
15-08-0853-00-0nan

IEEE P802.15

Wireless Personal Area Networks

	Project
	IEEE P802.15 Working Group for Wireless Personal Area Networks (WPANs)

	Title
	January 2009 Minutes for TG4g - SUN

	Date Submitted
	January 23, 2009

	Source
	[Phil Beecher]
[Beecher Consulting]
[Hove, Sussex, UK]
	Voice:
[+44-7765-400948]
Fax:
[]
E-mail:
[pbeecher@ieee.org]

	Re:
	802 Plenary Meeting in LA, CA

	Abstract
	IEEE 802.15 TG4g SUN Session Minutes

	Purpose
	Official minutes of the TG-SUN Sessions

	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.


IEEE 802.15 TG4g SUN Mtg. Minutes, Los Angeles, CA January 2009 
Chair: 



Phil Beecher (Beecher Consulting, PG&E)
Secretary: 


Jana van Gruenen (SSN),

Monday 1/19/09 PM1
Opening report for TG4g:

November we were approved as a task group: TG4G

The Task group name is now Smart meter Utility Network: SUN

Agenda:

Ben Rolfe (Blind Creek Associates) is ok to do a presentation this session.

Application requirements by Jana van Greunen (Silverspring Networks) to be moved up to PM 1.

Wed PM 1: start with presentation by George Flammer (SSN )

Wed PM 2: Co-existence. Will San Filippo (SSN) presentation

                    Steve is coming in also

Thursday: AM1 call for proposals

                  AM2 next steps

PM 2 is empty today - Phil propose we cancel it so that members can attend TG4e.

Passes with no objections

Call for extra presentations/discussion on agenda - 

Motion to approve agenda - Jay Ramasastry (SSN)

Seconded by Ben Rolfe (Blind Creek)

Agenda approved by unanimous consent.

Phil advises group of Patent policy and calls for patent disclosures
No-one spoke up.

Phil read the IEEE guidelines for WG meetings

Approval of Dallas minutes:

Motion to approve minutes brought by Clint Powell - Freescale

Seconded by Jay Ramasastry - SSN

Minutes approved by unanimous consent. 

Hand over to Bob Heile to discuss officers for TG4G.

Bob appoints the chair - and then task group chair is affirmed by 75% majority.

Phil has done a good job - he is willing to proceed as the task group chair.

Motion to nominate Phil Beecher  - Ben Rolfe (Blind Creek)

Seconded by - George Flammer (SSN)

We will finalize this Wednesday in mid week plenary

Jay: 802.15 chairman said the secretary needs to be affirmed.

Jana van Greunen - SSN has volunteered to be secretary

Group is happy - secretary is appointed.

Review preliminary timeline:
   *We issued another call for applications - 

   *Task group was formed in Dec

   *We will now start looking at documentation. (Do not need any documentation, but it may be desirable)

   *Aim is to come up with standard to support PAR. 

   *So we should keep additional documentation to a minimum.

   *Co-existence is necessary.

   *we will combine call for preliminary proposals with intent and final proposal

   *call for channel models, but it needs to be complete by May

   *preliminary proposals should be heard in May

   *Final proposals will go May-July

   *select proposals July and start draft - Jan

   *followed by letter ballot - so draft needs to be complete by Nov

   *We will allow for 3 ciculations

PAT Kinney: task group does not have to accept any study group decisions. So we should do another application call.

We will do it again.

Jay Ramasastry: we should give more opportunity for baseline proposals in the September meeting.

Clint – Freescale, suggests to put in another circulation on the sponsor ballot to give people outside 15 more time to look at it; meeting agrees
Moving on to Application characteristics summary by Ben Rolfe.

Pat: asked for deployment data for the US.

Ben: there is interest from people who don't normally standardize.

Internationally - we don't have data but they are also moving forward.

Ben: determinism is important

Pat: why is determinism important?

Ben: outage situation do they want to know that the switch is open. etc.

Ben: there are also some closed loop control functions... but the latency is seconds.

To get more specific info: in 802.11 roaming 2 minutes were acceptable. 

Larry Taylor: Why is there such a strong emphatic point for why the network has to scale to such a large point - just use IPv6

Ben: things are being built using IP. So we are doing that.

99% is not enough - does not mean that it all needs to be 1 IP subnet. I just needs to be reachable.

