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Body Area Network (BAN) Study Group Monday Mar 6, 2006, PM2 (4pm-6pm).
Denver Plenary

Acting Chair:  Erik Schylander
Acting Secretary for Monday Meeting: David Julian

Attendance: 16 people

Kohno, Ryuji

Meyer, Klaus

Takizawa, Kenichi

Schylander, Erik

Gorday, Paul

Yu, Zhan

Ekbal, Amal

Julian, David

Nakase, Hiroyuki

Drude, Stefan

Kunisa, Akiomi

Toyoda, Ichihiko

Higuchi, Keisuke

Mizugaki, Kenichi

Huang, Lei

Ko, Young-Chai

Agenda:
Erik went over the agenda (Document number 802.15-06-0090-02)

Erik: Is the agenda ok for today’s agenda? 

Yoshi: What about Wednesday? This is the only study group today. 

Kohno: What if we wish to announce more at the Wednesday meeting?
Erik: The scope of this meeting is the BAN study group.  We have the possibility to overflow into Wed if needed.
Yoshi: What about Thursday afternoon, there is a SG-B session in Thursday afternoon? Erik: I hadn’t seen that. If overflow from today’s meeting, then we can handle Thursday. Erik will have to find someone else to chair at that time since he won’t be here Thursday.

(Erik Modified agenda for potential to continue of Thursday.)
Erik: Any further discussion on the agenda? Any objection? No objections, so approved by unanimous consent.

Chair and Secretary Position
Erik would like to hear a motion for a call to send out the call for chair and secretary position.

Stefan made the motion and Kohno seconded the motion.
Study group charter.
Erik: Reviewed polices and rules. 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0

Kohno: Proposed reviewing regulations. Why not start question by overview of worldwide compliance?

Erik: Can you keep your point and hold it, and we’ll come back on that?

Kohno: Sure.

Erik: Everyone has voting rights.

Submissions have to be done in the normal form. Ask for a document number and uploaded on the server.

For consensus require 75%.

We’ve gone through the objectives, related to the agenda.

We have to define study items and what Kohno just brought up is a study item. We’ll come back to that.

Need to write 5C and PAR, and then we will go to the WG to send up for approval. That could be TG6 for example.

Does anyone in the room know about 5C and the PAR, or is everyone familiar with it?
Have to fulfill 5C criteria, and PAR defines what the project is all about. Have to explain that the technology can be used for a lot of applications, and here we are talking about big numbers because the standard is used for interoperability, so the standard needs to be for more than one application. 

Another thing is for interoperability between multiple vendors, and need to explain that they apply for BAN.

Another thing to define is what kind of compatibility is needed.

Describe what is new in the work that we are doing, and why it fits in the 802 on going work.

Another one, the unique solution for the problem, that we are not coming with another solution to a problem that already has a solution. So not just another way of doing Zigbee for example.

Economic feasibility, that the costs are such that it is possible to do in the market.

There is a sixth type of criteria, not official, that has to do with regulatory. That there are enough places in the world to do this, and it does not screw up the other standards.
PAR

Is this a new standard or an extension. That’s one of the questions we can answer. Another is what is the scope. Purpose, why we do it.

BAN study items.

This is the first list of study items, taken from another study group as a starting point. Up for discussion. Erik talked through the list on slide 8 of 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0.

Some of the items are: 

Erik: Mesh network verses star topology. Single or multiple technologies. Channel models for the body, i.e. one ear to the other ear. What are the frequency bands, and what are the regulatory issues related to that. Scalability, range, power save and support. Probably battery driven if related to the body. Security requirements, that was brought up in the meeting. That we are secure and safe. And, we have that new thing, regulatory. 
Kohno: Not just regulatory, but also safety guideline regulations. FDA in the US is different from the FCC. So more generally regulatory compliance.

Erik: That’s a good word. (Added to list).

Erik: Is there something else?

Stefan: So second bullet has to do with size.

Erik: Yes, size. But also, in medical markets different requirements than fitness or entertainment. These are not mutually orthogonal points.

Kohno: What about the propagation model.

Erik: Doesn’t that fit into channel model.

Kohno: Yes, do you have it?

Erik: Yes, here (points to bullet).

Erik: Also mesh networking may be required for reliability. I.e. if don’t get heart beat is the person dead or the connection dead. Is there something you see that you would like to add? We can come back to that later.

