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November 07-10, 2011

Monday, November 07th, 2011– Session 1

13:30 Meeting was called to order by the chair Arthur Astrin.

The chair asked for approval of the previous meeting minutes (11-0708-01).

Meeting minutes were approved unanimously.

The chair: This is IEEE meeting so IEEE rules of professional meetings, ethics and IEEE patent policy (see http://standards.ieee.org/about/sasb/patcom/) apply.

No one answered as aware of any patents essential for the implementation of the standard.

The chair presented “TG6 opening report November 2011” (11-0775-00).

Clint: We need to develop EC package for RevCom.

The chair: KMP SG PAR Discussion.

Jin-Meng presented “BAN Security Snapshot and KMP PAR Review” (11-0790-00).

The chair: Is this complete explanation of what does TG6 wants? (Nobody spoke against.)

Anuj: The concern is that this recommended practice can be interpreted as mandatory to implement in all standards. This is to avoid confusion.

Bob: TG6 made good effort in KMP. I've been approached by number of vendors and their concern is code complexity of different security methods at different levels. In TG KMP, focus was usage of the same encryption method across layers. The confusion is where the security should be done. I am providing in this recommended practice  a consistent way to do it.  In my view it is better to cover the bases than to leave security exposures. If consensus is that 15.6 is excluded from this, I would rather have a reference to appropriate 15.6 section.

Dave: Why call it any 15.*, why not keep it generic? Why some standards needs to be completed before this can happen? This needs work.

Bob: This has to be 802.15 specific. Specific text is different in different standards. 

The chair: Why just not say it is recommended practice, not standard?

Bob: This was done by James.

Anuj: You are talking about key exchange at higher level? It creates confusion for me.

Bob: Type value needs to be set  for KMP.

Dave: Lets call it properly; it provides higher-than-MAC transportation mechanism. 

Jin-Meng: We have our own KMP mechanisms.

Anuj: This seems to be 15.4 specific.

Bob: My primary goal was 15.4; 15.7 is a copy of 15.4 in this regard, so it is included. Question is usage of this KMP in 15.6. You should consider if you want to use higher level KMP keys in your standard.

Bob: I will work on two versions of text; one than excludes TG6 and another which specifies the usage in TG6 better.

The chair: We plan to make a motion in WG as follows:

“TG6 requests that the requested changes on slide 8 of this document (15-11-0790-00-0006) be made to the KMP PAR to exclude 802.15.6 from the scope.”

Any objections? (None)

Anuj: I would like to start the BRC work.

The chair: Any objections to this change in agenda? (None)

The session continued with the BRC work. 

The chair: “Sponsor Ballot 2 Comments Proposed Resolutions 1 Chaplin” (11-0783-01).

Anuj: Some resolutions are “Accepted”, however, they include resolution detail – it should be deleted.

Anuj: We should have resolutions for each of sub-clauses in a separate doc. It will be easier for sub-editors.  

The chair: OK 

The chair: I uploaded: “Sponsor Ballot 2 Comments Proposed Resolutions 1 Chaplin” (11-0783-02).

Motion to accept proposed resolutions in “Sponsor Ballot 2 Comments Proposed Resolutions 1 Chaplin” (11-0783-02).

Moved: Clint.

Second: Jing-Meng.

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The session was recessed by the chair.

Monday, November 07th, 2011– Session 2

16:00 Meeting was called to order by the chair.

Motion to accept proposed resolutions in “Proposed resolutions for Clause 10, SP-R01” (11-0767-04).

Moved: Clint.

Second: Marco.

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

Motion to accept proposed resolutions in “proposed-resolutions-for-sponsor-ballot-2-clause-9” (11-0799-01).

Moved: Anuj.

Second: Clint.

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

Motion to accept proposed resolutions in “Sponsor Ballot 2 comments Jin Meng Ho Hard” (11-0784-01).

Moved: Jin-Meng.

Second: Omeni.

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The session was recessed by the chair.

Tuesday, November 08th, 2011– Session 3

13:30 Meeting of TG6 BRC was called to order by the chair.

The chair: Subject of the session is continuing comment resolution.

Clint: Resolution of the CID r01-34 has to be changed to “Revised”.

Motion to accept resolutions of CIDs r01-31, r01-32, r01-58, r01-60 and r01-62  as outlined in “Proposed Text Changes to Clock Drift and Guard Time Provisioning” (11-0801-00).

Moved: Clint

Second: Jin-Meng

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-33.

Motion: CID r01-33 resolution “Reject”. Resolution detail: “The BRC is not convinced that this feature adds enough value to justify its conclusion.” 

Moved: Clint 

Second: Dave

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-37.

Motion: To accept CID r01-37.

Moved: Jin-Meng

Second: Omeni

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

 Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-63.

