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Abstract
Recently, the International Telecommunication Union allocated the 470–862 MHz band to the
digital broadcasting (DB) service. Moreover, the 790–862 MHz sub-band will be allocated to
the next-generation mobile system, known as the International Mobile Telecommunication –
Advanced (IMT-A), and to the DB on a co-primary basis in the year 2015. Currently, two
candidate technologies are available to represent the IMT-A system; the Mobile WiMAX and
Long Term Evolution – Advanced (LTE-A). One of the main criteria of the IMT-A candidate
is to not cause additional interference to the primary service (i.e., DB). In this paper, we
address the spectrum sharing issue between the IMT-A candidates and the DB service. More
precisely, we investigate the interference effect between the DB service and the mobile
network, which could be either LTE-A or WiMAX. Our study proposes a spectrum sharing
model to take into account the impact of interference and evaluates the spectrum sharing
requirements such as frequency separation and separation distance. This model considers three
spectrum sharing scenarios: co-channel, zero guard band, and adjacent channel. A statistical
analysis is performed, by considering the interferer spectrum emission mask and victim
receiver blocking techniques. The interference-to-noise ratio is used as an essential spectrum
sharing criterion between the systems. The model considers the random distribution of the
users, antenna heights, and the bandwidth effect as well as the deployment environment in
order to achieve spectrum sharing. The results show that LTE-A is preferable to WiMAX in
terms of having less interference impact on DB; this can eventually allow the operation of both
services without performance degradation and thus will lead to efficient utilization of the radio
spectrum.
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1. Introduction

Spectrum sharing analysis is the key to coping with the high demand for wireless applications
[1]. Since there is no unused band in the radio spectrum, in 2006, the International
Telecommunication Union released a significant portion of the spectrum, called the “digital
dividend,” that became available as a result of the digital switchover in the 470–862 MHz band
[2]. One of the outcomes of the World Radiocommunication Conference 2007 was the
allocation of the 790–862 MHz band on a co-primary basis for the upcoming mobile system
named International Mobile Telecommunication – Advanced (IMT-A) and the digital
broadcasting (DB) service in the year 2015 [3]. Clearly, destructive interference will occur
between the two systems, and the need for spectrum sharing analysis is required to be
investigated carefully. Currently, two candidate technologies have been considered to
represent IMT-A, Mobile WiMax (also known as IEEE 802.16m) and Long Term Evolution
–Advanced (LTE-A) [4]. These candidates must fulfill the IMT-A requirements, such as
supporting high data rates of up to 1 Gbps for stationary receivers and up to 100 Mbps for
mobile receivers with a mobility speed of 350 km/h, as well as supporting scalable bandwidths,
low latency, and higher spectrum efficiency [5]. Another criterion for IMT-A candidates, is to
not cause additional interference in the DB service, since the 470–862 MHz band is currently
reserved for DB until 2015 [6][7].
Our study proposes a versatile spectrum sharing model to allow co-existence between any
wireless communication systems from an interference evaluation point of view. This research
addresses spectrum sharing requirements between the DB and mobile network which could be
either WiMAX or LTE-A. Our model is based on statistical analysis that utilizes the interferer
spectrum emission mask (SEM) and the victim receiver blocking (VRB) techniques to analyze
the spectrum sharing requirements based on the interference-to-noise ratio (INR) as a
spectrum sharing criterion. The model investigates three spectrum sharing scenarios:
co-channel, zero guard band (ZGB), and adjacent channel. The model considers the random
distribution of the interferer, the practical deployment parameters, and the deployment
environment that reflects the clutter loss. Our study proposes an efficient method to allow the
coordination and the management of the radio spectrum.
1.1 Related works
Currently, a new co-existence model has been widely used in the studies of compatibility
assessment between IMT-A and other service such as the fixed service [8], High Altitude
Platform Service (HAPS) [9], fixed satellite service [10], fixed wireless access
[4][11][12][13][14][15][16][17][18] and the DB service [4][[19][20][21][22]. The current
co-existence model is based on the deterministic analysis called minimum coupling loss
(MCL), and the SEM technique represents the interference attenuation in the co and adjacent
channel. The model results in finding the required separation distance and the frequency
guard band between the interferer and the victim system in order to co-exist. The current
co-existence model also considers the clutter loss based on the International
Telecommunication Union – Radiocommunication sector (ITU-R P.452). Finally, the model
can be applied for three sharing scenarios, co-channel, adjacent channel and ZGB.
The current model has three limitations; Firstly, the study considers only the transmitter as a
source of interference, which causes the unwanted emission in the victim's bandwidth (BW);
and do not consider the interference due to the receiver imperfection interference (i.e., the
interference due to blocking) which is a major element in the interference mechanism [23].
This limitation can affect significantly the result of protection distance. Secondly, the model
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considers an ideal case by using the free space represents path loss; this can result in very large
separation distance such as 120,000 Km [20] and 22,300 Km [21] (in co-channel sharing
scenario) which is a not reasonable result. Finally, the study considers only two fixed positions
such as Base Stations (BS) to BS, which make the results reflect just the worst case scenario
that requires a large separation distance or larger guard band (GB). This is one of the main
disadvantages of the MCL[24].
Based on these limitations, we propose our spectrum sharing model. Our model can be
carried by considering the interference due to blocking as a second source of interference and
consider practical propagation models such as ITU-R P.1546-4[25] and Hata model [26] in
case of coexistence between mobile and broadcasting. Finally, our proposed model considers
statistical analysis based on Monte-Carlo methodology [23] that represents the distribution of
the interferer transmitter and users.
The paper organization is as follows: Section 2 describes in details the proposed spectrum
sharing model. The system parameters and the sharing scenario are presented in Section 3.
Section 4 is devoted to the spectrum sharing results and discussion. Finally, the study
conclusions are presented in Section 5.

