March, 1994
      DOC: IEEE P802.11-94/xxx

July 2006
 IEEE P802.15-06-0323-00-004a/r0


IEEE P802.15

Wireless Personal Area Networks

Project
IEEE P802.15 Task Group 4a for Wireless Personal Area Networks (WPANs)

Title
802.15.4a San Diego Plenary Meeting Minutes – Revision 0

Date Submitted
17 July 2006

Source
[Patrick Houghton]
[Aether Wire & Location, Inc.]
[Sunnyvale, CA]
Voice:
[408-400-0785]
Fax:
[408-400-0786]
E-mail:
[patrick@aetherwire.com]

Re:
802.15.4a Task Group San Diego Meeting Minutes

Abstract
Minutes of Task Group 4a in San Diego

Purpose
Minutes of Task Group 4a in San Diego

Notice
This document has been prepared to assist the IEEE P802.15.  It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s). The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.

Release
The contributor acknowledges and accepts that this contribution becomes the property of IEEE and may be made publicly available by P802.15.

CONTENTS

Session 1 – Monday, 17 July 2006 

Session 2 – Tuesday, 18 July 2006
Session 3 – Tuesday, 18 July 2006
Session 4 – Tuesday, 18 July 2006
Session 5 – Tuesday, 18 July 2006
Session 6 – Wednesday, 8 July 2006
Session 7 – Wednesday, 8 July 2006
Session 8 – Wednesday, 8 July 2006
Session 9 – Thursday, 9 July 2006
Session 10 – Thursday, 9 July 2006
Session 11 – Thursday, 9 July 2006
Session 12 – Thursday, 9 July 2006
MONDAY, 17 JULY 2006 – Session 1
Session 1 PM2
802.15 TG4a Minutes – 17 July 2006 – PM2 – Plenary – San Diego, California

1.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Pat Kinney at 4:00pm PDT.

Chair: Pat Kinney

Co-Technical Editor: Jay Bain

Co-Technical Editor: Vern Brethour 

Secretary: Patrick Houghton

Pat Kinney: Presented agenda Doc. 06/300r2.

1.1 DISCUSS MEETING OBJECTIVES, MINUTES AND AGENDA:

Pat Kinney: Reviewed Doc 06/300r2 Agenda of TG4a. Asked for motion to approve agenda?

Vern Brethour: Can we have ad-hoc sessions on Monday night and Tuesday night?


Pat Kinney: We have reserved rooms and microphones for both nights. Any other comments? Is there a motion to approve the agenda?

Jay: Move to approve agenda.

Vern: Second Motion.

Pat Kinney: Any other comments or objections? Hearing and seeing none, agenda is approved by unanimous consent.

Pat Kinney: Any discussion or objection with Jacksonville meeting minutes.

Ben: Move to approve minutes from Jacksonville.

Vern: Second Motion

Pat Kinney: Any discussion or objection?  Hearing and seeing none, the Jacksonville meeting minutes are approved by unanimous consent.

Pat Kinney: Reviewed Doc 06/313r0 Meeting Objectives.  Review our progress since Jacksonville meeting.  We look at going forward to sponsor budget by October.  Any comments?

Vern:  Please change reference from Denver to Jacksonville.

Pat Kinney: Will change. Passed floor to Vern for Editors report.

1.2 EDITORS REPORT Document 06/321r0: Vern Brethour

Vern: Lots of work done between version 2 and 3 of draft – mostly by Jay Bain.  Reviewed key changes.  Any comments?

Jay: Document 06/322r0 Comment Resolution Database has been posted.  Exported from Access to Excel so that all members can review it.

Vern: Have you sorted which comments are in which category?

Jay: Also there are some comments from the 802.19 coexistence.  They did not get sufficient votes to call it a successful ballot, but we got enough comments to put into the comment database.  There are five or six comments in there, including Carl Stevenson’s comment from 802.22

Pat K: We have no new no-votes.  All our no-votes are from LB33 not from LB34.  There are two no-voters who accepted our comment resolution, but haven’t changed their votes to yes-votes.  There are 24 no votes outstanding.  Out of those 24, two have accepted our comment resolutions, but did not change vote, but they did not vote.  There are a number of voters who we are not going to appease, they are opposed to Chirp, they are opposed to data rates, they are opposed to band plan.  Feel that there is one contentious area – sub-GHz UWB – which we are going to address.  This causes concerns with a number of groups, television broadcasters, per Carl Stevenson and 802.22 per Carl Stevenson.  We have already passed LB successfully, but there is talk that we could run into problems with Sponsor Ballot. There was written concerns that people would add themselves to the sponsor ballot pool and would vote against our sponsor ballot if we do not remove sub-GHz UWB. So this discussion in Jacksonville is to see whether we keep or eliminate Sub-GHz UWB.

