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July 16, 2008 AM1

Convened meeting at 8:10 AM.

Review and approve 22-08-0208-00-0002, which contains the meeting agenda

Agenda Summary:

· Review the agenda

· Review and approve conference call minutes 22-08/154r6

· Review the topics of the discussion document 22-08/207r0

· Review the current draft RP 22-06/242r10

Agenda was approved.

Review and approve conference call minutes 22-08/154r6

Minutes were approved.

Review the topics of the discussion document 22-08/207r0

Reviewed items on the list found in this document.

· Comment 282 which has been deferred.  Do we remove the text in Section 6.14.5 from the Draft and insert it into the RP?  What is the proper document for this text that describes the control of the maximum transmit EIRP at the CPEs and BS (EIRP Profile)?

· We could take this take it out, or just leave it until the main group decides to move it.  It might be a big task to remove it without impacting other parts of the draft 1.0 802.22 document.  Gerald made the comment that this kind of info probably needs to be taken into account RE the database that is currently being specified as part of in the RP.   Opinion seems to be that it probably should at least be copied into the RP.  It would be best to insert it in under the heading of EIRP Profile (2.1.2 in the current RP).  The text that is being added will need to be modified at some point to fit in the RP. 

· Specific actions:

· Copy 6.14.5 in its entirety to the RP

· Inform the main group that the text was copied, they can decide whether to delete the text in the main draft

· Modify the text to “fit” the RP; Winston will edit and propose some modified text to the group in the future

· Bridge CPE to be used for passing CBP packets between nodes in intersecting WRAN cells.

· CBP Packet Probability Presentation was given by Samsung (Cheng Shan).  This triggered talk of TWO different concepts that need to be looked at RE new “types” of CPEs that could be installed by a BS operator for some specific purposes:  
· The first one would be used in a competitive environment to inform network operator A that network operator B is present.  This is being called a “Coexistence or Contention CPE”, it would be used for making sure a second network (by a different operator) can hear the first network operator’s CBP packets.  This kind of CPE is composed of two directional antennas, one antenna pointed towards the associated BS and one pointed towards the “other” network that needs to hear the CBP packets.  Question was asked if operator A and B are aware of each’s location so the antenna can be directed in the right way.
· The second one is more like a relay, call it a “bridge CPE”:  The purpose is to relay, extend, or link coverage of service for a single operator, without having to e.g. lay more backhaul. This kind of CPE may or may not be dedicated to this function (it could behave as a normal CPE, too).  The bridge CPE is essentially two CPEs connected back to back at layer2.  NOTE:  This one doesn’t really relate to CBP, but might be needed in some cases.  

It is not clear if these might require something in addition to just text in the RP (is there some normative behaviour that has to be specified in the draft 1.0 document??).  
Specific Action:  We can make the main group of aware of these so they can make the necessary changes/additions (if needed).
· RE Comment 930 is requesting that Annex A and Annex B be removed from the draft.  

· Annex A describes incumbent sensing techniques, and Annex B defines and CPE spectrum automaton.  These are currently part of the main draft, should it all be moved to the RP instead?  

· Group agreed that annex A and B should remain where they are.  Specific action- we should provide input on the related comment to the working group.
· This raised the question of how to handle the database implementation and is it right to have that in the RP.  We must have a well defined set of inputs and outputs at minimum.  But there are also certain elements that the recommended practices should list out specifically to avoid issues with different implementations (how the output is determined should be somehow “agreed”).  We should define how it works first and then take any needed changes to the working group.  

· Assume that a beacon is detected.  Should the node that detected the beacon stay on the channel authenticate the beacon or should it go ahead and vacate.  Would it be easier to do in-band or out-of-band sensing to detect the MSF1?  Is this consideration appropriate for TG2?

· The group agreed that we should do the sensing out of band.  As soon as the CPE detects a TG1 beacon sync burst, it should vacate the channel and acquire the rest of the TG1 beacon out of band afterwards.  This was decided because it will be hard to stay on channel and authenticate because 1.) it requires a longer quiet period and 2.) even if a rogue beacon is detected, it may hide a “good” beacon (a legit beacon may be underneath).  Refer to email Oct 5, 2007 Subject “802.22.1 Vote Thursday”.

· Specific action - It was decided that the above operation needs to be specified more directly and completely in the RP.

· A side discussion (not related to this) was also discussed:  At association, if a CPE is going to be the only device that will cause interference to a mic, he doesn’t even need to inform the BS that he detected a beacon or microphone – he is the only device that would be causing a problem if he starts to operate, so he would simply not operate on that channel (this allows the BS to otherwise use the channel for other CPEs with no potential to interfere.  Specific action - This should be captured in the spectrum manager logic text at some point.

