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Draft Minutes

The meeting was called to order at 6:04 PM EDT
1. Attendance
Greg Buchwald

Monique Brown

Steve Kuffner

Soo-Young Chang

Gerald Chouinard

Yuchun Wu

Chris Clanton

Bill Rose

David Mazzarese

Ed Calloway

2. Approve Agenda: The agenda revised as follows: 
a. Deleted # 4, “Review new TG1 simulation results – Steve Kuffner.” The new simulation was not available. 
b. Deleted “Sync Burst/PSDU” in item # 5, and replaced with “Phy Header” (correction)
c. Added new item (now # 6 below): Open Issues in Draft: a. Height Bit Discussion b. Keep out Zone Discussion. 

The agenda as revised was approved. 
3. Review and approve the minutes of the 4/10/07 conference call.
The minutes of 4/10/07 were approved without change.  
4. Finalize number of CRC bytes for each section of the Beacon: 

There was a lengthy discussion on the number of CRC bytes in CRC1, 2, and 3, and whether we should using puncturing or tail-biting. There was also a discussion on the current total length of the PSDU. Using the latest presentation by David Mazzarese, Doc 129 r2, page 8, it appears that the total length is 120 bytes assuming 2 bytes for CRC 1, 2 and 3. Therefore eliminating 1 byte for CRC 1 would mean we need to pad the PSDU or add bits to the FEC code. 

Gerald pointed out that the WRAN is using tail-biting so it might be advantageous for the WRAN if we do the same for the beacon. However, it was pointed out that tail-biting entails 2x complexity in both the receiver and transmitter. Since the beacon will not have the same resources as a WRAN device, this added complexity is not desireable. It was also pointed out that there is a small loss in gain for a given length FEC code using puncturing versus tail-biting. The simulations by Huawei used puncturing so there is no loss incurred relative to the simulations given to date. Yu-chun suggested waiting until the final text on security in case the length of the PSDU changes to ensure that the length does not change. Bill Rose pointed out that we need to have text to review for the May meetings. Waiting may jeopardize having a completed document by April 30th (as requested in the March meetings by .22). We can always change the text in the May meetings or through comments during the Letter Ballot if necessary. 

Decision: Direct the editor to assume 2 bytes for CRC 1, 2, and 3, and use puncturing, not tail-biting for the FEC. 
5. Finalize discussion on Rank, Initialization, Phy Header

There was a brief discussion on the Rank bit. 
Decision affirmed: The Rank bit is not in PHY header. 

Initialization Bit Discussion: The Initialization bit might benefit from duplication, i.e. add multiple copies of it in the PHY header. It is the only bit in use right now. The other 7 bits are reserved. We could add several copies to ensure it is received correctly. Bill Rose asked if the receiving device would use multiple bits in a voting scheme (i.e. 3 of 4 bits = “1”, the bit is a “1”) or would all bits have to be the same value? Ans: not sure, requires a proposal. Bill Rose asked if there was a proposal. No response. Lacking a proposal, it was decided to leave it as one bit in the Phy Header. 

Decision: Leave as one bit, severn reserved. Bill Rose suggested if someone wants to propose something else, they should send it to reflector. In the meantime, the editor will place a note in the document text for review in May. The note will be removed prior to sending for letter ballot if there is no agreed upon counter proposal. 
6. Open Issues in Draft: 

a. Height Bit Discussion: 
Greg: The original intent was that this bit was to indicate the height the microphone antenna is deployed at. i.e. at a stadium the antenna might be mounted higher than in normal deployments. 

Decision: The bit should indicate 0 ( antenna mounted at 10 Meters or less (default). 1 ( the antenna is mounted above 10 meters. 
b. Keep out Zone Discussion:
Greg explained his recollection of the discussion on the Keep Out Zone from previous meetings. 
0 = protect out to 500 m
1 = protect out to 1.5 km
The purpose was to inform the WRAN that this is the distance the Part 74 devices require protection to. It does not indicate at what distance a a CPE or BS can cause interference to. i.e. A WRAN device at 4 watts might interfere out to 5 km or more. It will be up to the WRAN to determine what actions are necessary to protect the Part 74 device out to the indicated distance (.5 km or 1.5 km). 

