases of preceding Conferences, 
including the Atlantic City Conference, were issued after 
preliminary agreement between Heads of Delegations* The actual 
text did not refer to official statements, but to statements 
emanating from, official persons, which was another way of 
of saying personal documents. Prom a legal point of view that 
made all the difference. If the statements in question were to 
be official, they must be approved either by the Heads of 
Delegations or by the Plenary Assembly,

The CHAIRMAN gathered' that' it was proposed to have tv/o' 
sorts of Press communiques, viz.:

1 „ those for which the Chairman and the Vice-Chairman 
would be responsible,

2. those which would be considered as official Press com­
muniques on the work of the Conference, and which would be 
adopted by the Plenary Assembly.

He had never attended any Meeting' of Heads of Delegations 
at Atlantic City, where the question of Press releases had been 
under discussion; but there was no doubt as to the purport of 
the regulations of the Atlantic City Conference. They stipulated 
explicitly that Press releases could not be issued unless the 
Chairman or the Vice-Chairman had given their assent* The actual 
practice might have been different. It seemed to him very 
desirable that it should be possible to issue certain Press 
communiques without the approval of the Plenary Assembly.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R.- proposed to postpone the. 
drafting of the definitive text of the paragraph to a later 
meeting. That v/ould not hold up the work of the Conferen oe.

The Chairman agreed with the suggestion and requested the 
U.S.S.R. Delegate to submit a concrete draft proposal* § 2 of 
Rule 25 v/ould remain pending in the meanwhile.

St : 25
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Documents. -AS.(̂P-te-4*
L̂ ule__2ĵ , Pranking Privileges. Adopted.

The Delegate of ^l^hiin, speaking on behalf of all present, 
thanked the Danish Government and the Danish Postal •^dministrat ion. 
for the franking privileges accorded by them. ( Applause.)

The Delegate of MJaap^ia read out his proposed amendment to.
Rule 20, to be inserted in the Rule as Para. 2, the former Para. 2 
becoming Para.3« T’ke amendment was-as follows;

i{2. Minutes and Reports submitted for cons iderat ion 
and approval at meetings of the Plenary Assembly, or at 
meetings of Committeep,should as a general rule be 
distributed to Delegates two days before the meetings. ' 5

The_J3hairnian said that'the Secretariat of the Conference 
would do its best in all cases to have the Minutes distributed two 
days before the meetings at which they were to come up for approval. 
He took it that the words "'as. a general rule’1 did not constitute a 
rigid or absolute obligation.

The Delegate of France, agreed with the Albanian Delegate 
in the case of Plenary Assemblies, but was opposed to the enforce­
ment of the proposed rule in the case of Committees, Sub-Commit­
tees and working groups for the reasons he had already stated.

The Delegate of Albania said that his proposal did not 
relate to Sub- Committees ~or ’working groups, but only to Plenary 
Assemblies and Committees, The words 5,as a general rulei! implied 
that there was no formal obligation.

The Delegate of 3j?eJLand agreed with the French Delegate 
that the proposed amendment was impracticable in the case of Com­
mittees sitting as a rule every day.

The Delegate of Dê lifijjm remembered his experiences at the 
Committee of Fight at Brussels, and could well understand the 
difficulties which certain Delegates might have in reading docu­
ments drawn up in a language other than their own. It would be
better at the e.nd of Para, I (i) to add the words3

‘‘Provided the said documents have been distri­
buted not later than the previous day in each 
working language. •'*

The Delegate of ^plgBu^FA.. was £°r cutting short the discus­
sion, and postponing ftf to’ the* next meeting, on the ground that 
the Working- Group, which had important questions to settle, was 
to meet that day,, and there was to be a new meeting of Heads of
Delegations either that day or the following,.

The Delegate of J_talpg was perfectly satisfied with the text 
of Para.* I (1J as proposed by the Danish Administration. It was 
a common practice to postpone consideration of a Minute to the 
next meeting, where it was distributed too short a time before' 
the meeting to enable Delegates to study it.

(3D
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Under Rule 5 § 3 no Delegation was authorised to vote 
in accordance with the provisions of Rule 17 until its creden­
tials had been declared in order by the Credentials Committee.
It ought to be clearly understood that these provisions could 
not be applied for the moment, but only when the Credentials 
Committee had been able to examine the question at a meeting. 
Until then no vote could be taken in accordance with the con­
ditions laid down in Rule 5 § 3.

The- Chairman thought a mere mention in the Minutes should 
be sufficient to settle the question of ^ule 20 § 1, In 
accordance with what had been said in the course of the general 
discussion, no Minutes would be submitted for approval, at a 
meeting, where Delegates had not had time to study them because 
they had been distributed too short si time before the meeting.

There being no objection, the Chairmanrs proposal was 
adopted,

On the question of voting raised by the Delegate of Italy, 
the -Chairman said that in principle no Delegation had the right 
to vote in a Conference like the present until their credentials 
had been declared in order, which, necessarily took some time.

They:would therefore follow the usual procedure and 
permit the 33 countries of the European area to vote on questions
under discussion, unless there were objections to so doing.
The Credentials Committee would meet as soon as possible to deal 
with these matters. It was 'indispensable for the Assembly to 
admit the legality of this procedure, if the Conference was to 
be ’.able to continue its work*

They had now come to the end of the consideration of the
Draft Rules of Procedure. Pour points remained to be settled, 
namely:

- Rule. 1 § 1,
- Rule 17 on "Voting Procedure", to be dealt with by 
the Working G-roup which was to submit a report,

- Rule 21 on "Languages",
- Rule 25 on "Publicity".
The Delegate of Bielorussia said that, as a result of 

some linguistic difficulties encountered in the consideration 
of the Draft Rules of Procedure (Doc.RD.4), he reserved the 
right to revert to certain points in this document.

^le Chadrman declared that his remark would appear in the
Minutes.

The Delegate of the’ U.S.S.R.. like the Delegate of Bulgaria, 
v/as in favour of adjourning the meeting of the Plenary Assembly 
in order to allow the Working Group to finish its work ana the
Heads of Delegations to meet again.

As regards the proposal on languages (the first to be 
considered at the next Plenary Assembly), he thought it 
practiced for the latter to meet on Wednesday afternoon to allow
time for the examination of the report by the Working Group.

- RD 29 E -

(Ir.5/R.ll/D.19)
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The Chairman said that such had been his intention# He 
wondered also whether it was necessary to have another meeting 
of Heads of Delegations to settle questions left pending. 
Possibly the observations already made at- the meetings of the 
Heads of Delegations wore sufficient to enable these questions 
to be dealt with'directly by.the Plenary Assembly, He gathered . 
that the U.S.S*R, and Bulgarian Delegates wanted a new meeting 
of Heads of Delegations, What did other Delegations think?

The Delegate of the United Kingdom felt that meetings of 
Heads of Delegations should only be held as a means of gaining 
time in the Plenary Assembly, As it was, he thought all the 
questions still pending were ripe for direct treatment in the- 
PIenary As s e mbly *

The Delegates of Franco, the Vatioan, Italy and Belgium 
supported the United'Kingdom proposaTTiot to call a meeting of 
Heads of Delegations,

The Delegate of Prance added that he could not see muc h 
difference between a meeting of Heads of Delegations and a 
Plenary Assembly, The same persons said, and repeated, the 
same things at both.

The Delegate’of Bulgaria again raised the question whether 
the Chairman'took decisions of meetings of Heads of Delegations . 
into account, or whether such meetings were quite useless»

The Chairman reminded the Bulgarian Delegate that all 
decisions taken at meetings of Hoads of Delegations were' 
provisional, since the Plenary Assembly was the sovereign 
authority of the Conference and the only body oapable of taking 
definitive'decisions. He proposed to take.a voto by show of 
hands.

The Delegate of tho U.S.S.R. could not allow certain 
observations whioh had just been made to pass without comment. 
There was a fundamental difference between meetings of Heads of 
Delegations on the one hand, the purpose of which was to disquss 
questions about to be dealt with the Plenary Assembly and to 
shape the direction of such discussions in accordance with the 
views of the majority, and Plenary Assemblies on the other hand, 
which exercised the sovereign right of decision#

The'Delegate of Prance was concerned'to avoid misunder­
standing. Ho quite agre.ed with the U.S.S.R, Delegate in the 
case of the subjects"already dealt with by meetings of the 
Heads of Delegations, such as the question of languages, voting 
procedure, Observers and so on. At tho same time he thought it un­
necessary to have further meetings of Heads of Delegations,
except of course to discuss subjects which were new.

The Delegate of the II.S - S' P ,said that ther questions 
already dealt with were still only in a preliminary stage, and
were in need of further discussion by a new meeting of Heads of
Delegations.
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The Chairman took a vote by show of hands.
16 Delegates were in favour of leaving the continuation 

of the discussion to the Plenary Assembly,

9 Delegates were in favour of referring the discussion 
back to the mooting of Heads of Delegations

The Delegate of Bulgaria observed that he had been the 
first to propose the postponement, and that it was his proposal 
that should have been put to the vote.

The Chairman thought the question which had been put was 
to know whether there should be another meeting of the Hoads 
of Delegations, or whether the discuss ion di'Gald be continued 
by tlie Plenary Assembly. On that issue, when it was put to the 
vote, the result had been in favour of the discussion'by-the 
■Plenary Assembly which would meet on Wednesday at 2.p.m. with 
the same Agenda. The Working Group would thus bo able to 
finish its work.

The observation of'the Bulgarian Delegate would be 
recorded in the Minutes.

The Meeting adjourned at 12,15' p.m.

V. Meyer 
H. Voutaz 
J „ Revoy

Seen Seen :

W.P. Studer N.E.- Holmblad

Secretaries Secretary-in-Chief Chairman,

(tr. 2/R.11/D.25)
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HJROPEAN REGIONAL 
RADIO CONFERENCE.
Kobenhavn 1948

Minutes 
Of the 

Plenary Assembly

First Meeting
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3 July 1948.

Original : French.

Meeting of Wednesday 30 June 1948

The meeting was opened at 2.10 p.m. under the Chairmanship 
of Mr. N. E. Holmblad.

The CHAIRMAN welcomed the Delegation of the Federal People’s 
Republic of Yugoslavia, and new Members of the Delegations of 
Biclorussin, the Ukraine, and the U.S.S.R., who had just 
arrived at Copenhagen.

He then made the following statement:

"The roome in the Christiansborg palace which we now use 
for our meetings are available only until the middle of August. 
Further it will not be possible after the middle of August to 
keep the necessary number of hotel rooms in Copenhagen. If 
therefore the Conference has not finished its work by that date, 
it will have to transfer its headquarters elsewhere.

As you are no doubt aware,#the Danish Administration has. 
reserved premises where the Conference can meet, and rooms for 
the Delegates, at the Hotel Marienlyst, near Elsinore (Helsingor). 
These arrangements are for the period August 15 to September 10, 
by which date the Conference will'certainly he terminated.

I fully realize that it is impossible for us to fix the 
exact date of the close of the Conference. It is however a 
matter of some importance financially that the Conference should 
decide here and now whether or not the arrangements made with the 
Management of the Marienlyst are to be maintained.

If we occupy the Marienlysjb for the whole of the period from 
August 15 to September 10, we shall have to pay a relatively 
low rent for the necessary premises. If, on the other hand, the 
Conference does not use the Marienlyst Hotel, the Hotel will have 
to be compensated, for, if the notice is left too late, the 
Management will no doubt find it impossible to secure a sufficient 
number of guests to make up for the loss.



The amount to be given in compensation must be fixed by 
July 1 at the latest. If.the Hotei could be warned from today 
that the.Conferences will not occupy the Marienlyst from August 
15 to September 10, the sum payable would be 61.000 Kr.. If we 
wait until tomorrow or later, it. will be 80.000 Kr.

I am quite aware of the fact that, ultimately, it will 
be for the Danish Administration to take the definitive decision 
on such a practical question of internal organisation; but I 
should be happy to hear Delegates’ opinion, and grateful for any 
suggestions upon which to base our decision.

In this connection I may add that, before coming to an agree­
ment with the Management of the Marienlyst as to the premises to 
be put at our disposal, wq consulted the Committee of Eight 
Countries in February last.

d'he Committee expected the Conference to last a long time, 
but could give no accurate estimate of its duration. It will 
not be much easier to make a precise forecast in the present case; 
but I.should be very grateful none the less, if you would let me 
know your views on the matter.”

After hearing the above statement, the Assembly decided to 
rent the Marienlyst Hotel. The Delegates were of opinion that
the work of the Conference.should be expedited as much as pos­
sible so as to finish, if possible, by September 1 and,-in q 
any case, not later than September 10 - particularly in view of 
the proposed meeting of the Administrative Council of the Union 
at Geneva on September 1, and of the High Frequency Broadcasting 
Conference in Mexico in October. The fundamental questions, it 
was felt, should be settled without delay and, if possible, before
the Meeting of the C^C.I.R. at Stockholm to which certain of the
Delegates participating in the Copenhagen Conference would be 
going.

The CHAIRMAN proceeded to the next item on the Agenda:
Item 7 - Rules of Procedure.
Rule 21. Language s:

The draft proposal of the convening Government regarding 
this item consisted of three parts:

1. Final Documents;
2. Other written Documents of the Conference;
3. Oral discussions.
In Document RD No. 4, the languages to be used were left blank 

on each of these 3 sections.
After long discussion, it was decided that English, French 

and Russian would be used as working languages on an equal footing. 
The following took part in the discussion: the Delegates of
U.S.S.R., Czech0slovakla. United Kingdom. Yugoslavia. Rumania♦ 
Poland. Bulgaria,. Ireland. Portugal. France, Netherlands. Hungary. 
and Belgium.

1. The publication in Russian of the final documents was 
adopted without objection.

(RD Doc..30-E)



2. The publication in Russian of the working documents of 
the Conference was adopted after a vote which had the following 
results: ■

For: 24 Delegations:
Albania, Belgium, Bielorussia, Bulgaria,. Vatican City, Den­

mark, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, Italy, Monaco, 
Norway, Netherlands, Poland, French Protectorates of Morocco and 
Tunisia, Roumania, Sweden, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Ukraine, 
U.S.S.R,, Yugoslavia.

Against: 2 Delegations: Portugal, United Kingdom.

Abstentions: 4 Delegations: Austria, Egypt, Syria,. Turkey.
Not present: 3 Delegations: Greece, Lebanon, Luxemburg.
3* Finally, following on this vote, the use of Russian as 

a spoken working language was adopted without objection,

Rule 21 was therefore adopted., the 3 blank spaces to con­
tain the words "English, French and Russian”,

The CHAIRMAN then proceeded to paragraph 1 of Rule 1
(Definitions) of the draft Rules of Procedure, Two amendments': ••
to this paragraph had been submitted. The first, submit Use d by ik 
the Observer of the United States, was as follows:

Rules of Procedure (Doc. RD No. 4) Rule 1 § 1, add:
"The Copenhagen Conference agrees to the definition of "De­

legation” as written in Annex 2 of the International Telecommuni­
cation Convention of Atlantic City. However, at the Conference 
only, certain delegations shall be eligible to vote. Therefore, 
in these Rules of Procedure the term "delegation with the right 
to vote” as defined in Rule 5 of this document, shall denote a
group of delegates from the same country within the European
broadcasting area,"

The second, submitted by the French Delegation, was as fol­
lows :

"In these Rules, the term "delegation” denotes a group of 
delegates from the same country.

a. Only delegations from the European Broadcasting area have 
the right to vote,,

b* Delegations from extra-European areas have the rights of 
observers only, in accordance with No.. 2 of § 1 of the Directives 
annexed to the Additions. 1 Protocol of the Atlantic City Convention1.’

The Observer of the United States announced that he would 
withdraw his amendment,

The discussion therefore proceeded on the French Delegations 
amendmentcohj-y.: After a long exchange of views, arising out of
a request by the Delegate of the U.S..S.R. that in paragraph b) 
of the.amendment in question the term "delegations” should be re­
placed by another expression., the Meeting decided to replace "de­
legations” by "persons representing countries”, after considering 
in turn the terms "representatives",- "countries" and "persons".

- 3 -
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The expression "persons representing countries" was in fact the 
word used in the English text of Annex 2 of the Convention (de­
finition of the word "delegate").

During the preceding'discussion, the Delegate of Switzerland 
pointed out that the Rules of Procedure in their present form 
did not mention the possibility of future official representation 
of the zones of oc cup ration in Germany. The lengthy debates which 
had already considerably delayed the work of the Conference were 
due, at least in part, in the opinion of the Swiss Delegation, 
to the fact that the question of a possible representation of 
the zones of 'Occupation in Germany was not decided. In order to 
clarify the situation and thereby facilitate the work of the Con­
ference a decision on this point was indispensable in the opinion 
of the Swiss Delegation. Such a decision should be implemented 
by the addition of a sub-paragraph to each of Rules 1 and 2 of 
the Rules of Procedure.

The CHAIRMAN however pointed out that it had been decided 
to refer this question until later, and it was not discussed.

The Meeting having adjourned at 4.10 p.m. resumed at 4.40
p.m.

After the Chairman of the 'Working Group had observed that 
the Group would still require half a day for the completion of its 
work, the CHAIRMAN drew attention to .Item 8 of the Agenda, viz., 
forking Methods, Document RD No. 6 , which contained the Danish 
Administration’s draft, was not yet published in Russian, and the 
Chairman therefore agreed to adjourn the study of this item.

Item 9 of the Agenda (Admission of International Organisa­
tions) was then taken up.

The 'CHAIRMAN pointed out that Document RD No. 7 contained 
the report of the Danish Government on the manner in which the 
invitations to the two Copenhagen Conferences had been issued* 
Requests for admission had been received from:

1 . The International Broadcasting Organisation'(0 .I,R,)
2. The International Broadcasting Union (U.I.R,)
3. The International Radio-Maritime Committee (C.I.R.M.)
4. The International Chamber of Navigation.
The admission of the O.I.R. was ratified by the Meeting 

without discussion. It was then decided to adjourn the question 
of the admission of the 3 other organisations until the Meeting 
knew officially whether Spain was a member thereof. As regards 
the U.I.R. the Meeting also wished to have a list of those coun­
tries which were members at present, and those which were members 
during the war.

During the discussion leading to this decision, the Delegate 
of the U.S.S.R. supported by the Delegates of Bulgaria, Czecho­
slovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia announced that he opposed the 
admission of the above-mentioned organisations (other than.the
O.I.R.) before it was officially known whether Spain was at pre- • 
sent a member, of them, and what had been the position of these or­
ganisations during the war.

In reply the Delegate of the Netherlands, supported by the 
Delegates of Switzerland, Ire1,and and Portugal pointed out that 
a long discussion had taken place at Atlantic City regarding the 
U.I.R., that all arguments had been examined at that time, and 
that the U.I.R. had finally been admitted by a me.jority.

- 4 -
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The Delegate of France also said that a repetition of the 
Atlantic City discussions on this point was not called for, and 
that, with the object always of achieving agreement and unity 
in a field where they were essential if. final agreement was to 
be reached, he would not oppose the admission of the U.I.R, 
although he hrd opposed it at Atlantic City* Its admission 
would evidently not result in the presence at the Conference 
of a representative of Spain even if only in the capacity of an 
observer.

The Delegate of•Rumania asked the Delegate of France what 
were the reasons for his change of attitude since Atlantic City, 
and it was decided that the latter would reply the next time 
the cuestion was discussed.

Finally, the Delegate of Switzerland ' announced that, if 
the U.I.R. was not admitted, he reserved the right to reconsi­
der his approval of the admission of the O.I.R, Moreover, the 
U.I.R, was to his knowledge an.unofficial organisation, and the 
Spanish G-overrmpmt could not therefore be a member of it.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the following amend­
ment to Rule 25 (Publicity) paragraph 2 proposed by the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation,

"Official information on the work of the Conference may be
released to the Press by the Chairman or the Vice-Chairman
in agreement with the Heads of Delegations,!i

The Delegate of Belgium would prefer the present working 
of paragraph 2 to stand with the addition of the following text, 
if the U.S.S.R.Delegation so desired;

"However, the official information released at the end of 
the work of the Conference shall be approved by the Ple­
nary Assembly."
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. withdrew his proposal, and 

supported the Belgian text which was then adopted.
The CHiy^lAN proceeded to Item 10 of the Agenda (Working 

Hours of the Conference). The Assembly accepted the following 
times as the usual working hours: Morning, from'9.3ot,a.m. for 
Committees and Working Groups, and from 10 a.m. for Plenary 
Assemblies. Afternoon, from 2,3o p.m. to 6 p.m. with a recess 
for tea.

The Assembly thought it too late to begin consideration of 
Item 11 (Report on the Work of the Committee of Eight Countries), 
The Chairman asked whether De legate slhad any other observations.

The Delegate of Belgium suggested that unofficial docu­
ments distributed by the Secretariat should be numbered, if ne­
cessary in a special series.

The Delegate of Italy _ said -that, as it had not yet been 
decided whether the present Conference was a Plenipotentiary or 
an Administrative, the Credentials Committee could not begin 
its work effectively.

(31)
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The Delegate of France thought that the question should 
be put on the Agenda. It had a bearing on the work of the Cre­
dentials Committees, in that the latter could do no more than 
take note of the credentials submitted to it, pending a deci­
sion on the fundamental issue-.

Delegates were reminded in this connection to hand their 
credentials in to the Secretariat. After some discussion, it 
was decided that the Organisation Committee should report as to
the character of the Conference.

The Assembly then discussed the time-table for the two
following days. It was finally drawn up as follows:

Thursday 1 July Morning- last meeting of the Working Group,
Afternoon- continuation of the last meeting 
of the Plenary Assembly.

s Friday 2 July Morning- Meeting of Heads of Delegations
of the Maritime Conference.
Afternoon- Meeting of the Plenary Assembly 
of the Maritime Conference.

The CHAIRMAN said that certain Delegations had not yet
made known to the Secretariat the list of the Committees on 
which they wished to be represented or the names of the Chair­
men or Vice-Chairmen they were to supply. He asked them to give 
the information in question the earliest possible moment.

He adjourned the meeting at 6. 15 p.m.

V* Meyer,
H. Voutaz,

J, Revoy, 
Secretaries,

W, F. Studer, N,.E, Holmblad,
S e ere tary-in-r Chief. Chairman.

( 31)
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M I N U I E S
of the Plenary Assembly

First Meeting

Minutes of Thursday I July,1948

The meeting was opened at 2*30 p«m* under the Chairmanship 
of Mr* Holmblad*

The first item on the Agenda was Item 11 (Report on the 
work of the Committee of Eight Countries, )

The Chairman gave the floor to Mr*. Corteil who gave the 
following addresss

-'Some Delegations have expressed the desire to have the 
Chairman of the Committee of Eight Countries in Brussels oako 
a quasi-formal presentation of the final document of that 
Committee, that is to say* of the. Final Report and. t e two * va ’ iant 
Draft Plans drawn up to serve as documentation in the preparation 
of the Copenhagen Plan.®

!M  must say that this put me, as Chairman of the Committee 
ox Eight ~ or rather as Ex-Chairman, for the Committee?s work • 
came to an end on June 9 at 11 ,.30 p.nu - in a very difficult 
position* As is usual in a meeting representing a number of 
different and sometimes divergent points of view, the deliberations 
of the Committee of Eight were often marked by clashes of opinion,

nIt was with a view to keeping the Administrations very 
fully informed, that the Committee of Eight decided to send them 
the Minutes of our numerous Plenary Meetings„ These documents 
were prepared from the shorthand records and from notes, and give 
an almost verbatim report of the debates. They are, therefore, 
a source of very detailed information for the Administration,
We have reason to think that the Administrations will have 
considered them, and that the same applies to the Delegates at 
Copenhagen*
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nFor the sake of those Delegates who have not these documents 
with them, I have brought from Bussels stencils of all the documents 
of the Committee of Sight - some 3?000, I think - and, if the 
Chairman agrees, the Secretariat of our Conference will probably 
be able to supply copies of these Minutes in as short a time as 
material considerations permitc

After these practical remarks, here is what I have to say to 
you in my capacity as ex-Chairman of the Committee of Eights

The Final Report was drawn up by a small Working Group* The 
subjects dealt with said the wording of the text both formed part of 
the work of the group* The group expressed a u-namimous wish 'to 
bring all the points on which a decision had been taken by the. 
Committee of Eight into the Final Reports in other words, the Final 
Report contains all that united us, and does not mention the points 
on which no agreement was reached«.

MThe Plenary Meeting made a few minor amendments to the draft 
prepared by the Group, and then adopted the draft.unamimously. 
Incidentally, it should be noted that our Chairman directed, but 
remained completely outside, the discussions in accordance with the 
conception of a Chairman prevailing in Belgium, where our Committee 
was sitting* He took no part in the debate, and expressed no 
personal opinions* He was content to reflect the opinions expressed 
by the Delegates a He intervened only to appeal to the Rules of 
Procedure, and in the special case of our Committee to see that 
the Rules laid down for us at Atlantic City were equally observed«

trSuch being the position of the Chair in relation to the 
Committee of Eight, I do not feel that, as Ex-Chairman, I have the 
right to give you either my personal opinion on the tone of the 
debates,or to mention details which would of necessity be incomplete 
and therefore inaccurate, in the statement I am about to make*
Such details would not give a faithful picture of what actually 
happened* It is, however, certain that the interesting points 
dealt with by the Committee of Eight will be considered in more 
detail in Committees or Plenary Assemblies of the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference when the various aspects of our work come 
up for discussion* Delegates will then be able to refer to the 
contents of the Minutes and to the opinions of Delegates to the 
Committee of Eight who are present in Copenhagen* I can only 
refer them to the Minutes of the Committee of Eight!

It is possible that in the case of some subjects, which were 
dealt with intermittently or continuously in the course of several 
meetings, and in the case of some Delegates, the work of document­
ation may take time* The Secretariat of the Committee of Eight 
included only a very limited staff, in order to comply with the 
instructions issued by the 33 countries at Atlantic City with a 
view to reducing expenditure* Our Brussels Secretariat had 
therefore no time to prepare, an analytical table of contents for , 
the Minutes of the Committee of Eight, If the Conference thought 
it necessary, -we could perhaps ask the Chairman whether the 
Conference Secretariat could not be responsible for the drawing up 
of such a list, when it ha.s a little leisure.
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5!It will be of interest, I feel sure, to many Delegates to 
hear how, end under what conditions, our Committee worked. You 
yourselves, the Delegates of the 33 European countries here present, 
who signed the Atlantic City Convention, laid the foundations of 
our work in the shape of the Additional Protocol and its Annex, 
the Directives,

'fYou instructed, I say, eight countries to form a preparatory 
Committee - Prance, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Sweden, 
Switzerland, the U.S.S.R. and Yugoslavia, with Belgium in the Chair. 
The Committee of Sight met several times at Atlantic City, ’with 
first myself, then Mr. Metzler, then (after our departure) Mr. van 
cler Pol in the Chair''. It prepa.red draft texts of the Additional 
Protocol and of the Directives, which were submitted to the 33 
countries, amended by them, and finally adopted unanimously and 
signed by them all - by all the 33 countries, that is to say, of 
tho_iuropean broadcasting arCa. The instructions of the Committee 
of .light can be put in a few words. They v/ere invited, on the 
basis of the provisions of the Directives annexed to the Additional 
Protocol, to prepare in two stages or series a preliminary draft 
i°r I*10 allocation of frequencies to the broadcasting stations of 
the Jiuropoan area, for the consideration of the Danish Government 
as the Director of the Conference and for the Governments of the 
33 countries. The work was to be done in two stages*

"On the basis of the Directives and of the requirements involved, 
the Committee at its first Session was to hear the Delegates of the 
Administrations desirous of stating their views, and then to draw 
up a first preliminary draft plan, for transmission to the 33 
Administrations of the Buropean area*

15With that, the Committee of Eight was to close its First 
Session. The Administrations were then, after study of the first 
preliminary draft, to send the Committee their observations.

?*̂ n "j'ne second stage, which followed, -the Committee of Eight 
held its Second Session to study the said observations, and take 
them into account. The Committee might be led by the observations, 
whore they were of sufficient importance, to reshape its work, 
and so produce a second draft plan for transmission to Copenhagen 
and to all the 33 countries.

uSuch in a few words was the line of conduct laid down for 
the Committee of Eight in principle in the following short extracts 

:he Atlantic City Directives,
Under the provisions of the Atlantic City texts (para 5)»

1, Each country shall communicate its broadcasting requirements 
as soon as possible, not later than January 1st, 1948, to 
the Belgian Government which shall -transmit them without 
delay to the Committee of Eight Countries (see para 2 of the 
Additional Protocol).

? This Committee shall meet in Brussels not later than January 
J, 1948, shall proceed to the study of these requirements 

and shall obtain all other useful information from any 
available source, if necessary, by calling in experts*
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6 * In principle, six weeks before the date fixed for the
European Conference, the Committee shall meet again in
Brussels to proceed to the study of the observations
received*

With these provisions in mind let us consider the activities
of the Committee of Eight*

The Committee was convened at Brussels as from January 
1st 1948* From the outset each member renounced his own 
nationality, and considered himself as an international official 
mandated'by the 33 countries* Accordingly, in order to emphasise 
the independence of the Delegates in relation to* their native 
countries, the Committee of Eight unanimously decided that none 
of its members should represent his own country in the Committee 
of Eight 6 Thus no country represented on the Committee of Eight 
can be alleged to have derived any advantage whatsoever from his 
membership 0

It may be useful for me to add that the former Chairman.did 
his utmost to prevent any discussion on political questions from 
arising* He was at pains also to avoid creating precedents of 
a political character i hich might be brought forward at Copenhagen*
He insisted throughout on the purely technical character of the 
Committee of Eight *

"What fundamental elements were at the Committee5s disposal 
at the beginning of its First Session?

•’The Secretariat had prepared certain tables reproducing the 
Convention of Lucerne(1933/ and the Montreux Plan (1939)* At 
the same time, in accordance with the Directives, the Committee 
had a series of documents before it, indicating ihe ‘requirements' 
of the countries of the European area*

"The Committee further drew up an. account of the existing 
position in the matter of areas, populations, numbers of listeners-.' * 
in etc*, as also of the existing position in regard to transmitters 
(sites, power, frequencies),.

"The Directives treated the Committee of Eight as the first 
stage of the European Regional Broadcasting Conference (§11),
As the Conference under §12 had to adopt its own Rules of Procedure, 
so the Committee of Eight had to draw up Rules of Procedure for 
its own labours* It was guided in so doing by the General 
Regulations of the Atlantic City Conference in their main lines»
The. Rules of Procedure gave rise to lengthy discussions on certain 
p o i n t s a n d  the disputed points had to be held over for greater 
or lesser periods of time in the hope of reaching unanimous 
agreement.

"Such was the case with Rule 8 (Languages), on which unanimity 
was attained. Similarly with the following Rules;

9 (Experts)
17 (Voting), and
21 (Final Document of the Committee of 

Eight)«
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"The ’requirements1 were in most cases furnished by the 
Administrations, The members of the Committee , who had drawn up 
the draft plans, were able to take them into account as far as 
possible. Certain 1 requirements* however, gave rise to 
difficulties, as to which it is perhaps as well to say a few 
words in explanation of certain points in our drafts*

"The requirements, in connection with 'which .difficulties 
arose, were those of Germany, Spain and the United Nations.
"Requirements of Gormany

"The Committee contemplated a general programme based on the 
minimum requirements of each occupied zone of the German 
population* But divergencies of views made themselves apparent 
in connection with the technical means necessary to ensure such 
minimum requirements', and these divergencies are reflected in 
the different allocations to Germany shown in the two variant 
documents’(Docs* 279 and 281)*

"As regards the armies of occupation, the Committee of 
Eight proposed to meet their requirements out of the frequencies 
assigned to each of the occupying countries for its own national 
broadcasting, except in the case of the American army of 
occupation, which was to have a supplementary frequency allocation 
for its requirements * The whole question of Germany is one 
which, in virtue of its special character, will have to be 
studied at Copenhagen*

"In the matter of documentation in respect of Germany, 
the Committee of Eight received ~ at a, very late date - a note 
on the ’requirements1 of the 4 zones from the Allied Commission 
for the Control of Telecommunications (Catelpost)* On March 
26 we sent the two variants to the first draft 'plan to the 
Allied Commission for the Control of Telecommunications as well 
as to the 32 other Administrations, asking for observations.
But we have never had any response from this Commission beyond 
an acknowledgement of receipt, in spite of telegraphic reminders.

"Requirements of Spain
"The 33 countries meeting at Atlantic City had instructed 

the Committee of Eight to obtain all requisite information in 
regard to broadcasting in Spain (present position and minimum 
requirements), but without approaching the Spanish Government 
or the Spanish broadcasting organisation on the subject.

"It was accordingly through semi-official channels only 
that such information as we received was obtained5 and the 
Committee of Eight is not responsible for its accuracy.
"Reguiremelits of the United Jfations

"There was a preliminary exchange of views on the subject5 
but the United Nations did not send a Delegation to the .
Committee of Eight to state their views,

"In fact the whole question of the broadcasting of the 
United Nations has been left in its entirety for the European 
Regional Broadcasting Conference to deal with.
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"The Final Report of the Comiiittee of Eight indicates in 
broad lines how the Committee worked.

"In order to cut down the work of the Secretariat, and at 
the same time to expedite its own labours, the Committee decided 
not to appoint Sub-Committees (which would have involved the 
keeping, of Minutes), but to work instead through Working Groups 
(thus reducing the accumulation of papers to a minimum).
Accordingly a Group G 1 was set up for the study of technical 
questions, to which all Delegations belonged, with Professor 
van der Pol (Netherlands) as its Chairman and Mr. Metzler 
(Switzerland) as its Vice-Chairman. The work of Group 1 
consisted in the study of the different countries' requirements, 
and the establishment of the general fundamental principles on which 
to base a plan. It also had to study the fundamental 
principles of a draft plan submitted at one point by the 
U.S.S.R. Delegation.

"The Final Report indicates the fundamental points, on 
which agreement was reached. There were not a few others, 
on which it did not prove possible to reach agreement.

"The Report further explains how, when Group G 1 was unable 
to agree as to the fundamentals of a plan, the Committee of Eight 
decided to set up another very small group, G 2, composed of the 
two Professors Kotelnikov and van der Pol, with instructions 
to produce e~ single draft plan. Group G 1 at the same time 
went on with its study of the U.S.S.R. proposal. The latter 
however, failed to secure unanimity on the part of Group G 1, 
while at the same time Group G 2 was unable to produce a single 
plan within the time-limit set them. The date of the close 
of the Committee's First Session was now imminent; and the 
Committee accordingly decided, as the Final Report says, to 
consider two preliminary draft plans, the one on the basis of 
9 kc/s drawn up by Prof. van der Pol, and the other on the 
basis of 10 kc/s draw/n up by Prof. Kotelnikov. The two drafts 
were sent to the Administrations as preliminary documentation, 
intended to elicit their observant ions.

"In view of the position of the work and the impending 
close of the First Session, the Committee decided not to hear 
the Administrations el the First Session, but to wait for the 
Second Session, when the Administrations would have ha.d time 
to study the two first variants sent them. The First Session 
was accordingly closed on March 20, instead of on March 15, 
the date fixed at Atlantic City.

"The Second Session opened on May 11, some six weeks before 
the Copenhagen Conference. Betv/een May 12 and 25 the Committee 
heard Delegates of 22 countries desirous of stating their 
attitude.

In the meanwhile, the observations of the different 
countries ha.d been received and published, and the members of tie 
Committee of Eight could see with sufficient accuracy what the 
reactions of the 33 countries were. The Final Report with its 
very succinct language on the one hand, and the Minutes of 
meetings on the other hand, together with the observations and 
the Minutes of the several Hearings, will enable every member 
of the Broadcasting Conference to gather what were the preferences 
expressed and the criticisms voiced.

St.EB
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"The Directives had provided that, where the observations of 
Administrations were relatively unimportant, it would be sufficient 
for the Committee of Eight to put them on record, whereas in the 
event of their being of importance the Committee might be led to 
reshape its work* The Committee decided that the second of the two 
alternatives was/indicated in the present instance, and that a 
reshaping of its work was called for. Here again the attempt was 
made, as the Final Report records, to draw up a single- draft plan, 
but again without success.

"Accordingly, as the Report says, the Committee decided to 
submit two variants, remodelled as far as possible in order to take 
the observations of the Administrations into account, as a preli­
minary to the preparation of a plan for the Broadcasting Conference.

"The remodelling of the two variants of the First Session was 
undertaken by a Working Croup consisting of Mr. Hayes (United 
Kingdom), and Mr.. van der Pol in the case of the 9 kc/s plan, and 
by Prof. Kotelnikov. alone in the case of the 10 kc/s plan.

"The Committee of Eight finally closed its labours at a night 
sitting on June 9, after drawing up and unanimously approving a 
Final Reportwhich was sent two days later semi-officially to the 
Administrations, and further directly by the Chairman, as well as 
by the. Berne' Bureau, while it was-officially presented to the 
Belgian 'Government for official transmission to- the Banish Govern­
ment and to the Governments-of the 31 other countries of the 
European area. V

"As ex-Chairman of the Committee of Eight, I should be sorry 
to end these remarks without once more paying a. public tribute, in 
the presence of the Delegates of the 33 countries from whom the 
Committee received its instructions, to. the work done by all the 
members of the Committee, to the zeal, devotion and competence 
which they showed, and to the constructive attitude and mutual 
understanding of which gave proof.

"I want to thank them all warmly for their great efforts, the 
value of which will be*felt in the course of the labours of the 
Copenhagen Conference, To quote the names of every member of the 
Committee would be impracticable; but I arn anxious to express my 
special thanks to Professor B. van der Pol, first Vice-Chairman of 
the Committee and Chairman of Working Group G 1 , to Dr. Metzler, 
second Vice-Chairman of the Committee and Vice-Chairman of forking 
Group G 1, and further to the experts who were responsible for the 
plans or for the reshaping of the same, namely Professor Kotelnikov, 
Mr, Hayes and Professor van der Pol, all three members of the 
Committee, The Committee has now brought its labours to a close, and 
has submitted to you the result in the shape of the Final Report and 
the two variants attached to it. The great majority of the members 
of the Committee are present here in Copenhagen, and are all (I am 
quite sure) ready to bring to bear on your discussions the 
experience which they have gained at Brussels in the common work of 
three and a half months of daily meetings long drawn out.

"It only remains for me to thank the 33 countries of the 
European area for the confidence reposed by them in the Committee of 
Eight, when they imposed upon us the task of preparatory work, ?/ork 
which we have found to be of the first importance, long as it has 
been, and under the circumstances was bound to be, and incomplete in 
all its details,"

St.33
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The Chairman s in the name, of the Assembly, thanked Mr* Corteil
for his statement „ It reflected the brilliant manner in which Mr-. 
Corteil had sided over the Committee of the Eight Countries, $ere 
there any questions for Mfe Corteil?

The Delegate of Chechoslovakia asked why the Committee of Eight 
had submitted two variants and not a single draft*

' Mr* Corteil answered that it was because the members of the 
Committee of Eight were not able to reach an agreement on a single 
plan* J-he explanation of their divergence was to be found in the
Minutes of the meetings*

The De3.egate of Albaitia asked why the number of frequencies 
allot ed to Germany was markedly higher in the 9 kc/s variant than in
tin 10 kc/s s variant* He considered that the first variant gave
Germany too great a number of frequencies* .

Mr* Corteil answered that tie question of'the frequencies of the 
German stations would have to be handled as a whole at Copenhagen*
The respective authors of the two variants could better inform the
Albanian Delegatee He reaffirmed that he had no personal opinion on
the question* He thought the divergences of view on this problem were 
due to its political nature.

The Delegate of Roumania said that he had not received the 
Minutes of the Brussels meetings, Mr, Gorte.il in reply gave the dates 
on which copies of the Minutes were sent to the 33 European countries, 
and repeated that all the stencils (about 3*000 in number) were 
available at Copenhagen*

He thought an analytical table of the Brussels documents would be 
more useful to Delegates than a resume(which the Delegate of Morocco 
and Tunisia had proposed to make).

The Delegate of Bulgaria asked Mr, Corteil to give precise 
answers both to the que-stions already asked and to those that v̂ ere 
abort to be asked*

Mr*. Corteil. was afraid that on certain points he could only give 
inexact answers* There Were a number of points on which one or other 
of the 20 or 25 persons, who had taken part in the Brussels meetings, 
were better qualified to answer than he*

The Chairman agreed t'Etta. Mr* Corteil that the answers to the 
questions asked were to be found in the Brussels documents, A rapid 
estimate put at-'isboQt? 20 the number of Delegates present who. had not 
received the documents in question. The Secretariat would distribute 
J-hem to those Delegates as soon as possible, probably in the course of 
the following week*

The Delegate of ^ul earl a asked in which of the two proposed plans 
the interests of the countries which had suffered from the war had 
been best taken into accounts

15
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^ . answered that* as ex~Chairman of the Committee of 
Eight, he would-be going against the indications of that Committee if 
he expressed his personal opinion on a question that it had decided 
to pass over silently in its final. Reports He again referred his 
interlocutor to the Minutes of the meetings* ^he Committee of Eight 
had certainly taken into consideration the needs of the countries 
whi ch had suffered from the war 5 but there again it was the authors 
of the two plans who could say more exactly to what extent they had 
done so*

I’h^ Delegate of Yugoslavia said he would like to be informed 
as to the reason for the difference of opinion between the supporters 
of a 9 kc/s separation and the supporters of a 10 kc/s separation*
He wanted to kn ow how the remarks of the various countries had been
taken into account in the amendment of the first drafts, and the 
number of countries supporting each solution* He pressed, for an im­
mediate reply; for the distribution of the Brussels documents to . 
thosd who did not already possess them seemed likely to take some 
time ®

Mr 0Corteil stated tint the final Report contained an Annex 
answering one of the previous question s* The limited time at the 
disposal of the Committee of Eight had n ot allowed of the reconcilia­
tion of opinions differing from the start, and that was why those 
opinions remained unreconciled*

The Delegate of " Albania again asked why the O.I*.R« had not been 
admitted at Brussels, and why the documents of this Organisation had 
not been turned to account by the Committee of Eight*

The Chairman, said that an y affirmation appealing to oast doubt
on the* impartiality of Mr*Corteil was nut of order®.

Mr*Corteil answered the Delegate of Albania in the terms of- his 
previous reply "to the Delegate of Bulgaria* He could n ot give an 
opinion. 0£ a subject that the Committee had not seen fit to include 
in its final Report®.

The Delegate of• Morocco and Tunisia said that, as Mr•Corteil was 
unable to pronounce on subjects having political implications, and 
as it appeared that there were difficulties in the way of giving a 
faithful summary of the Brussels documents, as he had suggested should 
be done, he would now propose the following measures for the informa­
tion of Delegates',

1) Each of the authors of the two variants should explain how 
he improved his first draft,

2) They should try to show up clearly the .‘difficulties they 
were n ot able to overcome;

3) A comparison of the two variants should be made by some such 
organisation as the O.I.R®

2 0
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The meeting was temporarily adjourned at 4*15 p.m. and 
resumed at' 5 p*nu

The Chairman summed up the situation as it appeared after 
the exchange- dT~Views which had just taken place. It seemed clear 
that the explanations desired by Delegations would be.found in 
the documents of the Committee of Bight, and there only. But the 
consideration of these documents would take time* As however, the 
work must be expedited .for the reasons indicated, the previous 
evening,, .he thought that the Technical Committee . should begin-work 
at the earliest possible moment in order to start preparing 
directives for the Frequency Allocation Committee as soon as 
possible* The question of whether the spacing b etween frequencies 
should be of 9 ’"or of 10 ke/s was, in his opinion, of fundamental 
importance? it should be subm it ted to the Technical Committee 
without delay. N o constructive purpose would be served by revert­
ing to the Brussel s documents in the Plenary Assembly. The delega­
tes of the Vatican City, Ireland., the United Kingdom, and the 
Netherland s*~agreedT’.* ^he last * named saiorthat Tihe/title ’’̂ etherl ands 
Draft” for*the 9 kc/s variant was m isleading;.the * Netherlands 
Delegation was in no way responsible for the draft.

The Deie gat e•of Yugoslavia’said. that Mr*Co rteil1s replie s 
put Delegates in a vicious circle. They were' first referred to 
the Brussels Minutes on points not dealt with in the Pinal Report, 
and then it' was found that these M inures were not yet available 
to everyone« He feared that Mr * Corteil did not wish to give satis­
faction to Members present*

Mr.Corteil replied that the Delegate of Yugoslavia had 
been himself a ^Member of the Committee of Eight, and as such 
was just as well fitted4 as he (Mr.Corteil) to reply to the 
questions of certain Delegates*

The Delegate of the U* S * S s a i d ' it was of primary import-' 
ance that everyone should h^we~’inie'’̂ russels.documents and espe- . 
cially those of the 2nd session, with the observations of the 
different- countries, the hearings of their' representatives and the 
Minutes op the .concluding Plenary Meetings. - Until every Delegate 
had read and studied them, no resumption pf the discussion in 
the Plenary Assembly would 'be po ssib le. He was also in favour -of 
getting the Technical Committee to work as soon as possible* He . 
suggested tint the Technical Committee should study the Brussels 
documents, and report to the Conference not later than JUly 15.
On the basis of its Report it would be possible to draw up 
directives for the preparation of a plan,,.

