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Draft Minutes
FM PT50 5th meeting

Venue: Mainz, Germany
6-9 March 2012
1. Opening of the meeting

(1) The Chairman, Mr Deschamps (France), opened the 5th meeting of the project team, welcomed the FM50 participants and thanked the German administration for hosting the meeting.
(2) Ms Seifert (Germany) welcomed the project team and provided some details about the practical arrangement.

(3) The list of participants is given in Annex 1 (access limited to FM50 members).
2. Adoption of the agenda

(4) The draft Agenda was available as document FM50(12)016rev2.
(5) The Chairman mentioned that he received the requests for presentations of two additional applications from COST-TERRA and EUTC. The latter has recently joined ETSI and is then a full member of FM50.

(6) He also recalled that document FM50(11)049rev1 and FM50(11)060 are kept on the agenda and will be considered later in the work of FM50 as they are dealing with section 6 of the ECC Report.
(7) Mr Dolente (Italy) requested that the agenda item 6 be withdrawn from the draft agenda. The Chairman indicated that he had received these request of presentations and agreed to offer the opportunity for the proponents to present their applications. He considered then difficult to follow the request from Italy.
(8) He finally mentioned that he withdrawn from the agenda documents FM50(11)021 from Check Republic, FM50(11)025 from Italy, FM50(11)010 from Sweden and FM50(11)038 from the RNP Forum as their content was taken into account directly or indirectly through discussions in FM50 or WGFM.

(9) FM50 approved the Agenda (provided in Annex 2).
(10) A list of contributions submitted to the meeting is given in Annex 3.
3. Draft ECC Report
(11) Mr Bygren (Sweden) introduced document FM50(12)022 proposing minor modifications to section 1 of the draft ECC Report.

(12) The Chairman recalled that section 1 is now considered as stable even though it will be possible to review it once the draft ECC Report is finalised. However, he asked if the proposals from Sweden can be supported.
(13) The Swedish proposal was supported by Mr Andersen (Denmark) and Mr Ardito (Italy). Ms Seifert (Germany) indicated that she could also go along with the second modification proposed but not with the first one as it comes back to a discussion that already took place at the Helsinki meeting of FM50 in December 2011.
(14) The second modification was agreed as such and section one of the draft ECC Report will be editorially modified accordingly.

(15) After some discussions, a compromised text proposed by Germany and Sweden related to the first proposal of document FM50(12)022 was agreed and also incorporated in the section one of the draft ECC Report.
(16) The updated section 1 of the draft ECC Report is contained in Annex 5.
(17) Mr Geurtz (SES) introduced document FM50(12)030 providing information on spectrum below 6 GHz for terrestrial-only wireless broadband.
(18) Mr Andersen (Denmark) underlined that an allocation to the mobile service for the 2nd digital dividend after WRC-15 does not mean that the spectrum will be available in Europe. Mr Westring (Sweden) supported this position.
(19) Mr Chourbaji (Qualcomm) underlined that in the proposed table, very different applications and regulatory regimes are mixed: RLANat 2.4 and 5 GHz, DECT, PMSE at 1800 MHz, 2.3-2.4 GHz bands are mixed with licenced IMT/MFCN bands. This position was supported by Ericsson and Huawei.
(20) Mr Westring (Sweden) underlined that the same exercise could be carried out for the satellite applications.

(21) Mr Geurtz (SES) answered that the objective is to show that the L band is not the only one for terrestrial mobile broadband applications.

(22) The Chairman recalled that this issue of considering possible bands outside the L band for the considered applications have been already discussed and rejected in WGFM in May 2011 and in FM50 in July 2011.

(23) Document FM50(12)030 was then noted.

