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IEEE Project 802

Working Group 15, Task Group 4m
Meeting Minutes:  November 6-11, 2011
Monday PM1 Session – November 7, 2011
The chair called meeting to order at 1:35PM.

Chair presents the opening report, document 15-10-0788-00-004m.

Next order of business is to approve the agenda, document 10-0752-r02.  

Moved by: C. S. Sum 
Seconded by: Kunal Shah
There are no objections.  Agenda approved.

Chair continues to present document 15-10-0788-00-004m.

Chair proceeds to present IEEE policies including patent policy.  

There is no response to a call for identification of essential patents.
Motion to approve Okinawa September 2011 minutes document 15-10-0719-00-004m 

Moved by: Soo-Young Chang
Seconded by:  C.S. Sum
There are no objections. Okinawa minutes approved.
C.S. Sum presents document# 787r0
Soo-Young: As part of the Regulatory domains, there is currently only one regulation agreed to that is FCC.

Sum: The sentence specifies the amendment should specify operations in at least one regulatory domain and can have more as practical.

Soo-Young: Do we need to add new features if some features in the other regulations are mandatory?

Kunal: The spec will have mechanisms on how to operate for those features and it is up to the implementer to look at the regulatory domain requirements and follow them
Sum: Example for sensing. It may be mandatory in one region and may not be in another region, but the spec should not specify about having a mandatory or optional.

Kunal: As part of the frequency band, include the frequency range as mentioned in PAR
Sum will add the frequency range as part of the frequency band.
There is comment of having the 10 Mbps and the response is if there is a need to send data quicker and later go to sleep
Kunal Shah presents document# 794r0

There is a comment on the updates on Brazil.

Kunal Shah mentioned that currently the regulation in Brazil has described the frequency bands and power requirements that are still under discussion.

Soo-Young Chang presents document# 796r0

Sum will discuss with Soo-Young for the functional requirements.
For application matrix Soo-young will contact the proposal to include in the table

There was a discussion regarding the regulations section:

· Summary of regulations

· Regulatory requirements instead of performance

· Requirement for channel model
Recess until Wednesday, PM1.

Monday PM2 Session – November 7, 2011
The chair called meeting to order at 4:05PM.

Chair goes through the agenda, document 10-0752-r02.  

Soo-Young Chang presents document# 684r1
Soo-Young Chang goes through the technical guidance document and mentions the changes being made to the document based on the received comments.
There was a comment for the requirements of having a key parameter column as part of the additional requirements table.

Kunal: The key parameter table should mentions the specific parameters based on the application, which should be taken from the PHY parameter table

Kunal: Is there a need to specify other applications if there are no proposals on those applications? 

Sum: Additional applications can be added any time if there are proposals.

There was a comment to modify the regulations section and update based on the specific region.

Soo-Young Chang will make changes to the document and upload a new revision.

Soo-Young Chang continues to present doc# 684r1.

Recess until Wednesday PM1 session. 

Wednesday PM1 Session – November 9, 2011

Chair calls the tg4m meeting to order at 1.34pm.

Chair reviews work done on Monday 2 sessions and informs the group that two presentations will be given in this session by Suhwook Kim from LG and Sasaki from Niigata University, respectively. 

Suhwook Kim presents Doc. 15-11-0816-00-004m. He points out that out of 4 scanning methods in 802.15 standard, only passive scanning is suitable for TVWS. He also proposes a few solutions to address the problem.

There is comment from Cristina regarding to common pilot channel if it is for ISM band, or for a number of channels. Some more works need to be done and what should be done here? How to address it if there are too many channels? One other possibility is to access database to solve the problem. The resolution can be more general.

Jay asks about the possibility to obtain the channel information from neighbors and no need to scan for a number of channels.

Dr. Chang comments that in that case still need contact the database first.  

Suhwook comments that partial list or full channel list would be implementation issue.

Clint gave comments on slides 3, channels for scan is very wide. Where does it come from?

Sum comments that the channel should be channel 21 to 51 exclude 37. There are some can only be accessed by fixed devices. He asks when the full or partial list of channels can be obtained, if it is obtained from the coordinator for the channel information. 

Alina asks if the approach is only workable for sensing only devices.

Suhwook answers that it is for mode II devices. 

Chang comments that as long as we need to pick one channel, scanning would be required. Sensing is a different issue.

Sasaki-san presents Document 15-11-0820-00-004m titled 'Impact of out-of-band emission limit in TVWS'.

Cristina comments on FSK for 29 channels. By giving up 1 channel to make FSK fit to the spectrum. Channel spacing and BT may result in the different spectrum mask.

Slide 7 show the N=128 is selected and used. How the left hand side figure is generated. How the subcarriers are assigned.

Sasaki-san answers that no special features are used. 

Cristina comments that it may be possible to use 4g OFDM and make it fit the spectral mask.

Steve shearer asks if any windowing is done in simulation.

Sasaki-san answers no.

Jay. How the spectrum is obtained. How to create the mask? 

Sasaki-san answers the simulation of OFDM is obtained by MATLAB.

There is comment saying that power amplifier could be considered.

There is comment from Chang regarding to FCC final rule on spectral mask.

Sasaki-san answers that -72dB ratio is covered and the adjacent band is considered.

