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I. Attendance

	Name
	Affiliation
	7 June 2010 

PM1
	7 June 2010 

PM2
	9 June 2010 

AM1
	10 June 2010 

AM1

	Apurva Mody
	BAE Systems
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Gerald Chounaird
	CRC
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Ranga Reddy
	US Army
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Jianfeng Wang
	Philips
	X
	X
	
	X

	Winston Caldwell
	Fox
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Gwangzeen Ko
	ETRI
	X
	X
	
	X

	Ivan Reede
	Amerisys
	X
	X
	
	X

	Sung Hyun Wang
	ETRI
	X
	X
	
	X

	Shigenobu Sasaki
	Niigata University
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Victor Tawil
	MSTV
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Jerry Kalke
	CBS
	X
	X
	X
	

	Antony Franklin
	??
	
	
	X
	X

	Jason Li
	Wi-Lan
	
	
	X
	X


II. 2010-06-07 PM1

CID 133: 

A Mody: should this be in phi?

g Chounaird: no, mac needs to handle logic. phy would just need set superframe preamble representation. purpose of this method is to support coexistence with CSMA 802.11 radios. 

R Reddy: does length of frame apply to this comment?

G Chounaird: no, that's a different comment, but frame lengthing could be a coexistence method to bring to .19.

R Reddy: how many repetitions are needed?

G Chounaird: frame preamble repetition could be signalled in SCH. superframe preamble repetition wouldn't work this way. 

R Reddy: how can we compensate for longer bursts?

G Chounaird: more study is needed to see how long coma bursts are.

R Reddy: how do we compensate for US?

G Chounaird: we only need to worry about protecting DS, to protect MAPs. interference on US is more of problem at BS. even if CPE is interfered w/ it only affects that CPE. the BS can be protected during installation by providing a some distance 

V Tawil: suggests postponing to PHY discussion

R Reddy: will postpone this 135, and 139 to PHY

CID 146: 

R Reddy: solution is detailed in 174.

R Reddy: do we need to schedule more than one subchannel

G chounaird: for US scheduling, you have 0 or 7, 8, 9, 10. the worst case would be 6 DS and 0 US, 20% channel usage. 
R Reddy: do we supersede this by 174.

CID 174: 

R Reddy: remove reference to CID 40 in the resolution text

G Chounaird: There is one more remaining issue, if column format for layering is used, what happens how do we pad or indicate the rest of the use/

R Reddy: we can allow the CPEs to implicitly derive the usable portion of US

R Reddy: how do we handle SCW

G Chounaird: SCW existence indicated by SCH. Length allows us to adjust frame length accordingly

I Reede: Just allow us to specify length, and be specific at a later date for lengths not a multiple of 7 symbols. supporting non-multiple of 7 symbols will be difficult to implement. Do we need this complexity?

G Chounaird: we already have this complexity in standard

A Mody: we discussed this in Beijing, and group was supportive. Wondering if we should be supportive if .11 is not being considerate of coexisting with us.

Victor agreeing w/ Ivan

I Reede: Could use this concept to go to .11 and help solicit help/cooperation in facilitating coexistence

A Mody: wants to present this during .19 
CID 193: 

V Tawil/G Chounaird: do we need altitude here?

R Reddy: originally specified this to support accurate location of CPE

G Chounaird: the Z direction is probably more accurate for a topographic database

I Reede: GPS is +/- 23 m and is based on planet model not  accurate shape

W Caldwell: FCC requires to identify position and location. Latitude/Longitude is sufficient, altitude and height is more important with regard to DB querying
CID 201: 

R Reddy: 6.8.1.3 deals w/ subheader definitions, which currently don't have subheader element IDs to identify those subheaders

G Chounaird: GMH Encoding Type field, in Table 4 can be parsed to identify subheaders

R Reddy: would like to review Element ID usage as we go through D4

Decided to REJECT
CID 202: 

G Chounaird: not sure what the issue is

R Reddy: I will take action to clarify

Pending
CID 203: 

I Reede: usage of subheader is not clearly defined

R Reddy: proper clarification of GMH subheader should go into text before Table 3

G Chounaird: wants to move the contents of 6.8.1.3 to fall within 6.8.1.1 right after Table 3
CID 204: 

G Chounaird: a new subsection is to be added to 9.3 where the in-bad sensing is now carried out by the SSA during the quiet periods. If said method is developed, we only need to just signalled. This is being handled by CIDs 608-611.