Pace: its a reliability metric, not tied to a subnet.

this is wireless architecture: all endpoints do not need to reached at once. Could mix wired and wireless

Ben: utilities do not want to use the shared public infrastructure - so we cannot use the existing wired infrastructure

Again agenda is discussed

Tuesday AM1 - we need to get a room for that session

Clint: No PM session for today.

We are adjourned till tomorrow morning 8:20 am. 

Tuesday 1/20/2009 AM1

8:25am: Chair called meeting to order.   Phil reminds the TG of the patent policy and offers the opportunity for anyone with patent claims or discussion on patent issues to speak.  No one speaks up at this time.

 

8:30 am Jean presents 15-09-0042-00-004g  “Urban M2M applications”.

8:42 am Phil goes over the agenda again and talks about the selection criteria for proposals

8:45 am Ben Rolfe presents Phy Characteristics Parameters: a proposed approach

Doc P802.15-09-0048-00-004g

Questions arose as to whether ben had a proposal.

Everybody must be notified to participate in the wednesday PM1 session for a presentation and discussion 

Make sure that it does not overlap with TG4e

Co-existence is out of the standard, but we need to focus on cooperative mechanisms - this has not been put in the list of phy parameters in the presentation.

There are 3 types of co-existence:

*same network

*same standard, diff network

*different standard all together

There is a matrix of operating band/regulatory body will constrain the power and interference avoidance mechanisms. 

We could put this matrix together for discussion tomorrow.

We will probably have a number of different bands world-wide because we want to be international.

11 had a bit, not a matrix, but it future-proofs it because it specifies the regulatory domain.

Phil: do we need a matrix of constraints, we have an hour?

The matrix is just meant to show the relationship between different factors/dependencies

Recess for a fire alarml

9:25 am We are back

Group felt Ben's presentation was generally ok.

Phil and Ben will sit down and develop a matrix to use as a guideline.

Phil: it would be great to come up with a document this week so that it is ready for call for proposals.

We can then re-visit it next IEEE meeting.

No objections to the selection criteria

9:30 - we are moving on to discuss the down-selection process (do we want one or not?)

*Down-selection can create divisions and stand in the way of consensus. It may be better to have a more flexible platform so that the best solutions can be combined

*Arguing about the procedure may also take unnecessary time

*We can always add the down selection criteria later if we do not choose to do it now, but it is hard to back it out once it has been chosen

*Chair also agrees that down selection can be counter-productive

*Art has been asked to comment: He has never seen a fair down-selection process.

*Being objective is very difficult in the selection process. But it is hard to find an objective body who are not involved. 

Examples:

*Original 15.4: guy went around and collected what needs to be in his proposal for others to vote for it

*15.3 two proposals were neck-and-neck - team made them merge the two proposals to come up with the best of both

9:42 am Phil: we are not adopting a down-selection process

Group agrees

Request to see a document showing the world-wide regulatory environment.

George will present something on this tomorrow in his presentation

There are some restricted bands, which are application specific (they are not true license exempt, but they may be used)

The PAR scope says unlicensed bands, so we should not deviate too much

Wednesday  1/21/09 PM1

1:30 Phil has called meeting to order. Going over the itinerary for PM1 and PM2 sessions.

1:32 Phil asked if anyone has any patent claims/issues and no one spoke up

1:33 George Flammer (Silver Spring Networks) is now starting his presentation on doc #0073

2:00pm QA session starts

a question was asked about business cases for deployment/operation. Who owns and operates the smart grid equipment?

Answer: even now, there are at least three owners for the grid: transmission, distribution and the end utility. From a radio perspective it is still the same problem we are trying to solve. The point is that the higher layers need to be flexible and the rest of the system needs to flexible to deal with multiple owners.

Question: depending on the band you are operating in you may need different PHY parameters. So the question is will one PHY operate in all bands or will there be multiple modes.

Answer: some things will be the same (packet size etc), but some radios will have to handle the different frequencies. The idea is also to standardize the interface to the higher layer.

Answer: function of this task group to figure out what we will do.

Right now the scope restricts us to unlicensed 700/900MHz or 2.4GHz. If we find more unlicensed bands we may amend the scope.

