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Meeting Minutes 
20 September

08:00 am: Chair called the meeting to order

08:12 am: Reviewed meeting agenda (Doc Id:  15-05-0495)
· Meeting began with the chair putting minutes of previous meeting and agenda for the current IEEE 802.15.5 meeting on the screen, and asked for the approval from the attendees.

· Chunhui Zhu moved the motion for acceptance, Brijesh Kumar  seconded the motion.  There were no objection from any one. Both items were deemed approved with consensus of the attendees.  

· The Chair informed the group that we currently have one technical editor, Huai-Rong Shao  and it  would be nice to have one more technical editor.  He mentioned that we would need one more technical editor since we are discussing both high speed and low speed  technologies.
· The Chair asked those interested in the position of technical editor send an email to him before next IEEE meeting.
08:35 Presentation of document 15-04-0557-00-0005 

· Huai-Rong Shao presented IEEE 15-04-0557-00-0005  technical issues with reference to baseline.

· Also the Chair asked Shao to bring the document 15-04-655-005-TG5-Techincal Requirements so that attendees can understand the requirements for the group to arrive the items for CFP.
  A number of questions or observations were made during these presentations

On Packet error rate. How to define PER in this is not clear. PER for 802.15.3 is 8% and 802.15.4 is 1%. These requirements are for PHY without MAC. With MAC added, how to define PER is not clear ( M. Lee ).

Many applications evaluate average delay, this is not enough. We need distribution function to describe the delay. Delay jitter is also a good factor. (Guido Hiertz )

Sleeping devices can have impact on maximum delay (Chunhui Zhu). If a device sleeps that you must organize sleeping functions such that delay is within limits suggested in the requirements (M. Lee)

On Lan/WAN connectivity: Portal is used in 802.11 to address connectivity to WAN. Portal or gateway may be used as well in PAN instead of connection to WAN. (M. Lee)

· Broadcasting and multicasting is important functions, but not included in the current baseline documents

· Mobility is limited in intra-PAN, not roaming nor handover.

· Network Size – Home WPAN –500 nodes commercial applications 10000. Commercial application node size looks small (Brijesh Kumar)

· We need contributions addressing all these areas (M. Lee)

10:00 AM: Tea break.

10:30 AM  Two document presentations (documents: IEEE 802.15-05/0518r0 and doc.: IEEE 802. 15-05-0523-00-0005)
Resource Allocation and Admission Control in Distributed MAC for Mesh WPAN (IEEE 802.15-05/0518r0) Young Ae Jeon, Seung Hyong Rhee, Byung Joo Lee, Sang Sung Choi, Kwangwoon University. Presented by SH Rhee.

Convergence time should be evaluated using more detailed simulations (B. Kumar)

Once it has established, the resource allocation keeps unchanged unless environment change occurs that calls for resource re-allocation. (S. Rhee)

Bridge Device for Mesh Network (IEEE 802. 15-05-0523-00-0005) Youngae Jeon, Sangjae Lee, Jieun Kim, Sangsung Choi, ETRI. Presented by: Sangjae Lee.

Among multiple piconets, there may be multiple devices that can assume bridge rule. How to select one as major bridge? (Chunhui Zhu)

Device mobility may need frequent change of the bridge. During the time of negotiation, bridge device needs to store data. For high data rate and limited memory in devices, fast resolution is needed. (M. Lee)

Bridge device may need more transceiver. In the current PAN specifications, MIMO is not required. (Lee)
12:20 Lunch Break       

1:30 – The chair calls the meeting to order.

The chair brings to the attention of the group that Michael Sim and Panasonic Singapore Lab has sent a mail to the 802.15.5 reflector that says that the current base line document is in violation of approved PAR. 

The chair brings the email and shows it on the screen.

Raymond Zhu a colleague of Michael Sim repeats the content of email, and offers to make a presentation on the issue sent by Michael Sim

Raymond Zhu presents the document - technical problem of IEEE 802.15.5 baseline draft in satisfying the PAR (IEEE 802.15-05-0569-00-0005). The baseline proposal breaks the single beacon period to multiple beacons and that is not a good idea.  The presentation raises following main questions:

- Technically, it seems like a major re-write of 15.3/4 MAC

– Will it be acceptable to the TG3 members as “recommended practice”?

– Main concern: Wasted effort working on a baseline document that potentially fails at the sponsor ballet due to violation of PAR or not accepted generally by TG3 or TG4 as “recommended practice”.

A very lengthy discussion follows. 

G. Hiertz explains that multiple beacons are needed since central PAN controller architecture does not scale. His design only considers only high speed networks.
Meeting continues discussing the validity of baseline design and presentation of document.

6:00 PM Meeting recessed until the next day morning.

21 September

08:00 am: Chair called the meeting to order

08:12 am: Reviewed meeting agenda (Doc Id:  15-05-0495)

The chair informed that the base line document did not have IPR page so it can only be distributed privately before the legal statement is amended. That needs to be added to be put on the reflector.

Chunhui Zhu  asked about how people can be added to the private mailing list. The chair advised that they can subscribe TG5 mailing list from 802.15.5 web and for the private email list people should send email to him and he will add them to the list.

The chair mentioned that we need to resolve the issue raised by Michael Sim.

Mark Fidler – we should include MAC like 802.15.1 too since that is also covered in 802.15.

G. Hiertz – mesh networking is difficult to do with a centralized pan controller design.

We are only cover high speed PAN for home networks. The design suggests some changes to MAC but they are Ok since there is no other way to achieve it.

