Sept 2008

doc.: IEEE 802.22-08/xxxxr0

`IEEE P802.22
Wireless RANs

	Draft Minutes of the Kona Interim Session of 802.22.1
September 2008

	Date:  2008-09-10

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Stephen Kuffner
	Motorola
	Schaumburg, IL, USA
	847-538-4158
	stephen.kuffner@ motorola.com




IEEE 802.22.1
Standard to Enhance Harmful Interference Protection for Low Power Licensed Devices Operating in the TV Broadcast Bands
Kona Session
September 2008

MINUTES

New Contributions:
22-08-0254-01-0001-recirc-2-comments.xls: Monique Brown

22-08-0254-00-0001-recirc-2-comments.xls: Monique Brown
22-08-0251-00-0001-new-chip-spreading-sequences-for-tg1-multiple-access.ppt: Soo-Young Chang

Tuesday PM1
The TG Chair called the meeting to order at 1:40 pm.

· 4 sessions scheduled for TG1, three sessions to address the 12 comments.  Each comment will have at most ½ hour.  Will not necessarily accept comments if standard is not broken.  All comments will be addressed.

· Patent policy addressed
· Soo-Young's submission 08-0251r0 pertaining to his comment #1
· Soo-Young voted approve but still wants approval of multiple new sequences for multiple access

· D2: only one sequence for spreading, but may be multiple PPDs, hence Soo-Young argues need to accommodate multiple PPDs.  Need a multiplex feature.

· Baowei – nothing new here, David Mazzarese had multiple spreading sequences, but group determined it wasn’t serious issue and it was dropped.

· Soo-Young – still, cannot multiplex.  Suggested 8 sequences for D3, analysis by S. Kuffner showed previous D3 sequences were not good for multiple access because of poor cross correlations.
· S. Kuffner showed that the autocorrelation function from his contribution was OK, showed MatLab xcorr plot result using absolute value of correlation.

· Soo-Young introduces 4 proposed sequences.

· Goes through various auto- and cross-correlations.  

· Soo-Young argues you cannot do multiple access with the single sequence.  
· Soo-Young proposes different correlation method which is why results don’t agree with S. Kuffner’s previous results.
· Baowei shows multiple access using a single sequence from previous David Mazzarese analysis: David had simulations from 22-06-0234-04-0001.  
· Carl – if multiple PPDs on same channel, as long as 22 device gets one of them, the channel is protected.  

· Carl – why two PPDs in close proximity on same channel?  Chris Clanton – nothing to stop this from happening in draft.  Have annex on recommended practice but it is only informative.  Specific case is where there are two PPDs and the power levels of the interfering beacons are too close.  
· D2 comment resolution document P802.22.1d2.0_cmts_013.   Proposal was accepted on the condition that it could allow reception of up to 8 PPDs with a single correlator.  The proposal was adopted in D3, but then it was discovered subsequently that the performance of the sequences was not good.  
· Baowei displays P802.22.1d3.0_cmts_003 to review David Mazzarese’s comments about the lack of necessity for multiple sequences.

· Carl recommends that we reject the comment; previously determined by group that decoding multiple spreading sequences was warranted to meet functional requirements.  Baowei suggests further analysis to bring back in sponsor ballot if necessary.  

· Draft response: “Recommend to reject for the following reason.  In comment #71 of P802.22.1d2.0_cmts_003.xls, David Mazzarese stated that the impact of a collision at a PER of 1% is small even when two beacons are aligned.  The power difference between the beacons is sufficient to resolve most collisions. Therefore a single sequence is adequate to meet the functional requirements and results in less complexity.” 

· Finished this comment discussion at 3:05pm
· Chris Clanton comment #2: -104 dBm vs. -107 dBm.  S. Kuffner explained that the difference is a 3 dB desense due to the presence of a large adjacent channel interferer (wireless mike); traditional value for desense is 3 dB.  
· Chris Clanton comment #3: Chris decides to just leave it at 765 kHz.  Chris withdraws the comment #2 as well as comment #3.
· Chris Clanton comment #4: “keep out zone” name is not appropriate.  TG1 agreed in Denver that it wasn’t the best name but didn’t agree to change it for D4.  Resolution: “Accept in principle that name “keep-out zone” is not clear, but no better choice was brought forth.  It’s anticipated that a comment proposing a more appropriate name will come forward during sponsor ballot.  No change was made in the draft.”
· Chris Clanton comment #5: Change from 0x03 to 0x01.  Accept but only an editorial correction in one location, not a technical change.
· Next comment #6 is from Charles but comment wasn’t on the draft but on the commenting tool.
· Meeting recesses for break at 3:30 pm.
Tuesday PM2

The TG1 chair calls the meeting to order at 4:05pm.
· George Vlantis’ comment #9: Comment has been made before.  Reject in D3.  George’s understanding is that the granularity opened up for comment is at the clause level, not just the edited text.
· Typo in Figure 4: MSF3 is indicated as 33 octets in the MAC sublayer, but as 34 octets in the PHY layer diagram below the MAC sublayer diagram.  But this isn’t what we think George was commenting on since the page number isn’t right in his comment.  

· Length of the MAC fields haven’t changed.  See Figure 16 of D4.

· Should only be commenting on changes from D3 to D4.  

· The WG chair reported that he had requested George to be present for the resolution of his comments but George was unable to comply due to other obligations. He encouraged the group to proceed in his absence.

· Previous resolution to the earlier, equivalent comment was that it was withdrawn, not rejected.  This was Comment #117 in the D2 letter ballot.  