The Delegate of Pxgance_was of opinion that the Technical 
Committee could examine all the questions dealt with in Brussels*

The Chairman thought the question of the separation of 
f re-qu^r eies should be examined first* The Committees -.might. be ’ 
set'up on ...Monday 5? so as to begin working on Tuesday, 6 July®
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In answer to the Delegate of Bulgaria, who inquired as to 
which fundamental documents had been used as a basis for drawing• 
up the first and second variants, Mr,Corteil replied that the 
Committee of Eight had taken into account :

« the Directives of Atlantic City and the requirements
stated by the different countries,-
for the preliminary drafts established at the
1 st Meeting,

- the written and oral comments of the 
-different countries,
for the preliminary drafts established at the 
2nd Meeting*
He suggested that the Delegate of Bulgaria should 

apply to the authors of the two variants, if he wanted a more 
detailed reply*

The Delegate of the U .S .S,R., supported by the Delegate of 
Czechoslovakia, proposed that' tile O.I.R* should be asked to make 
an analysis of the two documents in question, so that the various 
Delegations could better compare them*i -

;The‘Delegate of the United'Kingdom expressed the view that, 
the O.I.R. being, like the U.I.R*., unacknowledged by certain 
countries, its intervention might cause dissensions which it would 
be better to avoid. In his opinion, the work in question Should 
be entrusted to a Sub-Committee of the Technical Committee.

The Delegates of the U.S.S.R.,, Yugoslavia, RonmStnia and 
Poland failed to see how the participation of the O.I.R., 
unaimnously’admitted on the previous day .in the capacity of 
observer, could possibly cause dissension. They were convinced 
that those hypothetical dissensions would be more than compensated 
by the technical benefit * which the Conference would derive from 
the cooperation of the O.I.R. They were however frankly surprised 
at the United Kingdom Delegated mentioning the U.I.R,, whose 
admission to the Conference had been reserved until further notice*

The Delegate of the United Kingdom explained that, in his 
opinion, Dele gat ions whose countries were not members of the
O.I.R, could not without indiscretion consult the documents of 
the latter organisation.

The Delegate of the Vat 1 can City cons id ered that the best 
way of avoiding all such'difficulties would be for the members of 
the Conference to work among themselves, at any rate at the start* 
He had reasons to believe that one country had already requested 
the O.I.R.‘to make the analysis suggested by the U.S.o.R* 
Delegation,
15
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The Delegate of Czechoslovakia stated that the analysis 
in question had in fact been made, and that it would be in the 
interest of the Conference to avail itself of such excellent 
work*

In order to settle the question, the Delegate of France, 
supported by the Delegates of Ireland and the Netherlands* 
suggested that the Technical Committee itself should decide 
whether to invite the O.I.R* or any other observers whose 
cooperation it considered useful, to participate in the work 
of the Conference,

The Chairman summarised the discussion.
In the first place, he said, it had been agreed that the

Technical Committee should submit to the Conference not later
than July 15 a Report on the work of the Brussels Committee*

Secondly, the U.S.S.R. proposal that the Conference should
ask the O.I.R. to make an analysis of the'Brussels documents had 
not been received with unanimous approval, A possible solution 
was to adopt the French proposal, and leave it’to the Technical 
Committee to invite, or not to invite, the 0*1,R. to take'pnrt 
in it s labours. He himself saw. no'objection to the O.I.R., to 
which some 22 Delegations belonged, making an analysis of the 
Brussels documents,, The analysi s might then be submitted to 
the Conference by the 22 Delegations in question. The only 
point at which difficulties might arise was as to the propriety 
of the Conference making an official application to the 0,1*R.; 
but the question need not arise, if the Conference proceeded in 
the manner he had suggested.

The Delegation of the U.S»S,R» could not accept the French 
proposal in its entirety, but was prepared to adjourn the 
discussion in view of the lateness of the hour*

The meeting rose.at 6.45 p.m.
Seen Seen

V; Meyer, W.F. Studer N. E. Holmblad
H; Voutaz 
J, Revoy, Secretary-in-Chief Chairman*
Seeretaries*
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TURKEY ®

While the new plan for the assignment of frequencies to 
the different countries of the European Broadcasting area is 
being prepared, the Delegation of the Republic of Turkey requests 
the Conference to take into consideration the natural and social 
situation and corresponding requirements of Turkey, as follows.

The requirements are indicated below i
1) The area of Turkey is 767,119 km^ (exclusive of the area of 

lakes and swamps, which amounts to as much as 9,6o4 km^).
2) According to the 1945'census, the population totals 

18©86oo222‘■inhabitants', and is increasing by 1,8 % (0,018)
'every year, The density is 25 inhabitants per km2.

3) Turkey is surrounded by mountains, the height of which varies 
from 1,000 to 4,000 metres. In the Eastern and Southern parts 
of the country the mountains are more than 5,000 metres high. 
Most of our Eastern towns are situated at an altitude of more 
than 1,500 metres.

4) The capital, Ankara, is situated :
950 km from the Eastern border 
570 km H u Western M
300 km 11 n Northern «
650 km ” H Southern

5) There are 2o7,65o licensed listeners-in. In this connection 
the Turkish Delegation wishes to draw the attention of the 
Conference to the fact that a great number of licences are 
used for public broadcasting, which ensures group reception 
in small centres.

6) The Eastern part of the country is very mountainous and too 
far distant from the capital. The density of the population 
is low, and l&dlf llairiYmted for purposes 6t culture. It is 
of great importance to provide a broadcasting service for this 
region, in order to increase its national culture the more so

as it is not possible to count on the laying of telephone cables 
vith relay stations over these large territories in the near 
futureo

7) From measurements made on the basis of propagation curves, 
the earth conductivity in the Western and Central parts
averages :
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« 2,10*^ (e0m#c»g*s* units)
In the East the average is more favorable, viz#

nr** = 005olO'”̂  (eem*c#g*s* units)
8) Present situation;.

In accordance with the Lucerne Plan, the Turkish Govern­
ment has constructed a broadcasting station in Ankara which 
operates with a wave length of 1639 m* (183 kc/s)«

The Dadio-Paris Station, working with the very close 
frequency of 182 kc/s. caused many interferences; and the 
Ankara station accordingly reduced its frequency from 183 
to 182 kc/s in 1940*.

As the Ankara station has no exclusive wave-length, 
the reception of its emissions in an easterly and westerly 
direction is bound to be defective by night•

9) Minimum requirements*
A* - In spite of the interference caused'by other stations 

(Radio-Paris and Moskwa I), we claim, in view of the fact 
that Ankara has been working on this'frequency for 11 
years to keep the frequency 182 kc/s,* assigned to us in 
the Lucerne Plan* All'alterations tending to change this 
frequency of 182 K g / s , or to modify the antenna system, 
would involve heavy expenses and long delays# They would 
be contrary to the principles laid down in the.Atlantic 
City Conference, and'they would also delay the applica­
tion of the new plan*
With the newly built radiating pylon and the Istanbul 

transmitter in process of being set up with a specified 
power of 150 kw* which cannot be reduced, it will not be 
possible to work outside the range of from 680 to 76o kc/s# 
We insist on our demand on the above grounds for an 
exclusive frequency to be assigned to ihis band for the 
Istanbul transmitter* The bad earth conductivity, the 
orographic conditions and the lie of the land make the 
use of an exclusive frequency in the 680 to 760 kc/s band 
absolutely necessary#

C«- Per the same reasons^ it is- also necessary to use 
frequencies lower than 750 kc/s for the Izmir station 
and especially for the Malatya station#

The Lucerne and Montreux plans did not meet the effective 
requirements or*the legitimate rights of the different countries 
; them, Turkey* The Turkish Delegation thinks and hopes

; present Conference will not repeat the mistakes made 
by the two former Conferences, and that it will greatly 
contribute to the improvement of the broadcasting services#

(Tr, 2/R. 11/D.25)
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Communication

At the joint meeting of the Executive Committees (Committees 1} 
of the two Conferences on the 3 July,1948, several Chairmen and 
Vice-Chairmen of the Committees of the Broadcasting Conference 
asked that countries of the European Area be invited to make known, 
T/ithout delay, their comments on the second variants of the plan, 
drawn up by the Committee of Eight Countries at Brussels during 
its 2nd session, these comments being important for the work of 
Committees,

The Executive Committee of the European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference passed this request. Therefore the Chairman(under­
signed) asks the Delegations present at the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference to be kind enough to 'hand to the Secre­
tariat the comments of the countries they represent by the 13 July 
next,' at the latesta

The Chairmen of the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference 

N. E* Holmblad.
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EGYPT

This document is an amendment to 
and does not concern the English text

Original: French

RD Document No 34 - E
July 5,-1948 ~
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SYRIA

•This document is an amendment to RD Document No 17 - F 
and does not concern the English text.
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Programme of Work and Organisation,
Committee 4 (Technical)

1) Bund ame nt a 1 _ T as ks

In conformity with paragraph 4 of Document No.2, the 
Technical Committee is authorised to establish the general 
technical principles for drawing up a frequency allocation plan.

The technical principles underlying the establishment 
of a frequency alio cation plan have been studied by the Brussels 
Conference of Eight Countries. The said Conference presented the 
results of its work in its Document No.284 and in two alter­
natives to the frequency allocation plan,

The Plenary Meeting of the European Regional Broad­
casting Conference entrusted to Committee 4 - as their first 
task - the task of furnishing a. technical analysis of the work 
of the Committee, of Eight, .

Taking the above into consideration, the Technical 
Committee (Committee 4) should :

a) exajnine the proposals concerning technical principles 
and directives as accepted by the Committee of Eight, and add 
their recommendations.

b) draw up arid recommend general technical directives 
concerning questions which have not been examined by the 
Committee of Eight; viz:

1.) The conditions of frequency alloting to broad­
casting stations in the bands of other services.

2.) Directives and recommendations concerning the use 
of directed antennae.

3.) Directives and recommendations concerning techni­
cal principles with regard to the synchronization of groups 
of national broadcasting stations*

c) submit a technical analysis of the draft documenta­
tion elaborated by the Committee of Eight Countries.

d) on the basis of results attained in the elaboration 
of tasks specified in paragraphs a), b) and c) - submit recom­
mendations for the Planning Committee.

RD Document No.36~E 
5 June, 1948
Original: in Russian 
4th Committee.
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e) after the termination of the work by the Planning 
Committee - submit to the Plenary Meeting of the 
Conference a technical expert'1 s opinion on the result 
of the work of the Planning Committee,

2) Organis ati on

In order to accomplish the tasks given in Committee '4,
three Sub-Committees are being formed:
Sub-Committee 4 A, Supplementary Technical Directives.

Tasks: The elaboration of supplementary technical
directives in confoimity with paragraph b), section 1*

Sub-Committee 4 £« Technical Analysis.
Tasks: l) Technical analysis of the draft-documentation 

of the Committee of Eight Countries,
2) Elaboration of a technical expert’s opinion 

on the results of the work accomplished by 
the Planning Committee,

Sub-Committee 4 C . Drafting Committee*
Task: Fin_. drafting of documents after confirmation 

of their contents at a Plenary Meeting of 
the Committee,

The examination of document 284 should begi*i immediately 
at a Plenary Meeting of the Committee, inasmuch as it is 
the accomplished result of a great preparatory work of the 
Committee of Eight Countries.

20
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REPORT 

of Committee 2 

(Credentials Committee)

1st Meeting 

5 July, 1948

The Chairman, Mr. CORTEIL, opened the meeting at 9.45 a.m.

Mr. J.L-. da Silva Dias acted as Vice-Chairman.
The Chairman proposed that the Committee should designate 
a Reporter,
Mr. Leproux, of the French Delegation, was appointed Re­
porter.
The Chairman read the list of countries which had announced 

their intention of taking part in the work of the Committee:
Belgium, Vatican City, Denmark, Egypt, France, Italy, 
the United Kingdom, Syria, Yugoslavia.

The Delegate of Albania wished to add Albania to the list.

The Chairman pointed out that of the 33 countries invited,
18 had submitted credentials to date, on which the Committee 
would be called upon to take a decision. The following coun­
tries had not yet submitted any credentials to the Secretariat:

Albania, Austria, Belgium, Byelorussia, Egypt, France,
Greece, Hungary, Morocco.and Tunisia, the Ukraine, the ■ 
United Kingdom, Syria, Turkey,
The Chairman invited these countries to submit their cre­

dentials. Continuing, he said that the Committee was holding a 
purely formal First Meeting. They wished for further infor­
mation as to the character of the Conference, before they could 
be in a position to make a decision on the validity of the cre­
dentials submitted to it. It would be neccessary, therefore, 
to wait until a decision had been on that issue as a result of f • •' 
the proposals of Committee 3. He suggested that.they should 
make a recommendation in the matter to Gommittee 3. The Com­
mittee would hold its next meeting on Thursday at 11 o ’clock.

He added, in reply to the Delegate of the United Kingdom., 
that the Committee would limit itself on Thursday to examining 
credentials and verifying their nature, without taking any 
decisions.

The meeting rose at 10.10 a.m.
R. CORTEIL
Chairman J.H. 1EPR0UX,

Reporter
(2r. 15/R.11/D.27)
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BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

Kobenhavn 1948

UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION

Comments on the Pinal Report of the Work of 
the C-ommittee of Eight Countries ̂ Document No. 
284-ETand °n Plans contained in-Document 
279 and 281 of the Committee of Eight Coun­
tries of the European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference.

The United Kingdom Delegation would like to make the follow-, 
ing comments on these documents:

General Technical Comments,
Document 284-E
Annex 1 - Frequency Bands. .

There appears to be some discrepancy between the Atlantic 
City documents and the extreme frequencies of the medium wave 
band quoted, The Atlantic City documents give the extreme fre­
quencies of this band as 529 kc/s - 1605 kc/s per second. The 
use of the frequency of 520 kc/s per second is, however, covered 
in paragraph 138 of the Atlantic City Radio Regulations, and it 
is pointed out that the allocation of this frequency to broad­
casting stations will require consideration by this Conference-, 
Should this freCiuency not be brought into use for broadcasting,
the numbers of channels both for the 9 kc/s and 10 kc/s spacing
should be reduced by one.

Annex 5 - Ratio of field intensities 
for shared frequencies.

While this statement of fact is agreed., it must be pointed
out that unless the conditions under which the unwanted field
is to be measured are. clearly stated, it will be impossible of 
application in the Plans Committee, The question is whether this 
ratio should be taken under conditions of peak, quasi maximum 
or median value of the unwanted signal, and a clear definition 
on this subject is required.

Annex 4 - Ratio of field intensities 
for adjacent channels.

The British Delegation is of the opinion that this statement 
as it stands is incomplete and misleading because the conditions 
are not stated*"For example, the ratio of the wanted to the un­
wanted signals for 9 kc/s and 10 kc/s separation may be equal in 
two cases if the overall selectivity of the receiving sets is 
correspondingly adjusted. Admittedly this would cause some loss 
in quality with the smaller separation, but it is considered 
that this disadvantage will have to be■accepted in order to obtain 
the essential increase in the number of channels available. 
Further, it is pointed out that the loss of quality need only 
occur outside the limits of the primary service area, if a rea­
sonable geographical separation is provided in the plan for neigh­
bouring frequency assignments.

Original: English

RD Document No 38-E
6 June 1948
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Annex 5 - Maximum pov/er in the medium waveband.

The United Kingdom would prefer to retain the present limit 
of 120 kW on general grounds but would not oppose the limit of 
150 kW should this be generally desired. It must reserve its 
right to increase the power from that proposed in the schedule 
of requirements if-this higher power is agreed.

Annex 6 - Maximum power for synchronised stations 
operating on exclusive waves,

It is considered that the maximum power for the whole of the 
synchronised network should be limited to twice father than 1 .5 " 
times the maximum admissable power of a single station operating 
on the same frequency. ■

Documents Nos. 279 and 281,

As regards Document No. 281, the United Kingdom Delegation 
wishes to comment as follows:

(1 ) This plan does not provide sufficient frequencies for the . 
British broadcasting stations which are now working, and this is 
regarded as essential. In particular, it should be stated that no 
frequency is provided for one of the oldest broadcasting stations 
in Europe (the London station), in the service area of which there 
are over 13,000,000 people and nearly 3 i million licenses. In 
all, no less than 9 British stations, for which 5 channels are 
needed, are not even mentioned in the 10 kc/s plan. There are 
other cogent reasons why this plan as it stands is entirely unac- . 
ceptable to the United Kingdom, • It cannot, therefore,=form a basis 
of discussion unless it is possible to make provision for these 
additional requirements.

(2) The British Delegation has made a complete analysis of those 
stations in the plans which are sceduled to work on a shared basis,- 
and the results are given in the Annex to the present document.
It will be seen that although a relatively large number (58) of 
exclusive channels is provided in the 10 kc/s plan, the total 
number of channels that can be regarded as obtaining adequate pro- . 
tection from interference is surprisingly small. Thus, 35 db can 
hardly be regarded as generous protection bearing in mind that 
median field strengths have been used in the calculations, and 
yet only 111'allocations offer a better protection ratio under the 
10 kc/s plan. Moreover, no fewer than 33 allocations promise to 
afford protection ratios of less than 25 db,.
(3) It is noted that in both.the 9 and 10 kc/s band no uniform 
upper power limit has been adopted for the long wave band.. It
is regarded as essential that this should be done and the British 
delegation suggests the figure quoted in its original statement of 
requirements, viz 300 kW,.,

(RD Doc.38-E)

St : 30
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DRAFT , ANNEX HD Foe, Ho, 38 - S

Analysis of Protection Ratios Afforded by -the 9 I-cc/s- and 
lO kc/s Plans (Documents No# 279 and 281 of the Committee

of Eight Countries.

1. General«
An estimate has been made of the protection ratios / that 

would be afforded to the various medium wave stations which are 
allocated shared channels in the two plans submitted to the 
Conference by the Committee of Eight Countries... In making this 
estimate, the median value of the indirect wave has been taken 
for the unwanted station; the ratio calculated being in each 
case that obtaining where the field strength established by the 
wanted station is 3 mv/m, where a directional aerial is specified 
in either plan the additional protection thus afforded has been • 
taken as 10 db.
2 * Plan based on a channel separation of 9 kc/s.

The 9 kc/s plan provides in the medium wave band:
46 exclusive allocations //

161 shared allocations ^
3 international common waves•

The protection ratio afforded under the plan has been 
estimated for each of the 161 shared allocations.
5•- Plan based on a channel separation of 1C kc/s.

•The 10 kc/s plan provides in the medium wave ban'd:
:5B exclusive allocations /j 

ISO shared allocations
3 international common waves.

The protection ratio has been estimated for each of the 160 
shared allocations.
4. Summary of Results. , ':

The results• which have been obtained s.re summarised in the 
three tables attached, the first of which shows a broad sub­
division of the allocations, while the second and third show 
more detailed analyses into various categories according to the 
degree of protection afforded. .
4

44

The term “protection ratio” is used here to denote the ratio 
of the field strength established by the wanted station to 
that established by the interfering station.

The term "allocation” is used here to denote the use of a 
frequency, either on a shared or an exclusive basis, by one 
country, either for a station or for a group of stations.

(32)
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(RD Doc No* 38-E)
Table 1, Broad ccfalycjs of Allocations

/ •1 • / . ' -i O 3 (Doc*No 279)(Eoc • No.
(a) Number of exclusive allocations 46 58

(t) Number of shared allocations affording 
a protection ratio of 40db or better 67 27

(e) =(a)/(b)*Number of allocations affording 
a protection ratio of 40 db or better 113 85

(a) Number of alloeations affording a 
protection ^ ± o  of less-than 40 db 94 133

(e) = (c)/(d). Total number of allocations 
(excluding International Common Waves) 207 218

Table 2 Detailed Analysis of Allocations
(a) Number of allocations affording a 

*?-"otection ratio better than 40 db 113 85
(b) Number of allocations affording 

a protection ratio better than 35 db 152 111
(c) Number of allocations affording 

a protection ratio better than 30 db 199 148
(a). Number of allocations affording 

a protection ratio better than 25 db 207 185
(e) Number of allocations affording 

a protection ratio better than 20 db 207 204
(£) Number of allocations affording 

a protection ratio better than 15 db 207 213
(g) Number of allocations affording o. 

protection ratio better than 10 db 207 218
Table 3 Detailed Analysis of Allocations
(a) Number of allocations affording a 

protection ratio of less than 40 db 94 133
(b) 'imber of allocations affording a 

protection ratio of less than 35 db 55 107
(c) Number of allocations affording a 

-ucction ratio of less than 30 db ‘ 8 70
(a) Number of allocations affording a 

rotection ratio of less than 25 db 0 33
(e) Number of allocations affording a 

protection ratio of less than 20 db 0 14

(f) Number of allocations affording a 
protection ratio of less than 15 db 0 5

(g) Number of allocations affording a 
protection ratio of less than 10 db 0 0

(31)
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REPORT

of the Combined Executive Committees

(Committees 1) 
of the European Regional Broadcasting Conference and 

of the Maritime Regional Radio Conference,

First Meeting 

3 July 1948

The meeting opened at 10:10 a.m. under the chairmanship of 
Mr* N«E« Holmblad.

The Chairman stated that he had convoked the Committees 1 in 
order that they might establish the work program for the coming 
week. He suggested naming a Reporter for the meeting, and desig­
nated Mr. H. Voutaz, Secretary, for the purpose. He proceeded to 
read out the names of the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the-various 
Committees, v/hich he had received from the Delegations designated 
by the Plenary Assembly.

For the Broadcasting Conference, the Chairmen and Vice-Chair­
men of the Committees v/ere the following:

Committee 1 : Executive
Committee, composed of the Chairmen and the Vice-Chairmen 

of the different Committees, sitting under the Chairmanship 
and Vice-Chairmanship of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of 
the Conference.
Committee 2 : Credentials

Chairman : Belgium 
Vice-Chairman : Portugal

: R, Corteil

: J. L* da Silva Dias
Committee 3 : Organization 

Chairman : France J. Meyer
Vice-Chairman : Czechoslovakia : J, Ehrlich

(Deputy: J♦ Busak)
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(MAR Doc.No, 24-3)

Committee 4 : Technical

Chairman : U,S. S, R. : M. Kessenikh

Vice-Chairman : Sweden : E, Esping

Committee 5 • Allocation of frequencies
Chairman : United Kingdom : H, Faulkner

Vice-Chairman : Yugoslavia : M, Popovic t
Committee 6 : Drafting

Chairman : Switzerland : E. Metzler
Vice-Chairman: United Kingdom : C-.R, Parsons 

for the Maritime Radio Conference:

Committee 1 : Executive - Same as for Committee 1 of RD

Committee 2 : Credentials

Chairman : Italy : G, Gneme

Vice-Chairman : Poland : M,. Waskiewicz

Committee 3 : Organization
Chairman : U,S.S.R, : M... Shtchetinin

Vice-Chairman : United Kingdom: R, H. Billington

Committee 4 •* Allocation of frequencies

Chairman : Netherlands : J, Kuyper

Vice-Chairman: Norway : 0. Moe
Committee 5 : Drafting

Chairman : France : M. Lhermite

Vice-Chairman : Bulgaria : A. Grigorov
The Chairman announced that all the Chairmen and Vice-Chair** 

men of the Committees were present or represented at the meeting*
He proposed accordingly to schedule the work there and then, 

and suggested that all the Committees should meet separately on
Monday July 5 at the following times, to organize themselves and
designate their Reporters:

Broadcasting Conference Maritime Radio Conference
9.30 a.m. Committee 2 2.30 p.m. Committee 2

10.30 a*m. Committee 3 3«30 p.m. Committee 3
11.30 a,m. Committee 4 4.30 p.m., Committee 4
2.30 p.m. Committee 5

Two rooms, equipped for simultaneous interpretation, would be 
provided for the meetings* ‘ (D 28)
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Notices in regard to the meetings would appear on the black-
boards

The Drafting Committees of the two Conferences would be 
able to organise themselves at a later date, there being no oc- 
casion for them to meet at present.

The Chairman proposed to fix the date of the next RD Plena­
ry Assembly, There were still many outstanding questions on the 
Broadcasting Conference, especially the questions of the vote 
and of the admittance of international organizations, He sug­
gested Friday July 9 as the date of the 2nd Plenary Assembly.
That v/ould leave time for the necessary studies*

The Delegate of France agreed to the proposed date* The 
working group charged with the question, of the vote wouid soon 
have finished its work, and would be ready to report on Tuesday 
July 6, Between Monday and Friday the other Committees would 
work*

The Chairman took it that the Plenary Assembly of the Broad­
casting Conference was therefore set for Friday. The Agenda 
would be published. He proposed that Committees i and 4 shduld 
begin their work on Tuesday with a view to the Plenary Assembly*

Committe 3 would have to determine if the Broadcasting Con­
ference was an administrative conference or a plenipotentiary 
conference. As for Committee 4, the Plenary Assembly had charged 
it with the preparation of a report on the work accomplished by 
the Preparatory Committee of Eight Countries, which met twice 
at Brussels,

Committees 3 and 4 would be able to hold meetings next Tues­
day, Wednesday and Thursday, in the morning and afternoon alter­
nately.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom agreed to Committee 4 
starting its work; but there was still much information to be 
received before a report could be presented*

Certain countries had not yet said why they had not seen 
their way to accept the Brussels proposals. Accordingly he sug­
gested that, for the time being, only one meeting per week should 
be held by the Planning Committee*

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R* found it more logical to sche­
dule the meetings for the morning. He asked the Delegate of the 
United Kingdom with what questions he was planning to begin his 
work, in order that the Technical Committee could begin with the 
same questions as the two Committees were so closely ralated*

The Delegate of the United Kingdom answered that it was too 
early to determine that. He thought that they might begin by 
asking all the countries to contribute information, criticisms, 
and suggestions on the last two Brussels variants with a view to 
preparing a single plan. The indications which the Technical 
Committee would furnish later would be helpful in that connection*

The Delegate of France said he would also like to have some 
details on the work of the Planning Committee. Observations on the 
first Brussels plans already existed* He understood that the in­
formation now to be requested was complementary information to 
that already given at Brussels by certain countries, as well as 
information from countries which had not yet supplied any. He

(RD Doc,39-E)
(MAR DOC.24-E)



also understood that it was Committee 4 which was to report on the 
work done at Brussels.

The Delegate of Italy proposed that the documentation on re­
quirements and the observations made in connection with the esta­
blishment of the plan should be put at the disposal of the Delega­
tions* In that way, the Delegations would see whether, and to what 
extent, they could modify their country1s proposals.

Mr* Makarov (U.S.S.R*) agreed with the remarks of ^r. Meyer 
(France) „

The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that the Planning 
Committee was sure to ask for comments and criticisms of the 2 va­
riants presented by the Preparatory Committee after the 2nd session* 
Up to the present, only Italy had made observations. The informa­
tion might be published at the present Conference in the form of
documents* It would be very useful to the Planning Committee in the 
preparation of its. report* They had to find a solution involving
a single plan. . .

The Delegate of the U»S^S.R*. reminded Delegates that the last 
Plenary Assembly had decided that the consideration of the Report 
of the Committee of Fight Countries, and the subsequent preparation 
of a report on it, fell within the competence of the Technical 
Committee. Consequently, the opinions of countries on the work is­
suing from the 1st and 2nd session of the Preparatory Committee 
constituted the organic basis of the work which the Plenary Assem­
bly had referred to the Technical Committee.

When the Planning Committee received on the one hand such com­
plementary information and on the other hand the particulars from 
the Technical Committee, it would be able to go forward.

The Delegate of Belgium said that the Committee of Eight would 
put all its documents at the disposal of the different Committees; 
but he pointed out that Mr. Corteil, Chairman of the Committee of 
Eight, had received no observations on the second Brussels variants 
(2nd session*)**

The Chairman noted that there were as yet no observations on 
the second plans. It seemed to him that the report which the Plena­
ry Assembly had requested from the Technical Committee' should deal 
only with technical aspects of the question. The Technical Committee 
had important problems to solve, of which the question of a sepa­
ration of 9 or 10 kc/s was an example. On the other hand the assign­
ment of definite frequencies to given stations was the duty of the 
Planning Committee. ......

The Delegate of the UaS.S.R. agreed; but he proposed that the 
replies, observations and criticisms of the countries should be 
pooled by the Technical Committee to facilitate a more complete ana­
lysis and expedite the preparation of its report to the Conference, 
He asked countries to speed up the sending in of their replies.

The Delegate of France also pressed for observations to be 
submitted at the earliest possible moment and in writing. In his 
opinion, the question of kc/s separation for the countries con­
cerned could be divided into two. To a certain extent the separation 
would govern the allocations. The replies would deal with both sub­
jects. He proposed that the Technical Committee and the Plenary As­
sembly should debate the question of separation, with a view to the 
formation of a single plan. After that stage, allocations could 
be. made,

- 4 -
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The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that there seemed to 
he differing conceptions of the duties of the Committees concerned. 
He would endeavour to promote agreement. He proposed that the 
Technical Committee should deal with the question of separation, 
interference, and the quality of broadcasting in the various areas.

From the recent discussion it would seem that all the Plan­
ning Committee would have to do would be to ratify the work of the
Technical Committee. The Technical Committee should deal with the 
question of separation; but the Planning Committee with its task 
of allocating frequencies should be able to avail itself of the 
results. Moreover the Planning Committee would decide whether to 
apply the 9 kc/s or the 10 kc7s separation.

The Chairman said it was necessary not to confuse the work of 
the two Committees. It would be logical that the observations 
which the countries were asked to send in should be considered by 
the Technical Committee and by the Planning Committee. The Plenary 
Assembly had not asked for these observations, but they hoped to 
have them by July 15, so that the Technical Committee would be 
able to take them into account in the report it was to submit to 
the Plenary Assembly*

The Chairman and the Delegations of the United Kingdom, the 
U.S.S.R.* Italy, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia then 
engaged in a long discussion on the delimitation of the competence 
of Committees 4 and 5, on the presentation of the report of 
Committee 4 to the Plenary Assembly, and on the observations on 
the plans drawn up at Brussels for which Delegations were to be 
asked.

General agreement was eventually reached on the following 
points:
Proposal of Switzerland (supported by other delegations):

To send a direct invitation to all Delegations to submit 
their comments on the 2 variants of the Brussels Plan (2nd ses­
sion) without delay.
Proposal of the U.S,S.R.s

To distribute copies of the observations received to all 
Committees. The said comments being mainly of interest to the 
Technical Committee, the latter to proceed to an analysis, and 
present its report on the work of the Committee of Eight Countries 
to the Plenary Assembly.

The Chairman thanked the Delegates who had taken part in that 
very useful discussion. He would inform Delegations that at that 
joint meeting of the two Executive Committees, they had been 
invited-to submit their observations on the second variants of the 
Brussels Plan of the Committee of Eight Countries (2nd session) 
as soon as possible, in view of the importance of these comments 
for the work of the different Committees. He proposed to fix a 
time-limit of a week for the submission of observations i.e. by 
Monday evening July 12.

- 5 -
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He added that it would be well for the Credentials Committee 
to meet during the following week in order to determine the 
position of each Delegate as regards voting*

The Delegate of Belgium suggested that the meeting of 
Committee 2 of the Broadcasting Conference should he arranged for 
11 a*nu on Thursday; and the Delegate of Italy proposed that 
Committee 2 of the Maritime Conference meet at 11 a«nw on 
Wednesday,

These suggestions were accepted*.

Reverting to the time-table for the week 5 to 10 July, the 
combined Committees 1 arranged for meetings at the following times
Tuesday mornings

afternoons
Wednesday mornings

afternoons 
Thursday morning:

Friday
afternoon:
morning: 
afternoon: 
4.45 p*m« s

Committee 3 RD 
n. 4 RD

Committee 4 RB

" 3 RD
Committee 3 RD 

" 2 RD
" 4 RD

Committee 4 MAR 
" 3 M AR

(Committee 3 MAR 
( " 2 MAR
( " 4 MAR
Committee 4 MAR 

3 MAR
Plenary Assembly RD
(possibly): Plenary Assembly RD
Committee 1 RB Committee 1 MAR

Before bringing the meeting to a close, the Chairman, reminded 
Delegates that the visit to the Mai son de la" Radi o^^would take 
place that afternoon. In reply to a question., he said that 
interpreters would be available for the Russian-speaking Delegates

The meeting rose at 12,40 p,m.

I I ,  VOUTAZ, 

Reporter.
N ,E . HOLMBLAD, 

Chairman.

(Tr.5/R.ll/D.St33)
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„ . - Submitted in: French.Regional Radio-maritime
Oonference

Kobenhavn,. 1943

Admission of the 

International Chamber of Shipping

At the first meeting of the. Plenary Assembly of the European 
Regional Broadcasting Conference, held on June 30,. (see RD Doc. 
'No. 30), it was decided that the question of the admission of the 
international Chamber of Shipping should be deferred until the 
Assembly knew officially whether Spain was a- member. '

As a result of this decision, the Chairman sent the following 
telegram to his organisation on July 1:

LOGSCARD ADD 
D 0 fl ,D 0 IN

In order to examine your request admission comma Buropean Regional 
Broadcasting Conference wishes,know officially from you if Spain 
is member of International Chamber of Shipping STOP Please reply, 
by telegram indicating nature of membership if governmental or 
other body \vhich represented.

Chairman European Regional • 
Broadcasting Conference

The organisation replied- with the following telegram:

+ CER 5 London KS9 73 2- 1007=
President European Broadcasting Conference Kobenhavn^

Your telegram received STOP International Chamber of Shipping no­
minally includes non governmental organisation representing Spanish 
shipowners formerly represented in International shipping conference 
now dissolved STOP Spanish shipowners association has taken no 
active part in International shipping conference or in International 
Chamber of Shipping since 1928 STOP international Chamber of Ship­
ping entirely non governmental but is technical and commercial 
policy organisation of shipping industry=

Chairman International Chamber of .Shipping +

(Tr. I?/-. ll/J. 27)
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Maritime 
Regional Radio Conference 

Kobenhavn, 1948
Submitted in French

Admission of the
International Radio-Maritime Commission

(C, I. R.. M,)

At the first meeting of the Plenary Assembly of the 
European Regional Broadcasting Conference, held on Wednesday, 
June 30 (see RD Doo,. No. 30), it was decided that the question 
of the admission of the C.I,.R̂ M,. should be deferred until the 
Assembly knew .officially whether Spain was one of its members.

As a result of this decision, the Chairman sent the 
following telegram to the C.I.R.M, on July 1:

In order to be able to examine your request for admission 
comma,European Regional Broadcasting Confe erce wishes know offi­
cially from you if Spain is member of CIRM stop Please reply by 
telegram i n d i e r v  nature of membership whether Governmental or 
other body represented.

The organisation replied with the following telegram: 
Chelmsford K134 96 3. 1035 »

Chairman European Regional Broadcasting Conference KH =

Reference your telegram July first Hiapano Radio Maritima 
Itda has applied for membership of CIRM but has not to date been.' 
able to pay required dues Stop Ipso facto that company is not a 
member neither is any other- Spanish organisation Stop All members 
of CIRM are commercial and:technical Radio Marine Companies and 
membership is not open to Government bodies Stop respectfully 
request in these circumstances you will permit our delegates to 
attend this Conference which is important to Marine interests 
regards =

Intramar
Brussels

Chairman European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference

Vandevelde
Chairman international 

Radi o-Maritime C omrnis s ion.
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R E P O R T

of Committee 3 
(Organisation Committee)

1st Meeting 
5 July 1948

The meeting was opened at 10*40 a.m. by the Chairman of 
the Committee, Mr*. Jacques Meyer«

The Chairman recalled that during the plenary meeting, the 
Chairmanship of Committee 3 (Organisation Committee) had been 
assigned to France, and the Vice“Chairmanship to Czechoslovakia, 
the Head of which Delegation he was pleased to see at his side*

He stated that the Committee was comprised of the repre­
sentatives of the. following 28 countries:

Albania, Austria, Belgium, Byelorussia, Bulgaria, the 
Vatican City, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, 
Morocco and Tunisia, Monaco, Norway, the Netherlands, Poland, 
Portugal, Roumania, the United Kingdom, Switzerland, Czecho­
slovakia, the Ukraine, the U*S*S„R0, and Yugoslavia*

Two observers had to be added to this list: the United
States and the Organisation Internationale de Radiodiffusion 
(0«IoR.),

He asked the Committee to designate a Rapporteur*
Mr* Leproux, of the French Delegation, was appointed Rapporteur*

The Committee intimated to the Secretariat that it would 
be helpful if one of its members could participate in the
Committee’s work*

+ +

The Chairman quoted the definition in § 3 of Document RD No.2 
of the task of" the Committee as follows: ’’proposals concerning
problems of organisation relating to the work of the Conference 
and to the future implementation of the frequency plan, also 
drafting the convention’’* He added that it was necessary to 
correct the last part of the phrase by substituting the words 
’’also preparing the convention” for the words ’’also drafting 
the convention”, since the drafting of the convention was 
entrusted to Committee 6* The correction in question would 
have to be adopted at a meeting of Heads of Delegations*

Submitted in: French

RD Document No* 42 - E
^  - 6 July 1948
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He said that the Committee should keep in close contact 
with both the Exscutive Committee and the Plenary Assembly , 
which might be in a position to give them directives.

In regard to the Agenda two preliminary questions merited 
the Committee’s attentiop:

(Tr.l5/R»ll/D35)
1. They had been charged by tie Plenary Assembly with 

the task of determining the character of the Conference* Did 
the Committee see any objection to putting this question in 
the first place on the agenda of the next meeting? Agreed 
unanimously.

2. The Committee had not been explicitly charged with 
studying the problem^ raised by the submission of the require­
ments of Germany. But if this problem was not rapidly solved, 
the work of all the Committees would be greatly hampered,
Therefore, he thought it advisable to draw the attention of the 
Chairman of the Conference to what was perhaps an omission on 
the part of the Executive Committee at its last meeting; and 
he asked if, in conjunction with the Vice-Chairman, he might
be authorised to take the question up with the Chairman of the 
Conference, as the question was clearly one which might be 
referred to the Committee,

In reply to the Delegate of the U.S.S.R,. he confirmed 
that the sole purpose of the meeting in progress was to draw 
up the Agenda of the next meeting,

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, thought the problem of 
Germany should not be referred to the Organisation Committee,
There was no relation between that question and those which 
were within the competence of the Committee,

The Delegate of Denmark was of the opinion that the 
question already placed on the Agenda would be sufficient to 
fill the time of the next meeting of the Committee,- and that 
it would be wise to confine themselves to the study of that 
item.

The Chairman was inclined to agree* As regards the 
problem of Germany, the only question at the moment was to know 
to whom it was going to be referred. He did no% agree with 
the Delegate of the U.S.S.R* as to Committee No.5 not being 
qualified t© study the question* The first thing to be done
was to approach the Chairman of the Conference and, if necessary, 
the Executive Committee, or even the Plenary Assembly, on the 
subject.

The Chairman took the opinion of the Committee. The 
Committee decided:

1. that the question of the nature of the Conference 
should be the only item on the agenda of its next 
meeting, and that the meeting should take place 
on Tuesday July 6 at 9.30 a.m.
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2, that the Chairman might consult the Chairman of the 
Conference on the question of the submission of the 
requirements of Germany*

<•

J«M, Dep^oUx 
Reporter*

- RD 42 E -

Jo. Meyer 
Chairman*

(Tr.2/R.ll/D.1 9)
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Committee 3 
(Organization)

At the meeting on 6 July, it was decided to publish the follow­
ing texts as documentation for the Committees

1. The Plenipotentiary Conference shall?
a) consider the report of the Administrative Council on the 

activities of the Union?
b) establish the basis for the budget of the Union for the 

next five years;
c) finally approve the accounts of the Union;
a) elect the Members of the Union which are to serve on the

Administrative Council;
e) revise the Convention if it considers this necessary;
f) if necessary, enter into any formal agreement or revise

any existing formal agreement between the Union and 
any other international body;

g) deal with such other telecommunication questions ad may 
be necessary*

2. The Plenipotentiary Conference normally shall meet once every 
five years at a time and place fixed by the preceding Pleni­
potentiary Conference.
3. The time or place of the next Plenipotentiary Conference may 
be changed:

a) when at least twenty Members of the Union have proposed 
a change to the Administrative Council;

b) on the proposal of the Administrative Council.
In either case, the Administrative Council, with the concurrent 

of a majority of the Members of the Union, shall fix the new time 
or the new place, or both, and shall indicate, if necessary, the 
agenda.

International Telecommunications Convention 
(Atlantic City)

ARTICUE 10
Plenipotentiary Conferences



n

Page 14- E ARTICLE 11
Final Acts(Conv,)

Administrative Conferences .
1. (l) The Administrative Conferences shall:

a) revise the Regulations provided for in Article 13 para­
graph 2 of this Convention with which they are respec­
tively concerned;

b) deal with all other matters deemed necessary within the
terms of the, Convent ion and the General Regulations, or
in accordance with any directive given by the Plenipoten­
tiary Conference.

(2) The radio administrative conference shall:
a) elect the members of the International Frequency Regis­

tration Board; •
b) review its activities.

2. The administrative conferences shall meet at the same place 
and at the same time as the Plenipotentiary Conference , in 
general, every five years,
3. (l) An extraordinary administrative conference may be 
convened:

a) by a decision of the Plenipotentiary Conference which 
shall deteimine its agenda and the time and place of its 
meeting; or

b) when at least twenty Members of the Union have made 
known to the Administrative Council their desire that 
such a Conference shall be held to consider an agenda 
proposed by them; or

c) on the proposal of the Administrative Council,
(2) In the cases specified in b) and c) of subparagraph (l) 

above, the Administrative Council, with the concurrence of a 
majority of the Members of the Union, shall determine the time and 
place of the Conference as well as its agenda#

Page 27-E ARTICLE 40
"Final Acts (Ponv •)

Spe ci al Arrangement s
Members and Associate Members reserve for themselves, for 

the private operating agencies recognized by them and for other 
agencies duly authorized to do so, the right to make special 
arrangements on telecommunication matters which do not concern

* - 2 -
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Members and Associate Members in general* Such arrangements, 
however, shall not be in conflict with the terms of this 
Convention or of the Regulations annexed thereto., so far as 
concerns the harmful interference which their operation might 
be likely to cause to the radio services of other countries*

Page 28~E ARTICLE 41
final Acts (conv*)

Regional Conferences* Agreements and Organizations
Members and Associate Members reserve the right to convene 

regional conferences,. to conclude regional agreements and to form 
regional organizations, for the purpose of settling telecommunica­
tion questions which are susceptible of being treated on a 
regional basis* However, such agreements must not be in conflict 
with this Convention*

Page, 5 3 Extract from ANNEX 2 
final Acts(ConVo) (See Article 48)

Definition of Terms used.in the 
International Teie commu.nl.cation “Convent ion

AdministrationI Any department or service of a government 
responsible for implementing the obligations undertaken in the 
International Telecommunication Convention and the Regulations 
annexed thereto*

General Regulations annexed to the 
International Telecommunication Convention

. . . rHarter 1Pinal Acts (Conv«)
7» The inviting Government, in agreement with the Adminis­

trative Council, may invite non-contracting Governments to send 
observers to take part in the^ conferences in an advisory capacity*

to be added to § 1*1, second sentence, of the Directive, 
for the European Regional Broadcasting Conference *

Page 61-E * Z   ̂ *
FimT*Acts(Conv.)

7« ihe provisions of paragraphs 4, 5, 6 and 7 of Chapter 1 
of the General Regulations are applicable to Administrative 
Conferences*

Page 112-E Recommendation
Final Acts(Conv*)

concerning broadcasting
2. The Plenipotentiary Conference recommends that the study 

and preparPtion of the various proposals of freoxuency assignments 
for high frequency broadcasting which should be considered by
15



administrative conf ere nee s . should be undertalc en in consultation 
with the International Frequency Registration Board0

Page 25-E Radio Regulations
iJinal Acts (Radio)

(Atlantic City)
131*; This band is allocated exclusively to the aeronautical 

mobile and aeronautical radionavirtion services * Nevertheless, 
in the European Area, subject to authorisation by the regional 
agreement concluded by the next European Regional Broadcasting 

. Confere nee and the conditions specified in that agreement, the 
administrations concerned may place in the bands 325 ~ 365 kc/s 
and 395 « 405 kc/s th ose of the following broadcasting stations 
which will not cause harmful interference to the aeronautical 
mobile and aeronautical radionavigation services*

The broadcasting stations now in operation in the whole of 
. the band 325 - 405 kc/s ares

Banska Bystrica Finnmark
Bergen lulea

- 4 -(R-0 Doc, So, 43 ~E)

Page 62~E 
Final Acts(Radio)

248 (3) In principlef the previous arrangements referred to
in the preceding paragraph are concluded at Broadcasting 
Conferences of the countries of the European Area, However, if a 
country desires to establish such a service or to obtain a modi­
fication of the conditions fixed by a previous arrangement relatirg 
to such a service (frequency,, power, geographical position of the 
stations, etc*) in the internal between two such conferences, it 
shall so inform the countries of the European Area at least three 
months in advance through the medium of the Secretary General of 
the Union* Any country which has not answered within a period 
of six weeks after receipt of the communication in question shall 
be considered as having given its consent*
15
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European Regional RE Document No ,44-E
Broadcasting Conference July 6, 1948

INTERNA# I DM AL BROADCASTING ORGANIZATION

Technical Centre ■. Brussels, 25 June 1948 .
32» Avenue Albert Lancaster

The Chairman of the »'
European Regional’
Broadcasting Conference,
Robenhavn.

The Secretary-General 
Sir,

The International Broadcasting Organization has asked to 
be admitted as an observer to the European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference to be held in Kobenhavn from June 25 onwards..

The request for admittance was sent to the inviting 
Government through the intermediary of the Belgian Government, 
in conformity with the stipulations of the General Regulations 
of the Atlantic City Conference, Chapter 2, paragraph 4.

In accordance with the provisions of paragraph 6 of the 
same Chapter, the Copenhagen Conference has to take a decision 
on the above request for admittance at the first meeting: of 
the Plenary Assembly.'

If, as we hope, the said request for admittance is 
favourably received, we should be obliged if you would be so 
kind as to have the enclosed document (O.I.R., Memorandum 
No* 193 of 19 May 1948 and its: Annex, Description of the 
Monitoring Centre, Eocument C.T. 194 of the same 
distributed to the various. national~Del$gations. •.