(24) Mr Geurtz (SES) introduced the information document FM50(12)INFO 004 with the Attachment of the latter, providing information on data offload to cope with the increasing data consumption through wireless applications.
(25) The data provided in this information document were discussed and a comparison with another study carried out by CISCO (REF!) was made.
(26) Information document FM50(12)INFO 004 was then noted.
3.1 Draft ECC Report, section 3 (applications description):

(27) Mr Rosowsky (Deutsch Telekom) introduced document FM50(12)017 providing the information requested at the January 2012 FM50 meeting related to air passenger interest in onboard communication in Europe. This information shows that a clear majority of the passengers interviewed are generally interested in internet access onboard aircraft via WLAN. A similary clear majority considers that one should abstain from voice telephony during flight for the benefit of silence.
(28) Questions were raised about the cost of the service and on the fact that this cost aspect was not part of the questions asked to the air passengers.
(29) The Chairman however recalled that the information contained in document FM50(12)017 was the one requested by FM50 at its January 2012 meeting. He also indicated that the end user cost have not been requested for the other applications.

(30) It was agreed to incorporate the reference to document FM50(12)017 in the relevant place in the draft section 3 of the ECC Report under development.

(31) Mr Ratjak (EBU) introduced document FM50(12)018, the report from the correspondence activity on section 3 of the draft ECC Report. He underlined that there are significant diverging views on the satellite applications and that he received a totally new text from APWPT with regard to the PMSE application.
(32) The Chairman asked the interested parties on, on the one hand, the PMSE, and on the other hand, on the satellite applications, to discuss together and to come with a text potentially closed to a compromise.

(33) Due to lack of time, it was agreed to further discuss these sections by correspondence before the next FM50 meeting.
(34) The section related to MMDL was agreed in plenary with some modification with respect to the output of the correspondence activity that took place between the January and the current FM50 meetings.
(35) The updated section 3 of the draft ECC Report is contained in Annex 6.
(36) The Chairman thanked Mr Ratkaj (EBU) for his help to find compromise on this section.
3.2 Draft ECC Report, section 4 (applications analysis)

(37) Mr Donohue (France) introduced document FM50(12)019, the report of the work carried out by DG4 since the 3rd meeting of FM50 in December 2011. Mr Donohue underlined that some progress was made for some criteria but also that diverging views still need to be discussed.

(38) Ms Seifert (Germany) stressed the fact that drawbacks should not be taken into account twice in the analysis.

(39) Ms Seifert (Germany) introduced document FM50(12)023 dealing with the social and economic benefit criteria and proposing to: assess the social and the economic benefit separately, weight the social and the economic benefit in the ratio 2 / 1, and award points for appropriate aspects.
(40) Mr Dolente (Italy) questioned how the ratio of 2:1 to the benefice of social benefits with respect to economical benefits had been established. Mr Ardito (Italy) also underlined that the qualitative indicators are recognised.
(41) Mr Lebrun (Qualcomm) asked clarifications why it is so difficult to mesure the economical benefits, even for non commercial services.
(42) Mr Westring (Sweden) indicated that economical and social benefits should be weighted identically.

(43) Ms Seifert (Germany) answered that the ratio of 2:1 is based on the elements given in the 2nd section of the German contribution. She also underlined that as far as commercial applications are concerned, there are usually only a social dimension and in that context, weighting identically both the social and economical benefits would be detrimental to the non commercial applications.
(44) The Chairman recalled that the whole criteria, including the social and economical benefits could have a given weigth that could be independent of the possibility to provide one or the other benefit.
(45) Ms Seifert (Germany) introduced document FM50(12)023 proposing to nuance the answers related to the criteria of compatibility with the RR.
(46) France and Italy considered interesting the approach proposed in this document even though all the elements may not be relevant for the first criteria, such as the elements related to Regions 2 and 3 that may be more adequate for the harmonisation outside CEPT criteria.
(47) Mr Ardito (Italy) introduced document FM50(12)029 proposing modifications to the draft section 4 of the ECC Report.
(48) Mr Geurtz (SES) introduced document FM50(12)029 proposing to consider the satellite applications are fully compatible with the Regulatory Framework in place, given that the satellite signals will not cause more interference (or require more protection from harmful interference) than the digital audio satellite broadcasting applications that are explicitly permitted under the ITU, CEPT, EU and national frameworks.
(49) Italy recalled that BSS sound is the only satellite service authorised by the RR. This was supported by Qualcomm that considered that SES was interpreting in a peculiar way the Radio Regulations.
(50) Mr Geurtz (SES) indicated that there are precedents with regard to the flexible interpretation of the BSS.