Task group will define some criteria which constrains what people can submit - so things like that may fall out of what we discuss this afternoon

Another question was raised about what fast/far enough means. Can we look at regulatory, and then talk about what the most stringent requirements are and back off from there? Answer: fast/far are trade-offs it would be nice to have a PHY that is adaptable so that we can trade-off range for speed.

Should we introduce "lightly-licensed" bands to our scope? We could consider revising later if something comes up globally.

Comment came up for Japan: only RFID can use 900MHz at that power. So its 10mW if you are not RFID.

2:20pm  We are now moving on to talk about PHY System Parameters, presented by Ben. (Document will be posted after it is discussed)

Question being asked why the PHY requirements are being mapped to the application. Should the mapping not be the other way around? So that we start with application and then move to the requirements.

Answer: this is just the way its presented, not the way we will start to look at it.

Question: can we outline which PHY parameters are dependent on frequency band and which ones are not

Answer: that was the idea.. even if it does not come through

Phil: If people are comfortable with this, we can start with the application matrix and put more things into it.

Questions were raised about whether it is useful to go down each application in the meeting or whether it may be more efficient to do it via email or some other way.

Question was raised if we could not classify applications so that there are fewer things to consider before go into the requirements of each

Comment made on RSSI/LQI methods: they can be used for quality measurement or for channel access - we should decouple these.

Comment was made on Symbol and chip rate: it may be better to define data rate...

Regional regulations have a large impact on power and all kinds of things, so proposals should check that it meets the regulations.

Comment: we need to be careful about not locking out too many options if we specify exactly what can be in proposals 

We are trying to find a balance.

Phil: we cannot accept proposals that are outside of the scope of the PAR. So if anything comes out outside of PAR, we can amend it - so there are also more guidelines, rather than specific measures that will lock people out.

Comment: we should include some MAC dependencies and constraints - even if this is just a PHY amendment. Sometimes it’s impossible to only look at the phy for these things (also collision avoidance) because they can be done at the MAC or PHY

The document will be posted to the reflector - take a look at it and then comment by tomorrow morning for further discussion.

3:33pm Meeting is adjourned 

Wednesday 1/21/09 PM2

4:10 pm meeting commences

Phil calls for patent disclosure - no-one speaks out.

We will have presentations from Steve and Will.

Steve is not here so we start with Will

4:11pm 1/21/09 Will san Filippo is presenting Doc#31

Question was raised about plasma lights  (slightly off topic)  Interference source in 2.4GHz band
Steve describes co-existence demo between bluetooth and wifi 

4:27pm Steve Shelhammer (Qualcomm) presents: Writing a coexistence assurance document IEEE 802.19-09-0001r0

Question was raised if Steve is recommending adaptive frequency hopping to co-exist with 11.n. So it cannot co-exist without adaptive freq hopping

Point was raised that co-existence is a shared thing - both groups must do it.

Question: should we also do adaptive freq hopping? Steve: I'm not advocating that specifically.

Another point is that we can define an acceptable degradation for each network we are trying to co-exist with - how does that get resolved, if you can make any degradation you want?

Answer: its pretty much up to intelligent engineers in both groups and consensus

Question: what is happening with the bluetooth/802.11n story?

Bluetooth did not go through the whole procedure. Bluetooth decided to do some testing on the scenario with audio quality in bluetooth. Several metrics were applied. Even so, different people did the same test with similar results and diff conclusions. Situation is still politically charged

Question: is there a traffic threshold that we can impose so that if there are enough SUN/bluetooth devices then 11 cannot go up to the highest data rate

Answer: yes - but you have to negotiate with the .11 task group.

Question: would it be possible to go through a sample or show us some good ones so that the TG4G can also do a good one.

Comment: in our case we have to look at dense deployments because the aggregate effect is more likely to matter than just a few devices.

Another discussion on device separation and where the cut-off should be.

5:33pm Phil calls for real-world data that can be used for channel modeling - we do not want to get bogged down in doing intense channel models - open for discussion

Comments: channel model takes time and may not be good. We need to find out if its really necessary. If we can get by without it, it would be nice.

Comments: we can use the existing 15.4 channel models. So we are not really in a completely new realm

Comment that channel models are not useful in the real world, mostly just coding people who enjoy it.

Phil: Does anyone really feel strongly about doing channel modeling?

No responses

Phil: Is anyone opposed to not doing a channel model

No opposition to not doing a channel model - so the group has unanimously decided that we are not doing a channel model.

