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Agenda
1. Attendance
2. Approve Agenda

3. Approve Minutes: 

· Review and Approve minutes from September 12, 2006

· Review Minutes from Melbourne Interim Meetings 

4. Call for volunteers to assist in editing draft. Draft will be developed in Frame Maker but the editor (Monique Brown) will accept contribution in Word)

5. Review document 196 (please read prior to conference call)

· Discussion: Identify any areas of 802.22.1 that are dependant on decisions in 802.22

6. Other Business

7. Next Meeting: 
Tuesday October 24, 11:00 AM EDT. 
Note: 802.22.1 will meet every Tuesday at 11:00 AM until the November Plenary 

8. Adjourn
Attendance

Bill Rose (Chair)

Greg Buchwald (Vice Chair)

Soo Young Chang 

Monique Brown 

Gerald Chouinard

Jerry Kalke

Chris Babarskas

Wu Yuchun

Minutes

1. The agenda was approved without change

2. The minutes of September 12th were approved without change

3. There was a call for volunteers to assist the editor. Monique Brown noted that it would be a great help if contributions were written in a form that could be directly incorporated into the document.

4. Review Document 196
It was decided that reviewing the minutes from Melbourne would be the best way to start to review the document since the minutes contained many of the discussions items that were left open, and they included some dependency items as well. 

Bill Rose noted that he would have to leave the call due to an unavoidable conflict. Greg Buchwald agreed to run the meeting. 

Review of the Melbourne Minutes: The following repeats the item from the Melbourne minutes in italics with the determination made on this call. Similar issues have been combined. 

a. Gerald: Clarify the problem with not having the beacon on the channel being protected?  Answer:  If second device joins primary beacon on Channel A, but uses Channel B, WRAN only knows about protection of Channel A, not Channel B.  WRAN does not know to check other channels for updates.  
Question:  Why do beacon aggregation? Answer: Plurality of beacons aggregated on a given channel is fine; aggregating over many channels is not good for others.  Gerald makes statement that operating on both channels is good – adds redundancy.  Why do multi-channel aggregation?  Answer:  Do multi-channel beaconing for a certain period of time, then, potentially reduce the number of beacons at your own risk.

Need to resolve if and how the beacon aggregation is done. It was recommended that there be a short document to discuss pros and cons of aggregation. (Gerald) Agregation saves spectrum but at what cost? 

Dependancy Issue: Need a quiet time spec from 802.22


b. Motorola noted their proposal initially had second inter-beacon channel, but now on same beacon channel.  Can’t use bottom of channel for microphones, so that could work.  Want to aggregate to avoid IM, and allow many users to combine at big event.  

Gerald: We should consider a second channel.  If longer payload for a single channel requires more quiet time of the WRAN, then maybe second channel is needed.  Maybe move the beacon to a lower channel?  

Winston:  At a convention, etc., each operator puts up their own beacons, they communicate and realize that consolidation can occur, then at some point the various beacons shut off until only one in each channel, or do they all keep going and switch to one channel?  Answer:  Desired result is to go to one channel, one beacon.  Path diversity may help, idea is to pass information to one primary beacon device.  Jerry Kalke:  Secondary does a check to make sure?  Answer: Yes, trust but verify.  

Gerald:  Perhaps we can specify aggregation but rather than aggregate to one beacon, we can use more than one for robustness.  

c. Edgar:  Primary beacon is on air, but shuts down and leaves. Now the secondary device is no longer being protected and it comes back on the air.  What channel does it need to beacon on to protect.  Answer:  That is a policy level decision and is beyond the scope of 802; therefore, a consortium must be formed.  We need to have all the hooks so that it can be done.  Gerald:  Could this be part of the recommended practice? 

There was a tentatively decision that a recommended practice is necessary.  

d. There was a discussion as to the necessity of including the IEEE 802 source and destination MAC addresses in the payload to meet the scope of 802. 

No conclusion – more study needed. 

e. Gerald:  Concept of short burst vs. payload.  What is length of burst, etc.  Ed:  Beacon burst is just under 2.5mSec in length, beacons themselves depend upon data included, something on the order of 45mSec.  Without knowing the specific amount of time and when the WRAN would look:  3 ways….enough time to do direct sequence correlation with a single symbol or baud.  Second – decode entire burst, which then tells you when the actual beacon is available, and third is to get actual data.  

Gerald:  We need to consider methods, such as shortening the data / message length to reduce the time to receive the full payload to something that is acceptable for VoIP.  This is a recurring theme / question:  We need to consider if it is possible, or, as Steve Shellhammer pointed out in Melbourne, even necessary to do.   
We should consider removing the sub-channel information.


f. Gerald – elegant solution is to use TDMA. Greg: Short beacons might be missed; you must beacon all the time on the channel.  

It was decided to drop this concept – Gerald withdraws his request to study this further.


5. Decisions Made/Action Items:

1) Begin work on recommended practice document

2) Determine if the payload can be shortened, or if this is needed, for VoIP reasons

3) We have defined sub-channels as increments, such as 200kHz, within a TV channel. Raster to be determined.

4) We have defined sub-bands as a grouping of UHF TV channels, such as 14 – 20, 21 – 28, 29 – 36, etc. that may reduce the payload and make beacon manufacture easier.  We also determined the sub-bands should be a percentage of overall bandwidth, not a linear grouping.

5) We need to have further consideration of how many beacaons should continue to operate long term at a given location.  Sub-bands may affect this; it has been suggested that one may be too few, but one on every channel is too much.

6) The request to study a TDMA solution has been dropped.

7) The Samsung proposals must be considered.  The increased data capacity from complex modulation has many supporters.  There are also additional proposals from Samsung, and new proposals from others, which we must consider on a priority basis – this work must be completed so that the rest of the open items can be properly addressed.

6.
Dependancies:

1)
We need a defined quiet period from 802.22 for sensing period.

7.
Next Meeting: 
Tuesday October 24, 11:00 AM EDT. 
Note: 802.22.1 will meet every Tuesday at 11:00 AM until the November Plenary
8.
The call was adjourned  at 12:10 due to several people having other commitments.  We did not finish the entire document; it will be completed in the next call.

Note: Greg Buchwald noted that the call-in numbers will be changing.  Motorola has contracted with a different source for conference call services; I will send the infomraiton as soon as I get it. I expect the next call to go as scheduled; using the same call-in numbers.
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.22. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.
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