Public consultation on the draft RSPG Opinion on the Digital Dividend.

Comments from the Flemish, French and Ger man speaking Communities from
Belgium, Brussdls 30" of June 2009

With this paper the Belgian Communities want toegilveir views on the draft RSPG Opinion
on the Digital Dividend and also draw the attentiorihe specific Belgian situation. The fact
that the Communities give comments to the draft &Spinion on the digital dividend
doesn’t mean that they accept the principle oftatsand for mobile services in the frequency
band 470-862 MHz.

| .Introduction

In Belgium the three Communities based on the laggu(i.e. the Flemish, French and
German-speaking Communities) are competent fordwasting. This means that in principle
the frequency band 470-862 MHz is managed by thenr@anities for broadcasting
applications.

Il. Specific comments on the draft RSPG Opiniortln Digital Dividend

The Belgian Communities have the following spectfiianments on the draft RSPG Opinion
on the Digital Dividend.

1. The proposed ‘sub-band’ 790-862 MHz is part of 47@-862 MHz band and Member
States can still decide to continue to use thib-isand’ for broadcasting services. As a
consequence preference goes to the designatioR8GBMHz’ band instead of the ‘800
MHz’ band. This remark is valid for the whole pr@ed draft opinion.

2. To maintain neutrality between mobile and broadegstervices a reference should also
be made to those broadcasting services. The progasacomplete the second paragraph
of section ‘1. Introduction’ as follows:

‘This RSPG Opinion focuses on that part of thetdigilividend which may also be used
for electronic communication networks (ECN) andc&tmic communication services
(ECS), other than broadcast transmission networks services, i.e., the sub-baréo0-
862 MHz noting that CEPT is tasked by the EC to carry ¢t technical investigations
to define the least restrictive technical condidoapplicable for this sub-bandit a
national level some Member States may also contmwuese the sub-band 790- 862 MHz
for broadcasting servicedt is foreseen that in bands below the 790-862zNbend, i.e.,
174-230 MHz and 470-790 MHz, the digital dividendl Wwe used mainly for the
development of new enhanced broadcasting serviteshwvill also bring significant
benefits to society in terms of the value to tliistry and consumers. At a national level
some Member States may also use the digital diditeetow the 790-862 MHz band for
ECN and ECS, other than broadcast transmission orsvand services. However, this is
not studied in this RSPG Opinion’.

3. On the CEPT report 22 concerning ‘Technical fedigjpof harmonising a sub-band of
band IV and V for fixed/mobile applications (inclad uplinks), minimising the impact

! The federal authority is responsible for the pamgs of broadcasting which cannot be considere@lasging
exclusively to one Community in the region of Brlss



on GEO6’ reservations from three EU countries weneived, under which a reservation
from Belgium.

Therefore we propose to mention this in the thiedagraph of ‘2.Background’ of the
present draft RSPG opinion. The third paragraphdcthen read as follows:

‘It also invited the EC to initiatstudies and consultatiomecessary to define a coherent
basis for the coordinated usage of spectrum onragxelusive, non-mandatory basis and
to recognise previous advice by both the RSPG a@BHTCthat harmonisation of a sub-
band of the UHF band for mobile communicationsasfble provided that it is on a non-
mandatory basisHowever reservations from three EU countries wested on a report
concerning the feasibility of harmonising a sub-tharf bands IV and V for fixed/mobile
applications (including uplinks), minimising thepact on GE06. The EC has proceeded
through mandates to CEPT and by commissioning esuah specific issues

. As broadcasting networks in different EU countrieggiven RRC-06 rights- can be
implemented in different ways and completely techhspecifications of mobile service
networks and terminals are not yet known a fullprdinated approach of the 790-862
MHz band throughout Europe may not be possiblea Asnsequence we propose to adapt
the first paragraph ‘3.2 Benefits of a coordinasesilability of the 790-862 MHz band
throughout Europe’ as follows:

