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Start Monday, May 14, 2007 at 19:51

1. Approve Agenda
Bill announced there are modifications to the agenda.  The following items were added:

Item 2: Announcements:

a. Patent Policy

b. Volunteer(s) to assemble text on receiving an 802.22.1 beacon to send to 802.22 WG 

Item 6: Discussion on Blacklist (White list)


Item 9: 
A discussion on Steve Kuffner’s simulations was added to the agenda. There is one correction that will be needed – Steve reported this but is unable to attend this session. There will be decision as to whether we need the directional antenna or if the omni-directional sense is adequate.

Item 10: 
After a brief discussion it was decided the group will review the normative sections of the document and vote them together rather than in three separate votes as stated in the r0 version of the agenda.

Item 11: 
Monique Brown asked how we will handle David Mazzarese’s comments – he sent a number of comments that we need to consider – do we do this or not.  Bill:  Looked briefly at them – not sure if we do them as separate line items (Monique suggested Yes), or do we wait?  Bill:  Probably best is to do this right before the final walk-through.  This will now be #11 in the published agenda.
With respect to the Huawei proposals, the text is still being worked on.  It was decided that there should be a delay in voting until a later meeting of this session.  Therefore, we will confirm consensus to add the text to the draft within the group, but hold the vote later in the week after the text is worked out to everyone’s satisfaction.

The agenda was approved (19:59) as modified. (See document 22-07-0236-01-0001 for the agenda.)


2. Announcements

a. The standard IEEE Patent announcement was given. Bill asked if there were any questions on the policy.  There were none. 

b. Bill asked for volunteers to assemble text regarding to be presented to the 802.22 WG as suggested text be included for the detection of the beacon signalling described in the 802.22.1 standard. There were no volunteers. 
Ivan Reede:  All we need to have is a sentence that states in WG that a signal will be received and acted upon per the TG1 draft. 

3. Approve Minutes from the March Interim Plenary (doc 0163) and 5/8/07 (doc 0235) Conference Call 
The minutes from the March Interim meetings and 5/8/07 were approved without revision. 


At this point there was a discussion on the method by which the beacon works (George V wants to know timing issues, etc.) – is it synchronous or asynchronous to the WRAN – it was noted that it is asynchronous.  The discussion continued for several minutes as a tutorial and review of how the beacon works – already documented.  Baowei then presented a slide that explains the process.  It is from 802.22-07/0206r2.

George Vlantis:  Trying to understand this so that we can tackle how multiple WRANs will schedule quiet periods, etc.  Ivan:  How do multiple WRANs synchronize and choose when they will create a quiet period to receive the beacon message. 
The goal is to allow the WRANs to line up, all synched via GPS, and then listen together for the beacon.  George V:  A 40mSec window will allow detection.  

Bill noted that this discussion is off agenda and ended the discussion to return to the agenda. 


4. Review and agree on process to bring Draft 22-07-0238 to Letter Ballot by the end of the Interim meetings. 
Straight forward – move to approve draft in TG1 and move it forward to WG.  This will be done by Wednesday AM 1 session.  Ivan:  Correction – the document is already a draft. We can add the large amount of text we have worked on since the plenary – add the content to the draft and release it to .22.  

Victor Tawil:  After it is sent to the .22 WG, it is up to the WG to do the behaviors, etc before the end of the week.  The WG will actually approve the document and send it to letter ballot.  The WG can send it back, if they want to.  There will be harmonization session on Thursday. 


5. Review of Primitives Concept and Documentation Methods: Monique Brown:  Monique provided a short presentation on primitives and how they are written and how they work using a document from 802.11.4 documentation as a tutorial.

A discussion on the history of the primitives was offered by Ivan.  

Monique describes how the primitives work.  There was considerable confusion on how the diagram presented in the example worked in practice.  Further discussion answered some of the questions, but Monique agreed to go back and prepare a second short tutorial that would define how she is using the primitives in a clearer fashion and take into account comments made during the discussion.


6. Black list vs white list.  Bill explained the difference.  A White List is a database of valid MAC addresses and certificates. A Blacklist is a database of MAC addresses and certificates that are not valid.  This is where there is some contention.  It was noted that while a Whitelist can simply be populated and depopulated by Part 74 operators, it is unclear who would add devices to a Blacklist. 

The Whitelist is in the spec but optional; therefore, it does not have to be implemented.  