2.Spectrum Sharing Model
The proposed spectrum sharing model analyzes the interference effect based on the
interference criteria of a victim receiver as a function of horizontal separation distance
between the interferer and the victim systems, taking into account the SEM attenuation of the
interferer transmitter and the victim receiver blocking for every frequency separation between
the offsets. The current model steps are as follows:
 The SEM of the interferer should be defined. This parameter depends on the type of the
system, where the SEM attenuation value of different frequency separation is defined.
 The interference level is evaluated at the victim receiver terminal; the interference
power is attenuated at the adjacent channel according to the SEM attenuation for every
(1)
breaking point. Each breaking point of the SEM is converted to group of linear
equations to evaluate the attenuation (AttSEM) due to SEM as a function of separation
frequency offsets (∆f). This can be shown in Fig. 1 and can be calculated by using the
following equation:

Where Att (y) is the SEM attenuation in dBc at frequecny offset f(x)in MHz, Att (y+j) is the
attenuation of the next breaking point in the frequency offset f(x+i) in MHz .

Fig. 1. The mask attenuation calculation based on the SEM breaking points
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The receiver blocking as a second source of interference is calculated for every
frequency separation. The blocking attenuation can be calculated by using two modes; the
sensitivity or the Protection Ratio (PR) mode. Based on the receiver type, one of these modes
is chosen to calculate the receiver blocking attenuation. In our study, the sensitivity mode is
chosen to calculate the receiver blocking attenuation for the mobile receiver; meanwhile, the
PR mode is chosen to represent the blocking attenuation for the DB receiver.
In the sensitivity mode, theVRBsen (dB) is given as [23] :
(2)
where Imax (dBm) is the maximum allowed interference, C/N+I (dB) is the
Carrier-to-Noise-plus -Interference (dB), Senvr (dBm) is the sensitivity level of the victim
receiver.
In the case of the PR mode, theVRBPR (dB) is defined as [23]:
(3)
where PR is the protection ration of the victim receiver in dB.
 The total attenuation including both the SEM and VRB for the proposed model is:


Defining the sharing scenario. In this set, the following scenarios should be considered:(4)
o Co-Channel: in this sharing scenario, the interferer offset is the same as the victim.
o ZGB: in this sharing scenario, the edge of the victim BW (BWvictim ) (MHz) is close to
the interferer BW (BWinterferer). This will result in a frequency separation based on the
following equation [4, 19-22]::
(5)





o Adjacent Channel: in this sharing scenario, a guard band is inserted between the
interferer and victim's BW.
For a given sharing scenario, a specified propagation model is considered. For an instant,
when assuming the DB-SS is the interferer into the mobile service, the ITU-R P.1546-4
[25] propagation model is considered [25][27] while, the Hata model [26] is considered in
case of investigating the interference impact from mobile service into the DB reception .
Base on Monte-Carlo methodology, the path loss is calculated more accurately. These
propagation models consider the deployment in rural and urban areas.
The difference between the interferer and victim's BW is taken into account in the BW
correction factor (Bandcorr) (dB) as follows [4][19][20][21][22]:
(6)