‘3.2 Benefits of a coordinated availability of the 790-862 MH z frequency band
throughout Europe

Economies of scalseemto be realised for industry and benefits for stcié Member
States cooperate on issues such as making availabtelar frequency ranges,
channelling arrangements and technical conditidbsordinated use of the90-862 MHz
band would also facilitate roaming. On the othentiaf Member States take a unilateral
approach there is a significant risk of fragmentatiof channelling arrangements and
technical conditions which could have consequestscoesulting from smaller markets.
However given certain rights resulting from the G@GEOplan a fully
coordinated/harmonised approach seems to be implessi

. In section ‘4.1 Range of services’ the first twotemces read as follows: ‘Significant
benefits to society can be realised through thedhiction and availability of new and
enhanced ECN and ECS in the 790-862 MHz band. Thpare a considerable range,
including digital broadcasting, wireless broadbamtl mobile multimedia services'. It
seems therefore more logical that the third seeteaads as follows:

‘Therefore, the RSP@& of the opinion that it should be left to the Maan States to apply
or not theWAPECS principles to thé90-862MHz band while recognising that Member
States may maintain broadcasting use in all omragooof the band.’

Indeed it should be left to the Member States tod#eautonomous if they apply the
concept of WAPECS.

. Interference is a very important issue in the disan of use of the band 790-862 MHz
by mobile services. It is extremely important thedadcasting is not interfered by mobile
services. This is not only true for broadcasting the terrestrial platform, but also for
broadcasting via cable networks. Therefore we mepgo complete the second sentence in
section ‘4.2. Availability of dividend spectrum tihe 790-862 MHz band on a coordinated
basis’ as follows:



‘Industry will also face challenges, including depng appropriate equipment standards
and dealing with issues of convergence in senacesinterference issués

As broadcasting networks in different EU countriegiven RRC-06 rights- can be
implemented in different ways and completely techhspecifications of mobile service
networks and terminals are not yet known a fullprdinated approach of the 790-862
MHz band throughout Europe may not be possible &s® point 4). As a consequence
we propose the following changes to the secondgpapa of section ‘4.2. Availability of
dividend spectrum in the 790-862 MHz band on a dinated basis’

‘As noted in Section 3, economies of scalento be realised for industry and benefits for
society if Member States cooperate on issues ssichaking available similar frequency
ranges along with similar channelling arrangemeanitsd technical conditions. On the
other hand if Member States take a unilateral apgtothere is a significant risk of
fragmentation of channelling arrangements and téxdinconditions which could have
consequent costs resulting from smaller markets.

Given certain rights resulting from the GEO6 plan‘fally’ coordinated/harmonised
approach seems to be impossible

. To maintain neutrality between mobile and broadogstervices a reference should also
be made to those broadcasting services in theoseatout the opinion of the RSPG.
Therefore we propose to complete point 1 in théi@@c¢7. The opinion of the RSPG’as

follows:

‘The RSPG recommends that the EC should assessltlamtages and disadvantages of
options for a coordinated non-mandatory EU appro&zhhe availability of the90-862
MHz band for ECN and ECS, other than broadcastdnaission networks and services
andalso should assess the advantages and disadvantagascontinued use of the 790-
862 MHz for broadcasting services

. Not only at CEPT level but also at ITU level stiglage ongoing concerning the sharing
between mobile service and the other servicesanbtind 790-862 MHz. The results of
these studies will be considered at the next W&#tlio Conference probably taking
place in the beginning of 2012. As a result urgacdtions on the recommendations
contained in the draft opinion seem not to be resngs

In the light of the above mentioned studies at I&lkl we propose to adapt point 2 in
section ‘7. The opinion of the RSPG’ as follows:

‘The RSPG recommends that the EC act on the recomat@ms contained in this
Opinion beginning 2012in order to minimise EU level uncertainty in théilay of
Member States to make available the 790-862 MHz barorder to promote growth,
competition and innovation in the provision of E@GNd ECSbhut also recognising the
ongoing studies at ITU level whose results wilbbailable at WRC-11/12

