AT10

Type 2 does not give the same level of protection to radio
services as the CISPR22 both theoretically [CISPR/I/PT
PLT(Dunker/Sisolefsky)08-01, CISPR/I/PT
PLT(Dunker/Sisolefsky)07-02, M. Kitagawa “LCL and Common
Mode Current at the Outlet Do Not Tell the Common Mode
Current Generated at the Remote Unbalanced Element on the
Power-line,” pp.1-4, EMC Zurich 2009] and experimentally [M.
Kitagawa and M.Ohishi, “Measurements of the radiated electric
field and the common mode current from the in-house broadband
power line communications in residential environments,” pp.433-
438, EMC Europe 2008.], and therefore must be removed.

The major flaws of Type 2 are;

The converted common mode current is largely underestimated
by the current probe and the ISN with a low LCL because of the
high common mode impedance of the EUT. The actual converted
common mode current generated on the power-line is NOT
reduced by the EUT”s common mode impedance. [(Dunker-
Sisolefsky)08-01, 07-02, and M. Kitagawa, EMC Zurich 2009]

The LCL measured at the outlet does NOT include the hidden
antenna effect of the power-line such as the folded-dipole formed

The LCL measured at the outlet is overestimated by the commag

54dBuV/m [Kitagawa, Ohishi, EMC Europe 08, Fig.5] at 10m is NO

AT20

According to CISPR/I/PT PLT(Dunker-Sisolefsky) 08-01, the
converted common mode current measured with the current
probe using ISN can be CHEATED by EUT”s high common mode
impedance and therefore is useless for the regulation purpose.
Therefore it IS NECESSARY to apply the voltage limit rather than
the current limit if either of them is applied.

10

The Australian National Committee does not support the use of
the ISN for testing PLT ports of devices.

11

BE-02

The Belgian NC does not believe that a consensus is possible
based on the “type 2 PLT devices” approach. Years of
discussions have demonstrated that the use of telecom limits as
well as the determination of the LCL value for the mains are too
contentious to make the ISN usable

11

BE-04

Statement “A LCL of 16 dB corresponds to 99 percentile of the
measurements” is irrelevant if the so-called measurements are
not better defined: what, when, where, how ?

12

BE-07

Use of telecom limits on the mains is contentious and weakens
the whole CD

14

We do expect Type 2 PLT modems still to interfere with radio
applications.

15

CH-3

According to Swiss OFCOM field experience Type 2 PLT devices,
without mandatory notching, would not provide sufficient
protection of the reception of some radio services.
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DE-02

The German NC commented already on CIS/1/302/DC, that Type
2 does not give the same level of protection to radio services as
the present CISPR22. This comments is repeated here:

The approach for the Type 2 device is not supported since the
measurement procedure allows a higher wanted signal as the limit
at the mains port without consideration of a comparison with the
present limit. Table 2 shows a simplified case which does not
provide evidence for the same protection level as the present
CISPR 22 in general.

- The converted common mode current is largely underestimated
by the current probe and the ISN with a low LCL because of the
high common mode impedance of the EUT. The actual converted
common mode current generated on the power line is NOT
reduced by the EUT”s common mode impedance. [(Dunker-
Sisolefsky)08-01, 07-02, and M. Kitagawa, EMC Zurich 2009]

- The LCL measured at the outlet is overestimated by the
common mode loss between the outlet and the unbalanced
element on the power line. [Kitagawa, EMC Zurich 09].
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DE-12

If Type 2 modems are not deleted specify notching and power
management as mandatory to protect radio services.

24

DE-26

According to CISPR/I/PT PLT(Dunker-Sisolefsky)08-01, the
converted common mode current measured with the current
probe using ISN depends on EUT”s common mode impedance.

32

FI05

For the type 1 PLT the requirements are based on mains port
and symmetry decoupling factor of 18 dB. This is purely a
relaxation to CISPR 22 due to mains network unbalance, no
matter how well balanced are the PLT devices themselves.
For the type 2 PLT which do not include mitigation techniques,
requirements are based on telecom port but an additional
relaxation 16 dB is given in the form of LCL value of ISN.

Both relaxations are not justified in the light of radio spectrum
protection.
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GB1

The British National Committee acknowledges that the CD is an
improvement on previous versions Our comments are based on
the principles set out in our comments to CISPR/1/302/DC. We
are of the opinion that the following matters of principle (plus our
comments listed below) should be addressed in the next version
of the document :-

* There should be realistic figures for balance and launch power.

* The document should only consider Type 1 PLT Devices, Type 2
should be deleted

+ Acceptance that an overall limit outside the notches will be
above CISPR 22 class B - but by much less than the amount
given in the DC302

* Require notches to current Class B limits to protect defined
radio services

* Require dynamic notching in accordance with the ETSI
specification and delete all references to databases for
predicting/controlling this.

* It is good to note that the provisions of the existing CISPR 22
are applied to PLT devices (a) always within LF/MF broadcast
ranges and (b) within HF ranges when the PLT device is not
actively transferring data. Unfortunately, the position in the HF ba
so our proposals which follow must be taken into account.

35

GB5

The approach given as Type 2 is inappropriate for assessing the
PLT devices. The mains network can not be considered a
balanced transmission network due to its unstructured nature and
hence this approach is incorrect.

35

GB6

Type 2 PLT device do not protect frequencies used by amateur
radio and radio broadcast receivers.
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GB9

The proposed measurement, using a highly symmetrical ISN, when
the intended excitation from the PLT device is also symmetrical
(differential mode) seems to be of questionable relevance.