We have etc.

L. WALL1NB0RN H. ANGLES D ’AURIAC 
(Directors)

 ̂Chairman1s Note;
The number of copies put at our disposal by the O.I.R.. 

does not allow of a general distribution$ but each 
Delegation will receive a limited number.

(Tr.5/R.ll/E.34)
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INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING ORGANISATION

TECHNICAL CENTER Brussels, 25 July 1948.
32, avenue Albert Lancaster

The Chairman,
European Broadcasting Conference
C O P  E N H A G  B N.

Mr* Secretary-^General,
In letter No. 1327 of June 25, we forwarded certain documents 

to you and asked you to be so kind as to distribute them to the 
various national delegations.

In addition, and with the sole aim of facilitating, if 
possible, the work of the Conference, the permanent services of 
our Orga.nisa.tion have prepared 1 a series of short technical, 
notes which I am sending you today under separate cover, and of 
which you will find a list enclosed.

In asking you to.distribute these documents to the various 
national delegations, I should' like to inform you quiteffriMffc^y, 
of the i deas which have guided us in preparing them.

The O.I.R, does not in any way profess to have important 
new data or i deas regarding this question. It has, however, 
aimed at the compilation, in a convenient form of the maximum 
amount of useful information on each question. More often than 
not it is information which is. already known, but which is 
generally scattered throughout the literature on official doc­
uments. Nevertheless we have been able to add here and there, 
some lie?/ data. Furthermore, apart from the data itself, the 
O.I.R. judged it profitable, in certain cases to undertake the 
actual study of the question, with the aim, not of proposing 
definitive solutions, but rather of facilitating the examin­
ation o f the questions, by endeavouring to phrase them clearly 
and by suggesting a method of treatment for each of them.

Therefore, all of these documents should be considered 
rather as uworking aids” than as definitive proposals presented 
by our Organisation.

+ ) Chairman1 s Note:
The number of copies put at our disposal by the O.I.R, does 

not allow of a general distribution. In place of this, each 
Delegation will receive fewer copies than usual.

The technical documentation mentioned above is not the only 
documentation prepared by the permanent services of the O.I.R. 
which might facilitate the work of the Conference* Documentation 
of a general nature has also been prepared. With regard to the 
latter, the O.I.R* does not intend to send it to the Conference 
Office in with a request for its distribution. In
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fact, in view of the nature of the information contained there-1 
in, and of the fact that the said documentation is not entirely . 
homogeneous and is not equally comprehensive for all of the 
European countries, plus the fact that the O.I.R. cannot guarantee 
in all cases the correctness of the figures or of the information 
therein, an official distribution of these documents would not 
appear to be desirable.

However, we consider that this documentation may be of con­
siderable fnterest to the various Delegations participating in 
the Conference, and we would like you to inform them officially 
that the said documentation exists, that it contains a certain 
number of details in the adjoined list, and that it will be 
placed at the disposal of anyone who is interested and who 
requests it. •

I have etc.

The Director,

(signed) H. Angles d!Auriac
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BOCUMBNffAT-tON OF , A GENERAL NATURE 
•prepared by thO O.I.R.

This documentation includest
1* A liberal cartography of the countries of the Buropean 

region (political, demographic, radiophonic, and physical 
maps; conductivity maps, etc.)

2, A complete set Of descriptive cards giving, for each
country of the Buropean region, a variety of information 
on:

^ population 
_ area
_ number of languages 
_ number of receivers 

etc • * • etc * • *
5* A set of tables* graphs, and maps describing the state 

of the Buropean broadcasting network at the time of the 
Lucerne Plan (1933)* of the Montreux Plan (1939)* and on 
1 January 1948.

(This documentation will be placed at the disposal of anyone
Who is interested and who requests it.)

(18-6-7)



LIST OF TECHNICAL NOTES

C,.T, 186a - Foreword to Document C, T* 186,
C«ff. 186 • - Study, of Certain Technical Bases Usable for Drawing

lip a European Frequency Allocation Plan ( and 
appendices)*

C.T, 167 - Aerials with Increased Horizontal Radiation*
so-called "Anti-fading”.

C *T ♦ 188 - Note on Derogations.
C«T, 189 - Maximum Admissible Powers for Broadcasting Stations

(and appendices).
C.T, 190 Use of Synchronized Netwbrks, ‘
C.T, 191 *- Frequency Tolerances (and appendices),
C,T. 192 - Other Transmission Characteristics.
C*T* 195 - Experiments Relating to the Interference Caused by

a Transmitter Operating On an Adjacent Channel,
C.T. 196 - Measurement Campaign (and appendices)«
CUT, 197 - Direction serials,
C.T. 198 - Wave Propagation.

-4-
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Admission of the State of Israel
to the European Regional Broadcasting Conference♦

The Danish Government has received the follo?/ing two tele­
grams on this matter:

PARIS K56 199 20 1200 IMPERIAL = . -
His Excellency the Minister of Posts, Telegraphs and Telephones 
of the Danish Government KH =

In my capacity as Minister of Transport and Communications of 
the Provisional Government of the State of Israel, I have the 
honour to inform you that my Government is desirous of taking part 
in the International Broadcasting Conference which is to take place 
at Copenhagen next month STOP The State of Israel, born of the in­
ternational decision of 29 November 1947 and recognised already 
by fourteen states, will thus take the place to which it is en­
titled in the international organisation which will, be your host 
at Copenhagen STOP

Monsieur Zvi Friedberg M.
= K56 100 =

I E E The Director General of Posts, Telegraphs, Telephones 
and Radio of the State of Israel is charged by me with the repre­
sentation of my Government, and is empowered to sign in that capa­
city all international conventions STOP I should be obliged if you 
would 'transmit any communication arising out of the present request 
to the address of Monsieur Zvi Friedberg, passing through Paris, at 
the diplomatic agency representing the Provisional Government of 
the State of Israel, 143 Avenue de Wagram, Paris STOP Respectfully, 
David Rernez, Minister of Transport and Communications of the Pro­
visional Government of the State of Israel

x

The Danish Minister of Public Works replied to Monsieur Zvi 
Friedberg on 26 June 1948 as follows:

Referrmg to § 1, 1 of the Directives for the European Regio­
nal Broadcasting Conference, annexed to the Additional Protocol oft 
the Atlantic City Conference, the Danish Government notes that the 
conditions fixed by the above-mentioned dispositions not being 
fulfilled, it is beyond the powers of this Government to invite 
the Government of the State of Israel to this Conference, The 
matter is a question for the Conference itself, in conformity with 
the dispositions of the above-mentioned § 1,

x
On 29 June 1948 Monsieur Friedberg asked the Chairman of the. 

Conference by telegram if he proposed to bring before the Assembly 
the State.of Israel’s request for admission to the Conference, At 
the same time Monsieur Friedberg let it be known that the State 
of Israel had already made a declaration of admission to the I+T.U.

x
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The Chairmans reply was as follows!
Monsieur Zvi Friedberg .. 
Director General PTT 
State of Israel 
143 Avenue Wagram P a r i s

In receipt your telegram twentyninth STOP Am fully disposed 
to submit to European Broadcasting Conference, any formal demand 
you may address to me directly in my capacity of Chairman of the 
Conference for the admission of the State of Israel «

Chairman of the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference:

N,E, Holmblad,

3:

On 2 July 1948 the Chairman received the following telegram: 

BD 498 Brussels 46 2 1735 -
N.E, Holmblad, Chairman European Regional Broadcasting Conference

Copenhagen .

Thanking you your telegram please submit Conference request 
admission State Israel STOP Please consider telegram as formal 
demand STOP please reply to' undersigned, Jevagency, Paris STOP 
2 Friedberg Director General PTT State Israel,

St ; 30
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AGENDA
for the Second Plenary Assembly 

of the
European Regional Broadcasting Conference

Friday, 9 July 1943, at 10 a.m. 

Room No, 4

1, Approval of the Minutes of:
a) the meetings of Heads of Delegations (RD Documents 

Nos, 10, 11, 15 and 18),
b) of the formal inauguration of the Conferences 

f̂ D Document No, 14),
c) the meetings of the First Plenary Assembly 

(RD Documents Nos, 26, 29, 30 and 31).

2, Working methods (RD Document No, 6),

3. Rules of Procedure, Rule 17 Voting Procedure (RD Document
No, 4, as amended by RD Document No. 12: RD.Document
No. 19 ofJune 30: RU Document No. 19 of July 1: RD Doc­
ument No. 19 of July 8: RD Document No, 27: RD Document 
No, 28).

4. Admission of Organisations (Chamber of Shipping, RD Doc*?
vUment .No. 40: 'International Radio-maritime Committee, 
RD Document No, 41)-*

a) S.S.R. Latvia (RD Document No, 20),
b) S.S.R. Moldavia (RD Document No. 21),
o ) S..S,R, Estonia (RD Document No, 22).,
d) S.S.R, Lithuania (RD Document No. 23)-,
e) Karelo-Finnish S.S.R. (RD Document No., 24)-,

f ) State of Israel (RD Document No-* 46: RD Documents
Nos., 16 and 17, as amended by 34 and 35 
respectively).

5., Invitat ion of Countries :

6, Miscellaneous

D-34
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4th Committee..

Replaces Document RD No. 36-E 

Programme of ..orI: and Organisation.

Committee 4 (Technical)

1„ Fundamental 'Tasks
■■In conformity with paragraph 4 of Document No.2, the Technical 

Committee is authorised to establish the general technical 
principles for drawing up a frequency allocation plan. .

The technical principles underlying the establishment of a 
frequency allocation plan have been studied by the Brussels.Conference 
of Bight Countries. The said Conference presented the results of 
its work in its Document No. 284 and in'two alternatives to the 
frequency allocation plan, (279, 281).

The Plenary Meeting of the European Regional Broadcasting 
Conference entrusted to Committee 4 - as their first task - the task 
of furnishing a technical analysis of the work of the Committee of 
Eight.

Taking the above into consideration, the Technical Committee 
(Committee 4) should:

a) examine the proposals concerning technical principles and 
directives as accepted by the Committee of Eight, and add 
their recommendations.

b) submit a technical analysis of the draft >' documentation 
elaborated by the Committee of Bight. Countries.

c) draw up and recommend general technical directives concerning 
questions which have not been decided by the Committee of 
Eight, vis:
1) The Conditions of frequency alloting to broadcasting 

stations in the bands of other‘services.
2) Directives and recommendations concerning the use of 

directed antennae.
3) Directives and recommendations concerning technical 

principles with regard to the synchronisation of groups 
of national broadcasting stations,

4) Separation between adjacent channels.
5) Frequency tolerances for exclusive and shared freqyiencies.
6) Possible differences in frequencies for transmitters 

using the same channel.
7) Power limitation in the long wave band.
8) Minimum necessary field intensity for cities and 

rural districts.
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9) Characteristics of international common frequencies.
10) Eventual power limitation for shared frequencies.

. 11) Utilisation of the secondary service zone..

12) Eventual increase of the number of frequencies in 
use for day time.

13) Eventual different power limits in the medium wave band.

14) Re-examination of.the possibilities for use of very 
high frequencies.

15) Other .technical standards.
d) on the basis of results attained in the elaboration of 

tasks specified in paragraphs a) end b) - submit 
recommendations for Committee 5 in a reasonable deadline 
in order to permit Committee 5 to start its work in due 
time, but not laterthan July 15.

II Organisation.
In order to accomplish the tasks given in Committee 4, three 

Sub-Committees are being formed:

Sub-Committee 4A, -Supplementary Technical Standards.

Task: The elaboration of supplementary technical standards in
conformity with paragraph c), section I.

Sub-Committee jB, Technical Analysis.
Task* Technical analysis of the draft-documentation of the 

. Committee of Eight Countries.

Sub-Committee 4C: Technical Drafting.

Task: Technical drafting of documents after confirmation of
their contents at a Plenary Meeting of -the Committee.
The examination of document 284, should begin immediately at 

Plenary Meetings of the Committee.
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COMMITTER 4

Proposal on the technical expert opinion Of committee 4
regarding the future frequency assignment plan.

Subcommittee 4 B of Committee 4 should give a technical 
expert opinion on the new frecgiency assignment plan when its for­
mulation is completed and present the results of this technical 
expert .opinion to the plenary session of the Conference,

The proposal was submitted by the president of committee 4
in document No. 36 (section e) and was supported at the meeting
of Committee 4 by the delegations of U.S.S.R,, Yugoslavia, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Bielorussia.

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn'1948.
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6 July 1948
Original: French

■ REPORT 
of the

Organ!sat ion Committee 
(Committee 3)

2nd Meeting 
6 July 1948

The meeting was opened at 9*30 a.m. by Mr. Jacques Meyer, 
Chairman of the Committee,

The Chairman said that the Egyptian and Syrian Delegates 
had informed him of their desire to take part in the work of the 
Committee, He asked the Huxenburg Delegate, who was present, if 
he too desired to join the Committee. On the latter replying in 
the affirmative, the Chairman noted that 28 of the 31 countries 
were represented on the Committee,

The sole subject of discussion on the agenda was the question 
of the character of the Conference, Before opening the discussion 
on the subject, he reminded the Committee that he had been authori­
sed by them to take up the question of the problem of 'Wave-lengths 
for Germany with the Ghairman of the Conference. The latter had 
been of the opinion that the question of procedure should be brought 
up at the'next'meeting of the Plenary Assembly,

The Committee was proposing to hold three meetings that week. 
It was to be hoped that they would be able in that time to handle 
the question in its main outlines, and so make it possible to go 
on to other items of the agenda.

He proceeded to open the discussion. There were, he said, 
certain questions of fact which it might be helpful to bear in mind 
in connection with the question they were considering. There was 
the question of precedents and the question of texts.

The precedents showed that the Conference of Lucerne, of 
which the present Conference was a continuation ,had concluded 
agreements, which were signed by persons appointed by their Govern­
ments with powers for the purpose. In one sense therefore they 
were a Conference of plenipotentiaries.

The position was the same at the Conference of Montreux.
As regards the texts,' it could not fail to be observed that 

the Atlantic City documents were not sufficiently precise to settle 
the matter without further discussion. On the contrary, it was 
their obscurity which was the origin of the discussion.

He suggested that the Secretariat should distribute at the 
next meeting a table of the texts with extracts from the documents, 
all the details of which could not be present to the recollection 
of all Delegates. There would have to be extracts from the



Convention, from the Radio Regulations and from "bhe Recomehdaiions 
on broadcasting.

- 2 -
(RD Doc. 30 -E)

The Chairman, fcontinuing, read and commented- on a number of 
texts, especially those forming part of the Additional Protocol and 
the document annexed thereto (Directives for the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference), with which, he said, all Delegates were 
familiar.

International Telecommunication Convention. Article 10 
(Plenipotentiary Conferences") ancf Article 11' (Administrative Con­
ferences). Of these two texts, the first was not relevant, because 
it related only to Conferences with clearly defined attributes 
having nothing, to do with the work of the present Conference (e.g. 
to the I.T.U. Conferences, which were held every five years).
Only the second of the two texts in sub-pargraph b) of paragraph 1 
could relate to a Conference like that of Copenhagen. Articles 40 
and 41 of the Convention appeared to be applicable to the Copenhagen 
Conference, and called, for special attention. They said in effect 
that members could conclude regional agreements, but without 
specifying whether these regional Conferences vie re of representa­
tives of Administrations or representatives of Governments, i.e. 
plenipotentiaries. -Annex 2 of the Convention (page 53-E) defined 
the expression "Administration”, but without throwing much light 
on the subject. It was moreover not easy to see how a "department 
or service of a government" responsible for implementing the obli­
gations of an international Convention could be emprowered to con­
clude a Convention.

General Regulations annexed to the International
Telecommunication Convention.

BaS’es 59-E and 60-E laid down general regulations for invi­
tation and admission to Plenipotentiary Conferences and to Adminis­
trative Conferences, Paragraph 7 of Chapter 1 and paragraph 7 of 
Chapter 2 were worthy of attention. Chapter 3 (Voting at Conferenc­
es) and Chapter 6 (Rules of Procedure of Conferences) made no dis­
tinction between the two types of Conference.

He further quoted from the Resolutions, Rejsommendations and 
Opinions on page 112-E of the Convention”,"'and ITspeViaTly "from 
Paragraph 2 (recommendations concerning broadcasting). The Mexico 
v-onference was an Administrative Conference,

He opened the discussion.

(D35)
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The Delegate of Czechoslovakia put a new point for discussion* 
He cited No. 248 of the Radio Regulations, page 62 - E, where no 
mention'was made of Regional Agreements, That might be compared 
with No, 131 of the same Regulations (page 129-132 - E), where 
special mention was made of the Regional Agreement to be concluded 
at the next European Broadcasting Conference. Thus it was Article 
41 of the Convention that applied to the present Conference, and 
not Article 40.

The Chairman welcomed the point. He gathered that the 
Czechoslovak Delegation was of the opinion that the present was 
a Regional Conference, governed by Article 41, which the discus­
sion would no doubt do well to take as its starting point.

The Delegate of the U,S,S,R, was not aware that a discussion 
of this question formed part of the agenda of the Committee, The 
Soviet Delegation had not sufficient documentation to take a 
useful part in the discussion; and he suggested that they should 
confine themselves to an exchange of opinions, and postpone the 
decision until some later meeting.

After an exchange of views between the Secretariat and the 
Delegations of the U.S.S.R. and of Yugoslavia, the Chairman 
proposed the following measures to avoid misunderstanding due 
to incorrect translation:

1. At the end of each Meeting the agenda for the next Meeting 
shall be announced by the Chairman, and the Committee shall be 
invited to make any objections it thinks necessary:

2. The Chairman will inform the Secretariat of the desire 
expressed by certain members to have the agenda of the Committees 
posted immediately, even when the Committees meet daily, subject 
always to considerations of practicability.

3. He will do his utmost to ensure that reports reach the' 
Secretariat within a few hours of the adjournment of a meeting.

The Delegate of Poland asked what was the difference between 
an Administrative Conference and a Conference of Plenipotentiaries,

The Chairman replied that there was no difference so far as 
the individual members of the Conference were concerned. The 
difference lay in the nature of the powers of the persons 
participating,’ and in the nature of the Acts resulting from their 
deliberations, In an Administrative Conference the Agreements 
adopted were binding only on the Administrations, and the Govern­
ments could forbid their Administrations to apply them. On the 
other hand, the signatures of Plenipotentiaries constituted the 
beginnings of an engagement of Governments, which the latter 
sanctioned more or less formally according to the procedure laid 
down in their respective constitutional laws following on a 
decision by their Legislative and Executive Bodies.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom (1) said that the matter 
under discussion seemed to be composed of two elements:

u )  See the Annex for the complete text of his statement.

(D 29)
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first, the. Status of the Conference itself anch, secondly, the 
nature of the Convention that would emerge from its deliberations.

It was clear that Article 10 of the Atlantic City Convention 
referred solely to Conferences held every five years or so'for 
the purpose of revising the International Radio Convention. The 
present Conference was a Conference governed by Article 41 of 
the Atlantic City Convention, i.e. it was regional. It was . 
sovereign, the only limitation on its sovereignty being the last 
phrase of the Article to the effect that no agreement could be 
concluded by it which was in conflict with the Convention. That 
being so, Delegates, who knew the character of the Conventions 
of Lucerne and Montreux, could have no objection to the 
Copenhagen Convention-being of the same character, viz. an 
agreement subject to ratification by the Governments concerned' 
and signed by the Plenipotentiaries of those Governments.

The Chairman observed that the use ot the expression 
"Conference of Plenipotentiaries!t was confined in the .Atlantic 
City texts to bodies with clearly defined attributes. It would 
be necessary therefore to find another term, if they desired to 
indicate that the Delegates at the Copenhagen Conference had 
full power's to sign a Convention constituting the beginning of 
an obligation on their Governments, and further to enter reser­
vations.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom suggested that the 
Conference should adopt the title of "European Regicruel Inter- 
Governmental Conference".

The Delegate of Rouniania said that for the moment -his 
Delegation was not authorised to participate in any Conference 
that would bind its Government. It would therefore be necessary 
for him to refer the matter to his Government, and he reserved 
his position.

The Chairman noted that ^ ’adjournment was desired in 
certain quarters"T An pause for reflection would be an admirable 
thing, if it'led to propositions commanding unanimity at the 
next Meeting.

The Delegate of the Unit ed Ring dorq' p o int e d out that, even 
if Delegates had not formal full powers, they could nevertheless 
sign an inter-governmental Agreement, after a simple notification 
through the diplomatic channels, or even by telegram to the 
Governments concerned. The full powers in writing would then 
be despatched through the Post to regularise the signatures*

The Chairman took the opinion of the Committee on the subject 
of the*’ ad j ournrnent. The Committee being almost unanimously in 
favour of adjourning, he' reminded Members that the next Meeting 
was due to be held on the following day, viz. Wednesday, at 
2,30 p.m. in Room 4. The only item on the Agenda would be the 
continuation of the day’s discussion on the character of 
the Conference,

D-34
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He would be glad, however; if the Meeting could begin at 
3,15 p.m. instead of at 2.JO p.m. No objections were raised.

At the request of the Delegate of CzechoSlovakia the r^genda 
for the next Meeting was settled as follows:

1 , Continuation of the discussion on the character 
of the Conference.i *

2, Settling of tho Agenda for the next Meetings.
The Meeting rose at 11,30 a.m.

J.U.LEPROUX, Jaeques MEYER,
Reporter. Chairman.

d-34
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ANNEX
It seems to us that the question being discussed by this 

Committee, viz*, the character of this Conference, is capable of 
being considered in two parts:

a) the status of the Conference itself, and
b) the resulting convention which will emerge*
In the view of the United Kingdom Delegation, Article 10 of

the Atlantic City Convention relates only to the main plenipoten­
tiary conference of the I.T.U., that is to say, the world 
conference which has the authority to revise at given intervals 
the I.T.U. Convention, This Conference is sovereign in the I.f*U, 
and all other conferences on telecommunication matters are in 
varying degrees bound by its decisions* Thus, in Article 41 of 
the Convention, regarding regional conferences, it is stated that 
the agreements concluded thereat must not be in conflict with 
the main Convention, To that extent our sovereignty can be held 
to be qualified or limited and in the terminology employed in the 
Atlantic City documents it would seem appropriate to describe our 
Conference as "administrative"♦ The word "administrative”, in our 
view, is intended to imply a conference which bears this relation­
ship to the major plenipotentiary conference of the I.T.U, as
regards the scope of its agenda and of its decisions. We cannot
have two equally sovereign bodies in one world union*

All this, however, relates to the status of the Conference 
within the I.T.U* and'not to the status in international law of the 
resulting convention*

The resulting convention is a separate matter. I have not 
heard cited any reference in the Atlantic City documents which 
bears on this particular aspect of the matter. Since the Delegates 
present at this Conference were fully aware of the character of 
the Lucerne and Montreux Conventions, it can perhaps reasonably be 
assumed that they saw no objection to future conventions being 
concluded in the same form. The United Kingdom Delegation believes 
that there is only one decision which can reasonably be taken - 
viz., that the convention must be inter-governmenta1 in character 
as was the case at both Lucerne and. Montreux. The reasons which 
have led us to put this view before the Committee are:

a) the importance of broadcasting, and
b) the need for the agreements we all expect to reach to' 

be implemented with the full weight of governmental authority.
Our Host Government wisely asked that Chief Delegates should 

come to this Conference with Full Powers and one imagines that 
they have done so. But Mr. Chairman, if they have not, it is a 
matter which can be adjusted easily enough before the time for 
signing arrives.

(RD Doc. 50 - E)
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The United Kingdom Delegation urges very strongly that the 
convention which will emerge from this Conference should be in 
line with the Conventions'of Lucerne and Montreux and follow 
their precedents, that is, it should be signed by plenipotentiaries 
sub.jeot to ratification by their respective governments*

Later:The United Kingdom Delegation suggested that an appropriate 
title for the Conference might be "The Inter-Governmental 
European Regional Broadcasting Conference",

(D 29)
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F R A I C E  
Observations of

”Radiodiffusion fran9aise”

on the Preliminary Draft Plan Sub­
mitted by the Committee of Eight 
Countries,

1, ’’Radiodiffusion franqaise” feels that it should first recall 
its requirements, which were iliily submitted to the Committee 
of Eight Countries, For metropolitan France these are:

1 exclusive long wave.
19 medium waves:

11 exclusive (1)
7 shared
1 international Common wave type 1

2, ”Radiodiffusion franpaise” gladly recognizes that each of the 
authors of the Preliminary Drafts has made noteworthy efforts 
to take into account its requirements as stated both iii its 
original application and in the observations submitted'by its 
Delegates at Brussels.,

But the preliminary drafts submitted tb the Copenhagen Con­
ference do not yet meet our requirements, although the latter 
had already been deliberately reduced ,with a vie?/ to facili­
tating the - preparation of a plan,
In this connection it is recalled that for a long time (from 
before Lucerne) the number of frequencies in use by metropo- 
politan France has been continuously 24 or 25* . The number 
today is 25 (1 long wave, 24 medium ?/aves).
Thus in reducing its request to 20 frequencies, "Radiodiffusion 
franqaise” is making a considerable sacrifice in the interests 
of international solidarity - a sacrifice it would like to 
see imitated by the various countries, so that the vital 
needs of all may be satisfied.

(l) Some of these frequencies could if necessary be shared, 
provided always that the contour at 2 mv/m is.adequately 
protected by night and by day.

Kobenhavn, 1948

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference
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3* "Radiodiffusion franqaise" points out that* in the
preliminary draft -with the 10 kc/s separation, four of the 
frequencies in question are transformed into veritable inter- . 
national common waves, incapable of giving the service required, 
by the limitation of power and the degree of sharing, although 
the number of frequencies planned is theoretically in the 
neighbourhood of that requested. The number of really effec­
tive frequencies is thus in practice reduced, to 1§ which is 
notably less than the number asked for.
Again it should be noted that, of the 19 frequencies envisaged,
3 are contemplated in the 1500 to 1600 kc/s range, 
"Radiodiffusion franqaise" would be prepared, if need ,be9 to 
accept one of the ten frequencies in this range, but it is • 
not prepared to accept more* In any case, if the allocation 
of such a frequency to France cannot be avoided, the only 
transmitter for which it would be acceptable would be that 
of Nice*

In vie?/ of the relstively small distance separating sharing 
stations, some of the cases of sharing contemplated do not 
allow of protection sufficient to ensure a satisfactory service.

4* "Radiodiffusion franqaise" notes, v/ith regard to the prelimi­
nary draft Y/ith the 9 kc/s separation, that the number of 
frequencies allocated to metropolitan France is noticeably 
less than that requested, there being at the same time no 
compensating improvement in the position of the frequencies 
in the spectrum. The frequencies provided for certain trans­
mitters are even higher than those required.

At the same time, were this compensation accorded, it 
would still be necessary to allocate a corresponding supple­
mentary frequency for the operation of a synchronised net­
work,

Lastly, although sharing.is generally satisfactory, some 
improvement in this Connection is needed in the case of the 
Marseilles station,

5, With regard to Algeria, each of the 2 preliminary drafts 
provides the number of frequencies required, which represents 
a considerable improvement on the original preliminary drafts, 
Generally speaking, the position of the frequencies in the 
spectrum would be acceptable, although the frequencies are 
higher than those desired, but the sharing conditions certainly 
require revision.

6, The 9 kc/s plan provides for the Saar territory a frequency 
which will admit of a satisfactory service. Nothing is 
allocated to this territory.in the 10 kc/s plan: this is an
omission which should be made good*

7» the present document, which is intentionally brief, there
has been no place for detailed criticism of the suggested 
allocations to France, There can, and must be, a place for 
such criticism in the course of the discussions of the various 
Committees. Similarly, this is not the place for comparing 
the treatment accorded to the needs - of the various countries,
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Moreover, pending the conclusions reached as a result of the 
aggregate discussions of Committee 4, no preference has been 
indicated for a 9 kc/s or a 10 kc/s separation**
In any case, ”Radiodiffusion fran9aise" desires to recognize 
the eminently constructive work of each of the authors of the 
two preliminary draft plans, arid hopes that the substantial 
improvements on the original preliminary drafts are the 
precursors of a happy result in the end*

N.B. The French Administration reserves the right to make 
known its observations with regard to the French zone 
of occupation in Germany, when, the Conference has 
given its decision on the question of the representation 
of Germany^

(Tr.5/R.ll/D,3'4)
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San Marino, 2 July 1948/1647 d.f.R
Republic of San Marino 
Department of State for 
Foreign Affairs 
N, 0489/A/467

Chairman of the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference

Copenhagen
Sir,

The Government of the Republic of San Marino has the honour 
to apply hereby for admission to the European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference, meeting at Kobenhavn under your 
chairmanship* Our Government desires the allocation of a 
medium wave for its official radio transmissions*

The Republic of San Marino recently made its position clear 
by adhering to, and ratifying the acts of the Conventions drawn 
up in the matter of broadcasting at Washington, Madrid, Cairo 
and Atlantic City*

We have entrusted Mr* d'Ernst, Director of the International 
Telecommunication Union, with the communication of all infor­
mation regarding our application and its outcome* In the 
event of your not having yet received all the explanations 
requested, you may apply, if you consider it expedient, to 
Mr* d'Ernst, who will give you all the necessary information.

Maitre Emmanuel Roet̂ , lay/yer, living in Brussels (289, Av* 
Brugmann), our Delegate to the Brussels Conference., will 
continue to represent the Republic of San Marino, as will 
Mr* Frode W. Hedorf, Consul General of the Republic in Denmark* 
who has been asked to participate in the work of the Conference.

We beg you to give our application favorable consideration, 
so that the Republic of San Marino may not be excluded from 
the Conference, and so that her request for a broadcasting wave 
may be met*

It would be appreciated if you would communicate the 
result of this application directly to the Department of State* 
and to our delegates, in view of the limited time available.

I have etc*
For the Secretary of State 

The Chancellor:

(Tr.l5/R,4/d-34) I>. MORGANTI
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French delegation

Submitted in freneh.
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July 8, 1948

The Chairman 
European Regional

Broadcasting Conference 
and Maritime Regional Radio 

Conference,

In the name of the Minister of Public Works and Trans­
ports, of the French Republic, I have the honour to request 
you to allow a representative of the International Civil Avia­
tion Organization (I,C,A,0,) to participate in the work of the 
two Conferences.

The I.C.A.O* has replaced the former C.I.N.A. which 
participated, in particular, in the work of the Montreux 
Conference. Since the I.C.A.O* Regional Administration for 
Europe is situated in Paris, it rests with my Government to 
propose its admission to the present Conference.

I hope that you will be able to give a favourable reply 
to my request.

I have etc,
signed: dhermite

Head of the French delegation

(5r.15A.llA1 29)
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Drafting of Broadcasting; Contention. ' , .
The conventi-on now in force is that drawn-up at -Lucerne in 

1933. A revision was undertaken at Uontreux in 1939 but the 
revised Convention was never ratified.

The Convention Committee at Montreux Red from the Lucerne 
text and reached its conclusions after considering numerous . 
proposals (some put forward as papers by various delegations)
'for modifications to that text. Much of the revision then agreed 
upon appears to be equally valid now, and it would tend to reduce 
work at Copenhagen if the Montreux text could be treated as the 
basis of discussion. As, however, the Montreux Convention has not 
been implemented, it may 7/ell be decided that the redrafting now 
in prospect must start from the Lucerne provisions. A decision on 
this point cannot be taken until the Conference opens and references 
are therefore made throughout the schedules attached to this paper 
to the relative portions of both documents.
Plan ar.ne xe d t o t he C onventi on .

CeVtain general provisions, of a primarily technical nature, 
appear as a preamble to the Lucerne Plan. At Montreux these 
provisions were expanded into the form of Articles and in some 
cases Articles which formed part of the Lucerne Convention 
appeared at Montreux among the General Provisions introducing the 
Plan. "For this reason it will be convenient to consider the 
Articles of the Convention and those of the Plan as being essentially 
parts of the same document, with the distinction that the. latter 
are concerned with-the more technical matters on which agreement 
is required. At Montreux the Convention Committee did in fact 
deal with the Articles of the Plan, but only after they had been 
approved in substance by the Technical Committee. • while therefore 
the provisions of the Plan will be dealt with in a separate 
technical paper, it will be necessary before the Conference opens 
to ensure proper co-ordination of the two sets of Articles and, 
after the Conference opens, for the Technical Committee and the 
Convention Committee delegates to maintain close contact with 
each other.

The attached schedules set out the amendments to the Lucerne 
and/or Montreux Convention which appear to be necessary or desirable •. 
in a new Convention.



Proposed Convention for Copenhagen Conference 2
lu c e rn e  commTicm
(uist of Countries1)

The undersigned, pienipoten 
tiaries of the above-named 
Governments? being assembled 
at Lucerne by virtue of the Ad­
ditional Protocol to the Acts 
of the International Radiote­
legraphic Conference of Ma­
drid (1932)? have by-common 
accord and subject to ratifi­
cation resolved upon the fol­
lowing Convention;

MONTREUX CONVENTION
(List of Countries)

The undersigned* plenipoten- 
tiaries of the Governments of the 
above-named countries, being as­
sembled at Montreux, acting in 
virtue of the International Te- 
lecommunication Convention rela­
ting to the conclusion of spe­
cial arrangements, have by com­
mon accord and subject to rati­
fication concluded the arrange­
ment for broadcasting in the 
European area contained in the 
following Convention and the 
Plan annexed thereto.

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS

Replace the Lucerne pream­
ble the following:-

• .1'The undersigned plenipotenf: 
tiaries of the Governments of 
the above-named countries Mem­
bers of the Internet!onal Te­
lecommunication Union being 
assembled in conference at 
Copenhagen, by virtue of the 
Additional Protocol to the 
IActs of the International Ra­
dio Conference signed at At­
lantic City on the 2nd October, 
1947, by the Delegates of the 
European Area have by mutual 
consent and subject to rati­
fication, revised the Euro­
pean Broadcating Convention 
and the Plan annexed thereto, 
concluded at Lucerne on l>th 
June, 1933» read as 
follows?-.

REASON

To relate the proposed 
Convention to the deci­
sions reached at the In­
terna ti onal R^di0 Confe- 
rence of Atlantic City in 
194-7.

st?30
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LUCERNE CONVENTION

Article 1 
Purpose of the Convention.
Lef initicns
§ 1 - The contracting Govern • 
merits declare that they do 
adopt, and will apply, the 
provisions of the present 
Conver tion end of the PIan 
a nn ex ed tberetc.
§2* *he Governments agree 
neither to instal .nor to put 
into ope j. ati on, in -the ba n d s 
provided fci in the^Plan, 
any broadcasting stations 
other than these mentioned 
in the Plan, except under the 
conditions provided for below 
in Article 5*
§3* Until such time as the 
present Convention shall be­
come effective, the contrac­
ting Governments agree to 
make no changes in their radio- 
communications services of a 
nature which would prevent a 
strict and integral application 
of the Plan.

MONTKEUX CONVENTION

(Art. 2)

§1. The contracting Govern­
ments declare that they do 
adopt, and will apply, the 
provisions of the present 
Convention and of the Plan 
arm exad thereto.
§2. The Governments agree 
not tc utilize for their 
broadcasting stations, on 
the bands provided for in 
the Plan, any frequencies 
other than those mentioned 
in the said Plan. They un­
dertake furthermore neither 
to instal nor to put into 
operation, on the bands pro­
vided for in the Plan, any 
broadcasting stations other 
than those mentioned in the 
Plan, except under the con­
ditions provided for in 
Article 8 below.

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS REASON

As foi Lucerne

do.

do.



LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTREUX CONVENTION I.... .... .......SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS
4. *

REASON

§4*. The "European area" to which 
the present Convention is appli­
cable is defined to the North 
and to the 7/est by the natural 
boundaries of Europe, to the 
East by the meridian 40® E. of 
Greenwich, and to the South by 
the parallel 3^° N . * so as to 
include the western part of the 
U.S.S.R. and the territories 
bordering on the Mediterranean 
Sea, with the exception of the 
parts of Arabia and of the 
Hedjaz which are included in 
this sector.

§2. The "European area" to 
which the present Convention 
is applicable is defined to 
the North and to the West by 
the natural boundaries of Europe, to the East by the 
meridian 40° east of Greenwich, 
and to the South by the paral­
lel 3°° north, so as to include 
the western part of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(U.S.S.R.) and the territories 
bordering on the Mediterranean 
Sea, with the exception of the 
parts of Arabia and Saudi 
Arabia which are included in 
this sector.

■

Article 1 (4):
Replace the Lucerne 

definition by the following:
In this Convention the 

expression ‘’European Area" 
shall mean the area bounded 
on the west by a line exten­
ding from the North Pole along 
Meridian 10° West of Greenwich 
to its intersection with 
parallel 72° North, and thence 
by great circle arc to inter­
section of meridian 50° West 
and parallel 40° North, and 
thence by great circle arc to 
the intersection of meridian 
40° West and parallel 3°° 
North; on the East by the 
meridian 40° East of Greenwich; 
and on the South by the paral­
lel 30° North, so as to in­
clude the western part of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the territories 
bordering on the Mediterranean 
Sea, with the exception of the 
parts of Arabia and Saudi 
Arabia which are included in 
this sector.

To conform to the 
definition of European area 
adopted by the International 
Radio Conference of Atlantic 
City. If this definition is 
accepted in the form proposed, 
it would be desirable to in­
sert elsewhere in the Conven­
tion a separate provision to 
the effect that the proposed 
Convention shall apply only 
to the European region.

St.33



l u c e r n e convention

§5. In the present Convention:
9

the word nAdministration" 
denotes a government admini­
stration of a contracting 
country of the European area, 
on which the technical opera­
tion of a broadcasting service
depends;the words "Bureau of the 
Union" denote the Bureau of 
the International Telecommu­
nications Union.

IIONTREUX CONVENTION 
(Article 1 l) - ■ • .

§ 1. In the present Conven­
tion:
the word "Adninistra- y 

tion" denotes a Government ad 
ministration of a contrac-/" 
-ting-country of the European 
areajthe words "Bureau of. 
the Union" denote the Bureau 
of the International Tele- | 
communications Union;

the words "Internatio­
nal Telecommunication Con- 
vention" denote the Interna-- 
tional Telecommunication ' 
Convention of Madrid 1932., 
or any revision thereof 
which may be substituted 
therefor;

the words "General 
Radio Regulations" denote 
the General- Radio Regulations 
of Cairo 1938, or any revi­
sion thereof which may be 
substituted therefor;

The word "Plan" denotes, 
the Plan of Ilontreux annexed-, j 
to the present Convention, 
or any revision thereof 
which maybe substituted 
therefor...

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS
-------------- 57REASON

Replace Lucerne article by the 
following which it is suggested 
should be included in paragraph 4 . 
If so the proposed wording of that 
paragraph should be slightly a-..:.- 
mended:-- In the present Convention: 

the words "International Tele- 
■ communication Convention" denote 
the International Telecommunication] 
Convention of Atlantic City 1947 •
or any revision which- may be sub­
stituted for it.'The words "Radio Regulations" 
denote the radio regulations an- 
nexed\to the International Tele­
communication Convention, Atlan­
tic City 1947 or any revision 
which may be substituted for it.

The v/ord "Plan" denotes the 
Plan of Copenhagen annexed to the 
present Convention or any revision 
which may be substituted for it.

"'The word "administration" de­
notes, a government administration 
of a contracting country of the
European area.The words "General Secretariat
of the Union" denote the General
Secretariat of the International
'Telecommunication Union.

These and any 
other definitions 
used in tho proposed 
Convention will have 
to be drafted in the 
light of the Atlan­
tic City Conference 
documents and of dex­
cisions taken by the 
Copenhagen Conferen­
ce, 1948.



LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTREUX CONVENTION

§5* In the present Convention: 
the word ’’Administration” 

denotes the governmental admi­
nistration of a contracting 
country in the European area, 
responsible for the technical 
operation of the broadcasting 
service;

the words ’’Bureau of the 
Union” denote the Bureau of the 
International Telecommunication 
Union*

(no equivalent)

(Art. 1. §1*)
§1* In the present Convention: 
the word ’’Administration” 
denotes a governmental admi­
nistration of a contracting 
country in the European Area.

The words ’’Bureau of the 
Union” denote the Bureau of 
the International Telecommuni­cation Union*

The words ”International 
Telecommunication Convention” 
denote the International Tele 
communication Convention of 
Madrid 1932, or any revision 
thereof which may be substi­
tuted therefor-;

The words ”General Radio 
Regulations” denote the 
General RadicTEegulations of.'.' 
Cairo 1938,' or any revision 
thereof which may be substi­
tuted therefor.

The word ’’Plan" denotes 
£ 35 the Montreux Plan annexed*to

this Convention or any revision 
thereof which may be substi­
tuted therefor.

6 .

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS

Replace Lucerne article by the 
following which it is suggested should 
be included in paragraph 4. If so the 
proposed wording of that paragraph 
should be slightly amended:-

In the present Convention:
the words ’’International Telecommu­

nication Convention” denote the Inter­
national Telecommunication Convention 
of Atlantic City 1947 or any revision 
v/hich may be substituted for i t.

The words ’’Radio Regulations” 
denote the radio regulations annexed to 
the International Telecommunication 
Convention, Atlantic City 1947 or any 
revision which may be substituted for 
it.

The word ’’Plan” denotes the Plan 
of Copenhagen annexed to the present 
Convention or any revision which may be 
substituted for it.

The.word ’’administration” denotes 
a government administration of a con­
tracting country of the European area.

The words ’’General Secretariat of 
the Union” denote the General Secretar­
iat of the International Telecommuni­
cation Union.

REASON

These and any 
other definitions used 
in the proposed Con­
vention will have to 
be drafted in the 
light of the Atlantic 
City Conference 
documents and _of 
decisions taken by the 
Copenhagen Conference,, 
1948.



LUCEFsNL CONVICTION MONTRMJX' CONVENT I ON
Article 2.

Ratiflegtion of the Convention
The present Convention 

shall he ratified hy the signa­
tory Governments, and the in­
struments of ratification 
shall he deposited through the 
diplomatic channel and in the 
shortest delay, in the ar­
chives of the Swiss Confede­
ration. The Swiss Confedera­
tion shall notify the other 
signatory Qovernments of the 
ratifications as and when 
they are received.*

(•tot.3 )

Ratification of the Convention
The present Convention shall 

. he ratified hy the signatory 
j Governments, and the instru- 
! ments of ratification shall he 
| deposited, through the diploma * 
j tic channel and as soon as pos­
sible, in the archives, of the 
Government of the Swiss Confe­
deration, which shall notify 
the other signatory Govern­
ments and acceding Governments 
as they come in. Ratification 
includes approval of the Mon­
treux Plan.

SUGGESTED JAiRNIMENTS REASON

Replace Lucerne article by the 
following?-

This Convention shall he 
ratified hy each of the signa­
tory Governments. The instru­
ments of ratification shall 
he deposited, in as short time 
as possibleN, with the Govern­
ment of  .... ....... *.
which shall notify the other 
Governments parries to the 
Convention .©f each deposit of 
ratificati on.

!i
i

It ie suggested that 
the amended text would he 
an improvement on the cor­
responding Article'in the 
Lucerne Conventions

St.*30
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LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTRSUX CONVENTION 1 SUGGESTED ALIME N T S I REASON
Accession tc the Convention
§1', The Government of a 
country of the. European Area, 
not a signatory of the pre- 
sent Convention, may accede to 
it "before the date of its 
entry into force. Such 
accession must be without 
reservations.
§2. The JLnsirument of acces­
sion shall be deposited in the 
archives of the Govejmment of 
the Swiss Confederation, which 
shall inform all the other 
contracting Governments.

accession to trie Convention
§1 . The Government of a coun­
try of the European Area, net 
a signatory of the present 
Convention, may accede to it* a 
any time. Such accession, 
which shall be notified throug 
the diplomatic.channel to the 
Government of the Swiss Con­
federation, shall extend to 
ti e Plan and shall be with-* 
out reser■va11ons i
§2. The instrument of acces­
sion shall be deposited in 
the archives of the Government 
of the Swiss Confederation, 
which shall inform all the 
other signatory Governments 
and acceding Governments.

He place. Lucerne article ~ 
by the followings-
The Government of a country, 
which is a Member of the In­
ternational Teleecmmunicati on 
Union, but not a signatory of 
this Convention, and the whole 
or a part of the territory of 
which lies within the European 
Area, may accede to this Con- 
venticn by depositing an in­
strument of accession with'the
Government of   V* ...
Unless otherwise specified 
therein, it shall become 
effective upon the date, of its 
deposit. The said Government, 
shall notify the other Govern-* 
nents parties to the Conven­
tion of each, accession when, 
it is received and shall for­
ward to each of them- a certi­
fied copy of the instrument of 
accession.

TTt "_i" s‘~sLgge s 1 e d~ixTatr'~ * 
the amended text would 
be an improvement on 
the corresponding 
Article.in the Lucerne 
Convention.



LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTREUX CONVENTION.
j  •

S u G-GD o T E D  ibAEIi JJiuEM TS
It is proposed that there .. 

.should be a new Article as fol­
lows:-

Article 3 bis
Application of this Con­
vention to Dependent Ter­
ritories:

A Government, party to this 
Convention, may, at the time of 
signature, ratification, acces­
sion or at any time thereafter 
by notification given to the 
Government of . . . ............
declare that this Convention 
shall extend to any of the ter­
ritories,- wholly or in part 
within the European ^rea, for 
the international relations 
of which it is responsible, and 
£his Convention shall, from^ 
the date of the receipt of the 
Notification, or from such _ 
other date as may be specified 
in the notification, extend to 
"the territory or territories 
named therein.•

T?T.)ASON
. It is considered de­
sirable to provide in 
t erms f or the e xt en si on 
of the proposed Conven­
tion to any dependent 
territories within the 
European Area by means . 
of a declaration by the 
Government of the coun­
try responsible for the 
international- relations 
of the dependent terri­
tory, cf.‘ Article 18 
of the International 
T e 1 e c omiiiuni c at i on Co n- 
ventioni

St : 3o
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Article 4 (Article' 6 )
i

Kevision of the Convention and jRevision of the Convention 
ox the Plan j . -
§1. Phe present Convention shall; 
he in force until the date of 
the coming into force of the 
decisions to he taken by the 
first International Admini­
strative Conference on Radio- 
communication* which takes 
place after the Madrid Confe­
rence of 1932.
§2. In the course of the said 
Administrative Conference, or 
in the three months following 
its closure, the Administra­
tions shall arrange for the 
convocation of a new European 
Conference charged with the 
examination of possible modi­
fications to the present Con­
vention .

