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CONCERNING THE PRO'S EN CON'S OF THE "THE CONSIDERATION OF THE INTRODUCTION OF COMPLEMENTARY GROUND COMPONENT (CGC) OF NON-GSO MSS IN THE BANDS 1 610.0-1 626.5 MHZ AND 2 483.5-2 500.0 MHZ" IN ORDER TO TAKE THIS ISSUE AGAIN ON BOARD OF FM44.
Pro's: 

Proponents see a clear market demand for CGC usage in these bands. Some administrations have recently been approached by MSS operators concerning the regulatory status of this matter; 

On the other hand the use of the frequency bands under consideration gives serious rise to interference problems. Therefore one can consider it as a "pro" to bring this matter for discussion into CEPT;

The above mentioned issues give rise to take up the matter in a coordinated, harmonised approach:  
1) CGC base stations in the 1.6 GHz band should be coordinated on a case by case basis with RAS Earth stations (including across borders). 
2) protection of the RNSS below 1.6 GHz.
3) Measures have to be taken to protect the RDSS and other in-band radio applications.
4) Compatibility issues between CGC below 2500 MHz and IMT above 2500 MHz are controversial and would be better addressed in a harmonised manner across the CEPT.

CGC implementation in these bands should not be dealt with through only national regulatory provision; thus implying the need to develop harmonised regulatory requirements throughout CEPT administrations.
In the absence of any CEPT regulatory instrument, there would be no pressure on those Administrations without interests in Radio Astronomy, PMSE and IMT to feel obliged to adopt the same protective approach as those with such interests.

The ECC Report 165 provides a range of arguments to have a coordinated approach for the operation of CGC in the 1.6/2.4 GHz bands. There should be either common rules for the implementation of CGC in these band or stringent guidelines for administrations when the implementation of CGCs is considered a national issue.

The basis and principles of operation needs to be defined. Some
elements do already exist in other deliverables on CGC (CEPT and EU).

The 2GHz MSS framework provides a precedent of a comprehensive framework for CGC, although developed in a different context, since the 1.6/2.4 GHz bands are already operated by an MSS system. It is likely that a CEPT regulatory framework for CGC in this band would be more simple than at 2 GHz and focused on CGC compatibility issues.

CGC are an add-on to the MSS and shall not claim protection from other services or cause harmful interference to other services allocated to the bands.

The enforceability in case of interference as a problem since this can not be treated at a national level only. Hence, there is no possibility to handle this at a national level.
The development of a CEPT framework for CGCs in the bands 1.6/2.4 GHz would allow for guidance to administrations, and would provide visibility to the operators on the conditions applicable to CGC development in Europe. CGC implementation will require cross border coordination, which would be facilitated by such framework through anticipation of interference situations, as identified in ECC Report 165.
There is no obvious advantage of leaving CGC authorisations to the sole appreciation of administrations. Therefore, if CGC were to be deployed in Europe in this band, it would be preferable to have an associated framework at the CEPT level.

Con's: 

The compatibility studies are neither complete nor the existing conclusions in ECC Report 165 positive. Indeed, they are rather prohibitive.
The compatibility between a CGC terminal and RNSS receiver around 1.6 GHz may require in large separation distances. The aggregate impact of CGC devices on RNSS receivers was not studied. According to ECC Report 165, the deployment of CGCs in the RAS band 1610.6-1 613.8 MHz would lead to the need for separation distances of several hundred of kilometers.
Future Galileo usage in the adjacent band under 1610.6 needs to be taken into account. 

ECC Report 165: RDSS systems and CGC networks are not compatible in the 2.4 GHz band.

Full compatibility studies will need to be carried out in any event based on actual proposals and conditions, as ECC Report 165 only addresses a few hypothetical sample cases.

Some CEPT Administrations treat CGC as an integral part of a satellite system while other CEPT Administrations treat CGC the same as MS, resulting in quite different regulatory environments.

Report 165: As a general conclusion, and according to the above results, the introduction of CGC in the MSS bands of 1610-1626.5 MHz and 2483.5-2500 MHz is not compatible with the systems in the same band such as RDSS or SAP/SAB where these systems are deployed, and would be very difficult with some systems deployed in adjacent band such as RNSS or IMT. In addition, the deployment of CGC shall be avoided in the RAS band 1610.6-1613.8 MHz. 
Remark: PMSE in the 2.4 GHz band is only an issue in a very few (single figures) CEPT Administrations and should not therefore preclude CGC from this band.

There is also a different opinion:

ECC Report 165 provides sufficient guidance for administrations.
All deployment of CGC must be evaluated on a case by case basis, there are no general scenarios. 
CGC will probably never be deployed at a large scale in Europe.
Signals from satellites are, by nature, cross border. CGC  are fixed base stations transmitting the same signals as the satellites, but these signals are not cross border unless the base station is located at a border.

Stations of the RAS should be recorded in the MIRF and therefore they should be protected.
Cross border coordination should be performed in the same way as regular IMT base stations. 

CGC are to be deployed at locations with insufficient coverage of the MSS and should be considered on a case by case basis resulting in an individual license.
