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	Summary

Under SRD/MG activity in response to the 5th mandate of the European Commission on the update of the technical annex of the EC decision on SRD, it is requested to remove as much technical restrictions as possible from the technical annex and introducing application neutrality as much as possible in the different application categories. Furthermore, it is requested to investigate the possibility to create generic overlay bands or bands with common spectrum access parameters beyond the current frequency segments.

Regulatory context for each frequency band identified for specific SRD applications is elaborated from results of compatibility studies carried out by CEPT under several assumptions. These assumptions are taken into account in the process of defining the regulatory context but all assumptions are not reflected in the regulation (e.g. perspective of market penetration).



	Proposal

SRD/MG is invited to consider and to debate the French point of view as detailed in this document and to consider the opportunity to include some material from this contribution into CEPT report on the response to the 5th update as appropriate.



Introduction
Under SRD/MG activity in response to the 5th mandate of the European Commission on the update of the technical annex of the EC decision on SRD, one request is to remove as much technical restrictions as possible from the technical annex and to introduce application neutrality as much as possible in the different application categories. Furthermore, it is requested to investigate the possibility to create generic overlay bands or bands with common spectrum access parameters beyond the current frequency segments. Defining a generic limit for SRDs means that there is no clear framework on types of equipment implemented in the future for each considered frequency bands and this implies a major issue about principle under which this approach should be investigated.

General principle on how to deal with defining a generic SRD limit
Considering current SRD Regulations in Europe, one can note that, at least in shared bands, specific arrangements are required to allow SRDs to operate while ensuring protection of incumbent services, such as :

· maximum power, eirp, erp or magnetic field (in all cases)

· duty cycle (in some cases)

· indoor restrictions (RLAN 5 GHz, UWB)

· DFS, DAA or LBT (RLAN 5 GHz, UWB,…) 

· Power control

· Maximum bandwidth

· Antenna discrimination (SRR 24 GHz,…)

In most of the cases, these arrangements are associated to offer required levels of protection to existing regular radio-applications, recognising that, alone, a maximum power (or eirp,…) cannot provide such protection.

In addition, in the large majority of compatibility studies, operational characteristics of specific SRD under consideration (data rates, activity factors, direction of transmissions, assumptions on market deployment (i.e. numbers)) are taken into account to assess compatibility but are not reported or specified in the related Regulations.

Considering Generic ULP SRDs, all types of applications need to be assumed, presenting a variety of operational and technical characteristics. One should in particular note that some characteristics present advantages compared to a given type of potential victim service (e.g. terrestrial) while presenting obvious disadvantages compared to another type of radio service (e.g. satellite) and vice-versa.

Also, being generic, a large number of different applications with each huge number of devices would coexist in the same band, obviously presenting a maximum aggregation factor without any possibility of considering specific mitigation factors.

This means that, to determine a generic ULP SRDs power limit (actually only a maximum eirp density can respond to the requirement) that would ensure protection of all existing radio services, there is no other way than to consider worst case assumptions that can be summarised as follows :

· outdoor usage

· possibility of pointing at all elevations (equivalent to a 0 dBi antenna associated to an eirp density limit)

· 100 % activity factor

· 100 % duty cycle

· A maximum number of devices in order to assess the impact of the aggregation effect.

On this basis, it could be assumed that defining a generic underlay limit may be counterproductive and time consuming as the result of compatibility studies could be summarized by a too low generic power limit and too stringent operating conditions which may not be compatible with minimum industry requirements to produce compliant devices.
impact of introducing a generic SRD limit and for which benefit ?
Currently, restrictions mentioned in existing regulation are mostly derived from results of compatibility studies and so, relaxing these restrictions requires further analysis in order to evaluate the impact of such operation on the results of existing studies.

Otherwise, it should be highlighted that some current situations stress the fact that without requests from industry, a more relaxed regulation for a specific frequency band doesn’t foster industry to develop new applications (e.g. 17.1-to 17.3 GHz for Wide Band Transmission System). One reason is that in the SRDs market, the economic aspect is one of the key element which is taken into account to decide whether or not a device may be developed. Especially, developing a specific chipsets for an application may be regarded as a blocking point.
In addition, the goal of defining relaxing limit in a frequency band is to introduce new devices. This includes on the one hand, a stronger impact of the aggregation effect on existing radio services and on the other hand, possible compatibility problems on operating SRD in the band. Hence, such operation requires a great care and requires thorough studies on a case by case. 

Conclusions
France is of the view that defining a generic SRD overlay couldn’t be assumed as coherent step forward to foster innovative approach in the SRD domain. This exercise has already been done several years ago and the result was similar.

SRD-MG should consider whether such work is really worth being studied since it could more than likely represent a purely theoretical approach, leading to generic SRD limits which don’t fulfil the minimum requirements to operate.

France foresees these investigations to be rather counterproductive: their outcome would likely bring no benefits for SRD industry and users.

France instead supports an approach consisting of identifying (for justified needs) suitable frequency bands for SRDs, or more generally for collective use of spectrum, taking into account other existing and planned uses. Compatibility studies need then to be performed so as to determine efficient condition of use of the spectrum and avoid harmful interferences, as was done for frequency band 57 – 66 GHz and more recently for smartmetering/smartgrid applications.
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