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Vancouver Plenary Meeting

Tuesday, July 9, 2002, 8-10 am session, 

Called to order at 0807, Rick Roberts presiding.

First, some housekeeping. Sign attendance book. Attendance is manual, no electronic sign-in this week. Agenda has been approved at the 802.15 opening yesterday. Rick brings up May minutes for discussion and approval. The minutes are 02/186r0 from Sydney. Any objection to the minutes? None, minutes approved unanimously.

Rick reviews SG3a schedule, 02/022r6. PAR and 5C is scheduled for WG approval in September. The schedule shows CFP in October and Bob Heile is comfortable with proposal presentations in November. There is discussion about the appropriateness of hearing proposals before official TG status. There is time for discussion at the end of this week and we will hold off until then.

Rick introduces Jeff Foerster, head of the channel model sub-committee and turns the floor over to him.

Jeff reviewed the channel model subcommittee goals for the week: ideally, channel model proposal for the SG by the end of the week, if not, at least a plan by the end of the week and resolve any differences over the next few months. Jeff reviews this plan and other issues/procedures in 02/289r0. Jeff asks for volunteers to help with the ad hoc discussions and document preparation. There are plenty of volunteers. Now proceed to channel presentations.

0831 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/280r0) by Gadi Shor. Gadi has a revision number 1 that has one more slide and will be uploaded right after the presentation. There was discussion on the measurement procedure. Specifically, does the measurement represent total power? Gadi: yes, it is a non-coherent receiver. Gadi will check with the other team members to see if the raw data could be made available for the committee. One comment was a recommendation to remove the effects of the antenna, so isolate the channel effects. There is a comment that while the attenuating effect of building materials does depend on the materials, there may be no such thing as a “typical” European residence. 

0916 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/278r0) by Saeed Ghassemzadeh. Saeed will also present rev 1 of his presentation (minor editorial changes) that will be posted later. Questions. Would the sampling of homes be representative of, say, 90% of homes? Yes, American homes. Measurements were all taken on the same floor, not floor-to-floor.

0935 Meeting is recessed until 1030. 

Tuesday, July 9, 2002, 10:30-12 am session, 

1030 meeting called to order, Rick Roberts presiding. We will proceed with the next channel presentation. There is a problem getting a document number for this presentation, but we will proceed anyway, and will make the document available to all as soon as possible.

1035 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/281r0) by Juergen Kunish (IMST GmbH). Measure over 1-11 GHz. Comments included a short question about the potential effects of non-linear media (plastic). Questions about how to select virtual sources, would this require specific scenarios if this model were selected: yes, possibly. Question about the antenna calibration. Question about whether the SG3a model would include the antenna or not.

Rick adds that this document is now on the server, doc number 02318r0.

CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/285r0) by Andy Molisch. Questions, slide 12, how is the simulation performed. The SSA-PDP is just he average channel, then a set of local channels are found from the local PDP distributions. What are the arrival times? They are 2 ns bins, uniformly spaced. What is the effect of moving the model to higher frequencies? There would be a dramatic change in the path loss model (this is why we did not present it). As far as the effect on the delay spread of moving to higher frequencies, the literature is inconsistent, and the effect is likely small relative to building-to-building variation. Saeed noted that they found that the path loss and the shadowing were interrelated in their experience.

Meeting recessed until 1300 PDT.

Tuesday, July 9, 2002, 1-3 pm session, 

1306, meeting called to order, Rick Roberts presiding. We will continue with channel model presentations this afternoon. 

1309 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/283r1) by Saeed Ghassemzadeh. Presentation is of rev 2 of the document. This presentation is s companion talk to the path loss talk this morning by the same author. Questions and discussion: How would this apply if we use a smaller time step in simulations? Don’t know, we don’t have any finer time resolution. Are there stronger components in the delay profiles? Why does the model produce complex-valued tap weights? The model can be modified to provide a real-valued channel. There is a short discussion about how the sample rate would be modified to produce an FIR model for high-sample rate simulations. The model can be over-sampled.

1405 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/240r0) by Marcus Pendergrass. Will actually present 02/294r0 (a subset of slides in 02/240). Questions: Was the same template waveform used for the entire analysis? Yes.  Conclusion was that 802.11 and delta-K are not appropriate. Is there a recommended model? Not really, as long as the statistical properties mentioned are matched with our data. Can this be extended to longer ranges? No. What is the basis for the 4-meter break-point. Based on previous SG3a requirements discussions. Some questions about the comparison of the measured data against the 802.11 model and (slide 48).   

