Coexistence CG’s Recommendation to IEEE 802.20 WG 

1 Background

In its July meeting, 802.20 WG chose to form a Coexistence Correspondence Group (CCG) to "study and create a consensus recommendation on how to address the issues of coexistence of future 802.20 systems with other wireless technologies deployed in the licensed bands below 3.5 GHz." The goal of the CCG, therefore, was to come up with a recommendation on the best way to address coexistence within the WG. The coexistence analyses themselves are outside the scope of the CCG and are left to the coexistence-related document(s) that the WG is likely to produce.
2 Scope of coexistence work

The 802.20 PAR envisions both TDD and FDD variants for the upcoming standards. It is likely that technologies based on these two variants will be deployed in bands below 3.5 GHz that allow such operation. It is also likely that 802.20 TDD and FDD systems will be deployed as co-channel in geographically adjacent areas or as adjacent-channel in spectrally adjacent manner. Since such adjacency could cause coexistence problems it is, therefore, recommended that the coexistence work undertaken by 802.20 include coexistence of 802.20 TDD and FDD variants. 

The spectrum below 3.5 GHz allocated to the Mobile Service is mostly occupied by incumbents. It is likely that future 802.20 systems may be deployed in block assignments that are adjacent to those of existing mobile systems. Since it would be impractical to analyze coexistence of future 802.20 systems with every existing technology deployed below 3.5 GHz, it is, therefore, recommended that the coexistence work 802.20 will undertake include coexistence of 802.20 systems with other technologies deployed in “target bands”. “Target bands” are the bands that 802.20 systems are more likely to be deployed in, in the near future. The CCG is not recommending which “target bands” 802.20 should address in its coexistence work.  Of course, this decision will have to be made by the 802.20 WG when defining the scope of the coexistence document it will produce. 
3 Organization and method of the coexistence work

Due to the importance of coexistence and its role in the success of the future 802.20 standard, it is recommended that 802.20 WG charter a Coexistence [Ad Hoc Group (CAHG)] [Task Group (CTG)] that would focus on performing coexistence analyses, making recommendations on minimum equipment performance, and providing deployment guidelines. It is recommended that 802.20 WG at its November 2003 Plenary session, form a Coexistence Task Group (CTG), define its charter in accordance with the recommendations contained in this document, and elect its officers.

3.1 Coexistence Task Group

It is recommended that the CTG start its work at January interim session. Since the CTG will most likely produce documents that will be published by IEEE, it is therefore required to draft a PAR and submit it to the 802 Executive Committee for approval. It is, therefore, recommended that the WG task the CTG to draft a PAR as its first assignment. It is also recommended that the CTG identify, and establish liaisons with, relevant domestic and international entities in a timely manner with the purpose of communicating the work progress and exchanging information.

3.2 Document structure

It is recommended that the “Scope” section of the PAR to be drafted by CTG include, as a minimum, all of the elements recommended in this document. The document(s) to be produced by the CTG should also reflect the same. Specifically, they should include the elements contained in section 4 of this document. The internal structure of the document(s) is recommended to be left to the CTG to decide.

4 Elements of coexistence work

4.1 Minimum performance characteristics

4.2 Interference scenarios

4.3 Deployment guidelines

5 Mutual impact of coexistence work and other ongoing WG activities



5.1 Coexistence and evaluation criteria

Coexistence guidelines vary with the choice of frequency bands and deployment scenarios. An air interface specification may coexist poorly with incumbents of a certain band but have a superior performance in some other bands. Therefore, coexistence is seldom considered as an air interface evaluation criterion for systems in licensed bands. However, since providing deployment guidelines is one of the elements of the work of the future CTG, it is recommended that demonstration of the capability of coexisting with other technologies 
be considered a positive point (extra credit) for competing proposals while lack of such data should not have any negative effect on the evaluation process.The Evaluation CG may want to take this point into consideration in their development of the criteria for evaluating future proposals for the 802.20 standard.
5.2 Coexistence and channel modeling

Future coexistence work of 802.20 is not expected to have an impact on the selection of channel models for testing the 802.20 specifications. The output of the channel model CG, however, could be used in the process of selecting propagation model(s) for simulations and coexistence analyses.

5.3 Coexistence and traffic modeling

Future coexistence work of 802.20 is not expected to have an impact on the selection of traffic models for testing the 802.20 specifications.
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