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IEEE 802.15 TG4g SUN Mtg. Minutes, Waikaloa, Hawaii, September 2009 
Chair: 

Phil Beecher (Beecher Consulting, PG&E)

Secretary: 
Jana van Greunen (SSN), Will San Filippo (SSN), Kunal P Shah (SSN), 
Phil Beecher , Stephen Pope (Independent)
Monday 9/21/2009 AM 2 meeting

10:36 AM Meeting called to order
Phil starts with the opening report: doc # 15-09-0634 rev0

Phil reminds everyone to register attendance.

Phil goes over the posted agenda doc # 15-09-0600 rev 1. 

Comment: Tuesday AM1 - FCC 300 replaced by FCC proposal.

Comment: Can we please have people post their proposals earlier (24 hours)?

Phil: does anyone have a problem posting their proposals by close of business today?

No-one has a problem

Question about agenda

Phil: if we are running early we can just keep going. We only need a motion if we are changing the order of items on the agenda.

Motion to approve the agenda made by Clint Powell 

Seconded by Ben Rolfe

Motion carried unanimously.

10:54 AM Phil describes IEEE patent policy and P&P and shows the IEEE patent policy slides.  Phil gives an opportunity for anyone to declare if they know of any essential patents or patents claims that may affect this standard. No one does.
Question: is there any participation from openSG?

Phil: No, not specifically to my knowledge. However, there are participants sponsored by PGE and SCE.

UCA has 27 utility participants and they have a number of groups who are working on AMI, DR and Phil will post the website.

11:02 am Motion to approve the San Francisco minutes made by John V Lampe (SCE)
Seconded by Clint Powell (SCE)
Minutes approved unanimously 

11:04 am Kuor-Hsin Chang (Elster) gives an update on P2030 TF3

~50 people attended the meeting. There were a lot of new people in the meeting. So the scope and objectives were re-discussed. TF3 has 4 sub-groups. 

11:08 am Clint Powell (SCE) gives status on CPP – there has been a lot of work underway and it has been streamlined. We have brought in new members and are thinking of how to tie all the proposals together not just FSK

11:10 am Roberto Aiello (Independent) gives an update on the MP – we added a description of legacy support from Hartman Van Wyk  (Itron). We added support for OFDM. We are trying to define a DSSS interoperability mode. We simplified our header frame structure. Steven Pope did some work on FEC. We added a China band and we modified the European band according to some new rules.

11:13 am Khanh Tuan Le (TI)  gives an update on TI’s proposal – we have modified our proposal in terms of channel spacing and datarate in Europe and in China.

11:15 NICT provides an update 

11:17 am Kuor-Hsin gives an update on DSSS. Freescale, Elster and ETRI proposals are merged and the essence of our proposal is just to extend 15.4-2006 DSSS. We will also continue to work with Atmel and On-Ramp to merge further.

11:19 am Emmanuel there has been a lot of activity merging OFDM with FSK at the individual level. We have had a significant contribution from TI on the OFDM front. Tim from TI presents a few changes to the OFDM proposal.

11:22 am Request to move the 15.4 refresher up to before the break?

Change the order of the refresher on the agenda (item 2.3 into 1.8) Motion made to accept revised agenda 15-09-0600 rev 2

Proposed by Ben Rolfe,

Seconded by Clint Powell

Motion is approved unanimously.

5 minute recess is called

11:29 am Phil presents document 15-09-0633-00-004g

Comment on backwards compatibility: If there is backwards compatibility specified in the PAR then you have to achieve it; TG4g PAR does not include backward compatibility.  Explanation of backward compatibility -this means with respect to 802.15.4-2006 and not installed devices.
Phil: On reflection, I think it was unfortunate that backwards compatibility was included in the PAR for TG4b for the sub-GHz band. As a result the sub-GHz was burdened with supporting BPSK
Q Is it worthwhile to look at some of the things in our proposals so that lower layers can make faster decisions and reduce power consumption.

Phil: personal opinion – I take on board what you are saying – one has to differentiate between implementation and what goes into the standard. There is a layering architecture in the standard – but it can be implemented in a way that is not exactly the same as the layering.

Comment: the layering is conceptual – in practice you can process bits anytime.

12:00pm Recess

Monday 9/21/2009 PM 1 meeting

1.40 PM Meeting opens


1.42 PM Phil goes over the posted agenda 

Ed Callaway makes an announcement – presentation at the wireless next generation (WNG) meeting - combined narrowband PHY characteristics– Wed morning after mid-week Plenary

1.44 PM - Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and gives opportunity for those who know of patent claims to speak up

No one speaks up

Phil: PHY characteristics requirement document (0075) is a living document 

At July meeting there was a presentation on requirements which may warrant PAR changes.  The group agreed that these be incorporated into 0075.  Between July and this meeting Phil and others have worked on 0075.

