Comments on draft ECC Report 206 

“Compatibility studies in the band 5725-5875 MHz between SRD equipment for wireless industrial applications and other systems”


0	Sources

Administration/Company/Entity: 
· BNetzA (54 comments)
· Sweden (1 comment)
· Kapsch (6 comments)


1 	General Comments


2	Proposals related to the ECC Deliverables

In the below Table the comments are summarised and the attached revised draft ECC Report provides the changes in the track changes mode. The comments suggesting changes to the content are coloured yellow 

	Comment number
	Section number/ Clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	SE24 comments

	D/1
	Executive summary
	
	Editorial
	Some editorial 
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/2

	Executive summary and conclusions

	Table 1 and 92, Radilocation
	Technical
	To add the following text to the "Radiolocation"-comments line
	       
	A DAA mitigation technique that is fully in operation at all times is mandatory. This must be ensured by the manufacturers of the WIA devices. Moreover, as the frequency band  in question is dedicated to military services in some European countries, thus furtherreaching restrictions may apply.
DFS as developed for WLAN and BFWA does not allow detecting all types of radars  (cf. e.g. ECC Report 192).  Recommendation ITU-R M.1638, which lists the radar characteristics for the 5 GHz range, is under revision in ITU WP 5B. Due to the ongoing process this report at hand does not encompass all types of radars.
	Accepted

	D/3
	Executive summary and conclusions

	Table 1 and 92, RTTT
	Technical
	DAA was not considered in the RTTT studies. A sentence is suggested to clarify why. 
	New sentence: 
DAA mitigation techniques were not considered due to the small separation distances which might be handled by a coordination procedure.  
	Conclusions were reviewed in order to include the revised antenna pattern for the RTTT.

	D/4
	Executive summary and conclusions

	Note 1 below Table 1 and 92
	Technical
	The last two sentences from Note 1 are suggested to be moved to a new Note 4; in addition a sentence is added to Note 4 to clarify that separation distances might be enforceable with such an approach.

In consequence, the new Note 4 is added now to Radioloc, BFWA, ITS and RTTT
	New Note 4: 
Note 4: A registration / light licensing procedure for WIA could clearly identify the national used spectrum by WIA installations; DFS/DAA may not be required with such an approach. Separation distances might be enforceable with such an approach (e.g. to tolling bridges, RTTT).
	Accepted

	D/5
	Executive summary and conclusions

	Notes below Table 1 and 92
	Technical
	It might be worth to mention that BFWA, ITS and WIA are based on IEEE 802.11 and that based on the features of IEEE 802.11 a coexistence between those applications might be possible.
	New Note 5:
BFWA, ITS and WIA are based on IEEE 802.11 and based on the features of IEEE 802.11 a coexistence between those applications might be possible without further mitigation techniques.
	Accepted with modifications.
The same modifications were implemented in the conclusions of the document.

	D/6
	1 Introduction
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/7
	2.1
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/8
	2.2
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/9
	3.1.1
	
	General
	
	It should be emphasized, that the Recommendation ITU-R M.1638 is under revision in ITU WP 5B, and that the new radars proposed to be added in a revised version of Recommendation ITU-R M.1638 are not accounted for in this report (e.g. bistatic radars).
	Accepted

	D/10
	3.1.2 Operational characteristics of Radiolocation systems
	
	General
	Additional sentence suggested at the end of section 3.1.2
	       
	It shall be emphasized that some radar systems are designed such that they provide system reserves that shall not be exploited by underlay technology.
	Accepted with modifications.

	D/11
	3.2 RTTT
	
	Editorial, General
	ECC/DEC(02)01 is not longer in force, withdrawed by ECC/DEC(12)04. This is tried to be reflected now.
	The changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/12
	3.2.1 RTTT
	
	General
	Add the following sentence to clarify the assumptions.
	The antenna pattern from Figure 6 has been used in this report for RSU and OBU.
	Revised antenna patterns were made available.

	D/12
	3.2.2 RTTT
	
	Technical
	
	Footnote 1 needs to be clarified.
	Delete Note 1 since the sensitivity is already given in Table 7.