The thermal noise of the victim receiver is calculated in order to evaluate the INR (dB)
level. The noise floor N (dBm) is:

(7)
where Nf (dB) is the noise figure of the receiver.
 In a given sharing scenario, the interference I (d, f, ∆f, environment) can be calculated for
a given separation distance d (km), operating frequency f (MHz), specified frequency
offset difference ∆f (MHz) and based on the deployed environments as follows:
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(8)
Where Pti (dBm) is the power of the interferer, Gti (dBi) is the gain of the interferer antenna, Gr (dBi) is
the gain of the victim antenna.

Finally, the INR is calculated taking into account a defined spectrum sharing scenario such as
co-channel, adjacent channel...etc. for each separation distance. For Each trial, the INRtrial is
calculated and compared to the interference criteria of the victim INRtargeted (which is -6 dB for
mobile and broadcasting [28]). The INRtrial (d, f, f, environment) is expressed as:

(9)

The spectrum sharing criteria can be defined as:

(10)

3. System Parameters and Sharing Scenario
3.1 System Parameters
The spectrum sharing parameters for the IMT-A candidates and DB are tabulated in Table 1.
These parameters are based on [29][30][31] for LTE-A, [4][32] for WiMAX, and [2] for
DB-BS and Subscriber Station (DB-SS). These parameters consider the deployment of each
system in rural and urban environments.
Table 1. LTE-A, WiMAX and DB spectrum sharing parameters in rural and urban
environment
LTE-A-BS
[29][30][31]
Parameter

Operating
frequemcu
(MHz)
Pt (dBm)

Rural

Rural

Urban

DB-BS [2]

Urban

Rural

Urban

74.6

63.6

DB-SS [2]
Rural

Urban

800
48

24

46

36

5, 20

BW(MHz)
Height(m)

WiMAX-BS [4][32]

30

23.5

--8

32

32

200

100

10
14.15

Gain (dBi)
Noise Figure
(dB)
Antenna
Thermal
Noise (dBm)
INR
Propagation
Model

15

17

0

5

4

---

7

---

-98

SEM

TS 36.101 v10

Blocking
Mode
Simulation
samples

Omni
-96
-6
Extended Hata

ITU-R 1546-4

ETSI EN 30102
Type G[4]

Sensitivity mode [29][30][31]

GE06

--PR mode [33]

20,000
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3.2 Sharing Scenario
The sharing scenario considered in our study is IMT-A BS to DB-SS and DB-BS to IMT-A BS.
Table 2 shows the expected sharing scenarios between IMT-A and DB service.
In our analysis, the sharing scenario is divided into two phases. In the first phase, the
interference assessment is conducted by assuming one of the IMT-A candidate as an interferer
on the DB-SS. This will result in selecting the IMT-A system with less interference impact on
DB-SS. In the second phase, the IMT-A candidate with less separation distance will be chosen
as the IMT-A candidate. This can be achieved from the results of the first phase, when
investigating the first twelve spectrum sharing scenarios of Table 2. In this phase the IMT-A
candidate is assumed to be the victim receiver and the DB is the interferening system.
In all the sharing scenarios, the IMT-A system is assumed to have two different channel
BWs (i.e., 5 and 20 MHz), of which one is higher than the DB 8 MHz channel BW and the
other is lower. In addition, all the sharing scenarios are assumed to be deployed in rural and
urban environments.
Table 2. The spectrum sharing scenarios
No. of
sharing
scenario

Sharing
Scenario

Interferer

Victim

Environm
ent

DB (8 MHz)

Rural

LTE-A (5 MHz)

1.
Co-Channel

WIMAX (5 MHz)

2.

LTE-A (5 MHz)

3.
ZGB

WIMAX (5 MHz)

4.

LTE-A (5 MHz)

5.
Adj-Channel

WIMAX (5 MHz)

6.
7.

LTE-A (20 MHz)

DB (8 MHz)

WIMAX (20 MHz)

DB (8 MHz)

LTE-A (20 MHz)

DB (8 MHz)

WIMAX (20 MHz)

DB (8 MHz)

LTE-A (20 MHz)

DB (8 MHz)

WIMAX (20 MHz)

DB (8 MHz)

Co-Channel
8.
9.
ZGB
10.
11.

