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MINUTES

802 liaisons:

· Liaison with 802.18 (Radio Reg. Group): Nothing to report.

· Liaison with 802.19 (Coexistence Group):  Nothing to report.

· Liaison with 802.1 (Architecture Group): Nothing to report. 

· Liaison with 802.16h (Co-existence): Nothing to report.

External liaisons:

· with MSTV: Nothing to report.

· with CEA: Nothing to report.

· IEEE Broadcast Society: Nothing to report. 

Objective of the meeting:

A review of the objectives for the meeting was made. 

New Contributions:
22-06-0105-03-0000_ADAPTIVE_TDD: Ying-Chang Liang.

22-06-0124-01-0000_Huawei_Inter-BS_Synchronization: Linjun Lv.

22-06-0126-01-0000_Huawei_Network_Entry_and_Initialization: Linjun Lv.

22-06-0138-09-0000-Compliance_with_FRD: Wendong Hu.

22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1: David Mazzarese. 

22-06-0203-00-0000_Feature_Selection_Process: Carl Stevenson. 

22-06-0204-00-0000_Channel Aggregation Summary: Ramon Khalona. 

22-06-0205-00-0000_On-demand_EOBS_for_hidden incumbent_reporting: Ang Chee Wei.

22-06-0206-00-0000-Ranging with OFDM systems rev2.ppt: Ivan Reede.

Tuesday AM1 (opening plenary)

The Chair called the meeting to order at 8:10 am.

The Chair reviewed the week’s agenda (22-06-0197-00-0000-802-22-wg-tentative-agenda-october-2006). 

The Chair reviewed the main objective of the week: to make decisions on options. The selection process was presented by the Chair (22-06-0203-00-0000_Feature_Selection_Process). Document 22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1 lists all the options.

The agenda (22-06-0197-00-0000-802-22-wg-tentative-agenda-october-2006s) was approved by unanimous consent. 

The minutes of the Melbourne September 2006 meeting have only been poster recently, due to the delay in receiving the list of participants of the Melbourne meeting from the organizers.  

Patent policies were introduced by the chair. The two usual slides were shown and read by the Chair. 

Inappropriate topics for IEEE WG meetings and IEEE code of ethics: the usual slide was shown. 

The Anti-trust statement slide was presented and read by the chair.

Attendance is being recorded on a signing sheet, assuming that 75% of the time is being spent in the meeting for the participant to be considered as present during the meeting. It is not allowed to sign ahead or back, or for someone else.  

Documentation requirements: the Chair urged the WG members to use the templates. 

Is there any announcement? There will be a tour of the DTV transmitter site offered by MSTV on Wednesday morning before the AM2 session. 

Nothing to report from 802.18 and 802.19, from architecture group, from IEEE-BTS, CEA and MSTV/NAB. There will be a discussion at the FCC on “white spaces” on Thursday morning. A majority of members showed interest in watching the FCC’s discussion on “white spaces”. 

Report from Spectrum Sensing Team: a 2GB DVD that contains 2 sec samples of 25 DTV signals captures is being circulated. There have been no conference call, just work by email. 

Report from Geolocation/Database Team: there have been no conference calls, just work by email. Winston Caldwell urged members to look at the working document, especially at the requirements, in order to finalize the requirements by November. Intents to propose geolocation techniques were heard, and could be presented in November. 

The Chair mentioned that the WG will need to discuss the recent FCC’s first report and order and further NPRM, and the FCC’s agenda. 
3 new participants introduced themselves. 

No old business.

New business: the Chair and the membership thanked NAB and MSTV for sponsoring this session. 

The selection process to be carried out at this session for the various system options was presented by the Chair (22-06-0203-00-0000_Feature_Selection_Process). An action for the Chair to modify the decision at the bottom of the flowchart to clarify the meaning of the percentages was requested. 

Peter Murray asked whether some time will be dedicated to the comments and resolution committee. The Chair announced that about half of the comments have been resolved, but that there will likely be not enough time to go through this process at this meeting, since the group first needs to work through the options. A lot of the comments also deal with options. All editorial comments have been resolved. 

Ramon Khalona asked for the Chair to create a report for the WG to see how their comments have been resolved. The Vice-Chair asked the Chair to clarify how the comments will be addressed after decisions on the options have been made this week. The Vice-Chair asked the Chair to put the comments and resolution committee process on the agenda for the week once the work on options has been completed. Tentatively, the Chair put resuming the C&R on the agenda for the week.  