Motion: CID r01-63 resolution to be “Revised”. Resolution detail:  “Page 48. Table 12: Insert a new row as follows: & Connection request rejected – node's ppm value too large

Adjust the field values as appropriate.”

Moved: Kaoru Yoko

Second: Jin-Meng

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-64.

Motion: CID r01-64 resolution to be “Revised”. Resolution detail as outlined in DCN 11-0763-05.

Moved: Jin-Meng

Second: Kaoru Yoko

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-69

Motion: CID r01-69 resolution to be “Revised”. Resolution detail as outlined in DCN 11-0763-05.

Moved: Clint

Second: Omeni

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-70

Motion: CID r01-70 resolution to be “Revised”. Resolution detail as listed in DCN 11-0763-05.

Moved: Clint

Second: Omeni

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair: CID r01-47 (11-0800-02)

Chuck: My comment was that there is no valid technical argument why HBC is or is not wireless. 

The chair: We tried to either accept, reject or revise the comment. None of these resolutions had needed majority. 

Anuj: We should have discussion. If we can't reach consensus, the resolution then can be the one in DCN: 11-0800-02.

Chuck: If you look at the PAR, there is short range wireless communications; it doesn't include electrodes; SAR is only a partial body SAR and there is no full-body SAR which is characteristic of HBC.

Clint: IEEE Dictionary of “wireless” is not a formal definition of  IEEE SA. There is no IEEE SA definition of “wireless”.

Anuj: Is it appropriate to look at other standard organizations' definitions, like ITU-R.

Chuck: The current flows through the human body, according to references that I presented at the last meeting. HBC definition is in contradiction with “wireless” definition of IEEE dictionary.

Anuj: The current is running on top and under the skin, hence it is not wireless. Body is transmission media.

HBC should start a new taskgroup and can finish swiftly.

The chair: The job of this group is to finish the draft.

Chuck: One of primary obligations of the balloter is to look at the PAR. 

The session was recessed by the chair.

Tuesday, November 09th, 2011– Session 4

16:00 Meeting was called to order by the chair.

The chair: CID r01-47 (11-0800-02).

BRC Strawpoll: Is HBC wireless?

Yes: 4, No: 7, Abstain: 2.

Motion to accept the CID r01-47 proposed resolution in (11-0800-02) (Reject). 

Move: Clint

Second: Ranjeet

Discussion: None.

Yes: 11, No: 1, Abstain: 1.

Motion passes. 

Motion to accept the CID r01-61 proposed resolution in (11-0800-02) (Reject). 

Move: Clint

Second: Ranjeet

Discussion: None.

Yes: 11, No: 1, Abstain: 1.

Motion passes. 

The chair: CID r01-51.

Chuck: I posted an e-mail to the TG6 reflector:

All,


Regarding the resolution for r01-51 included in document -0800-01-0006:


Notwithstanding whether HBC, as proposed, is safe for patients with implanted or body worn medical devices (an issue this TG has failed to address via collaboration with the AIMD industry), the proposed resolution does not address the technical issue raised in the comment.  The latter portion of the 14 Oct. 11 e-mail dealing with "conducted" power introduced the following text:


"The conducted incident power supplied to an HBC electrode shall not exceed X dBm, where conducted incident power is equal to the sum of the net power transferred to a load and the power reflected back to the source.  An HBC electrode’s surface area for electric field coupling shall not exceed Y cm2.



Editorial note:  The input impedance of the electrode will change as a function of its environment (close to skin, far away from skin).  For a perfectly matched electrode, the power reflected back to the source will be zero.  The electrode’s surface area must be bounded to permit the worst-case simulation of in-body current density.  We should also document the calculation and determination of "X" and Y" in the coexistence document."



I maintain this text is not ambiguous and "X" is easily determined by use of a standard network analyzer.  The current text in the standard (a 30 meter E-field measurement in open air) does not limit the resulting current produced inside the human body by an HBC electrode.

The chair: Are HBC proponents willing to specify the electrode dimensions?

Clint: No, we feel that measurements in the draft are adequate. 

Chuck: I sent the same proposal several days before a BRC teleconference.

Anuj: We have only relative spectrum mask.

Chuck: We have only open-air limits; it is not satisfactory since electrodes are matched to the human body and transmitted power in open-air is significantly lower due to high reflection.

Jung-hwan: Power transferred to the human body depends on its impedance.

Mark: Then, you should consider worst-case scenario, i.e. perfect matching.

Chuck: Let’s meet with HBC proponents on this comment right now.

The session was recessed by the chair.

Wednesday, November 10th, 2011– Session 5

13:30 Meeting was called to order by the chair.

The chair: CID r01-51

Chuck: We had a long discussion last night about what I have put on the reflector. We’ve expressed these concerns many times during last two years.  Does Samsung have a response?
Clint:  No, we don’t have a new proposal.