What happens if we eliminate Sub-GHz? We will have new no-votes.  We would have to have another recirculation. Would like to open discussion up and would like Vern to lead discussion.

Vern: It is possible for the Sub-GHz partisans to vote no, so we would have new no-votes.

Pat K: Believe we have sufficient changes this week so that we could go for recirculation two weeks from now.  Recirculation is 15 calendar days. We would have comment resolution again, which we don’t need a meeting.

James Gilb: We need an executive meeting before we go to Sponsor ballot.  So you are looking at four months already to go for Sponsor ballot. If there are no new no-votes, you can go to sponsor as you are now.

Pat K: Need 75% in sponsor ballot or we need to go back to working group and do a recirculation.

James Gilb: Are you sure? Believe you can recirculate a sponsor ballot. Only way you have an invalid vote is have less than 75% participation.

Rick Roberts: You seem to have inside information that we will have problem.

Pat K: There have been some threats made.

Ben Rolfe: After recirculation, we cannot make technical changes.  We don’t have the option at this point to change any technical materials.

Pat K: Even if you didn’t vote in LB33 and LB34, you can still vote in LB35, but you have to be in the voting pool in the beginning of the cycle.

Ben: None of this justifies making a change of the magnitude of removing Sub-GHz.  We are now outside of the rules.

Pat K: Don’t believe this is outside the rules.

James Gilb: You don’t drop out of the sponsor ballot.  There is nothing in the rules that say that you can’t stay in sponsor ballot.

Pat K: The chair stands corrected.  Doesn’t make sense.

Ben: This does make sense – once you get to sponsor ballot, you’ve gone a long way.

James Gilb: Should look at Standard board operations manual Dec 2005.

Vern: There is a change bar in line 4.  The commenter was legitimately confused.  That gives us the ability to remove sub-GHz.

Jay: This is in the general section, it is not a normative section. This is editorial.

Pat K: There is some normative in section 5.

Ben: This is informative, there is no normative in this section. Have a question. Why would only those who voted on LB33 be able to vote on LB34?

Pat K: Only requires that be valid voters of record when LB33 is circulated.


Patrick: Why won’t they be dropped if they fail to vote for LB33 and LB34?

Pat K: Only drop if you fail to vote for two separate letter ballots – not recirculation.

Phil: So the risk of getting bounced in sponsor ballot has been reduced, but the risk of losing on recirculation is increased.

Pat K: That is correct. It appears that sponsor risk is reduced.

Ben: If we don’t have sufficient attendance in Melbourne, is there a mechanism to authorize another recirculation wihtout a face to face meeting in Melbourne.

James Gilb: Bob can issue a letter ballot.  Quorum is 50% of the voting members of the working group for interim meetings.

Jay: 802.19 approved, but Shellhammer was a no-vote.

Pat K: If we go to recirculation, we will lose 4 months before sponsor ballot.  If we go to sponsor ballot and get sunk, we can recirculate a failed sponsor ballot.

Ben: So there is no downside to leaving this alone.  

Pat K: It is not as ominous as it looks, but there is still some downside.

Ben: If we leave it alone, then we put things up in the open.

Rick: Still unclear on what the concern is.

Pat K: Carl Stevenson is concerned that sub-GHz will interfere with broadcast TV and 802.22.  Ed Callaway doesn’t want a standard that isn’t legal.

Rick: Did these comments come up during the letter ballot or anticipated in sponsor ballot?

Pat K: They came up when discussing comments for LB34. We tried to address them with Annex E – coexistence.

Vern: The way this played out in Jacksonville, Carl Stevenson has been working with the NAB to work out what it will take to degrade a digital TV.  The 802.22 device needs to detect a digital TV at the far fringes of service before it cranks up. This is 25dB lower than what Sub Part F would require.  So right now he could put this on the air according to FCC under sub-part F.

Patrick: But there is no FCC ruling yet on cognitive radios for the broadcast band.

Vern: That is true.

Ben: Comment that Carl made was don’t see a coexistence analysis with 802.22. We decided that this was a good idea. There was no formal request made by Carl to remove sub-GHz.

Vern: If we do get a strong response from NAB, that could impact us.

Rick: Don’t see how the NAB could object to something that might not be allowed unlicensed.

