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Introduction

This paper shows, in black ink, the "strawman proposal" as made the United Kingdom Radio Communications and meant to be presented and commented to at a conference. 

this paper shows in red ink and italic type, the points approved by the regulatory ad-hoc group to be addressed in a presentation to the Conference. The presentation is to be prepared by Vic Hayes and will receive document number 00/106.

Conference Proposals for Friday 2 June 2000

1. IEEE 802.11a be permitted to operate in these bands as well as HIPERLAN Types 1 and 2.

1.1. HIPERLAN Type 1 support is a continued under-utilization of spectrum.

1.2. In 1992 Spectrum was assigned for HIPERLAN (Recommendation T/R 22-06, Madrid 1992).

1.3. The standard was published October 1996 as ETS 300 652.

1.4. April 1999 Proxim announced HIPERLAN type 1 support

1.5. To date there is still no product actually available

1.6. There is a single page website with HIPERLAN1 as title. No products mentioned.

1.7. Spectrum is not used for 8 years

1.8. Standard is available for about 4 years, no products are available yet

1.9. Is it really needed to reserve 100 MHz of spectrum for another 2 years?

1.10. 802.11 supports addition of 802.11a and HIPERLAN type 2, but to remove HIPERLAN type 1


2. The results of the first round of the consultation, suggest that HIPERLAN Type 0 is not a sound proposition because of the need to foster co-existence between competing systems, especially in sub-bands used for licence exempt operation.  HIPERLAN Type 0 is therefore excluded.

2. Agree, provided that use of the spectrum is under some level of control to protect against interference from non-high-data-rate applications. This could be done by limiting the use to devices conforming to recognised standards, such as HIPERLAN type 2, 802.11, and so on. (H/3 has been dropped – has become HIPERACCES, not at 5 GHz)


3. Physically it would be logical to partition HIPERLAN Type 1 from HIPERLAN Type 2/IEEE 802.11a and to separate large outdoor networks from each other and from small local area networks.  However the outcome of this issue also depends on the answer to the question; what will be the high sales volume application for these bands?  See the proposed band partition plan below as a starting point or “straw man”.

3. Based on the responses there seems to be not enough support for HIPERLAN type 1 to justify the allocation. It should not be kept in the list

4. Licensing and regulation issues should follow from the partitioning of the band.  If there is a clearly demonstrated requirement for a part of the band to be ring fenced for operation of networks and/or critical services, then those services should be regulated by licensing.  If some of the band is to be used by smaller local services e.g. ISPs, educational networks and community services then there is scope to devise a low cost, easy entry to the spectrum regime that is appropriate for the types of service envisaged.

4. DISAGREE. High data rates require a large signal margin and this in turn limits the tolerance for interference – including interference from the same system. For example, the re-use factor for the 54 Mb/s mode range is 76 – which means that 76 channels are needed to achieve the full 54 Mb/s on each channel in an arbitrarily large system. If there are fewer channels the interference among channels will be larger and the maximum data rate can not be achieved. Therefore a large number of channels is needed to assure adequate capacity in high density systems. The current 18 channels are about enough for most situations but we are at the cusp of the performance curve and further reduction will result in unacceptable performance. HIPERLANs have always been positioned as user owned and operated. 

5. Widespread and comprehensive access to spectrum for many types of private networks should be retained and remain licence exempt.

5. Agree

6. Band partitioning is the key issue.  The consultation results showed that the majority of respondents were in favour.  This consultation covers a huge tranche of spectrum (455 MHz HIPERLAN plus 150 MHz ISM) and some partition must be inevitable.  Licence exempt unco-ordinated spectrum use has advantages to certain types of users but is not the best use of spectrum for services requiring guaranteed quality of service levels.

6. Agree with a place for Licensed service – but not in the 455 MHz allocated to HIPERLANS. Note that the 455 MHz does include spectrum used by radars. A typical wideband radar used more than 100 MHz.

6. It should be realised that band partitioning is per definition wasteful  - notably in short range systems like wireless LANs:in many cases, the “licensed “spectrum would go unused even though there is no operator in sight. And, the places where an operator may want to provide services is not necessarily one where the private use is very dense. So, partitioning for these reasons leads to unused spectrum. 

6. A better way may be found to give service providers some priority to use certain channels – eg. by allowing them not to employ DFS (whereas user owned and operated systems would be required to employ DFS).

A suggested band plan might be

Band
Use

5150-5250 MHz
HIPERLAN Type 2/IEEE 802.11a, for indoor systems only, licence exempt.  Max EIRP 200mW.  This use to be reviewed after two years

5250-5350 MHz
HIPERLAN Type 2/IEEE 802.11a, for indoor systems only, licence exempt.  Max EIRP 200mW

5470-5570 MHz
HIPERLAN Type 2/IEEE 802.11a, licence exempt. Outdoor and indoor systems.  Max EIRP 1W

5570-5725 MHz
HIPERLAN Type 2/IEEE 802.11a, , outdoor and indoor systems, licence exempt.  Max EIRP 1W

5725-5875
Low power devices, licence exempt.  Max EIRP 25 mW

Note
Only 5150-5250 MHz has currently been agreed by footnote in the Radio Regulation as an allocation to the mobile services by the ITU-R.  The ERC Decision has allocated the other parts of the band within Europe only.

Summary:

1. Replace HIPERLAN Type 1 in the first row into HIPERLAN Type 2/IEEE 802.11a

2. The 155 MHz for licensed use is too limited to allow multiple operators to share a high density environment. The entire band 5570-5725 should also be licensed exempt.
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