§1. European Administrative 
Conferences may take place at 
any time for the revision of 
the Plan, if the request is 
made by one or more Admini­
strations to the Bureau of 
the Union, and if such 
request is agreed to by a 
third of the Administrations 
within the time-limit fixed 
by the said Bureau.

Should none of the Con-

f'he revision of the 
present Convention shall be 
undertaken by Conferences of 
Plenipotentiaries of the 
Governments of the countries 
of the European area, when it-, 
has been so decided by an 
international radiocommunica­
tion conference of plenipotent 
iaries, or when at least ten 
contracting Governments make 
such request to the Government 
of the Swiss Confederation..

(Article 9)
Revision of the Plan

Article 4-
;

R e p l a c e  L u c e r n e  article b y  
the f o l l o w i n g : -

1. Phis C o n v e n t i o n  or the P l a n  
a n n e x e d  her e t o  may be amen d e d 
b y  a g r e e m e n t  b e t w e e n  all the 
G o v e r n m e n t s  p a r t i e s  hereto.

p , U p o n  the
requ e s t  of. a n y  G o v e r n m e n t  p a r t y  
hereto, a p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t  to 
this C 0nventio3i or the said 
'Plan., or u p o n  the.- recommendation 
of an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  C o n f e r e n c e  
of d elegates o f  Governments 
parties hereto, a p r o p o s e d  
am e n d m e n t  to the said P l a n  shall

§1. fhe revision of the Plan 
will be effected by the Con­
ferences for which provision it 
made in Article 6.

It may also be effected by 
administrative conferences of'
.©legates of the Governments 
gf the countries of the 
European area, when it has been 
so decided by an international 
radiocommunication conference, 
or upon the request of one or 
more Administrations to the 
Bureau of the Union, on condi-

ctliic JViiiiViA V w-w v*- _
be c o m m u n i c a t e d  by t h e  G o v e r n ­
m e n t  o f  .  ..............   to all -
the other G o v e r n m e n t s  part i e s  
h e r e t o  for a c c e p t a n c e  u n d e r  this 
p a r a g r a p h ,  w h i c h  shall be c o m ­
m u n i c a t e d  to the G o v e r n m e n t
,of  ......... .
S h a t  G o v e r n m e n t  shall n o t i f y  al
such other G o v e r n m e n t s  of  any
a c c e p t a n c e  made u n d e r  t h i s  p a -
• ragraph, and any a m e n d m e n t  which
h a s  o b t a i n e d  the acc e p t a n c e  of
all the G o v e r n m e n t s  parties
h e r e t o  shall come into force
b e t w e e n  t h e m  th r e e  mor. ■ . • a f t e r
the date of s u c h  Y  see ,-ta: .ce. •

2. (a) A  p l e n i p o t  ;i ,~:y C o n f e ­
r e n c e  to co n s i d e r  g.e . .sndment

In o r d e r  t h a t  the C o p e n ­
h a g e n  C o n v e n t i o n  m ay l a s t  as 
l o n g  as p ossible, it is 
t h o u g h t  desirable to provide 
a f l e x i b l e  p r o c edure f o r  its 
a mendment. In the p r o p o s e d  
A r t i c l e  t w o  m e t h o d s  are 
p r o v i d e d  for: . ono by 
s e c u r i n g  a g r e ement b e t w e e n  
all the G o v e r n m e n t s  c o n c e r ­
n e d  w i t h o u t  resort to a 
C o n f e r e n c e ; the ot h e r  by 
m e a n s  of a conference of 
Plans. It w i l l  be n o t e d  
t h a t  p r o v i s i o n  is made in 
the l a t t e r  f o r  a m e n d m e n t  of 
the C o n v e n t i o n  w h e n  a 
subs t a n t i a l  m a j o r i t y  of the 
p a r t i e s  t o  it so desire.
Ihe f i g u r e  of the n u m b e r  of 
G o v e r n m e n t s  w h i c h  shall be 
r e q u i r e d  to m a t e  a r e q u e s t  
for a C o n f e r e n c e  to be c a l ­
l e d  h as not b een inserted, 
it b e i n g  l e f t  f o r  d e c i s i o n  
at the C o p e n h a g e n  C o n f e ­
r ence .



ferences referred -to above 
take place before 13 January 
1 9 3 6 an Administrative Confc 
repce shall be convoked auto­
matically 'immediately after 
that date.

/§4.-

tion that within a period fixed of this Convention or the 
by the said Office, at least ten Plan annexed hereto proposed 
Administrations have proclaimed by any Government party hereto 
themselves in favour of the shall at any time be convened,
revision, by the Government of

• upon the
request of  ............ of.
the Governments parties 

. hereto.
/§2 . I /(b) ;

3T 33



LUCERNE CONVENTION

§4. The provisions of the 
present Convention or of".the 
Plan annexed thereto shall 
he respectively abrogated 
between all the contracting 
parties at such date as a 
new Convention orPlan is put 
into force.

11,
MONTREUX CONVENTION

§2. for the approval of a new 
Plan, the provisions of the 
International Telecommunication 
Convention relating to the 
approval of regulations shall. 
be applicable.

(Separate Article 7):

Abrogation of the Convention
and of the Plan

§1. The present Convention and 
Plan shall be abrogated between 
all the signatory and adherent 
parties from the date on which 
a new Convention enters into 
force. The Plan shall be. 
abrogated from the date on which 
a new Plan enters into force. ,
$>2. In the event of a contrac­
ting Government not approving 
a new Plan, the Convention shall., 
be abrogated in relation to 
such Government from the date 
on which the new Plan enters 
into force.

' SUGGESTED ALJENDhBNTS

(b) Such proposed amendment shall 
be communicated by the Government of 
............. , to all other Govern-
iments parties to this Convention at 
least six months before it is considered 
by such Conference.

(c) Every amendment adopted by such 
Conference by a simple majority of the 
delegates of Governments present and 
voting shall be communicated by the
Government of ................ to all the
other Governments parties to this 
Convention for their acceptance,

;d) Any amendment communicated to 
Governments parties to this Convention 
'under paragraph 1(c), of this Article 
shall come into force for all the 
. Goverdsments parties hereto, except those 
‘which, before it comes into force, may 
make a declaration that they do not 
' accep" the amendment, throe months after 
the dt te on which two-thirds of the 
Goverijnents parties hereto have notified 
their acceptance of it to the Government
of .........     , which shall
notify all other Governments parties 
hereto of each acceptance made under 
; this paragraph*
3, A Conference convened under para*: 
graph 2(a) of this Article may by a two- 
thirds majority of the delegales of 
Governments present end voting determine 
at the time of its adoption that the 
amendment is of such a nature that any 
Government party to this Convention which

/has

REASON



LUCERNE CONVENT SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS

hf>s rondo a de.Qiara u i. on 
under paragraph 2(d) of. 
this , Article, and w m c h  
does.not accept the 
amendment within a peri­
od of one year after uhe 
amendment comes into 
force, shall, upon .tne 
expiry of this period, 
L̂fiase to be a paruy «-•

REASON



J_j U L>la-TU\ UU C Cui V 1 X ON MONTREUX CONVENTION
Article STAmendment of the Plan

§1. Any administration wishing 
to alter the characteristics 
(frequencyJ power, in the case 
of a maximum specially provided 
in the list of stations in the 
plan: geographical position, 
etc.) of one of the stations in 
the Plan, or to set up new 
broadcasting stations in the 
bands provided by the Plan, 
shall inform those Adminis­
trations which it considers are 
directly interested.
§2. If the aforesaid Adminis­
trations reach an agreement, 
this shall be notified to the 
Bureau of the Union, which 
shall inform the other Admin­
istrations.

Article 8 
Amendment of the_____  PlanAny Administration wishing

§3 * If any °f these latter Administrations consider that 
such agreement may react un­
favourably on their own serv­
ices, they shall have six weeks, 
from the date of reception of 
the notification from the 
Bureau of the Union, in which 
to convey their observations 
through the intermediary of the 
Bureau.

The proposed measure camotr be>. 
put into effect before the 
expiry of this- period.

§i:to alter the characteristics 
(frequency, power, geographical 
position, etc.) laid down for 
one of its stations in the Plan, 
or to set up a new broadcasting 
station, or to use a frequency 
allocated to it in the establish­
ment of a network of synchronised 
stations shall conform:

a) in the case where the 
frequency which it wishes to use 
is in one of the bands which are 
allocated exclusively to broad­
casting by the General Radio 
Regulations, and which appear in 
the Plan, either with the 
provisions inserted in the Plan, 
or with the procedure laid down 
in the following paragraphs of 
this article:
b) in the case where the 

frequency which it wishes to 
fuse is outside the bands mentioned 
in (a), with the provisions of 

tjhe said Regulations
]§2. The Administration shall 
[notify its desire to those 
Administrations which it con­

siders are directly interested. 
If the aforesaid Administrations 
reach an agreement, this shall 
be notified to the Bureau of the 
Union, which shall inform the 
other Administrations.

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS REASON 13-

1. Any Administration wishing 
to alter the characteristics 
(frequency, power, position, 
etc.) laid down for one of its 
stations in the Plan, or to 
install a new station, or to use 
one of its frequencies for a 
network of synchronised stations 
shall, conform:-

a) If the frequency is in a 
band exclusively reserved for 
broadcasting by the Radio Regu­
lations and which figures in the 
Plan, either to the conditions 
which ^ould be inserted in the 
Plan or to the procedure laid 
down in the following paragraphs.
b) If the frequency is out­

side the bands indicated under 
(a) to the conditions of the 
Radio Regulations.
2. The Administration shall 
advise those other Idministratione 
which it considers to be directly 
interested. If agreement is 
reached the General Secretariat
of the Union is notified and 
informs other Administrations.

2. These Administrations v/ho 
consider that such agreement may 

| react unfavourably on their own 
j services have six weeks in which 
1 to notify their objections through

/

The Montreux text 
(appears to be more 
isui table than the 
Lucerne.



LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTREUX CONVENTION SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS . j . REASON
 --— > .i n .--.- ■■ 1 - ' ■" 1 - ' ,n 1 ■,l"» 1 “ 1 j"
the General Secretariat of j
the Union. The change. J
cannot "be put into effect !
until after the expiry of j
this period. ]



LUG3BK3' C01TVENTI0N
§ 4. In case of dispute, or if 
no agreement is reached, the 
Administrations concerned shall 
appeal, in accordance with the 
procedure settled among them­
selves, to expert bodies and, 
if necessary., shall resort to 
conciliation.

If no agreement can be 
reached, the provisions of 
Article 12 § 2 of the present 
Convention shall apply.

MCNTREIIX: CONVENTION

§3. If any of these latte? 
Administrat ions c ons id er ' 
that the said agreement may 
react unfavourably on their

services, t h e y  shallOWn  , - u jia J _L
have six weeks from the date 
of receipt of the notifi­
cation f rom the Bur eau of 
the Union, in which to in­
timate their observations 
through the intermediary 
of the Bureau.

Any Administration, 
j which does not reply before 
j the expiry of this period, 
j shall be considered to have 
* given its assent.

The proposed measure 
cannot be put into effect 

s before the expiry of this 
jperiod*I
| After the expiry of
jthe period (of six weeks),
| the proposed measure may be 
iput into effect, if no 
objection nas arisen or if 
all the Administrations con­
cerned have been able to 
agree.

§ 4. If agreement is not
j reached along the lines set
j out in § 2 and § 3 above, the
I contesting Administrations I

14.
SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS BEASOH

  After the expiry of the same
period the proposal may be carried 
out if no objection has been raised, 
O f  all interested Administrations 
are in agreement.

Replace Montreux Article 8 (4) by:-

§ 4. where agreement ms not reached 
under the provisions of paragraph 
2 and 3 hereof the administrations 
in disagreement may refer the dis­
pute to an expert or experts aceep- 1; 
table to all parties to the dis- 'j 
agreement, or may adopt any other j 
method of settlement mutually agreed J 
upon. . J

I
If none of these methods of ]

settlement is adopted, any Member . ]
or Associate Member party to a !
dispute may submit the dispute to 
arbitration in accordance with the 
procedure defined in Annex 3 to the 
Atlantic City Convention.

It is considered 
desirable to make use of 

j-the machinery worked out 
; | at . Atlantic City for the 
| settlement of differences



LUCERNE CONVENTION

shall appeal, In. accordance with 
the procedure settled among them­
selves to expert bodies and, in 
case of need, shall rasori* to 
conciliation.

If no agreement can be reached 
the provisions - of Article 14, § 2 
of the present Convention shall 
apply.

JL4A—



LUCERNE CONVENTION

Article 6.
Denunciation of the Convention

§ 1. Each Contracting Govern­
ment shall have the right to 
denounce the present Convention 
by a notification addressed 
through the diplomatic, channel 
to the Government of the Swiss 
Confederation, and subsequently 
circulated by the said Govern­
ment to all the other Con­
tracting Governments,.

§ 2. Such a denunciation shall 
take effect after the expiry 
of one year from the date of 
reception by the Government of 
the Swiss Confederation of the 
notification thereof.

Article 5.

Denunciation of the Convention
§ 1. Each Contracting Govern­
ment shall have the right to 
denounce the present-Conven­
tion and Plan by a notifi­
cation addressed through the 
diplomatic channel to the 
Government of the Swiss Con­
federation, who shall c&'rcu- . 
late it to all the other Con— - 
tracting Governments.*

§ 2. Such a denunciation shall 
take effect after the expiry 
of one year from the date of' 
reception of the notification 
thereof by the Government of _ 
the Swiss Confederation,. .

LlONlRSUiC CONVENTION

1

SUGGESTED AiXBNDHBNLS REASON 15.

Replace Lucerne article by 
the following:-

(1) Each Government which 
has ratified, or acceded to, 
this Convention shall have the 
right at any time to denounce 
it by a notification given to 
the Government of...v , 
which shall advise the other
:Governments parties to this 
Convention thereof.

(2) A Government which has 
made .a declaration under Ar­
ticle.... extending this Con­
vention may at any timethere-.. 
after by notification'given 
to the Government of ...V.'... • 
declare that this. Convention 
'shall cease to extend to any
territory named in the noti­
fication.

(3) The Gov ernm ent o fV..'. y . 
shall advise the other Govern­
ments parties to this Conven­
tion of any notification re­
ceived by him in. .accordance 
with paragraphs (1) and (2) - 
hereof.

(4) Each denunciation contem­
plated in paragraphs.(2) and (3) 
hereof shall take effect at the 
expiration of a period of one 
year from the day of the receipt 
of the notification of'it'by the 
Government ox.............

It is suggested 
that the amended text 
would bo an improve­
ment on the correspond^ 
ing Article in the 
Lucerne Convent ion; 
and in order to pro­
vide for denunciation• 
in respect of depend­
ent territories - see 
•proposed new Article 
3 bis;

(D 
29
)



LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTREUX CONVENTION
Article 7 «

Notification of the Frequencies laid down by the Plan.
§1. Amendments in the list of 
frequencies resulting from the 
application of the Plan must be 
notified to the Bureau of the 
Union as soon as possible.
52. Frequencies allocated by 
"the Plan shall bear, as the date 
of notification to be inserted 
in the list of frequencies, the 
date o;f signature of the present 
Convention in the following form:

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS



LUCERNE CONVENTION MONTREUX CONVENTION

Article 8 fi

Quality of Transmissions

Administrations shall 
take the necessary steps:

1 ) to preserve the nominal 
frequency allocated to broad­
casting stations, following 
the - standard .accepted for the 
category of wave used and in 
accordance with the latest 
technical progress?

i Article' 1 1*
i* ..jQuality of Transmissions  ~ - -“ l im  r-

J Administrations shall 
Itake the necessary steps:
!
j 1 ) to preserve, with due 
[regard to the latest technical 
[progress, the/ndjninal frequen­
cy allocated to broadcasting 
[stations, following the stan­
dards accepted for the cate­
gory of wave used?

: 2 ); to avoid, in transmis- j 2 ) to avoid, in transmis­
sions^ from broadcasting sta- jsions from broadcasting 
tions, any over-modulation [stations, any over-modulation 
likely to interfere with otherlikely to interfere with
stations.

3 ) to make international
jother stations

3) to make international
control of broadcast transmis-jCOntrol of broadcasting trans- 
sions as effective as posslbl^jtnissicns as effective as '

[possible,
4 ), to remedy as rapidly as f 

possible defects pointed out j 4 ) to remedy as rapidlv as 
by other Administrations or [possible defects pointed cut 
•Communicated by the Interna- jby other Administrations, 
tional Broadcasting Union, 1
as laid down in Article 11 
following.

Article 9
Rights of countries not in~ 
eluded in the European area

(no equivalent)

The undersigned G-overn-

SUG-GESTSB AMENDMENTS

As for Lucerne

As for Lucerne



LUCERNE CONVENTION ■MONTKEUX CONVENTION

merits declare that the 
present Ctenventicn shall
not impair any of the rights 
of countries not included 
in the European area.

'

ii!Iii-l

Iit'I

!

!ti
...... i' !i

D-35

SUGGESESD AMENDMENTS | EEASOK
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Article 10

M.Oi» xl’uaiiA GwiVtf'AjtVl iOx»
Article 1-

Interferences

§1. When the use of a frequency 
■by .a 'broadcasting station causes' 
interferences which-had not been 
foreseen at the time of signing 
of the present Convention,, the 
Administrations concerned shalU 
endeavour to reach agreements 
with a view to eliminating such 
interferences..

§2*. In this event, the following 
provisions shall be observed:

a ) } Broadcasting stations in the 
band .240—  26> kc/s (I2p0 - II^2m) : 
shall not impede services not j
available for public correspondency 
or..aeronautical services. These
services shall take steps to 
avoid interference with the 
reception of bK&dcasting stations 
in this band, withinthe limits, 
of the national territories of 
such stations.

Interferences Between Stations

§1. When the use of a frequency 
by a broadcasting station causes 
interferences which had not been 
foreseen at the time o*f the 
signing of the present Convention 
or Plan, the Administrations 
concerned shall endeavour to read 
agreements with, a view to elimin­
ating such interferences, taking 
into account any previsions in 
this regard which may be inserted 
in the Plan.

§2. In the case of interferences 
caused by a broadcasting station 
In a band other than those 
reserved by the General R sg.Ic 
R egulations fctr broadcasting, 
either exclusively or in corap any 
with other services, the services 
to which this band is all©-, -.ted

!1

by the said Regulations shell tak 
precedence over, the broadc - r. ting 

service.

bUG£ii«ffi£ AD i'AtSiJIhiRMTS

As for Lucerne

do.



b) Broadcasting stations in the j
54C to 550 kc/s (55& to 545 m) band j
.shall not interfere with either the j
mobile services in the 405 to 5^5 !
kc/s (6 1 9  to 583 m ) band, or with |
the services not open to public !
correspondence in the 5^5 to 5 50 kc/s j
(583 to 54*5 m ) band.- Services j
not open to public correspondence j
shall take steps to avoid inter- }
ference with the reception of broad- j
casting station's so placed, within 
the limits pf the national territ- i
ories of such stations.. j

I
c) 4s far as c&sds of derogation j
determined in the Plan outsidd the j
bands enumerated in the .two |
preceding sub-paragraphs are j
concerned, the authorized services 
shall take precedence over the j
broadcasting service..- j '

d) In the case interference j 
between the U.S.S.R.. broadcasting 
stations of the Lucerne Plan, whose 
frequencies are situated in bands
in regard to which reservations
..were made in the Madrid Convention, /
and stations of the services to 
which these bands are allocated, it 
shall be f*r the parties concerned, 
negotiating on an equal footing to 
arrive at a solutioh.-

LUCERNE CONVENTION MQNTKEUX CONVENTION SUGGESTBX) -4MBNUMBNTS 

As. for Lucerne



XUC3SRNE CONVENT I PIT MOHTBEUJC CONVENTION
Article 11 .

Relations with the International 
Broadcasting Union (U.X.R.)

§ 1, In all technical questions 
regarding the application of the 
present Convention, and in all 
questions concerning the broad­
casting service exclusively, the 
U.I.R* shall be called in as an 
expert. . *

§2. The enable the U.I.R. 'to 
act as an expert, its statutes . 
shall grant. to' all State Organ­
izations of the European Afe& 
operating a broadcasting service 
admittance to its deliberations 
at all -times, as of right, and 
with the - same.rights as the 
other members.

Under the said statutes,
.all organizations of the -U.I.R. 
shall admit in a consultative 
capacity such Representatives, of j 
the Bureau of the Union and-of j 
the Administrations not adjtering 
to the U.I.R. as may express a 
wish for admission.

§3* The U.I.R. shall carry out 
measurements and periodical 
observations of the technical 
characteristics of broadcasting 
stations in the European Area.
It shall communicate the results 
to all the Administrations thro^g-i 
the intermediary of the Bureau 
of the Union. I

Article 1^

International Bodies of Experts 
and Collaborating Organizations

§1. 0ne or more International 
Organizations shall act as 
experts both on technical issues 
concerning the application of 
the present Convention and Plan, 
and on the work preparatory to 
the preparation of agreements 
between Governments or Adminis­
trations which concern only the 
broadcasting service.

§2. The rules for the appli­
cation of the above paragraph 
will.be given in the Plan.

SUGGESTED AlODNITENTS REASON 20

Omit The U.K. has no . 
representation on any 
existing broadcasting 
organ!zation,



LUCEFUE CGUVAGIIOB j jkiQr 1RAUx  c o u v m u t io u SUGGESTED AiASUDMSUTS REASONS 21ii
On the request of an Admin­

istration. the U.I.R. shall further 
carry out special measurements and 
observations and.shall communicate 
the results directly to the parties 
concerned*

1.

Should technical difficulties 
arise, the measurements taken'. ' by 
the U.I.R. shall be considered by 
the Administrations concerned.

'
:

-

§4* An agreement may be made between 
-j.dmini strati ons * wi th a vi ew to 
seizing the U.I.R. through the 1
intermediary of.the Bureau of the 
Union with the preparation of work 
preliminary to‘ collective action on 
the part of such Administration.
In this case3 the representatives 
of the Administrations* whether 
adhering or not to the U.I.R., shall 
take part in the meetings of the 
Body to which the U.I.E. refers the 
task of preparing the works- in 
question* on an equal footing.

In tVrO meetings under the 
previous sub-paragraph* the vote 
of each country represented shall 
belong to the Administration. If 
the Administration of a country is 
not represented* the vote shall 
belong to the broadcasting enter­
prise, or group of enterprises, of 
the said country* when such enter­
prise or group is a Member of the . 
U.I.R.



LUCERNE CONVENTION
The report,, prepared by a "body 

of the U.I.R., shall b e .transmitted 
, to the Administrations through the 
intermediary of the Bureux of the 
Union.

■' MGUTR5UX CONVENTION SUGGESTED .1MEUDI/IENTS REASONS 21a



LUCERNE CONVENTION MOImTRpJX CONVENT XON
Ar'trcle” 10. . — — -

Expenses of Conferences

§1.. Without prejudice to the special
provisions which may he inserted in • ;
the Elan, the expenses of the European j
Broadcasting Conferences shall he borne |
by the participating Governments and j
the international organizations admitted
to Conferences. !i
§2. .is regards the sharing of expenses J 
participants shall he divided into four | 
classes, each contributing units in j 
the following proportion- * i

. !
1st class! 25 units, j
2nd class: 20 units, j
3rd class: lj.units, j
4th class: 10 units. jIJ

The first three classes shall j
include the Governments incorporated j 
in the first three classes under the I 
article on the payment of the j
expenses of the Bureau of the Union j 
in the International Telecommunication, j 
Convention. 1 j

I
The fourth class shall comprise j 

Governments which are included in the | 
last three classes of the said article \ 
of the International Telecommunication 
Convention, and further international 
organizations. I

i
§3 . Contributions shall be paid )
according to the provisions of the j
said Convention. j

;j£ENIMENTS REASONS 22

Replace Montreux 
Article by the following:

Expenses:

1. The expenses of 
European Broadcasting 
Conferences are a charge 
on participating 
Governments and inter­
national organizations 
admitted to the Conferences

2. The final apportion­
ment of expenses of such 
Conferences shall be made 
in accordance with the 
provisions of Article
14 of the International 
Telecommuni cati on 
Convention.

To conform with . 
Section 11 (f) 
of the directives 
annexed to the 
Additional Protocol 
to the Acts of the 
Atlantic City Radio 
Conference.



LUCERNE COlfVEFTI ON MONTREUX CONVENTION SUGGESTED .MmJM M T S
. It is proposed that there 

should he a new Article as 
followst-

Article
Abrogation of the Lucerne 
Convention and of the Plan 
annexed thereto;

This Convention and the 
Plan annexed h*ereto shall 
abrogate and replace, in 

I relations between the 
; Government parties to this 
; Convention, the European 
j Broadcasting Convention 
and the Plan annexed thereto 
signed at Lucerne on 1 9 th 
June, 1932.

j It is desirable that 
j the proposed Convention 
| should contain clear 
j provisions abrogating the 
j Lucerne Convention 
1 as between the parties to 
| the proposed Convention.

I REASONS



LUCERNE CONVENT I ON

Article 12
MONTREUX CONVENTION

Article 14

Appiication of the Inter-
national Telecommunication 
Convention of Madrid (1932)

regards questions which■f V t
§ 1. As
are not regulated by the presen 
Convention, bu% which are t 
relevant to purposes, the
Internati, . ...lecommunication 
Convention <,f Madrid (1932), 
the General Radio Regulations 
annexed, and the Pinal 
Protocol to the s-aid Regu­
lations shall remain in force 
even for those Governments 
which have not signed or 
ratified the said three 
Acts, albeit they have 
ratified or adhered to the 
present Convention.
§2. In particular, in the case 
of a dispute which cannot b® 
settled in any other fashion, 
Article 15 of the International 
Telecommunication Convention of 
Madrid (1932) shall be compul­
sorily applicable to Governments 
which have ratified or adhered 
to the present Convention.

Application of the Inter­
national Telecommunication 
Conventi on.

§1. As regards questions 
which are not regulated by 
the present Convention or 
by the Plan, but which are 
relevant to their purposes, 
the international 'ELecommun- 
ication Convention, the 
General Radio Regulations 
and the Pinal Protocol to 
the said Regulations shall 
be respected even by those 
Governments which albeit 
they have ratified or 
adhered to the present 
Convention, have not signed 
or ratified the said three 
Acts.
§2. In particular, in the 
case of a dispute which 

cannot be setthed in any 
other fashion, the provisions 
of the International Tele­
communication Convention 
relating to arbitration 
shall be compulsorily applicable 
to Governments which have 
ratified or adhered to the 
present Convention.

SUGGESTED AMMDMENTS

Omit.

REASONS

Under the Atlantic City • 
Convention all Members of 
the I.T.U. are obliged to 
accept all the Regulations 
annexed thereto, including 
the Radio Regulations,
Thus thrs Article is no 
longer necessary



LUCERNE CONVENTION
Article 13

. . . . vt*
7    ...  *...  "".j Article l:j

iMONTREUX CONVENTION

Entry into Porce of the Convention |Entry into Porce of the
Convention.

The present Convention and 
the Plan annexed thereto shall 
enter into force on lj January 
1934 at 0001 hours (Greenwich
Me ah'Time). ,«, wt. '

In faith whereof the 
plenipotentiaries*of the above- 
mentioned Governments have s igned 
one copy of the Convention, the 
which shall remain in the archives 
of the G0verrunent of the , Swi ss 
Confederation-, and of which one copp 
shall be sent, to each Government.

Done at Lucerne, 1" June 1933 i

The present Convention | 
shall enter into force on j 
4 March 1940, at 0001 hours j 
(Greenwich Mean Time). 1I}

It abrogates and !
replaces, wit h  effect as } 
from this date, the j
E u r o p e a n  B r o a d c a s t i n g  
Co n v e n t i o n  of L u c e r n e  (1933)|

In faith whereof, the | 
P l e n i p o t e n t i a r i e s  of the ! 
a b o v e - m e n t i o n e d  G o v e rnments } 
have s i g n e d  one copy of 1 
the p r e s e n t  Convention, j
the w h ich shall rema i n  in j. 
the archives of the !
G o v e r n m e n t  of the Swiss 
C o n f e d e r a t i o n , and of 
which one copy shall be 
sent to each s i g n a t o r y  
Go v e rnment ' ■'

Done at M o n t r e u x  Ip 
A p ril 1939*

UG GE STEP.. AMENDMENT S

Article 13'

■pReplace by the following
The present Convention 

and the Plan annexed 
thereto shall enter into 
force at OOG1 hours 
(Greenwich Mean Time)
on the _______  of_____ _
194__ between the Govern­
ments of countries and 
territories, in r. spect 
of which instruments of 
ratification or accession 
have been deposited before 
that date.

REASONS 25

Per greater precision.^ .
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Admission of 
the International Broadcasting Union 

(U.I.R,)

‘At the Plenary Assembly of the European Broadcasting Conference) 
First Meeting, Wednesday, June 30 (see RD Doc, No* 30), it was 
decided to adjourn the question of admission of the U.I.R. until 
such time as the Assembly knew officially whether Spain was a 
member thereof. Moreover the Assembly expressed a desire to have 
a list of those countries that were at present members, and of 
those that were members during the war.

Following on this decision, the Chairman sent the following 
telegram-to the U.I.R, on July 1.

INTERADIO GENEVE

To be able consider your request admission COMMA european 
broadcasting conference wishes first be informed officially by 
you whether Spain member uir second to have list of members your 
organisation during war third list of members of your organisation 
at present STOP please telegraph reply in detail as concerns type 
of membership whether government or other organ is represented

Having received no reply, the Chairman reminded Mr* Coraus, 
Chairman of the U.I.R*, of the above telegram on July 7»

Mr. Comus replied as follows on July 7*

SD288 Geneva 199 7 1909
H'olmblad Broadcasting Conference KH -

Confirm nonreception your telegram first july STOP reply 
as follows your telegram seventh july QUOTE radiodiffusion 
espagnole founder member uir in 1925 as private broadcasting 
company STOP affiliation radiodiffusion espagnole will be ‘re­
considered when unified european broadcasting association con­
stituted STOP on first january 1940 broadcasting organisations 
following countries were active members uir QUOTE algeria germany 
belgium bohemia and moravia bulgaria denmark egypt spain estonia 
france great-britain greece hungary Ireland italy latvia lithuania 
norway Palestine netherlands poland portugal roumania- Slovakia 
sv/eden Switzerland tunisia turkey yugoslavia STOP'moroccan and 
albanian organisations joined 1941 STOP BBC and Palestine

Chairman European Broadcasting Conference

<D 29)
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(MAR Doc, 33 - E)

organisation suspended collaboration 1941 egypt 1942 STOP by 
notification 25 february 1941 peoples commissariat for postal 
and electric communications of ussr annulled affiliation estonjla 
latvia lithuania STOP present active members uir are broadcasting 
organs following countries QUOTE austria denmark Spain greece 
Ireland italy norway portugal Sweden Switzerland turkey STOP 
broadcasting organisations themselves are considered members, 
not governments STOP in interest of and to facilitate eventuel 
unified organisation european broadcasting earnestly insist on 
admission uir as observer european conference in conformity 
decision atlantic city radio conference STOP Best regards =

Comus chairman uir.

(RD Doc. 56 - E)

(Tr.HoMen/R 4/D 29)
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R E P O R T

of COMMITTEE 2

(Credentials Committee)

2nd Meeting 
Thursday, 8 July 1948

The meeting was opened at 11.15 a.m. by the Chairman,
Mr. Corteil, assisted by the Vice-Chairman, Mr. da Silva Dias.

The Chairman'recal1ed that the Secretary had stated at 
the Committee’s first meeting that, of the 33 countries invited 
to the Conference, 18 had submitted documents which the Commit­
tee would have to examine. Since that meeting, other Delegations 
had submitted documents accrediting them, so that at the moment 
only the following countries represented at the Conference had 
not done so*.

Albania (P .R.), Austria, Byelorussia (S.S.R.) and
Luxemburg.

Of all the countries invited, only Greece and Lebanon were 
not yet represented at the Conference.

He suggested that the Committee should begin its examina­
tion of each Delegation's credentials, and should take into 
account the suggestion which the Chairman of Committee 3 Had 
made to him, viz. that the Committee should examine the cre­
dentials submitted in the order of the list of countries annexed 
to the Atlantic City Convention, and should draw up a prelimi­
nary list of countries which had sent one or more delegates to 
the Conference 'provided with full governmental credentials per­
mitting them to participate in the work and to sign Acts re­
sulting from it.

This suggestion being adopted, the Committee proceeded to 
examine the documents submitted to the Secretariat in the order 
of the list as far as Yugoslavia. The following Delegations were 
recognized as having credentials which qualified them to parti­
cipate in the work of the European Regional Broadcasting Confe­
rence, and empowered one or more or all of them to sign all Acts 
resulting from the work:

Belgium. Bulgaria, Vatican City, Denmark, Finland, France,
Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, Italy, Monaco, the Netherlands,
Poland, Yugoslavia.
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The Committee was unable to make a definite decision in 
the .case of Norway and Portugal, as no translations had accom­
panied their documents. The Committee found that the Delegate 
of Egypt had been furnished with an official letter which was 
sufficient to accredit him, but did not constitute full creden­
tials. (The Egyptian Delegate has since applied to his Govern­
ment for the necessary credentials). The position was the same 
in the case of the Representative of Morocco and Tunisia in 
regard to Tunisia.

At the end of the meeting, as a result of a remark made by 
the U*S.S.R. Delegate with regard to the credentials of the 
tJ.S.S.R. and the Ukrainian. S.S.R., the question arose as to 
Whether the credentials submitted by the two countries, which 
Apparently applied only to the right to participate in. the 
Conference, should be considered as limiting those countries 
to this right alone, or should be considered as also permitting 
5f the signature of diplomatic Acts. It was felt that a decision 
on the question might more usefully be taken when the Committee 
dame to examine the credentials of the Ukrainian S.S.R. and 
U.S.S.R. Delegates at a later meeting.

The Chairman apologized for having to close the meeting 
for reasons beyond his control. The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m.

J.M. Leproux, R. Corteil,
Reporter. Chairman.

.(RD Doc.No.57-E)

(Tr.l5/R.ll/D.15/St.28)



Kobenhavn, 1948

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

RD Document No,- 58~B

.s/7/43
Submitted in FRENCH

R E P  0.:B I'

of
C 0 M M I T T

(Organisation Committee)

3rd Meeting 

Wednesday, 7 July 1948

The Meeting was opened at 3.15 p.m. by the Chairman, Jacques 
MEYER. -The Minutes of the first Meeting had been distributed only 
in Drench, and approval of them was therefore postponed* Regarding 
the Minutes of the second Meeting, it was agreed that the Document 
relating to the proposal of the United Kingdom which had been read 
at that Meeting,should be annexed to them*

The Secretariat was requested to lose no time in the translation 
of the Documents, especially Document RD No. 43, into the three 
languages. The translation into Russian of this latter Document 
had not yet been distributed. He asked those Delegates who had not 
received this Document in their own language whether they considered 
it possible to proceed with the Agenda.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. was prepared to accept this 
suggestion. The Conference had To draw up a Rian and a Convention, , 
and it had -the right to invite other countries- to take part. In 
view of the fact that the Atlantic * City texts had given it no definite 
title, it should be called a "Conference of Plenipotentiaries",

The Delegate of Italy, referring to the Atlantic City text 
considered that, as the Conference had to revise the Lucerne Plan, 
signed by Plenipotentiaries, it should be composed of persons 
having the necessary legal capacity to commit their Governments, 
subject to ratification. It should therefore be a Conference of 
Plenipotentiaries.

The Delegate of Poland said that his Delegation was furnished 
by the Head of his State with full powers, He had no doubt that the 
Conference was, in fact, a Conference of Plenipotentiaries,

The Delegate of Czechoslovakia was of the opinion that the 
European Broadcasting Conference should be an Inter-Governmental 
'Conference. Its members should be furnished with full powers giving 
them the right to sign, in their Governments' name, a Convention 
subject to ratification.

The Delegate of the People ;s Republic of Roumania considered 
that the Conference was a Conference of Plenipotentiaries, i.e. of
rT n v f irn m P n tR . I+ . n m i l  H Tip  r p p t i f r n m  +.Vip i  + la n  + i o  PH-h-';/- T)n pnmp-n-h p
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The Delegate of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, referring 
to the Danish Government's invitation and to the basic texts, held 
the same view, However, he was astonished to note that not all the 
countries of Europe were taking part in a European Conference of 
Plenipotentiaries, the Baltic States being a notable exception.

The Delegate of Albania said that Document RD No, 43 could not 
give any idea of the nature of the Conference. Simply by considering 
the role of the Conference it could be seen that it should be a 
Conference of Plenipotentiaries.

The Delegate of the U, S, St, R* asked if there were any Delegations' 
opposed to calling the Conference a "Conference of Plenipotentiaries",

The Chairman then summed up* The question of admission of 
countries which had not been invited, which was on the Agenda of the 
Plenary Assembly on Friday* should be left out of the discussion* 
Everyone was in agreement on the fundamentals, and the divergencies 
of opinion related only to questions of form, It was understood that 
a Conference entrusted with the revision of texts drawn up by 
representatives of Governments could be composed only of Delegates 
of Governments-, They might well hesitate, however, over the title 
"Conference of Plenipotentiaries", for in the Convention of the 
IaTiI)c this title was reserved for a universal Conference, meeting 
normally every five years and having higher powers. For this reason 
he was readily disposed td Support the proposal of the Czechoslovak 
Delegate. »

The Delegate of the U»S»S«R» thought that his proposal was the 
most suitable because of the special status conferred on the Con­
ference by the Atlantic City text, I t’would distinguish the Con~ 
ference from other conferences, of, et g* a commercial nature, the 
Delegates to which were furnished with full- power*•

The Delegate of the Vatican City., Czechoslovakia* the United 
Kingdom, Poland4 and the U,5*S0Re made proposals* After an exchange . 
of views in which the Delegates of Italy and the Netherlands joined 
iMe Chairman pointed out that the point under discussion was whether 
the title should contain the word "plenipotentiaries". The Montreux 
and Lucerne Plans had not mentioned it* He read the titles and 
preambles of these Acts and proposed to stick to the traditional 
formula,

The Delegate of the U*,S* S* Rc was also of the opinion that the 
whole question bore on the word "plenipotentiaries"* As everyone 
agreed on the plenipotentiary status of the Delegates, all further 
discussion seemed superfluous, and the Meeting might well proceed 
with the Agenda.

The Delegate of Yugoslavia asked for specific mention in the 
text of the desires of the Conference and that this be made .clearly 
in the three languages*

The Delegate of Ireland thought that, in view of the stipulations 
of the Atlantic City text, it was not possible to call the Conference 
a "Conference of Plenipotentiaries",

There was an exchange of views between the Chairman t and the 
delegates of the People*s Re-public of Bulgaria, Yugo slavia, and 
Czechoslova ki a * The’ last named withdrew his proposal, but it was 
raised again by the Delegate of the Netherlands, supported by the 
Delegate of Irelands -



* *• *

The delegate of the People 1s Republic of Roumania proposed the ■ 
the constitution of a Dorking Group, - a proposal which met with 
some surprise,

^Me Chairman observed that the Committee was unanimously agreed 
that the Conference was a Conference of Governmental Delegates with 
full powers.

The Delegates of Yugoslavia and the Netherlands reaffirmed their 
respective points of view' on the application of the'title "Plenipo­
tentiaries" to the Conference.

Other Delegates having asked to speak, the Chairman consulted 
the Committee, which decided that the debate should be closed after 
the Delegates on his list had been heard* He went on to sum up the 
reasons for the opposition to the addition demanded by certain
Delegates, These were* fear of ambiguity and of contravening the
I.T.U, Acts, He recalled the precedents and said that the Report 
would be drawn up in such a way that there Could be no doubt as to the 
nature of the Conference, He suggested that the Committee might 
be called upon to vote on the two formulae proposed*

The Delegate of the U,S, S,R, reminded them that the Conference
was considered by a large majority as a Conference of Plenipotent­
iaries. He did not see the necessity for a vote; the alternatives 
could be put before the Plenary Assembly,

The Chairman* and the Delegates of Yugoslavia, Ireland, and 
the UnitedHTlngdom exchanged views on the question of procedure,

The Delegate of Norway proposed thain.a vote be taken.

At the instigation of the Delegate of the U.S*S.R*, further 
discussion took place on the form of the question to be put to the 
Committee. The Chairman decided to ask for a show of hands on the 
following question!

Is the Copenhagen Conference ail Administrative Conference?
This Motion was defeated Unanimously,

The Committee having decided that the Conference was not an 
Administrative Conference, the Chairman posed the followiiig question:

Is the Conference a Conference of Government Delegates with 
Pull Powers?

By a sho?/ of hands 26 Delegates pronounced themselves in favour 
of this formula.

The. Chairman then passed to the question of a title and posed 
the following question:

Which Delegations are inclined not to vote in this Committee 
but to refer decision between the two proposed titles to the Plenary 
Assembly,

By a'show of hands only 8 Delegations were seen to be in favour. 
It v/as therefore for the Committee itself to decide in the title to 
be proposed to the Plenary Assembly,

_3-
RD Doc. Np. 58-S
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Which Delegations, agreed to the title * "European Broadcasting 
Conference"?

17 Delegations were in favour.

He then put to the vote the title "Conference of Plenipotent­
iaries for European Broadcasting". This proposal v/as accepted, by 
a show of hands, by 8 Delegations,

He would announce to the Plenary Meeting that the Committee 
had accepted the title "European Broadcasting Conference" by 17 
votes to 8,

Before adjourning the Meeting, he reminded the Committee that

1« Cloy had decided by 26 votes that the Conference'was 
a Conference of Government Delegates with Full Powers,

2q they were in favour of the title "European Broadcasting 
Conference" by 17 votes to 8.

He then proposed that the next day the Committee should begin 
by discussing the Agenda of its subsequent Meetings, He suggested .a 
general discussion .of the underlying principles of the future 
Convention, In this way the points to be brought out in the new 
Convention would become clear.

No objections were made and this Agenda was adopted.

RD Doc, Np, 56-E

The Meeting was adjourned at 1*15 p*m«

JCM, Eeproux . . Ja-cques Meyer
Rapporteur Chairman

(Tr„40/R,4/D.34)



EUROPEAN REGIONAL 
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

K0BENHAVN 1948

ICELAND

Preliminary Observations on Documents 
Nos, 279* 281 and 284 presented by the Committee 

of Eight Countries of the European 
Regional Broadcasting Conference

1, The Delegation of Iceland agrees to the following principles
a) A channel separation of 9 kc/s both in the long wave 

and the medium wave band.
b) A ratio of 100 between the field intensities of the 

Wanted and Unwanted signals, for shared frequencies.
c) A ratio of .$ between the field intensities of the 

Wanted and Unwanted signals, for adjacent channels 
with 9 kc/s separation,

d) A maximum power of 150 kW for stations in the medium 
wave band,

2 b The Delegation of Iceland can under no circumstances agree 
to the sharing of Reykjavik with Kiev on 245 kc/s as proposed 
in Doc, 279> for the following reasons:

a) The ratio between Wanted and Unwanted signals on the 
shared frequency would only be 4 instead of 100 at the 
eastern boundary of the service area to be covered
by Reykjavik.

b) The ratio between Wanted and Unwanted signals on the 
adjacent frequencies would be l/4 instead of 4.

c) The first harmonic (490 kc/s) would be too close to 
the maritime distress frequency at the Reykjavik 
coast station (in 6 miles distance)*

3* The sharing between Akureyri and Ljubljana on 574 kc/s 
could be accepted, but not the sharing between Eidar and Wien I 
on 592 kc/s as proposed in Doc* 279.
4« The Delegation of Iceland could accept the sharing between 
Reykjavik and Ankara on 182 kc/s with Moskva and Leningrad oh 
adjacent frequencies, as proposed in Doc, 281.
5. The sharing between Eidar and Monte Ceneri on 660 kc/s, and 
between Akureyri and Helsinki on 640 kc/s is not considered 
satisfactory. Instead thereof it is proposed, that Eidar shares 
560 ko/s with Rostov s/Don, and Akureyri shares 650 kc/s with 
Charkov.

Submitted in: English

RD Document No.59 E *
July 9, 1948



EUROPEAN REGIONAL 
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE 

K0BENHAVN, 1948

Report of Committee 3 
(Organizing Committee)

4th Meeting 
8 July 1948.

The meeting was opened by the Chairman of the Committee,
Mr. Jacques Meyer.

The Chairman said that the Russian text of the Report of 
the First Meeting would be distributed during the course of the 
meeting. Approval of the Report would therefore have to wait.

He asked the Rapporteur to reed the end of the Report of the 
Third Meeting on the subject of the decisions taken the preceding 
day concerning the nature of the Conference, with a view to the 
recording of Delegates 1 observations before the Report went 
to the.Secretariat. No observations.

He pointed out that, as the Report was without value, until 
the Committee had approved it, and the Committee’s decisions had 
been ratified by the Plenary Assembly, it was not possible for 
the Credentials Committee regularly to express an opinion on the 
decision taken. It would be helpful, however, to inform its 
Chairman, Mr. Corteil, by means of a document, that the Committee 
had agreed unanimously that Delegates should be supplied with 
full credentials. No objections.