1.45 PM Phil briefly presents the PHY characteristics Doc # P802.15-09-0075-06-004g 

He comments that the document has been posted for several weeks and has been soliciting input during conference calls.  Recently there have been two emails on legacy support and interoperability. Previous email on CRC considerations. 

Are there any comments on this doc?

Question: how this document is going to use? 

Phil: To provide context, to clarify and describe PHY requirements.

Question: How is it different than revising the PAR?

Phil: Task Group controls this document.  A PAR revision is determined by the WG and the EC.  

Kendall: Can this doc change things in the PAR?

Phil: No, we can’t ignore anything that is currently in the PAR; we can place additional requirements in this document and we can interpret PAR contents which may be ambiguous. If there is a restriction in the PAR which the TG wants to remove, then it would be necessary to change the PAR.
Discussion on 1500 packet size

Question: Should there be some more specification about outage? Should there be some performance characteristic on outage?

Comment: This is more MAC oriented than PHY.

Comment: MAC has to be involved – if PAR amendment to change any points. This impacts the MAC. We haven’t figured out the technical way to solve it. 

Phil – PAR sets the scope of the project.  It does not have to define all the details.  MAC considerations that are not PHY specific should be addressed in TG4e

Discussion about interoperability and legacy

Comment: Some proposals do not provide interoperability

Comment: Interoperability may be considered, it should not be precluded, but it is not a PAR requirement.

Question: what is relation between the 0075 and the PAR (page 4)?

Phil:  PAR requires 40 to 1000 kbps. Agree that 0075r6 is ambiguous on this. Will reword to clarify and still comply with the PAR.

Group agrees.

Phil: Open to wording from participants. 

Comment: Did not find a reference for legacy support in 0075 as suggested in email – this should be added. The wording proposed in the email may not be right, so asking the group for suggestions

Comment: There is no requirement for backward compatibility 

Phil – backward compatibility in this context means compatibility with existing 802.15.4 devices.  This is not required by the PAR. The group has not agreed that support for legacy devices is required.
Phil: discussions during calls and on reflector about CRC – should CRC description in 0075 be amended? changes related to CRC in the document. 

Comment:  Would want to see more mathematical analysis for changing from IEEE CRC in the doc.  802.11 is using 32bit IEEE CRC, did they feel it necessary to make any changes in CRC?

Phil: he believes not.

Comment: In San Francisco, merged proposal does show about CRC calculations.

Phil: Any more comments on this doc? We will collect the comments together, resolve it and bring the doc back.

Comment: Requirement portion of the doc - Include the number of options – easy to support interoperability, throughput.

Comment: are data rates above 1 Mbps precluded?

Discussion goes on 40 kbps to 1000 kbps data rate limitations.

Comment: In OFDM proposal there are some options, currently they are not proposing more than 1000 kbps but design can support more than 1 Mbps

Comment:  There is no reason that a device could not support operation beyond that specified in the standard.
Comment: Do not believe everything is clear w.r.t. PAR

Phil: If group believes the wording in 0075 is not correct then we should change it
More discussion about data rate -  40kbps to 1000kbps
Comments about interpretation of the PAR

Comment: this was discussed at length in San Francisco meeting.

Phil agrees to revisit wording in doc 0075.  However, all proposals include a data rate within the range of the PAR

Comment: could we include RMS before the word delay? 

Phil proposes that he and Kendall Smith (Aclara) will continue to work on wording

Group is happy. No objection.
2.50 PM Mark Wilbur (Aclara RF) presents doc # 15-09-0651-00-004g 

Q: What happens when the physical layer is listening on some devices at a particular data rate and other devices at a different data rate?

A: There is no intention for the C device to talk to any other type of devices directly. C device talks to another C only.

Q: How does the C device talks to another device, which is not a C device?

A. Build a device which can support both C and W.

Q: we may have to make connections how this approach works with the real time applications
A. If a device supports multiple classes, there won’t be a problem. 

Q. This approach increase the complexity in the upper layer

A. That is why there is a C/W device

Q. Do you have any idea about latency?

A. I don’t have the answer for latency. You would have to optimize and may not be as fast. 

Comment: perhaps better to support at lower layer
Q. Will the device C downgrade to a data rate supported by another device?

A. If it supports different data rates - you can have a flexible implementation of devices.

Comment: Current 802.15.4 devices and network (e.g. Zigbee networks) operate at a single data rate with no problems.
Comment: There is a need for an interface at the physical layer for interoperability. Standard should cover that interface.

A. You need the actual specification for type C and type R for interoperability. Local regulatory body will do that. Standard doesn’t need to do that.  