The list of options was projected (Document 22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1). Voting on individual options started at this time. 

The following two questions that were asked on each option need 75% vote to carry. 

· Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature?

· Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document?
Vote on channel bonding
Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 19, No 0. The motion passed. 
Point of information (Ivan Reede): if we reject an option now, do we reject it forever or for this version of the standard? The Chair clarified that nothing is forever, but this is principally for the first version of the standard. The Vice-Chair asked the proponents to tell what it would take to include an option in a future version of the standard, in terms of backward compatibility. 

Discussion followed on the purpose of cleaning the document on options that the WG would not support. 

Point of order (Ivan Reede): to re-present the motion and terminate the vote (the vote that was started on channel bonding). 

Motion: to do a reset on the vote. 

Moved: Victor Tawil
Seconded: Ivan Reede

The motion was approved by unanimous consent.
Discussion on the process of dealing with options: The Chair clarified that options that get 75% support will survive and be moved to an annex in the working document, and that options that don’t survive will be removed. 

Ivan Reede pointed out that standards with too many options are frequently not successful. Another version of a standard that makes a feature mandatory is a better way to incorporate good features in a standard. 

Victor Tawil pointed out that some options might be invalidated by future regulation (e.g. channel bonding). He raised the point of unknown testing procedure for an optional feature in terms of certification of equipment. 

Winston Caldwell noted that we seem to be doing the opposite of what the July motion requested, that is to suspend considerations on options.

Monisha Ghosh asked when the WG will be taking a vote on the mandatory features.

Ivan Reede suggested wording for the question of the vote: is this option mandatory for 802.22 to operate? 

The meeting recessed at 10:00 am. 

Tuesday AM1

The Chair called the meeting to order at 10:30 am.

The Vice-Chair presented a summary of the expected outcome of the votes on options:

· Main document: mandatory (necessary) characteristics and features and hooks for the future retained features/options.

· Annexes: supported features/options to be discussed later but for which hooks are needed in the main standard. 

· Rejected options: rejected features/options that the standard does not need to consider. 

Winston Caldwell: is it already clear which features are mandatory and which ones are optional? The Chair replied that it is clear for almost all features, but a few features may require a decision at this meeting. 
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Vote in Washington D.C. Oct 06

802.22 Option Selection Process


Definition of wording: a feature can go in the “green box”, or in the “yellow box” (equivalently “above the line”), or in the “white box” (equivalently “below the line”). 

Vote on channel bonding
Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Further discussion took place first, to clarify the meaning of the votes. 

Winston Caldwell pointed out that the text in the flowchart is not clear. Keeping the feature means it goes in the yellow box, otherwise it is deleted. Winston asked when the decision of moving a feature from the yellow to the green box would take place. The Chair would like to focus on at least putting features either in the yellow box or be removed in this meeting. 

Question to clarify that we are voting on the column A of the list of options, not on column C, which is informative and lists the sections with dependencies with the feature (cf 22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1). 

The vote on channel bonding resumed. Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 23, No 2. The motion passed. 

Should the feature be in the first version of the question?

Ivan Reede on process fairness: can there be a question and answer period between these two questions?

Chair’s clarification: if more than 75% of the voting members decide they have enough information, we move to the next vote without any more debate. 
Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document?
Point of order (Ivan Reede): recall that there is no discussion or question.

Motion: to reset and revisit the previous motion because the process was not clear before we took the vote. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Victor Tawil

Chair’s clarification: there is no more discussion if the first vote passes by 75%. 

Ivan Reede called the question. 

Is there any objection to revisiting that vote? Winston Caldwell raised an objection. 

Yes: 23, No: 1, Abstain: 1. 


The motion passed. 

Vote on channel bonding

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 2, No 16, Abstain: 5. The motion failed. Discussion and Q&A period on channel bonding followed.
Winston Caldwell said that the loop is inconsistent with the motion on options that was passed in July. 
Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 20, No 4. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes 26, No 0. The motion passed. Channel bonding went into the yellow box. 

Vote on channel aggregation

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 3, No 22. The motion failed. 

Point of information (Ivan Reede): can someone who votes that he has enough information change his vote in the same loop at the next vote? Chair’s rule: yes, since we are not talking about technical change. Ramon Khalona presented document 22-06-0204-00-0000_Channel Aggregation Summary. Discussion and Q&A period followed. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 4, No 14. The motion failed. Q&A period resumed. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 25, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes 27, No 0. The motion passed. Channel aggregation was assigned to the yellow box. 
Vote on dynamic frequency hopping

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 21, No 2. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes 7, No 18. The motion failed. Dynamic frequency hopping was assigned to the white box (below the line). 
Vote on explicit out-of-band signaling
Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 1, No 23. The motion failed. 