Urban

Adj-Channel
12.
13.

Co-Channel

DB (8 MHz)

IMT-A (5 MHz)

14.

ZGB

DB (8 MHz)

IMT-A (5 MHz)

15.

Adj-Channel

DB (8 MHz)

IMT-A (5 MHz)

16.

Co-Channel

DB (8 MHz)

IMT-A (20 MHz)

17.

ZGB

DB (8 MHz)

IMT-A (20 MHz)

18.

Adj-Channel

DB (8 MHz)

IMT-A (20 MHz)

Rural

Urban
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4. Results and discussion
The results achieved based on the proposed model are derived from Equations (1)-(10). This
includes the system parameters in Table 1.
4.1 IMT-A Candidate as an Interferer into the DB-SS
The interference from the IMT-A candidate (i.e., LTE-A or WiMAX) with 5 MHz channel
BW into the DB-SS victim receiver with 8 MHz channel BW is shown in Fig. 2 and 3 for rural
and urban deployment respectively.
200
LTE-A (5MHz)
WiMAX (5MHz)
ZGB

180

Separation Distance (km)

160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
0

2

4
6
8
Fequency Separation (MHz)

10

12

Fig. 2. Spectrum sharing scenario in which either LTE-A (5 MHz) or WiMAX (5 MHz) is
interfering with DB (8 MHz) in a rural environment
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Fig. 3. Spectrum sharing scenario in which either LTE-A (5 MHz) or WiMAX (5 MHz) is
interfering with DB (8 MHz) in an urban environment

In rural deployment, Fig. 2 shows that the LTE-A system requires a minimum frequency
separation of 12.5 MHz (i.e., a 6.5 MHz guard band) with a distance of 75 km in order to allow
co-existence, whereas the WiMAX system requires a frequency separation of 10 MHz (i.e., a
3.5 MHz guard band) with a lower separation distance of 24 km. The result shows that
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WiMAX had a lower spectrum sharing requirement in this scenario. However, in urban
deployment, Fig. 3 shows that the LTE-A can co-exist with DB with a frequency separation of
12.5 MHz and a lower separation distance of 4.5 km compared to the separation distance of 17
km required for WiMAX.
The figures also show that in the case of inserting a frequency separation of 6.5 MHz (i.e., a
0 MHz guard band), the LTE-A system requires 135 km (14 km) in rural (urban) areas,
whereas the WiMAX system requires 37.5 km (29 km) to co-exist with DB.
Finally, in the co-channel sharing scenario, a greater separation distance of 190 km is
needed for the LTE-A BS system. Similarly, the WiMAX services require a high separation
distance of 169 km in rural areas. However, in urban deployment, the LTE-A system requires
only 27 km compared to the 140 km needed by WiMAX.
The above results show that LTE-A is better for deployment in urban areas, whereas
WiMAX has better spectrum sharing results in rural deployment.
Fig. 4 and 5 show the sharing scenario in the case considering higher BWs (i.e., 20 MHz)
compared to the DB BW of 8 MHz.
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Fig. 4. Spectrum sharing scenario in which either LTE-A (20 MHz) or WiMAX (20 MHz) is
interfering with DB (8 MHz) in an rural environment
Fig. 4 shows that the LTE-A can co-exist with DB in rural deployment by inserting a
frequency separation of 12.5 MHz with a separation distance of 55 km, whereas, WiMAX
demands a lower separation distance of 19 km with a frequency separation of 10 MHz.
Nevertheless, in urban areas, LTE-A needs a lower separation distance of 3.2 km (with a 12.5
MHz frequency separation) compared to WiMAX, which requires 13 km (with a 10 MHz
frequency separation).
In the case of ZGB, the LTE-A system needs a separation distance of 108 km (11 km) in
rural (urban) areas, while the WiMAX system requires a separation distance of 51 km (30 km).
Finally, co-existence is achieved for the LTE-A system in the co-channel sharing scenario,
with a separation distance of 23 km in urban deployment compared to 136 km for WiMAX.
In summary, out of the twelve sharing scenarios, the LTE-A achieved lower spectrum
sharing requirements in seven of the sharing scenarios compared to five of the sharing
scenarios for the WiMAX system. Therefore, our study assumes that IMT-A will be
represented by the LTE-A system. In the following section, a spectrum sharing scenario
between the DB (as an interferer) and the LTE-A BS (as a victim receiver) is investigated to
assess the interference impact of the primary service on the new introduced service.
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Fig. 5. Spectrum sharing scenario in which either LTE-A (20 MHz) or WiMAX (20 MHz) is
interfering with DB (8 MHz) in an urban environment