Vern: There are some interpretations that say that sub-GHz will be allowed.

Rick: We standardized bluetooth and others before they were allowed.

Ben: There are standards other standards that are written before FCC regulations are in place.  802.22 is an example of a standard that is not currently approved by the FCC.  With the UWB rules, the FCC indicated that the report and order are too stringent.  There are strong indications that sub-GHz will be allowed if they are shown to be non-interfering.  We have a number of applications in the PAR that the applications allowed by sub-GHz are important.

Vern: We are doing a lot of work at Time Domain with sub-GHz.  The current FCC thinking is to allow sub-GHz UWB on a case by case basis.

Pat K: Would like to read Ed Callaway’s comment.  Read comment. Not sure if agree with Ed’s comment because it is true that 802.11g and other standards were done before relevant regulatory relief.

Ben: I thought we gave Ed an answer that made him happy in Jacksonville.  Not sure what we should do since we lost his original comments.

James Gilb: Suggest do “compare document” to see what changed.

Jay: Believe we took out sub-GHz as its own entity.  Started with Sub-GHz as channel 0.  There are changes in table 6, but most were realignments.

Vern: Remind the group of the Kinney compromise.  There has been work on an in-between way.  Step one is to go to Carl and pick your favorite dB number that you don’t think the NAB will be bothered.  That will be the only place in the spec where the power is spelled out.  

Phil: Didn’t we get a number from Carl in Jacksonville?

Vern: We nodded in agreement, but we didn’t get a number from Carl.

Kohno: Once we have failed sponsor ballot, do we have any other chance to change the draft?


Ben: Yes. Someone from sponsor ballot comments on that session, we have a comment that we can respond to.

Jay: Show flow chart from IEEE Standards Board on sponsor ballot.  If there is a 75% affirmation, we have a standard.  

Kohno: What is worst case?

Pat K: We recirculate the sponsor ballot.

Ben: If we get 75% need to resolve no-votes and go forward.

Rick: Does 802.19 have more weight than anyone else?

Pat K: No. All we need to do is meet their requirements. All they give is advice. Carl Stevenson will vote against it as a working group chair.  Asking the group what we want to do.  Three choices: 1. Do nothing, 2. Put a stipulation for power, 3. Delete sub-GHz UWB.

Patrick: Deleting sub-GHz will require a 75% vote since this is a technical change.

Ben: Ed’s comment is not on text that will allow us to make a technical change.

Pat K: Agree, this is not sufficient to make change.

Rick: How many voters have brought this up? We are making changes on a very minority position. We should look at what will happen up to now, not on what might happen due to crystal ball gazing.

Pat K: Rick is correct that we are speculating, but we should still think about what might happen.

Rick: Don’t need a motion to go forward.  This has already been approved.

Pat K: Would like direction from the group.  Would like to entertain a motion on one of the three options.

Patrick: Move that we close discussion on sub-GHz. Maintain the text as currently approved in LB35.  Move on to comment resolution on other comments.

Ben: Second motion.

Vern: Does this include the Kinney compromise?

Ben: Do we have enough information in that email to direct the editors to add text?

Patrick: If we get a public comment from Carl Stevenson, we could respond to it in a formal way.

Jay: Read text of Carl’s email to Pat Kinney.

Pat K: Showed Carl’s email.

Vern: Suggest that we should have clarification of the motion.  Does this include the text in the compromise?


Pat K: Please clarify your motion.

Patrick: Maintain the text as currently approved in LB35.

Phil: What was approved in Jacksonville is different from what was included in LB35.

Pat K: Restate motion.

Patrick: Move that we close discussion on sub-GHz. Maintain the text as currently approved in LB35.  Move on to comment resolution on other comments.

Pat K: Called question.  Failed.

Vern: Oppose motion.  Would like to include Kinney Compromise.

Ben: As Phil brought up, there was a motion approved in Jacksonville that was not included in draft 3 for LB35.  This motion is to go forward with what is in draft 3.  The risk to go forward to sponsor ballot is very low.  If we go to sponsor ballot and the perceived objection is raised in sponsor ballot, then we have the basis to make the change.  We risk having to go back to letter ballot.

Pat K: Called for vote.  6 in favor.  9 against.  10 abstain. Motion fails.

Kuor Hsin: Would like to understand compromise.

Vern:  Compromise was voted on in Jacksonville before we had any guidance from Carl.  After Jacksonville, Carl came up with a number of 4.3 micro volts per meter at 3 meters.  Believe that any sub-GHz UWB radio that is approved by the FCC will have to exceed this limit anyway, so it will be operating outside the limits of the IEEE 802.15.4a standard.

