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Minutes: The meeting was called to order at 6:05 PM EST. 
1. Attendance
Chris Clantan 

Soo Young Chang 

Yuchun Wu
Bill Rose

Steve Kuffner

David Mazzarese

Gerald Chouinard

Monique Brown
Edward Au

Steve Shelhammer 

Zhou Wu

Tianyu Wu

Ray Wang

2. The agenda was approved without change. 
3. There were no minutes to approve
4. Continue discussions on open items for draft document 
1. FEC Discussion: Yuchun Wu provided the conclusions from their simulations (document titled FEC on Sync Burst and PSDU for the 802.22.1, distributed prior to the call) showing FEC on the Sync Burst improves performance from BLER of 67% without FEC to 11.5% with FEC (detection success from 70% to 98.68%). The PSDU BLER improves from 96.4% to 3.3%. This is based on a 90% success of detection assumption. Steve Kuffner has been assuming a 99% success rate (1% error rate) for his analysis (not yet completed). He will run the analysis at 90% as well. All of these are for a single CPE. 
There was a discussion led by David Mazzarese on the channel path assumptions. He asked if the simulation results using Channel A included fading; What is assumed in the model - multipath, Doppler and Rayleigh fading, Gaussian noise, etc. The discussion centered on which type(s) of fading is or should be included in the simulations. David M – does the simulation assume constant path loss or does it change over time in some manner, and if it changes, is it a complex or flat change? 

Bill Rose asked if we have enough information to make a decision on whether or not FEC is required on the Sync Burst and PPDU? Gerald: We can use the simulations using agreed upon parameters (or at least with clarification as to the parameters and assumptions used in the simulations) for both Yuchun and David’s work, and Steve K’s analysis to the Plenary to make a decision. 

Conclusion: we need to ensure we are using the same fading models, parameters, etc., for simulations and analysis. 

Decision: Yuchun, David, and Steve should work off line to agree on parameters and bring results to the Plenary. It was also asked by Chris Clanton that Steve include analysis with an antenna height of 1 m over ground. 

Gerald: What is the length of the Sync Burst after FEC is added. Yuchun: 4 bytes/32 bits/3.3 msec. 

The above discussion on FEC consumed the entire meeting so no discussion were held regarding the balance of the open items listed in the agenda. 
5. Develop Agenda for Plenary Meetings
Bill Rose will work with Monique to develop a list of open items that need to be decided during the Plenary meetings and from that list develop an agenda. 
6. Other Business 
There was no other business.
7. Next Meeting: 
The next meeting will be the Plenary face to face meetings in Orlando, FLA
1. Tuesday 3/14 PM2
2. Wednesday 3/15 PM1, PM2
3. Thursday 3/16 AM1, evening session (extra credit) if required
8. Adjourn
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 (See revised Security Proposal “Public-Key Security for IEEE 802.22 TG1”and decisions from minutes of 2/20/07
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?
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