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	Summary: This document provides considerations relevant to the WI SE40_38 on “Sensing mechanism for uncoordinated FSS Earth stations in 28 GHz”. 
Lithuania, Slovenia have existing and planned heavy usage of P-P and especially P-MP service in the 28 GHz band in accordance with  ECC/DEC/(05)01 and other CEPT documents. The draft ECC Report in TEMP 2 gives a good background to protect the FS in the 28 GHz band and administrations of Lithuania, Slovenia support the majority of content.
Nevertheless, we still have some small remarks: 
on the bottom of page 33 misprint: “The theoretical spectral noise power density (without an own noise figure) of a receiver is PkTB= ‑113.9 dB(mW/MHz)“...   It should be kTBF or Pr =kTBF =-113.9 dB(mW/MHz)“.
On the same page there is sentence :“ ECC Report 304 specifies a minimum elevation of 10° for an FSS antenna. Issue is that fact in case non license FSS who will control angle FSS equipment 10 degrees over a horizon. In many countries transmitter power is higher then -10 dBm, if we take value -3 dBm or even 0 dBm we will get Sensitivity of sensor Tph = -133,4 dBm/MHz (assuming Tr=0 dBm). It’s quite far (around 20 dB) for practical implementation.  
Fig. 19  shows that for the distances less then 33 km there is enough sensitivity to detect FS, but there is no information in this report what is the maximum interfering distance from FSS to FS. It might create impression that compatibility is possible if interfering distance is less 33 km. So, German study might be slightly be misleading, e.g. if we take Tx= 0 dBm we will get that whole 60 km will be covered by sensor that according ECC Report 304 corresponds  maximum interfering distance from VSAT but line of sight distance for antennas height of 30m and 10 m is only 30.8km. (according formula 2 Rep.304) In this example for  Fig.19 the free space formula were applied. If we  used ITU-R REC 452 which corresponds to more realistic scenario, we would get much shorter distance.
In the next page: actually it would be good to have abbreviation of  Ptx, I know it is general marking of transmitter power, but for homogeneity of the whole text we could define all used parameters. 
We believe that a scenario of compatibility of FS and FSS in hilly areas, where angle of FSS might be lower, and specially for higher latitude where elevation angle can be just 5 degree and operation with NoN GEO FSS should be added.
Regarding the short term interference: When interferer is a service in continuous operation (at least for most part of the day) the long-term "availability" is predominant, which requires a low I/N, therefore not affecting the Adaptive coding and modulation (ACM) operation. The ACM operation is affected by "short-term" effects. SE40 should in contact with SE19 study whether is it enough to protect FS only relying on long term criteria?

	

	Proposal:

	To consider 5 comments on the draft  ECC report on sensing at 28 GHz as described above.

	Background:

	SE40 is based on WI SE40_38 tasked to produce a report on “Sensing mechanism for uncoordinated FSS Earth stations in 28 GHz”.  Lithuania and Slovenia have existing and planned heavy usage of P-P and especially P-MP service in the 28 GHz band in accordance with  ECC/DEC/(05)01, ECC/REC/(11)01, T/R 13-02 Annex C and ECC/DEC/(13)01 (decides 2b).
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