A poll was taken to see if we needed to add a black list.  It was rejected; there were no proponents for the blacklist so it was rejected.

The session was recessed at 21:46.

Session resumes at 10:38 Tuesday AM 2 time slot

7. Review of the 3 Huawei Proposals 
It was noted that Monique is preparing text for the proposals to be incorporated so first agenda item is to review the proposals and get acceptance / vote for the proposals as step 1.  Step 2 will be to incorporate the text into the draft. 

It was noted that there was consensus on the calls, which were well attended, that we should incorporate them.  Do we need a review?  Bill asked for a straw poll to determine if further discussion on the proposals was needed. The result of the straw poll was that there was no need to discuss the proposals further. 

Motion (displayed on screen):
Motion to accept the 3 Huawei proposals in principle as presented in documents 22-07-0008-02-0001, 22-07-0010-02-0001, and 22-07-0012-02-0001 for inclusion in the TG1 draft document.

Motion moved by:  Wendong
Seconded by Edward Au
Discussion:  There was no discussion

Vote results:
13 in favor
0 against
2 abstain
The motion passed.


8. Review RTS/ANP for PPD/SPD beacons.  Document 101 is the latest and is referenced for this discussion and any further action / vote.  Bill reviewed the 3 original proposals and the most recent proposal that insists on a mandatory PPD after a SPD beacon. This was discussed and found to be acceptable to all on the conference call.  It was noted that this also solves the denial of service problem that could exist if the PPD were allowed to lose the channel to a SPD.

There was no further discussion. It was decided that the text would be incorporated into the draft.


9. Discussion on Steve Kuffner’s link margin analysis. 
Based on the analysis it was recommended that we did need FEC on the first part of the beacon message including MAC address, location information, etc. It was also noted that that the directional antenna may no longer be necessary.  It can be used to improve the detection / link margin.  If the use of the directional antenna at the CPE or WRAN is optional, no changes need be made to the draft as it stands now.

Any further discussion:  Yu Chun – can we incorporate these new numbers into Gerald’s spreadsheet and see the results? The request is noted and Gerald will be asked to update the spreadsheet. 

Yu Chun would like to see Steve Kuffner’s spreadsheet from March 2007 meeting updated to show the new link margins.  The request is made and noted.


10. Brief review of  Consensus Decisions reached on calls:
Bill noted that these were not official decisions but were discussed on the calls and recommended by those on the calls.


a. PSDU payload – 
Decision: No FEC on Signature or Certificate.  We do not have the time (quiet time for the WRAN) to add FEC. If added the length of the message would exceed one superframe.


b. Use puncturing rather than tail biting on the FEC.


c. Subchannel map (not needed by the WRAN) is outside of MSF1 – this reduces the length of MSF1 thereby reducing the quiet time necessary to make a decision to vacate the channel.


d. Use 1 byte or 2 byte CRC on each of the MSF blocks.  When we counted up the number of bytes, we found that we could afford to use 2 bytes on each.  We were also advised by the proposer that with respect to reliability, the 2 byte CRC was a large improvement and that we should do it.


e. Height bit.  This bit is used to indicate the height of the wireless mike receiver.  There was also a question of whether it is supposed to be 30 meters vs. 30 feet (there was some confusion in the draft).  It was determined that the intent was 10 meters (30 feet).


f. Keep out region is defined as less than 500m or less than 1.5kM – this defines the distance that must be cleared out to protect mikes.  


g. A single initialization bit is located in the first byte.  The other 7 bits are now reserved.  There have been no proposals to make use of them at this point so there is no change. 


h. Several items have been flagged to be removed from the draft; they were not controversial.


1. Change text of section 6.2.2.4 as indicated in the circulated text.  This is a primitive to confirm that a beacon burst was received and how it is handled – if it is confirmed or rejected and if a ACK or NACK was received.  The status used to be complete, but now it is ACK or NACK.
2. Table 1 is to be removed – use the same offset worldwide since it simplifies design and will convey the necessary information.
3. Page 46, table 30, delete the last 2 rows.  This is deleting the channel scan and channel idle – same as #1 in the list.  


i. Page 29 – how long should an SPD wait before telling the higher layer that the PPD is no longer operating.  It is now 2 seconds.  The only dialog was with Dave M – there was no further discussion.  It is a default number.  It can be 1 – 100 in length, but the consensus is to default to 2 seconds.


