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Sunday, 14 January, 2001, Monterey, California

7:00 PM: J Barr called ad-hoc Bluetooth SAP discussion together.  

Attendees: I Gifford, B Heile, B Schvodian, R Roberts, A Heberling, P Kinney, Terry Bourk, J Bain, Darrell Diem, Barry Herold, J Allen, J Barr, T Siep.  

J Barr lead the discussion on defining SAP interfaces for 802.15.3 that would allow the Bluetooth profile stacks to use an 802.15.3 radio(IEEE802.15-01/047r0).  Significant discussion on the interfaces defined by Bluetooth versus those defined by 802.15.1.  Tom Siep showed parts of his presentation (IEEE802.15-01/046r0) describing the 802.15.1 interfaces relative to the Bluetooth interfaces.  Rick Roberts furthered the discussion by showing an email of his that showed a switch diverting the L2CAP from the LMP to the 802.15.3 MAC.  Discussion ensued as to what Bluetooth SIG will allow. Action Item: study the 802.15.1 draft as to the defined SAPs. 

8:07
Meeting adjourned

Monday, 15 January, 2001

1:05:
TG3 chair called the meeting to order.  Chair reviewed the modified agenda.  J Gilb won't be around today, J Allen will cover for him.  A Dabak has dropped from the coding proposals.  J Allen moved to approve the minutes as modified, R Alfvin seconded.  Hearing no objections the agenda was approved.

1:12
J Allen presented the program plan for TG3(IEEE802.15-00/127r1).

1:14
System committee report by R Roberts (IEEE802.15-01/023r2)

1:38
A Heberling presented the MAC subcommittee report (IEEE802.15-01/064r0). 

1:48
J Allen presented the PHY subcommittee report (IEEE802.15-01/027r1).

1:55
J Karaoguz presented a proposal for a rapid signal acquisition PHY Layer Preamble definition (IEEE802.15-01/021r2).  Q: You infer that an equalizer is required for OQPSK? A: Yes.  C Rypinski believed that equalization wasn't mandatory but helpful.  Comment from R Roberts:  End of preamble.   delimiter: can it be an inversion instead of a shifted sequence (Allows use of same correlator)?  Can you explain the preamble delimiter detection using a correlator?  Gives good hamming distance properties.  Advantage of shifted versus inverted?  Not clear there is one, inversion would work.  What are the tradeoffs for repetition of symbol?  Dynamic range, gain are affected, we may need only four to six repetitions.  Does this sequence help frequency offset?  Yes.  Is this preamble to assist phase clock or symbol clock?  Helps both.

2:23
Recess until 3:30

3:33
Chair brought the meeting back together.

J Allen lead a presentation on Coding Criteria and Voting Process (IEEE802.15-01/028r1).  

3:49
J Karaoguz presented his coding proposal, "8-State Trellis Coded Modulated 16/32/64-QAM Proposal for High Rate WPANs (IEEE802.15-01/024r1).  Gain of code is set by minimum distance.  Motorola had patent 4 d 16 state coding. S Ling: Need to know carrier phase at end of preamble? Yes.  T O'Farrell:  No overhead? But if used all states you would have more capacity, 44 Mb/s data rate.  J Karaoguz:  There are no bits that are inserted.  

4:30
P Kinney presented a proposal for Clause 5 (IEEE802.15-01/044).  Significant questions and concerns about slot jitter and the requirement for stations participating in the CFP to stay awake.   These questions will be further addressed tomorrow during M Schrader's presentation on Slot Cycle TDMA.

5:36
Meeting adjourned

Tuesday, 16 January, 2001

8:02
Chair called meeting to order and reviewed today's agenda.  Motion to approve J Gilb, seconded by C Rypinski.  Following no objections the agenda was passed by unanimous consent. 

8:10
T O'Farrell presented Supergold Encoding for High Rate WPAN Physical Layer (IEEE802.15-00/210r13).