4.2 DB-BS as an Interferer into the LTE-A BS
The interference scenario from DB into LTE-A (5 MHz) in rural and urban deployment is
shown in Table 3. The table shows that a high separation distance of 650 km (520 km) is
required in the co-channel in rural (urban) deployments. Co-existence is achieved between the
LTE-A and DB in ZGB (with a 6.5 MHz frequency separation) and the adjacent channel
sharing scenario (with a 12.5 MHz frequency separation). In the ZGB scenario, only a
separation distance of 1.15 km (0.8 km) in rural (urban) areas is required. Similarly, in the
adjacent channel sharing scenario, a distance of 0.2 km (0.055 km) is needed in rural (urban)
deployments.
Table 4 tabulates the result when the IMT-A with 20 MHz BW is affected by the 8 MHz DB
BS. The results show that the co-existence cannot be achieved in the co-channel sharing
scenario due to the high separation distance of 590 km (460 km) that is needed in rural (urban)
areas. However, the co-existence is achieved with a frequency separation of 12 MHz (5.5
guard band) and a separation distance of 0.1 km (0.03 km) from the DB-BS in rural (urban)
deployments. In this sharing scenario, the ZGB scenario does not occur since co-existence is
achieved in the adjacent channel with a frequency separation of 12 MHz. This leads to an
overlap between the two BWs of 2 MHz.
Table 3. The spectrum sharing requirement for interference from DB-BS (8 MHz) into
LTE-A (5 MHz)
DB into LTE-A (5 MHz)
Co-channel
scenario
Rural
Urban
Minimum
separation distance
(km)
Frequency offset
separation (MHz)
Guard band (MHz)
Overlapping (MHz)

650

520

ZGB
Rural

Urban

1.15

0.8

Adj-channel
scenario
Rural
Urban
0.2

0.055

0

6.5

12

0
5

0
0

5.5
0
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Table 4. The spectrum sharing requirement for interference from DB-BS (8 MHz) into
LTE-A (20 MHz)
DB into LTE-A (20 MHz)
Co-channel scenario
Adj-channel scenario
Rural
Urban
Rural
Urban
Minimum separation
distance (km)
Frequency offset (MHz)
Guard band (MHz)
Overlapping (MHz)

590

460
0
0
8

0.1

0.03
12
0
2

5. Conclusion
In this paper, a spectrum sharing model is introduced to assess the spectrum sharing
requirements between IMT-A candidates and DB in the 800 MHz band. The interferer SEM
and theVRB are utilized as spectrum sharing techniques, taking into account different sharing
scenarios such as co-channel, ZGB, and adjacent channel. The simulation results show that a
higher IMT-A channel bandwidth (20 MHz) is more feasible for co-existing with DB than a
lower IMT-A (5 MHz) bandwidth when the DB channel bandwidth is 8 MHz. Moreover, the
required separation distances decrease when the two systems are deployed in urban areas. The
worst case scenario is achieved in the co-channel sharing scenario. It can be concluded that
co-existence can be achieved in all sharing scenarios when the frequency offset is greater than
or equal to 10 MHz. This offset can allow the deployment of both systems without
performance degradation if the separation distance requirement is met. Finally, the results
show that the LTE-A system is the preferable IMT-A candidate, since it has lower spectrum
sharing requirements than the WiMAX system.

References
[1]Guidotti, A., et al. "Coexistence and mutual interference between mobile and broadcasting
systems." IEEE 73rd Vehicular Technology Conference (VTC Spring), May.2011. Article
(CrossRef Link)
[2]RRC-06. "Final acts of the regional radiocommunication conference for planning of the
digital terrestrial broadcasting service in parts of regions 1 and 3, in the frequency bands
174-230 MHz and 470-862 MHz (RRC-06)". ITU. Geneva. 2006. Article (CrossRef Link)
[3]Resolution 794 (WRC-07). "Studies on the use of the band 790-862 MHz by mobile
applications and by other services." International Telecommunication Union (ITU). 2007.
May.2012. Article (CrossRef Link)
[4]Shamsan, Z.A., T.B.A. Rahman, and A.M. Al-Hetar. "Point-point fixed wireless and
broadcasting services coexistence with IMT-Advanced System." Progress In
Electromagnetics Research, 2012. Article (CrossRef Link)
[5]Miyahara, K.J. "IMT-Advanced - Objective and Challenges." Annual IEEE Compound
Semiconductor Integrated Circuit Symposiu, Oct.2009 Article (CrossRef Link)
[6]Modlic, B., G. Sisul, and M. Cvitkovic. "Digital dividend - Opportunities for new mobile
services. 51st International Symposium"IEEE, 2009. Article (CrossRef Link)
[7]Kalogirou, V.P., et al. "Compatibility of DVB-T services and IMT-2000 compliant mobile
telecommunications in the UHF band of 470–862 MHz". in Proc. of 9th International

