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Geolocation Conference Call Minutes
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2.0 August 18, 2006

This was the first teleconference of the newly formed Geolocation Tiger Team.

The meeting started by taking attendance.

Next we began reviewing the initial revision of the geolocation development document which, at this point, has no document number (22-06-xxxx-00-0000_geolocation_development.doc).

Carlos mentioned an additional reference to geolocation as stated in section 15.1.1.5.  The reference states that “... if the proposed WRAN system has indisputable knowledge of the geographic location of the television stations transmitter which has been detected ...” the WRAN system may not need to worry about disallowed interference potential to that TV service.  This reference will be added to the document under section 2.0.

An additional question was added to the geolocation development document asking whether is should be a requirement for a CPE to not be allowed to perform normal transmissions if the WRAN system cannot determine the CPE's location.

Peter stated that the device cannot transmit unless it has been authorized by the base station.

Carl reviewed the typical cold start procedures for the CPE.  The BS must communicate what channels are available.  The CPE must request association with the BS.  The CPE attempts to sense for an incumbent. If an incumbent is detected above a certain threshold, it should not be allowed to associate.  The location of a CPE could be determined through the customer's registration process.  The customer selects a BS with which to associate and the BS attempts to determine the CPE's location.  The customer inputs credit card information.  Short transmissions that might not overrun the inter leaver should be allowed to determine the CPE's location and allow the CPE to associate with the BS.

Dan asked what the current laws are and if any other standards bodies are dealing with this already.

Carl stated that 802.22 is the first venture into developing cognitive radio.

Peter referred to two other unlicensed systems where one system could determine where equipment is installed while the other asynchronous system had no means to determine position.

Carl stated that it might be necessary to tell the BS where the CPE is located with brief transmissions to determine whether that CPE can transmit.

Jerry mentioned that one might not rely upon people's honesty to register their CPE using their true address.

Carl stated that it might be possible for the credit card companies to help verify if the registered address is correct.  The potential for dishonesty is not likely.  GPS might require additional hardware.

Additional discussion on Software GPS as a solution to possibly avoid an additional processor occurred.

Dan asked about the access to the e911 database through a phone land line.

Carl stated that we might not have access to the e911 database.

Dan offered to investigate.

Carl mentioned that the group should decide whether a GPS is of enough benefit and to consider the trade-offs with including a GPS in the system.

Dan felt that a location awareness should be a requirement for the CPE to perform normal transmission.

Jerry stated that the CPE might not need to send geolocation information all the time.

Discussion on the possible need for Datum conversion between NAD 27 and NAD 83 occurred.

3.0 August 25, 2006

The teleconference began with attendance.

The minutes from the prior week were approved.

Next we began reviewing document 22-06-0159-02-0000_geolocation_development.doc.

Ranging:

Carlos helped to interpret the ranging application referenced in the v0.1 Draft Standard.  He stated that the current thought is that 802.22 will adopt the ranging technique from 802.16.  The technique is partially described in the 802.16 draft in section 6.15.5.  The draft references 802.16 presentation document number 67.  The ranging technique uses the timing difference between itself and the CPE's and propagation delays.

Requirement to have accurate location information for a CPE to perform normal transmissions:

Steve S asked if we were considering an automatic technique, such as GPS, or a manual technique, such as customers typing in their address as registration.

Peter mentioned that if there was a power cut, the information in the CPE will remain for a time.  That time should be less than 24 hours.  If someone were to move houses and possibly from outside the contour to inside the contour, it would be quite a problem.  The CPE would be a rogue device.  The address or the lat/lon must be put into the database.

Steve S asked if it was the intent to specify one technique in the standard or specify a set of techniques.

Carlos mentioned the DFS table with parameters.  There are channel setup time and opening transmission time requirements.  These requirements define how much a CPE can transmit in order to associate.  Location information does not affect these timing numbers.

Peter stated that the CPE should not associate with the BS if the system does not know where the CPE is located.

Bill stated that perhaps the decision of whether the CPE should attempt to associate should be made locally, at the CPE.  Perhaps by a local attempt to verify address entry through geo-coding.

Steve S mentioned that the system may not need to require that all CPE locations are known if a channel is available where a potentially affected incumbent station is located substantially far away.

Noise-Limited Contour:

Steve S stated that it is not only important to accurately locate the noise-limited contour but also to accurately locate the keep-out region.

FCC Database:

Peter stated that Kelly had indicated that the NAB has a database which may be more correct and complete.

Steve S asked how the items discussed for the database will be incorporated into the standard.

Contour Polygons:

Peter said that in past work county boundaries were used for a quick look-up.

Bill talked about a website web.antenna.org sponsored by CEA that suggests to customers which antennas can be used to pick up over-the-air TV transmissions.

Peter has tried the website previously.  The number of antennas returned was huge.

Bill went on to suggest that web.antenna.org has the ability to determine the location of the customer in relation to over-the-air transmitters.

Position Precision:

Soo-Yung pointed out that there should be a differentiation between the position precision required to accomplish the applications intended for the system and the position precision achievable by the geolocation technique used, whether by GPS or by propagation model.
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