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Wednesday, Nov 12th PM2 - TG2 Recommended Practices 
· We reviewed the agenda, which is document 08/0314r0.  It was approved with unanimous consent.

· We reviewed the minutes from the TG2 conference calls, which is document 08/279/r5.  It was approved with unanimous consent.

· Assured that participants were aware of the IEEE patent policy.

· Presentation of “Preliminary White Space Availablility”, Charles Cooper.  This is document 08/0311r0
· Comment was made that the 1 or none available channel classification might be somewhat misleading (in slide 4 graphic).
· Comment was made that graphic excludes translators.

· Co-Channel incumbent protection assumed was 1.5 times the noise limited contour; might be somewhat conservative.

· We continued with review of the latest version of the RP, which is document 06/0242r21.

· Started with Section 7

· Winston made a number of edits in real-time, to be reflected in r22
· There was discussion about the Statistics section (7.1.1.2).   In particular, making the text more explicit as to what statistical values should be used (more clarity in what the numbers actually mean).
Thursday, Nov 13th AM1 - TG2 Recommended Practices
· The Thursday session was spend resolving comments on the 802.22 draft (meaning version 1.0) that are related/referred to TG2
· Comments related to 6.14.5 “Control of Maximum Transmit EIRP at CPEs and BS for the Protection of TV Incumbents”:
· Comment 282:  requested to move the section from the main document to the recommended practices document.  There is a counter proposal, as the text has been moved the text to the RP, but 6.14.5 will remain in some form.  283 actually supercedes this resolution, in any case (see below).
· Comment 283:  requested that normative parts of the section stay in the 802.22 draftt, and the informative text go to the RP.  It was decided that we need to see the text that will remain in 6.14.5 before the comment can be resolved.  First sentence in section is an example of normative text that should stay in the main 802.22 draft.  Commentor would not mind keeping all of the current text in the 802.22 draft.  Commentor (Charlie Einolf) agreed to provide replacement text for 6.14.5 for the January 2009 interim.
· Comment 284: requested that language related to assuming orthogonality of TV antenna and that of the WRAN device be omitted.  Assumption of orthogonality has been discussed in the main group, but never to resolution.  The related text has been removed already in the RP.  It was agreed that this could be resolved as part of resolution of comment 283.
· Comment 285:  requested clarification on the group’s position with respect to cross polarization discrimination between horizontally polarized DTV receive antenna and vertically polarized WRAN transmit antenna.  The assumption of 14 dB has not been officially agreed within 802.22.  The group agreed to defer this comment as a system issue for discussion in the main 802.22 group.
· Comment 286:  this is a minor editorial comment that was superceded (accepted).  We are waiting for a contribution that can resolve it.
· Comment 287:  the comment is saying that many other factors impact EIRP, and that the value can’t be set properly without knowledge of those factors.  This information should be conveyed to the BS so that it knows what EIRP to specify.  We left this as a defer, not sure how to address.
· Comment 288:  it was agreed that the recommended practices document should be in the list of 802.22 draft’s references.
· Comment 289:  requested that there be definition of how a system would operate in the absence of a database.  We agreed that this comment relates to SM but also to the database.  Primitives exist in the 802.22 draft related to determining whether a database is present or not, but no text exist on how to handle the no-database case.  We suggested an action item for the Spectrum Manager group to resolve this comment, by developing text for the no-database case.

· Comment 290:  request is to modify text RE who will develop the incumbent database.  The text mentions incumbents, potential WRAN service providers, and local regulators as all having a hand in the development.  This text exists in both the 802.22 draft and the RP.  This will be superceded by the resolution to be developed for comment 283.
· Comment 291:  mentions that text indicating that the separation/keep-out distance info is specific to the USA (not e.g. ITU).  The corresponding text is currently in both the RP and in the 802.22 document, but will be removed from the main 802.22 document (database specific information, not normative).  

· Comment 292:  minor spelling/editorial error; this one was accepted.
· Comment 293:  this is related to adding a reference to existing text and will be fixed when comment 283 is resolved (superceded).

· Comment 294:  requested that intermodulation and crossmodulation should be considered.  The assoicated text now exist in the RP.  Gerald has stated on teleconf calls that it should be fairly easy to include this into existing models.  This is referring to the “Flowchart of the decision process RE determining the maximum transmitted EIRP limit on every TV channel for a single CPE at a given location to protect TV operations on channel N”.  We basically need someone to do the calculations.  Is this something we should even consider, given that the FCC probably won’t define that in the rules?  Is this something we should do anyway?  We recognize that intermod is a real problem.  This is significant work to update analysis already done, not clear it is worth the effort (?).  We will await a contribution for January 2009 on the topic, as part of the resolution to comment 283.
· Comment 295:  comment was made that text is not specific to the assumption of 4 Watt transmitters, yet all the analysis assumes this.  This will be superceded by the resolution to comment 283.  There is already text in the RP related to this, but normative text could be added to the 802.22 draft.  
· Comment 296:  this comment seems to be related to “what is an incumbent” e.g. in the case of operation in Canada.  But we are not sure, so we will defer this one.
· Comment 297:  requests that it is made clear that numbers in the tables of 6.14.5.1 are USA specific and that this should be indicated. This table has been moved to the RP and will be superceded as a result of the comment resolution for 283 in the main document
· Comment 298:  requests that there be no restrictions imposed on operation on channels beyond N+1/N-1.  This is a system issue to resolve in the main group, but the related section now exists in the RP.  The RP will need to be updated when the main group reaches resolution.  This is deferred.

· Comment 299:  requests making the RP a normative standard.  This is a system issue that needs discussion in the main group.  So it is deferred.

· Comment 300:  requests that antenna patterns be taken into account.  There was a related contribution 08/308 from Gerald.  There was also discussion RE 802.22 compliant antenna that would report its operating characteritics (at the Hawaii meeting).  This comment is a system issue and was deferred.
· Comment 301:  this is related to possible radiation on the line from CPE PA to its antenna.  This is a system issue and was deferred.
We adjourned at 10:09 AM Thursday Nov 13th, until we resume TG conference calls.
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Abstract


These are the session minutes of two TG2 sessions which took place during the 802 Plenary meeting in Dallas, TX Nov 9-14.
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