Meeting recessed until 1530 PDT.

Tuesday, July 9, 2002, 3:30-5:30 pm session, 

1535, meeting called to order. We will continue with the presentations. J.M. Cramer is not here, so Jeff proposes a modification to the schedule. Cramer’s talk will be this evening, and Kai moves up to this afternoon. No objections. 

1540 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/287r0) by Jeff Foerster. Questions: Why are you choosing free-space path loss? This is used in combination with a “link margin” parameter to quantify the robustness of the proposal in non-free-space channels. Did you look at the waveforms corresponding to MP components? Is there any frequency selectivity? Didn’t look at it. This could be accounted for in the same link margin. Doesn’t the normalization of total signal energy assume a perfect rake? Yes, that’s one of the reasons to use a free-space path loss for the link budget. Can we normalize the distributions instead of at the end? Haven’t seen good closed-form solution for the average power of the dual-exponential SV profile, so that would be hard to do.

1640 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/301r2) by Kai Siwiak. There were a number of comments about the assumptions of the analysis and the characteristics of the data represented in the plots.

1703 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/301r2) by J.M Cramer (presented by Jeff Foerster). There is no document number yet, but the slides are based on document 02/286r0. There were a number of comments about the relative decay rates for the inter- and intra-cluster parameters. Since the author is not here, we may be able to get some clarification by phone or email for feedback to the group. 

We will recess until 1700 PDT. We will proceed with last presentation at that time.

Tuesday, July 9, 2002, 7-9:30 pm session, 

1910, meeting called to order. Rick Roberts presiding. The agenda will be to finish the last channel presentation, 

1913 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/295r0) by Frank Caimi.

1956 CHANNEL MODEL PRESENTATION (doc 02/321r0) by Anuj Batra. Questions: Why do we need to have 4x over-sampling? This is typical in other system designs. Can we introduce the over-sampling by zero stuffing and then band-pass filtering? Sure, we just would like to have a uniform approach and a model with the capability to over-sample.

Rick takes over and wrap up the channel model discussions for the day. The ad hoc group will begin tomorrow at 8 am in the Dover Room on the 4th floor. 

Jason takes over with a discussion of the document status for SG3a (document 02304r0). This summarizes the progress on document editing on the email reflector between Sydney and today. PAR and 5C (02103r6) is listed as stable.

Michael moves that:

“Defer any comments related to “stable” documents until after this week. We will address only those documents that are not “stable”. 

The motion was seconded seconded by Matt Welborn. Rick asks for discussion on the motion. Roberto asks for a clarification of what determines a technical document. Jason explains the process that was used for editing the clauses on the reflector.

A friendly amendment was offered to clarify the definition of a stable document. The amendment was friendly and was accepted by Michael. 

“Defer any comments related to “stable” documents until after this week. We will address only those documents that are not “stable”. Stable documents are defined to be those documents with sections or clauses that have been determined to be lower priority because they have already been edited once by the group.”

Question was called on the motion. Vote is 2/9/10. The motion fails. 

Jason continues his discussion of the document status and explains what the process is that he would like to use going forward. 02103r6 has had good work is being reviewed by Bob Heile. Document 2104r10 has been worked on and is in good shape. Jason reviews the sections of 02105rX and notes those that still need work. Those sections in red are proposed to be higher priority and those in blue will be next priority (per document 02304r0). Kai states that he is glad to have Jason continue as technical editor for the time being to continue editing these documents. We will therefore continue working for the rest of the evening section until the recess.

We start with 02103r12 Section 3.4 (3.4.1 and 3.4.2). Jason notes that document 02270r2 was compiled from email threads that were on the reflector. Jason asks if there are objections to placing section 3.4.1 from 02304r0 into 02105r13. No objections. Jason asks for objections to likewise accepting section 3.4.2. Anuj asks for clarification on the term  “interface”.  Jason adds the term “PHY-SAP” to interface for clarity. No more objections. 3.4.2 is accepted. Jason now proposes to delete sections 4.2 and 4.3 since the text they contain is redundant to section 5.8 (and is more appropriately placed in 5.8). There is not a clear understanding on what the proposed action is. Rick notes that section 4 is entitled “MAC protocol supplements”. Roberto suggests that we wait until we can get Chuck to clarify. Others think we should proceed. 

