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Abstract

These are the minutes from a scheduled telecom meeting of IEEE 802.18 that was announced during the September Interim meeting of 802.18.  The purpose of the meeting is to continue work in comments responding to the FCC NPRM on spectrum sharing of the TV band by unlicensed devices ET 04-186.
Work continues on the point to multipoint class of service comments.  Support of the technical discussion is aided by the development of  “WRAN Reference Model Sept21.xls” which brings together RF signal conditions at both data transmission and broadcast TV receiver systems.
These are the minutes from a scheduled telecom meeting of IEEE 802.18 that was announced during the September Interim meeting of 802.18.
Chairman Carl Stevenson, meeting started at 12:08 EDT but was given a slow start due to difficulty of some members getting on the telecom, and some not having received the current draft, the meeting got underway about 12:30
First review is the latest input from Gerald of “WRAN Reference Model Sept21.xls” and “WRAN Reference Model Sept21.doc” to explain to all what he has provided:

Capacity tab -- has been added to show basic premise used in these calculations

Forward and Return tabs -- are basically the same data that had been presented previously
Base => DTV tab -- added data showing difference C95-1 and FCC OET 65, but there is missing information on receiver characteristics

CPE => DTV tab -- minimal changes to correct errors and missing parameters
DTV – Para tab --   more information on delay times

Propagation tab -- did not change

C. Annex one to NPRM comment is 20 dB higher than A_74 protection ratio – that level of protection is tough to meet, vs A_74 which is practical.  A. Annex 1 is asking if taboo channels need the additional protection

Annex 1 is DTV into NTSC

Chair we need to consider how to resolve this potential interference level, since our signal will have characteristics similar to a DTV signal.  If this is DTV to DTV  then we appear to be good, but DTV to NTSC we need to figure out what impact we have -- Possilbly that we would be able protect DTV receivers but may have to wait until NTSC receivers are gone prior to implementation.  

At N+2 channel separation we have a protection ratio that is 18dB difference between DTV and NTSC.  This would reduce the number of channels that are available when NTSC receivers are in use.  This would require protection ranges of kilometers which is not feasible.  

Page 32 of draft 14 – they are out of OET 69 and are protection ratios that DTV must consider when installing new channel   We need to be cautious of mapping OET 69 values with A_74 values as they are for different purposes.  A_74 is the reference of reasonableness for our test values, reluctant to imposing OET69 as not being germaine to our operating conditions.  We should stay with A_74 values to protect DTV receivers.
DTV into DTV interference levels are in A_74

DTV into NTSC is in OET 69 

C. -- The free space propagation model ignores terrain features resulting in pessimistic values and provides an inaccurate model, we need to define a more realistic propagation model.  Need a local village or rural model and need to consider antenna height
C. --Another consideration is that WRAN would have to be placed outside the grade B contour and in most cases the TV antenna directivity discrimination would work to our advantage.

C. -- We need to do more that take the worst case logic and apply statistical probability for interference potential. 
C. -- We need to define Rural environment and develop a set of propagation characteristics.
Consider sporadic tropo ducting signal enhancement that occur regularly in the summer time.  These occur in both  in VHF and UHF TV bands during the daytime   More E layer factor, and it depends on local climate and bodies of water.  Anomalous propagation outside the protected areas, do we need to consider propagation of network?
Chair asks to get back to the topic at hand and asks for any other comments on Spreadsheet.  He suggests the group search for a propagation model for our service – need to find a model for 1-300 meter – FCC commonly use Longley Rice but it is an old model, ‘TIREM’ is used by a broadcaster, Hata is out of date and is specific to support mobile applications.  Chair to evaluate propagation models and will present them to the group.  Group consensus is that we should use some model other than free-space.   Ahren offers to provide information on a propagation model
Gerald to re-circulate “WRAN Reference Model Sept21.xls” spread sheet with changes made during the discussion
Back to paragraph review of Draft 14, focus is on Point to MultiPoint service, with some consideration of Base to Nomadic service and need for text on the identified challenges to Personal Portable service.  Chair is looking for volunteers for text on 2nd and 3rd cases.  Winston volunteers to assemble text for both cases to address where we currently stand on these more contentious cases.  Group consensus is to recommend a phased approach to spectrum sharing and limit the scope of these comments to the development and deployment the first case.  Subsequently, consider development of the other cases following a period of real world experience from the fixed point to multipoint service.   

Chair asks for definition of what the 2nd case applications, what is nomadic use – could be public service vehicles, or a meter reader or service device, general agreement was voiced that it would not include low cost consumer device.  Need to be careful on describing this class of service and not identify it as a fully mobile application.

Microsoft Word has a propensity to re-number paragraphs, those within brackets are from the version circulated in Berlin (September Interim meeting). 
Pgh 44 (46?) Comments from John Henderson need to see if A-74 comments answer his concerns.  C. -- comment that the DTV case is worst case for packet transmissions from a network.
Pgh 50 (52?) We should assume receiver selectivity should be as good A-74 specifications and if signal conditions exist where we have difficulty detecting the pilot signal it would be expected that the DTV receiver should have signal problems as well.   Chair asks John N. to respond to the statement – he will but recommends that we should meet with Mr. Henderson to discuss his concerns.  Chair will attempt to get him to participate on next week’s telecom.
Pgh 65 (67?)  Ahren’s comment, that there is concerns with wireless microphones, he will do further analysis based on the spreadsheet data.  He also commented that it would be better to consolidate the wireless microphone comments into a single section and he will take that as an action item.
Pgh 67 (69?)  Winston agreed to -112 dB for the fixed base to CPE case, but still has reservations with other cases – also consider that the sense antenna needs to be omni and that is the reason for the less than 0dBi gain.  Q which antenna are we describing in this section?  A. the sensing antenna

Pgh 68 (70?) We need directional antenna for data transmission and omni antenna for sense  -- Given agreement to the -112 dB level, do we need the additional reference to omni antenna?  C. – possibly use amplification to compensate for practical antenna gains to emulate an omni antenna pattern.   A.  How about proposing some text to allow for use of the directional antenna and making up pattern deficiencies with gain.  
Chair will contact Mr. Henderson and try to get him and others to participate at next weeks call

Next meeting on 1 Oct noon EDT

Action Items:

Winston to other usage cases

Propagation models

Get Mr Henderson t o participate 

Gerald sending out spread sheet

Meeting adjourned 1:12 EDT 

Respectfully submitted 
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