Question 6: Do the existing 863-870 MHz regulations suit your application(s)?

NL: The current regulation for a number of manufacturers gives problems in the category of exclusive spectrum access and related reliability.

Combined with the results of question 1 section 3 that the majority of manufacturers use Duty Cycle based systems we may conclude that a changeover from DC to LBT+AFA could improve this situation significantly. A mandatory LBT+AFA access scheme for certain bands should be considered.
Question  7:  Do the existing spectrum access techniques (FHSS, DSSS, LBT, DC, etc), for the use of the frequency band 863-870 MHz, suit your application(s)?

NL: FHSS systems do not work as energy spreading systems in relative narrow frequency bands but merely as a set of parallel DC based systems and as such cause more harm than benefit in general. Remove FHSS from regulation
DSSS
NL: DSSS works only as a mitigation technique when sufficient spectrum is available and only when good quality relatively  expensive receivers are used. In the 863-870 there is clearly a mismatch with most of  the other access techniques but with the low power levels currently in regulation not much harm is done. Don’t remove from regulation but do not make new provisions in regulation.
LBT + AFA
NL: Almost half of the responders think LBT+AFA could suit their application, the only reason for not using it is cost and the sometimes comfortable status quo in certain frequency segments or expectations that cannot be fulfilled with an SRD demanding equal spectrum access.
Voluntary LBT+AFA should be rewarded without blocking out DC only devices, a better and more complete definition of LBT+AFA should be developed.
LBT

NL: LBT only, without describing further actions and timing issues, is by some administrations considered a method that does not guarantee equal spectrum access. Industry confirms this.

Define LBT better in order of thresholds and timing issues.
Question  8: 

NL: A number of interference cases are the result of poor receiver performance. It is to be expected that the number of these cases will increase in the future. 

Pay more attention to SRD receiver specs in ECC studies and include meaningful receiver specs in standards.
Question 9: If you are producing products for the world market, how important is harmonisation between different regions to you.

NL: Changing regulation in general or adding new bands to for example 70-03 or the EC SRD decision is not the point here but restricting the use of existing bands in the current regulation should not be done on a regular bases. The change in the 300-220 is an example of how things may go wrong for certain manufacturers even it seems to be an improvement in general.

Adding restrictions to spectrum access in both regulation or standards should be done only after a detailed ECC study and not in small committee. 
Question 11: Would you prefer an increase or a decrease in the number of spectrum access techniques (Duty Cycle, LBT, FHSS, DSSS, AFA etc.) in the regulations ?
NL: The main concern is that a change in regulation may mean a costly change in a manufacturers product. On the other hand more flexibility is requested.

Don’t add more options but make more flexible rules for the existing options.

Question 14: Do you think certain applications require some kind of protection in regulation ?

Question 15: If the answer was yes, then how such protection should be achieved ?

NL (14 and 15): true protection may only be realised in three ways

1: By spectrummanagement with licensing

2: By spectrummanagement without licensing 

3: A combination of equal spectrum access dictated by standards in combination with self protection in the form of for example redundancy, acknowledgement mechanisms or error correction.
The problem with certain SRD applications is that is chosen for options 2 with a little bit of option 3 while only option 3 is the correct one.
Only option 3 should be used in the future creating an environment of constant average availability of spectrum without protecting any SRD by keeping certain frequency segments empty.

Question 16: Do you feel it is possible to enhance the existing 863-870 MHz band regulations? E.g. reducing further band segmentation.

NL: the main message is that current users are satisfied and newcomers are not, on the other hand some newcomers ask more than can reasonably be realized. For example combining the whole spectrum under one regulation is impossible to realize.

A number of given suggestions however should be considered.

Question 17: Are there emerging market needs or requirements for your business applications that would fall in any portion of the 863-870 MHz band? If yes, may they be fitted in the present 863-870 MHz regulations?

NL a large number of responses are related to smart metering. Consider expansion of the metering segment.

Question 18: Do you agree with the principle of “application and technology neutrality”?

NL: It would have been better to split between application neutrality and technology neutrality. From the answers you can read that the concept of application neutrality is more accepted that the concept of technology neutrality. 
Keep application neutrality as a key point for changing regulation
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