	D/13
	3.3 FS
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/14
	3.3.2 BFWA
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/15
	3.3.2 BFWA
	
	General
	The last sentence appears irrelevant in this report.
	Delete “The 5.725-5.875 GHz band should be able to provide sufficient spectrum for commercial BFWA operations, even though exclusive frequency allocations and channel co-ordination is not envisaged in this band.”
	Accepted

	D/16
	3.4 FSS
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/17
	3.5 Amateur
	
	Editorial
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/18
	3.6 ITS
	
	General, Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
Especially the reference to ECC/REC(08)01 is added.
	Accepted

	D/19
	3.6.1 ITS
	Table 14
	General
	It’s confusing to see the “Allowable Interfering Power at receiver antenna” which is a virtual power level at the antenna and not at the receiver input. 
	To make it more clear the power at the victim receiver is added.
	Accepted

	D/20
	3.6.1 ITS
	
	General
	
	It should be clarified what the difference between RSU and OBU is, and if only IVC is considered, then should be clarified, that both parts having the same characteristics.
	The assumptions for the different antennas (pointing directions…) were clarified.

	D/21
	3.6.1 ITS
	Table 14, 15
	General
	
	It is not clear why 33 dBm was chosen in Table 14for ITS Tx, while Table 15 shows only 0 or 23 dBm for the channels in the  band 5855-5875
	This is based on the existing regulations.

	D/22
	3.7.1 SRD
	
	General
	Add the following sentence.
	Updated system parameters and examples of real existing equipment were not available at the time this report has been created.
	Accepted

	D/23
	4.1.1.1 Radioloc
	
	Editorial
	Editorial improvements in the Tables
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/24
	4.1.1.2 Radioloc
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted 

	D/25
	4.1.2 Radioloc
	
	Editorial
	Parts of this section appear redundant and should be deleted. Additional text is suggested to make this section more clear.
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted.

	D/26
	4.1.3 Radioloc
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/27
	4.1.4 Radioloc
	
	General
	Additional sentence suggested at the end of section
4.1.4
	The Recommendation ITU-R M.1638 is under revision in ITU WP 5B. The report at hand  is based on only those radars which are already described in Recommendation ITU-R M.1638  that is in force. The report at hand  does not encompass the newly introduced types of radars in the ITU working document.
	Accepted

	F/28
	4.2.1.1.1 RTTT
	Table 25
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/29
	4.2.1.2.1 RTTT
	
	General
	To clarify the assumptions for the OBU a Table is suggested.
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted.

	D/30
	4.2.1.2.1 RTTT
	
	Technical
	It is not clear why a Rx BW for the OBU of 1MHz has been used. Should it not be 200 MHz?

	The calculations in table 29 (previous 28) should be checked.
	Calculations were redone assuming 200 MHz for the receiver bandwidth.

	D/31
	4.2.2 RTTT
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/32
	4.2.2.2 RTTT
	
	Technical
	The SEAMCAT simulations used a 20dBi antenna for the RSU and 10 dBi for the OBU; the MCL calculatiosn used 10dBi for both sides? Section 3.6.1 shows 10dBi for RSU and 8 dBi for OBU.
	Whole section on RTTT to be checked on consistency in the assumption of the antenna of RSU and OBU.
	Relevant tables were updated based on the revised antenna pattern.


	D/33
	4.2.2.3.3 RTTT
	
	General
	Note added to explain why the RTTT frequency was randomly distributed
	
	Accepted

	D/34
	4.2.3 RTTT
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Relevant tables were updated based on the revised antenna pattern.

	D/35
	4.3.2.1 BFWA
	
	Editorial, General
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
The following sentence is added:
It should be noted that in this senario the BFWA antenna main beam is assumed to be always pointing to the WIA installation and thus the simulations shows a worst case.
	Accepted (clarifications)

	D/36
	4.3.2.2 BFWA
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/37
	4.3.2.3 BFWA
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/38
	4.3.2.4 BFWA
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted with some modifications in English.

	D/39
	4.3.2.4.2 BFWA
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
Title of Figure 33, 34 to be aligned with Table 51
	Accepted

	D/40
	4.3.2.5 BFWA
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/41
	4.4 FSS
	
	Editorial, General
	
	Some editorial changes are suggested in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted except the proposal in the conclusion part

	D/42
	4.5.3 Amateur
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.

	Accepted with revisions.