KSII TRANSACTIONS ON INTERNET AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS VOL. 6, NO. 9, Sep 2012

2083

Conference on Telecommunication in Modern Satellite, Cable, and Broadcasting Services,
pp.247-254, Oct. 2009.Article (CrossRef Link)
[8]Shamsan, Z.A. and T.A. Rahman. "IMT-advanced coexistence method with fixed services
in different geographical areas at 3500 MHZ." EUROCON 2009 IEEE, pp.1528-1533,
May.2009. Article (CrossRef Link)
[9]Abdulrazak, L., et al. "Study HAPS interference power to noise level ratio of fixed services
and related separation distance." IEEE, pp. 690-693, 2010. Article (CrossRef Link)
[10]Abdulrazak, L.F., et al. "Novel computation of expecting interference between FSS and
IMT" RF and Microwave Conference, pp.367-371, Dec. 2008. Article (CrossRef Link)
[11]Shamsan, Z.A., L.F. Abdulrazak, and T.A. Rahman. "Co-channel and adjacent channel
interference evaluation for IMT-Advanced coexistence with existing fixed systems." RF
and Microwave Conference, pp.65-69, Dec.2008. Article (CrossRef Link)
[12]Shamsan, Z.A., L. Faisal, and T.A. Rahman. "On coexistence and spectrum sharing
between IMT-advanced and existing fixed systems." WSEAS Transactions on
Communications., vol.7, no.5, pp. 505-515, 2008. Article (CrossRef Link)
[13]Shamsan, Z.A. and T.B.A. Rahman. "On the comparison of intersystem interference
scenarios between IMT-Advanced and fixed services over various deployment areas at
3500 MHz." Progress In Electromagnetics Research., vol.5, pp.169-185, 2008. Article
(CrossRef Link)
[14]Shamsan, Z.A., et al. Spectrum emission mask for coexistence between future WiMAX
and existing fixed wireless access systems.WSEAS Transactions on Communications.
2008. 7 (6): 627-636. http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=1456101
[15]Shamsan, Z.A., A.M. Al-Hetar, and T.A. Rahman. Spectrum Sharing Studies of
Imt-Advanced and Fwa Services under Different Clutter Loss and Channel Bandwidths
Effects.Progress in Electromagnetics Research-Pier. 2008. 87 331-344. Article (CrossRef
Link)
[16]Zaid A. S., S.K.S.Y. Toward Coexistence and Sharing between IMT-Advanced and
Existing Fixed Systems.International Journal of Computer Science and Security. 2008. 2
(3):
30-47.
http://www.cscjournals.org/csc/manuscriptinfo.php?ManuscriptCode=72.73.66.82.82.44.
51.49.99
[17]Shamsan, Z.A. and T.B.A. Rahman. Simulation model for compatibility of co-sited
IMT-advanced and point to multipoint services.Progress In Electromagnetics Research.
2009. 6 127-144. Article (CrossRef Link)
[18]Shamsan, Z.A., A.M. Al-Hetar, and T.A. Rahman. "Fixed wireless service coexistence
with IMT-A system within UHF band." Electronics, Communications and Photonics
Conference, pp.24-26, Apr. 2011. Article (CrossRef Link)
[19]A Shamsan, Z., W. Elsayed Osman, and L. F Abdulrazak. "Broadcasting Services
coexistence with IMT-advanced service within 790-862 MHz." in Proc. of 9th ICCCS
2008 Conference, 2008. Article (CrossRef Link)
[20]Shamsan, Z.A. and T.A. Rahman. "T-DVB services coexistence with IMT-advanced
Service." Progress In Electromagnetics Research Symposium Proceedings, pp.405-409,
2009. Article (CrossRef Link)
[21]Zaid A Shamsan, Tharek. Abd. Rahman, and M.R. Kamarudin. "Coexistence and Sharing
between IMT-Advanced and DVB-T Services at 790-862 MHz." in Proc. of the 9th
WSEAS international conference on Telecommunications and informatics. World Scientific
and Engineering Academy and Society, pp.85-90, 2010. Article (CrossRef Link)
[22]Shamsan, Z.A., T.A. Rahman, and M.R. Kamarudin. "Sensitive and non-sensitive

