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Monday 8th September PM1

Phil Beecher (Silabs) opens and presents opening report (doc:#0648) and asks for volunteers for secretary.
James Pace agrees to fulfill the role of secretary for the 8 Sep PM1
session: this session only.
 
Phil Beecher chuckles upon reading the "knowledgeable about the subject"
portion of the boilerplate
 
No meeting minutes to approve (this is the initial session of the
Study Group).
 
Agenda review/bashing? Does this look OK?
-- no objections to Monday session agenda
-- no objections to Wednesday session agenda
 
Jay: can you confirm that the agenda is truly Wednesday, not Thursday
as per the original IEEE 802.15 agenda?
Phil: yes, Wednesday is the day
 
Phil: motion to approve the agenda?
Jay seconds the agenda
 
Phil circulates that the attendance/sign-in sheet...
 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Jay Ramasastry (SSN) Presentation (IEEE 802.15-08-0643-00-0nan)
 
Q and A:
 
Soo Young Chin (CSUS):I have a hard time distinguishing between option 
1 and option 2. amendment version revision difference? what is it?
 
Jay: amendment is just addition; revision is change/harmonization.
 
Phil Beecher (SiLabs): practically speaking, a revision is pretty hard. 
logistically hard.
 
Ben Rolfe (Blind Creek): always tough when there are existing products. 
there are always compatibility issues with products that are fielded.
 
Jana Vangruenen (SSN): PHY amendment. would there be a compatibility 
issue?
 
Ben Rolfe: from the top down, sure, with a new PHY
 
Soo Young Shin: so there is a new PHY amendment?
 
Jay: we're not solving the problem at this session
 
Ben: by end of week we will decide
 
Joachim Welewsky (Siemens): Why even .15? Why not .11?
 
Ben: different set of optimizations. .11 and .16 are optimized for
high data rates. 
 
Pat: performance driven
 
Will (SSN): good point
 
Walewsky (Siemens): is anyone else working on this? we shouldn't 
constrain the application? is someone working on high data rate?
 
James Pace (SSN): if so, great. we could conclude that high data rate is there.
but primary optimizations are based on reliability, range, which
manifests itself in cost.
 
Ben: 15 has more of a history, track record with low throughput with
meshing
 
Walewsky: in a new standard (e.g., 802.15.8) we could steal
 
Jay: criteria is tough for new standard. fast track. because we
need this standard quickly. a new amendment, do it properly: that's
the fastest way
 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Ben Rolfe (Blind Creek) Presentation (IEEE 802.15-08-064-01-0nan)
 
Pat Kinney (Kinney Consulting): one thing you did not address, safety. 
Pat professes an unabashed fear of snakes (ophiophobia)
 
Pace (SSN): people today are building NICs that contain both
proprietary NAN radios and 802.15.4 radios. the market (and regulators)
have mandated this. we're talking about replacing the proprietary
portion...
 
(Pace: think that the 902-928 spectrum for China in slide 20 is 
incorrect)
 
Ben: point is that there are small pieces of non-contiguous spectrum
that are available that we can "scavenge"
 
Phil: scope? are we considering international radio?
 
Ben: sure, we should discuss
 
George: chip vendors would like a worldwide market
 
Ben's laptop battery dies...
 
Clint: ETSI allows wideband PHYs to hop subject to duty cycle time
 
Pat: you can hop if there are at least 15 non-overlapping channels
 
Ben: occupied, not effective bandwidth (at least in US)
 
Clint Powell (Freescale): 1/2 channel spacing could allow ~30 channels. 
you could still do this...
 
Pat: no, you'd have to change the PHY.
 
Clint: (if this moves forward), who's going to do the research on
all the spectrum that we could use?
 
Ben: we should do this. we should also take dynamic power into
account to suit different regulatory environments...
 
Q and A?
 
Walewsky: Xmas wish list: security, message integrity. other 
application
 
Pace: security is being addressed by utilities: app layer (privacy)
and L2, routing protocol security. maybe we expose primitives for
things like routing protocols, but that's probably out of scope
here
 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Jay: can we take a coffee break now?
 
Phil: Remember to register your attendance?  Recess 

Wednesday 10th September PM1

Agenda overview

Motion put forward by Pat Kinney, Pat Kinney Consulting

Seconded by Klaus Meyer - Atmel

Pat Kinney: We should start with the need for the project

Phil: OK

Pat: what does this section say?

