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Meeting called to order Monday May 13, 2002 10:30am

Opening discussion: Can TGh complete its work prior to ITU-R resolving RADAR detection? 

Should we include a placeholder reference in the TGh standard to ITU-R JTG 4-7-8-9? Andy Gowan suggests that TGh should create simulations to show that this new standard will be able to detect the radar systems identified so far by ITU.  Will the radar community accept this without physical tests?

Mika explained that it is up to the 802.18 group to communicate with ITU-R. Carl Stevenson and David Skelrn suggests that TGh members who are concerned about radar detection engage in ETSI BRAN who is working closely with ITU-R. 

David Skelrn reported that the BRAN group has made progress with ITU-R. Agreement is that DFS is needed and … Ericsson has proposed an algorithm, though may not be the best approach, is generally agreed should be able to detect radars. He did note a concern that new RADAR systems may continue to be identified, such as the most recent two, that could keep delaying the process. 

Upshot: TGh may need to prod the .11 membership into not keep rehashing that TGh is to write a standard vs BRAN’s work to negotiate with ITU-R.

Andy Gowan suggested that if IEEE members could execute tests on prototype DFS enabled systems it could raise confifdence in DFS in the ITU-R. He indicated that regulatory labs are available that can simulate RADAR signals to facilitate these tests and that confidentiality could be maintained.

Discussion regarding revising PAR to drop the “in Europe” from the title. 

Peter Ecclsine reminded the group that this language was included to expidite the completion of TGh Carl Stevensen reported that the US RADAR community, in ITU-R meetings, is pointing to this language as an indicator that vendors are unwilling to implement DFS in the USA.

Strong plea for participation from IEEE members to participate in ITU-R and also engage with the FCC. It is perceived in ITU-R that there is little interest from US companies. Its not too late for US companies to influence US position on WRC agenda 1.5 on 5GHz global allocation. (Carl Stevensen could clarify).

Plans for this meeting are to resolve comments from the letter ballot with an objective to go in to a recirculation ballot in July meeting. In the mean time try to change no votes into yes votes through the comment resolution process. Process for comment resolution is to go through the comments line by line in the spreadsheet.

Call for submissions: 

Peter Larsson: Method for detecting RADARs

Motion by Peter Ecclsine to approve agenda as modified in document 306r1. Seconded by Peter Larsson. No discussion.

Yes: 14

No: 0

Abs: 0

Motion by Stuart Kerry to approve minutes of St. Louis meeting seconded by Chris Hanson. No discussion

Yes: 15

No: 0

Abs: 0

Comment resolution: 

Comment spreadsheet is in document 302r1. Intended process is to proceed line by line and record resolution in the spreadsheet document.

Straw Poll:

Option 1: Leave the words “in Europe” in the title of the TGh draft standard and associated PAR?

Option 2: Should we change the title of TGh draft standard and PAR title to delete “in Europe” without changing the scope of the PAR?

Option 3: Should we revise the title and scope of TGh draft standard and PAR to address a global solution rather than focused on Europe?

Option 1: 14

Option 2: 2

Option 3: 3

Straw poll: Should we remove the TPC request/report from the draft?

Yes: 1

No: 16

Motion by Colin Lanzl to limit discussion to 15 minutes for each comment. Seconded by Charles Wright. No discussion.

Yes: 17

No: 0

Abs: 0

Straw poll: Should we keep IBSS DFS information in beacon frame mandatory (7.3.2.1)?

Yes: 6

No: 2

Straw Poll: Should we [a] eliminate the power capability element (7.3.2.9) or [b] add a dynamic range (minimum power capability) or [c] leave it as it is?

Option a: 2

Option b: 13

Option c: 1

Tolerances: A small group of experts will meet this evening to propose a set of tolerances for transmit power. The results will be reviewed by the group and incorporated into the draft.

Straw poll: A STA in an IBSS when receiving channel sw announcement with mode bit zero set to one:

[a] shall act on it

[b] shall not act on it

[c] may optionally act on it

a: 5

b: 0

c: 16

Straw poll: Should we redo the measurement request element as suggested by Jin-Meng Ho comment on 7.3.2.14?

Yes: 0

No: 9

Abs: 7

Straw poll: Should we eliminate the OSR defined in section 7.3.2.15.4 including removing all references to it?

Yes: 11

No: 7

Abs: 5

Presentation by Peter Larsson document 02/344r0

Straw Poll: Should we include the randomisation of quiet periods:

[a] as proposed by the “main solution” in doc 02/344r0 or 

[b] using the mechanism provided by the existing quiet element (add how-to) or 

[c] no randomisation (no changes to existing draft)?

Option a: 5

Option b: 3

Option c: 11

Abs: 5

Motion by Chris Hansen to remove OSR from the TGh draft D2.0.

Discussion: Seven comments noted asking to remove this feature.

Seconded: Colin Lanzl

Yes: 8

No: 2

Abs: 1

Motion by Amjad to add fifteen minutes discussion time for comment 332.

Seconded by Charles Wright

Yes: 12

No: 2

Abs: 0

Straw poll: In an IBSS, should we allow any STA to make measurement requests to 

any other STA?

Yes: 17

No: 1

Abs: 1

Straw poll: Should we add a timestamp to autonomous measurement reports?

Yes: 7

No: 3

Abs: 11

Straw Poll in the working group. [from penary session]

Option 1 – leave the words “in Europe” in the title of the TGh draft standard and associated PAR. 84 in favor

Option 2 – change the TGh draft and PAR title to delete “in Europe” without changing the scope of the PAR: 9 in favor

Option 3 – revise the title and scope of TGh draft standard and PAR to address a global silution rather than focused on Europe. 26 in favor 

option 1: 84

option 2: 9

option 3: 26

Official letter ballot results reported to the group by Mika:

Yes: 140

No: 77

Abs: 53

Motion by Andrew Myles: To keep the title and scope of the TGh PAR unchanged.

Seconded by Peter Ecclsine

Discussion: None

Yes: 12 

No: 0

Abs: 1

Presentations by Chris Hansen 

· 02/353r1 Minutes of TGh ad hoc on TX power tolerances

· 02/354 Proposed draft text for link margin and RSSRI

Presentation by Charles Wright 369r1 Proposed Resolution for Definition of Unknown Bit

Motion by Peter Ecclsine: TGh to consider out of scope any propsal that would allow an 

equipment vendor to avoid conformance to the ETSI EN 301893 (harmonized standard).

Seconded: Gil Bar-noy

Discussion: 

Yes: 8

No: 1

Abs: 2

Motion (technical) by Gil Bar-noy: Any STA compliant to TGh must be able to detect RADAR

primary user as defined by ETSI EN 301893 (harmonized standard for 5GHz RLAN in

EU).

Seconded: Victoria Poncini

Discussion: Noted that this motion could preclude potential solutions where a central

facility is used to detect RADAR. Also noted that it is likely that EN 301893 will require 

every STA to detect RADAR.

Yes: 

No: 

Abs: 

Motion (procedural) by Amjad to table the above motion.

Seconded: Chris Hansen

Discussion: None

Yes: 6

No: 2

Abs: 5

Preparations for the next meeting

Plan Vancover to finalize the comment resolution

Change 23 no votes to yes and go out recirculation ballot

TGh meeting adjourned May 16 21:30
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