The above decisions were made on the calls since the March Plenary (as shown on the screen).

Vote these decisions in as a block.

Bill crafted a motion to be voted on:

Motion:  Approve consensus decisions reached on calls and on the reflector as itemized in the May Interim agenda document number 236 v1.

Motion: Monique Brown
Second: Yu-Chun

Discussion: There was no discussion.

Vote Results
11 in favor,

0 against,

0 abstain

Motion passes.


11. Review comments from David Mazzarese.
Bill Rose: We will review each comment until we reach controversy and then vote the previous comments as a group.
a. Comment 1.1 – uncoded packet error rate.  This should be the reference.
b. 1.2 -  clause 6.3 – how can the sync frame be used to obtain chip sync – it is the spreading sequence not the sync that is used to do this.  Note this one and then review once we have a proposed change.  Tabled it for now.
c. 1.3 - Line 23 page 10.  This one is accepted.  The words are modified to include “data contained within a slot” and “data slots” This is accepted.  
d. 1.4 – Technical suggestion.  Add an additional byte into the phy header – increase phy to 2 bytes.  It has no impact on the detection time.  This item was rejected with a comment to re-submit during the comment period of the letter ballot.  There is no compelling reason currently; can do during comments.
e. 1.5 – Clauses 6.5, and 6.6.  Since FEC is now applied, revisions are required.  Since collisions are now accepted by the group, this is no longer valid.  Monique:  This section has been changed considerable, so the comment may no longer be valid.  For now we will adjust figure to take into account the current proposal.  Offline, Yu Chun and David M will come up with a joint proposal.
f. 1.6 – We will leave it as is – it will change when it is adopted by the WG.

Session recessed at 12:28

Session resumes at 13:36, Tuesday PM1

Resume discussion on David M comments

g. 1.7 – Request from David to give us suggested wording during the comment phase.
h. 1.8 – 6.8., Table 2.3 Make changes to table to utilize Grey Code to improve performance by 1dB.  Yu Chun indicates we should accept it.  Everyone agrees – accept this suggestion.
i. 1.9 – Clause 6.8.1.3  Insert the suggested wording.  Huawei has a slight modification  to what David M suggests – they will take the discussion off-line and come back with a joint proposal.
j. David suggests a new complex spreading sequence.  This is a new proposal, and they are closed.  David may submit this during comment period.  
k. Clause 6.8.2.2  We should get rid of the words “which was borrowed from .22” and use the picture as provided.  This was done.
l. The next several comments were carefully read and consensus was obtained from the group on each to include them into the draft.  

It was agreed the draft will indicate the revised wording from David’s comments that were agreed upon. 
Session recess at 15:26

Session begins at 16:09

12. Review of Sections 5, 6, and 7. Monique led the review of sections 5, 6, and 7.  
a. Section 5 was reviewed without change.  
b. Section 6 – the discussion turned to recommended power level.  Text was written to state that the maximum power allowable by the regulatory body will be used.  For Part 74, that will be 250mW.  Carlos suggested text to answer Chris Clanton’s concerns.  It was accepted.

Chris offered his data indicating the recommended practice.  Discussion took place over the number of channels negated for mike use by the beacon.  It was assumed that the beacon used a full 200kHz channel and did not fall at the ETSI rates.  A question was also raised with regard to the distance, hence reduction of received power from the beacon at the wireless mike receiver input.  It was suggested that an offline discussion will look into the data presented.
c. Section 7.  The issues raised by David M. need to be incorporate.  They were re-highlighted.  This will be taken care of after the discussions between Samsung and huawei occur. 

Clause 7 review was completed at 17:06.
Monique indicated she is going to add a general section to the draft to explain primitives.  
13. Review of Draft Continued 
a. Annex A – Block decoding method.  It is an informative annex.
b. Annex B is recommended implementation.
c. Annex C is referenced bibliography.
d. There is also a list of references, definitions, glossary, etc.
e. Need to generate a list of the names of people that contributed to the draft.


14. Vote to accept the draft as a 1.0 document and send the resulting 1.0 Draft to 802.22 

There was a discussion on how to get to letter ballot.  There is a good deal of text that needs to be added to the draft before it is posted for letter ballot. All decisions have been made, therefore it is an editorial task to add the text. It was decided to empower the editor to complete the text in the spirit in which we have approved it.  The vote we take tomorrow will be based on the draft as we have gone through. The editor will be empowered to complete the drafting work.  