He passed to the agenda: general Discussion on the principles
governing the future Oonvantfon,.

It would be necessary1 for the Conference to revise the 
Lucerne Convention. It must therefore use the 1933, texts.
But, although the texts drawn up at Montreux in 1938 were not put 
into practice, their documentary value was undeniable. It would 
seem "then that the Committee should be interested in taking the 
two Conventions into consideration. No objections.

On the fundamental.issues it would seem, upon reading the 
two texts, that the Montreux Convention did not adequately 
differentiate between questions relating solely to the Convention 
and questions relating only to the Plan. The latter should not 
deal merely with-.questions of general organisation, in such a. way 
as to be little more than a table with explanatory notes and 
additional.technical data.’ It was for the Committee therefore 
to say whether it did not consider that questions going outside 
the scope of the Plan should be referred to the Organisation 
Committee.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom asked to be allowed to 
consult his colleague, the Chairman of the Plaq Committee, before 
expressing an opinion.

The other Delegates expressed no opinions.

Original: French

RD Document No. 60-B
9 July 1948

(Tr.lc3/R.il/D.16)
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The Chairman, continuing, said that study of the Lucerne Plan 
showed that, apart from a certain number of articles which could 
be reproduced mutatus.mutandis in a new text, there were others 
which called for discussion. First of all, there v/as Article 4 
("Revision of the Convention and of the Plan")-and Article 5 
(Modification of the Plan"). • That constituted an important 
subject for the Committee to deal with in the first instance.
Another would be found in Article 11 ("Relations with the-Union 
Internationale de Radiodiffusion"). This last question obviously 
could not be approached at present. It would seem sufficient 
to restrict • consideration for the moment to the first question.; 
and he accordingly invited the Committee io make known its opinions 
as to the permanent character of the Convention, and the procedure 
with a view to its revision or amendment.

The Delegate of Italy drew attention to the difference between 
the Convention end the Plan, A number of forms of procedure for 
revision, which applied only to the Plan, had been provided at 
Montreux.

The Chairman pointed out differences between the procedures 
contemplated in regard to revision in the Lucerne and Montreux 
Conventions respectively. The first provided for automatic 
revision of the Plan as a result of international broadcasting 
administrative conferences. The second established no connection 
between the revision of the European Convention and. the International 
Broadcasting Conference except in the event of the latter 
deciding upon the necessity for revision.- The Montreux 
Convention could also be revised under certain conditions at 
'other times. The Montreux procedure was accordingly the more 
flexible.

Had the Committee any preference between the two texts?

. The Delegate of the United Kingdom was in favour of the 
Montreux procedure. The U.K. Delegation' had. drawn up a 4 column 
document showing in the first two columns parallel texts of 
Lucerne ana Montreux and- in the third column amendments proposed, 
by the United kingdom Government, while the fourth column- set 
forth the'reasons for the proposed changes.

Following an exchange of views between the Chairman, the 
Delegate of the U.S.5.E.8 and the Delegate of the United Kingdom 
it was' agreed that the U.K document would be distributed, by the 
Secretariat in the three languages, es a possible basis for the 
work of the Committee.-

The U .S.S.R. Delegation offered.to furnish the Interpreting 
Service with the Russian texts of the Lucerne and Montreux 
Conventions.

The Chairman noted that the United Kingdom Delegate supported 
the Montreux provisions for the revision of the Convention.
Were any delegations of a contrary opinion?. ■ No objections 
being forthcoming, he took it that the Committee was in favour 
of the provisions of Article 6 of the 1939 Montreux Convention.

(Ir. 13/E • ll/l) .16)
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He again referred to the differences in the procedure for 
revision envisaged in the two Conventions. Did the Committee 
think the Plan could he revised without the Convention?. No 
objections being raised, he took it that the Committee thought 
it could.

They had then to consider how to convoke a Conference on the 
Plan, which would have nothing to do with the Convention. The 
Lucerne and Montreux texts both stated that such a Conference 
must be administrative; but the position had changed since then, 
and the Committee might prefer some other wording.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that, apart from 
basic revisions with which only plenipotentiaries could deal, it 
should be possible to make slight changes in the Plan- ’without 
having recourse to such a complicated procedure. The U.K. document 
about to be distributed contained precise suggestions in this 
connection, which might assist discussion.

The Chairman observed that Article 5 of the Lucerne text 
and Article 8 of the Montreux text had already envisaged a 
particular procedure for changes of detail. He presumed the 
Committee would admit that, even in the event of the Plan 
being modified separately from the Convention, the Delegates 
taking part in the meeting should be furnished with full 
credentials by their Governments. No objections.

Uhat did the Committee feel as to how such an extraordinary 
Conference of Delegates of Governments should be convoked?

(At this point, the place of Mr. Leproux, Rapporteur, who 
was obliged to go to a meeting of Committee 2, was taken by Mr.
Leo Uallenborn, with the assent of the Committee. )

The Delegate of Switzerland proposed that all countries 
should be authorized to apply, through the I.T.U. Bureau, for 
the revision of the Convention and Plan: the application to be
admissible, if one-third of the countries, duly consulted by the
I.T.U. Bureau, supported it. In sup/ort of his proposal he 
instanced the difficulty of preliminary consultation of countries 
desirous of revision*

The Chairman and the Delegate of Prance pointed out, that 
this was precisely the procedure proposed in the Lucerne and 
Montreux Conventions for the revision of the Plan.

The Chairman added that, while Montreux had fixed the 
necessary quorum at 1/3, Lucerne had put the number at 10.

The Delegp.te of Italy agreed with the Swiss Delegate's 
proposal, but insisted on the fact that it was not a question 
of Administrations, but of Governments.

(Tr.l5/R.H/D*16)
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The Chairman welcomed the distinction made by the Italian 
Delegate, and attempted to draw a conclusion from the discussion. 
The Committee seemed to be in e.greement over the Swiss proposal; 
but the question was whether to fix a quorum in fractions or 
in numbers. If the former, should the fraction be l/3 of the 
Governments who signed the Convention or adhered to it? It had 
been recently demonstrated that the question was not a simple one. 
It was essential therefore that the question should be clearly 
put.

The Delegate of Italy thought the quorum should be based 
on the number of countries who were signaatories, or had adhered • 
at the time when the application for revision was made.

The Chairman observed that, if the question of new Sta/tes 
was easy to deal with, the question of States which ceased to 
exist was very much more complicated.

The preceding remark led the Delegate of France to propose 
that the quorum should be fixed as in the Montreux Convention.

The Chairman summarized the discussion. The more recent 
observations of Delegates had all been concerned with the 
eventuality of a total revision of the Convention. The 
possibility of private arrangements between States had not been 
mentioned.

The discussion on the question of revision being finished, 
there yet remained another important question of principle, viz. 
that of the application of the Convention; and it would be 
untimely to begin the discussion of such a complex question 
at that point. In view of the fact that certain Delegates 
were faced with the necessity of participating in the C.C.I.B. 
Conference at Stockholm, the discussion would necessarily be 
interrupted. He proposed accordingly to adjourn the discussion 
of this extremely important question, arising in connection 
with Article 11 of the Lucerne Convention, Article 13 of the 
Llontreux Convention a,nd Article 8 of the Montreux Plan. He 
suggested that the Committee should suspend its work during the 
following week, which would provide time incidentally for its 
members to study the United Kingdom Delegation's document.

The Delegate of Italy, while agreeing with the Chairman's 
suggestion for an adjournment, suggested the appointment of 
a 7/or king Group to put together the decisions already taken by 
the Committee.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. did not wish to discredit 
the work accomplished by the Committee during the course of the 
present meeting; but he could not agree to the proposed 
adjournment. He considered the appointment of a Working Group 
premature. The question which had^arisen was not, in his 
opinion, of generr.l or first cls-ss importance. He reserved 
the right, for the Soviet Delegation, of returning to each one 
of the points discussed. Accordingly he proposed tha,t n 
decisions should be taken until such time as each Delegate c. 
the opportunity of studying the U.K. document.

(Tr.l5/R-H/D.l6)
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The Chairman did not find any conflict between the Italian 
proposal and the proposal of the Soviet Delegation. What the 
Committee was discussing at the moment was its time-table for 
the following week. If all the Delegations constituting the 
Committee could not meet at that time, why not attempt - since 
they had inany c?.se to await the distribution of the United 
Kingdom document - to gain time by drafting texts on questions 
on which the Committee was in agreement.

The Delegate of the- U.S.S.R., in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding, said that he wished to reserve the right to 
return, alike in matters of substance and of form, Id questions 
discussed before he had had the opportunity of studying the 
U.K. document.

The Chairman, having noted the Soviet reservation, put the 
question to the vote. The Committee decided by 8 votes - the 
other Delegations abstaining - to appoint a Working Group charged 
with preparing a, general draft of Articles for the new 
Convention, corresponding to Articles 4 and 5 of the Lucerne 
Convention, and Articles 6 to 8 and 9 of the Montreux Convention.

At the suggestion of the Chairman, I he Committee appointed 
the Delegate of Italy as Chairman of the Working Group, with 
the Delegates of France, Poland, the United Kingdom, Chechoslovakia,& 
Yugoslavia as members.

The Secretariat to be requested to provide a room with 
simultaneous interpretation equipment for the Working Group's 
meetings. The Chairman of the Working Group to propose a time­
table for the Group, after consultation with the other Group 
members.

The Chairman said that the only item on the Agenda of the. 
next meeting of.the Committee would be the Report of the 
Working Group.

The Committee itself would not meet before July 19th.
He adjourned the meeting at 11*45 a.m.

J.M. Leproux, Jacques Meyer,

Leo Wallenborn,
Rapporteurs. Chairman.

(Tr.l5/RH/D.i6)
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EUROPEAN REGIONAL 
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

K0BENHAVN, 1948

A d m i s s i o n  
of the United Nations Educational 

Scientific and.Cultural Organisation 
(UoN*E*S»C*0*)

On 7 July 1948, the Danish Administration received 
the following telegram from the Bureau of the International 
Telecommunication Union at Berne;

"Service Bur interna to Gental
Copenhagen*

"Following on instructions of the second session 
of the UNESCO General Conference, -Mr* Julian ^
Huxley, Director-General UNESCO, 19 Avenue Kleber 
Paris wishes to know v/hether possible for UNESCO 
to be represented at Copenhagen by an observer stop 
Please inform whether we can give affirmative 
answer to this specialised organisation,"
The above telegram has been passed by the Danish 

Administration to the Chairman for submission to the 
Conference, pursuant to the provisions of the Directives 
for the European Regional Broadcasting Conference annexed 
to the Additional Protocol of Atlantic City, § 1«» 4*

(Tr.5/R.4/D,19)

Submitted in; French

RD Document Np» 62 E
12 July 1948

\
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Supplement to the Agenda 

of the 2nd Meeting of the Plenary Assembly

Meeting of Monday,. 12 yuly 1940 
at 10 a * m *

M d  following items to Document hi) 47 ~ E :

Item 4 Admission of International Broadcasting ^nion (UcI*Rt,) 
(RD Docume nt No * 5 6 •) »

Admission of International ^ivil Aviation 
Organisation (0*A#.C«i*)
(RD Document No® 54)* ' ;
Admission of United Nations Organisation for 
Education, Science and Culture (U*N»E«S,C#0,)
(RD Document No.# 62).

Submitted in; French

RD Document No0 63 - E
9 July 1948

(supplementing Document RD 47

Item 5 Invitation of the Republic of San Marino 
(rE Document No* 52).
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European Regional R& Document No« 64-E

COMMITTEE 4 
Sub-Co mm it tee 4B

Data for an analysis of the draft 
documentat ion of the Committee of Eight

Countries.

Arrangement to satisfy the claims of different countries with 
regard to two alternative plans submitted by the Committee of 
Eight Countries*

Table No. 1

No. Country ^umber of frequencies 
according to the 
Soviet Plan
not
shared shared

Number of 
according to plan of 

& Van der
inter­

national t otal shared shared national total

1 Albania 1 2 0 3 0 ; 2 0
0

2
2 Algiers 0 4 0 4 6 4 4
3 Germany 4 0 0 4 4 5 2 114 Austria 1 3 1 5 2 3 0 5
5 Belgium 2 1 2 5 1 3 2 6
6 Byelorus­ 2 1 0 3 1 2 0 3sian SSR ♦

■w» j i * i
7 People *s i 4 0 5 1 i 1 4Rep. of 

Bulgaria
8 Karelo- 0 2

1

0 2 0 2 o 2Pinnish 
SSR, 

9 Vatican 0 0 1 0 2 0 2
10 Denmark 2 2 1 5 2 2 1 5
11 Egypt 1 3 0 4 0 3 0 3
12 Spain 0 8 0 8 0 9 1 10
13 Bsthon* 1 1 0 2 0 2 0 2

ian SSR 
14 Einland 1 8 - 1 •10 1 6 0 715. Prance 8 10 1 19

11
7 10 1 18

16 United 3 7 1 4 11 0 15
Kingdo m

17 Greece 0 4 2 6 0 5 ■ 2 7
15



- 2 -
(RD Dq c * No * 64—E)

No, Country Number of frequencies dumber of frequencies ‘T
according to the according to plan of 0
Soviet Plan Messrs * Hayes & Van der -’T

18

not
shared

Hungary i

shared

2

int er- 
national

1

total

4

Pol.
not
shared

2

shared

1

A
inter- L 
national

0 319 Ireland 0 5 0 5 0 2 2 4
320 Iceland 0 3 0

✓
3 0 3 021 Italy 41

6 0 10 5 5 1 1122 Latvian 1 0
0

2 0 1 0 1
2*,

SSR*
Jjebanon 0 2 2 0

0
1 0 124 Lithuan­ 1 1 0 2

1
2 0 2

25
ian SSR 
Luxem­ 0 1 0 I 1 0 2

26
burg

Lybia 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 I27 Morocco 0 4 0 4 - 0 4 0 428 Molda­ 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 2
29

vian SSR 
Monaco 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 230 Norway 2 10 2 14

3
1 7

3
1 931 Palestine 0 3 0 0 0 332 Holland 1 2 ' 0 3 1 2 0 333 Poland 5 5 1 11 3 5 1 934 Portugal 0 7 0 7 0 8 1 935 People’s 2 3 0 5 1 .4 0 5

36
R e p o f  
Rumania 
UiS.S.R* 7 8 0 15 32

12 0 1537 Sweden 32 7 2 12 8 0 1038 Switzer­ 2 .. 0 4 2 2 0 4
39

land
Syria 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 440 Czecho­ 4

0
5 0 9 4 2 1 7

41
slovak ia 
Tunis 4 0 4 0 3 1 442 Turkey 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 443 Ukrain­ 6 4

5
0 10 3 5 1 9

44
ian SSR 
Ped* Peoplef s 5 0 10 5 2 2 9

45
Rep* of Yugo­
slavia
Andorra ; > J ~ j » >

46 Cyprus 0 1 0 1 * 0 i 6 14748
Tangier
Trieste 0

0
i
0

0
2

1
2

1 2 162 15 249 58 167 25 250
The Chairman of Sub-Committee 4B 

Cr„ Likkouchine

15
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L E B A N O N

LEBANESE REPUBLIC

Minister of Posts 
& Telecommunications

Beyrouth, 6 July 1948

No. 17/48-2ET 
AIRMAIL Europe£i Broadcasting 

Conference

The Chairman

Mr.Chairman,
Referring to the Final Report of the'work of the Committee 

of Eight and its Annexes (2nd session/ Brussels May-June 1948),
I should like to make the following observations relating to the 
frequencies allocated to Lebanese broadcasting/

The preliminary draft of the Netherlands Plan (1st session) 
provided for two frequencies for Lebanon: 691 and 1294 kc/s.

The preliminary draft of the U.S.S.R, Plan provided for 
only one frequency: 1560 kc/s.

My Administration had accepted, in principle, the preliminary 
draft of the Netherlands Plan, while pointing out that the fre­
quency 1294 kc/s was slightly too high in view of the orography 
of the country, and that it wished, to have it replaced, if possible, 
by one that was more suitable, (see Document 230)#

The two variants "which accompany the Final Report of the 
Brussels Committee (2nd session) provide for the following fre­
quencies for Lebanon:

a) variant with separation of 9 kc/s (Document 279): 
a frequency of 970 kc/s;

b) variant with separation of 10 kc/s (Document 281): 
two frequencies: 860 and 1010 kc/s.

Thus it will be seen that the provision of the 2nd sessioh 
for the allocation of frequencies to Lebanon are clearly unfavour­
able in comparison with those of the preliminary draft of the 
Netherlands Plan.

Lebanon,' in view of its orographic conditions, requests that 
two frequencies be reserved for it: one, that of 691 kc/s allocated 
to it by the Netherlands Plan, and the other to be chosen ih the 
neighbourhood of the 1000 kc/s band*



(RD Doc„ 67-E).

The Lebanese Administration, which regrets its inability to 
participate in the work of the.Conferencej would be very much 
obliged to you, Mr* Chairman, if you would.be so kind as to 
examine its very modest claims in the most favourable possible 
light c

I hav e, etc**..#

The Director of Posts and 
Telecommnni cations *

(Tr 42/R4/D) 

St : 30



European Broadcasting Conference (CER)
(Copenhagen, 1948)

Document No. 68

Note: The following documents were issued in relation to this document: 

•  Document No. 77 - Corrections to Document No. 68



European Regional .
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn,1948.

RD Document No. 68-E
July 12, 1948

Submitted in: Russian

C O M M I T T E E  4 
Sub-Committee 4B

Table 2
Comparison between the number of exclusive frequencies 
contained in the Plans in Documents Nos. 279 and 281.

Number of Number of exclusive
exclusive ' frequehcies

- ■ frequencies . ^
No Country ! Doc,No. iib, Country Doc.Noi Doc,No,279 , V  i>ai 279

1 Albania 1 0
2 Algeria 0 0

3 Germany 4 4
4 Austria 1 2

5 Belgium 2 1
6 Byelorussia (S.S.RJ2 1

7 Bulgaria (P.R.) 1 1
8 Carelo-Finnish

S.S.R. 0 0

9 Vatican City 0 0

10 Denmark 2 2
11 Egypt 1 0

12 Spain 0 0

13 Estonia (S.S.R.) 1 0

14 Finland 1 1

15 France 8 7
16 United Kingdom 3 4
17 Greece 0 0
18 Hungary (P.R.) 1 2

19 Ireland 0 0
20 Iceland o ’ 0
21 Italy 4 5
22 Latvia (S.S.R.) 1 0

23 Lebanon J 0 o 0
24 Lithuania

(S.S.R.) 1 0
25 Luxemburg^ 0 1
26 Libya 0 0

27 Morocco 0 0
28 Moldavia

(S.S.R.) 1 1
29 Monaco 0 1
30 Norway 2 1
31 Palestine 0 0
32 Netherlands 1 1

Poland 5 3
34 Portugal 0 0
35 Roumania(P.jR) 2 1
36 U.S.S.R. 7 3
37 Sweden 3 2

38 Switzerland 2 2

39 Syria 0 0
40 TchecoSlova­

kia 4 4
41 Tunisia 0 0
42 Turkey 0 0
43 .V Ukraine (S,S.R.)6 3
44 Yugoslavia 

(F.P.R.) 5 5

Total 72 58



Countries to which no exclusive frequencies 
have been assigned in any of the plans.

(ED 68-E)

1* Algeria
2* Carelo-Finnish S.S.R.
3, Vatican City
4, Spain
5 * Greeee
6 * Ireland
7. Iceland
8. Lebanon
9. Libya

10. Morocco
11. Palestine
12. Portugal
13. Syria
14. Tunisia
15. Turkey

Countries to which the Plan 
fewer exclusive frequencies

1» Albania
2, Belgium
3. Bielorussia (S.S.R.)
4. Egypt
5, Estonia (S.S.R.)
6* France
7. Latvia (S.S.R.)
8. Lithuania (S.S.R.)
9. Norway
10, Poland.
11, Roumania (P.R.)
12, U.S.S.R,,
13, Sweden
14, Ukraine (S.S.R.)

of Doc,279 assigns 
than the Plan of Doc,281,



Countries to which the Plan of Doc,279 assigns .• 
more exclusive frequencies than the Plan of Doc,281*

1, Austria
2, Hungaria 
3'* Italy
4* Luxemburg
5, Monaco •
6, United Kingdom

Countries to Which both Plans assign the-same 
number of exclusive frequencies.

1. Germany.
2* Bulgaria (P.R.)
3* Denmark 
4* Finland
5* Moldavia (S.S.R,)
6, Netherlands
7. Switzerland
S. TchecoslcVakia 
9* YugoslaVia (F.P.R.)

(Signed) Likhouchine,
Chairman of 
Sub-Committee 4®
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> EUROPEAN REGIONAL RD Document No.69-E
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K0BENKAVN, 1948

MOROCCO and TUNISIA

Delegation of Morocco 
and Tunisia

Copenhagen,
9 July 1948.

The Chairman of the 
European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference 
K0BENHAVN

Sir,
I have the honour of enclosing herewith the Observations 

on the second variants of the draft frequency allocation Plan, 
concerning?

1. Morocco
2. International Zone of Tangier
3. Tunisia.

I have etc.

Pierre Schaeffer, 
Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia.
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MOROCCO

OBSERVATIONS
of the Moroccan Broadcasting Service 
on the Preliminary Draft Plan sub­
mitted by the Committee of Eight Countries.

I

. In fhe new wording of each of the two Plans the Moroccan 
Broadcasting Service has noted with satisfaction the praiseworthy 
efforts made to take into account the observations submitted . 
by its representative at Brussels.

But the Moroccan Broadcasting Service had itself agreed to 
considerable reductions in its list of requirements in order 
to contribute towards a new draft of these Plans, and had 
further shown itself accommodating in the matter of sharing, 
considering its geographical position.

The Moroccan Broadcasting Service cannotconsider the Plans 
in their latest form without, recalling in the clearest possible 
way the bases of the compromise envisaged at Brussels. These 
constituted a minimum below which it was in no circumstances 
able to go, and which it was prepared to accept only on the 
strength of explicit guarantees.

-11.™

Concession of the Moroccan Broadcasting Service since the original 
list of requirements?

submitted
a) The Moroccan Broadcasting Service originally requests 

for the allocation of the necessary frequencies for the trans­
mission of 3 programmes to serve the following 4 language groups:

French-speaking group
Arabic- " ” '
Berber- n H
Spanish n "

As the Moroccan Broadcasting Service prefers quality of 
transmission to the number of hours of broadcasting it reduced 
its requirements to 2 programmes only when appearing before the 
Committee of Sight Countries. But in view of the necessity 
of serving 4 language groups with 2 programmes only, it desires 
compensation in the quality of the frequencies allocated to it.

b) Morocco, as an outlying country of the Biuopean Area, 
seems well fitted to give the lead in sharing with remote 
countries. In order to expedite discussion, Morocco is willing 
to renounce claims to one or more exclusive waves, subject to 
compensation in the matter of sharing as specified below.

c) With regard to the number of frequencies necessary, it 
is clear that Morocco - more than other countries whose 
technical equipment is of long standing - is likely to accelerate 
its economic and social development in the near future, which
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would justify a programme of requirements for the years to 
come-, considerably larger than the programme at present operating*

In no circumstances could Morocco reduce the number of 
frequencies required to less than the present number, nor 
could she accept the allocation of frequencies, whose position 
in the spectrum was unfavourable by comparison with the frequencies 
at present operating,

Minimum claims *,

In face of the need for economic and social development 
which must be met, Morocco asks only for!

1 . considerable increase's in power* as indicated 
below0,

2 . the use of international common -waves, over 
and above the waves allocated*

In order to facilitate the preparation of a plan, Morocco 
simply indicates the extent of the frequencies required.
Morocco leaves the determiniation of the specific numerical 
value of the frequencies to the Conference, with adequate 
protection in the case of sharing.

Taking into account the orographies! situation and the 
unfavourable ground conductibility, especially in the Southern 
and Eastern parts of the country, Morocco 1ms provided for each 
of the two above-mentioned programmes:

1 - a powerful transmitter (120 Kw) of fairly low frequency
at Rabat5

2 - a synchronised network in South Morocco of three times 20 Kw, 
in the districts of Oudja, Marrakesh and Agadir,

- IV -

The following table summarizes the requirements of the 
Moroccan Broadcasting Services
Place Power Extent of Observations

frequencies 
in kilocycles

Rabat I 120 KW . 6 0 0  The protection required
Rabat II . for each of these two

allocations is 40 db.
For one at least of these 
stations, the sharing 
stations should be -few , 
and of considerably 
inferior power (less than 
50 KW).)
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Place Power Extent of frequencies Observations
in kilocycles.

A minimum protection 
of 35 db. is required for 
these two allocations.
Por at least one of them, 
the sharing stations should 
not be of a very high 
power.

about 1,000.

As already indicated at Brussels, the Moroccan Broadcasting 
Service does not wish to qxpres.s theoretical preference for 
either a 9 or a 10 kilocycle system.

But, elLthough the 10 kc/s Plan constituted a great advance 
on the first version, which was quite unacceptable for Morocco, 
the 9 kc/s Plan remains more satisfactory from the point of view 
of the quality of the allocations and of the conditions of 
sharing.

The quality of the frequencies a.llocated to Morocco under 
the 10 kc/s Plan is even les. than those now in operation, and. 
the conditiqiJB of sharing are not sufficiently protected.
The protection, it is recalled, must be such as to compensate 
for its willing surrender of claims to one or more exclusive 
frequencies.

- VI -
Reservation.

The Moroccan Broadcasting Service has preferred to submit 
its minimum needs., in the form of a synopsis, in order to 
facilitate the work of the Conferenice. However, in view of the
short time given for the present statement of its position, it 
reserves the right, to make any correctiqns it may consider 
necessary, and also to come back to the detailed criticism of 
Documents 279 and 281 in the different Committees.

Oudja I 20 KW). frequency x̂ ^
Marrokesh I 20 KW) between
Agadir I . 20 KW) 800 and 1200 
Oudja II 20 KW

Marrakesh II 20 KW) frequency x̂ ^
Agadir II 20 KW) between 800

and 1200

(x)v ' average of these two frequencies

- V -
Criticism of the Plans.

Copenhagen, 9 July 1948.
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M .0 R 0 C C 0

INTERNATIONAL ZONE OF TANGIER '

The Delegation of Morocco has the right to submit the 
allocation requirements of the Tangier Territory.

, The Delegation of Morocco recalls that the allocation of at
least one frequency of a power of 20 KW was required for the
International Zone of Tangier.

The Delegation of Morocco observes that provision was made for
such an allocation (in the high part of the spectrum,’:, it is true)
in the 9 kc/s Plan, but was not mentioned in the 10 kc/s Plan*

It goes without saying that the Town of Tangier and the 
International Zone need the use of a local broadcasting station 
for which a minimum allocation is indispensable by reason of its 
international character, its population and its important role as 
a centre of traffic.

Copenhagen, 9 July 1948
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T U N I S I A

REMARKS
of the Tunisian Broadcasting Service 

relating to the Draft Plans submitted by 
the Committee of Eight

-I-
The Tunisian Broadcasting Service remarks with satisfaction 

that a commendable effort has been made to take the observations 
presented by its representative at Brussels into account.

The Tunisian Broadcasting Service notices however, that neither 
of the-two Plans, even in their new version, contains any answer 
to the point put at Brussels by its representative* It therefore 
thinks well to recapitulate the principal points of the discussion

-II-
Tunisia, though it has, like Morocco, to serve a number of 

different language-groups confined itself nevertheless at the outset 
to asking for the frequencies necessary for two programmes. It still 
adheres to that demand... In addition to the zone of Tunis, the 
Tunisian Broadcasting Service has to serve South Tunisia. It has, 
therefore, arranged for two systems of frequencies of the following 
type:

TUNIS I : 120 KW TUNIS II : 120 KW

SFAX II )
GABES II ) 5 KW

The Tunisian Broadcasting Service, when appearing before the 
Committee of Eight, took up a position somewhat different from that 
of Morocco, for the following reasons:

1* The situation of Tunisia lends itself much less easily 
to sharing than Morocco,

2, The radiophonic equipment of Tunis, which is more
advanced than that of Morocco, does not allow of the 
same latitudes as to the concession of frequencies of 
any given numerical value.

If and in so far as the Conference is prepared to take into 
account the above special circumstances, and the difficulties which 
would result from any extensive alteration of the present situation, 
the Tunisian Broadcasting Service would be ready to offer, as it 
did before the Committee of Eight, to abandon its, demands in respect 
of South Tunisia on condition that (a) the two transmitters now 
operating in Tunis can be maintained on frequencies at least 
approximating to'those at present in operation with adequate powers, 
and (b) that at least one of the two frequencies, is exclusive.

SFAX I ) '
GABES I ) 5 KW
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-III-

If these conditions are accepted, the requirements of Tunisia 
can be reduced to the following minimum:

TUNIS - 120 KW - 823 kc/s (existing)
DJEDEIDA - 20 KW at present - 533 kc/s (frequency allocated 

since Lucerne) .
(About to be increased to 120 Kw)

at least one of these frequencies being exclusive*
South Tunisia would be served by the use of common international
'waves & . '

-IV-

An examination of the two Plans, even in their new version, 
shows that the frequencies allocated to TUNIS I and TUNIS II are 
shared frequencies,- without any adequate compensation having been 
accorded-for South Tunisia*

In effect in the two Plans one of the frequencies accorded 
is 1564’ or 1550 (a type practically unusable in view of the 
difficulties in the way of the radiophonic equipment of the indigenous 
population), while the other is for 1348 or 1390 (which in practice 
is used as a common international wave)* -'

•If Tunisia agrees to reduce its demands to only two frequencies, 
it is because it counts on utilising common international waves 
for South Tunisia* It considers, therefore, that the two Plans 
have not taken into account either the concessions it has made 
.or the present state of its equipment*

In regard to the quality of the allocations, the mean of the 
two frequencies now in use is 703 kc/s; the mean of the frequencies 
provided for Tunis in the Plan at 9 kc/s is 772 and in the Plan 
at 10 kc/s, 805.

Tunis, like Morocco, cannot in view of its impending economic 
and social development accept a situation inferior to the status 
quo»

Copenhagen, 9 July 1948,

(Tr«42/R>ll/D.34)
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N E T H E R L A N D S
Comments on the final report of the work 
of the Committee of Eight Countries

1. As Doc. ED 33 invites the delegations to comment on the second Brussels
variants, the Netherlands delegation confirms the views expressed in the
letter of May 10th to the Committee of Eight Countries, in which for general
reasons preference was given to the 9 kc/s plan. As other delegations dealt 
already with the general and the technical aspects of the relative merits of 
both Variants, we want to limit ourselves to a short statement on the allo­
cations proposed for the Netherlands, in addition to the remarks made in said 
letter of May 10th.

2. With regard to the 9 kc/s variant, the proposed exclusive frequency of 844 kc/s
is the same as contained in the first draft, as is also the case with the 
shared wave of 655 kc/s. The protected field strength of that wave may perhaps 
be considered as very slightly improved. The proposed common international 
frequency of 1564 kc/s is higher than that of the first draft of 1519 kc/s. 
Besides our objection regarding the small service area, already made in 
quoted letter, this higher frequency has an additional disadvantage if con­
sideration is given to the frequency limit of a large number of existing 
broadcast receivers* Furthermore the high protected field strength on this 
wave may cause difficulties in. view of the limited power.

3. With regard to the 10 kc/s variant although not recommended by the Netherlands 
delegation for general reasons, our comments on the proposed frequencies are 
as follows s
The proposed 740 kc/s exclusive wave is a suitable one and would therefore 
be acceptable.
The proposed 860 kc/s shared frequency is however not acceptable in view of its 
very -unfavourable sharing conditions*
The common international frequency of 1390 kc/s would be acceptable as far as 
the frequency itself is concerned* The sharing with other stations is however 
so unfavourable that it will make it impossible to use this frequency for the 
purpose intended.

4* In conclusion we may state that the 9 kc/s Brussels variant does not fully
meet our minimum requirements. We regret again that it does not provide us with 
the 2 exclusive frequencies which we insisted upon, in sacrificing the long 
wave of 160 kc/s. If however on the basis of this plan or its improved 
modifications it would be possible to get the general acceptance, the general 
advantages for European broadcasting resulting from such acceptance would be 
so great that we could in the spirit of cooperation reluctantly withdraw 
our objections. No plan could however be considered by us which would go beyond 
the bare minimum of the present 9 kc/s plan*

J. van der 'Toom.
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S W I T Z E R L A N D

Observations of the Swiss Delegation on the 
two preliminary draft Plans

(Documents 279 and 281 of Brussels)

Mr* Chairman,

The Swiss Delegation has carefully examined the two drafts 
above-named, and has the honour of communicating to you the 
following:

The allocations'provided for the Swiss stations in the two 
variants are nearly equivalent as regards the quality of the 
frequencies. We propose to examine below in detail the situation 
accorded to each of our stations,

Beromunster Station
The Plan at 9 kc/s ? exclusive frequency of 556 kc/s-,- power 

of 1 5 0 KWA This frequency is the one which was allocated to 
Switzerland by the Lucerne Plan and is in operation at present. 
Acceptable, if the allocation of neighbouring channels is revised. 
Of these, the powerful Rome station (150 KW) at only 680 km. 
distance is bound to produce intolerable interferences in a large 
part of the receiving zone of the Beromunster station.

The Plan at 10 kc/s, exclusive frequency of 530 kc/s, power 
of 150 KW. This frequency is slightly lower than the present' 
frequency. Acceptable, if the 540 kc/s channel were occupied by 
a station geographically more remote (e.g. if Vilnas were 
substituted for Budapest).

Sottens Station .

The Plan at 9 kc/s * exclusive frequency of 673 kc/s, power, 
of 150. KW, Frequency slightly lower than the present frequency. 
Acceptable, if Madrid was replaced by a station geographically 
more remote on the neighbouring channel of 682 kc/s.

The Plan at 10 kc/s * exclusive frequency of 710 kc/s, power 
of 150 KY/„ Frequency higher than the present frequency, and for 
that reason less favourable from the point of view of broadcasting. 
On the other hand, the Rome (150 KW) frequency on the 720 kc/s 
channel at a distance of only 680 km. is bound to produce 
intolerable interferences . It is also to.’-be feared that in a part 
of the country the Poznan station, on thevneighbouring channel 
of 700 kc/s, may cause considerable interference.
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Monte Ceneri Station
The Plan at 9 kc/s, shared frequency of 538 kc/s, power of 

100 KW with" directed aerial* The Monte Ceneri transmitter is 
situated in the middle of a broadcasting territory, which has an 
elongated form with the axis North-South. The territory is very 
mountainous. For these reasons, the operation of a directed aerial 
necessitating a reduction in:radiation to the North is excluded.

Sharing of the frequency with Helsinki (100 KW, 1900 km) 
could only be accepted, if the latter operated an effective 
directed aerial, protecting the Monte Ceneri listening zone. In 
addition, the frequency stability of Helsinki would have to be 
much higher than that prescribed by the Atlantic City Regulations.

In regard to the neighbouring channels, the allocations 
accorded to Rome (547 kc/s, 150 KW) and to Budapest’
(529 kc/s, 135 KW) will certainly produce intolerable interferences.

Plan at 10 kc/s, shared frequency of 660 kc/s, power of 50 KW* 
The power provided is too feeble. The other stations sharing the 
frequency, viz.

Petrosavodsk 100 KW 2350 km
Damas - ■ 50 KW 2700 km •
Eidar 5 KW 2480 km

will all produce too strong field intensities in the receiving 
region of Monte Ceneri. On the 670 kc/s channel the presence of 
Madrid (120 KW, 1200 km distance) will produce considerable 
interference.

Common Swiss Wave
The solutions provided in the two Plans would be acceptable 

from the point of view of the allocated frequency. The common 
Swiss wave having to broadcast different programmes-, it is 
indispensable that the. stations operating on this frequency should 
maintain a rigorous synchronism, which should also extend to 
foreign stations required to share the frequency. This solution 
being practically unrealisable, the retention of an exclusive 
frequency would alone permit Switzerland to continue to operate 
its synchronised network. This network with its many programmes 
is indispensable for the various language regions of Switzerland 
owing to the fact that the medium frequencies provided for in the 
two variants do not make it possible to reach vast areas of the 
mountainous regions of the country.

Plan at 9 kc/s * shared frequency of 1402 kc/s, power of 0,25 
KW per station*"Shared with a common Swedish wave of a power of 
1 KW per station, and in addition with the Portugese station of 
Coimbra* operating on a power of 1 KW. For the reasons cited above 
on the one hand, and in view of the fact that the fields produced 
in Switzerland by these stations largely exceed the tolerable 
values on the other hand, the proposed sharing is not acceptable.
On the neighbouring channels the presence of Bordeaux on 1393 kc/s 
(100 KW) and of Brussels III on 1411 kc/s (20 KW) will produce 
intolerable interference.



Plan at 10 kc/s, shared frequency 1310 kc/s, total power 
10 KW. The Plan envisages sharing with Kursk (U.S.S.R.,20 KW,
2000 km) and with Bergen II (Norway, 5 KW, 1600 km). Bor the 
reasons given above on the one hand, and in view of the fact that 
the fields produced in Switzerland by these two stations would far 
exceed the permissible values on the other hand, Switzerland 
cannot accept the proposed sharing. The station of Toulouse in the 
neighbouring channel (1300 kc/s with a power of 100 KW and 550 km 
distance) would cause intolerable interference.

General: Considerations
As-none of the variants of the Plan provide 'a frequency of 

between 150 and 285 for Switzerland, we should like to point out 
that an exclusive common wave between 1300 and 1500 kc/s is 
indispehsabie to ensure adequate reception 6n medium frequencies 
on Swiss territory. This constitutes an indispensable condition 
in the minimum claims of Switzerland as submitted to the Committee 
of Eight Countries (Doc* 3r. 2,234). Should these requirements not 
receive sufficient consideration, Switzerland would be compelled 
to claim the right granted by the Prague Plan to the use of a long 
wave, a right which she never renounced, and which was the subject 
of explicit reservations in the Acts of the Conferences of Lucerne 
and Montreux.

The question of the wave of 442 kc/s allocated in derogation 
to the Geneva station will be the subject of a later communication.

We request your kind attention for our observations and have
etc.

- 3 - .
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(signed) Dr. E. .METZLER,
Head of the Swiss Delegation.

St.33
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UNITED KINGDOM

SYNCHRONISATION OF BROADCASTING TRANSMITTERS

As early as 1926.it became necessary in Great Britain to seek 
a method of compensating for a serious reduction in the number of 
channels used by British broadcasting stations at that, time^ so 
that the Geneva Wavelength Plan of the International Broadcasting 
Union could be implemented*

It became necessary to accomodate some 11 stations trans­
mitting the same programme on only 2 frequencies* A series of 
experiments was carried out, and apparatus was devised with this 
end in view* Initially tuning forks were used and the drive fre­
quency was passed over telephone lines from a central point to 
the transmitting stations, there to be multiplied in frequency 
up to the desired carrier frequency* This system, initially ap­
plied in 1926 to low-power stations, was later on applied to high- 
power stations* A large number of practical difficulties were en­
countered but considerable success was achieved in the sense 
that it was possible to keep transmitting stations on the air 
which otherwise would have had to close down owing to lack of 
wavelengths. With the gradual progress of technique in the design 
and manufacture of quarts crystal drives, the tuning fork and the 
telephone line has given place to a separate quartz crystal drive 
at each transmitting station, sufficient stability now being ob­
tained in practice to make it unnecessary to have any connection 
between the stations synchronised on one channel other than the 
music circuit (which can be either a physical circuit or a radio 
circuit) for the transmission of the programme* This circuit is 
used for frequency checking purposes at times when normal broad­
cast transmission is not taking place, usually for a short period 
during the night.

The present use of synchronisation in Great Britain is 
shown by the following list of transmitters:

St : 30
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Ece.qugncy. 
in kc/s,

767

804

1013

1050

1149

19384

1474

~ RD No* 73 E 1''

Name of Station Power Programme
in kW

Wes ter glen 60 Scottish Home Service
Burghead 60' ii H i t

Redmoss 2,5 ti n  i t

Washford 60 Welsh Home Service
Penmon 10 t i II H

Wrexham 1 ti i i  i i

Droitwish 60 Midland Home Service
Norwich 1 H ti t i

Stagshaw 100 North of England and
lisnagarvey 100 Northern Ireland
Londonderry 1 Home Services
Br ookmans Park 60 Light Programme
Moac side Edge 60 i i i i  i

Westerglen 60 n i t

Burghead 20 u n

Lisnagarvey 10 i t i t

Stagshaw 10 i t it

Redmoss 2 i» i t

Redruth 2 i i t i

Londonderry 1 n it

Plymouth 1 . it it

Clevedcn 20 West of EnglandBartley 10 Home Service
Aberdeen (Redmoss) 1' Third Programme
Belfast a i i i i

Bournemouth ;25 i i i i

Brighton a ii ii

Bristol i U »
Cardiff l* I t i i

Dundee *25 II i i

Edinburgh 2 ’ ft ii

Exeter a II ti

Eareham i 11 ti

Glasgow r H i i

Hull *25 11 i t

Leeds 2- II ti

Liverpool a H i i

London 2 It ti

Manchester r II i i

M id die sb r ough a H . i t

New m  si le i II it

Plymouth 2 It i t

Pre st cn *25 II n
Redruth 1' II it

She f f ieId a n ii

It will be seen that there are 45 transmitters on 7 frequencies.
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Practical experience has Shown that with the independent 
crystal drives installed at each station and with the cheeking 
arrangements provided* stations normally keep their frequencies 
within a tolerance of the order of one part in 10 * In present 
B*B,CU 'practice, the normal maximum heat frequency between 
stations is of the order of one beat in 10 seconds. If the 
beat becomes more frequent thaii one beat in § seconds, action 
is taken to correct but the correction heeded is infrequent*
It is emphasised that extra'circuits are not needed tb convey 
any synchronising frequency*

The Committee of Eight Countries has recommended that for 
the simultaneous operation of broadcasting stations on the same 
channel when different programmes are radiated, the ratio of 
40 db (100/1 in fieldj is necessary to secure freedom from 
interferences*

Experience with synchronised stations in Great Britain 
shows that when the same programme is radiated this ratio can 
be reduced to approximately 6 db to 10 db (2/1 to 3/l in field). 
It follows that in a group of synchronised stations each of the 
stations will be surrounded by a service area and there will be 
an area in between stations where poor quality reception is 
experienced* It is sometimes possible by suitable siting of 
the stations for this interference area, or !mush! area as it 
is called, to fall in a very sparsely populated area. Alter­
natively a second wavelength, and if necessary a third wave­
length, must be used for further groups of synchronised stations 
which can be interleaved with the first group so as to ensure 
complete coverage, ' It follows that it is possible to cover 
any desired size of territory with one programme by using not 
more than three wavelengths®

If the distance'between stations in a synchronised group 
is sufficiently greats it is, of course, possible to radiate 
different programmes from those stations, but in most countries 
in Europe this may be impossible except by day,

The United Kingdom Delegation believes that it is only 
by the maximum possible use of synchronised stations where 
the conditions permit that it will be possible to draw up a 
wavelength plan which is likely to be acceptable to all 
European countries* Without synchronisation, the United 
Kingdom would need 22 wavelengths for medium and high power 
stations and a number of channels to accommodate 31 low power 
stations. With synchronisation it is possible to reduce the 
total number of channels to 15*

A reference to the list given above of B»B,C* stations 
working in synchronised groups will show that the system is 
.applicable to high power as well as to medium and low power 
stations.

IWH/taP ■ 
9=7,43.

(D, 19 )
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MONACO

Observations of the Administration of 
Monaco on the second variants of the plan

PRINCIPALITY OF MONACO Copenhagen, lo July 1948

The Chairman of the 
European Broadcasting 
Conference., 
Copenhagen.

Sir,
I have the honour of enclosing herewith the Observations of . 

the Administration of Monaco, on the subject of the second 
draft variants of the frequency allocation plan.

I have etc.

The Administration of Monaco has given careful consideration 
to the second variants, one of ?/hich was drawn up by Professor 
Kotelnikov, and the other by Messrs. Hayes and Van der Pol.

The Administration of Monaco wishes above all to repeat its 
most grateful thanks to the Committee of Eight Countries, and to 
the authors of these preliminary drafts of a frequency allocation 
Plan, for their important and constructive work. The observations 
of the various countries on the first variants of the Plan drawn 
up by Professors Kotelnikov and Van der Pol respectively have 
also made possible a still fuller appreciation of the numerous 
technical and other difficulties.

From the persual of all these documents it seems apparent 
that the ultimate aim jls no longer only 'to assign to each station 
an exclusive channel of 9 or 10 kc/s, but rather to see that 
each country has the means of reaching its listeners in a 
suitably audible manner,

Actuated by these motives, the Plan prepared by Messrs.
Hayes and Van der Pol allocates to Monaco a frequency of 601 
kc/s to operate exclusively by day, and an exclusive frequency 

, of 1420 kc/s, to operate in practice only by night, The logical

(Signed) Crovetto

MONACO

OBSERVATIONS
of the Administration of MONACO 
on the second variants of the Plan

32
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aim of this solution is to provide good direct transmission hy 
day in a region where conductibility is bad by means of a 
relatively low frequency, and good indirect transmission by 
night by means of a much higher frequency.