  -First paragraph says smartgrid

  -Second one says that there is no existing standard to fulfill all requirements

  -Third paragraph is an embellishment of the needs - augmenting the second paragraph

Pat: Call for discussion

Jay R. (Silver Spring Networks): Text is reduced in this version - is it consistent with what we reviewed yesterday?

Pat: Some things we had yesterday were not appropriate for the "need" section - they have been moved to the bottom in terms of "other info". Smaller sections are better because they tend to be less contentious

Pat: Are there needs we are missing?

*no comments*

Phil: We are happy and comfortable - we are moving to purpose

Pat: reads the pupose aloud 

Pat: propose to add "present/existing" to the end of second paragraph

Pat: delete "current" from last sentence of third paragraph

Wei (Archrock): Why is it process control?
George (Silver Spring Networks): M2M

Wei: process control is a loaded term

Jay: Term came up at tutorial - it is not an open term, it is currently related only to utilities or at least narrowed down by the application

J. Pace (Silver Spring Networks): In broader smart grid apps, it may actually be process control (not just meter reading)

Phil: Process control is to measure usage and also feed that back into grid for electricity production

Pace: Process control can also be switch reclosers talking to each other and var/volt control

Jerit (Analog Devices): this only has range robustness and coexistence - do we want to add ubiquity or scale which was there before?

Pat: Scale does not belong in purpose 

Jerit: But this is consistent with what we had before and we have called it out before - why don't we call it out throughout?

Will (Silver Spring Networks): It is implied by millions of endpoints

Pat: Lets go to scope first and then come back to tie it together - any other questions?

*no questions*

Pat: We have spent time with Bob who needs to take it to EC (his guidance is critical)

Comments on syntax of sentence starting with "this amendment" about having an additional amendment in sentence; sentence shortened & changed but main idea is the same

Pat: Scope is used as differentiation but we can't go beyond it

Bullet 1

Jay: Jay is commenting on whether international and the given frequency bands fulfill that

Masashi (NTT): Made comment that certain bands are on RFID and that the power there would be too low to make the range.

Pat: Selecting the 2.4 band allows for japanese operation - outside of RFID

Masashi: Is it possible to tx at high power in other countries to make range?

Pat: In US we can tx up to 1 watt

Masashi: there may not be these high power rules for other bands

Pat: this is just the boundary - we cannot tx at high power in EVERY band - just in bands where it is allowed

Pace: spectrum is also subject to change - so if regulations change it may help

Masashi: wimax can give us the range at high freq of 2.5 Ghz - why are we not including it?

Pat: we are targeting license exempt. We also did not go beyond that because wimax has to have a license. 

From the app unlicensed is required

Jay: I am happy with the way that it is - in prev discussion we are not going to include bands that may become available

The term global bands allows for other operations

Pace: The term 'particular' can be replaced with e.g. then the scope is open

Ben: The reason there are numbers is just to make sure we are not going to 60GHz etc.

Phil: we can change particularly to “such as”: Pat/Jay/Jerit are happy

Jay: We do also need to focus on bands to make the phy effort smalller and constrain it

Pace: Task group can determine which one is important

Masashi: Long range is important, but in Japan we may not have any unlicensed bands below a GHz. Unlicensed band is important?

Phil: Yes

Masashi: original regulation said that 10mW is the base in Japan 

Phil: maybe there is a need to change Japanese regulation?
Masashi: with current regulation this won't work

Phil: "such as" is not restrictive - we may have difficulties in Japan, but maybe we can address them later

Will: global cancels multiple - multiple is deleted from sentence

Jerit: Does this imply that we are restricted from regional bands

Will: add globally and/or regionally that is more flexible

Pace: take out both regional and global

Ben: global there means we can look at diff region bands

Saying regional will mean you can choose what works where you try to apply it

Pat: IEEE is considered a US entity - we want to always add something that implies international

Phil: global was incorrect, he is not sensitive to removing global

Ben: can we put international anywhere else

Jay: Suggest that we move forward, we are getting bogged down

Phil: OK.  Bullet 2

Jerit: why omni-directional

Pat: you can use gain to get range - but for installation purposes you don't want to have to set up antennas etc.