Q(SL): you portrayed a long linear equalizer, is there anything that prohibits DFE? A(TO): Nothing.  Q(SL): Why didn't you use it?  A(TO): Didn't need it but don't have a preference.  Q: Phase noise and backoff are better than J Karaoguz'? A(TO): We don’t have the necessary information from Jeyhan's proposal.  Q: For 16 QAM, how is your scheme more robust?  A: Correlation function helps to mitigate the distortion from those sources.  Good distance properties average well over the code.  Output to RS is no more than 1bit error per 6 bits data.  

Panel discussion with T O'Farrell and J Karaoguz.

Q(J Karaoguz): You did not show for a Raleigh fading environment what % it works.  A(TO):  We did say we met the spec.  Q(J Karaoguz): 17000 gates for 16 QAM how many for 64 QAM?  A(TO): haven't done that but wouldn't like to say without doing the calculation.  Q(J Karaoguz): 44 MHz clock rate the number of gates is higher than my decoder.  A(TO): That is an implementation issue,  we're the same power.  Q(JB) could I see a side by side? A(J Gilb): Don't have one.  Q(AD): -78 dBm for 30 Mb/s and J Karaoguz? A: J Karaoguz was -77 dBm at 33 Mb/s. Q(CP): What is the sampling rate required for J Karaoguz's proposal? A(J Karaoguz):  It requires a 22 MHz sampling rate with a resolution of 8 bits. Q(AD): J Karaoguz how much is your coding gain?  Transmitting 3 or 4 bits? A(J Karaoguz): coding gain is coding/uncoded.  Q(CP): RS code, limitations are latency and unsuitability for short bursts?  A(TO): latency for serial decode are long, parallel decoding will help.  Burstiness issue- Reed Soloman code has been effective for 100 byte burst.  Q(CR): typical traffic model is 64 bytes or less so is RS appropriate?  A(EA): decoder will pad it with 0's but needn't transmit 0's.  Q(CS): interleaving?  A(TO): No don't need it. Q(J Gilb): TX BO had a penalty? A(TO): PER has 1 dB penalty. 

Criteria
Karaoguz
O'Farrell

UMC
$0.05
$0.034

Delay Spread
>25 nS
>25 nS

Throughput
33,44,55
30, 22

Range/Sensitivity
-77,-74,-71
-78, -79.5

Power
5 mW
14 mW

Latency
0.910 (S
1, 6 (S (Tx ,Rx)

IP



Q(SL): PSD, stated -50dBr at 22 MHz but show -30 dBr? A(TO): lesser spec is spectral regrowth due to PA.  Q(J Gilb) Did your model include a DAC? A(TO): No, it was non-quantized. Q(SL) proposing change mask to less than 50? A: we need to discuss this point.  Q(AD): 32/64 QAM phase noise restrictions?  A(J Karaoguz) about 3 degrees is sufficient.  Q() Could you use all 256 codewords?  A(TO): Yes, you could. Q(SL): I believe that DFEs are appropriate, are there any ways openly cited to combine your coding with a DFE?  A(TO): we would need time to research this.

9:09
R Gubbi presented the MAC frame formats (IEEE802.15-01/034r0)

Action Item:  R Gubbi to include an asynchronous data format in this document. 

Action Item: J Barr to decide if TG3 needs to use 64 bit MAC addresses rather than the current 48 bits.

 Issue: Support transmit power control? Need to resolve.

Q(AD): 2 bytes for stream index, why so large?  A: Word aligned hardware is simpler than byte aligned hardware.  Q(AD) Source and destination addresses are 2 bytes?  A: Need to decide what is correct.  The coordinator assigns the address for the station.  Q(AH): coordinator has address of "00" how do you differentiate masters in overlapping PANs? A: Device ID in beacon will resolve this issue. Q: How do you get unique NWIDs? A: Needs to be defined.  Q(AD): Sequence is bit mapped? A: Yes.

10:09
A Heberling presented the Task Group 802.15.3 SDL Overview (IEEE802.15-01/062r0).  

10:17
Meeting recessed until 10:30.

10:33
TG3 Chair called the meeting called together

10:35
M Schrader presented slot cycle TDMA (IEEE802.15-01/061r0).  

