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Potential Responses for Members to the French Consultation
The following represents views from the perspective of the of the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group on some of the questions posed in the French Public Consultation document released by ART and posted to the IEEE 802 servers and to the Radio Regulatory website during the January interim meeting of 802.11 and 802.15 as 

RR-02-012r0_French_Consultation_Document.pdf
This document is intended to be informative and provide some guidance and food for thought on how members and their companies might  wish to respond to some of the questions in the consultation document.

Note:  The due date for responses to the Public Consultation is Feb. 15, 2002, and information on how to respond is contained in the document referenced above.

Q1.1 Can the equipment available on the market be used in accordance with applicable French

legislation?

	2.45 GHz: 
	This is manufacturer dependent, as far as known, equipment can be tailored to limit the channelization  to the French requirements.

	
	A manufacturer can label the devices for indoor only use for the higher power device and indoor/outdoor use for lower power devices.

	
	

	
	

	5150-5250 MHz: 
	Manufacturers are working towards implementing the ERC Decision 99/23. The requirement is to perform Frequency Selection in such a manner as to spread system usage uniformly over 330 MHz. 

	
	The ERC Decision requires mitigation by Power Control of at least 3 dB to share with other occupants of these bands.

	
	We recommend harmonization of the usage in this band with the ERC Decision.

	
	Reference document ITU-R JRG 8A-9B/86 and /87.

	5250-5350 MHz:
	Manufacturers are working towards implementing the ERC Decision 99/23. The requirement is to perform Frequency Selection in such a manner as to spread system usage uniformly over 330 MHz. 

However, the French table of frequencies currently only requires DFS over 100 MHz and only provides enough spectrum to spread over 200 MHz even if the 5150-5250 MHz band were used for DFS.

	
	The ERC Decision requires mitigation by Power Control of at least 3 dB to share with other occupants of these bands.

	
	We recommend harmonization of the usage in this band with the ERC Decision.

	
	Reference document ITU-R JRG 8A-9B/86 and /87.

	5470-5725 MHz
	Manufacturers are working towards implementing the ERC Decision 99/23. The requirement is to perform Frequency Selection in such a manner as to spread system usage uniformly over 330 MHz. 

However, the French table of frequencies currently only requires DFS over 100 MHz and only provides enough spectrum to spread over 200 MHz even if the 5150-5250 MHz band were used for DFS.

Thus access to this part of the spectrum is required to achieve the spreading factor required by the ERC Decision.

	
	The ERC Decision requires mitigation by Power Control of at least 3 dB to share with other occupants of these bands.

	
	We recommend harmonization of the usage in this band with the ERC Decision.


Q1.2 Which of the equipment currently available conforms with the French regulatory

framework?

	2.45 GHz: 
	This is manufacturer dependent; manufacturers currently shipping into France obviously have to comply with the current requirements. At the moment a limited number of manufacturers provide WLAN equipment complying with the current French requirements. The majority of manufacturers are likely to take advantage of the benefit of the large market offered by supplying equipment that meets the ERC 99(23) requirements.

	
	

	5150-5250 MHz: 
	Manufacturer dependent 

	5250-5350 MHz:
	Manufacturer dependent

	5470-5725 MHz
	Manufacturer dependent


Q2.1 To what degree could the non-commercial sector use WLAN technologies: so-called co-operative or community networks (non-commercial use open to the public) in particular with

respect to private corporate networks uses?

The current French regulations would hinder the deployment of such a scenario.

Q2.2 To what degree could the development of these so-called co-operative or community

networks (non-commercial use open to the public) co-exist without hampering the operation of

independent commercial and public networks (businesses, municipalities, university, school,

etc.)?

The current French regulations would hinder the deployment of such a scenario.

Businesses and schools in close proximity to such systems could see degraded performance in data rate and coverage area, depending on the density of users of cooperative or community networks. 

However, these types of systems are being deployed in increasing numbers in some countries such as the USA and at this stage no reports of problems have been seen.

Q3. To what degree can projects based on providing telecommunications services to the public fit

into current restrictions with regard to both power and location of use?
The current restrictions on power and location of use will severely limit the viability of such service provisions. 

Q4.1 What services could be provided to the public using WLAN technologies? Within what

timeframe?

Services that do not require a 100 % warranty of delivery at the requested data rate, such as computer services for internet, could use WLAN technologies. See also the answer on question 3.

Q4.2 (Operators) Would you be interested in providing telecommunications services to the public

in these frequency bands? If yes:

- for what types of services in particular?

- using what technology?

- applying what prices?

- with what cost structure? .

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

.

Q4.3 (Users) Would you be interested in service offers developed using these WLAN

technologies? If yes,:

- using what technology?

- within what timeframe?

- at what scale (local vs. national services)?

- with what service quality?

- at what price?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q5. What coverage strategies could be considered in deploying WLAN technologies?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q6. What would be a viable economic model, given the experiences in other countries in using

WLAN technologies to provide telecommunications services to the public?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q7. How could invoicing and authentication be done in order to provide telecommunications

services to the public using WLAN technologies?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q8.1 To what degree would the massive development of a service offer to the public using

WLAN technologies significantly affect the proper operation of currently authorised applications

(L.33-3) (e.g. private networks or private corporate networks)?

This is very scenario and topology dependent and the impact could vary widely from area to area.