There was a discussion about potentially adding additional bits. 
Decision: Two bits. 00 =  less than or equal to 500 m.  01 = less than or equal to 1.5 km. (MSB set to 0 and reserved for future use). 

7. Status Review of Open Issues 
There was no time to review the list of open issues (below). Bill Rose asked everyone to review it and make certain it is complete. Please note to the reflector if there is something missing. Bill also noted thatas text becomes available, the editor will send it to the reflector and post it. Everyone should review it and post comments to the reflector for review. Greg noted that the Huawei proposals still need to be reviewed. Bill agreed and noted that the list of open issues is prioritized based on the 3/27 conference call. We will get to the proposals. 

Greg noted that April 30th (due date for draft text to be available for review prior to the May meetings (2 weeks prior) falls on a Monday so we only have one more call. If we changed the date to later that week, we will pick up an additional call. Monique noted she has prior commitments that week that may not allow her to revise the draft from the May 1 call. Therefore the April 30th draft may be the last one she can issue until the week of May 7th. It was agreed that Monique will issue a draft on April 30th. We can discuss the draft and other issues on the May 1st and May 8th calls and note issues, comments etc. for review at the May meetings. However, to allow everyone time to review the draft, it will not be changed after April 30th. 

The following list of Open Issues is from the 3/27/07 Minutes. Please review and comment via reflector if it is incomplete. Notations in Bold/underline were added by Bill Rose to indicate current status. 
a. Reach agreement on Es/No and link margins (see Steven Kuffner’s Link Margin Calculator, doc # 22-07-0148-00-0001_TG1_link_margin_calculator). 
Open
b. Finalize PSDU payload construction: MAC/Location/Channel Map/Security/Signature /Certificate/CRC. 
Complete unless changes to Signature/Certificate force re-evaluation

c. Agreement was reached to add FEC to payload as currently described in TG1 draft. The draft does not include security. Therefore FEC is currently only added on syncburst and payload. 

1. Decisions Needed:

1. Discussion on extending FEC to signature, certificate and potential impact on quiet period. Complete? (I believe there is general consensus that we cannot accept the added length to the PSDU/Quiet Period for FEC on signature and certificate but no official decision has been made). 
2. Determine CRC format/number of bits appended for CRC for each section of the payload. Complete
d. Review FEC contribution text. 

e. Review security contribution text. 
f. Document Walk Through (ongoing as text is added). We will need volunteers to review each section as it is added by the editor and suggest comments/edits between calls. It was noted that since the document is already a draft document, any sections added by the editor need to be identified as proposed text. Any proposed text will need to be officially added by 75% vote at the May Interim meetings.
g. Extract the sections of TG1 that pertain to .22 (needs volunteers). 
Volunteers still needed
h. Contribution for Annex on Recommended Practices for the TG1 Beacon. Chris Clanton volunteered to create some proposed text for the TG1 RC. 
Outstanding – awaiting contribution
i. Finalize RTS/ANP issue. 
This issue is still outstanding. 
j. Discussion on three Huawei proposals (docs 22-07-0008-02-0001, 22-07-0010-04-0001, and 
22-07-0012-03-0001, Word docs 07, 09, 11): Review the changes to original documents only and make final decisions on them either on the calls if time permits, or early in the May interim meetings. 
8. Review open questions from the FEC Text, time permitting

9. Next Agenda: 

a. TGI Sims (Kuffner)
b. Open issues in draft (Monique)
10. Other Business 
There was no other business. 
11. Next Meeting: Conference calls: All calls are at 6:00 PM EDT/3 PM PDT
	· April 24th
	· May 1st 

	· May 8th
	

	
	


12. Adjourn: 7:03
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