(51) On the request of Mr Geurtz, the Chairman confirmed that a frequency band allocated to the mobile service in the Radio Regulations can be used either for one way or two ways communications.
(52) The Chairman proposed that DG4 meets under the coordination of Mr Donohue to make further progress on the analysis of the applications on the basis of the agreed criteria.

(53) The plenary considered the outcome of the drafting activity and approved the analysis of the applications on the basis of the first criteria after having agreed on a few modifications. The agreed text is given in Annex 7.
(54) The plenary noted the status of the text on the 4th criteria resulting from the discussions that took place in the drafting group (see Annex 8).

(55) The Chairman thanked Mr Donohue (France) and the drafting group for their work. He indicated that the work will continue by correspondence until the next FM50 meeting. Mr Donohue (France) underlined that he will propose that all the applications be analysed to the same set of elements so as to facilitate the comparison and assessment.
4. Progress on LRTC work

(56) The Chairman recalled that a correspondence activity on LRTC has been settled at the December 2011 FM50 meeting under the coordination of Mr Le Devendec (ECO).

(57) Mr Le Devendec (ECO) introduced document FM50(12)020 the outcome of the work carried out by correspondence on the LRTC issue.

(58) Mr Lebrun (Qulacomm) introduced documents FM50(12)026 and FM50(12)027 on behalf of Ericsson, Huawei and Qualcomm. These documents respectively provide additional information related to LRTC, together with examples of potential uses of the L-band on the basis of a 5 MHz blocs band plan, and propose modifications to the document FM50(12)020.
(59) Mr Cantarano (Onde Numérique) indicated that the channelisation should enable the T-DAB deployment in the lower part of the band so has to increase the flexibility.
(60) Mr Hildebrand (Germany) indicated that there are current studies within ECC PT1 on the implementation of LRTC. At this stage, these studies do not show a significant advantage of LRTC to facilitate the implementation of additional applications.
(61) Mr Lebrun (Qulacomm) indicated that the figures given in the document FM50(12)026 are purely examples. He also recalled that LRTC are developed for national implementation, not for cross-border coordination.
(62) The Chairman proposed that these documents be taken into account in the discussions to be held in a drafting group under the coordination of Mr Le Dévendec with the aim to reach a stable text on LRTC.
(63) The plenary considered the outcome of the drafting activity. Mr Rosowski (DT) mentioned that it should be possible to consider BDA2GC under the same LRTC than one of those applicable to terrestrial systems. Mr Lebrun (Qualcomm) noted that the difficulty may come from the technical characteristics of the “hand set” (the one installed on the aircraft as far as BDA2GC is concerned). Mr Le Dévendec (ECO) indicated that this will be part of the work that has to be continued on the considered section of the draft ECC Report.
(64) It was also noted that LRTC is a priori not the only regulatory approached to be considered by FM50 in its work and ECC Report.

(65) FM50 agreed that the document developed by the drafting group (see Annex 9) will form the basis for the future elaboration of the section on the regulatory options of the draft ECC Report.
(66) The Chairman thanked Mr Le Devendec (ECO) and the drafting group for their work. He indicated that the work will continue by correspondence until the next FM50 meeting on the basis of Annex 9.
5. Progress on criteria prioritisation

(67) Mr Westring (Sweden) introduced document FM50(12)31, the report of the activity on the ECO Forum on the criteria prioritisation. He invited Germany and the United Kingdom to take the opportunity of the drafting activity to further elaborate their proposals. He indicated that the ECO Forum was also tasked to reconsider the criteria dealing with combination and sharing so as to clarify it. He finally mentioned that, aside of the discussion, on the prioritisation, EBU raised the issue of the application currently using the L band but that are not candidates for the future use of this band.
(68) Mr Donohue (France) introduced document FM50(12)025 proposition a prioritisation of the various criteria in three categories.
(69) The Chairman proposed that the drafting group on criteria prioritisation meets under the coordination of Mr Westring to make further progress on the three issues mentioned above.