· This comment is essentially a previously withdrawn comment resubmitted in this recirculation ballot. Only text that has changed since the last draft or text that is affected by a change in the last draft is open for comment in a recirculation ballot.  Therefore, the WG chair has ruled that the assertion by the commenter that the previously submitted comment was improperly handled is unfounded.  Due to the fact that the frame structure has not changed since D2, this text remains closed for comment, and this comment is therefore invalid.  Furthermore, even if the text had been open for comment, TG1 still disagrees with the commenter’s assertion and would have recommended rejection of this comment.  After further discussion between the commenter, Gerald Chouinard, and Carl Stevenson, the commenter confirmed that the subject of the comment is not an issue.”  Marked invalid and closed.
· George Vlantis’ comment #10: MSF fields of beacon are too long to be read in a single quiet period.  

· This is where George points out that MSF1 has gone from 17 to 34 (it hasn’t grown, this is just due to the rate-1/2 code which has been there since March ‘07), and also the previously identified typo for MSF3 going from 33 octets to 34 octets.

· Should have something in .22 that you can sense just for the sync burst and abandon the channel or listen for the entire beacon superframe to get all the information.  Text change would be in .22 anyway, not 22.1.

· There has been no change in the length of the MSF fields.  Figure 6 in D2 shows the MSF1 coding bits separated from MSF1, while figure 4 in D3/D4 shows the MSF1 coding bits together with MSF1 (17+17 = 34).  Also, there is a typo in figure 4 of D3/D4 saying that the certificate (31 bytes) + CRC3 (2 bytes) equals MSF3 (34 bytes).  This number should be 31+2 = 33 bytes to be in agreement with 7.2.  Notice that the overall size of the frame is 118 bytes (not counting padding) in D2, D3 and D4.  Since the correct information is available in the frame format subclause, the WG chair ruled that correcting the typo in figure 4 is purely and editorial change.
· There are two options for a device receiving a TG1 beacon.  Option 1 is to vacate the channel once a sync burst is received without scheduling a long quiet period to receive the MSFs.    Option 2 is to tolerate a potential QoS penalty.  Actions taken by a receiving device are out of scope for the 22.1 draft.
· There is no violation of 802.22 quiet period because there is no predefined, fixed quiet period.  The beacon duration should just be shorter than the 802.22 superframe (160 ms).
· Wendong Hu’s comment # 7: co-channel aggregation and cross-channel aggregation topic.  Wendong comments that co-channel aggregation is not necessary and cross-channel aggregation would be beneficial to WG sensing.  

· Chris Clanton: Shure wanted this for future use.

· Tiger Team is looking at cross-channel aggregation.  We have all the hooks for it in the draft.  MSF1 was changed to include the subgroup channels.  We talk about cross channel aggregation though we’re not planning on doing it so far.

· This comment was submitted in recirculation #1 as comment #63.  In P802.22.1d3.0_cmts_004.xls, the comment was rejected.  Following the resolution of this comment and in the process or resolving other comments, further changes were made to D4 that satisfied a portion of this comment.  While co-channel aggregation is not needed by 802.22, it is included in this draft standard to facilitate future improvements in wireless microphone systems.  Further hooks were added for cross-channel aggregation in D4 (see 7.2.1.4).  
· Therefore, this comment is accepted in part and no further changes will be made to the draft.

· Wendong Hu’s comment # 8: beacon length is too long

· This comment was submitted in the initial letter ballot and all subsequent recirculations.  The consensus of the group is and always has been to reject this comment.  Also, modification of the 802.22 draft is out of the scope of TG1, and the reference within the comment to DFH refers to a proposal that was not accepted by the WG for inclusion the 802.22 draft.
· Yu-Chun Wu’s comment #11: RTS codewords of D3 vs. D2 codewords
· When problems were discovered with codewords in D3, the group considered reverting to the codewords of D2.  However, a proposal was brought forth by Baowei Ji that had even better performance than the D2 codewords, and that proposal was overwhelmingly adopted by the group.
· Complexity issue:  any complexity comparison for D2 codes vs. D4 codes?  There is no encoding, and decoding shouldn’t have any significant complexity increase.  Reference Baowei’s doc 08-0124.
· Yu-Chun Wu’s editorial comment #12: just editorial, accepted as a purely editorial change to correct a typo.
· No changes thus far other than purely editorial.

· TG1 recessed at 6:35 pm until PM1 Wednesday.
Wednesday PM1

· TG1 Chair called meeting to order at 1:44 pm.

· Carl Stevenson spoke w/ Charlie Einolf on the phone, he will withdraw comment #6, mark it as withdrawn in the database.

· WG Chair Carl Stevenson needs to work with Paul Nikolich to get sponsor ballot initiated.  

· Ballot itself will be 30 days.  30 day ballot invitation period, will we need TG1 sessions in November?  Sponsor ballot may not have closed by Nov if ballot invitation is also 30 days.  Dallas session is Nov. 9th through 14th.  Ballot may close during meeting, but even if it closes during the meeting it takes a day or so to gather comments.  Will need to approve conference calls for comment resolution at Nov. plenary.  This will not require any TG1 sessions though, just authorize conf. calls at WG closing plenary.  
· Could be ready to go to RevCom by March 2009.  If we start in November, might be able to start a recirc in January.  Holidays might slow things down.

· Monique posted a new version of the database on Mentor.  Document number 22-08/0254r1.
· TG1 Chair adjourns session at 2:00 pm.
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The motion passed/failed (Technical/Procedural Motion).
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