Q: Peer to peer topology, does a station need to stay awake all the time to receive messages? A: Yes 

Issue:  resolve power management issues within slot cycle TDMA.  

Q(JB):  Why so complex?  A: The advantages of this method are its efficiency and its ability to manage QoS. Q(RG):  Each slot has burst of PHY layer frames? A:  One PHY layer frame.  A: Coordinator allocates the slot, station can use this slot whenever it has something to send.  Q: What happens when a device has three small frames to transmit in 10 mS division.  A: Each device gets a slot, the station with a little bit can send all at once if possible.  

11:19
R Roberts lead a discussion on SAP interfaces (IEEE802.15-01/023r3).  

PHY_SAP

Issue: source and destination address part of PLCP or MAC?

Issue: RXVECTOR for Mb/s and Octets?

Issue: TPC required for 2.4 GHz?

PMD_SAP: 

Issue: is this interface needed? Meeting consensus was PMD wasn't needed.

PLME_SAP

Issue:  Are the MIBs suggested on page 21 required?

Action Item: R Roberts to determine if the PHY MIBs are used in real practice.

Action Item: Kevin Marquess to determine if test mode PLME commands are necessary.

Issue: Do we want an error correcting code on the header or just an error detection code? Somewhat depends on length of PLCP header…how many bits.  Would need to be low latency.  

12:02
Recessed until 6:30PM

6:34P
TG3 chair called the meeting to order.  J Barr lead a discussion on additional PHYs for high rate WPANs (IEEE802.15-01/067r0).  After the presentation J Barr opened the floor for questions and comments.

Q: PAR doesn't allow multiple PHYs? A(JB): Excom believes that TG3 does have the precedent from 802.11 to have multiple PHYs.  Q: Multiple PHYs will create market confusion, don't you agree?  A(BH): Agree with the concern, but we can have multiple PHYs.  C(RR): Two issues: we need a good MAC, and there's a lot of work to be done on the MAC.  Let's get the MAC up with the currently defined PHY.  R Roberts wants to get the working standard complete before consideration of additional PHYs and dilute resources.  C(CR): Group is better off to decide what's rational without using the precedence of 802.11. Maybe need an independent interface for the MAC. Possibly better to wait until the standard is further along before considering additional PHY.  C(MDydyk):  Need to be proactive and move out of 2.4 GHz, it's going to happen sooner or later, why not sooner?  C(RR): the concept of the PLCP came from the issue of a clean MAC/PHY interface.  Carefully partitioning the functionality will make it all come together.  C(BH): Some observations-  millions of 802.11 devices have now been deployed, it's finally becoming accepted.  If it would've started out as 5 GHz standard then the PC manufacturers would have to make a decision about two radios rather than one.  Global forum that sets expectations for LANs, PANs, and WANs needs to occur.  Need to push our agenda in the 5GHSG, get included as actual participants rather than just liaisons.  Bob was talking as a person, not as the chair.  He finished by stating don’t make 5 GHz an independent effort.  C(MN) can a task group have several PHYs?  A(BH): yes because goes through the working group.  C(MDerby):  By keeping 802.15 open to spectral solutions will keep standard in the forefront of the market.  C(CR): We should resist the assumption that 802.11a is a good alternative, could be a lot simpler and cheaper.  Q(RR): if have a good MAC with 2.4 PHY, any thing final as to what we're doing tonight?  A(JB): No I’m hearing that we should treat the MAC to go beyond the 2.4 GHz solution.  A(BH) We should treat the MAC as agnostic. 

J Barr read through his summary of the comments, he then solicited additional comments.  C(RR): Then as I understand the implication is that unless the group makes a statement that we should support multiple PHYs, it won't be considered significant.  C(BH): Believes that B Kraemer will be made chair of the 5GHSG.

Straw poll: How many people believe that eventually we should be doing a 5 GHz solution?  Vote was 26/0/15.

Straw Poll:  Should we keep our spectral options open? Vote was 27/1/8.