The meeting recessed at 11:59 am.

Tuesday PM1

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:01 pm. 

Vote on explicit out-of-band signaling resumed

Discussion and Q&A period on explicit out-of-band signaling. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 18, No 1. The motion passed.

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes 18, No 3. The motion passed. Explicit out-of-band signaling was assigned to the yellow box. 
Vote 1K FFT mode

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 14, No 8. The motion failed. 

Ramon Khalona corrected the list of options by clarifying that he was the proponent of the 1K FFT mode. Discussion and Q&A period followed. Gerald Chouinard explained that the only reason why this option would be useful is to produce a symbol period shorter than the ATSC DTV Forward Error Correction depth (about 160 usec) which would result in less susceptibility of the DTV signal toward this short pulse.  It was indicated that more than a single pulse would be required for channel training and to allow for the demodulation of the symbol. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 20, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes 4, No 17. The motion failed. 1K FFT mode went below the line. 
Vote 4K FFT mode

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 2, No 12. The motion failed. Discussion and Q&A period followed.

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 22, No 0. The motion passed.

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 4, No 18. The motion failed. 4K FFT mode went below the line. 
Vote on FFT Mode 4096 and 6144 (for channel bonding)

Since channel bonding was assigned to the yellow box, it was suggested to just put FFT modes 4096 and 6144 in the yellow box. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 25, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 25, No 0. The motion passed. 4096 and 6144 FFT modes was assigned to the yellow box. 

Vote on upstream burst preamble

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 16, No 3. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 18, No 1. The motion passed. Upstream burst preamble was assigned to the yellow box. 
Vote on SCH frame

SCH frame needs further discussion, [but it is declared as not being an option] (Carl, can you verify with your notes, the conclusion of this discussion did not come out very clearly). Therefore, the WG skipped over this item. There is a mandatory (not just for the use of multiple channels) aspect to it that requires further development. 
Vote on adaptive OFDMA with Fractional Bandwidth Usage

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 18, No 6. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 16, No 4. The motion passed. Adaptive OFDMA with Fractional Bandwidth Usage was assigned to the yellow box. 
Vote on transformed OFDMA (several transforms)

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 5, No 8. The motion failed. Discussion and Q&A period followed. 

Point of order (Ivan Reede): we are being asked to vote on undisclosed items. The mapping of users data to subcarriers has not been defined in the working document 0.1. 

Clarification from the Chair: the transform that is proposed is in the draft0.1. 

Motion: To table this vote until sufficient disclosure has been made such that independent parties can simulate the same thing.  

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: No second

 
 The motion failed for lack of a second.
The Chair asked the advocates of this feature to provide sufficient information and disclose the information to the group. 

The Chair clarified that all features in the yellow box will not be discussed before all the features in the green box have been completed. However, the additional information can be submitted in a document, but it will not get meeting time for presentation before all the features in the green box have been completed.

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 18, No 2. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 17, No 4. the motion passed. Transformed OFDMA was assigned to the yellow box. 

Vote on sub-channelization

Motion: To defer any further decision on rows (15, 16, 17, 18) in 22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1 on optional sub-channelization until the basic parameters in section 8.4 of the working document have been completed. 

Moved: Victor Tawil
Seconded: Peter Murray

Yes: 24, No: 1. 


The motion passed. 

Motion: To defer decisions on the rows (20, 21, 22) in 22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1 on advanced coding options pending the results of simulations. 

Moved: John Benko
Seconded: Steve Kuffner

Yes: 25, No: 1. 


The motion passed. 

Record request: options put in the white box are not definitely out of the first standard, but still subject to further consideration. 

Motion: to defer decision on rows 24 through 31 in 22-06-0200-00-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1 to color “salmon”, meaning pending further study, with the understanding that these and other deferred items will be pulled out to appendices. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Victor Tawil

 Yes: 24, No: 0.

 The motion passed

Straw poll: regardless of whether lines 24 through 31 survive the yellow line or not of the standard, how many people would support an item that would presumably become mandatory, to support the hooks for the future addition of multiple antenna schemes? In favor: 21, oppose: 0. 