This solution is in theory satisfactory; and the Administra­
tion of Monaco is much obliged to Messrs, Hayes and Van der 
Pol for proposing it, It has, however, the disadvantage of 
necessitating very extensive and expensive modifications to 
the existing transmitter, to the aerial feeder, and to the 
omnidirectional aerial* Moreover it makes the operating of the 
station considerably more difficult. Indeed it may be as well 
to recall in this connection that the Radio Monte Carlo 
transmitter now works on a frequency of 730 kc/s, with a pylon 
150 metres high, fed by an aerial feeder about 1,100 metres 
long situated in the mountains at a height of between 800 and 
1100 011 very difficult ground* The power is at present 120 kW, 
but can normally be increased to 150 k'J without modification of 
the equipment,

The application of the second Hayes-Van der Pol variant 
would therefore necessitate the modification of this transmitter, 
which has just been completed after more than three years of 
work, and would involve considerable expense, if it is to be 
able to work on 1420 kc/s by night and 601 kc/s by day. The 
deviation between these two frequencies is very great, and 
specialists know that the technical solution of this problem 
is not of the easiest, especially if the security and simplicity 
of operating indispensable for a transmitter in high mountainous, 
country is to be preserved*

The Administration of Monaco would appreciate action by the 
Conference to amend the second Hayes-Van der Pol variant in 
such a way that.the modifications to be made to the existing 
transmitter and pylons are less considerable, the ideal solution 
being, of course, one which would enable Radio Monte Carlo to 
use day and night a wave-length near to that at present in use 
(410 m, 830 kc/s) with its total power of 120/150 kW* The 
Administration recognizes however that a general plan acceptable 
to all oan doubtless only be prepared if all countries are 
willing to make some sacrifices to facilitate European agreement* 
This being so, the Administration of Monaco would accept the 
Hayes-Van der Pol draft with as extensive improvement as possible 
in the light of the above indications*

On the other hand, the Administration of Monaco cannot 
accept the second variant of the Plan prepared by Professor 
Kotelnikov, because this does not take sufficient account of the 
present position, and is far from giving Monaco the indispensable 
minimum for which application was made before the Committee of 
Eight Countries in accordance with the Directives of the 
Atlantic City Conference,

Such are the chief observations which the Monacan Admini­
stration has to submit. The Delegate of Monaco may have occasion 
to make further observations on specific secondary points, 
within the framework of a General European agreement on a 
satisfactory allocation plan,- during the working meetings of 
Committees* As an example we need only mention the desirability 
of exchanging channel No, 100 (1411 kc/s) for channel No. 99 
(1402 kc/s )

Copenhagen, 10 July 1948 
(signed) Crovetto
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SAN MARINO
Application for admission to the Conference 

(sequel to Doc, RD No. 52)

Copenhagen, 12 July 1948

The Chairman,
European Telecommunications Conference, 
Copenhagen*

Mr* Chairman,
In pursuance of the application submitted by the Government 

of the Republic of San Marino for an invitation,to the Copenhagen 
Conference (the which application was published by you on 7 July 
1948 in the form of Document RD No. 52), it appears to me 
desirable to give further particulars with regard to ’the scope of 
the application in question.

In applying for an invitation, the Government of San Marino 
had no other object in view than to obtain a common international 
wave for its very limited local requirements (the extent of its 
territory being only 60 square kilometres) with a power of 
200 watts only*

The Government of San Marino is of opinion that under these 
conditions a technical solution satisfying its requirements 
without injuring anyone should be easily attained.

San Marino, being anxious to regularise her position in the 
matter' of international Conventions, has ratified the Agreements 
of Madrid,' Cairo and Atlantic City* It may not be superfluous to 
add that the sole reason for the absence of San Marino at Atlantic 
City was the delay in notifying the Republic of* the date of tie 
Conference. It was only this fortuitous circumstance which 
prevented the adhesion of San Marino to the Atlantic City 
Convention at an earlier date, which would have made it possible 
for the Bureau of the International Telecommunications Union at 
Berne duly to inform States Members accordingly.

In view of the extreme moderation of her application, San 
Marino begs to be invited as a new member of the Conference, and 
undertakes not to go beyond the proposals put forward by her in 
her first Note.

On behalf of the Government of San Marino, I should be 
greatly obliged, Mr. Chairman, if you would be good enough to 
communicate the present letter to the members of the Conference,

I have etc.

(Tr.ll/R.ll/D.St.33)

(signed) Emmanuel Noel,
Delegate of the Republic 
of San Marino.



European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948
Replacing RD. Doc .Noi4 , of 22 June 1948

RD Document No* 76-E
12 J u l f t 1948

Originali French

RtiiES OE PROCEDURE

for the European Regional Broadcasting Conference 
(Kobenhavn, 1948)

(With the exception of Rule 17 (Voting Procedure) which had not yet ■ 
been adopted, and which will be published in a supplementary document 
after adoption) ' .

Rule 1
Def init ions

§ 1. In these Rules, the term '’delegation” denotes a group of
delegates from the same country*

a) Only delegations from countries within the European
Broadcasting Area x) have the right to vote.

b) Persons 'representing extra-European countries have the 
rights of observers only,

§ 2* Each delegation may be assisted by one or more aides, by one 
or more advisers, and by one or more interpreters.

§ 3* Dhe term "observer” shall denote:

a) Persons representing countries outside Europe which have 
signed or adhered t o the International Telecommunications 
Convention of Atlantic ^ity, 1947;

b) Persons representing the United Nations who are present at 
the Conference;

c) Persons representing the International Frequency 
Registration Board (I.F„R,B.);

d) Persons representing international bodies who have asked 
to be admitted to the Conference and whose request has 
been approved by a plenary meeting of the Conference,

x ) Definition of the■European Broadcasting Area: The "European Area”
is bounded on the West by the Western boundary of Region 1, on the East 
by the meridian 40° East of Greenwich and on the South by the parallel 
30° North so as to include, the Western part of the U.S.S.R. and the 
territories bordering the Mediterranean, with the exception of the 
parts of Arabia and Saudi-Arabia included in this sector*



Rule 2
Admi ssion to the Conference

§ 1, As a general fcule, only the following, shall take part in 
all the deliberatibhs of the Conference* delegations from countries 
within thb European area, observers from countries outside Europe, 
from the United Nations, and from the I;F*R.B.

§ 2, The first Plenary Assembly, shall lay down the limits with­
in which observers from the bodies cited in Rule 1, para 4 d) may 
attend, and take part in, in an advisory capacity, the deliberations 
either at sessions of the Plenary Assembly, or at all or some of the 
Committees.

Rule 3 
Order of Seating

*. At sessions of the Plenary Assembly, delegates, aides,
advisers, interpreters, and observers‘shall be grouped by delegation 
and by country and agency* These delegations and observers shall 
be seated in the alphabetical order of French names af the countries 
and agencies represented* .

Rule 4
Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman

The Chaiiman and Vice-Chairman of the Conference shall be 
elected at the first session of the Plenary Assembly of the Con­
ference.

Rule 5
Presentation of Credentials

§ 1. Each delegation shall present to the Secretariat of the 
Conference credentials giving it authority to s^gn all the agree­
ments entered into by the Conference*

§ 2* These credentials shall be examined.by a committee during 
the first week of the Conference.

§ 3* No delegation shall enjoy the right of vote under Rule 17 
unless and until the above committee has declared its credentials 
to be in order.,

§ 4. Observers shall present to the Secretariat an official 
note from their organization accrediting them to the Conference,

Rule 6 
Powers of the Chairman.

The Chairman shall open and close the sessions of the
Plenary Assembly of the Conference, direct the deliberations, and
announce the results of the voting.

He shall also have the general direction of all the work 
of the Conference, ,

-  2 -
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Rule 7

At' the first session of the Plenary Assembly a Secretariat 
of the Conference shall be. constituted. It shall be composed of 
personnel of the Secretariat of the International Telecommuni cations 
Union and, if necessary, of personnel of the Danish Government's 
administration*

Rule 8

Appointment of Committees

The Plenary Assembly may appoint committees to examine 
questions submitted for the consideration of the Conference. These 
committees may in their turn appoint sub-committees or working groups*

Rule 9

Composition of Committees

§ 1. Committees shall be composed of delegations from countries 
in the European Broadcasting Area which hare made known their 
intention to participate,.,

§ 2* The following may be present at, and take part in, the 
deliberations of the committees, in a consult at ive capacity:

a) Observers ffrom non-European countries*.

b.) Representatives of the United Nations*.

c) Representatives of the International Frequency 
Registration Board (I . F . R „ B .),

d) Representatives of international organizations, as laid 
down by the first Session of the Plenary Assembly.

Rule 10
Chairmen, Vice-Chairmen, and Reporters of Committees 

and Sub-CpmmittEeSft
The Chairman of the Conference shall submit for the approval 

of the Plenary Assembly the choice of chairman and of vice-chairman 
or vice-chairmen of each committee.

Secretariat of the Conference

The Chairman of each committee shall propose to his committee 
the nomination of the reporters and the choice of the chairmen, vice- 
chairmen and reporters of the sub-committees.
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Rule 11 
Summons to Sessions

The sessions of the Plenary Assembly and of the committees 
and sub-committees shall be announced either by letter or by notice 
posted in the meeting place of the Conference* This infoimation 
should be given at the earliest moment and as a general rule at least 
two days before the meeting takes place*

Rule 12 

Order of Discussion
§ I» Persons desiring to speak may do so only after having obtain­

ed the consent of the Chairman* As a general rule, they shall begin, 
by announcing the name of their country or of their organization*

§ 2* Any person speaking must express himself slowly and 
distinctly? separating his words and pausing frequently, so that all 
his colleagues-may be able to follow his meaning, and so that the 
interpreters can translate his speech*

Rule 13

Proposals Presented before, the Opening, of,the Conference«......  -*-■     — ~   l _  II rill ,.............................................. ......... ......... .—  i ;■ ———

Proposals presented before the opening of the Conference shall 
be allocated by the Plenary Assembly to the appropriate committees.

Rule 14
Proposals Submitted during the Conference.

§ 1. No proposal or amendment may be submitted unless it is 
countersigned or supported by the Head of the Delegation of the 
country from which-the proposal or,'amendment originated, or by his 
deputy,

§ 2* The Chairman of the Conference shall decide whether the 
proposal or amendment shall be announced to all delegations by 
distribution of copies or merely by oral statement* Should the 
delegation from which the proposal or amendment originates, wi di copies 
of it to be distributed, this shall be done*

§ 31 At sessions of the Plenary Assembly, any authorized indi­
vidual may read or request to"be-read any proposal or amendment pre­
sented by him during the Conference, and may be allowed to explain 
his reasons therefor*



Rule 15
Proposals Presented to Committees during the Conference.

§ 1* Proposals or amendments submitted after the Conference has 
opened must be delivered to the Chairman of the'appropriate committee, 
or, in case of coubt as to the appropriate committee, to the Chairman 
of the Conference*

§ 2. Every proposal or amendment shall be submitted in the 
definitive form of words to be included in the documents*

§ 3» The Chairman of the committee, concerned shall decide whether 
the proposal or amendment shall be announced to all members of the 
Conference or committee by distribution of copies or merely by oral 
statement to the members of the committee. Should the delegation from 
which the proposal or amendment originates wish copies of it to be 
distributed, this shall be done.

Rule 16 

Postponed Poposals

When a proposal or amendment has been reserved or when its 
examination has been postponed, the delegation sponsoring it shall 
be responsible for seeing that it is not subsequently overlooked.

Rule 17 
Voting Procedure

Postponed*

Rule 18
Minutes of the Sessions of the Plenary Assembly

§ 1. The minutes of the sessions of the Plenary Assembly shall 
be drawn up by the secretariat of the Conference*

§ 2. 1) The minutes shall contain only the proposals and con­
clusions with the chief reasons for them in concise terms*

2) However, each delegate or observer shall have the right 
to require the insertion in the minutes, either summar­
ized or in full, of any statement which he has made. In 
Such a case, he must himself supply its text to the 
secretariat of the Conference within two hours after 
the end of the session. It is recommended that this 
right shall only be used with discretion.

>  5 -
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Rule 19

§ 1* (1) The debates of the committees and sub-committees shall
be summarized, session by session, in reports in which shall be 
brought out thd essential points of the discussion, the various 
opinions which are expressed and which it is desirable that the 
Plenary Assembly should know and the proposals and conclusions 
which emerge,

(2) However, each delegate or observer shall have the 
right to require the insertion in the report of any statement whieh 
he has made (either summarized or in full)*- In such a case, he, 
must himself supply to the reporter the text to be inserted within 
two hours after the end of the session. It is recommended that 
this right shall only be used with discretion.

§ 2. If circumstances warrant, the committees, sub-committees 
or working groups shall prepare at the end of their work a final 
report in which they shall recapitulate in concise terms the 
proposals and conclusions which result from the studies which have 
been entrusted to them*

Reports of Committees

Rule 20

§ 1 (l) As a general rule, at the beginning of each session of 
the Plenary Assembly or of each session of a committee or of a 
sub-committee, the minutes, or the report, of the preceding session 
shall be read, 1

(2) However, the Chairman,may, if he considers such pro­
cedure satisfactory, and if no objection is raised, merely ask if 
any members of the Plenary Assembly, the Committee or t he sub­
committee, have any remarks to make on the contents of the minutes 
or of the report *

§ 2. The minutes or the report shall then be adopted or amend­
ed in accordance with the remarks which have been made and which 
have., been approved by the Plenary Assembly, or by the Committee 
or sub-committeev

§ 3* Any final report must be approved by the respective 
committee or sub-committee.

§ 4. (1) The minutes of the closing session of the Plenary 
Assembly shall be examined and approved by the Chairman of the 
Conference.

(2) The report of the last session of a committee or of 
a sub-committee shall be examined and approved by the Chairman 
of the committee or sub-comm it tee.
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The final documents of the Conference .shall be drawn up in 
the languages mentioned below* in versions equivalent both in form and 
contents

English* Trench and Russian,. . ' .

In case of dispute? the French text shall be authentic* All 
other documents shall be drawn up ins . .

English* French and Russian,,

At meetings* there .shall be an efficient system of inter­
pretation in*

English* French and Russian*
Other languages may be used in the debates provided that the 

delegations using them make arrangements themselves for oral transla­
tion into any one of the languages mentioned in the first sub-para­
graph above* Similarly? delegates may* if they wish* arrange for 
speeches to be. translated orally into their own languages from one of 
the languages mentioned, above*

As to the share to be taken, by each country in the expenses 
attributable to the use of these languages* the provisions of the 
Atlantic City Convention* Article 15* paragraph 5# shall apply, by  ̂
courtesy of the I * T . U * ..

■ Rule 2.2 

Ed it o rial C ommltt . llumharln^
§ 1* The texts of the agreement or of the frequency allotment plan* 

which shall be worded so , far as practicable in their definitive form 
by the various committees, following the opinions expressed, shall be 
submitted to an editorial committee charged with perfecting their form 
without altering their sense, and with combining them with those parts 
of the former texts which have not been altered*

§ 2* The whole of the revised texts shall be submitted for the
approval of the Plenary Assembly of the Conference, which shall decide . 
on them, or refer them back to the appropriate committee for further 
examination*

§ 3» ^he numbers of the chapters, art'ieles and paragraphs of the 
texts subjected to revision shall be preserved until the first reading 
at a session of the Plenary Assembly* The passages added shall bear 
provisionally the numbers bis, ter, etc** and the numbers of deleted 
passages shall not be used.*.

§ 4* The definitive numbering of the chapters, articles,, and para­
graphs, shall be entrusted to the Editorial Committee after their adop­
tion following the first reading*

(RD Do c, No . 76-K)
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Rule 23

The texts of the agreement and of the frequency allotment 
plan shall not acquire final status until they have been read a second 
time and approved.

Rule 24 

i ^Signature
The final texts approved by the Conference shall be submitted 

for signature to the delegates provided with the necessary'powers in 
the alphabetical order of the French names of the countries,,

Rule 25 
Publicity

| 1* Plenary meetings of the Conference shall be open to the 
public unless otherwise decided by a majority vote*

§ 2„ Official releases to the press about the work of the Con­
ference shall be issued only as authorized by the Chairman or Vice- 
Chairman of the Conference, However the official release at the end 
of the Conference shall require the approval of a Plenary Meeting*

Rule 26
Documents

The General Secretariat of the International Telecommunicatiax 
Union shall be entrusted with t'he publication of all documents relative 
to the Conference* and with their distribution to all the delegations 
and observers taking part in the Conference*

Rule 27 
Franking Privileges

§ 1, The delegates and observers* as defined in Rule 1, shall be 
entitled to postal, telegraph and telephone franking privileges to an 
extent arranged by the Danish Government in agreement with contracting 
governments and the private operating agencies concerned. These 
franking privileges shall start two days before the opening of the 
Conference, and shall come to an end two days after the Conference ends.

§ 2* Telegraph and telephone franking privileges shall be limited 
to communications exchanged between delegates and observers and their 
respective governments, administrations, and agencies, and bet ween them 
and their familieso

§ 3* The staff of the Conference Secretariat shall also benefit by 
these privileges.

15
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Broadcasting Conference

E G Y P T  and S, Y R I ,A 

Remarks on the two suggested frequency allocation Plans,

In the opinion of the Egyptian and Syrian Delegations, the 
two proposed frequency allocation plans are generally unsatisfactory.

It is an agreed fact that the service given by a shared wave 
is inferior to that given by an exclusive wave,, especially in 
areas which are somewhat away from the transmitters.

. We cannot understand how it is considered logical in the plans 
suggested to give'some countries 5 or more exclusive waves, 
while some others are not given any exclusive wave.

We insist that the fundamental rule should be that eVery 
country should be given an exclusive frequency to ensure at least 
one main national programme of good quality in accordance with 
the directives of Atlantic City Article 4«

To economise in the nUmber of channels, the number of exclusive - 
frequencies alloted to any country should not exceed the number''
of Simultaneous main programmes» In any case the number of
exclusive frequencies should not exceed the number of main ethnic 
groups in the country, ' Additional frequencies required, should be 
of the shared category.

In our opinion this rule, in addition to being a fair one, 
will lead most of the countries to utilise synchronised working 
on the exclusive wave or waves, alloted to them, if they are not 
satisfied with the service from the shared waves.

Egypt and Syria always stressed the fact that due to the big
areas of their countries, scattered population and bad conductivity 
in their desert areas, they cannot find any way for serving the 
population scattered in these areas, other than the utilisation 
of secondary waves from the main transmitters at night, which 
gives a variable field of an average intensity 0*5 mV/m over these 
areas»

For this special condition, the Egyptian and Syrian Delegations 
cannot, under any circumstances, agree to any plan unless it 
includes at least one exclusive frequency for the main national 
service*

The Russian plan includes an exclusive frequency for Egypt, but 
it does not include any exclusive frequency for Syria. The other 
plan does not include any exclusive frequency for either Egypt 
or Syria,

For this reason the Egyptian and Syrian delegations consider 
both plans unacceptable.
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From the point of view of the order of frequencies alloted t<£ 
both countries, we consider that the plan of Van der Pol - Hayes 
is more suitable for our needs*

As far as the other additional frequencies we require are con­
cerned, we are ready to accept shared frequencies based on a 
signal to interferencexatio of 40 dbsM  the signal being 3 mV/m*.

Delegate for Egypt and Syria

Ibrahim Hamed 
Saleh

(D-34)



Submitted in,: English,

RD Document No* 7,9
July 13* 1948]

UNITED KINGDOM 
WAVE PROPAGATION DATA

In 1937, the Sub-Committee on Wave Propagation of the C,C.I.R. 
met in London and subsequently published a series of curves, which 
have since been widely used, providing a basis for the calculation 
of field strengths in the bands between 150 ‘ke/s and 1605 kc/s.
These cupves show:~

(a) Ground wave field strength as a function of distance, 
power and. frequency for a conductivity of 10-13 E M U.

(b) Sky wave field strength as a function of distance and 
power;

(i) for paths passing near to the magnetic pole, and 
(ii) for paths distant from the magnetic pole#

Since 1937, somewhat similar, data has been prepared by other 
organisations. In particular, the E-.C.C. has published in "Standards 
of Good Engineering Practice Concerning Standard Broadcasting 
Stations” (October 1947 Revision) a series of curves which show:-

.(a) Ground wave field strength as a function of distance, 
power, frequency and conductivity*

(b) Sky wave field Strength as a function of distance,
power and the latitude of the mid-point of the trans­
mission path.

Bearing in mind:-

(i) that 11 ĵ ears. have elapsed since the publication 
of the C.C.I.E. report referred to above, and

(ii) the importance of having agreed propagation data 
available for use during the present Conference 
and in particular the importance of having gene­
rally accepted curves of sky wave field strength 
to serve as a basis in assessing the possibili­
ties of frequency sharing,+)

the United Kingdom Delegation proposes that a email Working Group 
be formed at the first opportunity to prepare recommendations on 
this important question, '

+) In this connection see also the United Kingdom Delegation's 
comments in RD Document No. 38 on Annex 3 of the Report of 
the Committee of Eight Countries,,.

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn 1948.

(D35)
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- ICELAND =

In reply to the Communication from the Chairman of 
the Conference in RD Document No.33 of 5 July 1948, asking 
for comments on the second variants of the plan‘drawn up 
by the Committee of Eight, at Brussels, during its second 
session, the Delegation of Ireland, while reserving full 
liberty of action during the discussions at the Conference, 
makes the folio?/ing observations*

The 9 kc/s separation plan prepared by Messrs. Hayes 
and Han de Pol is reasonably' satisfactory in meeting the. 
broadcasting needs. Ireland. Discussion will be necessary 
about the'possibilities of interference by Palermo with
Athlone I*

The 10 kc/s separation plan prepared by Professor 
Kotelnikof does not meet the requirements of Ireland. The 
proposed sharing of Athlone I 's frequency by three other 
high power stations, as well as the unsatisfactory provi­
sion made for Athlone II, in the form of low power on a 
frequency shared by two other stations, would prevent an 
adequate broadcasting service being given in Ireland.

(Dt, 19)
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European Regional PCD Document No, 81-B
Broadcasting Conference July 13, 1948
ICobenhavn, 1948

Comme n t s  fr o m  the N o r w e g ian D e l e g a t ion on the two F r e q u e n cy 
111ocat i o n  P I ans joifjth£ (Jommlttee -oT'Eigilt, Docume n t s  No, 's 
279“ and 281. " ' % ' “ " * .

1. the Norwegian frequency Requirements.'
The minimum frequency requirements to give a reasonably 

satisfactory one-program service In. Norway, were stated at 
Brussels on the 18th of -May this year by the head of the Norwe­
gian delegation, Mr, 0. Moe, Chief Engineer of the Norwegian 
Radio Bureau.- for reference, these requirements are repeated 
below:

1 exclusive long wave for Oslo 100
1 it medium wave !! Stavanger 100
1 ii ii ii :: Vigra 100
1 t: n ;s a synchronised group, 

Kristi an s and-Bergen~ 
Tronaelag, each 20

1 shared long wave n fromso 10
1 ii medium wave in the lower part of the 

frequency band for Bode 10
1 Si St Si for Predrikstad 10
2 common national waves of not too high frequency —

2 ;; international waves, type 1, for low power
transmitters to cover local regions with.high noise 
level and/or very low field strengths from the main 
transmitters'.

It Is presumed that the shared-waves should not be mate­
rially disturbed within the normal service area. It- is also 
presumed that' Pinmark, 10 M I., may. retain its frequency 347 kc/s 
and' Bergen II,, 1 kW., its frequency 5.55 Icc/s, similarly Hamar,
1 187,, its frequency 3.19 kc/s, (see Radio Regulations, Atlantic 
City, points 131 and 138"JV ~

If these requirements are fulfilled, a field strength of 
1 mV/rn or more will be obtained over about 50 / of the surface 
of Norway. Provided the' shared waves will allow an undisturbed 
reception down to the level mentioned, a satisfactory broad­
casting service 'can be ensured’ over approximately half our area*

Consequently our requests are very moderate, and below 
what would really be needed for suitable, reception over the 
whole country.

XI. Comments on the 9 kc/s separation plan, Boc. 279*
According-to this plan, the following frequencies are 

allocated to Norway:
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155 kc/s for Bodo, oI—1 kW

164 it tt Tromso, 10 it
n ii it Trondelag, 10 il
Ji n i! Bergen, 10 it

218 it it Oslo, 100 i!
6 46 it t! Vigra, 100 it

790 ii ii Stavanger, 100 i!

1150 ii it Kristiansand 20 tt

1348 it ii Fredrikstad 2 ii

1519 i? ii Norwegian re-
lay stations, 

e ach

Roumania, 150 kW.
Asynchronised group, sharing 
)with Ankara, Turkey, 120 kW,
©X elusive.
shared with Rabat, Marocco,
100 kW Istanbul, Turkey, 100 
kW Vatican City, 100 kw', the 
latter day time only,' 
shared with Korea, 20 k\7, and 
Skodra, 20 kY/, both Albania, 
dir. aerial, shared with Bari, 
Italy, 20 kk.
International common wave, 
shared with 14 countries, 
among them Denmark,

shared with Beograd II, 
Yugoslavia, 20 kW and Portu­
gese relay stations, 2 kW*

Our remarks on this plan are the following:
1. It will be extremely difficult to synchronise Tromso with 
transmitters in the southern part of Norway, and, in the syn­
chronised group, Kristiansand therefor should be exchanged for 
Tromso.
2, The power of Bergen and Trondelag is given as 10 kW* This must 
be due to a misunderstanding as the actual power is 20 kW,

3, It would be preferable if another station than Leningrad,
SSR Russia, 100 kw, could have the channel adjacent to Oslo. 
Disturbances may be encountered in the secondary reception areas 
for Oslo in the northern Norway due to.Leningrad, as the distance 
from these areas to Oslo is greater than to Leningrad.
4, It is a'great disadvantage that Vigra and Stavanger, each 
100 kw, have not been allocated exclusive wave lengths, this 
being of great importance for the following reasons:

Due to the technical difficulties of obtaining high quality 
line connections in Norway, many of the small relay transmitters 
have to be supplied with programmes via radio-. This can only be 
achieved in a’ satisfactory manner when the secondary fields 
from the larger transmitters are undisturbed.

The sharing will also considerably reduce the normal service 
area of the two transmitters. Our minimum requirements (see 
sect. 1) are baaed on service areas being defined -as having a 
field strength equal to or larger than 1 mV/m, but with the 
allocations and sharing now proposed for these two transmitters, 
satisfactory reception will hardly be possible under the 3 mV/m 
limit, and consequently the efficiency of the transmitters is 
greatly reduced.
5® The proposed shared frequency of 1150 kc/s for Kristiansand 
will reduce the service area of this transmitter to the town of 
Kristiansand and its nearest environments, and it is more efficient



to synchronise this transmitter with Bergen and Trendelag in­
stead of Tromso, as proposed under 11,1* In that case, Tromso 
should not be given the frequency of 1150 kc/s, as a much lower 
frequency is needed, frequencies above 1000 kc/s are very inef­
ficient in Norway, and Tromso has a vast area, to cover*
6. Bredrikstad now has a poweir of 10 kW, and if, as proposed, 
the power is brought down to 2 k\7 and the wavelength is shared 
with 14 other countries, the reception area will be reduced to 
a very small fraction of the present, he particularly wish to 
object to the proposed sharing with Denmark.

7. Only one national common frequency of 1519 kc/s has been pro­
vided for the many local transmitters established to serve 
particularly difficult regions/ In addition, this frequency is 
also to be shared with other countries. These small relay sta­
tions are of Considerable importance, and we ’must refer to our' 
minimum requirements tor this service, as stated under point 1. 
The two national common waves asked'for, should preferably be 
placed in the 1200-1400 kc/s region,
8. Among the Norwegian frequencies in the derogation bands, only 
Hamar on 520 kc/s is mentioned. The frequencies 347’kc/s for
If inmark and 355 kc/s for Bergen II. should be added*

III. Comments on the 10 kc/s separation plan. Doc. 281*

According to this plan, the following frequencies are 
allocated to Norway;

■ -3-
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272 kc/s for Oslo 100.kW , exclusive broadcasting,
shared with other services.

820 » a Trondelag ro o shared with .Limoges, France,
100 kW, and Ale'roe, Syria,
20 kW*

88o » n Stavanger 100 n exclusive,
1050 !! u Kristiansand 20 ”) synchronised, sharing with

) Corfou, Greece, 20'kW, and''n 1( 5t Vigra 100 “) Lisboa I, Portugal, 120 kW*.
1490 15 :t Tr ornso 10 !i shared with Split, Yugoslavia,

5o kv7, and Portugal*

CD CTi O )
1100 n )
1-310 " j
1330 !t ) for small transmitters, all frequencies sliared with
1390 » ) other countries*
1540 « )

1550 M )

1580 5! )

Our remarks on this plan are the following;
1. Oslo should have an entirely non-shared long wave, due to 
the importance of reception in the secondary regions,
2. The reception area of Trondelag will be seriously reduced, 
due to the sharing with Limoges* The limiting field strength 
(i. e* the field strength where the ratio between wanted and 
unwanted signal still is better than 100;1) is 11 mV/m.
3. Synchronisation of Vigra and Kristiansand has been tried and



found unsatisfactory. In addition the service area of Kristfah- 
sand will be reduced to a small region around the town itself, 
due to the sharing with Greece and Portugal (limiting field 
strength 6 mV/m). Also Vigra will suffer considerably from the 
sharing ( limiting field strength 3 mV/m),

4. Tromso, because of the high frequency of 1490 kc/s, will only 
be able to serve a very restricted region, The higher part of 
the medium frequency band, as mentibhed under II, 4, is badly 
suited for Norwegian conditions because of the low conductivity 
of the ground and also because of the population being scattered 
over large areas around fairly small towns. This especially is 
the case in the northern Norway.

The sharing for Tromso will cause a limiting field strength 
of at out 2 mV/m.
5. Although Bergen, 20 k'.7 - Bode, 10 kW, and Bredrikstad, 10 kW, 
are important transmitters, they are not included in the plan.

6. The plan provides a fair number of frequencies for smaller 
transmitters, but being mainly assigned in the upper end of 
the band, only few can be used with advantage under Norwegian 
conditions.
7* In the derogation bands, only Hamar on 520 kc/s is.mentioned 
in the plan* Binmark on'347 kc/s and Bergen II. on 355 kc/s, 
should also'be included.

IV. Conclusions.

To illustrate the above statements, three charts have been 
drawn up, showing the service area of the different Norwegian 
transmitters for the 3 alternatives2

Chart A shows the situation according to the Norwegian minimum 
requirements, as stated in section I.

Chart B shows the situation according to the 9 kc/s separation 
plan.

Chart C shows the situation according to the 10 kc/s separation 
plan.

A short technical description is appended to the charts.
It emerges clearly from the charts that none of the two 

allocation, plans fulfills our minimum requirements. Of the two, 
the 9 kc/s separation plan doubtlessly offers the better solu­
tion.

Only one set of charts has been made, and these will be 
submitted later to Committee 5.

-4-
RD Document No, 81-B .

Copenhagen the 12th July 1948.
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I T A L YttoniKti m*x-

OBSERVATIONS ON THE LAST DRAET PLANS OE 
FREQUENCY ALLOCATION TO EUROPEAN BROADCASTING-

STATIONS

The Italian Delegation has given careful consideration to the new 
plans prepared by the Committee of Eight Countries at Brussels at its 
last session, taking into account the observations of the European 
Adm in i st rat ions*

The Italian Delegation is in favour of the plan based on a 
separation of 9 kc/s for reasons which the Italian Administration has 
always put forward clearly, and again stated at length at Brussels 
during the second session of the Committee of Bight Countries0

Moreover the Italian Delegation is inclined to prefer the said 
Plan because if goes further towards meeting the requirements of 
Italian Broadcasting,

Considering therefore only the new Plan drawn up by Mr* Hayes and 
Professor Van der Pol, the Delegation has great pleasure in recognizing 
that the observations made in May before the above Committee have to a 
certain extent been taken into account,. Certain modifications are 
however still necessary either for reasons of organization or for. 
technical reasons, or in order to include in the Plan a few Italian 
.stations previously omitted — but in all cases without impairing the 
broadcasting of other countries.;

Moreover, the Italian Delegation must maintain its request for some 
frequency allocations to the Bolzano and Cagliari stations.-, These have 
to transmit different programmes, the first for reasons of local 
autonomy, the second, by reason of the lack of liaisons with other 
Italian stations* Accordingly the Bolzano station cannot be synchroniz­
ed either with the stations of Elorence and Bologna, or with any other 
station of the Italian network*

As regards Cagliari, it should be pointed out that this station
does not appear in the Plan*

The Italian Delegation is of the opinion that the stations of 
Bolzano and Cagliari could be placed on certain shared frequencies 
allocated to other countries in such a way as without impairing the
service of stations of other countries, at the same time to ensure an
adequate, if not first class, service to Italian listeners*

(signed) Pennetta Antonio,
Head of Delegation*

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948

15



-  2 «* .
(RD Doc .* No* 82AE)

I T A L Y

Proposed amendment to the new preliminary draft 
presented by the Delegates Mr» Hayes and Professor 
Van der Pol,

Prequency 
in kc/s

Station Country Power 
in KW

Remarks

547 Rome Italy 200 exclusive

565 Palermo 10

Catania n 5
Athlone Ireland 100-

619 Tutfin I Italy 80 exclusive

Florence It 100

Naples II 100

799 Milan II 100 exclusive

1150 Bologna It 50

Bari II 50

Kristiansand Norway 20 directed aerial

1231 Genoa I . Italy 50 " exclusive

Venice I n 25
Rome 11 n 5

1258 Pescara u 25
9

Caltanisetta ti 25
Turi Estonia 20

1348 Verona Italy 1 common international wave

Udine fi 1

1357 Turin II 20 exclusive

'1



Frequency 
in kc/s

1492

1528

Station Country Power 
in KW

Remarks

Milan II Italy 10

Venice II n 5
denoa II H 5
Florence II Hi ,,3
Naples II M 5
Ancona 11 25
Bologna II 11 1

Bari II It 1

.Messina If 5
Aquila ft 0,25
Cosenza It 0*25
Finnish Relay Finland 1

Faeroe Lenna rk 5
San Remo Italy 5
Catanzaro it 0,25
Potenza n 0,25
La Spezia . it 1
Swedish Relay Sweden 1

Porto Reg,. Portugal 5
Bolzano Italy 20 (o)
Cagliari H 10 (o)

fo) The stations of Bolzano and Cagliari might be put on certain shared 
frequencies allocated to other countries in such a way as, without im­
pairing the service of stations of other countrfea, at the same time to 
ensure an adequate, if not first class, service to Italian list-ensers*
15
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T U R K  E f

Comments on the Final Report of the work of the Committee 
of Eight (Document No,. 284) and on the Flans contained in 
Documents 279 and 281 of the Committee of Eight of the 
European Regional Broadcasting Conference,

The Delegation of Turkey desires to offer the following observations 
on the above-mentioned Documents:

Technical comments of' a general nature,
Document No* 284:

- Field ratio for shared frequencies:

The ratio of the field intensity of the wanted station to the- 
quasi-maximum intensity of the unwanted signal should be at 
least 100 >

^ Field ratio for adjacent routes:
The Dele gation of Turkey considers the text to be incomplete. 
Because the ratio wanted-signal/unwanted-signal depends pri­
marily on the quality of the receivers, especially of their 
total selectivity * In this case,' it is better to explain 
clearly the quality of the receiver which will be used.

u Biflilt of power for medium waves:
A maximum power of 150 KW for stations operating on medium 
waVes,

•* Separation between channels;
The Delegation of Turkey would prefer the frequency separation 
to be connected with the essential characteristics of the 
transmitters (power* frequency, geographic separation between 
transmitters, etc*)* For this reason it would be better to 
provide for a mixed separation of 9 and 10 kc/s*

Documents No, 279 .and 281:

In regard to Document No0 279, the Delegation of Turkey Would 
like to submit the following comments:

l) The Plan does not allocate any exclusive wave to the Turkish 
stations* In particular Turkey has been allocated another 
frequency shared with three Norwegian stations of 164 kc/s at 
the 'national post of Ankara, All changes altering the present 
frequency of the Ankara transmitter of 182 kc/s, or modifying 
the system of aerial, would involve great expense and long 
delays, would be contrary to the Atlantic City directives, and

15
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would further considerably‘retard the application of the new 
Plan.

2) Document No* 279 allocates to the Istanbul station a frequency 
of 646 kc/s and a pov/er of 100 KW. But the newly constructed 
radiating pylon, and the Istanbul transmitter now in process 
of erection with a power of 150 KW which cannot be reduced, do 
not permit of operation outside of the 680 - 760 kc/s, range.
Jt is for these reasons, as also for the reasons cited in
RD Document No. 32, that we press earnestly for an exclusive 
frequency in the 680 - 760 kc/s. band for the Istanbul trans­
mitter.

3) The frequency of 718 kc/s., which is allocated to the station 
of Malatya in the Plan, is acceptable.

4) The frequency of 3-276 kc/s, which is allocated to the Smyrna 
station in the Plan is not acceptable because, for the reasons 
cited in RD Document No. 32, it is absolutely necessary to 
operate the Smyrna transmitter on frequencies inferior to 750 
kc/s.
The Plan, in its present form, is absolutely unnacceptable to

Turkey.
Regard in , Document No. 281, the Delegation of Turkey v/ou Id like 

to present the following observationst *
In this Plan also there are no exclusive frequencies allocated 

to the Turkish stations. On the other hand, this Plan makes no change 
in the present frequency of 182 kc/s for the Ankara station, which 
constitutes an appreciable improvement on Plan No. 279*.

Por the other three frequencies, we wish to repeat that there 
is good reason for taking the same legitimate and reasonable precautions 
as are indicated above.

The Delegation of Turkey could accept the sharing of the 
frequency of 182 kc/s between Ankara and. Reykjavik, with 10 kc/s of 
separation with Moscow I and 9‘ kc/s with Leningrad occupying the adjacent 
channels#

Plan NO* 281, in its present form, is also absolutely unaccep­
table to Turkey#

15
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Sub-Commission 4 B of the Commission 4 (Technical)
• \

Table No. 3

Date for an analysis of the draft-documentation of the Commission 
of 8 countries*

Analysis of the quality of exclusive channels within the reach of 
medium waves. , *

.No * ; Country }
j

Station
i i
1 Frequency I Neighbouring, Stations | 

which are interfering 1
i j

1 doc.1 doc. 1
( 281! 279 |

' ! I

doc. 281 |doc. 279 |
j ]

; I
1 i 2 | 3 I 4 1 5 i 6 1 v |

2 ! Germany 1

| | 

I '• j

1 770!1591 !
960i 826 ! 

1 119011530 |j i :
| 1280|1465 1

Milano j j 
Bologna j ! 
The stationslKaliningrad | 
of Prance | | 
Ottingham [Paris j

3 ! Austria I
•

: j

Boblgraz
Graz
Vienna

1 i 952 i' 
i 11285 I 
| 920! | Marseilles

[Rennes ! 
[Orowborough !

4 Belgium iii
Brussels
Brussels

.r 680! 925 1 
1130| |

Belgrad
Nice

[Wroclaw |

5 : S.S.R. of I 
Byelorussia | Mobileff

i I | 

| 1220) | Prague
j i

6 The People 5s 1 
Rep. of 
Bulgaria j

Sofia [ 870) 817 | Hilversum [Munich j

7 Denmark j Copenhagen | 1410] 1483 | Gliwice [United j 
[Kingdom |
• i

8 Egypt | Cairo 1 610) | Istambul

9 Esthonian ! 
S.S.R* j Tallin 750! | Hilversum

/European RegionalBroadcasting Conference
Kobenhavn, 1948
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Range and area of the station with protection of 40 &b

| doc. 281 | doc. 279
Range in km j Area in thousands j Range in km j Area in thousands

of km 1 I of km
I

8 j 9 ! 10 I 11 1
70 i 15

|
(
\ t150 ! 70 I i !

90 i 25 I 90 1 25
150 i 70 j 55 I 10
60 11 I 40 1 5

\

70 i 15
35 ! 3,9

! 600 | 1100 i i !

4 * 500 800 | 70 | 15 |
i7° . | _ 15

5 ! 70 15

6 | 400 | 500 ! 125 | 49

250 1 200 f 200 1 125

8 180 100 
 500'"' I .... 800
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1 ! . 2 3 |

LM: ̂ 
|

; 
j 6 7

10 I Prance 
j

s
i
i*
I
I
j
F\

Lyons
Marseilles 
Pari s 
Toulouse

| .
Synchr. net j 
ox France } 
Strassbourg \ 
Lille j 
Nancy } 
Nice |

630| 637
9101
800|1006 

13001

|
1200 
1260 1123 
1520|1204 

I 898
-j 1546

Stockholm
'Vienna 
' Lvov 
Synchr. net 
of Switzer­
land
American zone 
of Germany 
Ottingham 
Copenhagen
.

Lroitwich ||

Cracow I

. I

|
Ottingham 
Zagreb j 
Tunis j 
Spain I

11 \ United 
| Kingdom
i
\

\
\

. . ;;. . :. . -. . " I .
Synchr. net 
of U.K.
Synchr. net t 
of U.K. ■ 1 
London j 
Ottingham ■ j 
Brookman fs 
Park ii

I".
1180

1
1560 :

' ( 880'
S1132
!
i 1186j — J, - - ■ -ir. > in,

African zone 
of Germany
:

Norway
. ■ ■

!i
\\. \\\
iiLisbon I 

Strassbourg!
. i >

12 | Hungary v ~ . 1 .tBudapest \ 
Budapest \..■.1. ... I

540| 529 
’ |12X3 ;■

Beromunster
.

i
Monte Ceneri; 
Lille !

13
j ...........
j Italy
|
\

j
1j
\

. . . . . . . . . . . f.Milano
Florence ;

. (Firenze) I
Naples |*
Turino | 
Synchr. net j 
Rome | 
Turino j 
Milano j

760| 799
i

1160 1
1430!1\
1590;

i 619 
f 547 
11231 . 
11357.

.............
Germany '
Belgrad 
Synchr. net 
of France 
Greece

V
.

Westford j

•*
\
!:

Brussels j 
Monte Ceneri! 
Strasshev 1 
Sigmaringenj

14 1 Latvian 
| S.S.R.

{
Riga 1

i
590] Prague

:

15 I Lithuanian 
i S.S.R.

j
Vilnyus t 550 [

.
Budapest

16 j Luxemburg Luxemburg . j i 1438 Skoplje 1
! Moldavian 
i S.S.R. Kishineff \ 780(1078

Soviet zone ; 
of Germany I Koblenz j

18 | Monaco Monte Carlo j
7" ( |
11420 I !Brussels j! ! i . !

19 | Norway Stavanger j 880 | Kaliningrad ;
1 ■

20 I Holland Hilversum ! 7401 844 Tallin Lvov i
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1
21 Poland Poznan

Cracow
Wraclaw
Gdansk
(Banzi. g)
Poznan*

700
980

1250
1380

j 997

»
V

1 727

Sottens
Bologna
Strassburg

Cettinje

baris |
; I

[Tallin : | 
1 . ____,4

"”22 J-he People ’s 
Rep. of Rumania 'Bucarest 950 ! 835 Hamburg [Munich |

23 U.S.S.R. Rostov
Leningrad
Moscow
Simferopol

560 
790 

. 830 
900

I
Vilnyus
Kishineff
Kluj
Kaliningrad

\ ' i

24 Sweden Stockholm
Horby

620
1350 1168

Lyon
Graz

[France j
; ...... ,.—i

25 Switzerland Beromunster
Sottens

530
710

•556
673

Budapest 
Rome •

jRome | 
jMadrid j

26 Czechoslo-
vaquia

. j
Prague
Bratislava
Banska-
Bystrica
Brno

580
1040

1530

763
10.60

979

Riga
Kaunas
Lille.

IWesterglen } 
[Toulouse

jLangenberg I
27 The Ukrainian 

S.S.R.
Charkov
Kiev
Lvov
Odessa - 
Ushgorod \ .
Charkov Odes­
sa , Lvov

650
730

810
1000
1290

916

12 49

853

Petrozavodsk! j 
Rome panska j 

Bystrica j 
Pari s i j 
Saloniki ; j 
Prench zone 1 j 
of Germany jKaunas |

28 Red. People»s 
Rep. of Yugo­
slavia

Belgrad
Lubliana
Skoplje
Zagreb
Belgrad

Sarajevo . 
Cettinje

690
850

1020
1080
1170

700

1447
1195

1303
1582

Poznan
Hilversum
Kaunas
Thorn
(Torun)
Pirenze
(Florence)

[Limoges |
Luxemburg 
British zonej 
ox Germany |

jCrowborough j 
iMuni ch i

Total: 58 46

Please note: In order to establish the range of Radio Stations use 
has been made of the tables of 0*1.R. for the medium values of the 
nocturnal field.(O.I.R. 956) and for the straight beam (0.I .R. 1051)«

signed: Likhouchine
13.VII. 48* .

St .33
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1I
- ... ...- - I

8 1 9 !\ 10 11
21 f 100

r IIJJH 1 j trw U UMI.I 4AJ.J 1 _  J _J 1
. 1 , 31 1j 300 1 . 290 ! 70 15I 70 i 15 i .

j 200 1 125 1
i f I. i: * i i • |

85 22

22 j 500 i 800 j• ! 1 80 20
.