Ben: Deployment also restricts where you can put antennae

Jerit: Need more details for antenna/radio guys

Will: This sentence differentiates from other standards - but we also want nonLOS

Jay: I don't think it prevents nonLOS it just specifies one type of operation

Ben: It is one we can specify/understand - nonLOS is harder to specify

Masashi: 10Km line of sight, there is loss and gain, it depends on the frequency also in terms. Does the 10km give issues for lower frequencies - do they need lower power?

Pat: Correct, lower frequencies req lower tx power. From the app's point of view it needs 10km LOS, so its not the radio design that is driving this

Masashi: Sectional antennas increase range

Pace: omni is maybe misleading, you want ease of deployment

Jay: Gives a limit for design, designer can use higher gains or sectorize etc this is just minimum

Pace: there is material available from jacksonville, orlando denver, where utilities do not like to deploy difficult to deploy stuff

Phil: Bullet 3, indoor and outdoor communication

Jerit: should we change the word "of" to "up to"

Pat: up to includes 0, so this is not a good thing

Phil: Bullet 4, minimum octets

George: this is for ethernet etc. and so not to frag and incur overhead

Pat: extreme blocking for lower dutycycle

Phil: Bullet 5 simultaneous operation

George made a supporting comment

Phil: Bullet 6 - neighbors

Pat: You can have lots of neighbors you cannot talk to - we need to spell out that we need to talk to

Pat: Add words "connectivity to"

Pat: That is the scope - does the rule of the 4 still apply - (q asked to Jerit), are we ready to go back to purpose and address your question

Jerit: I am nitpicking, I want to emphasize the shortcomings of standards when I get an opportunity

Phil: Need to do it quantitatively

Pat: Talks about how to change the description of 15.4 into the correct form

Jay: Second bullet needs a space after 10 (km)

Pat: Add hyphen to omni-directional

Pace/Jay: American spelling does not have a hyphen, we are taking it out again

Pat: Let's go back to purpose

Phil: Reads purpose out loud

Jay: I like it, it is succinct. I want to make sure the latest changes take into account Bob's comments. Can you explain why the problems with other standards are not there anymore

Pat: There is a catch-all at the end where it better belongs - let's go to need for project then we can revisit this issue

Phil: Reads need for project out loud

Jay: It reads well. In NIST - there is special mention for IEEE, it calls out IEEE, should we put it?

Pace: I'd like to remove "U.S. " from U.S. standards bodies

Pat: Second that - it got removed

Jay: Add "standards bodies such as IEEE"

Pace: NIST has called on IEEE, whether it decides to take it up or not. Does this make a difference?

Phil: Do we want to reference that? 

Jay: This may play well with EC

Phil: Pointing to us is a good thing and we are all glowing!

Phil: Shall we go down further?

Pat: This is a nit, we don't say IG-NAN anywhere else, so delete it

Jay: Capitalize Interest Group and Study Group in sentence

Phil: Is everyone comfortable?

Pat: Go there slowly - reads stake holders out loud

Discussion? - no

Pat: Lot of this stuff is now boilerplate from here

Phil: 6.1.a for patent policies - goes through 7.1 similar scope: NO!

Phil: 7.4 additional explanatory notes

Pat: Item number should refer to the previous item number in body of PAR, so this will need to be cleaned up in the doc

Phil: Reads section 7.4 out loud

Pat: 4,5,6 are sub-bullets of 1, so we should reorg to make it more consistent

Pat: Go back to top of leading paragraph: what is saying is that existing standards do not make the grade.

Let's go back to purpose (which says the same thing).

Phil: so add 5.4 number because that is what it is referring to.

Pat: Back to 5.4, in last sentence - put in parenthesis to see the 7.4 section for more detail.

Jay: 7.4 refers to all 802 standards so remove the 802.15 from the bottom sentence

Pat: Let's go back and collect next set to refer to. 6 refers back to the scope

Jana: Does it modify it or just repeat it?

Phil: It does indeed add, so we leave it

Pat: #5 - requires peer-to-peer multi hop technologies

Jay: Shall we add mesh to scope?

Pat: No, its not different from 802.15

Phil: it is already in 7.4 so its all ok

Pat: there are a lot of thoughts in #7

Jay: content is there, we are talking about editorial, can we do this offline in terms of linking which one goes where

Pat: You may be right, as long as we agree on content, linking them is just ok

Phil: Let's comment on their content

Pace: Two typos there is most/all  for UWB phy's is it most or all?

Phil: Who knows about this? I prefer to put most rather than all, its safer

Pat: Second that

Pace: Second typo: we have IG-nan, write Interest Group out full

Phil: Another pedantic typo, different than to different from... 

