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	Summary:
	This document contains a summary of results of the public consultation of the draft ECC Report 187. SE7 at their meeting at ECO (3 – 4 December 2012) considered comments and provided their view reflected in the last column of the Table.

	Proposal:
	WGSE is invited to consider received comments on draft ECC Report 187 Compatibility study between mobile communication on board aircraft (MCA) and ground-based systems. 

	Background:
	The above draft documents have been sent to public consultation at the last WG SE meeting in Wroclaw lasting until 14th November 2012.

The rest of this document contains a summary of all comments received during public consultation and SE7 actions regarding those comments.


SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
From the public consultation of deliverables from the 62nd WG SE meeting (Wroclaw, Poland, 10-14 Sept. 2012)
1) Draft ECC Report 187 Compatibility study between mobile communication on board aircraft (MCA) and ground-based systems (SE7).
The draft ECC Report 187 as provided for the public consultation is attached. 
For this draft ECC Report the following comment were received:

1. Ericsson: Annex 2
2. Russian Federation: Annex 3
3. CRAF: Annex 4
4. Austria: Annex 5a and 5b
5. ASFCG: Annex 6
6. OnAir: Annex 7a and 7b
	Comment number
	Section number/ Clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	SE7 view 

	RUS/1
	0 and 8
	
	General
	-
	It’s proposed to specify the technology studied  in 1800 MHz band as a connectivity technology on board aircraft and reflect the compatibility analysis results.
	Accepted by SE7

	CRAF/1
	Executive Summary
	
	
	
	It was found that in the 2600 MHz connectivity band, compatibility with adjacent band radar services could not be ensured at height below 9000 metres above ground. Compatibility with the adjacent band Radio astronomy service primary allocation at 2690-2700 MHz can be achieved assuming that the out-of-band emission outside the aircraft is lower than – 66.4 dBm/10 MHz at 3000 metres. To achieve compatibility with the RAS secondary allocation in the shared band at 2655-2690 MHz would require the same limit on emissions. It is therefore concluded that this band should not be used for connectivity.


	Approved by SE7 and needs to be in line with additional studies   provided by OnAir.

	ASFCG/01
	Exec Summary / Conclusions
	0 / 8
	General / technical
	The situation on the use of the band by the NCU when “controlling” the 2600 MHz band within the on-board system appears to be unclear. The draft Report 187 conclusion states “With respect to the controlled bands, the studies have shown that there is no change in power level defined outside the aircraft for the 1800 MHz, 2100 MHz and 2600 MHz in the ECC/DEC(06)07 [1].” referring to the NCU power levels. The supporting material for this statement does not appear to be contained or referenced in this draft Report 187. It may be that the studies referred to are contained in an earlier ECC deliverable and that the scenario considered at 2600 MHz has not changed but the reference would be helpful, particularly in the light of the situation considered in ECC Report 174.
	We cannot propose any specific text changes but would it be possible to provide some supporting information in the document to address this issue?
	SE7 provided clarifications by giving a reference to ECC Report 93

	RUS/2
	2.1
	Table 2
	General / Editorial
	-
	In “Connectivity bands” line it’s proposed:

- insert 1800 MHz band with reference to respective technology;

- delete reference to LTE 2100;

- delete units “MHz” after reference to LTE 2600.
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/1
	2.1
	
	Editorial
	onboardpicocell
	On board Pico cell
	Agreed by SE7 

	Ericsson/2
	2.1
	
	Editorial
	analysisof
	analysis of
	Agreed by SE7 

	RUS/3
	2.2
	Table 3
	Editorial
	-
	It’s proposed to delete 1st line, as GSM 1800 is not considered as technology on board aircraft in draft Report.
	SE7 agreed to make a reference to ECC Report 93 instead. 

	CRAF/2
	Section 2.2
	Table 3 and 4
	
	
	Add RAS (2655-2690 MHz) when appropriate
	SE7 approved  these changes

	Ericsson/3
	2.3
	Scenario 1 and table 6
	General
	Scenario 1: use MCL, while table 6 mention simulation cases as well
	Change simulation case in table with e.g. “covered frequency band” 
	Agreed by SE7 

	Ericsson/4
	2.3 
	Scenario 3 and figure 5 title.

Scenario 4
	Editorial
	Scenario 3: NCU/ac-NodeBimpact

Scenario 4: NCU/ac-NodeBimpact
	Scenario 3: NCU/ac-NodeB impact

Scenario 4: NCU/ac-NodeB impact
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/5
	2.3
	Figure 6 title
	Editorial
	NCU/ac-NodeBinterfereing
	NCU/ac-NodeB interfereing
	Agreed by SE7

	Austria/1
	Section 3
	
	Technical
	The Report includes no hint about the measurement method of the Altitude of the aircraft above ground level which can have an enormous impact on the compatibility in alpine regions.
	Adding following clause under section3:

Above alpine regions a minimum flight altitude of 5000 m above ground is required. As an alternative, systems can be used which measure the minimum flight altitude of 3000 m above ground from the highest point of a square having sides of 10 or more kilometers in length, or other systems which guarantee at least an equal standard of protection of terrestrial mobile systems. 
	Agreed by SE7 taking into account contribution from OnAir.

	CRAF/3
	Section 6.1
	
	Typo
	
	Consequently, its coexistence with other services in adjacent and shared bands needs careful management. From the RAS perspective, the bands near 2.7 GHz are important because it can produce receivers with extremely low noise characteristics and there is a low galactic background; they are mainly used for continuum observations in many European observatories either as single dish or for coordinated simultaneous measurements across Europe. 