Q(RR): Is it a forgone conclusion that we will be working on the MAC to keep the options open?  A(JA): I believe that Rick is going to pursue that goal.  Q(M Dydyk):  What is the next step?  A(JB):  To keep the MAC as independent as much as possible.

Wednesday, 17 January, 2001

8:08
TG3 Chair called the meeting to order.  

8:11
Al Heberling lead a discussion on MAC issues resolution.

What tool should we use to collect comments and issues?  Excel spreadsheet?  C(JB): only document supported are PowerPoint, Word or Excel.  C(SS): TG1 will be using a database, then extract information onto a document format.  TG1 suggests a clearly defined process and the tools which will minimize the editors efforts.  C(RR):  Access is by Microsoft? A: Yes.  C(AH): There are tools developed by R Marks, TG16, to facilitate capturing the issues and comments.

MAC Issues:  - 

R Roberts: Minislots- hidden node problem, power management problem. Embedding mission critical data in the PLCP header-form of EDAC required.  Embedding addresses in PLCP does not seem to follow protocol stack.

R Gubbi: Clause 7: can FEC be pushed into PHY? SEC field: whether or not the 15.3 MAC would support a WEP? Do we need a duration field in the MAC header? Do we use 6 byte or 2 byte addressing scheme?  Clause 9: how RTS/CTS work in a slot cycle TDMA scheme?   Randomization algorithm for network ID.  Maximum size for MAC frame body?  Do we need any information on slots and cycles within beacon frame body?   Allocation information in Beacon frame body?  Clause 9: how to restrict CAP transmissions from extending into CFP?  

J Gilb:  How is he TSF measured?  Why is the TU 1024 (S? What about 128 bit addresses? Is channel status required to be sent?  If so how often?  Beacon allocation for power saving and sleep?  Unused ID fields? 

P Kinney: Transfer of coordination: loss of service arrangements?  Do we authenticate with every station?  Do we have a mode authenticating only with coordinator?  Do we then allow a single shared private key for network?  Multiple data rates within a PAN?

R Roberts: How do two peers communicate when they are hidden from each other?

B Schvodian: in the SC-TDMA were ACKs part of the packets?  If not we should consider it.  Is RTS/CTS used for isochronous as well as asynchronous?  Compare efficiency of slot cycle scheme to Raju's scheme?  

J Barr: need clear definition of  isochronous scheme?  Regular and comes regardless.  In the mini-slot mode with varying timing it may be possible that the isochronous data won't be ready when its time has arrived.  

C Rypinski: careful about isochronous term has meanings in telecom.  E.g. delay of latency characteristics.  Network extension?

A Heberling: need to work on definitions clause.

B Schvodian: change from isochronous to "plesiochronous"?

C Rypinski: Public network has the right answer and go along with it.

A Heberling: have defined the MAC SAP as the signals and parameters defined by LLC (802.2) since we're a PAN we need to look at defining an additional MAC set that is non-802 dependent i.e. occasions when TCP-IP is too much.

J Gilb:  What is CCA requirement?  Are beacons at fixed intervals?  TLA swap of RTS/CTS for DIT/CSO?  How accurate does TQ need to be? 

R Gubbi: how accurate should TSF be?  Can beacon interval be dynamically changed?

J Barr: need to include provisions for transmit power control and dynamic frequency selection.

P Kinney: KISS

M Schvodian: We will not be able to optimize criteria, trade-offs will have to be made.

R Roberts: need for MAC to tell us what parameters need to flow between MAC and PHY.

T Schmidl: taken BT out of system, joining and un-joining description?

S Shellhammer:  add BT back in?

A Dabak: are we going to have inquiry and page modes similar to BT?

J Barr: how are handling changes between data rates?

A Dabak: Personal opinion that we do want to have dynamic rate switching

J Karaoguz: added support to multiple rate PANs

B Schvodian: RTS and CTS sent at lowest rate for robustness, rate included in CTS?

Upon no additional comments A Heberling closed the session.

9:02
J Gilb lead a panel session for the coding selection process between T O'Farrell and J Karaoguz starting with a two minute position statement from each party.