Kuor Hsin: What is the impact of this radio?

Vern: This will be hard for sub-GHz, but good for 802.22

Rick: I’m confused about what is discussed. I wasn’t at Jacksonville.

Vern: The task group approved making appropriate changes, but the information wasn’t given until a few weeks after the Jacksonville meeting.

Rick: Then the Jacksonville meeting was irrelevant because the working group is looking at a LB35 with different text than was approved.

Pat K: The question is whether the Task Group or the Working Group has precedence.  Believe the Working Group has precedence since all it sees is the Letter Ballot.

Ben: Suggest we add text in the coexistence analysis that is informative text. That won’t impact the LB35.

Jonathon: People voted on what is on the LB35. I wasn’t at Jacksonville so all I voted on was on LB35.

Michael: Would like microvolts per meter to be dBM per megahertz.

Pat K: Chair would like two significant parties to go away and talk. Put this meeting into recess until tomorrow.

Ben: We try to come back to the task group with specific text for this compromise. Tomorrow we can have something concrete for the task group to consider.

Vern: The FCC called it out in microvolts per meter for a reason.

1.3 RECESS: Pat Kinney - recessed the group at 6:15pm PDT.
--------------------------------- 

TUESDAY, 18 JULY 2006 – Session 2
Session 2 AM1
802.15 TG4a Minutes – 18 July 2006 – AM1 – Plenary – San Diego, California

2.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Pat Kinney at 8:02am PDT.

Chair: Pat Kinney

Co-Technical Editor: Jay Bain

Co-Technical Editor: Vern Brethour 

Secretary: Patrick Houghton

Pat Kinney: Called session of TG4a to order at 8:02am.  Reviewed Agenda.

2.2 AGENDA AND SUB-GHZ
Pat K: First topic is PAR amendment.  Last night, talked to IEEE SA.  Agreed that we don’t have to amend the PAR. First reason is because PAR amendment form is online and online version doesn’t allow that.  The second reason is scope and purpose refers to 15.4 version of 2003 and the scope and purpose of that version of 15.4 is still valid.

Second, we had a good discussion yesterday of sub-GHz.  Due to the discussion yesterday, it is the chair’s conviction that we cannot change sub-GHz UWB either in existence or power limit.  Since there were no comments to draft 3 that allow us to modify sub-GHz, it has to stay in.  We may have to address this again if there are no-votes that come-up in Sponsor Ballot.

Next, we will have Jay Bain go over the rest of the comments.

After that, we will have some discussion on the regulatory annex in AM2.  In PM2, we will discuss modulation issues.  If you have UWB modulation issues and concerns, let’s restrict them to PM2.

Any questions or concerns?  Seeing and hearing none, pass to Vern Brethour.

2.3 CLAUSE 5 DESCRIPTION
Vern: We will now discuss going over Clause 5 of 802.15.4.  This is an introduction.  Vern wrote the ranging part of Clause 5 and this is causing the problem.  When you’re trying to explain something, it’s something useful to use a metaphor.  Vern used this in the intro with the ranging counter.  It’s not real. It’s an abstraction.  There have been some complaints about the use of this abstraction of the counter.  Once school of thought is that it doesn’t belong in the spec and should be a contribution to a magazine.  IEEE SA last night suggested that it should be added to an informative annex.  Pat K suggested that we just leave it in.  Vern also recommends that we just leave it in.

Jay Bain: Since we do have some comments in that specific area, how will we resolve them.

Vern: There are some valid points, but we will leave them in.

Jay: Do we say “reject”?

Pat K: No, we’ll say “accept in principle”.  15.4 broke with principle.  They started with a general overview to set a structure for the normative text.  Section 5 of the 2003 15.4 standard is the most popular section.  Most people who want an overview just read that part. We wanted to continue with that precedence. We cleaned up a lot of the initial comments we had to our first letter ballot with more informative text.  Since we are an amendment, we don’t have the authority to change Section 5, but believe we just leave it in since it will be a lot of work to change it.  This is an amendment and not a revision, so we will use that as justification to leave it in.  Pass floor to Jay Bain.

2.4 COMMENT RESOLUTION

Jay Bain: Went over Comment Resolution Tool.  Vern already went over the Clause 5 issue.  Ben Rolfe will be giving a presentation to address scanning operations comments.  Will go through on these topics to give an overview.  We won’t try and address right now.