Q: What about scalability, if the bandwidth increases?

A. We can create another type for the standard which will support that kind of specifications. The key is that not everybody needs to talk to everybody.

 Q: how the device c/r/w can be implemented?

A. That can be done at the application layer. The PHY and MAC layer work for an individual network.

3.29 PM meeting recessed 
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4:05 pm Pat Kinney gives an update on tg4e progress. There are some delays but otherwise things are going well

4:10 pm Phil Beecher gives an update on tg4g – there has been some merging 

4:10pm Michael McInnes gives an update - We will be listening to several PHY proposals this week

Pat – there are two issues on the agenda: Long packet durations and FCC FT 300

Are there any other topics for this meeting?

Question: what is the status of the channel diversity?

Pat answers: there are a number of different channel hopping aspects. The issue is that we need a resolution on the frequency hopping changes so 4g needs to have its say so that tg4e can move ahead.

Reminder that there is a smart grid workshop starting 1 hour after this meeting.

Pat initiates discussion concerning the issues with long packets?

Question: is it just the length in octets or do we also have to take into account the data rate?

Pat: it is more the frame duration and RF exposure vs the channel validity 

Question: Do you mean back-offs may be an issue?

Pat: Should we consider MAC layer fragmentation?

General discussion, however no one considered this was necessary.

Pat: frame check sequences need to be revisited but that is probably easy. 

Tuesday 9/22/2009 AM 1 meeting

8.08AM Meeting called to order 

8.08 Phil presents the agenda.  He suggests moving discussion on item 4.3 FCC to Wednsday AM1. Also, if we have sufficient time in this time slot, Kuor-Hsin will present DSSS merger proposal. 

No objections

Motion to accept new agenda: Will San Filippo (SSN)

Seconded by Steve Shearer (independent)

No objections

8.10AM Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and asks those who know of any patent claims to speak up or send an email

No one speaks up

8.13 Steve Shearer (Independent) presents doc: IEEE 802.15-15-09-629-01-004g

Q: FEC - something we should make mandatory?

A:. There are systems you won’t need it. It can be optional

Q: Flat fading - are you below or above the range? He agrees with Steve for the presentation

Q: In mesh network you can only have one link using at a time, may be your presentation based on probability?

A. It is definitely a selection and this is purely based on an antenna selection criteria

Q: Star topology compared with mesh topology, according to latency point of view, you cannot make use of all links at the same time?

Comments: There is some probability for FEC you may not be able to correct; he thinks there is no intention for this group to force FEC, which should be an option.

Q:If this is a frequency hopping system, you will begin to get the uncorrelated signals

Q: If your selection is based on choosing the link giving you the best quality, there are several time constrains.

A. That is absolutely correct. It doesn’t need to be done by burst by burst bases. You probably get a significant gain.

Phil: David Howard (On-Ramp) is not here to present the DSSS merge update. 

Phil: This will require a change to the agenda doc#600r3– to swap order of DSSS presentations, 4.3 with 5.2
Motion to approve the agenda made by Will San Filippo (SSN)
Second Steve Shearer (Independent)

No objections

8.44AM Kuor-Hsin Chang presents Doc # 802.15-09-0630-01-004g

No questions

9.04AM David Howard (On-Ramp Wireless) presents Doc # IEEE 802.15-09-0626-02-004g

Q: If you are hopping narrowband than you have black listed channel, than you have to switch to another block of DSSS

A. This is new and we can synchronization, you can use frequency hopping with narrowband. 

The only restriction is that it chooses overall channel hopping scheme such that it is grouped to match narrow bands. 

Q: what is the purpose of grouping, MAC layer or PHY layer?

A. Grouped to support coexistence with the narrowband channels

The length of the packet in time could be a quite long. Dual time can be long than frequency hopping. It is not done from the interference point of view but there are some cases that need to be done

Q: Are you using DSSS as the whole? What you are synchronizing?

A. Just the restriction that it putting is on hops within the group 

Discussion goes on channel synchronization

Q: can you talk about the data link budget applicable for the star network?

A. In the mesh network, edge devices are difficult to reach, routing protocol of the mesh would be easy to make in the network.

Poor links in an area can be improved by installing routers. This is not specific to DSSS; it is specific to multi rate digital modulation scheme

9.37AM Meeting recess
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10.35AM Meeting called to order 

10.35AM Phil reminds everyone to register for attendance

10.35AM Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up

No one speaks up

10.37AM Hiroshi Harada (NICT) presents doc # IEEE 802.15-09-0624-03-004g

Comments: Common mode signaling may not be in one signaling mode. There is possibility of having interoperability 

A. The assumption is made in the presentation for common signaling point of view.

Q:How do you define what is common mode, particular modulation scheme?