J Karaoguz (IEEE802.15-01/024r2):  

T O'Farrell (IEEE802.15-01/xxxr1):

IP issues with DFE? J Karaoguz: no  CR: how do recover carrier?  J Karaoguz: I do carrier recovery with the ability to +/1 300 kHz offset.  MN: how do you define coding gain?  J Karaoguz: sensitivity was based on SNRo plus NF plus noise bandwidth (25 MHz) SL: Can Tim show slides on combined coding with different equalizers?  TO: (showed slides from presentation with DFE and MBCK) SS: AWGN and multipath fading but what about BT environment?  TO: have run FEC jamming test at 10-2 rates received 8 dB jamming margin.  J Karaoguz: likewise showed a BT jammer that easily passed the committee's criteria.  MN: simulation includes?  J Karaoguz frequency offset, phase noise, AWGN, multipath, AD quantization.  TO: looked at each separately. MS: document states past 10 decisions if error how quickly recover  J Karaoguz: history of 10 is because sequence estimation not error recovery.  J Gilb: loose criteria for jamming. EA: equalizer updated fast enough for BT jammer? J Karaoguz: If jammer comes in middle of packet will cause some errors.  AD: why +/- 300 kHz?  J Karaoguz: can handle larger frequency offsets.  MN: J Karaoguz 10-5 BER gives a packet error rate of 10-1 SL: options for extending rate…what is proposal for 64 QAM. TO: at 64 QAM data rate is 50 Mb/s.  SL: coding gain and sensitivity?  TO coding gain is 4 dB, don't know the sensitivity but similar to J Karaoguz's.  JA: cost?  TO: negligible.  ??Requirement of backoff for 64 QAM?  TO: don't know for 64 but 16 required 7 dB. J Karaoguz: 5 dB backoff of 1 dB compression point.  

9:30
Voting process between J Karaoguz' and T O'Farrell's coding procedure.  Ballots were distributed.  Vote was for either one or the other or none of the above.

Voting result was: J Karaoguz: 16, T O'Farrell: 5. None of the above: 0. J Karaoguz won with a 76 % majority.  Captured in IEEE802.15-01/070r0.

9:45
 Roll call confirmation vote was 18/4/1 or 82%, confirmation vote passes. 

9:53
TG3 chair recessed until 10:30.

10:32
TG3 chair called the meeting back to order.  

J Karaoguz lead a discussion on the PLCP preamble definition (IEEE802.15-01/23r3).  Change from his earlier presentation: preamble delimiter was changed to an inversion rather than a time shift.  Consensus among the task group was to accept this proposal as our PLCP preamble. 

S Ling lead a discussion on a channel plan for the high rate PAN (IEEE802.15-01/069r0).  Two possible channel plans differ on the transmitter PSD.  Plan 1 used an alpha of 0.30, -30 dBr for first sidelobe. Issue with meeting FCC requirements at high end of band.  Allows for four channels with some spectral overlap.  Plan 2 used an alpha of 0.30 but with 40 dBr for first sidelobe.  Again four channels but with almost no spectral overlap.  J Gilb asked about the possibility of an 802.11 coexistence mode.  S Ling believed that either plan would support it.

J Gilb lead a discussion on issues with PHY.

P Kinney: should destination and source addresses be in the PLCP header?

J Gilb: CCA definition?  RSSI: do we need it?  Jamming margin? IM? Rx sensitivity (number and definition)?  Tx Power?  Tx PSD?  Modulation accuracy?  Error rate criterion?

J Karaoguz: Header coding?

R Roberts: MIB?  What is the need for protection on signal and service fields?  

S Ling: symbol clock synchronized with carrier clock

M Nafie: PLCP and MAC headers are they separate?

J Karaoguz: how to resolve rate negotiation changes? Link quality assessment technique?

J Gilb: channelization?  Out of band performance?  

R Roberts:  service field (do we need it)?

P Kinney: TxRx and RxTx turnaround time.

J Gilb: maximum packet length?

J Barr: Slot for sending: what are problems with allowing peer to peer selecting data rate?

M Nafie: adaptive channel assignments?