Erik: What I didn’t put up here are the 5C and the PAR. We have the broad market potential, that can be answered by the market requirements. There is a standard form from IEEE. Broad sets of applicability, I think we’ve done that. Requirements could be about costs or power requirements. Compatibility also covered by the use of the first two points (in slide 8 of 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0); we also don’t know what technology we are going to use, so depending on the technology it can determine the compatibility we need. Feasibility as well. And then we have the project. Let’s see, what else, Economic Feasibility; says something about the costs.

Let’s go back to the PAR (slide 7 of 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0). So the only thing on this list that’s not on slide 8 is IPR. Are we depending on particular IPR? We have to look at that.

Erik: The next thing is to cluster slide 8 so that we can make some kind of work plan. One idea is to divide into subgroups and look at cluster, or to take all in parallel. My proposal is to take in parallel and decide at some point if it makes sense to cluster.

Kohno: Probably we should have some kind of campaign to call for participants more.

Erik: That’s a good point. But basically this group is big enough to do this. There are more than 10 people in the room. But I agree with the idea. Get more presentations. So far we only had a presentation from Stefan.

Kohno: That’s why Wed would be a good use to get more interest.

Erik: We have to announce and write the call for applications and technology, and hope to get responses from that to be presented in the next meetings to come, and then take a consensus what of these are in the scope of the project, and what of these are feasible to do.

Kohno: Could also invite experts, such as AAMI (medication association) to get a better idea of application area interests. Mainly from the medical services area for BAN. Need support from the medical services.

Erik: How would you phrase that?

Kohno: Medical services or medical organization.
Erik: I think that’s a good idea (Added to slide).

Kohno: That’s quite related with the market.

Erik: Yes. I agree with that on tutorial sessions. Also related with the background of the group. 

Erik: When you send out the call for applications do you (Bob Heile) have a template.

Bob Heile: You can look at what 4a did, and more recently 3c. Don’t have the document numbers off hand, but can look up in the archives.

Erik: Like to have small groups to draft call.

Bob Heile: Also, the study group keeps its own attendance record, because anybody in the room can vote.

Erik: Yes, we have the attendance up here. (Quickly reviewed slide 3.)
Bob Heile: Not everything requires 75%. Technical requires 75% (i.e. PAR), else determined by the chair. Procedural is 50%. The chair decides what is technical and what is procedural. (Erik updated slide 3)
Erik: Right, and the output would be the PAR and the 5C. Today you (Bob) mentioned that there would be a website for the PAR.

Bob Heile: Yes, by the time this group does its thing it will use the electronic PAR form. But I would recommend drafting with documents with DCM. Just a sidebar, you (Erik), Stefan, and me (Bob) should sit down in the next few days, since I (Bob) have to take this to the executive council on Friday. So just a little homework. Why don’t we plan right after the WG meeting on Wednesday morning?

Erik and Stefan: Sounds good.

Erik: Not clear what are the specific issues that SG needs to look at in IPR.

Bob: It’s a question that gets asked in the PAR, but not necessarily looked at for study group formation.

Erik: Open issues (slide 9, 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0). Is there anything else here we need to resolve in the short term, except Kohno’s presentation?

Bob: Assuming everything goes through we might consider an 802 tutorial in the July meeting.

Erik: (Added BAN tutorial to slide 9 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0) So that could be part of the planning meeting. Other calls on the application technology that we are to do, going back to the list on slide 8? You (Kohno) brought up safety, does that go for the call for application or call for technology.

Kohno: Should be part of the requirement. First we have to review what regulations exist, FDA and FCC for example.

Erik: So we should make a call for regulatory information.
Kohno: We can invite some regulatory experts into this. It is very hard because they are not an expert on telephony, but.

Erik: OK, I don’t think I have the right wording but I understand.

Stefan: We have not talked about power consumption yet.

Erik: It says here something about power savings support. Does that meet your concern?
Stefan: What I’m trying to get at is that with scalability in data rate you are trying to arrive at scalability in power consumption.

Erik: Oh, I get it. And we arrived at last time should it be pJ/Mbit, I’m not sure what the metric is. This list (slide 8, 802.15-06-0121-01-wng0) are what we would like to have answered by the call for technology and application. (Copied slide 8 to slide 10 and renamed “Call for Applications”) Which of these should we state for call for application and what should be the scope?
Stefan: Can probably leave all.

Erik: Technology and channel models can probably go out. Maybe belongs to more of the usage scenario. Scalability and throughput range relate to application, as well as security and safety.