	D/43
	4.7 ITS
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/44
	4.7.1.2.1 ITS
	Table 69
	Technical
	Error in table 69, while summary table 70 is correct; 
	Numbers are corrected according to the Excel file attached to the report

	Accepted

	D/45
	4.7.2.2 ITS
	Table 72 and 73
	Editorial
	
	Order exchanged to show first the results with small separation distance.
	Accepted

	D/46
	4.7.2.2 ITS
	Table 73
	Technical
	We got for example for the urban scenario 9 0.3% instead of 4.2%; in addition the used C/I criteria in SEAMCAT is 9 dB instead of 6 dB.
	All ITS simulations should be checked; it should also be clarified if in the urban environment any separation distance is required (Simulation with 5m)
	Results were checked and updated when appropriate.

	D/47
	4.7.3
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Updated based on D/46.  

	D/48
	4.8 SRD
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/49
	4.9
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/50
	Annex 3
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/51
	Annex 4
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/52
	Annex 5.2
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are visible in the attached revised draft ECC Report 206.
	Accepted

	D/53
	Annex 6
	
	Editorial
	
	ECC/REC(08)01 added
	Accepted

	D/54
	
	All Figures
	Editorial
	All Figures have been JPG-compressed with the consequence of a reduced document size. 
	The revised report is provided with the figures cleaned up.
	Accepted

	S/1
	
	
	Scope of the Report
	The Report has not shown that WIA services will not cause interference to possible future RLAN applications introduced in the frequency band 5725-5875 MHz.
In order to co-exist with future RLAN applications which may be introduced in the frequency band 5725-5875 MHz, the use of WIA may be subject to mitigation techniques

	
	Text was added in order to cover this point (before section 3.1) and in the conclusion.

	K/1
	3.2.1

	Before figure 6
	Technical
	The antennas in figure 6 is not typical for RTTT.
	Add the following text:
RSU transmitter antennas are different depending on type of road toll. The antenna beam can be narrow to achieve a small communication zone, only covering one toll lane. Or it can be wider to intentionally overlap with adjacent toll lanes. The transmitter antenna elevation performance is limited by CEN 12253 Item No. D4a. The maximum output power level of 33 dBm E.I.R.P. LHCP is allowed to be used for a transmission angle of up to 70° relative to a vector perpendicular to the road surface pointing downwards. For all other elevation angles the output power level can be 18 dBm at maximum. Because almost all road tolling systems use this maximum allowed output power level, usually the gain is reduced by 15 dBi for elevation angles outside the 70° range.
A typical RSU receiver antenna has a maximum gain of 13 dBi LHCP and the antenna beam overlaps with adjacent toll lanes (wide beam). Outside the main beam the polarization is not defined.
Hence, for distances of more than 50 m from the RSU a linear polarized antenna gain of -5 dBi in all azimuth directions can be assumed.
	Revised antenna patterns were made available. Calculations were re-done.

	K/2

	3.2.1
	Figure 6
	Technical
	Different antenna performance used in MCL and SEAMCAT simulations.
	Change the following text:
Antenna pattern RSU
to
Antenna pattern RSU used in SEAMCAT simulations
	Revised antenna patterns were made available. Calculations were re-done

	K/3

	4.2.1.1.1
	Table 25
	Technical
	Simulations based on 5 dB less “side lobe” and wider lobe.
	Change to table presented in annex A
	Accepted

	K/4

	4.2.1.1.1
	Table 26
	Technical
	Simulations based on 5 dB less “side lobe” and wider lobe.
	Change to table presented in annex B
	Accepted

	K/5

	0
	Table 1
	Technical
	Simulations based on 5 dB less “side lobe” and wider lobe.
	In section for RTTT change the following:
Urban environment no separation distance required
change to
Urban environment 300 m
Suburban environment 100 m
change to
Suburban environment 600 m
Rural environment 500 m
change to
Rural environment 1000 m
	SEAMCAT simulations based on the proposed antenna pattern were run. Results are updated.

	K/6

	5
	Table 92
	Technical
	Simulations based on 5 dB less “side lobe” and wider lobe.
	In section for RTTT change the following:
Urban environment no separation distance required
change to
Urban environment 300 m
Suburban environment 100 m
change to
Suburban environment 600 m
Rural environment 500 m
change to
Rural environment 1000 m
	SEAMCAT simulations based on the proposed antenna pattern were run. Results are updated.