Jason suggests that we make these changes in small steps to make the process clear. Jason proposes we move the text from section 4.2 to 5.8 and delete the section 4.2 heading. No objections. Are there any objections to replacing the text in 5.8 with the text from section 5.8.1 and 5.8.2 in 02304r0? No objections. We now proceed to edit the text in 02105r13 section 5.8.  There is discussion about what specific information section 5.8.2 should request from the proposers. 

There are only a few minutes left in tonight’s session, it is proposed that we table this work until tomorrow. Jason will update document 02304 (now r1) and post it. Please review this before the next work session to understand Jason’s plans for fixing the powers save text.  

The meeting is recessed until 1300 tomorrow (July 10th). 

Wednesday, July 10, 2002, 1-3 pm session, 

Meeting called to order at 1309, Rick Roberts presiding.

Jeff Foerster is first on the agenda, but not available. Is there any objection to moving him to 1530 on the agenda. No objections. 

Kai and Jason will takeover to begin editing. Jason reminds the group that the priority is to work on those sections that have not yet been edited. We will begin with 02105r13, section 5.8. Jason reports that Chuck’s original intentions for the submitted text was to get a yes/no read on whether each of the power management modes the proposed 15.3 MAC. Given that, any objection to moving on to the next section? None. Move on to 5.9. Jason suggests moving text from section 5.9 in 02304r2 and deleting the existing text. Rick speaks in favor of the proposed text, noting it describes all modes. Jason asks for any objections to replacing the text with that from 304r2. No objections. Sections 5.9.1, 5.9.2 are replaced. There are questions about whether the values description can indicate that the estimates be somehow normalized to be process-independent. Jason notes that he will incorporate this concept into the text. Given this, any objections to accepting section 5.9.2 in 304r2 for 104r5. No objections. The changes are made. Jason also adds text to convey the technology-normalization concept mentioned above.  Discussion as to what the standard should be for normalization. The consensus is to simply direct proposers to provide adequate information about process technology, voltage, etc. in order to allow comparison of multiple proposals. The group also adds text to section 5.9.2 to indicate that proposers should include the power drawn by the antenna in the transmit mode (including the assumed antenna gain). Jason will finish the section with minor editorial changes, again with the intent that proposers will provide enough information to compare proposers. Chuck B. reports that Bill S. feels strongly that the section regarding CCA is important for the reporting of power consumption. 

Jason proceeds to discussion of the text in section 5.5 (Range).   There is a comment made that 5.5.2 needs to correctly reference sections that provide the appropriate channel models information for UWB and other channel models. The group reviewed section 5 of 02104 and noted that it references a separate channel model document, so we will simply point to that section here in 5.5.2. 

Meeting recessed until 1530, when we will continue with the coexistence presentation.

Wednesday, July 10, 2002, 3:30-5:30 pm session, 

Called to order at 1535, Rick Roberts presiding.  First order of business is a coexistence presentation form Jeff Foerster, document 02/288r0.

Coexistence presentation, 02/288r0, by Jeff Foerster. Questions/comments: How will we apply these criteria for a 5 GHz band SG3a proposal? Probably the same criteria could be valid, obviously co-channel operation is a problem, but maybe some DFS-type capability could work. Are there reference receiver models available? Can probably come from the standard, may require cooperation from 802.11 expertise in the SG/WG. What about protection for other non-802 systems in 3-10 GHz? FCC has addressed much of that for UWB. Comment: some close separation distances/scenarios can never be accomplished. Do you plan to interact with 802.11 on this? Comment, maybe this could be followed up in the coexistence TAG? Why did you use the 24 Mbps rate as the reference for 11a? Mentioned some reasons, there may be others, could possibly improve on this with enhanced criteria. Coexistence TAG might be best place to address this point. One comment is that we not address coexistence and just rely on feedback from the TAG. Others feel that it is appropriate to address these issues ourselves and ask for the TAG’s opinion later.

Rick turns the floor over to Kai and Jason for further work on editing document 02/105r13. We start by returning to 5.9.2 to decide if we need to provide more detailed discussion on the effect of antennas. There was a request to revisit the requirements document to look at lower bit rates. Rick states that he would prefer ripping out all references to lower bit rates than to re-open the requirements document. There is discussion on whether it is appropriate to refer to lower bit rates that are not required.

Strawpoll: How many wish to strike the sentence on lower rates? 10/0/2- the text has been struck.

Further discussion on whether power consumption should include values for proposed max and min frame lengths. It is agreed to leave the text.