Jay comments that OFCOM information may be able to obtaine as they already come out of some decision. 

Cristina comments that is would be good to also consider the rest of world specification for TVWS spectral mask. What will the requirement for spectrum mask be?

Chair requests Sasaki-san to also consider 4g OFDM spectrum mask.

Chair informs next step is to review technical guidance documents.

Change presents 684rev3.

The first comment from Kunal will be revisited again.

High lever requirements overview is obtained from sum's document. New inputs are in red. Chang comments that at least one optional feature to support 10M Hz is not included in Par.

Also for the requirement of 'a means for seamless frequency ban and channel switching', some more clarification would be required. 

Key parameters are specified based on the communication with key contributors.

There is one parameter undefined still wait for HuaWei's reply.

Regulations table is updated.

Regulatory requirements are added.

Jay has suggestion on regulatory requirements to have definition on devices having database and not having database, as well as the information of transmit power limit /adjacent channel limit

Kunal: PHY parameters table is not necessary here.

Chang: key parameters can be filled up first. The rest can be filled in later

Jay: Based on the requirement document the group can have a call for proposal later. Proposal can include a table of contents with required information each proposal can provide. Submit information in agreed format and then fill in the table providing all the parameters in the table. 

Chang: The purpose of table is for proposer to meet the requirement. It can be used as selection criteria to meet the minimum requirements including application parameters and regulatory requirements, etc.

Cristina: Modulation and coding in the PHY table is re-categorized. 

Kunal: Is that all the parameters should be considered. Key parameters should be covered but not all must be satisfied.

Chang: Common parameters are needed. Channel model will be discussed later. Definitions will be filled later.

Chang: Wish to discuss channel model.

Cristina: Link budget could use some of the formulas. But it is not a requirement.

Steve. It is useful to have path loss model. To cross check numbers make sense or not.

Jay: Guidance for applicable channel models. Check whether the link budget is reasonably accurate. But it should not spend too much time on this. 

Cristina: Good propagation will be achieved in the TVWS frequency.

Chang asks if more work is needed for channel model.

Cristina: Review is needed.

Callaway: Confirm what frequency we are going to use. 

Cristina: Fix a frequency such as 600MHz.

Steve: Can look at particular application and look at common parameters. Do cross check. 

Two information of channel models are provided here: Path loss and channel impulse responses. We can look back in next meeting at Jacksonville.

Alina: Whether the guidance document is to specify scope or requirements. If it is for scope, channel model can be used in evaluation documents instead.

Steve: Circumstances as part of whole setting of scene should be included in this document.

Chair proposes to have channel model as an appendix. Cristina said agrees. No objection heard.

Sum has question on PHY table, probably it is better to decouple the regulatory minimum from PHY parameters table.

Cristina comments that it is necessary for the minimum that need to be satisfied.

For first comment from Kunal, 

Chang reverts back to the part specifying support of at least 10Mbps. 

Cristina suggest not specify a hard bound and not specify TV.

Jay: Need to leave room for future regulatory changes.

Cristina requests to remove to numbers 54 to 862MHz of frequency band range.

Callaway: PAR specifies the minimum not the maximum. For example 54 to 862MHz. 53MHz is possible to be proposed.

For the data rate, change 'shall' to 'should' provide optional operation modes that support PHY data rates up to at least 10Mbps. Change the amendment to 'proposers are encouraged to …'

There is question why put up to at least 10Mbps from Sasaki-san. The group decides to change it to 'data rate of ~10Mbps'.

Sum clarifies the channel switching requirements. 

Kunal: Include TVBD term in the definition table.

Sum asks about next step.

Change will ask members to provide information of group's targets to be finalized in Jacksonville meeting.

Recess is called at 3.17pm and will discuss future plan in PM2 session 4pm.

Wednesday AM2 9 November 2011

Meeting is called to order at 4.04Pm

Chair presents document 788r0 slide 14 to review/discuss future plan and timeline:

    - Prepare the technical guidance document                            November 2011

   - Call for Proposals



                  January 2012

   - Preliminary Proposals


                                   March 2012 

   - Final Proposals



                       May 2012

    - Adopt Baseline



                        July 2012

   - Preliminary draft
    
                                          September 2012

   - Final draft (ready for WG Letter Ballot)
                            November 2012

   - Letter ballot



                                January 2013

   - Recirculation                                            March/May, July, September 2013

   - Sponsor ballot                                                                        November 2013

Sum has question on March and May proposals. Are they non-text proposals?

Kunal: Do final proposal and draft text need to be finished in May? 

Chair answers that in May only technical type of proposals instead of draft texts will be presented.

Clint suggests have call-for-intend now so in January people can present whether they want to contribute and which area they want to contribute. 

Phil gave example that to ask people respond within 40 days if they wish to give proposal. And in January people can present their interests in meeting. 

Clint: In that case chair will know how many slots/sessions will be needed for next meeting. 

Alina asks if people can still propose if they do not response to the call-for-intent.

Clint. The main point is to schedule the meeting slots.

There is no other business.

Meeting adjourns at 4.17pm.
Submission
Page 

D. Kawaguchi, Symbol Technologies
Submission
Page 

Shah, LU, Chang  