Motion: to move MAC AAS support (line 32) to the yellow box. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Victor Tawil

 Yes: 22, No: 0.

 The motion passed

The meeting recessed at 3:00 pm

Tuesday PM2

The Chair called the meeting to order at 3:30 pm.

Vote on FDD

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 15, No 4. The motion passed.

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 14, No 2. the motion passed. FDD was assigned to the yellow box. 

Ramon Khalona pointed out that hooks may be required for FDD depending on local regulations. 
Vote on out-of-band Distributive Sensing Scheme for Active Set 2

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 7, No 15. Motion failed. 

Sung-Hyun Hwang made a presentation. The name of the feature was changed to “Distributive Sensing Scheme for Active Set 2”. Active set 2 is used by other CPEs. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 22, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 18, No 5. The motion passed. Distributive Sensing Scheme for Active Set 2 was assigned to the yellow box. 
Vote on opportunistic In-band Sensing

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 27, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes: 22, No 2. The motion passed. Opportunistic In-band Sensing was assigned to the yellow box. 

Vote on sensing algorithms

Discussion took place on where the text of sensing algorithms that are demonstrated to meet the FRD sensing thresholds would be placed. Discussion on the description of the required inputs and outputs of the sensing box to support distributed or cooperative sensing also took place. 

Motion: to mark algorithms in section 8.8 in “red” in doc #200 and to move them to a temporary document until proven to work. Once proven, these techniques will go to an informative annex.

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Gerald Chouinard

Discussion took place and a friendlyamendment to the motion was made by Winston Caldwell. No further discussion on the motion. 


Yes: 26, No: 0.


The motion passed. 

Discussions on how to prove that a sensing algorithm works followed: would simulations be sufficient, or would lab testing be required, and who would be able to provide lab testing? 
Vote on class B CPE for the Protection of Part 74 Services

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 19, No 1. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document (in the yellow box)? Yes 4, No 8. The motion failed. Class B CPE for the Protection of Part 74 Services went below the line.
Vote on coexistence beacon protocol

Since the coexistence beacon protocol is used for coexistence to allow for inter base-station communication, as well as for coordination of quiet periods, a discussion followed on whether it is a mandatory feature. Section 6.21.2.2 seems to be redundant. The discussion on coexistence beacon protocol was deferred. 

Vote on resource renting, dynamic resource offering and spectrum etiquette among WRANs

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 9, No 9. The motion failed. 

Features in lines 56 to 58 seem to be complementary as they address different self-coexistence scenarios. Bill Rose pointed out that lines 56 and 58 may belong to higher layers. Ivan Reede asked if there is a need for inter-operability. Baowei Ji clarified that the procedure is defined, not the policy. Ivan Reede pointed out that inter base-station communication is sufficient. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 9, No 13. The motion failed. 
The meeting recessed at 6:02 pm

Wednesday AM

The Chair called the meeting to order at 10:30 am (after the visit to the DTV transmitter organized by Victor Tawil, MSTV). 

The WG resumed its work on doc #200 at lines 55-59. The Chair summarized the consensus of the group that the coexistence beacon protocol (CBP) seems to be mandatory, since it supports other features than self-coexistence, such as scheduling of quiet periods. 

It was clarified by the proponents that both CBP and inter BS communication are complementary. 

Is there any disagreement that the CBP and inter BS communication protocols are each necessary and mandatory? Wendong Hu mentioned that CBP is designed as a best-effort scheme using CSMA. It was further clarified that CBP also provides a unicast mode with better reliability. 

Is there any objection as characterizing CBP and inter BS communication (it doesn’t mean ad-hoc network between CPEs) as mandatory features? No objection was heard. CBP and inter BS communication were assigned to the green box. 

Vote on resource renting, dynamic resource offering and spectrum etiquette among WRANs resumed

Since more discussion took place, the following question was asked again. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 4, No 12. The motion failed. 

Clarification was provided on features in lines 57-59. It was pointed out that other groups, such as IEEE 802.16h, also consider techniques for self-coexistence at the MAC layer. The FRD also requires the provision of a coexistence mechanism. 

The Chair mentioned that the sections relative to lines 57-59 do not show normative text, but rather informative or tutorial and descriptive text. The Chair proposed to defer the consideration until the proponents come back with normative text. In the meantime, the text would be pulled out of the main body. The text would then be revisited once the mandatory features are be dealt with. 

