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Dear Bruno, 
At its October 2011 meeting, WGFM agreed on a questionnaire to collect information regarding the efficiency of the DFS mechanism used by 5 GHz WAS/RLAN to protect radar systems. 
The consultation results provided by the ECO have been considered by the SRDMG during their March 2012 meeting in London. From a total of 32 countries that responded, 16 countries reported more than 200 interference cases within the time frame 2010/2011.
An initial assessment leads to the conclusion that the majority of the reported interference cases were caused by:
· co-channel operation with meteorological radar within the frequency range from 5600 to 5650 MHz. No interference into military radars were reported but that does not necessarily mean that there was no interference into these radars.. Moreover, 5 GHz tactical military radars may only operate  temporary;
· outdoor RLAN equipment with directional antennas, outdoor (public) WiFi networks, wireless surveillance cameras, or BFWA. These are essentially all fixed outdoor  installations;

· equipment which allows user to change settings that could impact the compliance of the equipment (Country settings, DFS on/off, operating frequency) with the regulations and foster unlawful operations.
Special attention was given to the last point as a considerable number of the reported interference cases were  caused by equipment where the DFS mechanism was disabled, even though the equipment was declared to be compliant with version 1.5.1 of EN 301 893. This is in contradiction with clause 4.9 of EN 301 893 v1.5.1. The manufacturer should not have declared the equipment to be compliant with the essential requirements of Directive 1999/5/EC when the user can simply disable or alter the DFS settings.  This aspect (user access to DFS) is specifically addressed in EN 301 893 (versions 1.4.1 and above). Therefore we may conclude that the majority of the equipment referred to in the feedback received, is non-compliant equipment. It is worth noting that in several cases of such non-compliant equipment, Notified Bodies had issued a positive opinion. In addition, feedback has shown that some equipment providers had made no effort to ensure compliance of their equipment with the existing DFS provisions.
In addition to violating the DFS requirements (disabling), some cases were reported where harmful interference was caused into radars located up to 100 Km from the RLAN location, also depending on the special geographical situation. Further investigation is required, but this could indicate that the e.i.r.p limits may not be respected by the concerned RLAN equipment. The use of high gain directional antennas is not forbidden but requires a reduction of the TX output power and this may be omitted in these cases.  The majority of reported interference cases referred to a separation distance from 1 to 30 km.

It has to be noted that in some cases re-enabling the DFS mechanism (where it was disabled) was not sufficient to stop the interference. These cases need to be further investigated. No verification testing was performed to verify whether the equipment was compliant with the DFS performance requirements as described in the ETSI standard. 
The Czech Republic reports that there is currently estimated more than 275 000 RLAN 5 GHz equipment in their country and that, as a result, its 2 meteorological radars are constantly interfered.
Many interference cases were solved by manual change of the operating channel of the interferer. All aspects of manual changing of the settings of 5 GHz RLAN equipment need further investigation, in particular with regard to the requirements stipulated on article 4.4 of the 2005/513/EC, also from the market enforcement perspective, and how the equipment could possibly meet the requirements.  

Conclusions
The vast majority of reported interference cases were caused by outdoor fixed installed interferers that operated in the same frequencies as the radar. 

A considerable number of the reported interference cases were caused by equipment where the DFS mechanism was disabled. 
In some cases higher e.i.r.p. levels seems to be in use.

Some equipment providers had made no effort to ensure compliance of their equipment with the existing DFS provisions.
It is worth noting that in several cases of such non-compliant equipment, Notified Bodies had issued a positive opinion.
SRD/MG is of the view that a liaison statement to ADCO and to RTTE CA is necessary to inform them about these findings since these concern non-compliant equipment. 
In addition, SRDMG proposes to create an ECC report based on responses to the questionnaire to include the collected information and investigate and analyse further the situation. 10 administrations expressed support for a new work item during the SRD/MG meeting.

SRD/MG would like to invite WGSE to consider these preliminary findings and to provide feedback to the upcoming WG FM meeting.
