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IEEE 802.15 Interim Meeting – Session #6

Renaissance Madison Hotel

515 Madison Street

Seattle, WA 98104, USA

8-11May00

Monday, 8 May, 2000

1:04
TG3 Chair, J Barr, called the meeting to order.  

1:05
Approve or modify agenda

Motion to approve the agenda as presented in document IEEE 802.15-00/107r2). Motion made by M DuVal, seconded by S. Shellhammer; following no discussions or objections motion passed by unanimous consent

1:05
Secretary reviewed minutes from Albuquerque (IEEE802.15-00/041r0)

Motion to approve by J Allen, seconded by J Wilson; following no discussion or objections motion was unanimously passed.

1:15
Chair presented the objectives for this meeting (IEEE802.15-00/107r2)

1:17
Chair presented the 802.15.3 liaisons (IEEE802.15-00/022r5)

Comment: might need another liaison with 802.11E for QoS

1:20
TG3 Vice Chair, J Allen, presented the proposed time line (IEEE802.15-00/127r0)

1:33
Vice Chair lead a discussion on last call for CFA/CFP (IEEE802.15-00/131r0)

Question: What coordination has been done with Bluetooth? Have we talked to Jaap?  Reply: J Barr will talk to him during the CFA/CFP period.  Question: What about HIPERLAN? Is somebody going to make sure that a letter goes to them?  Reply: Yes, we’ll use our liaison person for this task.

1:43
M DuVal lead discussion on criteria document (IEEE802.15-00/139r1)

Question: How do we judge the credibility of a particular CFP’s merit award or costing?  Reply: We need to address this issue. Comment: We need to address coexistence and interoperability as separate issues.  Question: What is scalability?  Reply: Number of devices, data rate, functionality options, etc.  Comment: Need a clarification concerning the criteria section describing simple network join/unjoin procedures for RF enabled devices; need to be careful not to confuse operation with that of the above layers.  Question:  Concerning on whether to use BER or PER at the PHY layer.  Reply: Issue must be resolved in the PHY subgroup.  J Allen/A Heberling will lead the MAC, J Gilb will lead the PHY.

2:37
WG chair handed out awards for Study Group personnel.  

2:40
TG3 broke up into MAC and PHY groups.

5:00
Meeting came back together.  PHY group’s input was captured into document (IEEE 802.15-00/110r6).

10:30
Meeting adjourned

Tuesday, May 09, 2000

8:00
TG3 chair called the meeting to order

8:03
Presentation by George Lynch, Digital Imaging Group, HP (IEEE802.15-00/149r0)

Question: What size would your typical transmissions be? Reply: A typical number would be five images consisting of 400-500 kbytes per image.  Question: Do you plan on certifying devices as interoperable?  Reply: We are talking about this effort, but it still is a sensitive issue right now. Question: Is the data rate important? What do we need? Reply: It is important, but consumer confidence is much more important.  11 Mb/s will get us by for a long time for still pictures, but video is different and will require higher speeds. Question: Is cellular CDMA’s data rate too slow? Reply: Yes. 

Questions for G. Lynch to take back to the DIG

Question: Ease of use; how long should it take a wireless link to attach, i.e. what is the user’s patience? Question:  What is the expectation of the time to transfer them to the receiving device? Question:  Issues on reliability; what sort of verification of transfer is required? Question:  How important is backward compatibility? Question:  What is the lifetime of digital camera? Comment:(Ziess) $100/yr (i.e. $300 > 3 yrs) Question:  What is the lifetime of service?  Question: Where are the sweet spots in the market for DIG member companies? Question: What kind of security is required?  Reply:  It has to be easy and simple but it needs to be there before people will feel at ease using it.

9:00
Presentation by Reto Hermann, IBM: WPAN Requirements for Spontaneous Hidden Computing (IEEE802.15-00/109/r0)

Question: What is the suggested network topology, i.e. what is a network? Reply: All devices connected. Question:  What is the proximity measure technique suggested? Reply:  Signal strength or propagation time. Question: Could you highlight the difference between your need’s and Bluetooth performance? Reply: Attach time, broadcast capabilities, 7-device limitation.  

