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Minutes: 4/10/07
The meeting was called to order at 6:05 PM EDT
1. Attendance
Greg Buchwald

Monique Brown

Steve Kuffner

Soo-Young Chang

Gerald Chouinard

Yuchun Wu

Chris Clanton

Bill Rose


David Mazzarese
2. Approve Agenda:
The agenda was approved without change. 
3. Review and approve the minutes of the 4/3/07 conference call. 
The minutes were approved without change. 
4. Review new TG1 simulation results
The simulations were not available. They will be reviewed on a later call. 


5. Review PSDU payload construction. Greg will provide a minimum/maximum payload length for the security section and final length of the location information. 

Discussion on PSDU payload construction: Monique distributed a new section 5 document. The following is from Figure 5. 
a. While the security work is not complete, the best estimate at this time is there will be 44 bytes for signature, 31 for certificate. 
b. Location was reduced to 6 bytes from 8 bytes
c. This results in a total of 101 bytes plus 1 for phy header. This number must be divisible by 4, therefore rounds to 104 bytes
d. Timing: 104 octets = 86.6 msec for everything including CRC, not FEC.

6. We then discussed adding FEC as agreed to in the March meetings. Again, referring to to latest Chapter 5, figure 5 of the doc sent out 4/10 by Monique. 


Yu-chun: Can reduce CRC to 1 byte from 2 (CRC 1, 2, 3) in PSDU independent of FEC. 
Yu-chun agreed to provide some analysis on the effect this would have <Editors note: This was submitted by Yu-chun following the call> 
We agreed to make the assumption for the purposes of the discussion to reduce the CRC by 1 each: This results in 83.27 msec for 100 bytes. 

David Mazzarese noted that although the discussion prior to the vote to add FEC in March suggested that the channel map/subchannel map was outside of MSF1 (see figure 5, section 5), the actual vote as stated in the motion was to add it to the PSDU as defined in the doc. This would include channel/subchannel map. Since the channel/subchannel map is not needed by the WRAN, it does not make sense to include it within the MSF1. It was agreed that this needs to be corrected in May
. 
FEC on MSF1 (without channel/subchannel map) is 16 bytes, brings total to 116 bytes, 96.6 msec
Yuchun suggested adjusting the code rate to bring the timing to 10 msec granularity (i.e 100 msec not 96). Gerald and Steve suggested there is no advantage to this unless it brings with it coding gain. Consensus: There is no need to do this. 
Yuchun: Shorter length FEC = smaller gain. He can run the simulation. Gerald: if the length was exactly ½ of the window frame (158msec), then we can guarantee capture in one superframe. David: you do not want exactly ½ length due to potential synchronicity issue. Want to be at least a little shorter, but if not shorter, then it should be a little longer – not exact. 
David has a formula to determine how many sensing windows it will take based on the PSDU + FEC length. 

Discussion to correct the # of bytes/timing from previous discussion (it appears there was a mistake in the calculations above): Total PSDU is 114 bytes (assuming 1 CRC byte and 16 FEC on MSF1). Total time is: 96.5 msec. 
David: This may take up to 3 super frames, 480 msec maximum. 
Greg: Only need to receive MSF1 and 2. This will shorten the time a little. 
David: Then the worst case then is 2 super frames: 320 msec. 
David: Question; Need MPDU to be multiple of 4 bytes. We are currently adding 2 bytes to fill. Can we puncture the code differently to add 2 bytes to the FEC? No - the MSF1 is 16 bytes plus 16 bytes of FEC so the added bytes are outside of MSF1. 
It was noted that we can then add an extra CRC byte in CRC2 and CRC3. That would help to compensate for the lack of FEC on the signature and certificate. 
Bill Rose asked to run the numbers assuming we add FEC on MSF1 and 2. Result is 138 msec. David: this results in a potential maximum latency of 6 frames/960 msec. We would gain 7 dB but at a cost of 1 second latency. It was agreed that this is unacceptable sinc ewe only have 2 seconds total to vacate the channel. 

Monique to Yu-chun: Do you have to make any changes to the Convolutional coding text? Yes. He will make the change based on the discussion today. 
David: Question on channel modeling - have we decided to use channel B with fading on only one path? Yuchun – he is using a different model. This still needs to be resolved completely. There was a brief discussion on the differences between the models. 
Gerald: Have we resolved the problem of a rogue beacon coming up first? This topic will be covered when we get to the RTS/discussion. 

7. Review open questions from the FEC Text, time permitting
There was no time to discuss this subject. 
8. Next Agenda
The next agenda will begin with the deferred discussion on the new Simulation Results from Steve Kuffner if it is available. Otherwise we will begin with the next open issue. 
9. Other Business 
There was no other business. 
10. Next Meeting: 
Conference calls: All calls are at 6:00 PM EDT/3 PM PDT
	· April 17th
	· May 1st 

	· April 24th
	· May 8th 

	
	


11. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 7:15 PM EDT. 
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