The chair: We put a legal statement in Subclause 11 regarding this.

Anuj: There is no this statement in the current draft.

Chuck: Even if there is such statement in the standard, it is not sufficient from technical point of view.

David: This statement exists in D04.

Anuj: The comment resolution was not implemented correctly.

The chair: We need to put this statement back in.

David: Are we in agreement that this comment was implemented incorrectly?

The chair: Yes.

Chuck: How will HBC proponents know what level to limit the transmit power?

Paul: It seems that you (HBC proponents) contradict yourself a bit, if you first say you are only interested in interoperability and then put legal statement like this to protect humans.

The chair: This was advised by IEEE legal. Let’s go back to the comment.

Anuj: Putting back legal statement should be a separate motion.

Motion to accept the CID r01-51 proposed resolution as in (11-0800-03) (Reject). 

Move: Clint

Second:  Jung-hwan Hwang

Discussion: 

Anuj: The people that propose technology should know how to implement it. This is actually poor excuse not to do the work. I would like to have a roll-call vote on this.

Roll-call vote results:

Yes (4): Clint Chaplin, Jung-hwan Hwang, Daniel Lewis, Ranjeet Kumar Patro

No (6): Anuj Batra, Mark Dawkins, David Davenport, Jin-Meng Ho, Omeni Okundu, Kaoru Yoko
Abstain (2): Huan-Bang Li, Igor Dotlić
Motion fails.

The chair: CID r01-52.

Clint: I am not prepared to propose resolutions for CIDs r01-52 and r01-53 as in (11-0800-03) given the treatment of proposed resolution of CID r01-51.

Chuck: These comments reflect concerns of AdvaMed stated in several teleconferences.  My comment was that concerns from my original comment were not addressed.

Chuck: There was never technical explanation of HBC propagation to this group.

Paul: If our industry has a explanation of HBC propagation then we can estimate if there is any real threat to implant devices.

Anuj: Straw-poll to remove the Subclause 11.

Yes: 6 No: 4. 

Motion to accept the CID r01-52 proposed resolution as in (11-0800-03) (Reject). 

Move: David

Second:  Clint

Discussion: Anuj: I don't like the fact that we came to a point when we can't come together as a group to do the work.

Clint: The BRC last time accepted the proposed resolution.

Yes: 13, No: 0.

Motion carries. 

Motion to accept the CID r01-52 proposed resolution as in (11-0800-03) (Reject). 

Move: Clint

Second: David 

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

Motion to fix 11.8.2

To repair the clause 11.8.2 in d05 from:

11.8.2 Transmit power

The electric field strength produced by an HBC electrode radiating in free space,

measured at 30 meters, 13 shall be in compliance with local regulations and,

under any circumstance, shall not exceed 30 uV/m.

TO:

11.8.2 Transmit power

The electric field strength produced by an HBC electrode radiating in free space,

measured at 30 meters, shall be in compliance with local regulations and, under

any circumstance, shall not exceed 30 uV/m. Devices shall limit their transmit

power to mitigate against interference to other devices and systems, to protect

the safety for the human body, and to meet the regulatory policies.

Moved: Anuj

Second: Dave

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes

Clint: How soon updated draft will be available?

Daniel: It can be done fairly quickly.

Clint: I hope we can do this ballot on Friday.

Marco: Will you circulate one document?

Daniel: I will do some of changes myself.

The chair: BRC teleconference for comment resolution Nov. 29th. 

The session was recessed by the chair.

Wednesday, November 10th, 2011– Session 6

16:00 TG6 Meeting was called to order by the chair.

The chair: Web page of the group.

Add the sponsor ballot history.

Add new TG documents.

Remove the “mailto:” hyperlinks and replace with the images or  java script.

The chair presented TG6 tutorial and involved recent changes proposed by the tutorial committee members.

The session was recessed by the chair.

Thursday, July 20th, 2011– Session 7

13:30 Meeting was called to order by the chair.

Tech. editor Daniel Lewis gave a report on update of the standard draft based on the comment resolutions spreadsheet.

Motion: To approve spreadsheet 11-763-05 as a final comment resolution spreadsheet of the first sponsor ballot recirculation.

Moved: Daniel

Second: Ranjeet

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The chair presented the schedule of ballot and meetings, DCN: 11-0831-01, p.3 

EC motion: 

802.15 requests conditional approval from the EC to submit 802.15.6 draft to RevCom.

BRC vote

Moved: Daniel Lewis

Second: David Davenport

Discussion: None.

Vote: Unanimously accepted.

Motion passes.

The session was recessed by the chair.

Thursday, July 20th, 2011– Session 8

16:00 Meeting was called to order by the chair.

The chair presented: “Closing report for TG6 Session in November 2011” (11-0831-00)

The session was recessed by the chair.

The meeting was adjurned by the chair.
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