9:36
Break until 10:30A

10:25
 B Bailey described TG3 Marketing Tasks (IEEE802.15-00/151r0)

MC group will split off into another room.
10:30
Criteria discussion lead by J Gilb (IEEE802.15-00/110r6)


Results were captured in document (IEEE802.15-00/110r7)

11:45
Meeting adjourned

6:44
Vice-chair called the meeting to order

6:45
Criteria discussion lead by J Gilb (IEEE802.15-00/110r7)

Results were captured in document (IEEE802.15-00/110r7)

8:30
Vice-chair adjourned the meeting

Wednesday, May 10, 2000

10:38 Meeting called to order by Vice Chair, J Allen.

10:40 Presentation by C. Rios, 3Com (IEEE802.15-00/0150r0) 

This was presented to .11 HRSG  Monday  because, in 3Com’s opinion,  there is overlap between the 802.11 and 802.15 home applications.  C. Rios suggested that TG3 needs to be capable of talking to 802.11b – wants it all to be 2.4GHz to support legacy because users will not buy new systems. 

Question: If the range is 10 meter in home, how can a Wireless Network Controller (WNC) see all the devices that can exist in a home.  Reply: (CR) Need 30 meter range is too small per the PAR, wants cheaper than 802.11, and does not care about LANs.  Comment: (CR)Maybe a TG3 device can not be a link if limited to 10meters.   802.15.3 should talk to 802.11 but it may be a “Weak” function (translators).  Comment: (CR) Doesn’t want  WNC to translate – dwell is too long.  Comment:  (C Rypinski) wants the group to consider channel reserves and QoS integration and integration of services better than can be done by the 802.11 MAC. 

11:13 Criteria weighting discussion lead by M DuVal (IEEE802.15-00/139r0)

Process for submitting weighting values: they are due on the flash card or a floppy by 8am Thursday.  Comment: (T Schmidt) Suggestion that we add a statement that the PAR overrides the criteria (refer to related ballot documents 00/140r0 and 00/141r0).

11:27 Meeting Adjourned 
Thursday, May 11, 2000

8:03
TG3 Chair called the meeting to order.  Reviewed the agenda for this session.  Urged attendees to turn in the criteria weighting votes immediately.

8:08
Presentation by M de Courville: An OFDM based solution anticipating the convergence between next G of high rate WPANs and WLANs, HIPERPAN? (IEEE802.15-00/128r0)

Question: What is the raw data rate? Reply: (MC) Raw/aggregate data rate is 24 Mb/s including FEC and 18 Mb/s after FEC.  Questions: thoughts about cost of convergence? Reply: WPANs should be lower cost solutions. Don’t think that the proposed cost target can be made.  Raising it would be required. Question: Cheaper alternative waveforms? Constant envelope format? Reply: (MC) AGC is bad for OFDM, set gain once a frame not instantaneous. Peak to avg. ration between OFDM and constant envelope designs is not as large as generally assumed. Question: If there is a cost differential between OFDM and constant envelope is this cost justified by interoperability? Reply: I agree wouldn’t use OFDM if there wasn’t another standard to which you’d like to be interoperable. Question: Did you consider scaling the protocol as well?  Reply: (MC) focus on minimal solution set that will still ensure interoperability. Question: What was the general reaction from ETSI/BRAN group?  Reply: (MC)Lots of interest, NEC and Phillips say they will support it. Many other companies wanted to discuss it before they commented. Question: What could the percentage cost savings be over HIPERLAN? Reply: (MC) ½ or less of the cost of the overall system? Question: Acquisition time? (time between TX on and valid bits out of Rcvr) Reply: 25 µS? What is your requirement? Reply: (CR) 25 to 50 bits should be the limit. Reply: (MC) will need more time to look at this issue. Comment: (CR) OFDM is much better suited for high quality uses such as addressed by 802.16. Question: Battery drain? Reply:  HIPERLAN 2 is a TDMA system, which allows sections of the device to be turned off when not in use.  Question: can your system handle heads up display application? Reply: Acquisition period issues needs to be addressed. Question: Amount of DSP operation required to fulfill this proposal? Reply: DSP is not appropriate, ASIC would be better suited. Question: Viterbi decode has 3 options did you consider limiting it to one? Reply: minimum interoperability would require at least one. Question: shouldn’t we focus on interoperability with 802.11a rather than HIPERLAN? Reply: In Europe we have more freedom because we can put the PAN spectrum wherever we want. 802.11a needs to work with CEPT for approval. 

