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Wednesday March 14th AM1 Session

· 22-06-242-04-0002_Draft_Recommended_Practice.doc is the current draft Recommended Practice document text.

· 22-07-106-00-0002-TG2_Agenda_March_2007.doc is the current TG2 agenda for this meeting; there will be sessions Wednesday (AM1) and Thursday (PM1)

· The agenda was reviewed

· We need more discussion on interference performance testing, and the impact of the new grouped OFDMA carrier arrangement.

· Ivan noted the need to consider how geolocation info should be incorporated into the draft, given decisions on that topic this week.

· The agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

· Reviewed the minutes from the last meeting (January 2007)

· The chair noted that we will have more discussion on the separation distance issue this time, the chair’s preliminary view is that the numbers are probably OK.

· Kelly Williams agreed to provide info RE the interference testing of DTV when digital signals are present (this was agreed out of the January meeting).

· The minutes were approved with unanimous consent.

· Reviewed the Draft Recommended Practices Document (line by line read through of the document)

· Section 1:

· It was noted by Gerald that the 384 kbps/per subscriber in uplink (50,90) reliability needs to be confirmed, there has been some discussion outside TG2 that this may be too high.   Carl commented that it should probably not be slower.  Ivan commented that 3 Mbps/500 kbps is what many suburban people have now, the current 1.5 Mbps downlink target seems slow.  Gerald mentioned that QPSK w/ ½ rate coding (edge of coverage scenario, e.g. 30 km out) gives only about 4 Mbps for ALL users to share.  Noted that the text should change to call out the 1.5 Mbps rate as a “minimum”.

· Gerald provided updated numbers for efficiency:  Max efficiency changed from 5 bits/Hz to 3.24 bits/Hz (mainly due to adding pilots, training, preambles, etc).

· The average spectrum efficiency will be more like 2 bit/Hz instead of 3; and the average bit rate is now more like 12 Mbps instead of 18 Mbps (in a 6 MHz channel).

· Gerald commented that the above may seem like less than desirable performance, but in reality we are near (even slightly better) that 802.16.  We pay for added reliability (e.g. more pilots) with lower bit rate/lower efficiency.

· There was some debate over whether a 50:1 over subscription ratio is correct, Ivan mentioned that most providers, e.g. for DSL, are closer to 20:1 over subscription.  Is that number what we really want to use?  Also, Ivan suggested that min # subscribers should be more like 200 vs 90.

· Section 1.1

· (section 1.1.1) Carl suggested that we use the example of uploading a large file vs video to be more generic.

· (section 1.1.2) High power is more viewed as an option for outside the USA.  The number of carriers has changed, Gerald with provide an update.

· (section 1.1.2) Ivan mentioned about the potential safety issues for the high power variant BTS.  It was agreed that we should have some text.

· (section 1.1.3) Winston questioned if there was ever a BTS class that did not require professional install.  The group agreed that this paragraph could be removed. We should have low and high power BTS, with both requiring professional install.

· Section 2.0

· (section 2.1.1) It was suggested to use wording “as adequate” or just “protection margin”, vs “additional protection margin”.

· (section 2.1.1) Discussed the note regarding uncoordinated operation of “other” unlicensed devices operating on the same channel as the WRAN system.  It doesn’t appear that much can be done to help this situation when the devices are not .22 compliant, but we will probably be ok as far as coexistence if all devices are 802.22.   If devices are 802.22, they will share bandwidth using existing mechanisms.  

· Steve mentioned that in .16, there is some work related to “listen before talk” (packet by packet access to the channel similar to 802.11) which would help with coexistence.  

· Ivan noted that in some cases, we are talking about 802.22 operation as a licensed device- in which cases ,22 devices are entitled to the spectrum.

· (section 2.1.1.2.1)  The database text should read as being “both accurate and up to date”. We should also remove wording RE ‘inadequate’ (and replace with “inaccurate”).   Ivan asked why the WRAN needs to read all this info, since it already has to sense and look for the TG1 beacon.  It was also noted that some RAN operators may not want their competitors to know which band they are going to operate on or where their base stations might be, so this has to be taken into account when populating the database.  We should change the statement RE “sensing and DFS” features such that it reads “should” vs “will”.  There was discussion on how the database would be used, and the fact that the WRAN operator could clearly benefit from a database on Day 1 assuming it is accurate.  The whole paragraph 2.1.1.2.1 needs to be reworked.

Thursday March 15th PM1 Session
· 22-06-242-05-0002_Draft_Recommended_Practice.doc is now the most up to date text.
· Skipped to annex section 1 (Planning of Service Procedure Example)
· Reviewed changes from Winston to address concerns raised in London.

· Note that we need to check if the minimum usable signal for WRAN is really –102 dbm. 

· Kelly commented that this analysis is good work, but pretty complex.  The average person may not have access to the tools needed to do it properly.  He suggested a simpler method based on separation distance and related rules, and may make a future contribution explaining how it could be done.  Bottom line is that it should be fairly easy for an operator to set up a system correctly w/o a lot of equipment or planning tools.  We need to consider the case of smaller companies/individuals who don’t have access to tools or don’t understand all the issues.  It would make sense to have at least one alternative description of how to plan service.  
· Winston sees this info also as indirectly providing a warning about potential interference DTV will have on a deployed WRAN, if the system operator is not careful.
· Continued review of main document
· Section 2.0 contd

· (Section 2.1.1.3.1) There are some questions regarding how to taper/scale WRAN transmission level so that somewhat smaller separation distances can be used.
Winston mentioned that he is content with the numbers in Table 1, but it needs to be clear what are the assumptions around the figures.

Kelly mentioned that these separation distances are from the edge of the protected contour, but it is not clear where that contour is.  Protected contour calculations can be very ambiguous w/o the right tools, which may or may not be available to the person needing the contour info.

The table assume a 75m height base station antenna, but in reality it is very likely that it varies around this number.  This point needs more discussion/debate.

There was a reminder that we need to define separation distances for NTSC, DVB-T, etc as well.

The text regarding separation distance and the resulting co-channel and adjacent channel interference between DTV and WRAN may be redundant.
· (Section 2.1.2) Kelly asked if this info is meant for the system installer?  This data would not seem to be useful to them, but more to the person manufacturing the equipment.  Should it be in recommended practices?  Winston commented that this info would help the regulator to understand system operation.  Viktor suggested that maybe the EIRP profile info should be in the actual standard.
· (Section 2.1.3.1) Maybe we don’t need to justify/explain the emissions characteristics in this document?  Also not clear if the concern is with what comes from a CPE or what a CPE needs to be able to tolerate in order to function in this environment?  Rename section?  Should change rejection to suppression if talking about the output of the CPE.
· Section 3

· The chair requested a general note strip out redundancy in the document.
· Section 4

· No comments

D/U interference testing

· Kelly will send the interference testing plan to support this work.  

· Winston asked if the OFDMA parameters are solid enough that we can base testing off of them.  It appears that there is enough stable info that a device simulating the PHY specification would be useful.

· It would be nice to get OFDMA signals along the lines of the DTV signals provided by Viktor for the sensing work.  

· Greg told that one approach to modeling WRAN would be to use a DVB-T signal (2K carriers), they have a piece of equipment not in use that could possibly be lent out for this.

Winston confirmed that Recommended Practices for beacons should also be part of this document.
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