We had a couple of comments from the coexistence TAG regarding some analysis on interference in TV broadcast bands by sub-GHz. Patrick Houghton will get more details from 802.19 people on Wednesday PM1 session when we have our meeting with 802.19.

There were a few more comments that Rainer needs to address. Most of these are editorial and some requests to have more consistency in the text.

We have a number of MAC timing comments in Ben Rolfe’s area. Ben will have a presentation later.

We have a number of comments on ranging.  Vern will have a session later on ranging to address these.

Some of these SFD comments can be handled by Phil.

Phil: We’ll address when Ben gives his presentation.

Vern: Will we deal with a lot of these as “aged-no-votes”?

Jay: We’ll address these as TRs.  There are no big issues.

Vern: There are no comments that are valid no-votes comments resulting from LB35.

Jay: That is correct. We have no big TR comments.  The only issue is coexistence comments from 802.19, but don’t believe they have the authority to insist on coexistence with standards that are outside of IEEE, but from a good practice standpoint, we should have some answers.

Pat K: Given the impact of the changes we’re going to be doing, believe we can go to sponsor ballot.  We need to have text we’re going into committee with. We shouldn’t have any material changes at this point.

Jay: We’ve done a good overview of the comments. Most are editorial corrections.  Suggest we go into an ad-hoc session to fix these.

Pat K: In the past the ballot resolution committee has categorized the comments into Ranging, CSS, Regulatory, etc.  Suggest that we break into groups that address specific comments for these issues.  Ben will be doing MAC timing, Phil is doing modulation and UWB, Vern has ranging, John Lampe will be doing CSS.  Who will want the projector?

Jay: We could go into the MAC timing, since Ben has a presentation.

Pat K: We will go into MAC timing with Ben.  If you want to work on other areas, please work on them.  Next is Regulatory in AM2.

Vern: The comment spreadsheet Jay posted doesn’t have categorization.

Jay: Will post a revision with categorization.

Pat K: Pass floor to Ben Rolfe for MAC timing discussion.

2.5 MAC TIMING

Ben Rolfe: Presented Document 06/0324r0 MAC Timing.

Knut: We had similar discussions in 15.3. We passed a parameter saying how long an application can wait.

Ben: But the MAC still needs to provide the information to the next higher layer.

Knut: See this is more a documentation feature.  This is a sanity check. Should send a parameter with the primitives.

Ben: In the MAC service request would be a timeout.

Jay: Instead of being a read-only, this becomes a read-write. We’re an amendment, so we’re not at liberty to change the underlying structure. 802.15.4b has structure in place.

Ben: In the table where this is defined, 15.4b gives an equation.  We say “see section XXX” in 15.4b.

Knut: The MAC/SAP section is informal, so is this a good idea?

Jay:  We are just trying to provide the details to fit into an existing structure.

Phil Beecher: We need to know when we’re violating superframe structure. The motivation for this is so the application has some control over network topology.

Ben: We’re trying to provide how long the frame should take. In the MAC section, a number of parameters are due to CCA – there is no CSMA.

Jay: Still have to look at the MAC ACK at the PSDU.

Phil: Some values are missing from these tables. Playing with some numbers now. We end up with long preambles because of the code lengths. We’re increasing the sync duration by 4, so we end up with long preambles.

Ben: With 127 codes, the duration is too long.

Phil: The wideband channel is at a much higher chipping rate, but at 500MHz, you’re increasing the time by 4x. Will put together a suggested table in conjunction with Michael McLaughlin.

Ben: Will add a section to 15.4b. Maybe we an handle that in section 4?

Jay: Sync is what you’re trying to define before the SFD. It’s the preamble sequence. 15.4b didn’t use this so we need to come up with an abbreviation.

Yihong Qiu: Correction on last equation.

Ben: So this is based on actual preamble timing and not nominal.

Yihong: Yes.

Ben: Here is the correction on CCA mode 6.  

Jay:  We are looking to get enough time to process a message. We’re looking for a simple timeout.

Ben: We didn’t change anything. This is part of the collateral from 802.15.4b.

Phil: LIFS and SIFS are defined in symbols, so we need to convert back Ben’s microseconds to symbols.

Jay: MAC understands symbols. So we need to go back to what the original intent of the MAC. 

Ben: Will post a revision with edits we discussed.

Jay: Passed back to Pat K.

Pat K: We will discuss regulatory after the recess.

2.6 RECESS

Pat K: Recessed meeting at 10:00am PDT until 10:30am PDT.

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

SESSION 3 – TUESDAY, 18 JULY 2006
Session 3 AM2
802.15 TG4a Minutes – 18 July 2006 – AM2 – Plenary – San Diego, California

3.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Pat Kinney at 10:36am PDT.

