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Agenda
1. Attendance
Chris Clantan 

Soo Young Chang 

Yuchun Wu
Bill Rose

Greg Buchwald
Steve Kuffner

David Mazzarese

Gerald Chouinard

Zhou Wu

Monique Brown

Tian yu
2. Approve Agenda: The agenda was approved.
3. Continue discussions on open items for draft document (See David Mazzarese’s email at end of agenda. Decisions and status of open items have been noted in Bold in email below))

· Review RTS/ANP: See David M. emails of 2/7 (see below)
The discussion from 2/6 conference call was continued. A number of points were made with regard to the reflector discussions during the week between calls. Bill Rose noted that the risk of a denial of service or other attack on the beacons is small. There are many other ways to interfere with Part 74 devices that are far less complicated and expensive. Additionally, interbeacon communications take place once the PPD has been established. By then the WRAN has vacated the channel so the only disruption is to the interbeacon communications. Since the PPD broadcasts its location, the SPD’s can use that to determine if they need to aggregate or not. If not, they continue to broadcast their beacons. If so, they can try to aggregate but if blocked from doing so, we can recommend (recommended practice) that they continue to broadcast their beacon until such time as they can aggregate. 

No decisions were reached. It was suggested that the discussion continue by reflector.
· Co-Channel Beacon Aggregation: See above.

· Continue review of open items (See David Mazarese’s email at end of agenda)
There was no time to discuss any additional items. 
· Review any new text in document. 
No new text was reviewed.
4. Other Business 
There was no other business.
5. Next Meeting: 802.22.1 will hold one-hour conference calls on Tuesdays at 6:00 PM EST/3:00 PM PST
· Next Meeting: 2/20/07 
6. The meeting adjourned at 7:10 PM EST.

David Mazzarese’s email from 1/30/07 (Original email text is italicized. Decisions and status have been added in BOLD)
PSDU PHY Header and Initialization Bit

Since the sync busts and the PSDU are sent in parallel, there is no more need for the synchronization header to be send in the PPDU. Now that the PSDU length is fixed, there is no more need for the frame length field. The only remaining field is the “initialization” bit, which indicates whether an RTS receive period will follow the beacon. If the PHY header is to be removed, then another place should be found for this bit.  (Frame length field eliminated. Initialization bit relocated to payload) On the February 6th call it was decided the initialization bit was needed in the Phy header. A 1 octet header containing the initialization bit will be maintained. 
 

RTS and ANP Bursts

The complex modulation and dual-channel frame format require re-designing the RTS and ANP bursts. Due to the proximity of the PPD and SPD, the probability of error is extremely low, so the DQPSK basically doubles the data rate at no cost, compared to DBPSK. We can take advantage of that to:

-          Increase the turnaround time

-          Add one turnaround time period after the ANP

-          Allow the SPD to send its beacon right after receiving an ACK from the PPD

-          Re-design the sequences?

The third point says that after a PPD has sent its beacon, received an RTS and sent an ACK, the SPD can use the next beacon frame right away. The SPD uses the same frame structure as the PPD, so it sends both the sync bursts and the its PSDU, then yields the next frame back to the PPD (so there is no RTS Rx period after the SPD frame, unlike what seemed to be implied in contribution 22-07-0010-01-0001). Beacons can aggregate faster that way, provided the turnaround times are achievable. 

“Rank” Bit

The was a discussion whether a bit such as the “rank’ bit, which indicates whether the current beacon was sent by a PPD or an SPD, should be put somewhere to indicate what the next beacon is going to be, in order to avoid that the WRAN tries and decodes an SPD beacon. However, there is no way to predict what the next beacon is going to be. So finally it seems that this bit is not feasible, and the WRAN cannot avoid decoding an SPD. 

The “rank” bit in the current frame could allow the WRAN to terminate its quiet period early if it determines that it is decoding an SPD frame. Depending on whether the WRAN would still be allowed to transmit data between the time when it decodes a sync burst and the time when it identifies a beacon from its PSDU, this may be a useful feature or not. It is mostly an implementation issue at the WRAN receiver, but in order to enable it, the “rank” bit should be in the clear and unprotected towards the beginning of the beacon frame. This makes enabling this feature rather impractical. (See below) 
 
Discussion items (no special order) (Decisions and status in BOLD)
1.        Monique to give a summary of what is incomplete in the current draft (Ongoing)
2.        David to summarize the additional changes incurred by complex modulation (Ongoing)
3.        Discussion and decision on PSDU PHY header and initialization bit

a.       Is the PSDU PHY header still required? (at least not the sync header) (Phy header eliminated)
b.       Where should the “initialization” bit be put if there is no more PHY header? (Monique/Greg) 2/6/07 - Stays in Phy header. 
c.       Is an RTS period always included after a PPD beacon once it is not in initialization stage? 

4.        Discussion and decision on “rank” bit and “next beacon type” bit (SPD or PPD beacon) (Rank bit in Sync is eliminated. It is still included in the payload)
5.        RTS burst format & ANP burst format

a.       RTS burst format and sequence(s)

b.       ANP burst format and sequences(s)

c.       Feasible turnaround (and processing) time (5 symbols = 0.5205 ms proposed)

d.       Delay or no delay of SPD transmission after ACK?

e.       Collisions of RTSs and ANPs (how likely?, use of multiple sequences?)

6.        Discussion on the possibility of allowing an SPD to reserve more than one frame, trade-off with security (denial of service attack; PPD is shut out by a string of RTSs)

7.        Security
a.       Protocol

b.       Length of PSDU

c.       Etc

8.        CRC/FEC

a.       Target performance (PER at keep-out distance for sync burst and PSDU)

b.       Operation scenarios require CRC or FEC for the sync burst, which FEC rate?

a.       CRC or FEC for the PSDU, which FEC rate?
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.22. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Release: The contributor grants a free, irrevocable license to the IEEE to incorporate material contained in this contribution, and any modifications thereof, in the creation of an IEEE Standards publication; to copyright in the IEEE’s name any IEEE Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication.  The contributor also acknowledges and accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.22.





Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures 


<� HYPERLINK "http://standards.ieee.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf" ��http://standards.ieee.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf�>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard."  Early disclosure to the Working Group of patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication.  Please notify the Chair <� HYPERLINK "mailto:carl.stevenson@ieee.org" ��Carl R. Stevenson�> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under patent application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.22 Working Group. If you have questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <� HYPERLINK "mailto:patcom@ieee.org" \t "_parent" �patcom@ieee.org�>.





Abstract


Draft minutes from the 802.22.1 TG1 conference call held February 13th, 2007 at 6:00 PM EST.














Submission
page 1
William Rose, WJR Consulting Inc.

