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1. Agenda Item
9.1	on the activities of the Radiocommunication Sector since WRC-15;
9.1 (9.1.5) 	Resolution 764 (WRC-15) - Consideration of the technical and regulatory impacts of referencing Recommendations ITU-R M.1638-1 and ITU-R M.1849-1 in Nos. 5.447F and 5.450A of the Radio Regulations
2. APT Common Proposals and APT Views for WRC-19 (which has been submitted to WRC-19) 
· APT Members support Approach A of the CPM Report.
3. Topics proposed by other regional Groups or ITU Members which are not included in no. 2 above
· See the relevant input documents to WRC-19.
4. Progress of discussion during WRC-19 on the Agenda Item
· The SWG 9.1.5 has met two times, but no agreement has been achieved so far.
5. Issues which require discussion at APT Coordination Meetings and seek guidance thereafter
· Possible compromised solution needing guidance from APT coordination meeting:
· During the discussion of SWG 9.1.5, there was a big disagreement between Approach A and Approach B.
· CEPT and some other parties provided a compromised text trying to merge Approach A and Approach B into one solution, as shown below, but it is still under review by relevant parties,
MOD	
5.447F	In the frequency band 5 250-5 350 MHz, stations in the mobile service shall not claim protection from the radiolocation service, the Earth exploration-satellite service (active) and the space research service (active). These services shall not impose on the mobile service more stringent protection criteria, based on system characteristics and interference criteria, than those stated in Recommendations ITU‑R M.1638‑0 and ITU‑R RS.1632‑0. 
 The radiolocation service, the Earth exploration-satellite service (active) and the space research service (active) shall not impose more stringent mitigation measures, technical and operational limits upon the mobile service other than those stipulated in Resolution 229 (Rev. WRC‑12).    
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Could APT Members support such proposal or maintain to support Approach A?