Pat: I can go either way

Phil: I want to change it to different from

Paul Dixon: Second that - to preserve the language

Jay: Request that Chair task Pat to fix section 7 with appropriate numbering and cross-referencing

Phil: Are there other comments on 7.4?

Clint (Freescale): are the docs on the server? (can't see from the back)

where to next?

Pat: go to 5C

Phil: Are we finished with PAR - are we comfortable?  Not all are, so Phil reads out scope aloud.
Some discussion about inclusion of “indoor”
Clint: Given that this is 802.15 I'm worrying if use of WNAN is too high up in the scope and should be further down in details - should it be WPAN somewhere

Bob: as an amendment it sets bounds of initial thing - therefore you can have it early on

Ben: have we defined it? 

Jerry (Qualcomm): scope needs to be repeated in spec so you have to be careful

Scope should reflect “outdoor” 

Ben: for scenario that jay described as meter room - it is an outdoor

Discussion about wording of PHY frame size.
Much discussion about required number of coexisting networks – needs to be quantified.

Phil: we need justification for whatever number we pick - who is going to take the action

Pace: I will take the action

Clint: I want to go back up one - to frame-size. do we need up to?

Jana: shall we remove up to

Will: its meant for IP datagrams

Phil: number but justification for it

Clint: why not just say a minimum frame size of 1500 octets

Pace: can the phy support variable length frame sizes.

Phil: it is up to a minimum of - this is correct

Ben: man on street test also passed this test to interpret it correctly

Phil: Shows section 7.4 - further discussion, requires grammatical clean up
Further discussion concerning “outdoor”.

Ben: let's create outdoor placeholder now

Recess till 4pm

Wednesday 10th September PM2

4:08pm Phil reminded everyone about patents and patent claims.

· Going through the scope of the PAR. Pat Kinney mentioned that Clint had a good suggestion that the amendments support “all of the following”. Everyone agreed.

· 4:11: going over the all the bullets in the scope to make sure they are grammaticallycorrect.

· George Flammer suggested that we use a minimum of 3 co-located networks.

· Ben: asking for the correct number of single-hop directly connected neighbors. Discussion going on about the minimum # of directly connected neighbors in the scope. Jay R. is concerned that this bullet will be confusing and we will get proposals that allow for many thousands. OK, finally agreed upon; this does not have any effect on the PHY so at least one thousand was decided upon.

· Phil asked Pat Kinney to review this and make consistent(?) with section 7.4 of PAR. I think this is what was said (
· Phil proposes that we have no need to go over this PAR any longer. Phil will post this after the meeting and that we can look it over and we will comment about it tomorrow.

· Michael mentions there is no mention of bit-rate or narrow-band PHY (kHz of channels).

· 4:24: adding data rate to the scope. Discussion is around what the minimum acceptable bit rate should be. 40 kpbs was decided upon. A question is brought up about the maximum bit rate. Decided there is no need to add a maximum bit rate. Some discussion that the 10km LOS in some sense dictates channel bandwidth and data rate requirements/limitations, which is quite true.

· Jay recommends that we wrap up the PAR discussion. Phil agrees.

· 4:28pm: discussion of 5C now begins. Ben is getting the latest 5C.

· Document 15-08-0639, rev. 1 is the current 5c.

· Ben says that the broad market potential was the same but some wording was added about the European community.

· Ben is now highlighting changes. One of them was the cost of the equipment vs. connectivity costs. 

· Distinct (unique?) identity is where the most changes were added. Ben added the same points from the PAR in here. Jay recommends that the PAR text is consistent with this (as the PAR text has changed).

· Questions are coming up about the wording “distinguishable” in bullet 3c. Phil recommends we look at other 5c’s to get the exact wording as this is “boiler plate”. For section 3c)

· Jay suggests the formatting be changed/modified to make it clearer and that there are no “hanging headers”. Move the headers to the next page so it goes with the rest of the text. 

· Section 4c is “boiler plate”, too, and needs to be checked to make sure that it is consistent with other 5Cs.

· Jay mentions that section 5a is not worded correctly. Modification made to make it more readable.

· That is the end of the 5C discussion. The 5C is only necessary to get to the executive committee. Once approved by them, the PAR goes on. Distinct Identity is the main part of this. One solution to one problem!

