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August 5, 2008

Call cancelled.

August 12, 2008

The agenda was approved unanimously.

All attendees are aware of the IEEE patent policy.

The minutes document IEEE 802.22-08/213r0 from the July 2008 Plenary was approved unanimously.

Reviewing doc. IEEE 802.22-06/242r11:

· Passed over section 1

· Begin review of section 2; new title “Database Service”, section has been both rearranged and updated; r13 of the document is being created during the review.

· Section 2.1.1:  Gerald suggested to modify text “The protected contour defines a boundary beyond which a WRAN device is restricted from operating on a co- or adjacent channel.”  The text was modified to read instead…” The protected contour defines a boundary within which broadcast receivers are protected from interference.”  Gerald emphasized that we need to define this in such a way that it is possible to protect more than one region or area that might be served by a TV broadcast, vs. specifying one distance from the main transmitter.

· Section 2.1.1:  Agreed to update the existing text “For channel relationships beyond co- and adjacent channel, in which case the device can be located inside a contour, the database would return the maximum EIRP to avoid taboo channel interference.”  There is a need to capture all possible combinations depending on where the device is located with respect to different channels (co, adjacent, and taboo channels).  Winston will add related text.

· Section 2.1.1.2:  RE “As an alternative to populating the incumbent station database with station operation parameters, the database could be populated with pre-computed protected contours in the form of polygons that are represented by the coordinates of all the apexes of a contour.”  Gerald suggested that the pre-computed contours must also be “agreed upon”.

· Section 2.1.1.3:  Gerald suggested to change the text “The format of the databases queries should be harmonized in the various regions so that standardized computer tools could be used for planning the WRAN systems as well as function in an operating system” to read instead ,“…planning and during normal operation of the WRAN systems as well as function in an operating system”.  There was also a suggestion to change “harmonized in the various regions” to “globally harmonized”.

· Section 2.1.2:  Discussed the text “The latitude, longitude, technical parameters such as the transmit/receive antenna pattern, the antenna height, the EIRP, and the call sign of the BS are to be provided for inclusion in a database [that will be publicly accessible].  The bracketed text indicated that we were considering to add the statement (suggested by Ivan).  There was also a suggestion to merge the paragraph with the previous.  Winston updated the text in the new RP version.

· There was some discussion about the term “coexistence” and that fact that protection of incumbents should not be consider coexistence.  “Self-coexistence” is coexistence among WRANs.   802.22 should re-visit the use/definition of coexist/coexistence and realign the wording as needed.  

· Section 2.2:  The text points to examples of database service approaches.  Winston’s text has already been added to Annex 1, we could add also information previously received from Gerald and Charles.  Also the presentation from Ivan at the Plenary in July.

· Gerald suggested that we include a section (section 2.3?) on what is the output of the database service.  This might also include a block diagram that shows the flow of the data, inputs/outputs, queries, etc.

· There was some general discussion about when the FCC rules will come out (anywhere with 2-6 months is guessed).  There was some talk of whether the FCC will go by the “classic” contour (50/90) models when considering protection regions or use something more up to date and accurate.  

August 19, 2008

Call cancelled.
August 26, 2008

The agenda was approved unanimously.

All attendees are aware of the IEEE patent policy.

The minutes document IEEE 802.22-08/232r1 was approved unanimously.  Gerald noted that we need to discuss a preferred term between coexistence and self-coexistence (in particular with Wendong/MAC group), this probably will happen at the Kona interim meeting.
Reviewing doc. IEEE 802.22-06/242r12:

Gerald had previously sent Winston an email noting some changes that need to be made to the current RP document.  We reviewed some of his comments on the call.  Winston agreed to review add any text that had been mistakenly left out.
· Reviewed Section 3 “EIRP Profile”

· Change the first sentence:  it should refer to “2nd adjacent channels and beyond” instead of the “alternate” channel.  This was done later in the section in other places, as well.

· Noted that the “10 m” limit figure is from the FCC.  Gerald requested a reference for this, Winston suggested that it is perhaps in the first (May 2004) or second NPRM as a footnote.

· Gerald noted that the approach of using vertical polarization (or not) had not really been resolved (at least not for certain scenarios) by the WG.  We should mention that both this polorization and the cap on WRAN power transmission need to be taken into account.

· Gerald requested that the reduction in coupling level due to local multipath between the WRAN and DTV antennas located at 10 m (currently 10 dB) should be changed to 12 dB in section 3.1 to have the 26 dBm received level found in the computer simulation increased to 14 dBm when local multipath is present.

· There was some discussions regarding the missing table in 3.1, and what receiver levels the data should correspond to (should we assume operation all the way down to the -84 dBm limit?)  This is to be discussed.

· RE section 3.2, we discussed whether it really is useful to taper the EIRP, or if the WRAN device should perhaps not operate at all (topic discussed also in previous meetings).  Will omitting the cap necessarily reduce complexity/simplify things?  Does it really give the WRAN operator significant additional space to operate in?
September 2, 2008

The agenda IEEE 802.22-08/244r0 was approved unanimously.

All attendees are aware of the IEEE patent policy.

The minutes document IEEE 802.22-08/232r3  was approved unanimously.

Reviewing doc. IEEE 802.22-06/242r13:

· Reviewed the text updates/changes in section 3.1 “EIRP Profile”. 

· The discussion was about the references which would support some of radio link values described in the section. 

· Discussed the statement RE a 4 W WRAN device producing a -26 dBm received power level at the input of the TV receiver.  This value is, according to Gerald, the result of computer simulations (and assuming vertical polarization of antennas).  This is explained in “Reference 1”, a previous publication on the topic.  The simulation evidently didn’t assuming a real fading channel.

· Field tests with various antenna types have shown that power level at the receiver is on order of 8 dB more, Gerald thinks this is due to multipath effects.  There should be a second reference pointing to this field testing, to qualify the 8 dB value.  Gerald explained where these values originated, there was a detailed review by him of his contribution 22-06-0232-01-0000 (powerpoint slides), which deals with WRAN CPE and DTV receiver coupling issues and how it impacts WRAN interference to DTV.  The idea here would be to take information from this document as a reference to statements made in the RP if we can all agree/understand the content.

· Discussed briefly the “10 m” restriction.  Winston will work on Section 3.1 to clarify that the intent of the vertical cross-polarization isolation testing is to provide some relaxation to the worst case interfering example at 10 m separation.  A CPE should not be located closer than 10 m to a TV receiver and a CPE located at a separation distance greater than 10 m cannot reliably make use of antenna cross-polarization isolation.
· Tables that Gerald provided will be included into Section 3.1 to describe the limited maximum EIRP for this worst interference case at 10 m separation.
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Abstract


The minutes of the TG2 teleconference meetings between the 2008 July Plenary and the 2008 September Interim are reported in this document.














Submission
page 1
Winston Caldwell, Fox