(70) FM50 considered the outputs of this drafting group.
(71) FM50 agreed with the revision proposed to the criteria on sharing and combination (see Annex 9) and in particular noted that the possibility to combine with other applications/uses is considered to be a subset of sharing and is covered by frequency separation. The resulting revised section 2 of the draft ECC Report is provided in Annex 10.
(72) FM50 also agreed with the proposed text dealing with the consideration of the application currently using the L band but that are not candidates for the future use of this band as given in Annex 11. However, it was not decided if this text will be incorporated in the Introduction of the draft ECC Report or in any other place of the latter.
(73) FM50 considered the prioritisation of the criteria as proposed by the drafting group. Ms Seifert indicated that Germany can support the prioritisation as proposed subject to a common understanding of the criteria description.

(74) Mr Rischette (Luxembourg) expressed some concerns on the fact that with the subdivision of the first criteria, the total number of the latter is increased. Mr Westring (Sweden) indicated that using appropriately the factor weighting can solve this difficulty.
(75) FM50 then agreed the table proposed (Annex 12) prioritising the criteria with the exception of the factor column that remains to be discussed.
(76) The document prepared by the drafting group providing elements to apply the prioritisation was noted by FM50 (see Annex 13).

(77) It was agreed that Annexes 12 and 13 will be the basis for the future discussions on the application of the prioritisation that will be held by correspondence until the next FM50 meeting under the coordination of Mr Westring (Sweden).
(78) The Chairman thanked Mr Westring and the drafting group for its work.
6. Consideration of applications outside the initial list

(79) Mr Moore (ESB) introduced document FM50(12)021 on behalf of ESB and EUTC. Through this contribution, it is proposed that smart utility networks be added to the list of applications considered in FM 50. He underlined that the European Utility Telecom Council (EUTC) presented a new potential candidate application for the use of L-band (1.5 GHz). This application was not considered when the original questionnaire was circulated to CEPT administrations, but since then, global priorities for sustainable energy have been increasing rapidly.  The European Council has adopted its first European Spectrum Policy Programme, Article 8(2) of which states that 'The Commission shall, in cooperation with the Member States, ... consider making spectrum available for wireless technologies with a potential for improving energy saving and efficiency of other distribution networks such as water supply, including smart energy grids and smart metering systems.'  Beyond the EU, most other administrations are focusing on renewable energy priorities.  EUTC has made a case for considering using part of L-band (10 MHz) to fulfil some elements of this requirement and considers that CEPT ought to consider L-band as a candidate for supporting these global objectives.

(80) Several questions were raised by the participants:

· Why the 3.4-3.8 GHz is not preferred as the application is presented as a FWA one?
· Does the EC Mandate M490 specifies bands?

· What is the exact band for micro-waves links in the USA?

· What is the interest of wireless links while PLC can be used?

· Will it be TDD and what will be the channel width?

· What is the communication distance?
(81) Mr Moore then provided the additional following elements:

· Utilities are currently using the UHF band due to its propagation characteristics. The 3.5 GHz band raises issues to have access to some remote areas. Ideally, a frequency band bellow 1 GHz would be preferred.
· In the USA and Canada, respectively 25 MHz and 30 MHz have been designated for the same type of applications, in different frequency bands (1800-1830 MHz in Canada). EUTC considers that 10 MHz would be sufficient to ensure a nationwide coverage with a TDD P-MP Wimax channelisation (noting that the technology is expected to migrate to LTE).

· TDD has the drawback of latency but allow to cope with the upload centric characteristics of the system.

· The network would operate a continuous monitoring. Aggregation of information would lead to rate of 1 to 2 Mbits.
· PLC is actually an access technology and cannot then satisfy the EUTC requirements. Fibre would satisfy the later but is not sufficiently deployed.

