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Wentworth Hotel

Sydney, Australia

13 – 17 May, 2002

Monday 05/13/02 Evening Joint Session with TG2

Meeting called to order at 6:45 p.m.

The Chair gave an overview of the Study Group’s activities since the March meeting in St. Louis. There were two conference calls held April 17, 2002 (COEX-02/015r1) and May 1, 2002 (COEX-02/015r2).

The Chair gave presentation COEX-02/016r0 that updated the group on the activities and outcomes from the two conference calls. Various comments were made and discussed regarding the contents of this document.

Question: Is there any chance of coordinating the activities of this coexistence study group with similar activities in ETSI?


The Chair took the action item to discuss this with the ETSI-BRAN liaison

A discussion on “acceptable” degradation ensued. A discussion on who sets the various metrics for measuring these parameters.

Slide 9 in the presentation caused some very good idea exchange on the topic of “proposed Operation” of the group

Question: Is it a useful thing to do a rough and crude measure of the PHY model as a baseline for starting the usage model discussion on coexistence?

There was no apparent argument against this approach. In fact, the Bluetooth SIG did this exact same thing as a starting point.

In all instances, you have PHY effects, MAC effects and application level effects. All have their own impact to the coexistence mechanism/model

This group (TAG) needs to determine what needs to be measured to determine coexistence and how it (the TG) should attempt to measure it. The experts in the TG should carry out the actual measurements and workload, not this TAG.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 p.m.

Wednesday 05/15/02 Afternoon Session

Meeting called to order at 1:15 p.m.

A sign-up sheet was passed around asking for name, company and email address.

The Chair updated the agenda and added a presentation by Apple Computer COEX 02/019r0. The Chair reviewed document COEX 02/018r0 with the group.

Question: Is this the body that will govern coexistence over all of 802?


Yes.

Question: Will this group do the actual coexistence work for each TG?

No. This group will define the process and procedure for handling coexistence. It will pass its recommendations to the respective WG and TG to complete the work. This group will assist with the activity, but may not have the participation of the industry experts needed to do the actual work.

The Chair reviewed the TAGs proposed Mission Statement:

The IEEE 802 Coexistence Technical Advisory Group (TAG) has the following missions:
–The COEX TAG develops and maintains the IEEE 802 policy for establishing coexistence between Standards.

–The COEX TAG develops and maintains guidelines for the communications industry to foster coexistence.

–The COEX TAG evaluates the coexistence issues between IEEE 802 PARs and Draft Standards, and makes recommendations to the IEEE 802 Executive Committee.

Question: How will this group interface with the regulatory bodies?

In general the 802.18 Regulatory TAG handles that function. The 802 COEX TAG will use the regulatory rules to evaluate the coexistence issues, but will not be the IEEE spokesperson for the regulatory issues.

Question: 802.15.3 and 802.15.4 appear to have ignored coexistence. Now they are happily getting approval for their respective Draft Standards. How can this group have more influence or power to prevent this type of activity from happening in the future?

The Chair informed the group that each of those Draft Standards would have to evaluate coexistence at some point. The purpose of this TAG’s activity is to get coexistence looked at sooner in the process of draft standard development. This is one of the main reasons that this TAG is operating at the ExCom level. This should send a more direct message to have the respective WGs handle the coexistence prior to letter ballot approval. This TAG will act as an advisory group to ExCom.

Art Astrin offered the idea that if a standard in a particular WG doesn’t play by the rules then the other WGs can band together and prevent the respective draft standard from passing Sponsor Ballot. The Chair does not feel that this approach is going to be acceptable to ExCom

Question: Is there an acceptable degradation number or ratio that this TAG can select to make coexistence uniform?

No. This TAG will generate a usage model that the respective TG will need to evaluate their proposed draft standard to in order to comply with the coexistence guideline.

Based on his presentation COEX 02/019r0, Art Astrin suggests that a 10% degradation in throughput at a 0.5 m spacing between the devices is an acceptable parameter.