Q8.2 What consequences can be foreseen for the markets of equipment, networks and services of

internal and private networks if WLANs were used to provide public telecommunications

services?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q9.1 If WLAN technologies were to be used to provide telecommunications services to the

public, to what degree could WLAN networks and associated services complement or compete

with other available an expected technologies on the fixed local loop (fibre, cable, xDSL,

powerline technologies, WLL, satellite, etc.) and associated services?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q9.2 What impact could the development of WLAN technologies for public access have on the

development of current and future technologies on the fixed local loop?
(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q10.1 To what degree could networks using WLAN technologies and associated services

complement or compete with GSM/GPRS and UMTS networks and mobile services?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q10.2 What impact could the development of WLANs have on the development of third-generation

mobile networks?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q10.3 What are the potential risks of WLAN destabilising the 3G market?
(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q11. In your opinion, is it time to limit the use of these frequency bands to certain uses? If yes,

to which ones?
Yes, these bands should be limited to the use of transfer of computer data, which is able to share the spectrum based on its traffic characteristics and its ability to recover lost packets.

Q12.1 In your opinion, is it time to allow the use of wireless local area network technologies

using frequencies not specifically assigned to their user to provide telecommunications services to

the public?

Yes

Q12.2 In your opinion, could we limit the public provision of these telecommunications services

to applications strictly restricted to inside buildings?

Yes you could, but how would this be enforced?

Q12.3 If WLAN technologies were to be used to provide telecommunications services to the

public, should the licences L.33-1 delivered to operators providing services to the public on these

frequency bands include service restrictions (dedicated to fixed or mobile) or allow operators to

decide (in the framework of the restrictions of the national frequency allocation table)?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q13.1 To what degree is it foreseeable to interconnect WLAN networks with fixed switched

networks (switched telephone network, wireless local loop, cable networks, etc.) and, under what

interoperability conditions? What then would the probable timeframe be, concretely, (first

services marketed)? Is such interoperability foreseeable?

Technically it is feasible, the timeframe could be almost immediate, subject to regulations permitting such interconnections.

Q13.2 To what degree is it foreseeable to interconnect WLAN networks with 2 nd generation

(GSM) or 3 rd generation mobile networks (e.g. UMTS.) and, under what interoperability

conditions? What would then be the probable timeframe be for equipments allowing this

interoperability to be available and for the first services based on them to be marketed ?

Technically it is feasible, the timeframe could be almost immediate, subject to regulations permitting such interconnections.

Q13.3 Within what timeframe would it be possible to have GSM/GPRS/UMTS terminals

allowing radio access to a WLAN?

Technically it is feasible, the timeframe could be almost immediate, subject to regulations permitting such interconnections.

Q14 To what degree can the evolution of the encryption technologies and protocols used on the

WLAN anticipate real security of data? If such an evolution is foreseeable, what would the

probable timeframe be, technically then concretely (generalised use)?

IEEE 802.11i is working on the standard. The final approval of the standard is currently planned for December 2002, and products can be expected soon thereafter.

Q15. Is it possible to foresee increased security for WLANs against intrusions? If yes,

within what probable timeframe, technically, then concretely (generalised use)?

See answer to Q14

Q16. Beyond this obligation which is imposed when an operator provides telecommunications

services to the public, how could users be informed of the potential risks inherent to this type of

network?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q17.1 What are the guarantees and/or the limits of WLAN technologies in terms of service

quality?

None

Q17.2. How reliable are telecommunication services supported by WLAN technologies,

depending on the standards used (Bluetooth, HomeRF, HipeWLAN1 and 2, etc.) with regard to

the following factors, in particular:

– permanence of service

– availability rate

– end-to-end error rate

– speed experienced by the user, etc.

This is very dependent on scenario and the different standards implemented in the area. 

Q18.1 To what degree is it possible to guarantee service permanence and continuous service

quality for telecommunications services provided to the public with no protection or non-interference

guarantee?

There is no 100 % guarantee in any wireless system.

Q18.2 How could users be informed of the characteristics of service quality of this type of

network?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q19. Do current and future standards offer the hope of channel access techniques that are

efficient enough to limit or avoid congestion?

Yes, for example existing Wi-Fi products offer this today.

Q20. Would it be possible to switch a call on a GSM/GPRS/UMTS network to a WLAN network

with no break? If yes, when could such a mechanism be operational?

Technically it is feasible, the timeframe could be almost immediate, subject to regulations permitting such interconnections and service providers installing the infra-structure.

Q21 Is the quantity of spectrum available currently and in the future for WLAN technologies (cf.

regulatory framework above and the decisions in the annex) sufficient to meet current use (private

corporate and residential networks), and future needs for access to these frequency bands of

public networks? If so, on what geographic zones might there be problems?

More spectrum is required. Reference document ITU-R JRG 8A-9B/86 and /87.

Q22.1 If WLAN technologies were to be used to provide telecommunications services to the

public, to what degree would it be appropriate to restrict the number of companies having a public

network licence on these frequency bands?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q22.2 If numbers were to be limited, how many operators could reasonably be allowed on the

same geographic area, while still providing:

– guaranteed minimum service quality and connection availability

– continued use of these bands without limit by private networks

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q23.1 If WLAN technologies were to be used to provide telecommunications services to the

public, with no guarantee of protection, and on the basis of non-interference, do you feel it would

be necessary to charge a fee to any operator using these frequencies to provide

telecommunications services on unassigned frequencies in the 2.4 and 5 GHz bands?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)

Q23.2 If so, what do you propose the fees be for these frequency bands?

(Not within the IEEE 802 Radio Regulatory Group’s area of expertise)
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