When you set up a network, and scan for which mode it is running on. You don’t have to legislatively tell what the common mode is, because it can find itself. 

Capability message tells what other modes you have when the network boots up

A. The devices should have home transmission capability. The problem is how to handle low power transmission

Comment: The scanning approach removes the burden

Q: For 950MHz frequency band what channel spacing are you using?

A. 200 KHz 

Q: Will you be able to use the three bonding channel?

A. We don’t have enough number of channels; so we have to reduce the total number of channels

Comment: Regulation says you can choose to bond 1,2 or 3 channels as is done in 802.15.4d
11.07AM Fumihide Kojima (NICT) presents doc.: IEEE 802.15-09-0478-06-004g

No Questions 

Phil: We can do FCC presentation and discussion now.  Phil asks the group if there are any objections, and there are none.
Motion to approve the agenda doc#600r4 made by Clint Powell

Seconded by David Howard (On Ramp Wireless)

No objections

11.45AM: John Notor (Cadence Design Systems, Inc.) presents Doc# IEEE 802.18-09/102r0 

Comments: Mike (MJ Lynch): Should assign a representative from 802.15

Comment: Lot of assumptions are made for MAC in FCC spectral adequate document

One type of device might not need the FCC rule to follow FCC part 15 approval to obey the standard

John Geiger (GE) will post FCC document.
Clint and John will work on a response to the FCC RFC and submit to the Working Group for the mid-week Plenary. The Working Group will give comments and submit to 802.18

Mike Lynch: We would like to know what you said and why you said it. Mike will send a format for the document 

Comment: Individual companies have already prepared comments. In the RFC there are questions about technical issues. Standard committee does not request us to do this work? We won’t be able to meet the deadline if we involve in this work too.

A. John: We are definitely concentrating on the main part but I am looking for the group to provide comments if it is possible. If it is not possible than it is fine with me 

12.08PM meeting recess
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1:34 PM Meeting is called to order

Phil reminds everyone of the IEEE patent policy.  No one declares patent claim.
1:37 pm Cristina Seibert (SSN), Clint Powell (SCE), Hiroshi Harada (NICT), Britton Sanderford (Sensus), Steve Shearer (self), Ben Rolfe (BCA), and Michael Schmidt (Atmel) present 802-15.09.0627-03-004g

Question on slide 30 : I am happy you included coding on the header. If you look at the BCH header then if you have a smaller packet the convolutional code willl still move to the left. Meaning your payload will be able to be decoded but your header will not.

Answer: header detection needs to be pre-balanced. However, I feel that the channel model may not be complete here. If you consider different channel models then it changes. The long payload may be subject to more interference – so it is not an AWGN channel. 

Comment: you can choose a better BCH code with better coding gain – you want your header to be 2x as strong as your payload. 

Question: The modulation that you chose for coding twice the data speed – slide 25 – why not a BT of 0.3? 

Comment: for BT = 0.3 are you considering a coherent detector

Answer – do not need a coherent detector if you consider more than 1 symbol

The approach to multiply the signals before hand is much more complex than multiplying the phase.  A smaller BT will work better in EU channels

Question slide 29 – can you iteratively decode the payload – did you simulate it to figure out how much performance you are giving up by not iteratively decoding?
Michael: I did not prepare simulation results. I was opting for algebraic code. You require 10 iterations to get the gain and it depends on the implementation of the decoder. 

Second question: Considering the constraint length of 7 then in the iterative case it may be better to use a smaller constraint length.

Question Slide 45 – and slide 44. Throughout the presentation you were talking about different bands. For the models that follow this it is all 30dBm. What effect will be operating at 10mW?

Answer: the 10mW in Japan will be in an even higher density – according to the previous NICT presentation it was 200 meters or less.

Question: the last slide 48 – had completely different numbers

Comment: these numbers were taken from Channel characteristics subgroup numbers it is an average over the whole state

Comment: something must be wrong because how can the average over the state be smaller than the average over an urban area?

Comment: these are different deployments. We are trading off between dense nodes and more sparse deployment

Comment: if we are considering interference-limited models is there a good way to pull it into the models?

Answer: now you need to reduce the time on air and look at the collision model that we show on a slide

Comment Slide 23 in the graph you are comparing the medium to low data rate. It would be better to compare apples to apples – low to low and medium to medium. What were the assumptions – what is the framesize? 

Answer: it just maps duty cycle to on-air time

Question: In a frequency hopping system – the devices are synchronized to the channel. In this system it appears they are not synchronized.