A motion was crafted to accept the draft as modified during the current session including placeholders for text to be added by the editor.  

Motion: TG1 accepts the modifications, decisions and instructions to the editor that were made to document 22-06-0238-03 during the May interim TG1 meetings up to and including meeting 4 (PM2 Tuesday) and empowers the editor to prepare it for consideration by the working group as draft 1.0 of the IEEE 802.22.1 standard.

Carl was asked to join the meeting and give us guidance as to how to craft the motion to accept the draft and empower the editor to make the changes.  

The method by which to get the items completed today voted on is discussed.

Victor T:  How do we empower the editor and do we get into trouble by doing so?  How can we fix any errors or misunderstandings of the intent of the TG made by the editor? Any perceived errors may be corrected during the comment period. 
Motion as written above: Kelly Williams 

Second: Greg Buchwald

Vote Results: 

For 14

Against 0

Abstain 0

Motion passes.

Recess at 18:13

Resume Wednesday, May 16 at 10:38

Bill crafted a motion to send the draft to the working group. The motion is for the purpose of gaining approval from within TG1 to send the draft to the working group.  

Move to accept document 22-06-0238-04-0001 , including all decisions accepted by TG1 as of meeting #5 held on May 15 AM 2 and pending final editing to be completed by 05/23/2007, as a 1.0 draft (P802.22.1d1), and submit to the 802.22 working group.

Discussion:  Victor requested that we have a conference call prior to sending it out. Procedurally we can not – we don’t have 10 days to notice a conference call next week, prior to the deadline to send the draft (5/23).  

Carl described the comment tool to be used during the comment period.  It will be a web-based collection tool.

Monique:  Will we have a web based page set up by Wednesday?  It will probably take some additional time since the list must go to IEEE in NY prior to the tool being opened.

Bill:  What is the date that the page will be opened?  What is the date that the letter ballot starts?  Carl:  It will be a few days after the draft is received.  Carl:  I will run the database for comments.  

Victor:  Add information to describe the necessary bandwidth of the beacon.  Table 1 in 6.1.1 has been modified to include the necessary occupied bandwidth of 160kHz.  Victor is satisfied.

Modification of the motion to “gain approval of the working group to take the draft to letter ballot”.  

Motion has been further modified to read:

Move to accept document 22-06-0238-04-0001, including all decisions accepted by TG1 as of meeting #5 held on May 15 AM2 and pending final editing to be completed by 05/23/2007, as draft P802.22.1D1.0, and request the 802.22 working group to approve the draft for submission to Working Group Ballot.

Motion:  Victor Tawil

Seconded:  Monique Brown

Discussion: There was no futher discussion. 
Vote Results: 

Yes:  14

No:  0

Abstain:  1

Motion passes (11:23AM)

A statement to accompany the draft as sent to the working group was crafted:

This document requires final editing before posting for letter ballot. All technical and/or substantive decisions necessary for the editor to finalize editing have been approved and documented. The 802.22.1 Task Group has directed the TG1 editor to finalize the document by 05/23/2007. 

A short discussion editing the statement was concluded.

Question: Do we need to authorize conference calls?  We can do so at the closing plenary.

Bill Rose suggested we continue to hold at 6pm eastern; start May 29.  

15. Define and set up process to review comments received from letter ballot


Agenda going forward:  
16. Review Schedule for TG1
Monique presents a timeline: 5/23 the draft is released.  A few days later the balloting begins.
The document is 802.22-06/251r1

Monique suggests that we go to recirculation in Sept, but Carl wants us to consider and work toward July ’07.  

Monique gives a short tutorial on how the voting works.  She emphasized that comments should be made in the first round of voting – if you wait until recirculation, that is too late.  In recirculation you can only comment on things that changed and are noted as such in the re-cir draft – they will be indicated in the margins as tracked changes.  

Voters of record as of the time of the draft issuing for vote in round 1 are allowed to vote through the history of the process.  New voters of the WG after the draft is released are not allowed to vote.  If you loose your voting rights, you cannot continue to vote.

Monique suggests that non-voters can supply comments – it is helpful.

Any further questions on the schedule?  None heard.


17. Other Business?  None heard.


18. Teleconferences will continue as scheduled pending approval at the closing plenary..

19. Meeting adjourned at 18:07.
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