	Agreed by SE7 

	CRAF/4
	Section 6.2
	
	Technical
	
	Recommendation ITU-R RA.769-2 provides the protection criteria for radio astronomical measurements. The appropriate value for the band 2690-2700 MHz is  207 dBW/10MHz or -177 dBm/10MHz, which also applies to all systems operated in the adjacent band 2655-2690 MHz at, or near the location of the radio telescope.


	SE7 approved  these changes

	OnAir /2


	Section 6.3
	
	Editorial
	In order to take into account comment OnAir/1, it is proposed to add the radar antenna pattern in elevation as provided in Figure 13 of EC Report 174. 
	See attachment 2 
	SE7 approved  these additional information to be added to the draft ECC Report 

	OnAir/3
	Section 7
	
	General/ technical

Compatibility study related to LTE2600
	As the conclusion related to the impact on the radars has changed, then the compatibility analysis between the onboard LTE and ground network has to be performed 
	OnAir propose the compatibility study in the 2.6 GHz band: See attachment 3
Revision of the executive  summary and Conclusion : See attachment 5
	SE7 approved  this comments  
SE7 approved comments 

	OnAir/4
	Section 7
	
	Compatibility study related to LTE1800
	The report is supposed to consider LTE connectivity in 1800 MHz amongst others. This study was not performed. 
	OnAir propose the compatibility study in this band: See attachment 4
Revision of the executive summary and Conclusion: See attachment 5
	SE7 approved  this comments  
SE7 approved comments

	Ericsson/6
	7.1.1
	First §, second sentence
	Editorial  
	….in In the scenarios
	….in the scenarios
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/7
	7.1.1
	Formula
	General
	 What is Prec g-Node BUE? Is it expected noise or is it received noise?
	Needs clarification
	SE7 agreed to amend  accordingly 

	RUS/4
	7.1.1
	Paragraph 1 and 2
	General / Editorial
	The reference to scenario 5 and 6 is not required in this section as it’s dedicated to scenario 2. 

The number of ac-UE and e.i.r.p. values are provided before Table 18.
	Following redaction is proposed:
“   In this scenario, the impact of the ac-UE (of a single aircraft) on the ground-based base station (g-NodeB) noise level was studied. 
   ”
	Agreed by SE7 

	RUS/5
	7.1.2
	Paragraph 1
	Editorial
	-
	It’s proposed to correct spelling:

“   Tables below shows the SEAMCAT results for different values of e.i.r.p. of ac-UE for different number of ac-UE.   ”
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/8
	7.1.2
	I. Parameters…
	General
	There is no reference to the numbers in tables.  Table 19:NodeB has not 3.84 MHz channel. UE sensitivity for LTE seems very good@3.84 MHz …
	Needs clarification 
	UMTS was studied, so UMTS BW was used.

	Ericsson/9
	7.1.2
	II) last sentence above table 23
	Editorial
	Table 23provides
	Table 23 provides
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/10
	7.1.2
	III) last sentence above table 25
	Editorial
	Table 25shows
	Table 25 shows
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/12
	7.2.2
	I. ACLR
	Editorial 
	50 dB belongs to 25.104 series for the second ACLR

36.104 defines 45 dB
	36.104 defines 45 dB
	Agreed by SE7

	Ericsson/11
	7.4.4
	First§
	Technical
	Why is a channel BW of 5 MHz used with 1or 3 active UE, compare to previous 10 MHz channel BW
	Clarification needs
	Agreed by SE7

	OnAir/5
	Section 7.6
	
	Technical
	When simulation performed with SEAMCAT, the aircraft attenuation was not taken into account in the interfering transmitter power.

Additionally, when performing the busy days, the distribution of the aircraft height refers to the “normal day”.


	OnAir propose some revisions on the section 7.6. See attachment 6
	SE7 approved  these changes 

	CRAF/5
	Section 7.7.1
	
	Technical
	
	This is the ‘single entry’ worst case and requires modification subject to the likely density of aircraft around the observatory, which could produce a significant continuous additional background noise level. This situation is under consideration.


	Agreed by SE7

	OnAir/1
	Section 7.7.2
	
	Technical
	Table 52 provides the power level received from the onboard system by the radar. However, in the calculation, the maximum antenna gain of the radar was considered at 90° elevation angle.

As provided in the ECC report 174, it shows that the maximum elevation angle of radar antenna is around 37° as such, when the aircraft is just above the radar, it cannot seen the maximum gain (see figure 15 of EC report 174. Same comments for the ATC radar (see Figure 13 of ECC report 174). It is proposed to revise the study.
	See attachment 1
	SE7 approved  these changes 

	CRAF/6
	Conclusion
	
	Technical
	
	It was found that in the 2600 MHz connectivity band, compatibility with adjacent band radar services could not be ensured at height below 9000 metres above ground. ,. Compatibility with the adjacent band Radio astronomy service can be achieved assuming that the out-of-band emission outside the aircraft is lower than – 66.4 dBm/10 MHz at 3000 metres. To achieve compatibility with the RAS secondary allocation in the shared band at 2655-2690 MHz would require the same limit on emissions. It is therefore concluded that this band should not be used for connectivity.
With respect to the controlled bands, the studies have shown that there is no change in power level defined outside the aircraft for the 1800 MHz, 2100 MHz and 2600 MHz in the ECC/DEC(06)07 [1].


	The text concerning the secondary allocation to RAS was adopted.
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