Motion: to mark features on lines 57, 58 and 59 in doc #200 in “salmon” color, and add a note to ask proponents to bring normative text for consideration. 

Moved: Victor Tawil
Seconded: Ivan Reede


 Yes 26, No 0. 


 The motion passed.

The Chair clarified that January 2007 would be the likely target when the text for optional features would be revisited. Then the same process as is being done today on the options would be taking place again. 
Vote on multiple CPE joint TPC

The most critical issue that was identified concerns the third order intermodulation product produced by CPEs of different providers that are jointly transmitting. 

Motion: to mark the feature on multiple CPE joint TPC on line 61 in doc #200 in “red” color (work urgently needed), to consider this feature in recommended practice group, and that it may end up requiring normative text in the standard. 

Moved: David Mazzarese
Seconded: Gerald Chouinard


 Yes 28, No 0. 


 The motion passed.

Vote on sectorization

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 8, No 8. The motion failed. 

A summary of the feature was given and a Q&A period followed. This feature also provides inter-sector diversity. This feature requires support in the MAC layer that is not there yet. 

Clarification of the meaning of the salmon box: additional input in terms of normative texts or simulation results is required to make an informed decision. 

Motion: to mark the feature on sectorization on line 62 in doc #200 in “salmon” color. 

Moved: Anh Tuan Hoang
Seconded: Ivan Reede


 Yes 27, No 0. 


 The motion passed.

Vote on sensing antenna design
Discussion on whether this is a recommended practice feature, or whether the sensing antenna feature should described in the standard. It was recognized that a description of the optional MDI interface in case the sensing antenna is not integrated in the box would be required. There should be a mandatory way of implementing the option of a sensing antenna mounted separately than the transmit/receive antenna. 

Motion: to make the features on lines 63 and 64 in doc #200 developed in the recommended practice and to define the normative text of the MDI interface. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Wen Gao


 Yes 24, No 0. 


 The motion passed.

Vote on a scheduling algorithm for dynamic frequency hopping

Chair’s rule: discussion on this item is void for the time being and will be moved below the line since DFH was moved below the line the day before by voting. If the sensing team finds that there is a problem with quiet periods, then DFH could come back on the table, as well as the scheduling algorithm for DFH. 

Some discussion took place on how to deal with the features that were proposed before the end of the July 2006 meeting but are not in P802-22_D0.1_Final. It was suggested that they should have the same status with respect to the current filtering process.

The meeting recessed at 12:17 pm and resumed at 1 pm. 

Wednesday PM1

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:06 pm. 

The updated version of doc #200 was uploaded on the server (22-06-0200-01-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1). 

Discussion resumed on the features that have been proposed before the end of the July 2006 meeting and how to deal with them. 
Vote on LDPC for IEEE 802.22 

Clarification from proponent: it is in P802-22_D0.1_Final. Chair‘s procedural ruling: defer as salmon as was done for advanced coding options. 
Vote on IOTA

The proponent agreed to mark that feature as salmon. The Chair confirmed that this feature was assigned to the salmon box. 

Discussion and clarification of the color code in doc #200. The legend of the color code was inserted in doc #200r1, and copied below. 
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Show of hands: do you support this text? Yes 27, No 0. The group approved these definitions. 

Motion: to put 77 in doc #200r1 in red. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Victor Tawil
Yes 26, No 0.

The motion passed.

Items on line 68, 92 were voluntarily removed (below the line) by the proponents. 
Vote on relays and repeaters

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes votes clearly dominated by more than 75%. The motion passed. 

The proponent is not here. No objection to marking it salmon. Relays and repeaters were assigned to the salmon box. 
Vote on handoff

Anybody object to marking it salmon? No objection. Handoff was assigned to the salmon box.
Vote on dynamic frequency hopping community

Since DFH went below the line, this item went below the line as well. 
Vote on scheduling for Connection Based Over-the-air Inter Base Station Communications

A two-minute summary of the concept was given. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 14, No 3. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 19, No 0. The motion passed. Scheduling for Connection Based Over-the-air Inter Base Station Communications was assigned to the yellow box. Text must be submitted for the November meeting, and hooks must be identified. 
Vote on adaptive Quiet Period Control in TDD WRAN System

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 11, No 7. The motion failed. 

The feature was presented again (doc#83r0) and Q&A period followed for 5 minutes. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 24, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 7, No 14. The motion failed. Adaptive Quiet Period Control in TDD WRAN System went below the line. 
Vote on MAC Management Message for Efficient Sensing

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 21, No 1. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 18, No 2. The motion passed. 