Answer: it is a number of collisions domains. This is the probability that the node wants to transmit on the given channel. The duty-cycle will change if you change the data rate

Comment Slide 44 – the antenna gain is too high 

Response: this is a typical number and achievable with an omni-directional antenna
Slide 50: Most deployments are interference limited – your range simulations are done without interference.

Answer: this is a consistent story – if you may have collisions between users then you need to get off air as quickly as possible. We have plenty of link-margin available

Question: if 100kbps solves all problems what is 50kpbs?

Answer; It is consistent with what is out there today. In the future you may want to go faster

Question: we do not want a lot of coding on the header because it is overhead – then why do you have the scrambler seed in there? 

Answer: it serves a different purpose - the scrambler seed further reduces the false alarms on the frame. You can have a more robust frame and use it to extend the SFD for more coded headers

Comment: as a designer I design the preamble so that I do not need to worry about this optional SFD. Let’s say you need it because your preamble is not robust enough- how would the transmitter know to transmit it.

Question: Slide 40 – the CPP proposes a simple mechanism to support legacy systems – can you tell me what it is

Comment: the PHY provides a set of mechanisms and operating modes that are close to devices out there so that an implementer can extend those so that it is easy to modify it

Question: slide 23 – what kind of MAC is used?
Answer: aloha
Comment: listen before talk may yield a different result

Answer: performance of pure Aloha is as good as CSMA at < 11%.

Comment: we need a higher number of channels and we need a high data rate – but there is a trade-off between the two – so in your opinion which one is the best?

Answer: there is exactly that trade-off. Where there is less spectrum available you may go lower data rate to add more channels

Slide 44 – the more realistic antenna gain is 0dBi. 30 dBm is a bit high. Aksi 0 receive noise factor should be 8 dB.

Comment: slide 18: baseline data-rate is usually the lowest data rate.

Answer: it seems that the more robust rate is the medium rate which strikes a balance between SNR and collisions. 

Comment: Should you design your preamble then to work with the lowest? What if the preamble only works well with medium?

Answer – I believe it will work there

Question: Slide 11: in 902-928 this band is used in the rest of America’s, Australia and NZ. Will the proposal cover those bands also?

Answer: we intend to follow the band restrictions

Comment: do you expect the devices that work at 50kbps to work at 100kbps?

Answer: yes 

Question: in SF you had many more options and I appreciate that they were reduced. One thing you showed in SF was a fast hopping PHY – is that still part of the proposal?

Answer: yes – the hopping systems are still part of it, it has not changed .  This presentation focuses on things that have changed.

 Slide 18 – question on 600kHz channels – the number of channels are reduced below the FCC limit

Answer: once you are wider than a certain amount you need only 25 channels. There may be a better compromise than 600kHz channels

Question: Slide 23 – If I have listened to the arguments then a lot of attention is given to interference. It is my contention that interference may also come from other devices. If you utilize the model only on devices in the network then perhaps the interference from your own devices will be low. By decreasing data-rate you can make the channels narrower. You are shifting time domain collisions into frequency domain collisions. 

Answer:  we can send the analysis later.

Question: slide 27 – channel spacing of 200, 250 and 300kHz – and a different modulation scheme. Since you have different spacing for different bands – is it not then better to optimize the different data rates based on that?

Answer: there is no additional complexity from having the different options.  It also makes it easier if you are hopping between bands and you do not have to throttle data rate.
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4:05PM Meeting called to order

4:06PM Bob Mason (Elster), Hartman Van Wyk (Itron) , Khanh Tuan Le (TI), Stephen Pope (Ind) present document # 15-09-0628-02-004g
5:20PM

Q: Slide 25 Spreadsheet – is frame shorter?

A: Yes

C: Figure of merit is efficiency – disagree with packet size used

Q: What is PER for 160kbps and 320kbps frames?
A: Does not include Packet errors
Q: The channel spacing is independent of data rate – why change RF bandwidth and what is the required frequency tolerance for the crystal?  Simplifies RF design if not so wide.
C: table show channel spacing

Q: Curious about jump from 4okpbs to 160kbps – how many nodes are you relegating?

A: 160kbps is a good spot

Q: Please clarify when frame change mode would be used?  Occasionally or every frame?

A: Every TX could swap

Q: Same channel spacing in all global regions?

A: Nothing would preclude use in other spectra

Q: Slide 17 – what is the preamble size?
A: 4 or 8 octets

Q: What is the settling time?

A: 100us approx

Q: Is this coordinated or uncoordinated Frequency hopping?

A: Coordinated

Q: 6 vs 8 bit codes, FEC on header: what is probability of header error vs payload?

A: About the same with a short payload.

Q: Slide 30 – what % of systems could support this?

A: probably about 80%

C: Would like to see some data on this.

Q: on Slide 23, how many bytes are sent at 40kpbs

A: 8

Q: Slide 30 – what is efficacy of changing the PHY parameters –have you done it?
A: We can do this.