8:57
Straw poll on resolution of issue with voting sheet by XAW, it was erroneous, weighting added up to 101 points.  First poll: Include it? Yes. Second poll: Leave it as 101? 2 votes Adjust it? 12 votes… Break for short time to allow votes to be reconciled.

9:20
Discussion on agreement of agenda for July meeting lead by J Allen. (IEEE802.15-00/127r0) 

Summarize conference call

· Continuation of CFA fold into criteria document

· Continue CFP presentation

· Initiate subcommittees work to analyze and compare PHY /MAC/Host radio interface proposals also include QoS, Coexistence, Bluetooth and System teams

· Motion will be to adopt this agenda for the conference in July 10-14 and that this agenda will be placed into the document going out

J Allen moved this motion, R Alfvin seconded, following no discussion nor objections motion carried by unanimous consent.

Conference call timing is currently at 11:00 Eastern time on Tuesday.  J Gilb had issue with this time. Motion to change to 10:00 Eastern moved by J Allen seconded by J Gilb, there was no discussion however the motion was withdrawn. A straw vote indicated more problems with the new time so there will be no change.

Discussion on the internet meeting software to be used for the weekly conference calls.  Request conference service to perform roll call? J Barr will investigate. R Alfvin will investigate new internet meeting services.  Next week’s meeting will use the general WPAN reflector, after that we will use 802.15.3’s reflector.

9:45
J Gilb presented the results of the criteria weighting poll (IEEE802.15-00/141r0) 

9:53
J Barr discussed the motion that will be made at the next session at TG3 and then at the working group to approve the criteria definition document 00/110r8 for the purpose of submitting and evaluating proposals.

10:00
Break

10:35
Chair called meeting to order. J Gilb discussed the open issues within the criteria (IEEE802.15-00/154r0)

Action Item: Microwave Oven model: P Kinney and J Lansford to provide documents on this behavior.
Action Item: A Heberling to track the 802.11e effort in the area of QoS.  Comment: there may be minor divergence between 802.11e and this task group since they are working on extensions to an established MAC.

10:43
Changes to jamming section on criteria document (IEEE802.15-00/110r7)

There are issues with the requirement of testing in an anechoic chamber (suggested to achieve the desired 1/r2 response) due to the 50 meter requirement. An amendment would be to change this distance to 3 meters and scale the power. Following no objections this section will be changed.

Another change was to modify the measurement to a fixed percentage throughput. Following no objections, method will be modified. Comment: Add verbiage to include acquisition jamming.

Subgroup team to discuss changes to the amended method which will allow adaptive antenna arrays will consist of J Gilb, M Dydyk, J McCorkle, K Marquess, P Kinney, J Allen.

11:21
M DuVal discussed implications from criteria weighting results

Action Item: A subject of one of the upcoming teleconferences needs to be to come up with a method to achieve a final ranking score using the weighting and values from CFPs.

11:30
TG3 chair presented the following motion:

To forward the Criteria Definitions document IEEE 00110rP802-15_Criteria-Definitions.doc to the 802.15 WG for the purpose of submitting and evaluating proposals.  

This motion was moved by M DuVal, seconded by R Alfvin. (Straw vote on this issue was 24/0/0). Following no discussion the vote was called.  Vote was 17/0/0, motion carries.

11:44
Meeting adjourned
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