April 2005

doc.: IEEE 802.22-05/0034r0

IEEE P802.22
Wireless RANs

	802.22 PHY Requirements Conference Call #7

	Date:  2005-04-22

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Steve Kuffner
	Motorola Labs
	1301 E. Algonquin Road,

Schaumburg IL, USA
	847-538-4158
	kuffner@labs.mot.com

	
	
	
	
	





Attendance
Steve Kuffner (Motorola)
Peter Murray (Consultant)
Carl Stevenson (WK3C)
Dave Silk (Motorola)
Ashish Pandharipande (Samsung)
Gerald Chouinard (CRC)
Max Muterspaugh (Thomson)
Eli Sofer (Runcom)
Greg Buchwald (Motorola) 
Minutes

· The call began with much discussion regarding the interpretation of “approval” of the functional requirements document at the May interim meeting.  Basically, approval means we think the document reflects our understanding of the requirements at the time.  To make substantive changes later is thought to require 75% approval, but Carl needs to examine the policies and procedures document [1].  Some are concerned that approving the functional requirements document in May means that it is final; it is only an informational document, not a draft standard, asking proposers to disclose how they will meet the proposed requirements.  But not knowing what will be proposed, unanticipated capabilities or novel features may arise that the group collectively agrees should be considered a requirement.  Whether they becomes a requirement will depend on the outcome of the vote in accordance with the policies.  There also seems to be concern that the “rules of the game” can be changing with time, complicating the proposal-development process.
· There was some discussion about approving the requirements document prior to the release of the FCC report and order (R&O) addressing this spectrum.  Whereas Gerald was concerned that we might miss good proposals from companies waiting for the R&O, Carl thought that having proposals on the table may help guide the Commission in their ruling.  

· The possibility of an 802.22-only North American June interim meeting was discussed.  It was suggested that, at the beginning of the May meeting, when we see attendance numbers, we should decide on whether to notice the additional interim meeting.  Carl may even be able to make this decision prior to the May meeting based on as-of-yet unavailable registration info.  

· There was diverse discussion of propagation and channel models.  Eli felt the 802.16 document [2] was more applicable than the ATSC document [3].  Max argued that the ATSC document contained a wealth of information that was painstakingly gathered, and that it should not be dismissed.  Steve inquired whether there was a document similar to [3] from the DVB community, which may even be more appropriate if OFDM is proposed.  Max and Eli volunteered to investigate.  Gerald pointed out that what we ultimately need is a collection of channel profiles against which the proposers must demonstrate performance and that in addition to propagation losses and linear distortions such as multipath, we must also include non-linear channels to account for realistic power amplification effects.

· The group returned to the editing of Chapter 8 of [4].  We’ve decided to leave the grey-highlighted text in the main body of the document for now, since moving to an appendix (the eventual goal) will require development of supporting context which would be lost if the text was moved as-is.

· There was abundant discussion on the topic of ranging and timing acquisition/tracking that moved to include access needs for televoting.  It came down to discussion of whether CPE should be assumed to have already acquired the base station signal but are not in an active communications mode (in standby), or whether whether a large number are all going to need to acquire timing over a small window of time.  Carl asserted that we should leave it to proposers to disclose how they will do ranging to minimze guard time and justify their detailed frame structures.

· There was continued discussion on Section 8.5 and pull-in range for CPE.  At least 50 kHz was discussed, based on keeping costs low in the CPE.  It seems all that really needs to be specified is that the CPE can acquire a base station with 2 ppm stability and that it can track within an error that remains to be determined.

· A new chart with latency and jitter requirements was inserted in Section 8.9.  There was some discussion of the applications and the requirements of the applications.

· The next call was set for May 6th, 2005, 11:00 AM to 1:00 PM Central Daylight Time.
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Abstract


In our third call since the March 2005 Plenary meeting, there was a mix of policy and procedure discussion and technical discussion.  The policy and procedure discussion related to the reflector activity concerning the approval of the requirements document at the May interim meeting and brought up the possibility of a North American June interim meeting.  The technology discussion addressed channel models, ranging and acquisition, frequency stability, and timing and jitter requirements.





There were 9 participants on the call, which lasted from 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM CDT on April 22nd, 2005.  The next call, the last one prior to the May interim, is scheduled for May 6th, 11:00 AM CDT.  NOTE THAT THE NEXT CALL IS SHARED WITH THE SYSTEMS CALL.
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