Chair: Pat Kinney

Co-Technical Editor: Jay Bain

Co-Technical Editor: Vern Brethour 

Secretary: Patrick Houghton

Pat K: Called session of TG4a to order.  Agenda is on regulatory. Primary focus is UWB, but if there are any issues on CSS, we should hear them now.  One is on Japanese regulatory and one is on European regulatory. We haven’t put any time for US regulatory, but if anyone has any information, this is a good time to come forward.  Would like to conclude this two hour slot with “this is it for Regulatory this week”.  Our leader for this slot is Vern.  Passed Floor to Vern Brethour.

Vern: Passed Floor to Prof. Kohno for Japanese regulatory discussion.

3.2 REGULATORY ISSUES – JAPAN

Ryuji Kohno: Reviewed document 06/0261r0 on Japanese Regulatory Issues which was presented at Jacksonville in May 2006.

Vern: Is it possible for your lab to do the analysis that shows the value of low-data rate for the Japanese regulatory.

Kohno: Have seen some European regulatory data on low rate which would like to pass on to Japanese regulatory agency.

Pat K: What recommendation would you like to give to 15.4a to give us the best possible likelihood of getting approved in Japan.

Kohno: Very few manufacturers have given interference data on low-rate devices. If we get that data, we can move this forward.

Pat K: Has our coexistence annex been presented to the Japanese regulatory agency?

Kohno: Yes, they have seen it.  The important thing is for the victim operator to agree to such technology.

Pat K: Thanks for your presentation.

Vern: Pass floor to Jean Schwoerer.

Jean: First will have Siew Yoon Tan from Ofcom UK present on European UWB regulation.

Siew-Yoon:  Present Document 06/309r1 on CEPT Regulatory Package for UWB.

Andy Molisch: Question about DAA.  What is the sensitivity of the DAA?

Siew-Yoon: Need to protect the wimax signal. Still haven’t determined the final level of the threshold.

Andy: Is this based on the downlink or uplink signal?

Siew-Yoon: Based on the uplink signal.

Vern: In the US, we get type approved, but in Europe, we self-certify. How does DAA work in practice?

Siew-Yoon: We would have ETSI harmonize the regulations with the European Commission. Any manufacturer would have to conform with harmonized standards as published by ETSI.

Vern: Could you go back to slide 7? We don’t have anything that does the function in the gray box.

Siew-Yoon: It would have to be specified in the standard.

Pat K: The testing agency would certify a module or implementation.

Shusaku Shimada: Wondering about LDC?

Siew Yoon: We don’t define how LDC will be implemented, we just require that LDC is used in this band.

Vern: Passed floor to Jean.

Jean: Presented Document 06/0328r0 on Lower Band and LDC.

Pat K: What is the duty cycle on slide 8?

Jean: That is 5%.

Pat K: Coexistence TAG 802.19 has given us time tomorrow in PM1. Do you have time to attend this discussion?  It appears that our intent is well within the requirements you’ve given.

Vern: But these regulations are based on victim rather than aggressor, so this will be harder.

Pat K: We’re not talking about SOPs, so only one is talking at any one time.

Vern: This discussion seems to come up every time we talk about LDC devices.

Michael: It would be difficult to have the coordinator do less than 10%.

Pat K: We wouldn’t see coordinators do more than 10% at any one time.

Vern: Next item is Ranging Comment Resolution. Propose recess until this afternoon.

Pat K: Any other regulatory issues anyone would like to discuss?  Seeing and hearing none, see this that there is no more regulatory issues that need to be brought up for the rest of the week. We will discuss TAG 19 in PM1 tomorrow.

3.6 RECESS

Pat K: Recessed meeting for lunch at 12:00pm PDT until 1:30pm PDT.

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

SESSION 4 – TUESDAY, 18 JULY 2006
Session 4 PM1 

802.15 TG4a Minutes – 18 July 2006 – PM1 – Plenary – San Diego, CALIFORNIA

4.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Pat Kinney at 1:43pm PDT.

Chair: Pat Kinney

Co-Technical Editor: Jay Bain

Co-Technical Editor: Vern Brethour 

Secretary: Patrick Houghton

Pat K: This is comment resolution.  John Lampe will lead the session for the first half followed by Vern Brethour. 

4.2 COMMENT RESOLUTION – CSS

John: Don’t have access to all the comments on CSS.  Need some information from Jay Bain.  Doc 06/0322r1 Comment Resolution Database.  Asked Dr. Lee if changes are OK.