J Gilb: channel hop time?

P Kinney: allowing devices to be single data rate? Single frequency? (system issue)

B Schvodian: need minimum packet size? Padding required in coding?

P Kinney: whitener?

J Barr: coexistence with other wireless devices in support of PAR?

J Gilb closed the discussion.

J Gilb lead a discussion on Intermodulation definition (IEEE802.15-01/027r1).  P Kinney: do we need to specify this?  Does this affect interoperability?  R Roberts: Performance fidelity is taken care of with WiFi. P Kinney moved that we eliminate this requirement, seconded by J Karaoguz.  M  Nafie suggested delaying this decision until the conference call, i.e. table this motion.  P Kinney seconded this motion.  Following no opposition this motion carried, motion to eliminate IM spec is tabled until further notice.

J Gilb lead a discussion on modulation accuracy (IEEE802.15-01/027r1).  J Gilb proposed using 802.11a and b spec with slight modifications.  S Ling: combine the two specifications?  Motion to adopt the 802.11b specification.  J Karaoguz moved to table this decision. Resolution: wait for W Music to update this proposal by Tuesday, 23 January and then discuss this issue on the following PHY conference call.

J Gilb lead a discussion on Error Rate Criterion (IEEE802.15-01/027r1). BER or PER? J Karaoguz suggested BER.  MS: PER requires a MAC.  M Nafie: doesn't this require us to determine the maximum frame length first? J Gilb: No, but the test value will be less than the standard's maximum frame length.  No objections to PER given that the effective BER is about 10-5.  J Gilb suggested 8% with 1024 data byte packets generated by a PN23 sequence generator.  Following no opposition the definition is accepted.  

J Gilb lead a discussion on Reference Sensitivity (IEEE802.15-01/027r1).  Wording of the definition was adopted.  M Nafie moved to table the decision on values for sensitivity.  J Karaoguz offered to provide the numbers.  J Karaoguz will create number.

11:55
J Gilb recessed the session.

4:05
J Barr called the meeting to order

A Heberling lead a discussion on MAC issues. (IEEE802.15-01/xxxr0)

Ad-hoc MAC meeting planned for 8,9 February in Denver Area.

Al presented a proposed project plan (including MAC and PHY):

· Initial baseline revision: 

3/30/01

· Letter Ballot 1: 

5/21/01
6/18/01

· Letter Ballot 2:
 
7/16/01
8/10/01

· Sponsor Ballot 1 
9/17/01
10/12/01

· Sponsor Ballot 2
11/19/01
12/18/01

Action Item : J Allen will take this input and roll it into the official schedule for TG3.

Tasks
Editor
Due Date

MLME SAP
A Heberling
5 March, 2001

PLME SAP
R Roberts
5 March, 2001

PHY SAP
R Roberts
5 March, 2001

MAC Functional Descriptions

5 March, 2001

Architecture

5 March, 2001

Synchronization
Parks/Gubbi/Kubler
5 March, 2001

Contention Access Period
P Kinney
5 March, 2001

Contention Free Period
R Gubbi
5 March, 2001

Fragmentation
M Schrader
5 March, 2001

Defragmentation
M Schrader
5 March, 2001

Power Management
P Kinney
5 March, 2001

Authentication

5 March, 2001

Privacy

5 March, 2001

J Barr commented that it would be good to have a merged issues list to permit the readers to focus on the questionable areas of the documents.  

The group agreed that it was appropriate to delay a PHY MIB discussion until the Hilton Head Meeting to determine should we coordinate with TG1 and TG4 and alternate TG3 PHYs. 

Action Item: J Gilb to send an email to 802.15 WG requesting information on PHY MIBs from alternate PHY parties.

4:53
J Barr reviewed the schedule for the remainder of the week.  Draft writing at 8:00 AM on Thursday.  Afternoon meeting to review reports from PHY and MAC committee, and review patent policy.  The TG3 agreed to make the following motion to the WG.