Admittedly, if through outright bad design the EUT was badly
unbalanced, then the resulting common-mode current on the
immediately-adjacent mains wiring would cause interfering
emissions nearby; this test would eliminate that issue.

However, even if the PLT device were perfectly balanced (and
thus scored zero CM on this test), it would still cause unwanted
interference emissions in practice unless the entire mains
network were both perfectly balanced and without stubs—
something which is not true in any practical situation of domestic
usage of mains electricity, certainly in the UK and probably
elsewhere. That this is so is simply demonstrated: the method for
choosing notch locations of Annex J.1 relies on sensing the
differential voltage induced at the PLT terminals by a broadcast
radio signal. In other words the mains network functions as a
receiving antenna when viewed differentially. The inevitable conseg
antenna when fed purely differentially.

It is therefore demonstrably false to claim that only the CM currer

The essential factor is therefore the DM injection power, which fo
H.1.4.1. Taken together these constrain the injection power within

41

GB37

The limits for a Type 2 PLT device are wholly inadequate to
protect broadcasting, in both value and method of measurement.

The application of telecom-port reasoning and measurement
methods to PLT is flawed. 'Classical' telecom-port applications
use cable of balanced construction to connect one port to
another, without stubs or other unbalancing features. The
common mode current arises as a result of minor imperfections in
the cabling; it also represents the only significant cause of
interference emissions. In contrast, mains wiring is not of this tidy
form. While CM current at the injection point (as modelled in the
proposed method) would indeed give rise to interference
emissions, it is just as possible for pure DM injection (with no
corresponding CM current at the injection point) to excite
currents in stubs elsewhere in the network, causing
corresponding emissions remote from the injection point.

The fact that Type 1 devices can sense DM voltages to detect
the presence of BC signals confirms this thesis that emissions

44

IT3

As for the Type 2 PLT devices no protection measures, as
defined in Annex H, are applied, then these devices will have
limitation in their use because to comply with the defined limits
these devices must have a limited power and then are only
suitable to cover short lines.
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NL4

By performing several measurements on real life mains networks,
or a laboratory network that simulate a real life mains network,
we gained the insight that in real life mains networks multiple
resonance effects on common mode currents are normal, and
that inside the resonance frequency bands a major part from the
differential mode injected power is converted to common mode
power, resulting in common mode currents that may exceed even
the 18 / 22 dBpA limits under condition of DM injected power
level equal to - 97.5 / -93.5dBm/Hz.

52

NL5

References:

1. “ Assessment of HF Differential Disturbance Radiation from
the LVDN” IEC_SCI_CISPR_316_INF.

2. "Experimental Verification of Common-Mode Current
Generation in Home Electrical Wiring in the Powerline
Communication Band", C. Rodriguez-Morcillo, et al.
<http://www.istopera.org/drupal2/files/D44 Papers/ISPLC'09.pdf
>,

In the last reference the 22 dBJA limit is exceeded by 6 dB at
the resonance frequency band, so a Cs value of - 6 dB can be
concluded. This means that the apparent LCL value, or Cs, of a
mains network should be taken zero.
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NO-09

Type 2 modem gives the same protection for all services using
the actual frequency range. However, the Norwegian Committee
has for the time being not come to a conclusion if the present
requirements for type 2 modem are acceptable.

58

SE 3

We reject the proposed requirements for Type 2 PLT devices. We
do not regard the concept of LCL as being applicable to largely
unsymmetrical and unbalanced power networks. We do not regard
the proposals for Type 2 equipment as providing adequate
protection for radio services. The proposals do not provide a level
of protection for radio services consistent with the other
requirements in CISPR 22.

58

Our opinion is that Annex H must be updated with facts listed in
the ITU Radiocommunication Study Group documents ITU-R SG
WP1A 1A/157-E, 5. August 2009 and ITU-R SG SGO1 1/67-E,
23. September 2009 where we would like to see more protection
of ITU radio services in HF bands. In Slovenia, we still have users
of HF radio systems or have obligations according to international
agreements, where some frequencies or bands must be protected
accordingly in order to assure safety of property and human life.
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usS 02

The US believes that the Type 1 PLT is the better approach,
providing better protection of radio services and better utility for
PLT services. We also believe that manufacturers will choose the
Type 1 method to the exclusion of Type 2 methods. Thus, the
material dealing with type 2 PLT does not seem useful.

63

US 16

This test assumes that the only radiation from house wiring is
due to common mode currents on the wiring. Given the lack of
control over wire routing, and the common separation of the hot
and neutral wires, radiation from differential mode currents is also
a concern. This test fails to evaluation the full impact of such
currents. House wiring cannot be adequately modelled due to the
highly random way in which wiring can be installed.
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The South African National Committee regards this CD as a
serious risk to the Radio Services, as demanded by the CISPR
mandate. We therefore regard the document as unacceptable in
its entirety. (See CISPR-1177A-INF) Suggested action to be
taken - Move the PLT project to SC/I WG3 for any further work.




2 CISPR22
[CISPR/I/PT PLT(Dunker/Sisolefsky)08-01,
CISPR/I/PT PLT(Dunker/Sisolefsky)07-02, M. Kitagawa “LCL
and Common Mode Current at the Outlet Do Not Tell the
Common Mode Current Generated at the Remote Unbalanced
Element on the Power-line,” pp.1-4, EMC Zurich 2009]

[M. Kitagawa and M.Ohishi, “Measurements of the radiated
electric field and the common mode current from the in-house
broadband power line communications in residential
environments,” pp.433-438, EMC Europe 2008.]
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