Q: Slide 20 – what will a device do if it misses the short frame?  Concern about battery life - how long will it have to listen? 

A: Same considerations as for fixed data rate

Q: Have you done analysis for success rate for gear shift?  How prone to error is it, and where is the weak point?

A; No, we have not done analysis 

C: I have concern about where 40kbps comes from – what if the PAR had said 30kbps or 50kbps.  Changing the data rate could cause problems with hardware, depending on crystal frequency, e.g. modulation indexes might not be doable.
A: If you mean legacy devices, then not all will support this.  40kbps based on 400kHz channel with  320kbps using 4GFSK – then divided down.
C: Suggest adding Modulation index tolerance

Q: Have you compared 40kbps with 100kbps or 50kbps?

A: Not compared 100kbps with 40kbps

Q: For any given link, how do both devices know what data rate to switch to?

A: determined by higher layer.

No more questions

5:50PM Recess

Wednesday 9/23/09 AM1 meeting

8.08AM Meeting called to order
Phil reminds the group about the attendance and patent policy to speak up.  No one does
8.12AM Tim Schmidl (TI) presents doc # IEEE 15-09-0649-00-004g

Q: Have you done any calculation regarding the scrambler bits?

A. No, we don’t have.

No more questions

8:20AM Discussion on process

Q: How do you see the process moving if we don’t satisfy with one proposal?

There are number of points for FSK, OFDM proposals

James Gilb: You have to put it in a draft form. You are going to have issues going forward, but you should start put something in the draft

Q: What would be your recommendations?

Phil: Put all proposals into a single document.
Q: Making a breakout session more productive and how do you order that?

C: We have looked at both DSSS and FSK. Each group done different things 

Get together, sit down and see what you agree and disagree

Q: is draft based on the best elements of both? Or are we down selecting process and putting the particular?

Phil (Chair): We don’t have a down selection process – therefore we should select the best features of all proposals. This is big and varied application space; it is unlikely that a single technology will solve all the problems. We have seen different modulation. I will be happy if the proposers can get together and agree something in the draft

Q: We should continue to have a group discussion, breakout. Eventually this group wants to make some decision

C: Put TBDs in the draft for all different technologies and start working on it. For example not 40kbps, not 100kbps, then go with 70kbps. 
It would have the data rate propose with TBDs

C: There are common sections in the FSK proposals, combining the both in one structure and focused on that outline or structure with all specifications. There needs to be a structure for this combined document
James Gilb: you have to make a decision if you want to put in one document and then you may vote in the next meeting

C: In the drafting we don’t want cutting and pasting and have six different drafts. This would make it hard to converge. Look at the P2030, NIST, and government and come up with the solutions which can work for everybody

C: Who will decide what goes in the draft and what not goes in the draft?

If there is no agreement and 5 docs, how are you going to decide what to take out and what to keep? That’s difficult to have everything, which is different, in one draft

C: The group should make the structure and outline. Hand it back to each group and then will have a break-out sessions and come up with a proposal 

C: Putting all the things which are common and highlight those things which are still need to be discuss

C: currently how many proposals are there? If we are supporting different proposals and different weights to each proposals; the combination should reflect the support for each proposal
C: Put the common things in the document and work together resolving the differences
James: You don’t have to vote for this draft as a whole document – e.g. you can say we agree with page 1-5 are ok and not with others

C: Commonality of all different proposals such as OFDM, DSSS, FSK 

It is ok to do this with three docs but they are not common to each other

C: Before we down select the parameters, we should do more technical analysis on modulation index, frequency offset, demodulation architecture

C: There are many commonalties for FSK proposals - Merged proposals on different modulations techniques. We can’t start putting this in different doc, because at some points we need think about combining those.
Phil: There needs to be technical justification for all this docs

C: I have looked at commonality, I do agree with the idea of trying to figure out what is uncommon

C: Do you want to look at the three PHYs DSSS, OFDM, FSK or you want one PHY?

C: We are putting more options in the doc which are not common. I would not consider as different data rates as common but I would consider some particular data rates which is agreed as common. Common is within the same PHY (definition of common)

C: There will a risk if we put all three PHYs in the doc. If we have three PHYs, we don’t have consistent channel plan

C: come up with a device class for a particular application

James: In TG3c, we ended up having one PHY with 3 modes. We need to define how MAC works together and how two devices communicate with together

C: TG3c has common signaling PHY, need to define this if we have different PHY1, PHY2, PHY3
Q: Do we need to come up with a document structure? How do we define this structure and who is responsible for this structure and doc activity?

