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Liaison from ECC PT1 to ETSI BRAN, ETSI TFES, WG SE and SE PT 42 concerning the coexistence in the 2.6 GHz band and also the BRAN (EN 302 544 (draft)) and TFES (EN 301 908) harmonised standards
Dear All,

At its meeting in Athens (September 11-13), ECC PT1 has received a liaison statement from BRAN (Doc ECC PT1(07)091), a liaison statement from SE PT 42 (Doc ECC PT1(07)093), a liaison statement from ETSI (Doc ECC PT1(07)094) and three technical inputs from Ericsson (Doc ECC PT1(07)98), Germany (Doc ECC PT1(07)096) and France (Doc ECC PT1(07)097).

The Ericsson and French technical inputs received by ECC PT1 are demonstrating that, in certain scenarios, there is an issue of coexistence between BWA TDD and UMTS FDD, which confirms the situation already identified in ITU-R Report M.2030 between UMTS TDD and FDD. ECC PT1 has decided to analyse further the issue of coexistence between TDD and FDD networks and between unsynchronized TDD networks, taking into account the analysis already carried out by ITU-R, in order to provide guidance on coexistence issue and possible solutions.

Considering the tight time schedule of SE PT 42, ECC PT1 intends to progress its work by correspondence and to finalize a draft ECC Report at its next meeting (January 2008). The ECC PT1 correspondence group will provide SE PT 42 with their preliminary conclusions for their consideration by the end of November. 
In parallel, ECC PT1 has started to discuss potential solutions for addressing the coexistence issue. 

It is recognized that several technical and regulatory elements can be combined for addressing the issue of coexistence between FDD and TDD:

· The additional requirement for ACLR, ACS and spectrum mask which could be added in the ETSI harmonised standards.
· The technical conditions for licences which are under study within SE PT 42 using the BEM concept which covers elements such as spectrum mask, eirp, etc….
· Guard bands as part of the licensing conditions.
· Other mitigations techniques as studied by ITU-R. These other mitigations techniques may be defined through the harmonised standards, the licence conditions or relying on negotiations between operators in cases where both have an interest in a successful negotiation.
It has been noted that TFES has defined specific additional requirement for UTRA TDD ACLR for the protection of FDD base station to address the compatibility issue identified in ITU-R M.2030 and this was highlighted in some studies submitted to ECC PT1. However, it should be clarified whether such additional requirement can significantly improve the coexistence taking into account that it depends on both TDD BS ACLR and FDD BS ACS (i.e., when the dominant interference mechanism is the lack of selectivity of the receiver, an increase of the ACLR would marginally improve the interference scenario). ECC PT1 would be interested in getting the views:

· from TFES on how the ACLR and ACS values for UMTS TDD and FDD were derived and how they apply to the coexistence issue, 

· from BRAN, on how the ACLR and ACS values for BRAN TDD and FDD were derived and how they apply to the coexistence issue, and, 
· from TFES and BRAN, whether there would be some scope for improvement.
ECC PT1 will not study the issue of compatibility between FDD uplink in the 2.6 GHz and FDD downlink external since ETSI stated that, for equipment using the centre gap for additional downlink, 1900-1920 MHz would be paired with 2600-2620 MHz and 2010-2025 MHz with 2585-2600 MHz. ECC PT1 is considering that this inherent guard band between FDD uplink and FDD downlink is expected to be sufficient to ensure the coexistence, and TFES could confirm this assumption. In addition, some administrations (e.g., UK) may develop other solutions to address coexistence while avoiding guard bands.
Overall, the combinations of the above solutions should reach a balanced solution and ensure an efficient use of the spectrum. Commonalities through harmonised standards and BEMs are important objectives, however, it is also recognised that there may be differences in guard bands or other technical conditions (e.g. to implement mitigation techniques) which would address satisfactorily all cases of deployment and that some flexibility may still be needed to adapt them to national specificities.
ECC PT1 is therefore seeking the information from BRAN and TFES on the solutions which have been or which may be implemented in the HS and is wishing to cooperate with SE PT 42 on the technical licensing conditions to improve the coexistence issue with the view to provide administrations with solutions to ensure the coexistence in the light of the results of the ongoing compatibility studies.
Best regards,

Peter Scheele

ECC PT1 Chairman