Moving onto section 5.10 (Antennas). Cary is given the floor for a short discussion on how antennas should be specified and some terminology.  There is considerable discussion about how much the selection criteria should talk about antenna properties. Kai noted that the only mention of antennas in the requirements document is on the issue of form factor of the antenna. Rick notes that the original title of the section was ‘Antenna Practicality’. This was restored. It is noted that the requirements document does note that the proposal should comply with applicable regulatory requirements. Kai and Jason have suggested text that requires this section to only address the form factor.

Michael has agreed to look at developing additional text to address other potential antenna issues.

The text for section 5.10 is approved with no objection. There is also a desire for a subcommittee to develop potential alternate text for this section. Ivan will lead the subcommittee.

The meeting is recessed until 1030 tomorrow.

Thursday, July 11, 2002, 10:30-12 am session, 
Meeting called to order at 1030, Rick Roberts presiding. Rick begins with a review of work for this morning: review the PAR and 5C status, WG15 motion formation, notice of pending CFP and SG3a schedule review. Rick begins with the PAR and 5C status. The document is transitioning into a WG document (not SG) .

Rick brings a motion to renew the SG3a alternate PHY SG charter:

“This is a motion to ask 802.15 to renew the 802.15.3 SG3a study group charter for another four months” 

Move by Rick Roberts, second by Michael Dydyk. Any discussion? None. Any objections?  None. Motion passes without objection.

Rick moves onto a discussion of a potential Notice of Pending CFP (NPCFP). There are questions about what the time requirements are for the real CFP and when the group could begin to hear PHY proposals, and the dependency on SG/TG status. There is a request to take a straw poll, but it was to decided to table this until we get some more clarification from Bob Heile on the schedule to vote on the NPCPF.

We move into a discussion of what the schedule is for the next few meetings. Comments are that maybe the PHY proposals will slip until January, so what will we do in November? We could work on the selection criteria and the down-selection procedure document. Other questions on the status of documents 

Bob takes the floor. All SG documents are WG documents, documented, minuted. The SG has separate attendance and anyone present can vote. Once the group is a TG and before down-select voting, the selection criteria and procedure should be approved. At some time there will be call for intent (issued by WG). If you don’t respond to the call for intent (even if low probability of following through), then you aren’t in the queue. When you begin to hear proposals, stuff happens. It’s hard to do all of this in two meetings. In the first meeting, the initial presenters will give a general survey of the proposals and then talk about and finalize the selection criteria document. Suggestion: use January to get feedback from the group on the initial proposal, where are sensitive points. Don’t do any voting or down-selecting. Look for opportunities to join forces, reduce the number of proposals as much as possible without voting. 

When will the first proposals presentations be? Bob: there is an opportunity in November to hear summary level proposals as a SG-- no down-selection. The CFP needs to stay open until January, so you may still get additional proposals that did not present in January. Publish a schedule, make sure it is clear, and don’t exclude people from participating in the SG presentations in November. You just cannot close the proposal door until January. The TG can choose to change this, but at that point the TG has official voters and it is the job of the TG. The CFP must stay open until January, so proposers don’t have to say anything earlier. There is an opportunity for constructive feedback earlier in the process, and an opportunity for the group to reduce the number of proposals prior to voting. 

The CFP will stay open until the beginning of the first TG meeting. The call for intent will also terminate at the first meeting. The important point is to set up a clear fair process, that anticipates there will be difficulty in selecting among good proposals and encourages compromise. The selection criteria document needs to be approved by the TG, so the document is automatically in play. The call for intent to propose is just to get your name on the list. No details—only your name and your intent to propose. It will officially end when the first meeting starts. 

Jeyhan takes the floor and describes his experience with 15.3. He thinks that presenting early worked in his favor; it helped him to respond to the group’s feedback. The process doesn’t need to have only one winner. The best result is a proposal that has the best point of all of the proposals. The selection criteria document is a technical document and requires 75% approval, but can be reconsidered by the group as long as the technical change meets a 75% approval. Rick Alvin describes some of his experience and speaks in favor of a gating process. Anuj asks what good the intent for CFP is if the date is the same as the CFP. The intent to propose just helps to shut the gate and keep form disrupting the process later. The gate is important and should be clear and announced early.

The chance that the TG status will slip later than January is slim. One parting thought: by being creative and being sensitive to the consensus process, we can get good work done before the TG formation. Bob would like the PAR submitted with a slate of officers, he would like it with the entire slate of officers.

Rick presents a proposed change for the afternoon agenda. No objections.

1203 Meeting recessed until 1530 this afternoon. 

Thursday, July 11, 2002, 3:30-5:30 pm session, 

Meeting called to order at 1530, Rick Roberts presiding. Rick begins with a review of the schedule for the session. Jason opens up the schedule doc # 02/022r7. Key milestones were identified by Bob this morning. 