Motion: to conditionally mark this item as green provided that the proponent provides text before the November 2006 meeting and subject to review of the impact on beacon measurement report and consolidated spectrum occupancy measurement report, and if the feature is retained that it be mandatory. 
Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Anh Tuan Hoang

Peter Murray called the orders of the day. 
The meeting recessed until 3:30 pm. 

Wednesday PM2

The Chair called the meeting to order at 3:30 pm.

Vote on the previous motion:

Yes 20, No 0.

The motion passed

Vote on overhead reduction for downstream bursts

A summary of the feature was given by the proponent (doc#86r0). 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 17, No 2. The motion passed. 
Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 10, No 3. The motion passed. Overhead reduction for downstream bursts went above the line. 

Motion: to conditionally mark this item as green provided that the proponent provides text before the November 2006 meeting and analysis of the impact on the mandatory features, and if the feature is retained that it be mandatory. 
Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Anh Tuan Hoang

There was some discussion on the motion.

Yes 16, No 1.

The motion passes. 

Vote on effective and flexible structure for CPE CSIT collection at base station for TDD OFDMA architecture

A brief presentation of the feature was made by the proponent. A discussion and Q&A period followed. It is not clear what the definition of ‘subband’ is. The intent for the use of the proposed CSIT is not clear. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 14, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 6, No 10. The motion failed. This feature went below the line. 

Vote on on-demand EOBS for hidden incumbent reporting[This feature should actually be called: on-demand EOBS for hidden CPE reporting because it is the CPE that cannot report to the base station because of the high interference level from the DTV station. ]

Ang Chee Wei made a presentation on on-demand EOBS for hidden CPE reporting (22-06-0205-00-0000_On-demand_EOBS_for_hidden incumbent_reporting). Discussion and Q&A period took place. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 25, No 0. The motion passed. 
Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 10, No 9. The motion failed. On-demand EOBS for hidden incumbent reporting went below the line. 

Motion: to reconsider the previous vote on item #6 (EOS) in light of additional information provided in the previous discussion. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Gerald Chouinard

Discussion took place. 

Ivan Reede called the question. No objection to calling the question. This is a procedural vote. 

Yes 13, No 11.

The motion passed. 
Vote on explicit out-of-band signaling (EOS)

Should item#6 (EOS) go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 18, No 5. The motion passed. Item#6 stayed in the yellow box. 

Motion: to reconsider the previous vote on item #79 (on-demand EOBS) in light of additional information provided in the previous discussion. 

Moved: Anh Tuan Hoang
Seconded: Ang Chee Wei

Yes 4, No 7.

The motion failed. 

Motion: to reconsider the previous vote on item #12 (Adaptive OFDMA with Fractional Bandwidth Usage) in light of clarified definition of the yellow color. 

Moved: Winston Caldwell
Seconded: Victor Tawil

Yes 6, No 16.

The motion failed.

Vote on block spreading for OFDMA

Motion: to defer discussion on item#80 because the proponent is not here and to put in salmon. 

Moved: Winston Caldwell
Seconded: Ivan Reede

Clarification to the definition of salmon by the Chair: the text is moved to the appendix only if there is currently text in the P802-22_D0.1_Final.  

Ivan Reed called the orders of the day. 

The Chair ruled the motion out of order. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 8, No 4. The motion failed. Discussion and Q&A took place based on doc31r0. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 22, No 0. The motion passed.

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 5, No 7. The motion failed. Block Spreading for OFDMA (item#80) went below the line.  

Vote on adaptive TDD

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 3, No 12. The motion failed. 

Anh Tuan Hoang summarized the concept of adaptive TDD (doc105r3). Discussion and Q&A period followed. Monisha Gosh indicated that the transmission gap between the DS sub-frame and US sub-frame can be efficiently used even for the distant CPEs with proper scheduling in the DS-MAP.

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 21, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 9, No 7. The motion failed. Adaptive TDD went below the line. 

The meeting recessed at 6:30 pm. 

Thursday AM1

The Chair opened the meeting at 8:06 am.

The FCC will be dealing with the First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on the use of white spaces in the TV bands, which the WG will be watching live sometime in the morning.  
Vote on uninterrupted synchronization and channel estimation with quiet periods

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 1, No 15. The motion failed. 

Baowei Ji briefly went over doc107r2. A discussion and Q&A period followed. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 18, No 1. The motion passed. 