· What outside plant /inside plant implementation recommendations are necessary in the RP for the purposes of inter-manufacturing compatibility and public safety.

· Specific action:  find existing documents that explain these things and bring the appropriate text into the RP (ENG and telco installation procedures and considerations, for example).

· Aggregate interference as was presented and discussed by Steve Shellhammer and Cheng Shan.

· We are talking about interference from multiple WRAN into incumbent transmissions

· Specific action:  discuss with Steve and Cheng and move appropriate text into the RP.  This might add a “fudge factor” of sorts to the values that will be put in the incumbent database, for example.

· Gerald suggested a follow up item:  TG2 should also look into incumbent interference produced into WRANs.  E.g., this impacts how close a WRAN would operate to a high power TV broadcast station- closer operation to the station will impact the WRAN operator service.  A BS’ service radius will be decreased due to an increase in power caused by TV transmissions.

The question was asked are there other topics:  there were no suggestions at this time. 

Review the current draft RP 22-06/242r10 (r10 is the document under edit in real time, r9 is on the server)

There were live edits made to r9 by the chair to update/create r10.

· Section 2.1.1.3.2 WRAN Base Station Database

· There is an issue with WISPs RE “The location (lat & long), technical parameters such as the transmit/receive antenna pattern, the antenna height and the EIRP and call sign of the BS are to be provided for inclusion in a database that will be publicly accessible”  This is viewed as competitive info, they don’t want it available for competitors to see/know.  Leave out the reference to “publicly accessible”.

· Section 2.1.1.4.1 DTV Separation

· There was a discussion about separation distance vs. keep out zone.  To compute these we need to agree on how to compute the location of the TV broadcast protected contour.

· What is meant by “Separation Distance” is the separation distance from the TV protected contour.  Heading and text were changed to reflect this.

· RE “The reference separation distance from a DTV receiving installation is assumed to be 10 m for the CPEs.” Question was asked how does the person who installs the WRAN BS know where the nearest DTV receiver is located??
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Continued review of the current draft RP:
· Re the above, should we provide a methodology for the BS installer to use such that they can avoid interference?
· Noted that the 10m distance is based on a reference provided in regulations for an outdoor transmitter.

· There was discussion RE  the text “In the regulatory domains where an incumbent database service does not exist, specific keep-out distances will need to be observed from the TV protected contours based on a simplified flat-land propagation prediction model (ITU-R Rec. P.1546)” there is some concern that it was not clear or explicit enough, it should be edited.
· Discussed “This tapering of EIRP toward the TV protected contour can be pre-defined at the time of installation for setting the BS maximum EIRP and can be entirely controlled from the BS for the CPEs as part of an additional constraint imposed on its closed-loop TPC process coltrolled at the base station.”.  This would be possible assuming we have a sectorized deployment of the WRAN.  Also, this text should be made clear in such a way that we know what aspects apply to the BS vs. what applies to the CPE.  It would also be useful to add text explaining how this is done,  for the benefit of the installer.
· RE “The amount of tapering in dB from the maximum allowed EIRP could be defined as follows from the fraction of the actual distance to the protected contour to the distance indicated in the table:

Tapering = Path loss exponent * 10*log(actual distance/distance in the table)   (dB)

where:
path loss exponent = 3.0   [tbd]”

There was some discussion about whether this is somehow captured in the incumbent database entries or not.  We have agreed that there perhaps will not be a database in some regulatory domains (this would be mainly outside the USA), and in that case, we need a definition that would apply in that case.  Some text was developed and edited to cover this case to the satisfaction of people present.
· There was some concern about “It is also possible to use smaller separation distances than those indicated in the separation distance tables as long as the maximum EIRP of the WRAN transmitting device (i.e., maximum value of its TPC range) is scaled accordingly. ”.  It needs to be made clear that this is not simple, unless some engineering effort/experience is involved.
· Reworked equation “(assuming line of sight: EIRP – 20*log(sepatation distance/10)” which is not correct, we want to find the new separation distance given a different EIRP.  The new equation was captured in the RP.

· RE Table 1 details:  14 dB CPE antenna front to back ratio was question again by Kelly.

· Discussed “[What if the TV contours are interference-limited rather than being noise-limited?  Shouln’t the interference limited contours be used instead?]”.  There are two known methods for how to do it for DTV in the USA (used by FCC).  It was argued (Kelly) that it does not make sense to use the interference limited contour.
· Added a note RE considerations related to incumbent interference to WRANs- is this going to be accounted for in the database, somehow?

· Discussed masking of DTV to DTV; this same masking should not be consider for masking DTV to unlicensed devices.  Also, the contours constructed for DTV are not the same models to be used for interference considerations when we talk about unlicensed TV band devices.

Adjourned meeting at 12:38 PM Wednesday.
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