Motion that the 802.15 Working Group chair shall inform the IEEE 5GSG that 802.15.3 is interested in producing a 5 GHz PHY using a common 802.15.3 MAC.  Moved by J Gilb, seconded by C Rypinski.
4:55
J Barr recessed the meeting

Thursday, 18 January, 2001

8:09
Chair called the meeting to order

J Karaoguz moved to approve the PHY subcommittee conference call minutes, J Barr seconded.  Following no objections the minutes were approved unanimously.

Refer to 01/030r0 for definitions of Acronyms/Definitions for the PHY section of the 802.15.3 standard. 

J Barr: How are we going to make sure everybody gets an update of the acronym list?

J Gilb: It will be periodically distributed to WG members.

J Gilb: 00000D01P802.15.3_Clause03.fm (definitions clause of the standards) resides on the private 3 section of the TG3 website

Refer to 01/030r0 for Header Format description.

R Roberts: Change PLME to PLCP

J Karaoguz: Change 22 Mbps Preamble header to 11 Msymbol/s O-QPSK

J Gilb: OK

J Gilb: Scrambler? We need to determine if it is going to be self-synchronized or side-stream. How do we initialize it? It will be added to the issues list

Refer to IEEE802.15-01/030r0 for description of Physical Observables

J Gilb: How do you access the PHY SAP?

R Roberts: It is not a physical interface but a logical interface. We should definitely include it in the spec.

R Gubbi: Never describe it as a certain implementation but leave it logical

J Gilb: Is it in Normative or Informative section?

J Gilb: If PHY SAP implemented and exposed shall conform to a description in the normative section of the standard. 

TG3 Draft Standard Organization (Refer to IEEE802.15-00/407r1)

Al Heberling will tell Rick Alfvin to get the “data base for comment resolution” from Ian Gifford, we’ll enter our existing issues list in that data base.

For procedures for submission to the TG3 standard refer to document IEEE802.15-01/030r0. 

Draft clauses are in IEEE802.15-01/059r0.

Individual contributions to the specification will be submitted with a TG3 document number and name of the clause and then it will be incorporated into the frame format by the editor.

A Heberling: Where is the template for the frame format document?

J Gilb: It will be given a document number and will be posted on the web

Pat Kinney to host ad-hoc interim meeting in Denver between Feb. 8-9. Details to go out shortly.

Hilton Head Agenda:

Sunday afternoon: available 

Monday (4 hrs morning, 2 hrs afternoon, 3 hrs evening): Draft standard issue resolution presentation, clause review, summarize clause, comments taken later, clause resolution

Monday Afternoon, vote to accept baseline draft as published 1 week prior with notations

Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday Morning, Clause work sessions

10:09 Adjourn 

1:05 
Report and Action Items from subcommittees

R Roberts presented the System Subcommittee Working document (IEEE802.15-01/023r3).  Comments on the PLCP Signal field: should we use actual data rates in the eight bit field or use the code word.  P Kinney suggested that actual rates would allow different PHY rates without software upgrades.  C Stevenson suggested that using the code allowed codeword distances that would reduce error rates for this information.

A Heberling presented the MAC Subcommittee Closing Report (IEEE802.15-01/074r0).  Straw Poll for attendance at the MAC ad-hoc meeting in Denver was 7 people.

J Gilb presented the PHY Subcommittee Draft Standard Report (IEEE802.15-01/030r1).

1:50
J Allen discussed the status of the proposed changes to the patent policy.  This matter is on hold until 802 comes out with its policy.

J Allen discussed the ballot pool procedure.  Cannot plan this activity until the dates for approval are firmed up.  J Allen stated his intention to borrow from 802.15.1's pool.

J Allen lead a discussion on project planning.  He asked Greg Parks to work with him on it.

1:55
J Barr reviewed all document numbers.  Due to J Barr's absence on Friday, J Allen to give the closing report to the WG (IEEE802.15-01/050r0).
2:29
J Allen informed the group that there would be a motion at the WG to vote on a letter to the FCC from 802.11(IEE802.11-01/080r1).

2:35
Motion to adjourn by J Gilb, seconded by I Reede, hearing no objections the meeting was adjourned.
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