5:34pm Meeting is adjourned till AM1 tomorrow

Thursday  1/22/2009 AM1

8:05 Phil calls meeting to order 

Reminds everyone of patent policy and calls for patent disclosure

No-on speaks up

Updating the agenda to add the technical requirements

No objections to the change were made

8:10am We are carrying on with modifying the technical requirements we started on yesterday

Document number: 075-Rev0

8:44am Call if there are any further additions to the application section of the doc or objections to discuss this on the conference calls after the doc has been tidied up

No objections/additions

8:45 am Move on to discuss call for Applications - we will re-issue it 

Question: can we do both at the same time? Yes - call for applications and call for proposals run in parallel

Release Jan 24 and close date will be March 1st for call for Applications

Question was raised to add "smart-grid applications" to the description of the proposed amendment in the call for applications 

Phil asks group if we are happy with doc 09/007r1 as the call for applications

Motion to approve this call for applications.

Move made by Jay Ramasastry (SSN), seconded by Zafer Sahinoglu (Mitsubishi)

Motion has been approved by unanimous consent.

8:55 am Move on to discuss call for Proposals (preliminary and final) 

Comments: we will put templates on the server

Preliminary proposals will be due March 1 to give chair some time

Final proposals will be due May 2, 2009

No comments/objections on final format - let's get a doc number.

9:16am We are having a 5 minutes recess so that Phil can take out a document number for the call for proposals

9:18 am Recess is over Doc # 15-90-0077-00-005g

Motion to approve the call for Proposal and empower chair to release this document to working group reflector

Move to approve document 77 & empower chair made by Pat Kinney (Kinney consulting)

Seconded by Clint (Motorola)

Question: do the participants want to review the document before we make the motion - we can also just make the motion now.

We go over the timelines again to make sure everyone is comfortable

Comment: we do not have the technical requirements guidelines - it will be too hard to make these dates without proper guidance

Comment: the call for applications is procedural. There have been a call for applications before. If a new application does come in, we can always extend the date for proposals.

Comment: not sure if application is smart energy or large scale network

Answer: PAR uses smart utility network. So if some-one presents an off-topic application the group should hear them - esp. if it also satisfies the application requirements.

EC was also more comfortable narrowing the scope to smart energy.

9:46 am Comment: it will still be good to have a written requirements document 

Phil: we have a guideline and we will refine this offline 

Comment: IEEE voting is well-defined - technical requirements are not in the spirit of IEEE voting. They are actually non-binding in so far as the voting process goes. So therefore there is no mandatory connection between the voting and the requirements.

Comment: requirements may also restrict the implementation too much. So we are trying to minimize pre-conceptions that we make in terms of technical requirements. This will allow more variety in proposals.

Comment; if you have more technical requirements, they can be submitted at any time, and then the group can vote on them, if the current guidelines are inadequate

9:50 am Consensus that we should move now to vote on the call for Proposals

Phil: are there any objections to the motion from 9:18 am

There were no objections so the motion to approve the call for Proposal and empower chair to release this document to working group reflector is carried by unanimous consent.

Next steps will be discussed in the AM2 session.

9:52 am session is recessed

Thursday 1/22/2009 AM2

10:33 am Meeting called to order

Reminder to disclose patents: none disclosed
Next steps: Important to keep refining our technical guidelines

Mechanism for refining technical guidelines will be conference calls and reflector.  Proceed to determine a conference call time that could work for all parties involved. 
Propose that we have 4 calls between now and the next meeting time (fortnightly)

The time has been decided as Wednesdays 10PM GMT. The first call will be Wed, 4th of February: 2/4/2009.

Propose that an agenda by published on the reflector

Chair asks if there is any guidance to him drafting the closing report?

Question: can the chair solicit world-wide input from the utility sector?

Answer: yes it’s a good idea - can the task group give the chair help to contact the right people?
Question: can we update and improve the website?

Chair: is there anyone who can volunteer to be a webmaster? No-one volunteered – chair will start the work.
Question: How many are on the reflector?  Straw Poll – quite a few attendees are not on the reflector. People should sign up.  Phil goes through the instructions on how to sign up.

11:16 am Motion to adjourn this meeting

Moved by Ben Rolfe

Seconded by Paul Dixon

No objection - meeting is adjourned
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