· Ben/Pat discussing the “broad market potential” section. This is important in that IEEE only wants to deal with very wide-ranging applications.

· Now we are changing the IG and SG to Interest Group and Study Group in the document (
· Phil is asking if everyone is comfortable and are there any concerns. No one has any concerns.

· Ben is asking what is next? We should post this document. This meeting was to discuss the 5C and that has been accomplished.

· Tomorrow’ activity is open. Walk through the 5C and PAR. Going over the agenda for tomorrow: review PAR and 5C, prepare motions for WG and SG, discuss next steps, preliminary call for applications, brief over of closing report and then adjournment (or recess). 

· Jay is asking who is chartered with preparing the motions? Not sure what was the answer.

· Phil suggests that we all review the PAR/5C and do this in the morning as well as the motions to be ready for tomorrow.

· 7:53. Phil says that we have done the business of the day. Makes a motion for recess. Jay says that those responsible for making changes stay and do so.

· We are now recessed until 10:30am tomorrow morning. Thanks to Phil!

Thursday 11th September AM2

Logged in attendance log as TG4c due to no SG-NAN slot on system – Rick is resetting

Was due to be final session, but provisionally have additional 2 sessions

Still covered by IEEE policies and procedures statement by Phil

No new attendees

Patent disclosure statement made by Phil

Editorial changes made by Phil and Jay acceptable by all. A new document will result

Jay R – proposed that we go straight into scope section 5.2 of document

Shimizu-san – change distance of 10km to 5km – made presentation 

Wolfish-Ikegama model calls out 5km range for 800-2000MHz


Showed plot of required Tx power for 915MHz for distance

Pace, Rolfe comment about power bounding, range, something that can do 10km range without restricting

We revisit the Scope of the PAR.

Flammer – dense urban areas have a large number of adjacencies – connectivity to at least 1000 single-hop adjacencies in dense urban

Pace – more adjacencies, more path robustness

Rolfe – “we lost latency” in discussion – move it back in

Heile – don’t miss out on a chance to differentiate

Rolfe – directly connected = single-hop – redundant

Hong – comment on 1500 octet size – strange number MTU for Ethernet

Heile – these details are not important now

Klaus – remove 2006 from 802.15.4

Jay – concern – particular 802.15.4 std has progressed – but clarification that 802.15.4 covers all 2006 and amendments

George presented Section 5.5 edits

Pace – many proprietary vendors have converged on 900MHz

Heile – do not recommend technologies in the PAR – talk about what are the essential requirements and why you cannot get those elsewhere

Jay – the requirements are not satisfied by current 802s – proven by field trials – need for standard

Heile – Focus on 7.4 – little substance, lots of platitudes – Roger Marx breathing down neck

George – 5.2 latencies – single digit seconds is not acceptable – human latency

Heile – add some numbers

5.5 edits – 802.16 comments about remoteness of endpoints – add more info (basements, etc.)

Hong – Does 802.11s need to be added?  It is mesh.

Rolfe – Interference limited versus noise limited

Flammer – Utilities love license free.

Heile – 16 covers unlicensed bands

Rolfe – yes – while there is a 5GHz band – it is 

San Filippo – 16 channels is not near enough for what is required (802.15.4 insufficient).  Hidden nodes and interference.

Heile – if you are saying that something doesn’t work, then explain why it doesn’t work

Flammer – there have been attempts to fix the problem with existing 802.15.4 – there are limits

Heile – I’m not talking about 99% reliability – I’m talking better than that

Pace – assert 3-4 9s of reliability – current technology does not meet this

Jay – reflect robustness, reliability, and density in statements in 5.4

Heile – meshing doesn’t belong in data link layers

Heile – final statements – tighten it up – “this becomes the basis for uniqueness for 5c”  Put yourself in the other guys shoes – act as if you are 802.11 or 802.16 members.  How do you convince others that this is different?

Five minute recess

Plan to recess at 12:30PM and reconvene at 1:30PM

San Filippo – 802.11 exposed and hidden terminal problem – reserved BW even though a concurrent conversation could take place

Beecher – What is the differentiator over 16?

Pace – outage management – asynchronously setup message – setup time for connectivity – last gasp issue – large cap requirement

Can star topology reasonably handle utility outage requirements?

Initiated edit of section showing differentiation from 802.11 – San Filippo

Thursday 11th September PM1
· 1:42 pm Phil asked about patents and no one commented.