Should the proposed new section go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 6, No 6. The motion failed. The proposed new section in doc107r2 went below the line. 

The two proposed text changes included in this feature were asked to be submitted as comments in the next WG ballot. 

Vote on inter-BS synchronization

Soo-Young Chang made a presentation on inter-BS synchronization (22-06-0124-00-0000_Huawei_Inter-BS_Synchronization), since this item had never been presented before. A clarification was made: the proposal needs a bridge-CPE function and asks that it be included to the working document.It was mentioned that the CBP MAC PDU may not be well defined in the working document. It may just need to be replaced by the wording “CBP packet”, but further clarification is required. The WG asked the proponent to fix this problem. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 19, No 2. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 3, No 10. The motion failed. Inter-BS synchronization went below the line. 
The Chair clarified to the proponents that if they can prove by simulation results that this method is better than the method that is currently in the working document, then they can provide a text change and a comment for the next WG review. 

Process question (Ivan Reede): there is nothing in the minutes of the previous sessions that the group has adopted the content of the working document by 75%. What is the means for someone who has a competing proposal to change something in the working document? When is it expected to have voting on what is in the document (in particular on the mandatory features)? 
Discussion ensued on how to modify the working document based on a competing proposal, and how the WG would accept new contributions, that either address something that is currently in or is not yet in the working document.  No clear conclusion could be reached.

Ivan Reed called the orders of the day. The WG moves on to continue the review of items in doc #200r1
Vote on fast detection of WRAN systems under lower SINR conditions

Soo-Young Chang made a presentation on fast detection of WRAN systems under lower SINR conditions (22-06-0124-00-0000_Huawei_Inter-BS_Synchronization), since this item had never been presented before. Discussion and Q&A period followed. It was pointed out that it might be useful as a sensing and signal classification technique, but that it does not seem to belong in a PHY/MAC standard. 

Show of hands: how many people think that it should be classified as a sensing algorithm (including signal classification technique)? In favor 12, Opposed 5.

Motion: to mark this item in the red box and classify it in the sensing algorithms. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Kyutae Lim

Discussion took place. Winston Caldwell mentioned that the signal classification technique to detect a WRAN should not be considered as urgent as the sensing algorithms used for the detection of incumbents. The Chair clarified that we take the vote with the understanding that sensing of incumbents has the highest priority. 

Yes 23, No 0. 

The motion passed. 
The meeting recessed at 9:54 am.

Thursday AM2

The Chair called the meeting to order at 10:30 am. 
Vote on network entry and initialization

Soo-Young Chang made a presentation on network entry and initialization (22-06-0126-01-0000_Huawei_Network_Entry_and_Initialization), since this item had never been presented before.

A discussion and Q&A period followed. Would we need an antenna directionality control in the MDI interface? A discussion followed about the provision for handover in the WRAN for load balancing. 

Straw poll: what would the group think of classifying it as salmon along with other handoff items? The WG showed strong support for this proposal.  

Motion:  to put this item in the salmon box. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: John Benko

Yes 26, No 0.

The motion passed. 
Vote on Connection Based Over-the-air Inter Base Station Communications: Logical Control Connection and its Application to Credit Token based Rental Protocol

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 8, No 2. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 6, No 5. The motion failed. This item went below the line. 
Vote on beamforming weight adaptation for dynamic channel switching

Is there any objection from the group if we mark this feature as salmon as the other multiple antenna features? No objection was heard. This item went in the salmon box. 

Vote on adaptive spreading scheme

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 13, No 7. The motion failed. 

Document #145r0 was briefly reviewed and presented by the proponent. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 3, No 5. The motion failed. 

The presentation continued, and a Q&A period followed. The question came down to deciding whether we need a more robust modulation than the basic QPSK for data transmission.  Doubts were expressed as to the need for such robust modulation since it would be as robust if not more than the system synchronization itself.

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 23, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 17, No 1. The motion passed. There is no text in the working document for this feature. The proponent expressed his belief that this feature should be mandatory, and that if incorporated it would have a major impact on the baseline structure of the document. Proposed normative text would need to be provided. 

Is there any objection from the group if we mark this feature as salmon? No objection was heard. The question whether it would be optional or mandatory is still to be determined. 

Motion: to put this item in the salmon box and to defer further consideration to later. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Winston Caldwell

Yes 24, No 0.

The motion passed. 

Vote on preamble design

The proponent is voluntarily skipping the full presentation and gave a brief overview of the feature. 