C: we should treat this as a single file and also look at the interoperability point of view

James: It is the editor’s decision to define the document structure and if the TG does not agree, then change the structure

Phil: Document #0261 was defined as a starting template.  Monique Brown and Kuor-Hsin Chang have volunteered for editor

Q: What are the benefits of co-editors?

Phil: It will be up to the editors to work together and apportion their work.
Motion: This group approves the selection of Monique Brown and Kuor-Hsin Chang as co-editors of 15.4g draft

Moved by Client Powell (SCE)
Seconded James Gilb (SiBEAM)
No discussion or objection, approved unanimously

Q: Are these people here?

Phil: Kuor-Hsin is here but Monique was not able to come to Hawaii.
Motion proposed:

Task Group TG4g instructs the technical editors to create a single document with 3 PHY modes (FSK, OFDM, DSSS) with all proposals for consideration by the group

627r3, 628r2, 478r6, 651r0, 626r2, 489r1, 481r1, 630r1, 624r3

In cases where there is a disagreement among the documents, the editors will call that out in the document.

Proposed by: James Gilb SiBEAM)
Seconded by: Clint Powell (SCE)
C: suggests removing 3 PHY modes

C: put the common parts in the doc instead of putting everything in the doc

C: discover the places where is commonality and discover where it is not common

Amendment proposed:

with 3 PHY modes - following the structure of document 261r0 and 651r0

Proposed by: Kendall Smith (Aclara)
Seconded by: none
Amendment falls

Chair conducts straw poll – people may vote for more than one choice

Who supports the inclusion in the document of:

FSK: 60

DSSS: 28

OFDM: 45

Q: Point of information – will this be a technical vote? 

Phil: This will be a procedural vote
Discussion continues regarding amendments 
C: suggest adding “with the common parts of” as below: 

Task Group TG4g instructs the technical editors to create a single document with 3 PHY modes (FSK, OFDM, DSSS) with the common parts of proposals for consideration by the group
627r3, 628r2, 478r6, 651r0, 626r2, 489r1, 481r1, 630r1, 624r3

In cases where there is a disagreement among the documents, the editors will call that out in the document.

Proposed by James Gilb (SiBEAM)
Seconded by Rishi Mohindra (Maxim) - this was INVALID - not a voter!
Further amendment suggested as below:
Task Group TG4g instructs the technical editors to create a single document with the common parts of the proposals listed below including 3 PHY modes (FSK, OFDM, DSSS) for consideration by the group

627r3, 628r2, 478r6, 651r0, 626r2, 489r1, 481r1, 630r1, 624r3

In cases where there is a disagreement among the documents, the editors will call that out in the document
Suggested by Larry Taylor

Agreed by Roberto Aiello

Amendment NOT formally proposed 

10.05AM Meeting recess

Wednesday 9/23/09 PM1 meeting

1:30PM meeting called to order

Phil introduces and asks if people want to do breakout sessions formally or in recess.  

Discussion ensues.  There is general agreement that there would be some benefit to an informal meeting between the FSK proposers.

1:40PM Meeting recess to allow informal discussions.

Wednesday 9/23/09 PM2 meeting

4:05pm Meeting called to order

Phil asks if breakout sessions wish to continue in recess.  General consensus is FSK meeting has been productive and participants wish to continue

4:10PM Meeting Recess

Thursday 9/24/09 AM1 meeting

8:05 am meeting called to order
Phil reminds of IEEE policy and procedure and Patent policy.  No one declares any patent claim

Two items of business must be completed today: 
i) motion on table to prepare draft

ii) Review timeline /  next steps

Request to continue with the motion now. (Requests) as there are a number of FSK folks not here.

Phil: Motion as it stands specifies document numbers / revisions which may not be correct for the current proposals 
C: there was a summary document that listed all the document #'s for all the proposals.

Q: clarification about 3 PHY modes: pre-determining that all three will be in there, or some combination of all three? Please clarify?
Phil: The draft document will include all these 3 separate PHY modes because no decision has been made for commonality.

Q: Will we, at some later time, work on combining 2 PHY modes?
Phil: there is a partial motion on the table with amendment which needs to be proposed
Q: could you tell us a little more about the process going forward?