(82) Mr Holland (COST-TERRA) introduced the document FM50(12)INFO 003 from COST-TERRA. This European COoperation in Science and Technology proposes to dedicate the L band for future innovative wireless services based on the use of cognitive radio technologies.
(83) Several questions were raised by the participants:
· The purpose seems confusing and looks like more a concept than an actual application;

· The radio service effectively proposed should be clarified;

· It is not clear if it is really more advantageous to implement CR techniques than to pay licence;

· Should the primary and secondary applications be synchronised.

(84) Mr Holland then provided the additional following elements:

· This is indeed a concept the aim of which is to enhance the spectrum use;

· Almost all, if not all, the applications considered in FM50 could implement the cognitive radio introduced in the COST-TERRA document;

· Even the primary user should be able to cope with a certain level of interferences from the secondary users (out off band emissions).

(85) Then a general discussion took place on the possible ways forward with the proposals of new applications.
(86) Mr Westring (Sweden) recognised that there is a need for some capacity for the utilities communication networks but questioned the request for a dedicated band and also the proposal to use the L band. With regard to the cognitive radio proposal, Mr Westring mentioned that it is much more concept than an application. He considered that the requests came late in the process while no additional work should be given to FM50 so that this project team be in a position to finalise its ECC Report. He finally proposed to ask advice from the WGFM as there was no indication of these applications in the initial list.

(87) This position was supported by Italy and APWPT.

(88) Mr Donohue (France) underlined that there is a list of applications associated with the ToR of FM50 and that, these two applications together with the satellite applications, except sound broadcasting, are not part of this initial list.

(89) This was supported by Italy, Denmark and Sweden.

(90) Ms Seifert (Germany) asked if there is any administration supporting these application, noting that CR is not an application as such.

(91) Mr Ardito (Italy) supported the proposal from Sweden to ask guidance on the way to deal with all the applications that were not in the initial list.

(92) Mr Geurtz (SES) objected that it was strange that those administrations that requested to split the various satellite applications now asked WGFM to give guidance on how to deal with these satellite non-broadcast applications.

(93) Mr Rischette (Luxembourg) considered that it was too late to ask WGFM guidance on the satellite applications.
(94) After additional discussions and taking into account the above comments and positions, the Chairman then proposed that FM50 receives guidance from WGFM on which of the following two options should be followed by the project team:

· All additional applications with respect to the initial list (contained in document FM(11)062 Annex 38) should be considered similarly to those applications of the initial list;

· No additional applications shall be considered (the proposed regulatory framework, potentially based on LRTC, should be developed in a way that enables the accommodation of additional applications).

(95) Attention will also be drawn to WGFM on the fact that considering additional applications may result in delaying significantly the finalisation of the work of FM50.
(96) In addition, the attention of WGFM will be drawn on the fact that the majority of administrations that expressed their view (Denmark, Germany, Italy, Sweden) supported the second of the two options above while one administration (Luxembourg) supported the first one.

(97) Mr Aridto (Italy) asked that FM50 debates at its April meeting about the number of administrations that should support a given new application to have the later retained in case WGFM advises FM50 to take into account any additional application.
7. Work Programme
(98) Mr Le Dévendec (ECO) informed the group on the status of the WP for FM50.
8. Any other business
(99) Mr Le Devendec introduced information documents FM50(12)INFO 001 and INFO 002 providing information respectively on the latest updates implemented in the ECC/CEPT portal and on the workshops organised by the ECC/CEPT in the forthcoming months.
9. Future meeting(s)
(100) The following dates and venues were decided for the subsequent FM50 meetings:
· 3rd – 5th April 2012, Bologna
· 22nd (2.00 p.m.) – 25th May 2012, London
· 27th – 29th June, [Ireland]
· 25th (to be confirmed) – 27th July 2012, [SES, The Netherlands]
· 29th (to be confirmed) – 31st August 2012, location TBD
10. Approval of the minutes of the meeting

(101) The Minutes were approved by the meeting and are provided in document FM50(12)032.
11. Closure of the meeting

(102) The Chairman expressed his warm thanks to the German administration for the excellent facilities and hospitality provided during the meeting. He also thanked delegates for their active participation in the meeting. He wished all the participants a safe trip back home.
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