· We are now going over the range reason for why other specs will not be appropriate.

· George has given some more text on reasons why other protocols/standards will not be sufficient. We are now reading the text George has presented regarding 802.11 and 802.16 not optimized for range.

· Phil liked the comments. James said that Bob did not like us using the term mesh. James had some text regarding that while meshing was not appropriate in this PAR, we might want to bring up how we need many hops in a mesh network, or something like that.

· Jana says we should just come up with one real good reason rather than a lot of different reasons. 

· Phil now brings up the point we do not really have anything about 802.15.4. Why do we need to be better than existing 802.15.4?

· George now looking for reasons why 802.15.4 will not work. Range is a big one.

· Phil adding James Pace contribution to the standard regarding long range point to point circuits.

· We are now talking about latency requirements. We have decided to remove any discussion of latency as this does not help us make our point.

·  We are now going back to the scope and changing some of the wording regarding single hop and adjacencies.

· We are now talking about the frame size. What frame size should we use. Decided to keep minimum of 1500 bytes

· Phil is now going through the document accepting suggestions made by Bob.

· 2:12pm Phil just reminded everyone to register their attendance.

· George working on 802.15.4 clause. Ben is looking for the attendance numbers.

· Still waiting for Ben/George to finish. 2:22pm currently.

· Ben found the show of interest poll: 44 people, but that was in his notes. Cannot find total attendance in the tutorial. Probably a couple of hundred. Hmm… maybe this is not correct according to Ben. He is still looking.

· 2:38: still waiting for input for why 802.15.4 is not applicable.

· Ben has a comment saying that we should say approximately or over a hundred.

· We are now adding comments about why 802.15.4 is not appropriate. These come from George.

· We are now going over the closing report that we will present tonight. Well, Phil has it on the screen and is editing it.

· George is still editing the document regarding section 7.4. Bob has just stepped in to see where we are. We are going to email Bob section 7.4 and the rest of the PAR for him to look over and comment upon.

· Phil says we have one outstanding item in 7.4 regarding 5.2c (existing and planned WNAN installations…). Ben and George both think we should get rid of it although we have just decided to leave it as it is. Jay liked it.

· 3:06pm We are now going through the whole document again.

· Jay asked whether or not we need to carryover section 7.4. It does not; only the scope gets carried over.

· Jay is mentioning that we should say “is required to cover” to make it a requirement.

· We are now looking over section 7.4, regarding 5.4 to see if there is anything redundant.

· Jay does not like the term “financial” in this section as something we should not discuss.

· Clint has mentioned that he thinks other deployments have been successful so we should not say that.

· Jana mentions that some deployments have used non-standard deployments.

· Clint says that we should say they are all used, but not all these standards are used ubiquitously. This (WNAN) will be a unified approach so that they will not need to use all these non-standard solutions.

· We are adding wording stating that no single standard has been used ubiquitously and that is a big point. We are putting it on purpose.

· Just going over general formatting now in section 7.4

· Deleted paragraph on 16 channels being insufficient for network capacity.

· James asks if we have something regarding outage management detection as being important for something about 802.16.

· Ben points out that 802.16 cannot deal with sleeping devices.

· Jana brings up the point that WNAN needs to deal with bursty traffic and that 802.16 is not optimal for this. It also goes along with the low duty cycle operation point.

· Phil has now called a recess at 3:39 pm. We are now in recess until 4pm.

Thursday 11th September PM2
Meeting re-convened.

Phil says we are still covered under procedures.

James says three new comments were added. James were concrete application comments about why existing standards would not suffice.

Comment about NLOS range being “supremely” important. 

Phil is asking what we need to do with these documents. We need a 5C based on this document. Phil proposes to email PAR to Bob Heile for comment and we are going to go with the 5C. 

Jay wants to go section by section and get approval by everyone. Some discussion as to whether we have done this already. Go through doc and accept some changes.

Michael: 802.11 also supports peer-to-peer mesh networks

Jana: Our comments just says that it is optimized for star, not that it does not do mesh at all

Phil: 802.16 not optimized for bursty traffic – is this correct?
Phil: Let's create a document number and the editorial so that we are good to go (this is in the web form) This is the editorial from a previous version that is being updated

Phil: Ben, can you work on the 5C in parallel?

OK

Phil: The use of this doc is to take it to EC, but it will go into a web form, so we should not be too picky.