Kyung-Kuk Lee: Ok to make change.

John: Comment 61?

Pat K: This in an improper comment for this letter ballot. You can only comment on changes. We give the same response we gave before.

John: So our answer is this is an invalid comment and see our earlier response.

Vern: We are done with comments on CSS.

Pat K: So now we go to ranging comments. Passed floor to Vern.

4.3 COMMENT RESOLUTION – RANGING

Vern: Going over Doc 06/0322r1 Comment Resolution Database. This morning, said not ready to go over ranging. Now ready to tackle the easy comments.  First one is Comment 13 by Ed Callaway. First inclination is to reject the comment.

Comment 15 is technical and didn’t say ‘shall’.  Accept comment and fix.

Comment 16

Comment 17 is regarding expired durations and timeouts correct. Accept in principle – we are working on it.

Comment 18

Comment 19 is ‘accept’.

Comment 22 is ‘reject’.  It wasn’t a change from the previous document. Crystal offsets are being managed under the covers. 

Comment 24 from Robert Craigie. Talks about the style of Subclause 5.  Would like to clean up. ‘accept’.

Comment 28 is grammar ‘accept’.

Comment 29 regarding figure 13a. ‘accept in principle’ but IEEE has to work on formating.

Comment 30 is spelling error – ‘accept’.

Comment 31 is a spelling error ‘accept’

Comment 32 is a spelling error ‘accept’

Comment 33 is another instance of the timing problem. ‘accept’

Comment 34 is a tough one. This is not a ranging comment, although Vern wrote it regarding optional waveforms. Defer until later.

Comment 35 regards dither. ‘accept’ will remove the offending statement.

Comment 36 is a variant of 35, so is ‘accept in principle’.

Comment 37 defer to later

Comment 42 Tables are indexed with numbers and later we had numbers in hex. Need to fix by putting it all in hex.

Jay Bain: Thought of another way to correct this. Put in a description field with the decimal equivalent.


Vern: That would work. But we are indexing it in an easy way.

Jay: Wanted to provide a way to change without modifying the table.

Vern: We will let Phil work it out.

Comment 43 – not ready to fix yet. This is channel sounding that is passed up to an upper layer.

Comment 45 is the same comment as 43.

Now we get into Lars comments which all fall into the category of hard to deal with.

Comment 70 is editorial and a good improvement ‘accept’

Comment 71 is editorial and a good improvement ‘accept’

Comment 110 is from Rainer ‘accept in principle’

Comment 111 is from Rainer ‘accept’

Comment 112 is from Rainer – same comment as Robert Craigie – ‘accept’

That is the bottom of the ranging list.  Any other discussion?

Passed floor to Pat K

4.4 RECESS

Pat K: Recessed meeting at 2:40pm PDT until 4:00pm PDT for PM2

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

SESSION 5 – TUESDAY, 18 JULY 2006
Session 5 PM2 

802.15 TG4a Minutes – 18 July 2006 – PM2 – Plenary – San Diego, California

5.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Pat Kinney at 4:03pm PDT.

Chair: Pat Kinney

Co-Technical Editor: Jay Bain

Co-Technical Editor: Vern Brethour 

Secretary: Patrick Houghton

Pat K: We have three presentations in this session then discussion on modulation.  Passed floor to Phil Orlik for UWB PHY Comment Resolution.

5.2 COMMENT RESOLUTION – UWB PHY

Phil: Doc 06/322r1 Comment Resolution for some of the PHY comments.  

Comment 9 ‘accept’ editorial comment

Comment 12 on sub GHz UWB deemed invalid so ‘proposed reject’

Comment 21 on sub GHz UWB deemed invalid so ‘proposed reject’

Comment 72 editorial ‘accept’

Comment 73 on chipping rates in wideband UWB PHY – to be discussed with Ismail and Michael

Comment 74 is technical comment on figure 27b – some of the packets that need to be reid solomon coding are incorrect.  Have new number but will correct ‘accept’.

Comment 75 is format ‘accept’

Comment 80 is SFD comment – we recognize this was incorrect.  We gave editors the leeway to fix this. What’s in the SFD is from Francois. Since then, Zafer has a slightly better version. We have three proposals now – one from Michael, one from Zafer and one from Francois.  Passed floor to Zafer for discussion on low-rate SFD.

5.3 LOW RATE SFD PROPOSAL 1

Zafer: Presented Document 06/0298r1 on Low Rate SFD.

Vern: Asked Laurent if he is ok with this.

