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12 - 15 March 2001

Tuesday 03/13/01 Morning Session

08:09
Group called to order by the chair.


Approve and modify agenda, new modified document number is 802.15 01/099r1.


RF-Waves and Nokia switch MAC presentations. Compaq and Amerisys withdrew from presenting an overview. 


Motion to approve agenda made by Ivan Reede and seconded by Fujio Watanabe. No objection, the agenda is approved by unanimous consent. 


Marco Naeve gave brief update on status of the article for the special issue of the IEEE Network magazine on IEEE 802.15. task group 4 and low-rate WPAN. The article was submitted on February 28th and is waiting for approval. The article includes a brief introduction of the work of 802.15 and task group 4, an explanation of the purpose of low-rate WPANs and its applications, as well as a description of TG4’s standard development process. If accepted the article will be published in the September issue of the IEEE Network magazine.


Bob Heile presented project plan.

08:34
Carl Stevenson is presenting Agere’s PHY proposal for TG4, document 01/126r0.

09:05 Presentation completed - Q&A 

09:15 Carl Stevenson is presenting Agere’s MAC proposal for TG4, document 01/125r1. 

09:41
Presentation completed - Q&A

10:03
Break

10:36
Meeting called to order. 

10:36
Carl has the floor for 3 minutes for some brief statements regarding his presentation.

10:38
Hans van Leeuwen from STS is presenting the MAC and PHY proposal for AMI. Document number 01/130r1. 

11:08
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

11:21
Pat Kinney from Inventsys is presenting the PHY proposal for TG4, document number 01/134r1. 

11:36
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

11:43
Recess till 1pm.

Tuesday 03/13/01 Afternoon Session
13:13
Meeting called to order by the chair.

13:13
Pat Kinney is presenting the MAC proposal for TG4, document number 01/133r0.

13:50
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

13:58
Ed Callaway is presenting Motorola’s MAC proposal for TG4, document number 01/135r1.

14:17
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

14:18
Ed Callaway is presenting Motorola’s PHY proposal for TG4, document number 01/136r1.

14:32
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

14:39
Break

15:30
Meeting called to order by the vice-chair.

15:30
Barry Volinskey presents RFWave’s PHY proposal for TG4, document number 01/142r1.

16:03
Presentation is concluded. Continue with presenting the MAC proposal, document number 01/141r1.

16:24
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

16:27
Motion to recess made by Ivan and seconded by Phil. 

Wednesday 03/14/01 Morning Session

08:04
Meeting called to order.

08:05
Motion to recess till 9am to allow participant take part in the votes of the other groups made by Carl Stevenson, seconded by Ed Callaway. No objections, motion is approved by unanimous consent.

08:07
Meeting recessed till 9am.

09:00
Meeting is continued.

09:01
Phil Janieson is presenting Philips’ MAC proposal with the document number 01/139r1.

09:33
The presentation is concluded.

09:33
Benno Ritter is presenting Philips’ PHY proposal with the document number 01/140r0.

09:47
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

10:16
Recessed till 10:35

10:38
Meeting called to order.

10:39
Heikki Huomo and Juha Salokannel are presenting Nokia’s MAC proposal with the document number 01/137r1.

10:49 It was stated by the chair that some slides of Nokia’s MAC proposal, which were added to rev0, do not adhere to the standard template. The group did not object to continue the presentation of rev1 with the non-coherent slides.

11:11
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

11:13
Mauri Honkanen is presenting Nokia’s PHY proposal with the document number 01/138r1. 

11:36
Presentation is concluded - Q&A

11:55
Motion to recess made by Carl Stevenson and seconded by Jose Gutierrez. No objections, group recesses till 4pm.

16:26
Meeting called to order.

Discussion of the draft for the Criteria Definitions, document number 01/157r1.

 A concern was raised in respect to section 2.2.1 of the document about the 1second of elapsed time to calculate the net throughput as a measure of efficiency. 

16:52
 A straw poll on keeping section 2.2.1 on net throughput in the in the document passed. 


Change section 2.2.3.1 on intermodulation resistance from being an 802.15.1 signal to being a static CW carrier. Eliminate reference to 802.15.1 in this section. 

Discussion on definition of the jamming resistance as a reduction of BER from 10^-9 to 10^-3. Part is kept as is.

Eliminate item 4 in section 2.2.6 on 802.11a

To be added in this section the reference to 802.15.3 once specified.