23 j 400
............  ̂....... ....... .... . ..........L

. 1 500 1
......— —— ----~

"""i400 ! 500 i
700 1 1500 ! !
500 j 800 [ |

24 j 600 i lioo 1 (
i 250 j 200 j.. 80 20

-----j-.it
" D ....1.. ................iocr :” T ~  .......~ ~ T 80 20 1J 150 1 7° | 200 125 iV

I
26 ! 400 , ! 500 ! 100 31 ii 70 j 15 ! 80 20 i

» 60
i i 

11 1 ■■

\

\ i I 55 10
27 j 300 1 290 1

\i
»

i 500 800 ; 100 31
i 400. i 500 . 1 i♦
i 250 200 j t

:

70 I 15 j 50 8 1

28 | 400 500 ! 170 100
j , 180 1. 100 1

250 1 200 | 65 13
120 I 45 i 70 15

i
70 15 ; |

■

! i 60 1 11
j 50 !

i
8

St.33
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Submitted in: English

UNITED KINGDOM

SEPARATION IN KILOCYCLES PER SECOND

1* Point 4 on the Agenda of Sub-Committee 4A deals with the
separation in kc/s between adjacent channels, Annexes 3 and 4 
of the Pinal Report of the Committee of Eight Countries must 
also be taken into account when considering this question. The 
United Kingdom Delegation has read with interest the reserva­
tion made by some of the members of the Committee of Eight con­
tained on Page 33 of the 40th Plenary Meeting of the Committee 
of Bight4 The countries which have favoured a 10 kc/s separa­
tion have appeared to do so on the basis of being able to cover 
a larger surface area with a 10 kc/s separation than could be 
covered with a 9 kc/s separation and in their calculations have 
relied on the figures of 5«1 and 2:1 as the ratios between wan­
ted to unwanted fields with separations of 9 kc/s and 10 kc/s 
respectively. It was accordingly felt necessary to carry out a 
number of experiments in an endeavour to secure some further 
information on the subject* These experiments were carried out 
both in the Research Department of the General Post Office and 
in the Research Department of the British Broadcasting Corpora­
tion.

2, In considering this question of the separation between
channelss the United Kingdom Delegation believes that purely 
from the point of view of giving the best possible quality in 
a broadcasting service, there can be no difference of opinion 
whatever between any of the Delegations assembled at Copenhagen 
that a 10 kc/s separation is preferable to any smaller figure. 
Indeed? if the best quality is to be obtained, then a desirable 
separation would be 16 or even 20 kc/s. It is obvious that so 
large a separation would not provide enough channels for Euro­
pean broadcasting, and the point at issue is what is the com­
promise which should be adopted between'-quality and number of 
channels. Some of the European Administrations have declared 
themselves in favour of a 10 kc/s separation, others in favour 
of a 9 kc/s separation,

3° The experiments referred to above were first of all applied
to determining the quality of service obtainable with the 5s1 
and 2si ratios mentioned above. It wa.s- established that the 
application of these figures results in a high quality service, 
the grade of interference being between what may be called 
’’perceptible” and l!just perceptible”, which corresponds to a 
signal to interference of between 50 and 60 db - that is a. con­
siderably higher figure than the 40 db adopted by the Committee 
of Eight for ’’wanted to unwanted” signal for stations working 
on the same frequency (Annex 3 of their final report, Brussels 
document 284). It is suggested that it is not justifiable to
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apply these "high quality" figures to the outer limit of the 
primary service area or to a secondary service area where high 
quality is not obtainable in any case. It must be emphasised 
that adjacent channel interference would normally be limited 
to these areas since A can be minimised by the choice of a 
suitable geographical separation between stations 011 adjacent 
channels.

4. These experiments were made using several typical commer­
cial broadcast receivers and with various types of programme 
on both the wanted and interfering carriers- Different levels 
of signal were used and the strength of the unwanted carrier 
was adjusted successively at 9 kb/s, and 10 kc/s separation 
until a pre-determined degree of interference was experienced. 
The leVels of interference chosen were:

1. "Just perceptible'1 * which was the smallest 
noticeable level and corresponded to a pro­
gramme to interference level at audio-frequency 
of approximately 60 db,

2. "Perceptible", which corresponded to a 50 db 
programme to interference ratio.

3. "Slightly disturbing", which corresponded to 
a 40 db programme to interference ratio.

The following results were obtained: Dor 40 db programme 
to interference ratio (the value which is equivalent to the 
"wanted to unwanted" signal ratio for stations working on the 
same channel adopted by the Committee of Eight (See Annex 3? 
Brussels Document 284)), and using receivers of the typical 
three valve plus rectifier super-heterodyne type, the ratios 
of v^anted to unwanted signal were 2:1 with 9 kc/s separation 
and 1:1 with 10 kc/s separation. Using a better quality re­
ceiver, the ratio of wanted to unwanted signal was 1:1 for 
9 kc/s separation and 0 .5*1 for 10 kc/s separation. Although 
this receiver was more selective than the cheaper reseivers, 
nevertheless it gave better quality because the overall pass- 
band approximated more closely to the ideal square filter 
characteristic,

5* It will be noticed that the ratio of 2:1 found from this
experiment for a 9 kc/s separation is the same as the ratio 
put forward by the Committee of Eight for a 10 kc/s separation, 
and indeed the experiment demonstrated clearly that fairly 
wide differences in ratio could be obtained with the same re­
ceiver by changing its selectivity either by use of the 
"VARIABLE SELECTIVITY" control (where fitted), or by use of 
the "TONE" control which is almost universally fitted. This 
confirms clearly the view expressed in Document 38 - comment 
by the United Kingdom Delegation on Annexe 4 of the report of 
the Committee of Eight.

It would not seem unreasonable to expect listeners on the 
fringes of the primary service area or in a secondary service 
area to adjust their receivers so as to obtain adequate protec­
tion against the adjacent channel - particularly when it is 
realised that limitations in programme to noise ratio other 
than those imposed by the station on the adjacent channel will 
be experienced in these areas in addition to which there will

(RD Doc.No.85-E)
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be a severe deterioration of quality due to fading. Such limi­
tations will not be experienced in areas of higher signal 
strength where listeners can take advantage of the higher 
ratios of wanted to unwanted signal available (5*1 or even 
greater) and thus obtain the full range of quality of which 
their receivers are capable. This will generally be possible 
for the majority of listeners since it is usual to site broad­
casting stations in or near large centres of population.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The United Kingdom Delegation believes that the above 
argument effectively disposes of the advantages which have 
been claimed for a 10 kc/s plan. The overwhelming advantage 
of the 9 kc/s plan in present European broadcasting conditions 
is that it provides 12 more channels than the 10 kc/s plan, 
which, with' judiciously arranged sharing* can provide for a 
minimum of an additional 2/ satisfactory allocations. The sa­
crifice Of these valuable frequencies is far too great a price 
to pay for On improvement in reception conditions on the 
fringes df the primary service area and in the secondary ser­
vice area where high quel.ity is unobtainable in any case. The 
adoption of a 9 kc/s separation does not rule out the possibi­
lity of high quality reception in areas of higher field 
strength where ratios of wanted to unwanted signal of 5*1 and 
greater will be provided. It -should be borne in mind that 
broadcasting transmitters are generally sited in or near areas 
of high population density so that the majority of listeners 
can take advantage of these high ratios and obtain high quality 
reception if suitable receivers are used.

(RD Doc,No.85-1)

(D.28)
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Note: The following documents were issued in relation to this document:

• Document No. 102 - Corrigendum to Document No. 86

• Document No. 86 is cancelled

European Broadcasting Conference (CER)
(Copenhagen, 1948)
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• July 13, 1948 

Submitted in: ENGLISH

The Chairman Of the European Broadcasting Conference 
received the following communication:-

I\
American Embassy,

Copenhagen, Denmark*
July 12, 1948*

Sir:
I have the honor to refer to Document RD 33 of 

July 5 t 1948 by which the Executive Committee invites 
the countries of the European Area to comment on the 
frequency allocation plans drawn up by the Committee 
of Eight Countries at Brussels during its second 
session.

Inasmuch as the written comments of extra- 
European countries were not invited at this time, the 
United States Delegation of Observers reserves the 
privileges accorded it by the Directives for the 
European Regional Broadcasting Conference annexed to 
the Additional Protocol of the Final Act’s of Atlantic 
City, to comment at the appropriate time on such 
questions as may be of interest to the United States*

Very truly yours,

Robert R. Burton 
Chairman 

United States Delegation*
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July 13, 1948

F I N L A N D

The Finnish Delegation would like to make the following 
comments on the second variants of the plan drawn up by the 
Committee of Eight Countries at Brussels*

The Finnish Delegation.* regrets that the Committee has':, 
not succeeded in making a single plan which could serve as a . 
base for the final allocation plan* Regarding the frequencies 
allocated to Finland, we beg to make the following remarks:

In the 10 kc/s plan there are at Finland’s disposal 10 
frequencies,, of which one is exclusive, eight shared and one 
a common frequency* Correspondingly, the 9 kc/s plan allows 
the use of seven frequencies, of which one is exclusive and six 
shared frequencies*

As to the quality of the allotted frequencies in both plans, 
we wish to add the following:

The 9 kc/s Plan
Helsinki

Helsinki shares the frequency with Monte Ceneri. Both 
stations would use a directional aerial. The Swiss Delegation 
has, however, informed us that Monte Ceneri cannot use a corres­
ponding aerial* In this case the power of the Swiss station is 
to be reduced considerably below the proposed 100 kW in order 
to avoid bad interference in the service zone of Helsinki. Corre­
spondingly, the power of Helsinki will also be limited to a lower 
figure until the necessary directional aerial has been completed.
Oulu

The Delegation considers it desirable that Oulu could use 
a derogation frequency. If that is not possible, a suitable 
frequency must be reserved for that station. As there are only 
a few stations in the North of Finland, the service zone of 
Oulu must be fairly large*

The Finnish Relay Stations
Two ' frequencies have been reserved for the Finnish low po?/er 

stations. One of these is too high for the receiving sets now 
used in Finland. Therefore that frequency ought to be changed 
to a lower one,,
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Rovaniemi

The Rovaniemi station.* which was destroyed by the Germans 
during the war:, will start its transmissions again this year 
with an aerial power of 2 kW# It is situated in the Arctic 
Circle far from other Finnish stations. A fairly low frequency 
is required for this station.

The 10 kc/s Plan
Turku

Turku shares the frequency with Rome. The interference 
caused by Rome is very bad and the minimum.field strength re­
quired for a reliable service zone of Turku is above 8^5 mv/m. 
Since Turku is the most important station in the bilingual area, 
it is of great necessity to have an exclusive frequency allotted 
to this station, or at least to share the frequency with a more 
favorable station,
Rovaniemi

See the corresponding remarks in the 9 kc/s plan.
Copenhagen, 8 July 1948.

Hella Wuolijoki

St . j 30
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Preliminary observations on Documents Nos. 279, 881 
and 284 of the Committee of Eight Countries.

The following observations are intended to indicate - after 
brief and provisional examination - the extent to which the 
frequency, allocation plans given in Documents Nos 279 .and 281 can 
be considered to meet Denmark’s■ Specifics frequency requirements.

As regards the viewpoint of the Danish Administration on the 
more general question of the 9 kc/s or 10 kc/s frequency spacing, 
and the detailed observations on the particular frequencies 
proposed, the comments of Denmark, first published by the Committee 
of Eight Countries (see Brussels Document No. 226), should be 
consulted.

Document No, ̂ 281.

Kalundborg ,23.6 kc/s (60 kU).
This frequency may be considered satisfactory provided that 

power is not limited to 60 KW, but fixed at the maximum value 
in current use in the long-wave bands. In any case the allocation 
of the neighbouring frequency of 245 kc/s to Prague is to be 
deprecated, as the distance is too small to avoid reciprocal 
interference. Thus the Prague station will give a field intensity 
on the island of Bornholm reaching about 3 mV/m while the field 
intensity of Kalundborg is only approximately 4 mV/m,

Kalundborg^ 1.510.kc/s .(5t K :0

This frequency is quite unacceptable for the purpose of a 
second prgrarnme, since it has to be shared with several nearby 
countries and since the range for reception without interference 
after nightfall would only be about 10 km.
ICobenhayn 14.10 kc/s /50 kW)

This frequency must be considered a little too high as the 
field intensity in the eastern part of Kobenhavn ?/ould not exceed 
the field of Swedish broadcasting stations.
Denmark 1580 kc/s (2 k¥)

This frequency could be accepted if a satisfactory solution 
were otherwise found for the problem of the Kalundborg frequency 
in the medium wave band. Since, however, a large number of 
receivers can not receive so high a frequency, Denmark would prefer 
a lower one.

(Sr.5/R.4/D.16)
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Faroe Islands 940 kc/s (5_k;/J
Under present circumstances this frequency must be held 

to be satisfactory,

Dodume nt(No, _ 279,

Kalundbprgr 2 5 4 .  £ c / s ,  Sf?P. I® ) .
This frequency must be considered satisfactory provided that 

thd power is not limited to 60 k? but can be increased to the 
maximum level in current use in the long wave band,. It is 
presumed that, in dealing with the 255-285 kc/s frequency band, 
thd Broadcasting Conference v/ill take the appropriate mea.sures to 
protect the reception of Kalundborg in Benmark against disturbances 
from other services in the said band*

Kalundbor^ £15,0 k¥)
This frequency is rather higher than is desirable, all the 

western part of Jutland as well .as the Island of Bornhdm being in 
the.fading zone, Sharing with a 40 kW transmitter (without 
directional aerials) at Lisbon cannot be satisfactory after 
nightfall as the area for reception without interference is smaller 
than the free fading area*.

Kobenharo XP-50 kW)

This frequency must be considered too high. The field
intensity in the eastern part of Kobehhavn will not exceed that of
the Swedish broadcasting stations. A large number of the
existing receivers would have difficulty in reclining on so high 
a frequency,

Benmark ,15,46. kc/s, (2 KW)p
This frequency is acceptable.

In view of the mountainous nature of these islands, this 
frequency is too high to be received in a satisfactory manner • 
throughout the Faroe Islands,

(Tr.5/R. 4/D. 16)
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EUROPEAN REGIONAL RD Document No-* * 90-E

Observations of the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg 
relating to the two variant Plans Submitted 

by the Committee of Eight*

(2nd Session)

The Delegation of the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg begs to 
submit the following observations on Documents 279 and 281;

1) Concerning separation between channels, we should prefer to 
adopt in medium waves a separation of 9 kc/s rather than
10 kc/s, -taking into especial consideration the number of 
allocations actually necessary in the.European Broadcasting 
area,

2) However, neither of the two variants takes into account our 
country's application for frequencies or the observations 
submitted by us at the Committee of Eight (Requirements, 
Document Noe 9, Observations on the variants of the 2nd 
session, Document No* 211, Minutes of the Hearing, Document 
245). -

On several occasions detailed statements were submitted 
on the special nature of Luxemburg Brbadcasting and on the 
necessity of operating on a long wave* Without wishing to develop 
once again the arguments contained in the aforementioned Docu­
ments, we would none the less like to restate the essential 
points; . -

a) Since 1932 the Luxemburg Broadcasting Service has 
operated on a long wave, which in January 1934 was 
increased to 232 kc/s* Wd are still operating'on this 
wave at the present time*

In addition to other considerations, such a wave 
is technically necessary in order to ensure an economic 
service (the sale9 for example, of part of its trans­
mission services), an indispensable condition to the 
Luxemburg Broadcasting Service, which oould otherwise 
count only on the revenue corresponding to 46,000 
receivers for 291,000 inhabitants*

b) On the other hand, the damages which Luxemburg
suffered'from the war (loss of 3'/< of the national' 
capital), as well as the present economic situation, 
make it difficult for the Luxemburg Broadcasting Service 
to think of sacrificing a powerful and modern transmitter 
(150 kW) with an expensive aerial system equipped for 
long wave*

We think that (a) the special circumstances and (b) the 
existing economic situation represent without possible contention 
the conditions to which paragraph 4 of”the Document annexed to 
the Atlantic City Final Protocol relates* The paragraph runs;

(D 29)
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"It will be advisable to take into account, as
equitably as possible, the special conditions of each
country on the one hand, and, on the other, the existing 
economic situation which makes it advisable to introduce 
the minimum number of changes-in the installations in 
service,"

3) As for the variant at 9 kc/s, allocating to the Grand Duchy 
.of Luxemburg an exclusive frequency of 1433 kc/s and a shared 
frequency, for operation by day only, of 583 kc/s, the following 
observations are called for.

1438 kc/s:
Owing to the elongated r?haqe of the country, its undulating 

and wooded terrain, ( = 3". lO”-11̂ ) , and the extensive interference 
due to the important iron and steel industry, the operating 
radius of this wave would only alloy/ of a satisfactory service
for about one half of the country.

In addition, the use of this frequency would necessitate 
the construction of a practically entirely new transmitter, in 
view of the difference from the present frequency of 232 kc/s,

583 kc/s:
.This frequency has been shared hitherto between countries 

of very different longitudes (Latvia and Egypt) with the result 
that the operation of the frequency by Luxemburg would be 
imp os sible, even during a part of the daytime *

The measurements made by the 0,1.R, in the case of indirect 
transmission of waves of this band have afforded further proof 
of the difficulties inherent in the regulation of a service of 
this type.

4) As for the variant at 10, kc/s, allocating to the Grand Duchy 
of Luxemburg a frequency of 1480 kc/s, shared with Cyprus, we
are obliged to note that the service to be expected from such 
a wave would be at least as unfavorable as that from the wave of 
1438 kc/s to which our observations in (3) above relate.

The eventual transformation of the transmitter would 
encounter the same difficulties.

Conclusion:
The Grand Duchy of Luxemburg cannot, even with the best will 

in the world to be accomodating, say that it is satisfied with 
the allocations provided in the two variants Docs. 279 and 281,

In view of the special conditions of the Luxemburg Broadcasting 
Service, and on the basis of the Atlantic City texts, the Grand 
Duchy of Luxemburg must continue to insist on the retention of 
its present wave or at least of a wave in the same band. ■

(<3.-34)
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C 0 H 11 I T T E E 4
(Technical Committee)

REPORT OF THE 1ST II ETING
6 July 1948

The meeting was opened at 2.30 p.m. by the Chairman,
Professor Kessenikh.

^ ie Chairman announced that, after consulting the various 
Delegations, he thought there v/as general agreement as to the 
appointment of the following as Rapporteurs:

1) Mr, Shamsha (Ukraine)
2) Mr. Angles d ’Auriac (O.I.R.)
The Delegate of the United Kingdom remarked that in his 

opinion an Observer was not entitled "to be a Rapporteur.
After an explanation by the Chairman, the Committee agreed 

to the appointment of the Rapporteurs above-mentioned, subject 
to the U.K . Delegate’s reservation of the right to return to the 
question.

The Chairman said that the meeting would devote its attention 
to the study of RD Document No. 36 (Forking Programme and Organisation 
of Committee 4). He pointed out an error which had slipped in 
to the Snglish text of the Document in the 3rd line of the 2nd 
page. The "s" in the word "expert’s" should be omitted, so that 
the phrase would read "a technical expert opinion."

He invited observations on the Document,
The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that as a whole the 

proposed text was extremely good, and he congratulated the 
Chairman. He had, however, certain constructive remarks to make:

1) In point b) of Section 1, it would be desirable to add 
two other subjects to the three which it was proposed to discuss, 
viz . (a) "limitation of the power of stations in the long-wave 
band" and (b) definition of the term "hours of work of services 
in the case of which operation is proposed for the day-time
only."

2) As to point 1 e), the Technical Committee should not 
consider itself qualified as a matter of course to express an expert 
opinion on the Plan to be drawn up by Committee 5 for submission
to the Plenary Assembly. It was the Plenary Assembly which 
should normally take cognisance of tho Plan. If the Plenary 
Assembly saw fit, it could ask the Technical Committee to submit 
an expert opinion on the Plan. Such would appear to be the proper 
procedure from the point of view of the general organization of 
the Conference’s work, as envisaged in RD Document No* 36.

He had some doubt concerning the appointment of a Drafting 
Sub-Committee as proposed in Section 2. There was already a 
Drafting Committee to which the text prepared by the proposed Sub-



Committee would anyway come, so that the: e was a risk of work 
being duplicated to no real purpose.

The Chairman thanked the United Kingdom Delegate for his in­
teresting observations, and asked him to repeat the exact wording 
of the two items which he wished to see added to point lb).

Ths Delegate of the United Kingdom repeated the two items 
in question (see above).

In reply to the second observation of the United Kingdom 
Delegate, the Chairman said that in his opinion paragraph 1 e) 
merely meant that Committee 4 must be prepared to render any 
technical services which the Assembly might entrust to it, and 
that it must take that eventuality into account in drawing up' 
its working programme.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom was satisfied with the 
Chairman’s explanation.

In reply to the United Kingdom Delegate's third observation, 
the Chairman said that the drafting of technical texts was a 
very delicate question and as experience had shown, was likely 
to give rise to errors which in turn would bring on difficulties. 
Time would be gained, if the texts which had to be submitted 
to the Plenary Assembly were first examined and revised by 
technicians.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom proposed to substitute 
the expression "technical drafting" for the expression "final 
drafting", which would safeguard the rights of the Drafting 
Committee (Committee No. 6), without otherwise affecting the 
position.

The United Kingdom Delegate’s suggestion was accepted by 
the Chairman.

The Delegate of the U,S.S.R., reverting to the second ad­
dition which the United Kingdom Delegate had suggested for point 
lb), proposed to modify the paragraph so as to read:

"Examination of stations authorized to 'use certain fre­
quencies during the day and other frequencies during the night",

He added that his proposal would naturally imply the adop­
tion by the Committee of the United Kingdom Delegate's proposal.

On the request of the Chairman, and in order to allow the 
Committee to express its opinion on the point immediately, with­
out the necessity of submitting it to a special Working Group, 
he put his proposal in the following definitive form:

"Examination of the possibility of certain stations using 
during'the day frequencies used by other stations during the 
night",

Replying to the Chairman, the Delegate of the United Kingdom 
indicated his acceptance of this wording on the express condition 
that an'explicit definition was given to the terms "day" and 
"night".

- 2 -
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The Chairman took note of this acceptance and, no objection 
being raised, it was decided to make the addition to the text of 
the wording proposed by the U.S.S.R. Delegate, with the qualifica­
tions suggested by the Delegate of the United Kingdom.

The Chairman asked the Committee if they were prepared to 
adopt Document RD No. 36 as a basis for future v/ork, in the form 
it would have after the various modifications and additions had 
been made.

The Delegate of Belgium thought it important to have the list 
of points on which no general agreement had been reached by the 
Committee of Right. Certain points already figured in Document RD 
No. 37; but a complete list would be advisable.

The points were as follows;
1. Reservations made at the Final Meeting of the Committee 

of Fight concerning the norms of protection of 5 and 2 adopted 
respectively for frequency separations of 10 and 9 ko/s.

2. Separation in kc/s between adjacent frequencies (10 kc/s, 
9 kc/s, or any other value.)

3. Frequency tolerations for exclusive waves and for 
shared waves.

4. Possible operation of different frequencies by stations 
working on the same shared wave*

3* Limitation of the power of stations on long waves.
6. Minimum, field values necessary for town and country*

7* Characteristics of common international waves.
8. Power of stations using shared waves.

9. Position of stations working in derogation.
10. Recognition (or non-recognition) of a Zone of secondary 

service*
11. Possible increase of the number of allocations during - 

the day.
12. Possible differentiation of the maximum powers of 

stations working in the range of medium waves.
13* Standard transmission curves.
14. Definition of the expression ’’actual position” and 

allowance for economic factors.
15* Relationship between the number of allocations and 

the number of official languages.

- 3 -
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®-ie Chairman thanked Mr.Corteil for the above interesting 
information. Document HD No. 36 indicated that the Committee should 
consider generally the results of the work of the Committee of 
Eighth Did the Belgian Delegate agree with Document RD No. 36, if 
the details he had just given v/ere taken into account?

The Delegate of Belgium answered that the purpose of his 
intervention in the discussion was to inform the Committee of the 
facts, and not to make, a proposal. Before pronouncing any opinion, 
he would like to hear the views of the different Delegations present.

The Chairman took note of the fact that Mr. Corteil did not 
formally propose the inclusion in section 1 b) of the questions 
he had listed. Had any Delegation any objections to make to Docu­
ment RD No. 36?

The Delegate of Switzerland, referring to the points enumera­
ted by Mr. Corteil - they were points which he had himself inten- • 
ded to bring to the Committee’s notice - considered that they 
should add a point concerning the possible use of frequency modu­
lation installations. The point was explicitly mentioned in the 
Directives annexed to the Additional Protocol of Atlantic City,

The Chairman noted the proposed addition, but did not see 
how it constituted an objection to Document RD No. 3 6.

The Delegate of the Drench Protectorates of Morocco and 
Tunisia had no objection of principle; but he wished to bring to 
the Committee’s attention the last paragraph of the text under 
discussion, which he said seemed to him of the first importance.

He argued that Document RD No, 36 itself very rightly made a 
distinction between two parts of the Technical Committee's work.
On the one hand was the "a priori” pa.rt, consisting of technical 
recommendations. On the other hand there was the analysis and 
examination of the results of the Committee of Eight’s work, and 
especially of the Committee’s Pinal Report (Document No. 284).

The last part of the Committee's work referred to seemed to 
him to be especially urgent, and in this connection he reminded 
them of the time-limits fixed by the Plenary Assembly.

He therefore proposed the following modification to the last 
paragraph.of Document RD No. 36:

’’The examination of Documents Nos. 284, 279, and 281 should 
be undertaken without delay by a'Working Group of Committee 4.
The said working Group’s report to be submitted to a Plenary Mee­
ting of Committee 4 before July 15, so that the Committee may draw 
up from it the provisional recommendations necessary for the begin­
ning of the work of Committee 5”.

The Chairman observed that the proposal was an addition, but 
not an objection, to Document RD No, 36. The said Document might 
immediately be adopted by the Committee, and they could then proceed, 
still as a plenary meeting, to the examination of the various ad­
ditional proposals, and in particular those which, like the prece- 3 
ding one, were intended to give their final form to measures like­
ly to speed up the work.

St.45*
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The Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia agreed with the Chairman’s 
interpretation; but, as the -amendment he had suggested entailed’ 
a time limit, it would be desirable to have it discussed on the 
earliest possible occasion and, if possible, at the present 
Meeting.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. having observed that the Russian 
interpreters were having some difficulty in following the rapid 
speeches of eertaiin Delegates, the Chairman requested Delegates 
to speak more slowly, as prescribed in the Rules of Procedure of 
the Conference.■ ■ ■

Replying to a question from the Delegate of Roumania (P.R.), 
the Chairman said that, regarding the task of Sub-Committee 4 A, . 
the text that used the expression "paragraxDh b), section 1,” ' 
should be understood as referring to the whole of paragraph b) 
of section 1 (Fundamental Tasks)..-

Replying to a question from the Delegate of Switzerland as. 
to what action he"proposed to take on Mr. Corteil's suggestion, 

Chairman said that the question would be dealt with after 
the Committee had accejrted Document RD No.36 as a whole .

The Delegate of France pointed out that the establishment 
of supplementary technical directives was specified as a task of 
Sub-Committee 4 A, but there was ho mention of technical directives 
adopted by the Committee of Eight, Such directives should, 
however, be sanctioned by the Copenhagen Conference, and should 
therefore be examined also by Sub-Committee 4 A,

He thought on the other hand that the examination of Docu- • 
ments Nos. 279, 281 and 284,' of which the Delegate of Morocco ' 
and Tunisia had spoken, was the first task of Sub-Committee 4 B..

As to the Sub-Committee’s second task he had no observation 
to make.

On the Chairman proceeding to summarise the French Delegate’s 
statement, it appeared that its meaning had not been clearly 
rendered by the interpretation. The Delegate of France accor­
dingly repeated what he had said.- He added that,- if it was for 
Committee 4 itself to examine the technical directives on which 
agreement had been reached at Brussels, there' was a risk of their 
work being slowed down.

Chairman said that the discussion of technical directives 
would very soon come before Committee 4. The discussion would 
permit a clearer appreciation of the question; and, once finished, 
it would be easy to refer questions to the Sub-Committee, as * 
proposed by the French Dele^ite,

The Delegate of Fran de pronounced his satisfaction.
The Delegate of Egypt considered that the 15 points enume­

rated by Mr. .Corteil should be included in Document RD No.36.

(D.19)
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The Chairman, summing up the discussion, suggested that the 
Committee should adopt the following working method:

First, to finish the examination of Document RD No.36, and 
adopt it as a whole as a basic document,

Then to examine the various amendments proposed, e.g. that 
of the Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia, together with any 
proposals for additions, for the appointment of working groups, 
etc.

The Delegate of Egypt was of the opinion that the adoption 
of Document RD No.36 tel quel would tie the hands of the Committee 
in such a way as to preclude any extension of its scope, ■

Chairman disagreed. An internal enlargement of the 
terms of reference would always remain possible. If necessary, 
a clause could be inserted in Document .RD No,36 itself, emphasi­
sing its non-limitative character.

The Delegate of Belgium supported the French Delegate's 
statement. Sub-Committee 4 A should take cognisance, not only 
of the supplementary technical directives (i.e. points-that were 
cither not discussed at Brussels, or were discussed without any 
agreement being reached), but also of the technical directives 
on which agreement had been reached. Only eight countries were 
parties to the Brussels agreement. There were therefore 25 
Nations present, whoso opinions on the subject should he heard. 
Besides, all technical directives were closely related, and it 
was impossible to separate them artificially. As to Document 
RD No.36, after hearing the different Delegates, he would find 
it difficult to give his approval without first knowing exactly 
what would bo the result,

(Tr.40/R,ll/D,19)
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R., referring to the observations 

submitted by Mr. Corteil and certain other Delegations, was of 
the opinion that the Committee could initially accept Document 
RD No.36 as a working, basis t Thereafter, the Chairman would 
prepare a complete list of the various proposals or amendments 
which had that day been submitted; and the list would be sub­
mitted for discussion at the next meeting of Committee 4.

As to the technical directives upon which there had been 
agreement at Brussels, he (the Delegate of the U.S.S.R.) thought 
it was preferable to discuss them in Committee 4 rather than in 
Sub-Committee 4 A,

The Chairman summarised the statements which Mr. Corteil 
and Mr. Makarov had just made. He particularly thanked Mr, 
Corteil, and expressed his respect for the spirit in which the 
latter had intervened; but he thought that there would be a loss 
of time if the technical directives upon which there had been 
agreement at Brussels were first discussed in Sub-Committee 4 and 
then in Committee 4.

He also thought the U.S.S.R, Delegate's proposal might 
accelerate the work of the Committee,

The Delegate of Yugoslavia agreed. Document RD No.36 could 
be adopted immediately as a basis. The various additions already 
proposed, and any others, should be discussed at a later date.
(D.19)
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T he,.D-e legate of Morocco an^ Tunisia felt a genera,! 
repugnance to approving Document RD No. 36 en bloc.

He had no objections to Section 1 (Runeamental Tasks).
On Section 2' (Organisation), he wanted a precise definition of 
the words ,ftask-documentation” in the wording of Task 1 of Sub­
committee .4 3. More generally, he wished to be enlightened as 
to the exact scope of the "task" in question.

In addition, it seemed to him that. Section 2 should spe­
cify time-limits.

The Chairman replied that the "draft-document at ion" i
formulated by the Committee of Eight comprised, not only * ’
two.' preliminary drafts of frequency a Hoc a, ti on, but also a 
general report and various other documents, from which if ap­
peared that certain technical principles had been retained 
either by the Committee of Eight as a whole or by the authors 
of the preliminary drafts.

It .was the aggregate of these notions as a whole that
Sub-Committee 4 3 was callied upon to analyse in such a manner
as to form an opinion on the technical principles which had. 
been adopted, and. also to study the extent, to wrick the Plans 
drawn up conformed to the technical principles.

The Delegate, of Morocco, and. Tunisia thanked the ^-Bir­
man for his explanations”/ They gave" him all the information 
he had asked for. He had certain additional observations to 
submit concerning the role of - Sub -C oinmit tees 4 A and B in rela­
tion to that of Committee 5,

He was of the opinion that the .role of Sub-Committee 4A 
was essentially. a technical one, but that Sub -Committee 4 B * • * 
would have to play an intermediary role between Committee 4 
and Committee 5. Sub-Committee 4 3 was intended to take over 
- so to say - on a practical plana the achievements of the 
Committee of Eight. Its purpose was to examine the two preli­
minary drafts (Documents 279 and 281), and make recommendations 
of a provisional nature within a short limit of time, so as to 
facilitate the work of the Planning Committee,

That did not in any way mean that. Commloiee 5 could not 
begin ius work before Committee 4 had finished its own. * The 
problem of frequency allocation was a practiced, one , which 
was based no doubt on technical notions , but had also non-tech- 
nical bases, since in the last analysis its object v/as to 
satisfy the applications of the various countries. These appli­
cations were' already known to them: so there was immediate 
working material for Committee 5, .

He recalled the precedent set at Atlantic City, At that 
Conference certain Committees had been finally led by consi­
derations of an imperative character to finish their work 
without waiting for other Committees to finish the technical 
studies, by which strictly speaking the work of the former • 
was conditioned. The inevitable, or probably inevitable, dis­
advantages were better taken in hand it was felt and dealt with 
there and then than left to the future to face.

The meeting temporarily adjourned from 4.35 to 5.10 p.m.

D ,  2 0
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On the resumption of the meeting, the Chairman thanked 
Mr.Schaeffer for his interesting observations. He feared that 
the practical applies!ion of all the ideas he (Mr.Schaeffer) had 
expressed would involve a number of difficulties and^complica­
tions. However, he also considered that the rSle ob Sub-Committee 
4 B was to aid Committee 5. in its work by offering it technical . 
recommendations.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom discussed the U.S.S.R. 
proposal to ask the Chairman and'the” Vice-Chairman of the Com­
mittee to prepare a written list of the various additional pro­
posals which had been submitted in the course of the day's 
meeting. He agreed to the proposal, and suggested that the terms 
of reference of the Chairman might well be extended. If neces­
sary, he and the Vice-Chairman might ooopt one or two Delegates 
to "form a small working group. The text of Document ED 36 it­
self might be slightly modified to make it clearer. The Committee 
would then have before it a modified text RD No. 36, together 
with a list of. the points evoked at that day's meeting, which 
after discussion could be added to the text,

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said his intention had been 
that the Committee should first adopt Document ED No, 36 as a basic 
Document. The Chairman and the Vice-Chairman would in the mean­
while make a list of the various additions which had been propo­
sed, including the points enumerated by Dir.Corteil; and the 
Committee would then be in a position to make a decision on the 
incorporation into the text of certain complementary provisions.

The Chairman proposed that Mr.Corteil should assist the 
Chairman of the Cbmmittoe in the accomplishment of this task.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom s aid that, over and 
above the proposed additions to the text, there were one or two 
improvements in the wording of Document RD No. 36, mainly of a 
drafting nature, which should be made. The small working group 
whose creation he load suggested might deal with them.

The Delegate of the U. S. S.R. preferred to refer them to the 
Committee itself,

'The Delegate of the United Kingdom, returning to Point b) 
of section 1, remarked thaf“lhe expression "questions which were 
not examined by the Committee of Eight" was not appropriate. 
Actually, they were questions which had been examined, but upon 
which it had been impossible to arrive at a decision. The draft 
should be modified accordingly.,

Furthermore, point 1 (e) seemed to raise a ticklish 
question. Would it not be better to write that the expert 
opinion was to be submitted "upon application by the Plenary 
Assembly"?

He would like to hear Mr.Corteilfs opinion on the point,
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The Chairman took note of the general agreement on' the mo­
dification of Point b).

The Delegate of Belgium stated that he would be willing to 
be a member of the Working Group, but he would also like the 
Delegates of the' United Kingdom and France to -be members. ■ -

. As to the-proposed modifications to Point B, he was of the 
opinion that the best revision would be to say: "the questions 
on which it has not been possible to roach an agreement of the 
Committee of Eight".

As to point 1 (e), he thought it would be contrary to all
the traditions of previous Conferences if the Technical Commit­
tee intervened on its own initiative to give its opinion on the 
work of the Planning Committee.' The Planning Committee should be 
able to transmit its work direct to the Plenary Assembly, the 
latter of course remaining free to ask for an expert technical
opinion from the Committee at any time.

The Delegate of the U.3.S .R . observed that the form pro­
posed by Mr. Corteil for Point~bJ did not embrace all possible 
cases. There were many questions that had not even been examined; 
and these should be mentioned.

He did not see that there was anything to be gained by 
the constitution of a Working Group. The Chairman and the Vice- 
Chairman could very well draw up the required list alone much 
more rapidly.

Concerning Point e) of-section 1 there was nothing surpri­
sing to be said. There was no question of the Technical Commit­
tee intervening between the Planning Committee and the Plenary 
Assembly, but rather of assuming the role normally devolving 
upon it. It was logical that a Committee charged with the pre­
paration of the technical foundations of a plan should be 
enabled to judge, how well the plan had been based on those 
foundations, and whether it was in conformity with the technical 
principles.

The text of the Document tended-in no way to diminish the. 
rights of the Planning Committee. On tho other hand its omission 
would be a blow ait the rights of the Technical Committee.

The-Delegate of Italy supported Mr. Corteil1s proposals 
both as regards the setting up of a Working Group and as regards 
the modification of paragraph e) of section 1.

The Delegate of France thanked Mr. Corteil for his proposal; 
but he agreed with the U.G.G.R. Delegate that there v/as no neces­
sity for anyone beyond the Chairman, the Vice-Chairman, and Mr* 
Corteil, He thought hov/ever that the Technical Committee would 
be exceeding its terms of reference, if it took upon itself a tech­
nical analysis of the Plan to be drawn up by Committee 5* Such 
an expert opinion would have to be explicitly requested by the 
Plenary Assembly. The Text of paragraph e) of section 1 should 
be modified accordingly.
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The Delegate of Yugoslavia (F.P.R.) thought, on the contrary,, 
that it was for the Technical Committee as a matter of course to 
examine whether the Plan conformed to the technical recommendations 
it had given to Committee 5.

The Delegate of Roumania (P.R.) agreed with Mr. Daumard that 
there was no need to add anyone to the proposed group.

He did not consider that the present text of paragraph e) 
necessarily implied any "interposition" of the Technical Committee 
between Committee 5 and the Plenary Assembly. The proposed pro­
cedure could only help the latter,

Document ED No. 36 might immediately be adopted as a basis 
for the work.

The Delegate of the Vatican City supported the French Dele­
gate* s opinion that paragraph e j should be altered. Referring 
to the points.brought up by the Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia, 
he was horrified by the volume of the task awaiting the Sub-Corn- • 
mittee that was to study the results of the Committee of Eight's 
work. Pie was also alarmed at the mention of July 15 as.the time­
limit. The date proposed by the Plenary Assembly had been July 10*

He agreed with Mr. Schaeffer that it would be reasonable for 
the Planning Committee to start work at once. It would be perfect­
ly possible to start, as the Committee already had a certain num­
ber of technical and other basis for its work.

He concluded that, if the time-limit of July 15 was really 
to be maintained, the Planning Committee might wait until that 
date before starting its work. If not, then it'might set to 
work at once,

The Delegate of Switzerland•could not accept the present 
form of paragraph e) either. The Technical Committee, if it 
adopted the clause, would certainly exceed its terms of reference. 
Moreover it was in the last instance for the Delegations them:- 
selves (and not for the Technical Committee) to decide whether 
or not they were satisfied with the Plan. Paragraph e) might 
therefore simply be omitted; but he could accept such a wording 
as that proposed by the Delegates of the United Kingdom or France.

As to paragraph b) of section 1, he observed that neither 
the word "examined" nor the word "decided" would cover all pos­
sible cases,and it would be better to change the form of the text, 
if necessary by the addition of an extra paragraph.

The Delegate of the Netherlands agreed with the. French Dele­
gate that it would not be necessary to add anyone to the Group 
consisting of the Chairman, tho ' Vice-Chairman,- and Mr,. Corteil.
He also ’ thought that it would be contrary to custom, if the Tech­
nical Committee approved of the Plan drawn up .by Committee 5, un­
less it was explicitly. asked to do so by the Plenary Assembly.
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He agreed with the Vatican Delegate that'Committee 5 might, 
in any case, start work as soon as possible. '

The Delegate of Csechoslovakia (P.R.) wished the Committee 
to adopt RD Document No. 36 immediately as a basis for work, It 
was not logical to call -upon a Committee, which had laid the 
foundations of an Allocation Plan, to examine the way in which 
its recommendations had been applied. The procedure proposed had 
this advantage that it would speed up the work, as the Plenary 
Assembly only met rarely and, if the Technical Committee was 
obliged to wait until called upon, delay might result. Besides, 
the expert opinion proposed would be of interest, not only for' 
the present Conference, but for subsequent Conferences as well.

The Committee of Bight had encountered difficulties which 
had prevented it from drawing up a single plan. He hoped that the 
present Conference would be able to overcome the same difficul­
ties in the light of their experience.

The Delegate of the United kingdom thought that the question
under discussion was essentially one of organisation. Whatever 
advantage mighty be offered by an expert opinion, it remained 
clear that the Technical Committee had no right to trespass on 
the territory of the Planning Committee. Committees 4 and 5 had 
equal rights; and any decision reached by Committee 4 alone, 
which at the'same time concerned the Planning Committee,;would 
he value less. He therefore repeated his 'former proposal.

The Delegate of Poland expressed surprise that such an im­
portant question should give rise only to formal objections or 
objections on grounds of "prestige". No fundamental objection 
had been made to the wording of paragraph e). There was no call 
to regard the question from the point of view of ncompetition" 
between the two Committees. It was rather a question of "coope­
ration"; and that cooperation was finding expression, before- . '
Committee 5 hod so much as started its work, , in the shape of the
establishment of technical directives. It would find its logical
completion in the expert opinion on. the Plan which Committee 5 
was going to draw up. He agreed with the time limit July 15.

The Delegate of the U. S.S.R. agreed entirely with the Polish 
Delegate. It would be incorrect 7*" if the Technical Committee were 
not called upon as a matter of course to expre ss its on ini on on 
the Plan. But that did not imply any subordination of Committee 
5 to Committee 4.

In view of the fact that it was getting late, he suggested 
that his earlier proposal concerning the working plan to be fol­
lowed should be dealt with, and that they should adopt Document 
RD No. 36 that very day as a basis for their work. The question 
of the wording of paragraph e) might be left undecided pro­
visionally.

The Delegate of ^gynt supported Hr. Corteil concerning the 
form of paragraph b) of section 1.

(D.28)
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The question under discussion ought not to he considered as 
a question of prestige but of organisation. He illustrated his 
point by asking what sort of effect the Technical Committee’s 
opinion would have in the event of the Plan receiving the unanimous 
support of all the Delegations in the Plenary Assembly.

He considered that the Working' Group should consist only of 
the Chairman,. Vice-Chairman,, and Mr. Corteil. .

The Dele gate of Die!Prussia (S.S.R.) suppor'ted the U.S.S.R. 
Delegate’s proposal as regards working method. Concerning the 
Planning Committee, it was not impossible that it could do useful 
work at once; but it would certainly be preferable j:or it not to 
start work until Committee 4 had finished its preliminary report 
on the work of the Committee of Eight.

The Chairman summed up the discussion. There were'two' possible 
solutions. They might follow the proposal of the U.S.S.R. Delegate 
by adopting at once Document RD No. 36, 'with the provisional ex­
ception of paragraph e), and examining at a later date the amend­
ments drawn up by the Chairmen. The alternative was to revise Docu­
ment RD No. 36 in the light of the observations made during the 
discussion.

The Delegate of'Belgium laid stress on the importance of the 
Document in question, in view of the many observations to which it 
had' given rise they could not well adopt it as a whole, even taking 
into consideration the possibility of further amendments, He in­
sisted on a Working Croup being asked to revise the Document in the 
light of the observations made at the Meeting.

If the Committee thought a Working Group unnecessary, they 
could simply entrust the task to'the Chairman and Vicc-Chairman.
It was not necessary that he (Hr. Corteil) should take part.

The Chairman regretted that they could’not come to a conclu­
sion at once. The Committee of Eight - to whose arduous labours he 
paid tribute - had unfortunately left so many questions unanswered 
that they should all try to avoid any but constructive criticisms.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom proposed that the Chairman, 
the Vice-Chairman and the Rapporteurs should prepare a new version 
of Document RD No. 36, and endeavour' to incorporate in it all the 
suggestions that had been offered at the Meeting. The next Meeting 
would then be devoted to a discussion of the new Document.

The Chairman, thought that, in spite of the practical difficul­
ties of translation and printing, Mr. Faulkner1s proposal was per­
haps calculated to put an end to the difficulties. The Committee 
concurring, he announced that the proposal was adopted.

The next Meeting was fixed for Wednesday, July 7 at 10 a.m.

The Meeting rose at 6.45 p.m.
K. Angles d ’Auriac, Kessenikh,
Shamsha,- Chairman.
Rapporteurs.

(RD. Do c .No . 91-E)
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The meeting wad opened at 14* 40 by the Chairman,
Mr. H. FAULKNER (United Kingdom).

The Chairman expressed his thanks for the honour done 
to his country by his nomination to the Chairmanship* He 
introduced the Vice-frhairman, Mr. POPOVITCH (Yugoslavia).
He proposed the appointment of two rapporteurs, Mr. W*J. CHALK, 
(United Kingdom) and Mr, GROSS (Roumania), and this proposal 
was adopted.

The Chairman called the roll and it was found that of 
the thirty countries represented at the Conference only two, 
Albania and Iceland, were not present at the meeting*

The Chairman read out the terms of reference of the 
Committee as stated in RD Document No*2, and proceeded to the 
other item on the agenda - the date o f the next meeting; He 
said that as the Technical Committee Had been allotted the 
task of reporting on the technical aspects of the report of 
the Committee of Eight Countries, he proposed to leave open 
the date of the next meeting pending the receipt of the results 
of the technical Committee’s deliberations *

Answering a question from the Delegate of the Vatican 
City, the Chairman stated that the technical directives from 
the Technical Committee would reach the Frequency Allocation 
Committee via the Plenary Assembly,

The Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia expressed fear of a 
very long delay before the Committee would start its work, and 
thought that a working group should be chosen to start a 
separate study of the two Brussels plans.

The Delegate of France reminded the meeting that the 
Plenary Assembly had directed the Technical Committee to make 
the study of the Brussels reports its first task and that a 
target date, 10 July, had been fixed. In addition the 
Chairman gave an assurance that should no direotive be received 
by about 10 July an early opportunity would be taken of raising 
the question, so that the Committee could start its work.