2084

Walid et al.: A Spectrum Sharing Model for Compatibility between IMT

-Advanced and Digital Broadcasting

DVB-T mask for coordination with IMT-advanced systems." International Conference on
Computer and Communication Engineering, pp.1-5, May.2010. Article (CrossRef Link)
[23]ERC 68. "Monte-Carlo Simulation methdology for the use in the shaing and compatibilty
studies between different radio service or systems. Baden". 2002. Article (CrossRef Link)
[24]ERC report 101. "A comparison of the minimum coupling loss method, enhanced
minimum coupling loss method, and the monet-carlo simulation CEPT.", 1999. Available
Article (CrossRef Link)
[25]ITU-R P.1546-4. "Method for point-to-area predictions for terrestrial services in the
frequency range 30 MHz to 3 000 MHz ITU", 2009. Available from: Article (CrossRef
Link)
[26]Hata, M. "Empirical formula for propagation loss in land mobile radio services", IEEE
Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol.2, no.3, pp. 317 - 325, 1980. Article (CrossRef
Link)
[27]ECC 104. "Compatibilty between mobile radio system operating in the range 450 - 470
MHz and digital video broadcasting - terrestrial (DVB-T) system operating in UHF TV
channel (470 - 478 MHz). CEPT.". Article (CrossRef Link)
[28]ITU-R M.2039-2. "Characteristics of terrestrial IMT-2000 systems for frequency sharing/
interference analyses." 2010. Article (CrossRef Link)
[29]3GPP TS 36.101 V10.4.0. "Technical specification group radio access network;base
station (bs) radio transmission and reception (Release 10)." 2010. Article (CrossRef Link)
[30]3GPP TS 36.104 V10.4.0. "Technical specification group radio access network;user
equipment (ue) radio transmission and reception (Release 10)". 2010. Article (CrossRef
Link)
[31]TR 36.942 V10.2.0 (2010-12). "Technical Specification Group Radio Access
Network;Evolved Universal Terrestrial Radio Access (E-UTRA);Radio Frequency (RF)
system scenarios (Release 10).", 2010. Article (CrossRef Link)
[32]1913/DD/R2/3.0. OFCOM. Digital Dividend (Interference Analysis of Mobile WiMAX,
DTT & DVB-H Systems). UK. 2007. Article (CrossRef Link)
[33]ECC148 Measurements on the performance of the DVB-T receivers in the presence of the
interference from the mobile service (especially from LTE). Marseille. E.a. CEPT. 2010.
Article (CrossRef Link)

Walid A Hassan (Iraqi) is a PhD candidate and researcher in wireless communication center
in the faculty of engineering , University Technology Malaysia. Skudai, Malaysia. His BSc
was from Garyounis University Faculty of electrical and electronic engineering
(telecommunication major) Benghazi, Libya. His Master was in the faculty of engineering,
University Technology Malaysia. His research interest includes spectrum sharing, wireless
communication co-existence and compatibility. Cognitive radio spectrum sharing method.

KSII TRANSACTIONS ON INTERNET AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS VOL. 6, NO. 9, Sep 2012

2085

Prof. Dr. Tharek Abd Rahman is a Professor at Faculty of Electrical Engineering,
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM). He obtained his BSc. in Electrical & Electronic
Engineering from University of Strathclyde UK in 1979, MSc in Communication
Engineering from UMIST Manchester UK and PhD in Mobile Radio Communication
Engineering from University of Bristol, UK in 1988. He is the Director of Wireless
Communication Centre (WCC), UTM. His research interests are radio propagation, antenna
and RF design and indoors and outdoors wireless communication. He has also conducted
various short courses related to mobile and satellite communication to the
Telecommunication Industry and overnment body since 1990. He has a teaching experience
in the area of mobile radio, wireless communication system and satellite communication. He
has published more than 120 papers related to wireless communication in
national/international journal and conference