Kohno: A study item we also have to think about is band-plan, and coexistence issues. Erik: (Added Spectrum allocation to slide 10). (Copied slide 8 to slide 11 and retitled “Call for Technology”, made some changes deleting some of the items.) Ok, so in the call for technology, are these the things that should be covered. I have some overlap of course.

Yoshi: I have a question on the call for application. Do we have to address all these issues?

Erik: Yea, we have to address these issues.

Yoshi: But do we have to have all of these in our response?

Erik: No, you don’t have to have all of these in the response, but at least one?

Yoshi: How are we going to use the call for application?

Erik: How are you going to use the technology?

Stefan: Then we should be looking at PHY and MAC proposals in our call for technology.

Erik: Yes, at least PHY and MAC, maybe more. Maybe you need some convergence layers. So, there should also be architecture then. (Added to bullets on slide 11, 802.15-05-0121-01-wng0). But when I look at it this way I wonder if we need a separate call for regulatory conditions, no that’s good. (Made slide 12 for “Call for Regulatory Conditions”)
Stefan: We need to look at regulatory rules outside the more relaxed FCC rules for medical devices. There is a relationship with the applications you are targeting. For BAN you can probably live with FCC rules. For certain classes there are probably other rules.

Erik: (Eliminated several bullets from copy and paste)

Stefan: Safety is probably an important one.
Erik: Compliance is probably a better title than Conditions (changed title name). 
Erik: OK, looking at that we still have the choice to make one call or make three different calls.

Stefan: You’re probably talking to three different groups.

Erik: Yes, probably talking to three different kinds of experts.

Stefan: Yea.

Erik: OK. So, I’d like to have an editor for each of these calls.

Kohno: So what is the schedule? TG’s (and SG’s) usually have a schedule.

Erik: That’s a good point. (Inserted new slide 10 “SG planning”, 802.15-05-0121-01-wng0) Should we have a target date when we want to have the PAR and 5C ready? 

Kohno: Yea, we need to decide a PAR right, to be a TG?

Erik: Yea, in the end we have to draft a PAR. But what are we aiming for. Any feelings? Normally its about 9 months, but we have a choice between 8 and 10. Shall we take it as a working assumption that the final PAR and 5C will be drafted in Nov? Then we will need to start working on that in July, send it out for comments, and respond for comments in Sept. Like to have 1st draft in July and 2nd draft in Sept. (Added to slide 10). That means here (July 06) we have to have PAR and 5C editors, and here (Mar 05 for calls) we would have to have editors. This would be very ambitious, but hopefully this week we can get the calls done. Any further discussions? How would you like to see it?

Raymond Zhan: Should we have time between the call response and 5C drafting.

Erik: We can get through it in a week. It’s not easy to answer the study items here. We need 75% to get consensus. What are the rates and power requirements we need? What is the BAN definition? To get answers we need 75%. Maybe we need to split into 2 parts, one low rate and one high rate, and the low rate would fit into Zigbee. I don’t know. To do it quicker than this (SG planning slide) is quite optimistic. The more that we study the more questions we will get. At some point we will have to converge.

Erik: Anything else? In that case I’d like to put it back to.. I have a draft plan. I’ll make a straw poll. Can you show me the hands who want to use this as a draft plan to present to the executive council on Friday.
Straw Poll Results: 15 for, 0 oppose, 1 abstain

Erik: So we have consensus there. So it’s a draft plan, and in May we’ll review.

Erik: Coming back to the draft applications, I’ll have to have editors for each call. The more people together helps. Is there anybody who would volunteer to be an editor? Do I have anybody who wants to be part of a team? If I don’t have anybody, then we don’t have a call. I’m not going to write it.

Stefan: I’ll volunteer for the technology one.

Erik: OK, Thursday session to approve it. Can I ask you (Kohno).

Kohno: Myself? I’m quite busy. I can help as a volunteer, but it would be better to find somebody else. Again we need more participants.

Erik: The point is, if we don’t set it up we won’t get any responses. So it would help if you would drive this issue.

Kohno: Yes, I can help. I can also recommend some experts for invited tutorials.

Stefan: From a sequence of steps point of view, don’t you have to have the application to propose a technology?

Erik: You can base it on the applications you already have.

Stefan: If you go back to 4a they were looking at applications first, and then a technical discussion.

Erik: Yes, you can put it in series.

Stefan: Yes I think it makes more sense. I don’t think we have much choice.

Erik: We aren’t choosing a technology, we just have to show that there is a technology that is feasible within the range of applications we already know enough to write the 5C. There is overlap between the two, don’t have to only respond to one or the other. I’m just chairing this meeting, it’s up to you guys.