This was accepted, and as there were no other comments, 
the meeting adjourned at 15.10,

H, Faulkner 
Chairman

V, Popoviteh W.J, Chalk
Vice-Chairman N *Y‘ Gross

Reporters.
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Recommendations of Sub-Committee 4 B

of-Committee 4 (Technical)

Sub-Committee 4 B was set up in .conformity with the deci­
sion of Committee 4 taken on 8 July 1948 on the occasion of 
the discussion of Document No, 48 (revised).

The Delegate of Bielorussia (S.S.R«), Mr, I,P. Likhushin 
was appointed Chairman of the- Sub-Committee, and Mr, P« Junod, 
Member of the Delegation of Switzerland, Vice-Chairman, In 
conformity with the decision , of Committee 4, Sub-Committee 
4 B was to submit a technical analysis of the preliminary 
documents drawn up by the Committee of Eight, In conformity 
with paragraph (d) of Document No, 48, the recommendations 
of the Sub-Committee to Committee 5 were to be submitted by 
July 15 at tire latest,

In view of the urgency and the importance of the work en­
trusted to it, Sub-Committee 4 B started by a general exami­
nation of Documents Nos. 279 and 281 (variants of the Plan ela­
borated by the Committee of Eight) together -with Document No,
284. The comparative table of frequency allocation as it ap­
pears in these two Plans is given in Document No, 64 of 9 July 
1948, submitted by the Chairman of the Sub-Committee,

At its Meeting on 12 July 1948 * Sub-Committee 4 B examined 
Document No, 6*4, and studied the results of the comparative 
application of the two variants. It devoted special attention 
to the importance of exclusive channels as a guarantee of the 
high quality of Broadcastings

During the discussion several Delegates, drew attention to 
the desirability of allocating to countries as many exclusive 
channels as possible, and the necessity for a fair distribution 
of‘these channels . The wish was also expressed that Document 
No, 64 should be completed b3̂ the addition of data relating 
to the protection of exclusive channels from the influence of 
channels adjacent to the mutual protection of sharing stations..

With this discussion as a basis, the Sub-Committee sub­
mits the following recommendations to Committee 4*'

1, The variant of the Plan contained in Document No,' 281 
allocates a greater number of exclusive channels. This variant 
is therefore preferable to the variant contained'in Document 
279, in- so far as the quantitative satisfaction of exclusive 
channel requirements is concerned,

2, It seems indicated that the Copenhagen Conference should 
take as a basis for the Plan it propos es to draw’ up the principle 
of allocating the maximum possible number of exclusive channels.

I.P* Likhushin 
Chairman.

P. Junod, 
Vice-Chairman

(Tr.40/R Il/D 40) 
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U N I T E D  K I N G D O M

Analysis of the Medium Rave Allocations

provided in the 9 kc/s and 10 kc/s Plans
(Documents Nos,279 and 281)

1* GENERAL

An analysis has been- made of the medium wave allo­
cations provided in the two plans submitted by the Committee of 
Eight Countries* In each case where it is proposed to share a
frequency between several 'countries an estimate has been made
of the level of interference which each is likely to experience*
In making this estimate, the median value of the indirect wave has 
been taken for the unwanted station and where a directional 
aerial is specified in either plan, the additional protecting 
thus afforded has been taken as 10 db*

The results of the analysis are presented in the 
two Tables attached to this document. In both cases, the alloca- - 
tions have been divided under fhe following three headings, 
"Exclusive", "Shared" and "International Common", and the "shared" 
allocations have been sub-divided into seven categories (making 
nine categories in all) according to the level of interference 
which it is estimated will be experienced. The precise defini­
tions of the seven categories used for the "Shared" allocations 
are given on the page immediately preceding Table I.

Table I shows how many allocations in each category 
the two plans provide in each of the bands 515-699 kc/s, 699-899 
ka/s, 899-1099 kc/s, 1099-1299 kc/s, 1299-1499 kc/s, 1499-1605 kc/s, 
which appear to represent convenient sub-divisions of the medium 
wave broadcasting band.

Table II shoYrs how many allocations in each category 
are provided for each of the countries named in the plans,
2. SPECIAL COMMENTS

2*1. Analysis of Exclusive Allocations
An analysis of the exclusive allocations from the point 

of vieY/ of the level of interference that'is likely experienced 
from stations adjacent channels is in course of preparation and 
will shortly be presented in a separate document,
+ The term "allocation" is used throughput the present document

to denote the use of a frequency, either on a shared or an exclu­
sive basis by one country,, either for a station or for a-group 
of stations*

St , 30
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2•2» Correlation'with the Analysis Presented in
Document No* 56,

In comparing the results of the present analysis, which are 
based on the field strength of the interfering signal, with 
those presented in the Annex to Document No 33, which are based 
on protection ratios at the 3 mV/m contour of the wanted station, 
it should be borne in mind that the field strength of the inter­
fering signal is related to the protection ratio by the equation:

interfering field’ strength in db relative to- one mV/m + 
protection ratio in db at 3 mV/m contour of wanted station. 73 db. .

2.3* DEROGATIONS
In comparing the total numbers of allegations, provided 

in the two plans the following point should be borne in mind.
Paragraphs Nos 131 and 133 of the Atlantic City Regulations 

refer to the continued operation of certain broadcasting stations 
by derogation,, in the 10 kc/s plan certain of these stations 
have already been accommodated in the broadcasting band whilst 
the 9 kc/s plan makes no specific provision for them, leaving it 
to the present Conference to decide how they are to be accom­
modated. A direct comparison, of the numbers of allocations 
specifically provided in the two plans as S6t out in the present 
analysis is, thereforer slightly misleading. This comment 
applies also to the analysis given in the RD Document Nos*
38.and 64v

32
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The seven categories into which the shared allocations have
been subdivided in the Table are defined as follows:

Category I, Allocations where the strongest interference from any
.ana of the stations sharing the same frequency has
a median field strength not exceeding + 30 db re­
lative to one microvolt per metre.

Category II, Allocations where the strongest interference from,any
one of the stations sharing the same frequency has
a median field strength not exceeding + 35 db nor less 
than + 3 1  db relative to one microvolt per metre.

Category III. Allocations where the strongest interference from 
any one of the stations sharing the same frequency 
has a median field strength not exceeding + 40 db 
nor less than + 36 db relative to one microvolt 
per metre*

Category IV, Allocations where the strongest interference from 
any one of the stations sharing the same frequency 
has a median field strength not exceeding + 45 db 
nor less than + 41 db relative to one microvolt 
per metre*

Category V, Allocations where the strongest interference from 
any one of the stations sharing the same frequency 
has a median field strength not exceeding + 50 db 
nor less than + 46 db relative to one microvolt 
per metre.

Category VI, Allocations where the strongest interference from 
any one of the stations sharing the same frequency 
has a median field strength not exceeding + 55 db 
nor less than 51 db relative to one microvolt, per 
metre.

Category VII, Allocations where the strongest interference from 
■any one of the stations sharing the same frequency 
has a median field strength not exceeding + 60 db 
nor less than + 5 5  db relative to one microvolt 
per met re o

St t 30



(RD No. 94 E)
T A B L E  I

A N A L Y S I S  ON A L L O C A T I O N S  A C C O R D I N G  TO F R E Q U E N C Y  B A N D S

Number 
in the

of Allocations provided 
9 kc/s Plan (Doc.279)

Number of Allocations 
10 kc/s Plan

proyfded in 
(Doc.281)

the

Frequency 
Band 

(Kc/s )
Exclusive Shared Exclusive Shared

1
- ' 
II III iv iiV VI

iInternational 
VII) Common 1 ! j 1 i II |III IV

?
:■ v j VI VII......

International
Common

515-699 6 20' 3 10 - | *

CN-C\JH 2 I 4 8 1 - -
699-899 11 9 9 7 2 - - ! | 15 | 4 13 5 i 3 1 3i
899-1099 8 11 8 7 2

j j 10 I 2 i8 | 6 | 10 ! 3 j e<> -

IO99-1299 10 7 nt 8 3 - 1 12 1 1 1i i5 | 5 1 8 i 1\
u -

1299-1499 8 14 6 7 1 - - I 28 j- - 5  j 9 j5 ji3 j 5 1 4 | 2 3 ' 8

1499-1605 3 6 •6 8 « .  i I 4 4 :2 i 4 j 3 7 17 2 7

Tptals 46 ■ 67
!

39 47 00 1 ** «*> - 1 28 58 !i? 125 I 37 137 19 I9 J 15

Grand total 
(Excluding “ 207
International allocations 
Common Laves)

Grand Total 
(Excluding z 217 
In terna t i onal all 0ca t i ons 
Common Waves)



T A B L E  II (RD No. 94 E)
ANALYSIS ON THE ALLOCATIONS PROVIDED NOR EACH COUNTRY IN THE 9 KQ/S AND 10 KC/S PLANS

Country (Exclusive

Number of Allocations provided in 
the 9 kc/s Plan (Doc.279)_________

Shared

Number of Allocations provided in the 10 kc/s 
Plan (Doc, 281) ___ ____________ _

Shared

Albania
Algeria
Andorra
Austria.
Belgium 
Bulgaria 
Cyprus 
Cyrenaica &

Tripolitania 
Czechoslovakia 
Denmark 
Egypt 
Na.ro es 
Finland 
France 
Germany ILS.S.Ri.

Zone;

3l

2
3

l
1

4
4

II III i IV v

4
1

VI VII Interns ti onal 
Common

Exclusive 1 11 III IV V VI VII Internati onal 
Common

I
1 1 1

' 2 - 1
1 2
2 1 1

1 1
1 1 2 1
1 1 < 1

2

1 4 2 1
1 4 2 ' 1 1 1 1



JNumber of

Country
jUxclusiv

Germany - II, S. Zone f  3

M - British Zcne 

*' - French Zone

Gibraltar 

Greece 

Hungary 

Iceland 

Ireland 

Italy 

Lebanon 

Luxemburg 

Madeira 

Malta 

Monaco 

Morocco 

Netherlands 

Norway 

Palestine

1

2

5

i

l
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Number of Allocati ons ““pro vi ded in”the'' 9 '“kc/"s“ Plan" 
- __:--    laoCigZS)_____________

(KD No«94 E) •
I Number of Allocations provided

nountry
Exclusive j I

t Shared
i ii ! h i  I iv ] vI- • «

Poland , 2 1 1 2 1
Portugal 3 2 2
Roumania 1 2 1
Spain 2 1 5 1
Sweden 1 4 , 3 1

Switzerland 2 1Jl ; 1

Syria
;

2
-

T anglers 1
Trieste i

1
■

Tunisia 1 ;
! 2 ■

Turkey
! » 1

United Kingdom 3 iO 1
U.S.S.R,

Russia 5 4 3
- Ukraine 3 1 2 “}

- Byelorussia 1 1

- Pinno Carelia 2

* Estonia 1 1
” Latvia

1if1 1

VI | VII ĵ n‘ternati on«,l| Exclusive j 
Common

1
1

2
1

1

4

1

2
2

4
cf>
1

1
1

2
3

3
1

2

 (,ijOC * 26l ) ____ __ ___

 ... . S h a r e d    '" r' - - ■ ,
II ill I I IV 1 V  iVI VII jinternatronal

_ .1. . - j | -- -|  ...I Comm on
! 2 j , 1

3 

1

1 1 s
3 I
1 l

1

l
1

1

1

1
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Country.

U.S.S.R.
- Lithuania

- Moldavia 
Vatican City 
Yugoslavia

Total

I 4 I
i

fumber of Allocations provided in the 9 kc/s Plan 
   (Doco279) _ _ _ _ _ _  _ __

'T '  ”  '  '  ~  'j_ , , Shared
[Exclusive| x~l II | III | IV 1 V | VI fVII i International

I Common
1

1
I 1
ia
! '

I 5

j ^ T1i

[Number of Allocations pro vi. ded in the 10 kc/s
Doc >28,1)

2  I i2 s !
i

6? I 39 I 4-7

l

8

Exclusive

I 1
1

2

28

5

58

IV V VI I VII InternationalC cmmon

3 j 1 ! 1

2? 25 I 37 I 37 19 9 1 5 15
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EUROPEAN REGIONAL
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

Kobenhavn-, 1948

MARITIME 
REGIONAL RADIO CONFERENCE 

Kobenhavn, 1948

- J O I N  T  R E P O R T

of the- Combined Executive Committees 
(Committees 1)

of the
European Regional Broadcasting Conference

and of.the 
Maritime Regional Radio Conference

2nd Meeting 
Friday 9 July 1948

The Meeting was opened at 5 p<>m4 under the Chairmanship 
of Mr* N* E« Holmblad* ' , .

The Chairman announced that the 2nd RD Plenary Assembly, 
interrupted~a few moments earlier, would resume on Monday 12 July.

European Broadcasting Conference*

The Chairman of Committee 4- recalled that he had asked for 
Sub-Committee 4 B to meet on Monday afternoon, at the same time 
as the Plenary Assembly in another room, in order to expedite 
'the work of his Committee, whose terms of reference were to 
submit the Report on the work of the Committee of Eight Countries.

The Delegate of Portugal said that the Delegation of his 
country was small, and could not be represented at all the mee­
tings held simultaneously, However he agreed to the proposal 
of the Chairman of Committee 4*

The Chairman of Committee 3 announced that his Committee 
did not intend to hold a Plenary Meeting during the coming week* 
Committee 3 had submitted a proposal concerning the nature of 
the present Broadcasting Conference,

It had, however, set up a Working Group, under the Chairman­
ship of Italy, to deal with questions referred to it.

MAR Document No* 41-E 

July 9, 1948

Submitted in: French

RD Document No* 95-E .

July 9, 1948
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The Chairman of Committee 2 said that it was necessary for 
his Committee to meet, for example, on Thursday morning« The 
Committee had examined a certain number of credentials; but 
there were still others, which had not yet been examined®

The Chairman of Committee 5 said that the work in connec­
tion with the Report to ”be presented by Committee 4 on the work 
of the Committee of Eight Countries was very arduous, as they 
had to consider so many different points®

He proposed that Committee 5 should meet on Friday 16- or 
Monday 19 July, by which time he thought he would be in posses­
sion of the Report®

The time-table of the RD Conference, drawn up on the basis 
of the wishes expressed, was fixed as follows*

Monday 10 aom„ "Plenary Assembly
’2*30 p,m* Plenary Assembly -- Sub-Com­
mittee 4 B

Tuesday 9*30 a*m; Working Group Committee 3
2*30 p0m tJ Committee 4

Wednesday 9«30 a»me Sub-Committee 4 A
2*30 p*m« Sub-Committee 4 B

Thursday 9*30 a 5m, Committee 2
2*30 p*m* Committee 4

Friday 9*30 a,m * Committee 5
2*30 p«m* Committee 3«

Maritime Radio Conference *

(RD Doc, 95-E)
(MAR Doc, 41-E)

The Chairman of Committee 4 announced that his Committee 
had set up two Working Groups; ~~Working Group 4 A (technical) , 
Working Group 4 B.(allocations)* He wanted three meetings 
arranged for these Groups during the following week, with the 
possibility of calling others, should the need arise, by agree­
ment with the Chairman of the Conference*

The Chairman of Committee 2 announced that, his Committee 
having examined all the credentials submitted to it, there 
would be no need for a meeting the following week*

In reply to the Chairman * s question regarding the need for 
convening a MAR Plenary Assembly, the Chairman of Committee 4 
replied'that several Maritime Delegations, were attending the 
■CeCaloRp in Stockholm, and it would be better to await their 
return*

The Programme for the MAR Conference was fixed as follows:

Tuesday 9*30 a.mi to 11 a«nu Working Group 4 A (Technical) 
11* a*m* Working Group 4 B (Allocations)

Wednesday 9*30 a cm 0 to 11 a.»m* Working Group 4 A (Technical) 
IX* a*m* Working Group 4 B (Allocations)

Thursday 9*30 a*m* to 11 a«m« Working Group 4 A (Technical)
11. a 6m 9 Working Group 4 B (Allocations)

St : 30
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Referring to page 2 of Document 39 RD/24 MAR (1st meeting 
of Committees 1), the Delegate of Poland wished to replace the 
name of the Vice-Chairman of Committee 2 (Mr® Waskiewicz) by 
that of Mr® Wolowski*

The Chairman announced that the Brussels documents, for 
which the Delegations concerned, had asked in the Plenary As­
sembly were being distributed as and when they were mimeo­
graphed* Distribution had begun with the Minutes of the two 
Sessions in Brussels®

He asked the Chairman of RD Committees 4* 5 and 6 and MAR 
Committees 3 and 5 to give the names of the Rapporteurs of 
these Committees«
RD Committee 4s Mr* Shamsha (Ukraine), Mr® D fAuriac (00IoR c)
RD Committee 5* Mr® Chalk (United Kingdom) and one person to

be designated®
RD Committee 6: To'be designated®
MAR Committee 3 s Mr* Goloventchenko (U*S*S*R«) and Mr® Biansan

(France)«
MAR Committee 5s To be designated*

Chairman said that certain questions being held in 
abeyance had not~been included in the Plenary Assembly5s Agenda 
because they had not yet arisen at the time Of publication of 
the Agenda-> He proposed the publication of a supplementary 
Agenda for Monday1s meeting which would include the following 
items:

to be added to Item 4s Admission of the U*I,R«
the I ©C•A * 0 * 
the. U*N*-EoS*C*0,

to be added to Item 5s Invitation'of the Republic of
San Marino*

Adopted e

The Chairman of RD Committee 2 asked that the Plenary As­
sembly Agenda also include an item concerning the nature of the 
Conference, so that the Credentials Committee might proceed 
with its work,,

The Chairman of RD Committee 5 said that' he was prepared 
to submit the information "already collected to the Plenary 
Assembly,

The Chairman noted that Saturday, July 10, was reserved 
for ah excursion and that Delegates would only have until the 
Monday following to study the dosurnctiu'submitted by Committee 3 on 
this subject© He therefore suggested that this question should 
not be included int the supplementary Agenda*

He added that there was another important.question which 
should come before the Conference* namely that of the represen­
tation of Germany, which had been raised, but which had not been 
included in the Plenary Assembly;sAgenda* He asked the opinion 
of Committee 1 as to whether this question « which called for 
consideration at the earliest possible moment - could be sub­
mitted to Committee 3 or whether - - - f t .

(RD Doc® 95-E)
(MAR Doc«41-E)
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The Chairman of Committee 3 believed that it was for the 
Plenary Assembly to decide who'should be entrusted with the 
question© He thought that the Report of the first meeting of 
Committee 3 (RD Doc® No© 42) supported this opinion*

The Delegate of the UaSc3gR 0 asked what, was the problem 
as regards Germany, which~would~come up before the Plenary 
Assembly*

The Chairman said that the problem concerning Germany ap­
peared to him to be the following: the Conference required 
information concerning the requests for frequencies for this 
country© From whom would requests come? Who were the compe­
tent authorities? Committee 3 hai decided that ‘She Plenary 
Assembly should answer these questions*

The Delegate of the UQS believed that Germany*s case
had already been studied at* Atlantic City, where certain direc­
tives had been furnished-concerning allocations for minimum 
technical needs© It was not necessary to place it on the Ple­
nary Assembly’s shoulders before Committee 4 and 5 had made 
concrete proposals which would be discussed In a general plan*

The Chairman of Committee 5 understood that the U»S*S#R 
had suggested that no one should represent Germany or present 
her needs© This was an argument analogous to that which had 
been presented in the case of-Spain* It was coherent and lo­
gical, but Spain’s position and that of Germany were not to 
•be compared® While Germany could not represent herself, she 
could de facto and de .jure,'be represented by those who were 
at present representing her. At Brussels, Great Britain and 
France had'represented requests for their respective zones of 
occupation* He himself had raised the question of procedure 
in Committee 3, and he urged that it be submitted to the Ple­
nary Assembly©

The Delegate of the U«-SoS<»Ra said that Mr'Meyer was ar­
guing a point which had not beenTraised* He wished only to 
know how the question would be put to the Plenary Assembly©
The lUSsS^R* had proposed that the minimum .technical needs 
should be dealt with first by the Planning Committee, and then 
by the Conference© He added that the Soviet Delegation thought 
it desirable to have representatives of Germany present at the 
Conference,; . Until such time as a German Government was set up, 
German requirements could only be defended at the Conference 
by a representative from the Allied Control Commission©

The Chairman of Committee 3 agreed© He pointed out, 
that it was therefore for the Plenary Assembly to decide who 
would represent Germany, and to authorize the Chairman of 
the Conference to send the invitation.,

The Delegate of Yugoslavia proposed that discussion on 
this question be adjourned! and" that the subject should not 
be entered on the Agenda before the Plenary Assembly had com­
pleted examination'of the Report on the Work of the Committee 
of Eight Countries*

(RD Doc* 95 ~E)
(MAR DoCe41-E)

the Plenary Assembly*
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The Chairman said that he ha.d not intended to open discus­
sion on this question, but that he had only wanted ah exchange 
of views so that he might learn the opinions of the Delegations 
on the subject© It seemed to him that the Delegates present 
were in agreement that an invitation should he sent, so that 
Germany’s needs might* be known* ‘It v/as for the Plenary Assem­
bly, to entrust this task to him®

The Yugoslave Delegation’s suggestion had given rise to no 
objections; the question of Germany did not therefore appear 
to be urgent, but it would have to be raised as soon as possible 
after the necessity arose; he asked the Chairmen of Committees 
to advise him immediately the need for deqling with this question 
arose in the work of their respective Committees*

The meeting rose at 6*10 p0m 5

H» Voutaz N«E® Holmblad
Rapporteur • Chairman

(RD Doc.’95-E)
(MAR Doco41-6)
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RD Document No, 96-E
14 July 1943

Original* French

V A T I C A N  C I T,t

Preliminary remarks relating to Documents 
Nos. 284, 279 and 281 submitted by the Committee 
of Eight to the European Regional Broadcasting

Conference,

1, General Observations

The above mentioned documents present two proposals 
which, in the light of the voluminous documentation of the 
Committee of Eight, seem diametrically opposed to one another 
because of the basic division between the two separations of 
9 kc/s and 10 kc/s respectively. however, the Delegation 
of the Vatican City considers that this opposition is not 
irreconciliable,

No draft Plan merits support or preference simply by 
virtue of the abstract principle of a separation of 9 or 10 
kc/s, or even on the strength of the allocations proposed.
It is necessary above all to examine how the Plan conforms 
to the fundamental mandate directing the Conference (Directives 
for the European Regional Broadcasting Conference, §4, sub­
para 1,. page 325.'* One has to examine therefore to what 
degree the Plan satisfies reasonably and equitably the requirements 
of all the Countries, taking into account the areas served 
(which implies a consideration of the frequencies and the 
permissible powers) and the protection of the different services.

In the light of this principle, as also in the light of 
the observations already put forward (see Doc. 158 of the 
Committee of Eight, pages 6, 7, 3, 18, 19, 20. , Doc. 160 
pages 1, 2, 3, RD Doc,, 38), the Delegation of the Vatican City 
does not consider that the plan proposed in Document No. 281 
(10 kc/s separation) offers a happy or fertile basis for the 
work of the Conference,- On the other hand the Plan proposed 
in Document No,.. 279 (9 kc/s separation) appears in many respects 
acceptable in the light of the arguments and observations referred 
to.

Consequently, the Delegation of the Vatican City, taking 
into account the practical considerations which must govern 
the drawing up of any Plan of frequency allocation,, considers 
that it would be a grave mistake, entailing serious risk, 
to begin again from the beginning, and not to take advantage 
of this truly remarkable draft - based, as it is, on great 
competence and long and vast experience.

Moreover, accepting the discussions and work as a starting 
point, and correcting them progressively (in the light of the 
general basic principles as well as of the reasonable require­
ments and reservations of the Countries), it is not impossible 
to transforms the original Plan into a compromise between 
the 9 and the 10 kc/s separations.

(16) (Tr.40/R.ll/D.40)
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In view of the fact that 9 x 10 « 10 x 9, each time 
that one allocation in ten is added to another group of 
shared waves(or again each time that one in ten is suppressed) 
one arrives at nine allocations in a 10 kc/s separation Plan.
In the extreme case, if such an operation could be continued, 
one would ariive at a complete plan with 10 kc/s separation.
As In reality such an adaptation (total or partial) is not 
possible, because of the many reasonable requirements to be 
satisfied and of the protection that it is indispensable to 
assure to the different services, we are bound to conclude 
that our fundamental obligation to take into account the require­
ments of all the countries and the necessity to produce a 
technically satisfactory plan, compel us to keep to a 9 kc/s 
separation.

II. Observations on the special case of Radio-Vatican.
a) In principle a 10 kc/s separation v/ould be very suitable 
for the protection of long-distance services by indirect 
transmission; but consideration of common interests makes it 
a duty not to press for such a solution, unless some system of 
mixed 9 and 10-kc/s separations can be found admitting of easy 
adaptation, especially to the case of exclusive waves.

b ) The draft Plan submitted in Document No. 279 (10 kc/s 
separation) does not take the special character of Radio-Vatican 
into account. (Por the special character of Radio-Vatican
see Directives for the European Conference §4 sub-para 2, 
and Minutes of the Meetings of the 33 Countries at Atlantic 
City, Doc. No. 160, page 1, of the Committee of Eight). The 
solution proposed in Document No* 279 is not therefore acceptable,

c) On the other hand the solution .proposed in Document No. 281
(9 kc/s separation) takes the essential elements of the Vatican case 
into account,, and is therefore.' acceptable as a basis for 
discussion. At the same time the following points call for 
consIderation:

1. The power corresponding to the highest frequency 
(1375 kc/s) should also be of the order of 100 kW, in

■ conformity with the statement submitted (see 
Document No, 244 of the Committee of Eight), and in 
conformity also with the solutions proposed for Radio- 
Monte Carlo, and Radio-Luxemburg*..

2. The frequency of 1375 kc/s may be considered for all 
practical purposes as exclusive, for it is shared 
with Madeira only (l kW). It is however extremely 
desirable, especially in the event contemplated in 
paragraph a) above, that the frequency of Madeira 
should be changed. The change will be very simple, 
and will be welcomed by Madeira, which would prefer 
more advantageous sharings*

(16) (Tr.40/R.11/D.40)
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3. The frequency of 1375 kc/s, to be employed for 
a long-distance service by indirect<transmission, 
should be sufficiently protected, taking into 
account adjacent channels, especially in regions 
that could not usually be served by short waves.
As a result the observation already submitted on 
this point (see Document 248 of the Committee of 
Eight) an important correction has already been 
made to the Plan. But, in view of the average 
quality of the receivers, further corrections 
are greatly to be desired in connection with the 
neighbouring frequencies of 1357, 1384, and 
1393 kc/s proposed for stations in Italy, Germany 
and France,

4* According to the initial demand, two simultaneous 
programmes were to be possible at night, and the 
first draft Plan (Document 143 of the Committee of 
Eight) had already allocated two frequencies for 
simultaneous operation. As a result however of 
the distinction which has been made between day 
and night waves (Document 281 of the Committee of 
Eight) this demand is no longer satisfied. It 
would nevertheless be easy to satisfy in view of 
the' fact that it is a question of providing for 
a local service of low power (5 kW.).

(Signed) F. Soccorsi,
Head of the•Delegation of the 

Vatican City,

(l6) (Tr.40/R.ll/D. 40)
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RD Document No 97 - E
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The Chairman of the 
European Regional 
Broadcasting Conference,
Cope nhagen,_____ __

Sir,
I have the honour to send you herewith the observations 

of Greece on the two variants of the frequency allocation plan 
contained in Documents 279 and 281*

I have etc*,
St c Eleftheriou,

Head of the Delegation of Greece„

European Regional
Broadcasting Conference

Kobenhavn, 1948

(D 29)
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of the Delegation of Greece on the frequency allocations appearing 
in Documents 279 and 281/
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The Delegation of Greece notes with surprise that its minimum 
desiderata as given in Document 225, have not received serious 
consideration.

Indeed, from perusal of the attached comparative table* it 
appears that the two new preliminary drafts in Documents 279 and 
281 in no way change the situation in Greece but, on the other 
hand, favour countries of lesser area and population.

Without wishing.to dispute the frequency requirements of 
other countries, the mere desire to make apparent the injustice 
to Greece of the preliminary frequency allocation Plans, which 
provide no exclusive wave for Greece, has led us. to make a 
comparison with the frequencies allocated to Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia, These preliminary frequency allocation.Plans do, 
however, allocate new exclusive frequencies to countries already 
richly endowed with them,

Document 281 withholds an exclusive frequency from our country 
while providing one for Albania and another for Bulgaria. It is 
noteworthy that the surface area of Albania is l/5th of that 
of our country, and its population numbers only 14$ of that of 
Greece* The corresponding figures for Bulgaria are 80$ of the 
area and population of Greece, Similarly, Yugoslavia receives 
two new supplementary exclusive frequencies according to the 
said Plans* For these reasons, we find it impossible to 
comprehend the motives for such disparate treatment,

As regards the preliminary draft frequency allocation Plan 
set forth in Document No, 279, we note that the 1321 kc/s 
frequency allocated to Albania is regarded as shared with Spain, 
However, after considering on the one hand, the power assigned - 
60 kW and 2 kW respectively - and the distance between the two 
countries on the other hand, we can conclude that, for practical 
purposes, an almost exclusive frequency is allocated to Albania.

The same is true, and to an even greater extent, of the 574 
kp/s frequency allocated to Yugoslavia, which is regarded as 
shared with Iceland. A comparison of the respective powers - 
100 kW and 1 kW - and of the intervening distance (far in excess 
of 3000 km) puts the quasi-exclusive nature of this frequency, as 
far as Yugoslavia is concerned, beyond doubt*

Furthermore, the frequencies of 1312 kc/s and 1474 ko/s 
allocated to Greece on a power of 2 kW, which are considered in 
the Plan as shared, are, in view of their low power, rather 
frequencies of the common international wave No, 1 type, and it 
would be more accurate to regard them as such.

(D 29)
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The two preliminary drafts in Documents 279 and 281 also 
put our country in a markedly inferior position, even on shared 
frequencies, because both allocate higher powers to the countries 
sharing these frequencies with Greecec If we take the protection 
ratio of 100 as a basis, the field of action of our transmitters 
will be much reduced, owing to the extremely mountainous con­
figuration of Greece and the poor soil conductivity,.

However, as our country is surrounded by a large number of 
thickly populated islands at distances of more than 400 km, not 
the official figure of the area of Greece, but a service area 
of at least double the official published figure, must be taken 
into accounto

We protest particularly against the fact that the frequency 
of our national station of Athens still remains shared with two 
very powerful transmitters, and this in both the variants of the 
new Plan proposed by the Delegations of the Netherlands and of the 
U • S * S * R *

In spite of all its good intentions to collaborate in the 
preparation of a new'plan for frequency allocations to countries 
in the European area, and its desire to facilitate the task of 
the Copenhagen/ Conference, Greece will be obliged to make 
reservations regarding the acceptance of a plan which does not 
satisfy its minimum claims, and more particularly its claim for 
an exclusive wave between 600 and 650 kc/s for its national 
station, which is of primary importance for Greek broadeastingo

As regards the 9 or 10 kc/s separation, it is clear that the 
latter is preferable in theory, but we think that frequency 
requirements of the European countries are so numerous that we 
shall be obliged to have recourse to the 9 kc/s separation

(D -29)



'r U*S.S .R~PLM*- BOCUMENT ”281 '
Number of frequencies 

frequency Nature Excl. Shared Inter Total

-4-
A H N 3 X

i aLBAN IA
Area : 27>538 km2 1110 Excl* 1 2 0  3
Populations 1,030,000 1320 Shared

1390 Shared

BULGARIA
640 Shared 1 4 0 5

Area ? 
Population?

870
103,146 km2 I070 
6,067,000 1440

1540

Excl.
Shared
Shared
Shared

GREECE
670 Shared 0

o' 990 Shared
Area ? 126,982 km2 1050 Shared
Population: 7,500,000 1330 Int.

1550 Shared
15§0 Int.

Shared 5 5 . 0  10
Excl *
Excl.
Excl.
Excl.
Excl.
Shared
Shared
Shared
Shared

Y UGOSLAVIA ' ' ' "
570
690
850

Area ? 847,857 km2 1020
Population: 13,930,000 1080

1170
I37O
1400
1490

(B.35) 1510

RL Doc. 97-E
THE NxiiTHERL* *NDS PLAN - DOCUMENT 2.79

Number of frequencies 
frequency Nature Excl. Shared Inter Total

790 ' Shared 0 2 0
1321 Shared

754 Shared
817 Excl.
I348 Int.
1564 Shared

574 Shared
700 Excl.
II9.5 Excl.
,03 Excl.

1348 Int.
1429 Int.
I447 Excl*
1519 Shared
1582 Excl.

601 Shared 0. 5 2 -7
772 Shared

1222 Shared
1312 Shared
1348 Int.
1429 Int.
1474 Shared
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PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC Of BULGARIA

Observations of the Bulgarian Broadcasting 
Service relating to the preliminary drafts 
of the Plans submitted by the Committee of

Eight Countries.

Mr* Chairman,
The Bulgail an Delegation, having examined the two prelimi- 

• nary drafts, has the honour to submit to you the following 
observations?
1. The present situation of Bulgarian broadcasting.

The broadcasting network in medium waves comprises the 
following four transmitters?

Sofia I - 850 kc/s - 100 KW
Sofia IX - 767 kc/s - 60 KW
Varna - 1276 kc/s - 2 KW
Stara Zagora - 1402 kc/s - 2 KW
The power of each of the last two stations will very soon 

be increased to 20 KW*

In spite of the great power of the national transmitter, 
and as a result of the mountainous character of the country and 
of the podr'soil conductivity which reaches the level of 10-14 
U*E.M*C*G*S*, there are in Bulgaria many localities where 
reception of the national transmitters is impossible*

In addition, we wish to mention the harmful interference 
caused by the stations (Stavanger, Zaragoza) which share the 
waves allocated to the Bulgarian transmitters * Owing to the . 
high power of these stations, there is considerable interference 
in.the reception of all of our transmitters, not only abroad, 
but also within national territory.

On the grounds of the very unfavourable conditions in the 
country for propagation of waves, the Bulgarian Broadcasting 
Service submitted to the Committee of Eight Countries at 
Brussels the following requests?

a) A longer and exclusive wave (between 450 and 550 m) 
for the national transmitter - Sofia I;

b) A wave of about 400 m for the Sofia II transmitter;

c) for the Varna and Stara Zagora transmitters, longer 
waves (about 300 m) to be dihared with distant stations 
of limited power; ' * -

d) A shared wave for a small regional station (the power 
of this station should not be limited to less than"
5 KW)

(D.19)
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2* The Bulgarian Broadcasting Service had noted that its 
requests were taken into'consideration.in the preliminary draft 
of the 10 kc/s Plan (Doc* No,281)* However, concerning the 
sharing of the 640 kc/s frequency between the Sofia II station 
and the Helsinki station, the Bulgarian Delegation considers 
that the great power (100 KW) and relative proximity (1900 km) 
of Helsinki do not allow of the degree of protection necessary 
for a satisfactory service in the receiving zone of the Sofia II 
station* This could be avoided if the Helsinki station used 
an effective directional aerial.

As to the Sofia I station, the Bulgarian Delegation wishes 
its frequency to be altered to about 600 kc/s, which would be 
more favourable from the point of view of propagation*

3# Concerning the 9 kc/s preliminary draft (Doc.No*279) > ^he  
Bulgarian Delegation submits the following observations?

The frequencies provided for in this Plan do'not correspond 
to the requirements of the Bulgarian broadcasting. Indeed, in 
this Plan, the frequency of the Sofia I station is changed from 
850'to 817 kc/s, but the powerful neighbouring station of 
Munich (Stuttgart) - 100 KW at 1000 km and with a separation 
of 9 kc/s - would cause intolerable interference in the 
receiving zone of the Sofia I station*

In this draft, contrary to our"wishes, the number of 
frequencies has been decreased to 4*

When it is considered that the frequency 1564 kc/s (Varna) 
is practically unusable, the number of frequencies becomes 3*

In addition, the frequency 1348 kc/s (common international 
wave) is unacceptable for Bulgarian broadcasting*

It must again be noted that the pov/ers provided for in 
this draft do not correspond either to the requirements of 
Bulgarian broadcasting,

4* The Bulgarian Delegation much prefers a separation of 10 kc/s 
which is consistent with a service of good quality* It -con­
siders that the 10 kc/s preliminary draft should serve as a 
basis for discussion when the new frequency allocation plan is 
being drawn up,

I have etc*

For the Head of the Delegation 
of Bulgaria (P*R*)

(Signed) Ing* As, Marinov.

(Tr.42/R.4/D.19)
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A G E N D A  ,

of
the 4th Plenary Meeting of Committee No 4*

15th july, 1948 
2.30 'P«m»

1, Reports of the Chairmen of Sub-Committees 4A, 4B, 4C»

2, Study of Document No 49.
3* Study of Document No 284 of the Committee of Eight Countries*

Professor B. Kessenich

Chairman of Committee No 4

St : 30
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BELGIUM - MOROCCO & TUNISIA - SWITZERLAND

DRAFT RESOLUTION 
to be adopted by Committee 4

In the terms of reference to Committee 4 (Document No* 48), 
and taking into account corrections not yet published, it is 
specified that Committee 4 must submit "recommendations to the 
Planning Committee by 15 July at the latest"#

Draft recommendations, submitted by Sub-Committee 4* B to 
Committee 4 (Document No# 93) were published on July 13* The 
above named Delegations make a formal'protest against both the 
form and the substance of Document No# 93* In particular, they 
cannot accept Document No# 93 as representing && fully enlightened
and duly expressed opinion, of Sub-Committee 4 B,

In order to expedite the discussions and to allow of the
date, July 15 being respected in principle the above mentioned
Delegations propose the following resolution for Committee 4:

RESOLUTION

I - For ant of time, Committee 4 has not been able to formulate . 
any precise recommendation for the Planning Committee by the pre­
scribed date*
II - Hov/ever, the Committee suggests that the Conference .recommend 
the Planning Committee to proceed without delay to a detailed 
analysis of the observations of the various countries, submit-ted , 
by July 13.
III - For its part, Committee 4 will proceed with the task al­
lotted to it# It states the first aims of Sub-Committee 4 B thus:

"With a view to proceeding later to a constructive analysis 
of the two Plans contained in Documents 279 and 281* the Sub­
committee shall formulate a method of analysis evincing the various 
factors which will enable the Committee to evaluate the results 
of a plan"* for example:

- the classification of allocations according to their nature 
exclusive or shared - and their position in the spectrum,

- summation of the quantative results, taking into account 
the v/eighting in question in accordance with the above classifi­
cation#.
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- general economy of means by statistical methods i,e, sum­
mation of surfaces covered with such and such a degree of pro­
tection, average sharing distance* ,,<► *

etc *

Examples are given only to elucidate the meaning of the 
sentence in inverted commas, which alone is to be submitted for 
the approval of the Committee, and then of the Assembly,

Statement of Reasons
Such a method only can.give results, The Conference is, in 

fact, faced with the following alternative:
■1* either to take no account of the preparatory work of the 
Committee of Eight Countries - and it is doubtful whether a larger' 
meeting can arrive at better results in a shorter time;

2, or to take prior documentation into account and try to use 
it to the best advantage, even in its diverse forms. In this 
case no blunt or incomplete comparison between the two Plafts can 
bear fruit,

The consideration of the two Plans must be carried out at 
the same time, in a detailed and thorough manner, from two diffe­
rent points of view:

a) from the practical standpoint, by the Planning Committee 
(No 5) in the light of the observations of the various countries;

b) from the technical standpoint, by Committee 4* This pre­
supposes the previous elaboration of a method of analysis on 
sound technical and statistical bases«

The above named Delegations have drawn up the present pro­
posal with the sole object of other Delegations to refer to their 
specialists for all detailed technical suggestions which might 
promote the propounding of such.a method,

(RD - Doc. 100-E)

(Tr. 5/R.4/D) 
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LIST

of Documents Nos, 1 to 100 of the .European Regional Broadcasting
Conference

Document RD No,

1 Heads of Delegations Meeting (2 4-/3/48.)
2 Denmark Draft of Formation of Committees
3 " Program, Opening Meeting (June 25)
4 " ‘ Draft Rules of Procedure
5 - Joint Meeting of Committees I
6 - Draft of Working Methods
7 Denmark Report of the Danish Administration
8 Heads of Delegations Mtg. (replaces RD 1)
9 - Program, Opening.Meeting (June 25)
10 -- Minutes, 1st Mtg*, Heads of Delegations
11 - Supplement to Minutes, RB Doc, No, 10
12 - Corrections to Draft Rules of Procedure
13" - Agenda, 1st Plenary Meeting,
14 - Formal Inauguration of the Conferences,
15 ~ Minutes, 2nd Mtg*, Heads of Delegations.
16 Egypt Protest Against the State of Israel
17 Syria " ,f n n M n
18 Minutes, 3rd Mtg,, Heads of Delegations
19 Working Group Report on the Admission of New Members 

on Voting Rights
20 Chairman of Conf .Telegram, Government of Latvia (S.S.R.)
21 " ” " Telegram, Government of Moldavia (S.S.R.)
22 11 " 11 11 “ H Esthonia "
2 3  i t  h  i i  i i  i i  «  L i t h u a n i a  M

24 n " i i  ii n ii Karelo-Finnish "
25 - Correction to heading of RD Doc. No* 18.
26 - Minutes, Plenary Ass'y. , 1st Mtg. (28-6-48.)
27 France Amendment to Rule 17, Rules of Procedure
28 United Kingdom ” n n 11 " " u
29 - Minutes, Plenary Ass’-y., 1st Mtg* (29-6-48)
30 - Minutes, Plenary Ass^y., 1st Mtg, ( 30-6-48)
31 - . 11 » » " » ( 1-7-48)
32 Turkey Requirements of Turkey
33 Chairman, (jonf. Communication re, submission of Comments on

2nd variants of Brussels Plan.
04 Egypt Corrections to RB Doc*16-F(not concerning

English text)
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(List of C.E.R. Documents, 1-100)

35 Syria

36 Committee 4

37 Committee 2
38 United Kingdom
39 Committee 1
40 ' Int11 C hamb e r
41 .C,I*R,M,
42 Committee 3
43 Committee 3
44 O.I.R,
45 0*I.R.
46 Chairman, Conf,
47
48 Committee 4
49 Committee 4
50 Committee 3
51 France
52 San Marino •
53 .
54 France
55 United Kingdom
56 UIR Secretariat
57 Committee 2
58 Committee 3
59 Iceland

60 Committee 3
61
62 UNESCO
63 -
64 Committee 4,

Sub-Committee 4 B
65 United Kingdom

66 Iceland

67 Lebanon
68 Committee 4?

Sub,Committee 4 B
69 Morocco & Tunisia

Document RD No,
Corrections to RD Doc. 17-E (not concer­
ning English text)
Program of Work and Organisation,
Committee■4
Report of 1st Meeting (5-7-48)
Commentary (ref. RD 33)
Report of 1st Meeting (3-7-48)
Re, Admission 
Re. Admission
Report of the 1st Meeting (5-7-48)
Text as documentation for the Committee 
Request for admission
Request re, distribution of its Documents
Admission of the State of Israel
Agenda for the 2nd Plenary Assembly
Document replacing RD 36,
Proposal on technical expert opinion
Report of the 2nd Meeting (6-7-48)
Observations on the two variants
Request for Admission to the Conference
Analytical Table of Contents, Brussels Docs.
Admission of I,C,A,0,
Draft Convention. .
Admission of U*L.R,
Report of the 2nd Meeting
Report of the 3rd Meeting (7-7-48)
Preliminary Observations on'the two variants 
3oes* 279, 281, 294, Brussels
Report of the 4th Meeting (8-7-48)
Correction to signatures, RD Doc 54-
Admission to the Conference
Supplement to Agenda., Document RD 47-E
Data for analysis of draft documentation 
of Committee of Eight
Amendment to Document RD 38 (hot concer­
ning English text)
Amendment to Document RD 59 (not concer­
ning English text)
Observations in reply to RD 33
Compara.tive Table No. 2 (follows RD 64)

Observations on the 2nd variant

(D-35) .
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Document RD No,

70 _ Correction to Document RD 55-3
71 Netherlands Comments on preliminary Brussels drafts
72 Switzerland Idem;
73 United Kingdom Synchronisation of Transmitters
74 Monaco Observations on Brussels variants
75 San Marino Admission (sequel to RD No, 52 )
76 - Rules of Procedure (replaces RD 4)
77 - Correction to Document RD 6p
78 Egypt & Syria Observations on Brussels variants
79 United Kingdom . Wave Propagation Data
80 Ireland Observations in reply to RD 33
81 Norway Idem*
82 Italy Idem*
o v. o > Turkey Idem*
84 Committee 4 

Sub Comm* 4 3
Table 3- Analysis quality of exclusive 
channels in medium waves.

85 United Kingdom Separation in kc/s between ad j .channels.
86 Cancelled (Concerned Maritime Conference)
87 Chairman, Conf* Communication from Head of U.S.Delegation re.

RD 33
COCO Pinland Observations in reply to RD 33

89 Denmark Preliminary observations in reply to RD
90 Luxemburgg Observations in reply to RD 33.
91 Committee 4 'Report of the 1st Meeting (6<*7-4.8)
92 Committee 5 Report of the 1st Meeting (5-7-48)
93 Committee 4 

Sub-Comm* 4 B
Recommendations

94 United Kingdom Analysis of the Medium Wave Allocations
95 Committees 1 Report of the 2nd Meeting (9-7-48) 

Preliminary remarks in reply to RD96- •Vatican City 33
97 Greece - Observations in reply to RD 33 •
98 Bulgaria (P.R.) . Observations in reply to RD 33
99 Committee 4 Agenda of the 4th Plenary Meeting (15-7
100 Belgium, Morocco,

Tunisia, and Draft Resolution to be adopted by
Switzerland Committee 4.
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