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	Date: 27 April 2012

	Source:
Working Group FM

	Subject:
LS from WGFM to CPG on notification under ECC/DEC/(05)10 and WRC-15 Agenda Item 1.8


Dear Alexander and Stephen,
WGFM discussed during its 74th meeting in Bern on 23-27 April 2012 in response to a  request from PT FM44 a notification issue under ECC/DEC/(05)10. This notification process is put into place through ECC Decisions (05)09 and (05)10 "on the free circulation and use of ESV" addressing the 4/6 GHz and the 11/12/14 GHz bands respectively.

As required by this regulatory framework, the Office has arranged a password-protected access for NRAs (CEPT administrations) to the ESV operators’ data in the ECO Documentation Database. In return for complying with the requirements of the above mentioned ECC Decisions, ESV (Earth Stations on Vessels) are granted free circulation and use, and ESV operators are exempted from the requirement to obtain licences from CEPT administrations which have implemented those Decisions. However, some CEPT administrations may require ESVs which are installed on ships registered in their country to be licensed.

Detailed information on this subject is attached in annex 1 and annex 2 from which it can be understood that the notification received by the Office does not comply with the current CEPT regulation as far as the minimum antenna diameter of 60 cm is concerned.

WGFM noted that there may be a linkage between this issue and the AI 1.8 of WRC-15 and COM 6/14 of WRC-12, and from there to Resolution 902 which may be subject of a revision process. Resolution 902 provisions relate to Earth stations located on board vessels which operate in  FSS networks in the uplink bands 5 925-6 425 MHz and 14-14.5 GHz.

WG FM hereby asks CPG, if the preparation work for A.I 1.8 of WRC-15 would have an impact on FM44 further work on this issue.

Best regards,

Sergey Pastukh

Chairman WG FM

E-mail: sup@niir.ru 
Annex 1: Excerpt from the minutes of FM44#18, held in November 2011 
in Pozzallo (Ragusa)

Notification under ECC/DEC/(05)10
(1) Ms Lyubchenko (ECO) introduced document FM44(11)042 providing an information about a notification received by the Office in May 2011 related to the ECC/DEC/(05)10 for which the system proposed uses antennas with a smaller diameter than the one made mandatory through the above mentioned ECC Decision. She underlined that the ECO was looking for guidance from FM44 with respect to agreeing or not to the notification request and was questioning the need for a revision of the ECC/DEC/(05)10 to take into account ESV with smaller antennas.
(2) The Chairman recalled that care should be taken on this issue as this diameter value is also made mandatory via RR No. 5.457A and Resolution 902 (WRC-03) which is referenced to in the ECC Decision. He also recalled that this antenna size limitation has been setteled to ensure that the number of vessels that could be equiped by ESVs will remain low enough to limit the aggregated interference to the fixed service.

(3) Mr Bolstad (Norway) opposed to the modification of the ECC/DEC/(05)10 as the antenna size is actually limiting the number of ESV deployed.
(4) Mr Azzarelli (United Kingdom) noted that the terminals referred to in document FM44(11)042 are compliant with the RTTE Directive and should then be accepted on the European market. In addition, he noted that in Europe, there is no FS in the 14-14.25 GHz band and that at least, in this part of the band, there should be no problem at all with the proposed ESV.
(5) The Chairman recalled that while individually the ESV may be compliant with the RTTE Directive, this is the aggregated effect which is at stake in this case. Such aggregated effect is now well taken into account in compliance consideration.
(6) Mr Akperov (Sweden) indicated that Sweden cannot support the notification at this stage as the considered ESV is not compliant with the regulation, but Sweden can agree to discuss a possible revision of the ECC/DEC/(05)10, given that such a revision must take technology neutrality into consideration to the extent possible.
(7) Mr Hunter (ViaSat) explained that the system notified controls the aggregated emissions and use an access technique which ensure that the off axis EIRP of all the ESV in a given area remains below the regulatory limit.
(8) The Chairman noted that while these elements are interesting to ensure that the FS will not suffer more interference than from those ESV that operate under the conditions of ECC/DEC/(05)10, they are not more technology neutral than the limitation of the antenna diameter and are based on the hypothesis that there is only one satellite operator.
(9) The Chairman also noted that any alternative technical conditions than those given in ECC/DEC/(05)10 should ensure the same level of protection of the FS and should be at least as enforceable as the antenna diameter size.
(10) After some discussion, the group agreed the following:
· At this stage, the ECO should not accept the notification of the ESV with antenna diameter of 37 cm as those are not compliant with the current regulatory framework;
· Further work is necessary to assess the need of modifying the ECC/DEC/(05)10. In this work, the following elements should be taken into account inter alia:
i. Would there be any interest and support from the industry to settle a regulatory framework different for the 14-14.25 GHz and for the 14.25-14.5 GHz band? (noting that as per RR No. 5.505 many countries in Regions 1 and 3 have a primary FS allocation in the band 14-14.3 GHz);

ii. Enforceability of the solution(s) retained;

iii. Technology neutrality to be duly considered;

iv. Package solution such as {min diameter of 60 cm together with the existing off axis limits} and/or {min diameter of [37] cm together with more stringent off axis limits than the existing ones}.

(11) In addition, it was decided not to send a liaison statement to SE40 on some of the technical issue mentioned above until FM44 has a clearer view about the next stepts on this issue.
Annex 2: Information on notification of Earth station equipment under ECC/DEC/(05)10 presented by ECO to PT FM44 (Document FM44(11)042) 

	Summary

ECO received an equipment notification from an operator in relation to ECC/DEC/(05)10 in May 2011. The office requested and received additional information and the filing is considered as complete now. However, it has remained obvious that the equipment antenna diameter is with 37 cm below the minimum diameter required by the Harmonised European Standard and also in the decides part of the ECC Decision (05)10. Both documents require a diameter of at least 60 cm.

In particular, the operator provided a declaration of conformity and notified body (3rd party) certificate based on the Harmonised European Standard EN 302 340. It is important to note that the presumption of conformity goes with the Harmonised European Standard under the rules of the R&TTE directive.

The provider also provided further information regarding compliance with the FCC’s rules (para 25.222). I.e. the equipment seems to be in compliance with the Commission's two-degree spacing rules, which are more stringent to fulfil than other administrations implementations of their respective FSS systems under a three-degree spacing regime. The internationally common set of limits is contained ITU-R Resolution 902.

The provider explained that the equipment is compliant through the considerable Tx EIRP limitation (roughly 7.5 to 15 dB compared with other filings) and that this would outweigh the drawbacks of the small antenna dish size. I.e. the technical requirement as under the art. 3.2 of the R&TTE Directive would have been fulfilled in an equivalent manner. Other parameters of note were the usage of relatively robust spread spectrum modulation and small satellite coverage providing relatively high satellite e.i.r.p. and satellite Rx front-end G/T figure which also supports smaller satellite Earth station antenna sizes.

Finally, it was further noted that the considerations regarding the minimum antenna size were based on offset-fed parabolic antennas (also the case with this filing) and that there may be in future also other types of antennas filed such as electronic antennas. The question therefore might also be whether the restriction is sufficiently technical neutral.

In addition, a copy of EN 302 340 is provided in this zip-folder.

	Proposal

PT FM44 to discuss this case and decide 

a) Whether the Office should include the filing in the document database in the zip-folder of the compliant filings;

b) Whether there is a need to revise the ECC Decision (05)10.








2