Phil: Upload new doc to web interface. New document # is 705 - must be changed in document itself

Ben: Create a new document online for the 5C 

Phil: Ok - document number is 706.

Jay: I want to go on record "its" in the scope means WNAN

(the "its" appears in the sentence: only MAC modifications to support its implementation.)

Phil: concern, it could mean only those related to WNAN, or it could mean only those related to the phy. So its slightly ambiguous

Jay: I will look it up in oxford dictionary and reads the meaning of "its" to mean WNAN

Phil: You have expressed your interpretation, Bob has blessed this sentence - let's move on for speed.

Ben: Let's commence with the 5C

Phil: I will put my name in and submit as 5C because I have the doc num

Jay: Gives Phil some changes to make to the 5C

Question about whether the changes are consistent with the PAR 

They seem to be - we are going through Bob's comments and incorporating them

Comment that the tutorial should be mentioned - Jay provides text to put it in 5C.

Comment about weak section handled - because we changed the PAR so the 5C is also changed in the same way

Go through the 5C again to check header/footer correctness and author as well as text

Discussion about “adjacencies” in scope - Propose to replace it by: direct neighbors

Comment that we should put mention of the tutorial also in the PAR

Comment that NLOS dangles without an explanation in 7.4 should either connect it to the 5km or talk about it

Pace: what I was trying to do is contrast it to 5 GHz 802.16

Need to describe a couple of environments for which this would work which ties it to reality for both NLOS and LOS

Agree to delete 5.4 as it is not useful
Now modify the 5C to take that section out of there also (its not in there)

Ben: this looks good. Let's wait for Bob's next visit and go to the motions for now - assuming Bob accepts it all

Phil: Normally we can pre-read the document before we move for a motion. Bob has suggested there may be contention over 7.4 so we should ask for a letter ballot to approve this in the same way 802.15.5 did it.

Motion: shall we do a letter ballot for the approval of the PAR and 5C

Ben: can it be 30 or 10 days  - can be 10. you still need 75% of responders to approve it from voting members of 15

Phil: success can mean strong approval. If no success, then you can work on the comments next time

Phil: It goes to EC meeting of plenary no matter what. But if we don't get it done tonight then the letter ballot gives us extra time.

Jay: In the working group - I will bring up the motion at that time, so we can delay this motion till then.

Phil: Now discussion motion for PAR/5C approval

Ben: this does not preclude either letter ballot or direct nescom route? It means we are open to anything

Affirmative to this

Michael: something to be voted on has to be on the server for 4 hours.

Ben: we should check this - it may force the issue for us

Clint: has everything been posted? should the chair  take this to the working group?

Phil: I don't know - I copied it from RFID, its standard let's leave it.

Post documents before we look at the motion? - yes

What else do we need to do before closing?
Created a document number for ppt containing summary of what the SGNAN accomplished (closing report)

Plans for November:

Jay: ask members to come to Dallas and have call for applications/call for technologies

Ben: we can do those with a task group or study group

Clint: those are reasonable next steps, proposals are not binding

Clint: do a preliminary call for proposals, you have already done the application requirements

Phil: added "call for regulatory responses". But the call for proposals may be preliminary

Clint: we can do call for intent - may be covered by call for technology

Phil: let's drop call for applications

Clint: replace technology with intent. Because then you can restrict academia etc.

Phil: not sure if this is ok, we will double check

Clint: we did this in April in 4C study group

Phil: Ok - so we do call for intent, call for regulatory responses

Phil: if people would like a call for intent - we should action the study chair to do these calls conditional on fitting procedure

Phil: set up a time and day for a conference call - or start teleconference calls

Ben: 4 hour thing on server is not a requirement, its a courtesy

Pat: take out call for intent - its a little premature

Ben Rolfe: Motion to empower the chair to draft a call for applications and issue ti via the reflector

Seconded by George Flammer

Motion carried unanimously

Pat: remove call for regulatory, 18 will provide it to this group

Post document to server at this point

Study group motion: Move that 802.16 NAN study group approve the NAN PAR (#705r2) and 5C (#706r0) documents and recommends  that the 802.15 WG submits these docs to the EC and NesCom for approval

Moved by: J. Ramasastry (SSN)

Seconded: James Pace (SSN)

Discussion on motion: no

Objection on motion: no

vote for: 11

vote against: 0

abstentions: 2

Phil asks if there are any objections to adjourn?  Hearing none, meeting adjourned.
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