A Mody: Text changes incoporated in 22-10/84r1
CID 205: 

G Chounaird: we remove interference-free scheduling. so specifying length here is unnecessary
CID 206: 

superseded by resolution to CID 203
CID 213: 

G Chounaird: this is only needed by BS, as TPC handles CPE EIRP

Accept
III. 2010-06-07 PM2 

CID 214: 

G Chounaird: This parameter is only for BS, so measurement for EIRP could be done more precisely

I Reede: We don't .5 dB precision, +/- 3dB should be sufficient with regard to practicality in implementing real hardware. It will be too difficult to go down to .5 dBm steps. This is independent from the max EIRP stated by local regulations where a precise maximum has to be observed

W Caldwell: loosening restrictions on EIRP may cause problems when operating at maximum EIRP

G Chounaird: At the BS, the unit would be calibrated at maximum EIRP and would use an attenuator that may or may not be accurate. The purpose of transmitting this value to the CPE is for the CPE to calculate the power needed on the opportunistic bursts. Tolerance at the CPE receiver will likely be much looser.

G Chounaird: modified text recorded in comment database

Defer
CID 217: 

R Reddy: TMO-REQ/RSP not needed because we have QPs for sensing

Accept
CID 218: 

G Chounaird: SCW makes sense of a separate frame entity, but we need a way to signal it , as it's signalled in US-MAP

A Mody: could we also signal tx/rx in SCH

G Chounaird: still thinks it's illogical to indicate SCW usage on a CPE-by-CPE basis using US-MAP IEs

Group has no real issue, comment to Reject
CID 223: 

G Chounaird: What does this refer to? RF Channel?

R Reddy: DCD configuration pertains to a particular RF channel

Counter, Suggestion is to remove this field
CID 225: 

G Chounaird: SCH already has BS ID

no one objects, so we accept
CID 232: 

G Chounaird: has been discussed in previous drafts? conclusion was to keep this as is, because as far IPR is concerned certain entities have IP on certain coding methods.

I Reede: wants to know what the minimum required set of DIUCs to support interoperability.

R Reddy: specify the minimum set as 13-25 to 62

I Reede: Even in this minimum set, do we need to support all code rates

G Chounaird: to refer to PHY ad-hoc to identify the code rates that can be supported by the least power hungry

Defer
CID 233: 

G CHounaird: DIUC for coexistence not needed, because coexistence is US-frame concept, should be a UIUC (which is the current case).
CID 234: 

related to CID 233. change DIUC=0 from self-coexistence to reserved
CID 235: 

G Chounaird: Decided to keep it to be consistent with same concept in UIUC

Counter, keep DIUC=62 as is or unchanged
CID 236: 

reason to keep is for future expandability

counter

IV. 2010-06-09 AM1

CID 237: 

Not sure about how contention opportunities are structured. had some discussion.

Action: modify 6.16 to explain what a transmission opportunity is in the contention window and how it is used. Still pending
CID 238/239/240/242/243: 

superseded by 237
CID 244: 

Action: G Chounaird to send email to I Reede to confirm if this shifting is still needed?
CID 245: 

.22 is controlling EIRP and not power

Accept
CID 246: 

Refer this to the PHY. Not sure if +/- 4dB range is sufficient
CID 247: 

frame can actually be up to 41 symbols, so this value needs to be 6 bits

Accept
CID 250: 

Related to 247

R Reddy: what is the difference between this and resolution to 247

G Chounaird: this is text clarifying US startime

Accept to be constant with 247
CID 251: 

R Reddy: do we need second part of text modification in the note field? would suggest that text is better in 6.23.

G Chounaird: yes, because this timing advance is treated the same way for rng and doesn't want to bury the explanation too far in the text.
V. 2010-06-10 Teleconference

CHO-UPD Discussion: 

- what does the CPE actually need to know?

- protected channels still need to be sensed, so CPEs don't need to be distinguished between protected

- however, if there are channels with no incumbents known, the BS can have the CPE(s) skip those channels

- need to maintain a sufficient depth of channels in channel list so that channels can be cleared, but also to avoid inordinate resources dedicated to sensing

- group decided to keep CHO-UPD message as a subtractive mask to indicate which channels do not need to be sensed
CID 220: 

Based on our discussion we REJECT
CID 317: 

counter: keep message, but move transaction ID, channel state, and channel priority field, and rewrite paragraph before Table 139 to describe how this msg is used to speed up sensing
CID 351: 

counter: remove ",similar to the CHO-UPD described in 6.10.20.7"
CID 464: 

review text in this section for necessary modifications, may need to merge this section with clause 9 SM operation
CID 615/616: 

Counter: will update 22-10/84 with is new text for SSA to accommodate the new usage of CHO-UPD
CID 618: 

counter: modify figure to align with new usage of CHO-UPD , new to select new name for message first
CID 628: 

counter: align table 252 to select new to select new name/usage
._________________________
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