Phil: The way I would like to see things move forward is that we create a document which includes the content of the proposals and where there is conflict the differences would be called out. Hopes we could create a document that the editors could pre-circulate before Atlanta and we could do comment resolution in Atlanta

C: Language of motion is different. We discuss some of the common parts.
C: This is an unofficial document and purpose of this document is to combine all parts 

C: I think there are two interpretations of common parts:
Is it common part of FSK or it should be the common parts of each of the separate FSK, OFDM, DSSS proposals

C: Put a comma after “below” and after “DSSS”
C: It is a working document, Chair should suggest, and technical editors they know how to form it and they will make it

C: for 3 PHY modes, some modes we have merged but for some we haven’t merged

Suggests to do a straw poll for which proposals to consider and which not to consider, 

C: Suggest do 1st straw poll for wording common parts, 2nd straw poll for three PHY modes 

Phil: We have a motion and amendments which need resolving. 
Further discussion about process

Comment: Would like to remove “the common parts”
Comment: By adding the common parts there is an agreement by the group and if it’s not then we are adding both technical and procedure

Q: Is this a procedural or technical vote?
Phil: It is a procedural vote; it is a working document, not a vote for a baseline. 

Point of information: you can’t have more than three amendments for particular motion

Phil recesses meeting for 10 minutes to review minutes and ascertain current status of motion and amendments

8.48AM Meeting resumes

8.50AM Phil takes meeting through the Wednesday AM1 minutes.
Original motion made by James Gilb and Clint Powell

Phil goes through previous discussions and amendments

Currently there is a motion, 1 amendment, and an amendment that was discussed but not formally proposed.

Further discussion on “common part” 

Point of information: where are we?

Phil: If voter proposes second amendment and it is seconded, then we can discuss the amendment and vote on the amendment 

C: need to clarify what common parts are - everyone should be considered, DSSS too.

C: I object to the motion and amendment, it is not technical editors’ responsibility; it is proposals responsibility.
Rishi Mohindra is not a voting member – therefore 1st amendment is not valid.
2nd amendment

Moved by Larry Taylor

Seconded by John Buffington

Larry is not a voting member
Phil: will someone else move the amendment?
Amendment moved by John Buffington

Seconded by Jay Ramasastry
No discussion or objections.  Amendment passes – substantive motion becomes:
Task Group TG4g instructs the technical editors to create a single document with the common parts of the proposals listed below including 3 PHY modes (FSK, OFDM, DSSS) for consideration by the group

627 r3, 628r2, 478r6, 651r0, 626r2, 489r1, 481r1, 630r1, 624r3, 390r1, 491r1 

In cases where there is a disagreement among the documents, the editors will call that out in the document.

Straw poll for voting members

Yes= 19+17 = 36

Against = 0

Phil: The document numbers should be checked before we vote on this as a motion. We should not creat a document with the incorrect revisions of the proposals. 

Q: If the documents listed have references then are those docs considered or not?

Phil: They are considered if they are referred in the document

Phil: Recess for 5 to verify documents
9.55AM Meeting Recess

Thursday 9/24/09 AM2 meeting

10:35AM meeting called to order

S. Pope, temporary secretary, is taking these notes.

A substantive motion (Gilb) had been made before the recess.

Chair entertains amendment to this motion to include a corrected list of documents in the motion.

Moved by Ben Rolfe (BCA)

Seconded by Jay Ramasastry (SSN). 

There are no objections, amendment to motion accepted by unanimous assent.

Task Group TG4g instructs the technical editors to create a single document with the common parts of the proposals listed below including 3 PHY modes (FSK, OFDM, DSSS) for consideration by the group 
627r3, 628r2, 478r6, 651r0, 626r2, 489r1, 630r1, 624r3 490r1, 491r1, 478r3, 453r1, 477r1 
In cases where there is a disagreement among the documents, the editors will call that out in the document. 

Proposed by: James Gilb 
Seconded by: Clint Powell 

For/Against/Abstain 
36/0/5
Gilb's motion as amended is now before the group. No discussion, no objections, motion carries by unanimous assent.

Applause.

Continuing with agenda.

"Agree Baseline" is next on Agenda -- this agenda item closed with no action.

Informal discussion of breakout session, technical

editing process, and possible appointment of vice-chair.

Chair entertains change of agenda to add breakout group reporting just prior to adjournment.

Moved by Ben Rolfe (BCA)

Seconded by Clint Powell (SEC).

Hearing no objections the agenda is accepted as revised through Rev 6.

More informal discussion of technical editing process and future conference calls.

Moved to "Next Steps" on agenda.  Regular 15.4g conference calls, 4 p.m. Pacific time on Thursdays, will resume October 8, 2009. Discussion of possibly rotating conference call times thereafter.

Discussion of timeline:  Timeline as minorly edited is accepted by unanimous assent.

Informal discussion of Smart Grid Project at NIST follows. 

The group is in recess until 12:20 pm.

12:20PM Session comes out of recess.

Presentation of results of FSK breakout session by Tim Schmidl (TI)

(Document number 09-696r0)

No other business.  

Motion to adjourn 

Proposed: Ben Rolfe (BCA)

Seconded: David Hart (Elster)

No discussion, no objections - Meeting is adjourned.  Applause.


Page 1 of 17