Francois: Since this is based on short SFD, we should expect a non-zero correlator output.

Zafer: That is correct.  If no more questions, pass floor to Francois Chin to present his proposal.

5.4 LOW RATE SFD PROPOSAL 2

Francois: Presented Doc 06/0319r0 on Low Rate SFD.

Phil: Looking at construction on Page 8. Are these the indexes of the codes?

Francois: Yes.

Vern: For each channel you’re using the same upper level spreading.

Phil: That is correct.  Use a different SFD for each channel.

Vern: At the higher layer it looks the same.

Michael: Does this SFD get used for higher layers?

Phil: Yes. Zafer suggests using first 8, as does Francois.  Pass floor to Michael McLaughlin.

5.5 LOW RATE SFD PROPOSAL 3

Michael: Presented Doc 06/0335r0 on Low Rate SFD.

Francois: Is this the correlator output in multipath?

Michael: Yes.

Vern: Recall Matt Welborn’s comment in Denver. He objected to complicating the high-data rate radio with a low-rate radio.  If the choice is to minimize burden on high data rate, the balance swings to Zafer’s proposal.

Michael: This is correct.

Vern: Should we make a decision now or decide between these three proposals? When we left Jacksonville, all we knew that what we had was broken. 

Zafer: Suggest 24 hours to a decision.

Vern: Let’s see where you are all at tomorrow.

Michael: Pass floor back to Phil.

Phil: We will leave this comment on SFDs as unresolved for right now.

Vern: Do we need to schedule a time for the decision to be made?

Pat K: Not necessary, but will up-rev for the next session with Phil.

Phil: Best to do in the next session with Vern – Thursday morning at 8am.

Jay: At that point, will need the text in the appropriate framemaker pattern.

Phil: Will finish up all the comments

Comment 82 this in an error in the generation of the spreading sequence, we will change and ‘accept’

Comment 83 is another bandplan and crystal frequency matching with ECMA, this is ‘proposed reject’.

Vern: What about no-votes that are carried forward that were never addressed?

Pat K: I will deal with them separately.

Phil: Comment 89 CCA mode 6 is not present – will fix ‘accept’

Comment 90 is ‘accept’

Comment 91 is ‘accept’

Comment 92 is ‘accept’

Comment 93 is editorial ‘accept’

Those were the total UWB PHY 6.8a comments.

Vern: What about those comments that were mischaracterized?

Phil: Comment 34 was characterized as ranging because it was written by Vern.

Vern: That is difficult – will have to deal with later.

Phil: Comment 42 can we use this to fix the primitive.

Vern: This is Robert Craigie’s comment. He doesn’t give a suggested fix, just shows that we are broken.

Pat K: Unless this is a comment on a change, we can’t use this for a technical change to the document.  This is a similar argument to security and frequency selection, etc.

Phil: We could do some informative text and make sure some hooks are there as a solution to 34.

Vern: Comment 42 is how to deal with decimal vs. hex. 

Comment 45 is messy because it deals with getting energy detect to work with UWB.  Our parameters don’t align.

Jay: Could we go to CID 72, 73, 74, 75 and 76?

Phil: CID 72 is ‘accept’

CID 73 is unresolved, will discuss with Michael.

CID 74 is proposed accept, but need to clear with Ismail.

CID 75 and 76 should be ‘accept’.

Phil: We’ll leave the UWB PRF alone.

Jay: Did you do number 9?

Phil: CID 9 is ‘accept’

CID 20 is ‘accept’

Vern: We are getting off topic, but there are 10 topics posted by Rainer to Camillo Gentile.

Jay: These are all editorial and sent them to Camillo.  Suggest that Phil send document so he can update.  This evening will work with Ben Rolfe to get in all comments related to MAC timing in the draft.

Vern: What about the category of “General” comments?

Jay: Most of these are editorial except for CID 94.

Pat K: Move the period and it is fixed.  “accept in principle”

Jay: Ben Rolfe and Jay will work on MAC Timing. Lars provided some language related to MAC timing for CSS. Passed floor to Pat Kinney.

Pat K: This concludes the modulation section in comment resolution.  The one remaining action is for the interested parties to agree on a Start Frame Delimeter (SFD).  Is there any other business regarding modulation?  Seeing and hearing none, tomorrow morning in AM1, we will go over coexistence and talking with the TAG 802.19 in PM1.  Called Recess at 6:00pm until AM1 session tomorrow at 8:00am.

5.6 RECESS: Pat Kinney recessed the meeting at 6:00pm PDT

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