Kohno: For call for application also have to listen to medical community.

Erik: Absolutely. But we need to have the document so that everybody would give input to us.

Kohno: We could use the reflector as a call for application.

Erik: Not just the reflector, but other avenues such as all of 802, or Universities.

Kohno: Not just universities, but other medical services.

Erik: Yea, I know.

Erik: So do you think its better Stefan to makes these calls one call? Does that make it easier?

Stefan: You want to make the proposals on the call for technology to match the applications we define.

Erik: But as you know there’s a little bit of push and a little bit of pull. Universities probably have some technology lying there, so that’s the push. But if you want to put it in one call, if it makes it easier that’s fine. Stefan is that what you want?
Stefan: I’d rather focus on the applications first, and then open the door to technologies.

Erik: To submit the other call later?

Stefan: Yes. Allow for technologies to be shared earlier. But make call for technologies later after the results for the call for application. Probably issue the call for technology in May after listening to the results for the call for applications.

Erik: So you think this is better (modified draft planning)? Any objections to Stefan’s change? Hearing no objections we’ll do it this way. We still need an editor for the call for application. Will you help on the Stefan?

Stefan: Yep.

Erik: That means I can keep the text as is for July. This is just to have an idea of the study group work. The study group will exist from May 06 to May 07 worst case, and then if not done can ask for another 6 months. But if we finish earlier, the better.

Kohno: In draft planning part, whether we will have a call for regulatory compliance.

Erik: Yea, you want to do that in May or July.

Kohno: Or July, yea. You can call both (Technology and Regulatory) in May.

Klaus Meyer: Soften compliance to issues. It’s pretty hard to define what the regulatory issues are when we don’t know the technology we are going to use. So that means I’d have to go through all regulatory issues world wide. So that’s not the right way from my view point. Perhaps we should come up with requirements for the regulatory side. i.e we should use ISM bands or spread spectrum to make worldwide.

Erik: Yes, some are related to technology and some related to applications. Can we move in to each area? Is that your proposal? Or are you suggesting to move to July?

Klaus Meyer: I could see a presentation on every spectrum in the world.

Erik: That’s not the issue, it’s medical.

Klaus Meyer: I don’t think that’s an issue, as long as we stay close to 15.4.

Erik: Then what’s your suggestion.

Klaus Meyer: We should stay close to bands that can be used world wide.

Erik: Can you help Stefan with this task?

Klaus Meyer: I’ll talk to Stefan.

Erik: I’ll take out the call for regulatory issues and combine with technology.

Kohno: If we are not compliant then we can not sell any product.

Klaus Meyer: Yes, but being compliant is a requirement anyway.

Erik: I’d like to give Ken the opportunity to make his presentation the rest of this meeting. And we can reconvene on Thursday. Hearing no objections. I’d love to give the floor to Ken.

Ken from NICT presented document 802.15-06-0125-00.

Medical Sensor Networks using Body Area Networks.

Discussion about “Key requirements for BAN” slide on influence to body

Erik: If allowed to use Bluetooth and Wi-Fi, and we expect lower power, do you expect an issue:

Kohno: It’s incompliant currently.

Kohno: We can provide more documents (on the body models).
Erik: Skin effect?

Kohno: Yes, skin effect too.

Kohno: Mostly same as you discussed at the previous meetings.

Kohno: I’d also like to hear from Europe, because there are European commissions.

Erik: But this is the medical area only. Stefan is also looking at other applications. This is focused on senior citizens?

Kohno: Not just senior citizens only, but more generally. Maybe next time I can talk more about the strategy.

Erik: I didn’t see much discussion about what you see as the requirements.

Kohno: We thought it was too earlier. We need a big motivation or requirements from companies. Otherwise it is just Government study only. Japanese Government has a big fund for researching in this area. This is also good news for the participants. Any questions/comments? 
Erik: Thank you very much Ken, very good presentation, and very little questions. What you presented is very much in line with what we are already working on. I’ll update this document as revision one. And David you will also put the notes on the server.

Kohno: As I mentioned, a tutorial lecture, ISD project would be related to a BAN application. Maybe someone else.

Erik: Yea, sure. Maybe also the US as well.

Kohno: Yea, sure. Mainly in the US, and others.

Erik: Hopefully we can advertise this opportunity.

Erik: Any objections to a recess now? No objections, we are recessed.

5:51PM Recessed until Thursday.
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