A question was raised in respect to section 3.1.1 if the functionality of providing an interface to the LLC has to be implemented in the MAC. It was stated the functionality must be there however it might not be implemented in all devices. (802.5 hub model) For instance in a sensor network the master might have an interface to an LLC to provide connectivity to other network but the individual sensors of the low-rate network do not have a MAC address.

Section 3.2.2 defines the join and un-join, which might includes more functionality than provided by the MAC, however this asks for the system model that include features that are not included in the standard. 

17:41
In section 3.2.3 on Device Registration the word “requirement” was changed to “implies”. 

17:45
A motion to recess was made by Ivan and seconded by Carl. Meeting is recessed till 8am Thursday morning.

Thursday 03/15/01 Morning Session

08:14
Meeting called to order.

The chair, Bob, gives gave a brief introduction on the history and purpose of the criteria document. The purpose of the criteria document is to serve as a common point of reference and to aid the decision process for reducing the number of proposals. TG3 also created weighting factors but did not used them. 

08:20 The discussion of the criteria document 01/157r1 is continued.

Pat Kinney asked what the exact definition of the throughput is as mentioned in section 3.3.2.2. Pat stated that a better definition of where the throughput is measured is required. To clarify this point, section 3.3.2.2 was changed and now asks the proposers to specify the raw data rate and throughput of their proposal. 

In section 3.3.3.1. the continuous data stream for mouse applications was changed from 500bps to 1200bps and the joystick was changed from 1000bps to 10kbps because it was felt the values stated in the document were to low.

Discussions arose on the definition of continuous data transfer. The term continuous was understood to be a data stream such as audio and video – the term was changed from continuous data transfer to be low latency data transfer. 

With respect to section 3.5.1.2, Carl asked if repeaters should be specifically mentioned it was decided that this section only asks for a very general description of the topology of the proposal.

The meaning of portal in section 3.5.4.1 was unclear and was changed to gateway.

In respect to section 3.6.2. a discussion arose on how to recover from a loss of the master, one solution could be to have an alternate master. However, it is very application dependant how a loss of a master is recovered. Following the discussion an additional explanation is requested besides the TRUE/FALSE statement, asking the proposers to describe how the recovery after a loss of a master is done. In section 3.6.2.2. the same description was added.

During last Sunday’s ad-hoc meeting it was broad up that more power modes then the 3 mentioned in section 3.8.1 do exist. The power requirements of the master and other nodes should be distinguished. Define other sleep modes and add a sleep mode where no network connection is maintained. A “connection less” approach is not included in this definition. Bob want’s the definition because this allows applications to adapt the network depending on its requirements. Two sleep scenarios (timer running in background with low power consumption) and an off-mode would be useful. A straw poll was taken and it was decided to leave the section as is.

Section 3.9. was changed from “desire to have security” to “desire to support security”.

Section 4.1.2 was changed to state that the size of PHY and MAC should not be larger than a compact flash card.

NOTE to Bob: change section 4.4.1 to fix the reference 

The delay spread tolerance in section 4.8.2.1. was kept as 25ns, which is typical for indoor environments at 2.4GHz.

Add a reference to the minimum throughput requirements to section 4.9.2.
A discussion arose around the comparison matrix in section 6. Benno suggested leaving it in for now but fill it out later after TG4 runs into a dead lock and use it than for performance determination.

Bob will hold a conference call with the proposers to determine if the matrix is worth filling out. 

Ed asks to create a general interference model for everyone to use.

10:04
A motion to approve the criteria document (01/157r2) was made by Ed Callaway and seconded by Mike Derby. The motion was approved with a result of (9/0/0).

10:05
Meeting is adjourned till 10:30am.

10:37
Meeting called to order.

Pat Kinney is presenting a proposal for the selection process. 

There are several ways for reducing the number of proposals:

· Withdrawal of a proposal.

· Collaboration and consolidation of proposals to create consensus. (preferred)

· Vote to eliminate proposals. 

Pat is going to discuss the voting process of TG3. Secret ballots are not done anymore because they might cause block voting as it happened during the process of 802.11b. Collaboration is the best and referred way. It should be done at the earliest convenience to increase chances of the proposal getting through. 

The TG3 Minutes from Scottsdale (00/xxxrx) include the voting procedure that is use by that task group. 

Panel discussions of all proposals to provide opportunity for group to ask questions.

When one proposal is left after the elimination process, a 75% approval by the group is required. No votes need to be justified and resolution is required. 

