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Wednesday, 21 April 2004

Teleconference

WEDNESDAY, 21 APRIL 2004
802.15 TG4a Minutes - 21 April 2004 – Conference Call

1.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Jason Ellis at 9:30am PST.

Attendance and review of agenda: Jason Ellis

A. Attendance List:

Jason Ellis: As an IEEE Task Group, we need to keep a separate attendance, generate a list of attendees and put in minutes. Please send an email to Patrick Houghton to ensure your record of attendance. Send email to patrick@aetherwire.com.

Roll Call: Patrick Houghton

Attendees who responded on the call or sent email to Patrick as of close of business on 21 April 2004:

* 
Jason Ellis 

jason.ellis@staccatocommunications.com 

* 
Philippe Rouzet 
philippe.rouzet@st.com 

* 
Patrick Houghton 
patrick@aetherwire.com 

* 
Andy Molisch 

Andreas.Molisch@ieee.org 

* 
Larry Arnett 

larry.arnett@renesas.com 

* 
Kai Siwiak 

Kai@timederivative.com 

* 
Phil Orlik 

porlik@merl.com 

* 
Rick Roberts 

rrober14@harris.com 

* 
Fred Martin 

f.martin@motorola.com 

* 
Pat Kinney 

pat.kinney@ieee.org 

* 
Dani Raphaeli 

dani@eng.tau.ac.il 

* 
Fabrice Legrand 
fabrice.legrand@fr.thalesgroup.com 

* 
Scott Davis 

sdavis@trda-inc.com



2.1 REVIEW OF Technical Requirements Document and Selection Criteria Document:

Jason: There is a lot of discussion going back and forth on the reflector regarding the Technical Requirements Document (TRD). Jason suggests we have a 2 to 4 hour working session on the TRD in Anaheim in order to have some face-to-face discussion and closure on some of the issues discussed in the TRD. Asked for thoughts or comments.

Patrick: Agrees that this is a good plan.

Philippe: Will provide a summary of the discussion on the reflector.

Jason: Encouraged participants to make all their comments they can now until May 10th -- preferably May 5th, to give Philippe some time to compile the comments.

Philippe: There is some discussion on LPD, antennas, burst mode and other high-end applications.

Jason: Suggests that: 

1. We record the comments on the reflector 

2. We allow Philippe to capture the comments 

3. We have a 4-hour working session in Anaheim

Kai: Asked Philippe to read the issues that are on the reflector again.

Philippe: Some of the threads that are running are as follows: 

1. Antennas - Andy Molisch 

2. Regulation - Rick Roberts 

3. Effective/Gross data rate requirement (1Mbit? or 1Kbit?) requirement 

4. LPD - Rick Roberts 

5. Low-end/ High-end applications 

6. Transmit-only device - Dan Babitch 

7. MAC issues

Jason: That concludes discussion on additions to the agenda for Anaheim. Asked to resume discussion on the Selection Criteria Document (SCD).

Philippe: Continuing with Selection Criteria Editing. The discussion last week was not for the SCD except for the antenna and data rate. Most was for the TRD. Asked if he should continue item by item, or should we address different areas.

Rick: Are we referring to Document 162r0?

Philippe: Starting with one of the items, we defined packet error rate based on a 133 byte maximum data size. Asked if we need something more precise in the SCD? Is the proposal compliant with the current state of the channel modeling? What about running a low-data rate through the air-interface?

Dani: The MAC requires a certain packet error rate.

Philippe: The data rate cannot be the 15.3 rate -- it has to be much lower. We should have a maximum length of packet, which requires a certain packet error rate.

Dani: Packet error rate is not very crucial. It doesn't matter much if it is 1% or 10%.

Kai: To have a robust sensitivity measurement, a probability of packet reception of 50% provides the most reliable point.  The easiest point to measure reliably is the 50% PER point – the curve is steepest there.

Pat Kinney: We should use 802.14.4 mechanisms. According to the PAR, we need to exceed the specifications of 802.15.4

Philippe: In paragraph 5.5.1 -- link success at 90% packet throughput -- if we use this model, then we need to establish a figure for packet error rate.

Kai: There is nothing wrong with this specification.

Fred Martin: Agrees -- this is a sufficiently concise description.

Rick Roberts: TG3a used this as a metric to compare proposals -- there is nothing magic about the number.

Philippe: Everything is applicable in our case, we just need to adapt to the channel model. Should we conclude that we are OK with the method for reviewing packet error rate defined here?

Pat K: On range, didn't we delete the specification that allows message relay?

Rick Roberts: Which page?

Pat K: Section 5, page 5

Philippe: We need to define the channel model

Andy: All the work done is 3 to 10 GHz

Rick: UWB is allowed under 1 GHz

Andy: The problem is that if we have a proposal, then we need an appropriate model sent to the channel model group.

Pat K: When we do the CFP (call for proposals), we can require that an appropriate channel model be included. We can say that the model must be =provided to a certain group. We need to be fair and give due notice, not just at the meetings, but in the CFP.

Jason: The channel model work is important work for TG4a. Andy is taking leadership for this work. Work being done in the channel model subcommittee will be included in the SCD.

Philippe: When the channel model group reaches the deadline and there is, to take an extreme example, nothing for models in the 30GHz to 40GHz range, what happens to the company's proposal?

Kai: What if the company is doing work, but doesn't have the resources to do comparable work as is available in the 3GHz to 10GHz range?

Jason: We should not penalize proposals that come forward that don't meet all the SCD items.

Kai: We should take some words and put into the SCD to that effect. There should be the possibility of innovative solutions and proposal providers need to have sufficient information in their proposal.

Jason: Suggest we table these discussions until Andy gives his update in May. He believes some proposals will come forward, but wants to support the current work in the channel model group.

Rick: When we put out the CFP, we can have a clause to provide the channel model if there is no channel model approved by the channel model group.

Jason: Agrees with Rick's suggestion

Andy: Would like to have some peer review, for example, have some description of how the channel model was arrived at.

Jason: Asked Andy to send some wording to Patrick to send out.

Dani: Will the channel model report include the 2.4 GHz band?

Andy: We probably want to include 2.4GHz explicitly, since we can use the information from 802.11

Dani: Didn't see any standard models.

Andy. 2.45GHz is almost 3GHz, so we should be able to use the 3GHz models.

Dani: It would be good to say the model starts at 2.45GHz rather than 3GHz.

Philippe: We were going through Packet Error Rate and we made a diversion to channel modeling. The conclusion at this time is that the system performance methodology we are using is the right one, but we need some wording if the proposals don't match the models defined in the channel model document.

Andy: Concerning antennas, we have channel models that specify different antennas. One is using completely isotropic antennas, the other is using a directional channel model with non-isotropic antennas. Using non-isotropic antennas is the best model, but it is too advanced for our purposes now.

Jason: We are out of time. Have there been updates to document 198r0?

Philippe: The TRD has been updated.

Jason: Will post the new SCD.

Philippe: These are not cosmetic, but obvious changes.

Jason: We are still working from document 04162r0 -- SCD and document 04198r0 -- TRD

Jason: The next conference call will be next week.

Rick: Will we have another conference call on May 5th?

Jason: We will have a conference call on April 28th and an optional one on May 5th.


3.1 CLOSE OF MEETING: Jason closed the meeting at 10:35am PST. 

---------------------------------
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