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	LIAISON STATEMENT

	Title:
	ERC/REC 70-03 in possible new format

	Date:
	29th February 2012

	
	

	From (source):
	ERM TG28

	Contact(s):
	Enrico Tosato ERM TG28 Chairman <enrico.tosato@ties.itu.int>  +  ERMSupport@etsi.org

	
	

	To:
	ECC SRD-MG Chairman Thomas Weber <Thomas.Weber@eco.cept.org>

	Copy to:
	TC ERM Chairman Gabrielle Owen <gabrielle.owen@agentschaptelecom.nl> 
ERM TG28 vice-Chairman Philippe Magneron <magneronp@hager.fr>
ERM TG28 vice-Chairman Josef Schuermann <J-Schuermann@jsconsult.de>
ERM TG28 Secretary Nick Long <nick.long@gcd.co.uk>

	
	

	Response to:
(if applicable)
	SRD-MG chairman’s 9th Feb. 2012 circular email calls for comments.
(see copy ERMTG28(12)31_011 )
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	Attachments: 
(if applicable)
	None

	



Dear Thomas,

TG28 notes the trial version of ECC Rec 70-03 you emailed out for comments on 9th February, and thanks you for this work.
At our 31st meeting on 27th to 29th February, we considered the new version and offer the comments below. Please note that this was not an exhaustive examination of every detail; nevertheless we trust the comments are useful.
We urge you to continue this useful exercise and offer our on-going assistance.
Best regards,

Enrico Tosato
Chairman ERM TG28


On Annex 1, please see our comments in a separate LS (ERMTG28(12)31_033r2)
In Annex 4, the final piece of text is deleted, is this correct? There is a similar question for Annex 9. 
In Annex 5, the footnote merits attention; the reference to 24.00 to 24.50 GHz should be 24.00-24.25 GHz.
We suggest other groups such as ETSI ERM TG-SRR could also be consulted.

The change in Table 9 could be seen as confusing. Because the footnote calls up another table this may be a case where moving the information into the original table makes it worse. We suggest simply putting something such as “subject to the restrictions in Table 10” in the RH column (notes).
In some places it says “shall” – is this the correct wording?
In some case it may be better to say “access mechanism described in EN…..”
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