. In the light of the above mentioned point 5 we @spthe following changes in point 3 in
the section ‘7. The opinion of the RSPG’ :

‘The RSPG recommends that the,EC accordance with the principle of subsidiarity,
leaves it tathe Member States who are making availableb@-862MHz band for new
and/or enhanced ECN and ECS twake the choice oépplying or not WAPECS
principles, recognising that Member States may taanbroadcasting use in all or a
portion of the band’



10.CEPT report 22 concerning ‘Technical feasibilityh@frmonising a sub-band of band 1V
and V for fixed/mobile applications (including upiis), minimising the impact on GE06’
came to the finding that ‘the harmonisation of &-band of the UHF band for mobile
communication applications (i.e. including uplinks¥easible from a technical, regulatory
and administrative point of view, provided thaisihot made mandatory and any decision
about use of the harmonised sub-band is left tovighoal administrations, within the
framework of the GE-06 agreement, and without mhepi to existing national licence
obligations’. In the light of this finding of theEPT the potential harmonisation of a sub-
band in the EU doesn’t seem to be necessary. Aanb-is thus only possible if Member
States give up voluntary GE-06 rights and the d$igeobilateral agreements between
Member States concluded during the GE-06 conference

Also freedom should be left to Member States to agecific technical conditions if
necessary to take into account national/local 8dna.

In the view of the above there is the following posal for point 4 in the section ‘7. The
opinion of the RSPG’:

‘The RSPG recommends that any Eldposals oftechnical elements such as channelling
arrangements and common and minimal (least restagtechnical conditionshouldbe
based on the outcome of the CEPT work in respooseelevant EC mandatesnd
relevant ITU studies in the light of WRC-11, takingo account national/local
characteristics

11.In the light of the neutrality between mobile anddxicasting services it seems to us that
point 7 in the section ‘7. The opinion of the RSP0t relevant and thus can be deleted.

lll. Specific situation in Belgium

GE-06 Plan has been built up on the basis of timeipte of equitable sharing of the spectrum
between States. Each State has about seven layexvér its territory. Nevertheless, the
spectral distribution of plan entries is not uniforll over band 1V/V, and this distribution

varies from country to country. The reservatiorirg 790-862 MHz band for ECN and ECS
would therefore constitute a breach of this pritecipf equitable sharing, as far as it would
create deeper holes in certain regions of the k& Belgium.

To be more explicit, the following figure shows thember of layers lost in Belgium under
the hypothesis that the 790-862 MHz band is reskefmeECN and ECS.



pas couverture perdue
une couverture perdue
deux couvertures perdues
trois couvertures perdues

From this figure it follows that:

- the situation is particularly critical in the e Community of Belgium, where three layers
would be lost on more than half of the territorye Wiust also add that recovering extra layers
is particularly difficult in this region, due todhpresence of 4 neighbouring countries which
creates strong coordination constraints.

- the Flemish Community will loose up to 1.5 layargler which a complete coverage of this
Community. Also here it will be very difficult teecover those layers due to the dense GE0O6
planning and the geographical situation (i.e. magighbouring countries) which result in
heavy frequency planning constraints.

- the German-Speaking Community will lose, withsthiypothesis, 2 complete layers from 6.
Due to the geographical and boundary situation thedfirst reuse of channels, recovering
isn’t possible without helps of the neighbouringietrsies, where most of layers are already on
air, so that the possibility of a re-planning via# in fact quasi impossible.

For a little Community, a satellite distribution teo expensive and is not a realistic
alternative. Moreover, the only cable operator neaconly 44% of the households, with a
basic network, and risks to desert this rural Comitgu

The difficult topographical situation should als® donsidered, with altitudes from 250 to 700
meters. Programs need to be broadcasted locallp\dT to have an acceptable quality

reception in this region.