Motion: to put this item in the salmon box with a note that it is dependent on FDD. 

Moved: Ahn Tuan Hoang
Seconded: Ivan Reede

Yes 25, No 0.

The motion passed. 

Vote on fractional bandwidth usage

The proponent was not at he meeting to explain the feature but his colleague presented the doc #148r0. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 18, No 2. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 1, No 17. The motion failed. Fractional bandwidth usage went below the line. 

Vote on wideband memory-based opportunistic beamforming

Motion: to mark this item as salmon with a dependence on the existence of multiple antenna schemes.

Moved: Victor Tawil
Seconded: Ivan Reede

Yes 22, No 0.

The motion passed. 
Vote on contributions on sensing not in P802-22_D0.1_Final

Victor Tawil clarified that the contribution on sensing DVB-T signals is not as urgent as sensing ATSC. 

Motion: to mark in red items 92, 93 and 95, 96, 96, 98 and 99, with a note to prioritize DVB-T as lower priority. 

Discussion took place. Item 94 was excluded for lack of information. 

Moved: Ivan Reede
Seconded: Victor Tawil

Yes 26, No 0.

The motion passed. 
Vote on adaptive control of sensing thresholds

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 0, No 20. The motion failed. The proponent gave a brief explanation of the feature. A discussion and Q&A period followed. 

Do you feel you have enough information to make an informed decision on this feature? Yes 28, No 0. The motion passed. 

Should this feature go forward in the next version of the document? Yes 3, No 14. The motion failed. Adaptive control of sensing thresholds went below the line. 

Motion: to reconsider the vote on DFH. 

Moved: Ahn Tuan Hoang
Seconded: Wen Gao

Discussion took place. 
Yes 10, No 12.

The motion failed. 

Document 22-06-0200-01-0000_Table_of_Options_in_P802-22_D0.1 was updated and posted on the server. It contains the final decisions on options made at this meeting. 

The meeting recessed at 12:22 pm, and will reconvene at 1:15 pm.

Thursday PM1

The Chair opened the meeting at 1:22 pm.

Nobody objected to allowing taking pictures of the group for the NAB international newsletter. 

Victor Tawil would like the working of the working document (draft 0.1) to be edited to produce a trimmed-down version of the document according to the votes taken during this session. Ivan Reede suggested that the editor could color the relevant sections with the same coding as used in the table of features. The Chair also volunteered to work on the editorial changes, along with the PHY and MAC editors, as best as possible before the November 2006 meeting. 

No objection to hearing a presentation on Geolocation. 

Ivan Reede gave a presentation on geolocation (22-06-0206-00-0000-Ranging with OFDM systems rev2.ppt). A discussion ensued. 

Wendong Hu reviewed the changes from the MAC team perspective to the compliance table with the functional requirements (22-06-0138-08-0000-Compliance_with_FRD). 

The meeting recessed at 3:30 pm.


Thursday PM2 (Closing Plenary) 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 pm.

The WG continued highlighting critical items in the compliance table with the functional requirements (22-06-0138-09-0000-Compliance_with_FRD).

The Chair called the closing plenary to order at 4:44 pm. 

The Chair reviewed the schedule of the closing plenary. Since there was no objection to approving the agenda, the agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

Is there anyone who wishes to advise the Chair about an LoA? None responded in the affirmative. 

Any other announcement? None. 

Documentation update: updated documents are on the server, or will be posted as soon as possible.

The Chair asked the membership to review the WG P&P, and whether anyone has any suggestions for changes or improvements to the 802.22 P&P. The Chair mentioned that e.g. a simple majority to form a Study Group could be a possible change to the P&P. 

The WG needs a technical editor or a team of technical editors. For the time being, the WG will still rely on the PHY and MAC editors. 

The Chair asked the proponents of sensing algorithms to provide simulation results as soon as possible, following the simulation framework defined by the Sensing Tiger Team, and even better to provide lab testing results. The March-May timeframe would be aligned with the FCC’s schedule, in order to show something to the FCC by July. 

Other business: Kelly Williams asked when the WG would come back to the FCC with an update on the WG progress. The Chair clarified that the FCC’s First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making would be out about within a week, and that his intention is to review this document and take to prepare a document for consideration by the WG in November (assuming that the FCC releases its document in time). 

The next session will be held during the week of November 12-17, 2006, in Dallas, USA.

The meeting adjourned at 4:50 pm.
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