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Re-write of text in section 6.7.1.2.1 (resolution of comment #152)
This contribution proposes a resolution of comment #152 on the CBP burst IE’s, the apparent redundancy of the text of the first paragraph and a reconsideration of the need for transferring information on the CPE traffic MAP information and DS/US boundary between WRAN cells.

As indicated on slide 28 of contribution 22-08-0137-03-0000-wran-coexistence-considerations.ppt, related to the “bi-directional burst collision” that may occur between two nearby CPEs belonging to two different WRAN cells where a CPE trying to receive a DS packet from its BS would be impacted by a nearby CPE that starts to transmit an upstream burst towards the BS to which it is associated before the first CPE has completed its reception.  As was conceived in the preparation of the first Working Document, one way to do it would be to alert the surrounding CPEs of the location of the actual DS and US bursts for the specific CPE and te location of the DS/US boundary so that the transmitting CPE does not start its transmission while the receiving CPE is still expecting its downstream burst or before the end of the DS sub-frame in the other WRAN cell.

Since it was decided that the upstream burst would be mapped horizontally to minimize the instantaneous EIRP required to reach the BS since a minimum number of sub-carrier would be used, there will not be much flexibility in scheduling the US burst in time.  However, since the DS burst is mapped vertically (using all sub-carriers during a minimum number of OFDM symbols), there will be a lot more flexibility in the DS sub-frame for the BS to schedule the DS burst going to a CPE where such “bi-directional burst collision“ may occur for an early transmission in this DS burst.  The only thing needed is therefore for the BS to identify the CPEs where such “bi-directional burst collision“ may occur and then make sure that the bursts going to these CPEs are scheduled first in the DS sub-frame.  The identification of these potentially affected CPEs can easily be done by monitoring the CBP bursts transmitted by nearby CPEs.  There is no need to indicate where the actual DS or US bursts will happen or where the DS/US boundary is to occur because the other CPE cannot really control when its US burst is scheduled because of the horizontal mapping (few sub-carriers but all symbols in the US sub-frame).

In order for this to work without forcing all DS/US boundaries to be the same across coexisting WRAN cells (negating the flexibility in adjusting the DS/US capacity ratio) and indicating such DS/US boundary, a maximum size US sub-frame should be set to allow a buffer zone for the DS to schedule the bursts going to these affected CPEs where the US bursts would never occur.  Depending on the number of CPEs in this situation (i.e., in the overlap area) and their expected download capacity, leaving a minimum of 6 symbols in the DS sub-frame (minimum to allow for channel training) would normally be sufficient to absorb the DS capacity going to these affected CPEs.  The size of the US sub-frame could then vary up to a maximum defined by the number of data symbols in the frame minus the 6 symbols needed for proper training or somewhat less if there are a large number of CPEs in the overlap area.

Under the above conditions for the “bi-directional burst collision” and based on the fact that it has been decided that the unit of capacity sharing in coexistence situation will be the frame, there is no longer a need to exchange burst scheduling information between WRAN cellsnor DS/US Boundary information as  described in sections 6.7.1.2.1.1 and 6.7.1.2.1.2.  It is therefore proposed to delete these two sections and update Table 6 accordingly.

Other modifications to the text are also proposed as indicated below:

6.7.1.2.1 CBP Information Elements

CBP packets shall carry at least one information element (IE) in their payload among the set described in Table 6 since it provides the basic information required to enable self-coexistence. CBP packets shall carry at least one Backup Channel information element (IE) in their payload. This is to allow WRANs to execute the spectrum etiquette mechanism before deciding to execute the other spectrum sharing mechanisms described in 6.21.2.3.  CBP packets transmitted by the CPEs may also carry a single DS/US Boundary IE. CBP packets transmitted by the BS shall carry at least one DS/US Boundary IE, and may also carry one or more Beacon IE.

Table 6 — CBP IEs

	Element ID
	Name

	0
	Backup Channel IE

	
	

	
	

	1
	Inter-BS Capabilities IE

	2
	CC_REQ IE

	3
	CC_RSP IE

	4
	CC_ACK IE

	5
	RR-REQ IE

	6
	RA-RSP IE

	7
	RA-ACK IE

	8
	RC-REQ IE

	9
	RC-RSP IE

	10
	RC-ACK IE

	11
	RE-REQ IE

	12
	RE-RSP IE

	13
	RE-ACK IE

	14
	RS-SEM IE

	15
	RS-ADV IE

	16
	BS Channel Parameter IE

	17
	CBP Location IE

	18
	CBP Geolocation IE


6.7.1.2.1.1 
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6.7.1.2.1.2 

Table 8 
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Abstract


This contribution proposes a resolution for comment #152 on the apparent redundancy in the text of the first paragraph in section 6.7.1.2.1 as well as a re-consideration of the need for transmitting the Beacon IE and the DS/US boundary IE from one cell to another in the CBP burst.
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