A plenary meeting guarantees a quorum. In an interim meeting a quorum is required for voting, a quorum is reached when 43 voting members (802.15 will have 84 voters by the next week) have to attend the working group interim meeting. 

11:01
Pat presents TG2’s voting procedure contained in document number 00/353r2. The voting procedure starts on page 9 of that document. Also in TG2 no-votes require commenting so resolution is possible. 

Ivan would like to know if TG4 is going to reduce the selection to one PHY proposal or if multiple PHYs are possible. Benno thinks that multiple PHYs (frequencies) would be beneficial since TG4 is trying to cover a very broad range of applications. Pat stated that 802.11 has multiple PHYs which causes a lot of confusion on the consumer side. Add-ons are possible afterwards, e.g. such as 802.15.4.a, 802.15.4.b, …

However TG4 should avoid creating several PHYs in the same frequency band as 802.11 did. Ivan would like to know if he has a chance when presenting a 13.56MHz proposal. The result was (4/4/5) (no/yes/don’t care).

Multiple PHYs are possible but should be done in a logical fashion. A straw poll resulted in 11 votes that preferred to create one PHY initially.

Ivan would like to see a WG vote on determining a single PHY

11:22
Carl Stevenson makes a motion “ move to select a single baseline PHY and MAC for the initial standard”, seconded my Mike Derby (11/0/0) 

However, channelization is possible, which means that a PHY can use multiple bands. 

Pat is proposing to use TG3’s voting procedure with the exception of doing a ballot instead of a roll call. Balloting stages can be skipped when not required. In TG3 the process worked well and forced consensus. 

11:41
Motion by P Kinney that the elimination process for the selection of a PHY and MAC for TG4 shall be:
a) for the voters, by ballot vote, to vote for one proposal or none of the above

b) the proposal (or proposals in case of a "tie") receiving the least votes is eliminated

c) the process continues with a vote as in "a" and "b" eliminating proposals one by one

d) that when one proposal is left that the voters shall have vote with the proposal and none of the above and that the proposal shall be required to achieve a 75% majority in order to be submitted to the working group as a recommendation.  If the remaining proposal fails to achieve a 75% majority, the members who voted "no" shall be requested to state why they voted no and what would be required to change their vote to an affirmative vote.  The proposer shall have an opportunity to respond to the concerns of the no voters.  After which a roll call vote will be taken to approve the proposal.

e) if the last remaining proposal fails to receive 75% majority, the process shall begin with the proposals remaining after 50% were eliminated.  Seconded by ?????.

Each time the number of proposals in the eliminating process for either the MAC or PHY has been reduced to four and two that a panel discussion shall be held with the remaining proposers as panel members.  The length of discussion shall be limited to 15 minutes times the number of remaining proposals.  Discussion shall be limited to voting members and the presenters or their designate. 

That the presentation of the proposed solutions be limited to 30 minutes and that discussion of the proposals be limited to 15 minutes.  discussion shall be limited to voting members and the presenters or their designate. 
a) by roll call vote, to vote for one proposal or none of the above

b) the proposal (or proposals in case of a "tie") receiving the least votes is eliminated

c) the process continues with a vote as in "a" and "b" eliminating proposals

d) that when one proposal is left that there shall be a roll call vote either in favor of the proposal or for none of the above. The proposal shall be required to achieve a 75% majority in order to be submitted to the working group as a recommendation.  If the remaining proposal fails to achieve a 75% majority, the members who voted "no" shall be requested to state why they voted no and what would be required to change their vote to an affirmative vote.  The proposer shall have an opportunity to respond to the concerns of the no voters.  After which a roll call vote will be taken to approve the proposal.

e) if the last remaining proposal fails to receive 75% majority, the process shall begin with the proposals remaining after at least 50% were eliminated.

The motion is seconded by Mike Derby. 

11:45 The motion was approved with a result of (9/2/0). 

11:46
Motion by Pat Kinney for submissions for proposals to be mandated to be submitted one week before the meeting in the standard templates of 802.15, proposals that are not submitted in time are automatically withdrawn. Seconded by Mike Derby.

11:50
 The motion is approved with a result of (10/1/0). 

Future conference calls Mondays from 11am to 12pm Eastern Standard Time. 

Need quorum in Orlando in order to go ahead. 

Objective for Olrando:

· Presentation of proposals

· Selection of a baseline MAC

· Selection of a baseline PHY.

12:01
Motion to adjourn made by Carl Stevenson and seconded by Benno Ritter. 
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