Chunhui Zhu – the text in PAR says that we can suggest amendment text. We need to balance how much we need to change.

G. Hiertz – We need to figure out since I don’t see any other solution on the floor. Centralised approach doesn’t work.

Mark Fidler – Have you thought of piconet controller co-existence with your design. Can a piconet controller work with legacy 15.3 as proxy in a distributed model. May we should examine how to accommodate legacy system. 

G. Hiertz – make a lengthy explanation of his proposal.

Shao – do we need multiple beacons ? Hiertz – yes.

B. Kumar – how do you determine the length of beacons since now you are dividing a single beacon slot into multiple slots.

A lengthy discussion ensues.

Shao – we must allow more submission to resolve PAR conflict issue and then allow any new proposal. 

Kursat – it is not proper to open the base line document.

Others (C. Zhu, Shao, B. Kumar) – it is not good to continue with base line in its current form since it appears in violation of PAR and its scaling for other technologies like 15.4 is very much in doubt.

B. Kumar – we should create a proposal that goes forward on the merit and not on which came first and second.

Kursat – it is not acceptable to restart the efforts again after we have created a base line document. It will mean loss of several months of work.

Shao – base line documents violates  PAR so we must allow change in the base line proposal too.

Mark Fidler: let us do a motion whether we should continue or create a new base line document.

The chair writes the following motion on the screen. Proposed by Mark Fidler. Seconded by Kursat.

Motion:

To continue evolving current baseline document (15-5-0552) for the high speed WPAN.

(for: 4, against 2: abstain: 2)
This is a technical issue, need 75% approval. The chair declares that motion failed.

Mark Fidler – may be we worded the motion wrongly – we should have had it other way around. That was a wrong motion – my mistake.

Others said that it was too late to change the mind since voting has already occurred on the motion.

Chair – since motion has failed – the new contributions can modify the base line document since it does not meet the PAR.

Group agreed to meet afternoon to continue the discussion after mid-week plenary.
10:00 AM Meeting adjourned. 

1:30 PM: Chair called the meeting to order

Chair asks Shao to display list of items that need more work.

Let us do a straw poll on this – how many people want  this group to work on these items.

Since it is a straw poll – every one present can vote.

In favor 9:  1 opposition : 7 – don’t care.

Chair - Majority wants work to continue so we need to issue a call for contribution.

Guido Hiertz – this makes baseline proposal open to totally new ideas as well as for adding above items?

Chunhui Zhu – Yes – now the baseline solution document can be amended and also amended with above items.

Jay O’Connor  – We should keep our mind open to all possibilities

Joseph  Reddy  – I am new so what are the issues ? I don’t understand.

Chair explains the issues and tells how we arrived at the base line document and earlier motion.

Mark Fidler – the motion was a mistake.

Alan Berkena – Chair should declare motion dilatory and cancel it.

Mark – we can’t allow base line to be document to be changed. That can only be done by creating a special order.

Chair – there is motion and we need to follow that unless we create another motion and reverse it.

Chair – let us call a vote –

Those in favor of call for issuing call for contributions on the technical issues listed in the document (15-04-0557).

9: Yes, Opposing:0 , Abstain: 1
The Chair needs to draft the call for contributions and the group agrees to meet at 4:00 PM after coffee break.
2:30 Meeting recessed.

4:00 PM Chair calls the meeting to order.

The Chair puts the draft call for contribution on the screen.

IEEE P802.15.5 WPAN Mesh Networking Call for Contributions.

Guido Hiertz – Does it allow only incremental change or allow even base line document to be changed.

Jon Barr- Show me the minutes where this group agreed to the baseline document. 

Chair: We received three proposals and one was accepted as a base line. All proposals were presented in San Francisco and after Cairns discussion – the group selected this document as base line document.

Jon Barr – Show me the minutes where it is recorded that down selection took place.

Chair – I already explained you how we arrived at this document. The down selection took place – there was only one proposal left for consideration. 
Jon Barr-  Document 552 r0 is not even properly formatted hence it should be removed from reflector – it cannot be a base document. It does not have a submission page.

Chair: It is not a major issue he can create a submission page and re-submit it as 0552-r1.

Jon Barr – it is not a closed group. Minutes should show who voted for it. Unless you show me the minutes it cannot be a baseline document. Voting does not matter.

Mark Fidler -  The process was open and I came to know in 802.15 meeting. Why weren’t you monitoring and came to the meeting then. There was a call for proposal and if people did not respond in time, it is their problem.

Chair – I think minutes weren’t recorded properly and I cannot speak why previous chair Jonn Boot did not do it. But, selection took place.

Jon Barr –  Down selection is a formal process and record of voting needs to be available to any one that wants to see it. It is not there. You cannot continue this document. It should be removed from the reflector. It is not base line document. It is not a right proposal – we should replace it with a right proposal. We will submit the right one.

Chair left  room at 4:45 PM to consult Bob Heile – chair of 802.15 group.

Chair displays document 15-05-00-72-00-0005-tg5-down select procedure – it says that there must be a formal process followed for down selection even when there is one proposal left. 

Chair – I consulted Bob Heile and he says that we need to follow the procedure laid down in the above document. 

Greg Rason – We need to rely on the process – we need to include every one. Minutes records aren’t critical but process needs to followed as written down.

Jon Barr – Let us stop it here.. There is no basis of discussing call for contribution since base line document is not valid. You don’t have the right to continue this any more

5:20  PM Group Recessed.
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