Reaction: Each coexistence problem needs to be treated independently

The policy might say that the respective WG pick five (5) usage models that are representative of how these systems will be used. Obviously, not all cases will be solved with this approach. However, these usage models could include voice, data or video traffic dependencies that offer a representative solution.

By specifying a 10% degradation number, Art Astrin feels that it makes it very easy for the group to understand and evaluate the coexistence problem.

Suggestion: The TAG could recommend various software suites to assist with the coexistence models. These could be standard packages that everyone could evaluate openly and evenly the proposed models. One potential package suggested was Mat LAB.

If this group is empowered to make demands on current or future TGs, then maybe the activities within the TAG will change. Unless this happens, then this group will not be effective. Unless the TAG has the endorsement of ExCom, then it will have a limited impact on the WGs. The burden will then be on the WG to adhere to coexistence.

Question: If there is a disagreement between two WGs, then what happens?

If this happens, then the TAG’s constituency, which is made up of the respective wireless WGs, will have the opportunity to forward both supportive and objective opinions to ExCom with the recommendations from the TAG.

Question: We need to be careful about the timeline of this TAG activity. As a WG moves along, there is a lot of work that is done. So, what does the WG do to make sure that there is not a lot of delay at the end of the draft process?

The hope that ExCom has is that this TAG is proactive and that it will be involved early on in the WG draft process. The right solution may be to add a 6th criterion to the PAR that addresses coexistence.

It often happens that a WG addresses coexistence within the WG, but it may not be satisfactory to other WGs. This could cause a substantial disagreement prior to Sponsor Ballot release. The TAG will try to make coexistence a priority, rather than an afterthought.

If the policy from this TAG says that unless you address coexistence, then you can’t go to sponsor ballot, then there is a concern that a major delay in the draft process could ensue. Additionally, it could cause market delays or worse.

This TAG will need to somehow bound the coexistence problem so that the WGs will not go crazy trying to meet the coexistence criteria set out by the TAG.

Question: If there is a WG that has already gone dormant, how does this TAG get them to agree upon a usage model?

At this point, the WG Chair will need to get involved to help promote a Maintenance PAR. This has the potential for two outcomes. One is that new draft standards will be forced to adhere to existing approved standards. The second is that existing WGs be encouraged to assist the new standards coming onto the scene by possibly opening a Maintenance PAR.

Comment: There will be a lot of pushback from people on re-opening standards that are already published.

Suggestion: It would be really good to present this at an 802.11 plenary.

The Chair informed the group that this report would be reviewed at the closing plenary on Friday.

The current POR is that the TAG will be approved at the July Plenary meeting and then begin working on its documentation. Sean Coffey wants to be able to comment on the TAGs formation before the ExCom vote. He summarized that there are three coexistence relationships the TAG is considering. These are existing standards, draft standards in process and new PARs. Sean feels that trying to effect existing standards with coexistence is a non-starter, but that it is good for new proposals and the proof will be in the work for those already in process.

Steve Shellhammer commented that if ExCom approves those standards that do not address coexistence that are in process, then this group will probably be dissolved.

Presentation: 02/019 Impact of Bluetooth on 802.11b and vice-versa

Question: Was any work done at 100mW BT?


No. However, Art Astrin felt that the throughput drop would be dramatic

Question: Any interest in validating the test data that was generated in 802.15.2?


Possibly.

Question: Has any study been done on Bluetooth and 802.11g coexistence?

Mobilian has done some, but not a lot. Maybe this would be a good piece of work to be considered for future TAG activities or further in 802.15.2. The models that were developed in 802.15.2 are c-code and OPNET models that could be made available by NIST and are available in the 802.15.2 draft standard. As long as a PHY layer model could be supplied for 802.11g, then the work could be completed.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:55 p.m.
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Question: Will this group set the technical parameters for coexistence?


Probably not


If a number is not picked, then how can the various TGs evaluate their coexistence position?


The TAG would develop a usage model that the TGs would use to evaluate their repspective procedures

Art suggests that 10%  degradation in throughput is acceptable of any parameter 
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