Move that we modify the agenda for today to add 11.55 Discussion and straw poll to approve 02/104r10 (if revised today) to approve technical content, so editorial changes can be made, discussion to be limited to 10 minutes, and if no consensus obtained after 10 minutes, table till September. 

Called the question, 19/1/10. Question is called.

Motion vote was 13/18/9. Motion fails.

The group moves on to a discussion of the schedule for the next few meetings. The group decides to move approval of the requirements document and channel model selection from August to September. Discussion moves to the September schedule.

Mary notes that it might be more productive to work on scheduling the most significant global events (further out) and then work the supporting events. Anuj agrees. There is consensus that we should schedule the major items first. There is discussion as to what it means for the documents to be approved. There are various opinions as to whether we should forward our documents to the WG for approval. The chair’s judgment is that Bob Heile will go either way for us. Straw poll for what definition means. These are local documents, how many want to keep these local: 34 votes. Forwarded to the working group: 1. Abstain: 3. 

Point of order: Ivan calls for the orders of the day. We are beyond the scheduled time for discussion of the schedule.

Bob Huang moves that we amend the agenda to continue discussion until 0530. Seconded by Tim Blaney. There was some short discussion. Chair asks if there is any opposition to the motion. None. Motion carries. 

We continue with the discussion. The notion of approval is now clearly only to do with the SG level. There are two suggestions about what a document goal should be: a document should be “finalized”, or it could be “consensus”. Larry suggests “candidate” document. Jeff and Ivan feel that the schedule should just state that we work on documents; they by definition are “consensus” as they are produced. Mary suggests that we review documents when they mostly finished. 

Rick calls a straw poll to see if we should schedule a specific review of the documents should appear on the schedule. Results: 25-1-9. We will add schedule items that indicate specific review events for key documents. Ivan reports that the parliamentarian ruling is that study groups have no authority to approve any documents. Larry proposes that we use the word adopt. The judgment of the chair is that we will live with the word “review”. 

Now we start back on the schedule starting with the major events, e.g. presentation proposals, etc.  

Rick asks if we can schedule the agenda for tonight: Channel model report followed by the discussion of the schedule and CFP. No objection. 

We move on the report from the antenna sub-committee chair. Ivan presents the recommendations that were developed by the sub-committee. 

 “We recommend replacement of Clause 5.10 of the Selection Criteria Document, 02105/R13 be replaced with the following text and that the Title of this section be changed to “Antenna Considerations for PHY Evaluation”:

The submitter must use a spherical antenna having a 0 dBi gain at all points on the surface of the sphere (i.e. a 100% efficient antenna) for the analysis of the PHY performance. It is recognized that this antenna is not realizable but this provides a fair basis for comparison of the proposals.

The submitter may elect to describe other antenna configurations and approaches. The submitter must supply sufficient data to enable the committee to understand and evaluate the rationale, advantages and disadvantages of these approaches and configurations, including, at a minimum, the antenna gain, projected size, pattern and polarization across the entire frequency band used by the proposed PHY.

Since the antenna form factor is implementation dependent, the marketplace will determine acceptability of the antenna design. We, therefore, recommend that the antenna form factor requirements in Clause 8 of the Technical Requirements Document, 02104/R9 be deleted.”

Ivan moves that we accept the recommendations of the subcommittee and make the recommended changes. Seconded by Tim.

Matt offered a friendly amendment that the text be directed to the technical editor for consideration during the next scheduled document editing session. 

Amendment was accepted. Any objection to the motion. None, Motion passes with objection.

Recessed until 1900 PST.  

Thursday, July 11, 2002, 7-9:30 pm session, 
Meeting called to order at 1908, Rick Roberts presiding.

Rick offers a suggested agenda for he evening that includes channel model subcommittee report, discussion of schedule and CFP and than document editing. The agenda was approved without objective.

Jeff leads off with the subcommittee report (doc 02/327r0). This document describes the goals of the channel model effort and the plan to reach the end of the effort. This included action items for the chair and others to select the final model and draft the text for the selected model.

Further coordination on the channel effort will take place on the reflector.

Rick takes the floor to move to discussion on the schedule. Rick opens with proposal that assuming the first TG meetings will begin in January that we begin to hear proposals in the January meetings. There is unanimous agreement that this is a good idea and that we should plan on the proposal presentation process beginning in January.

Rick talked about understanding document status, he will check this with Bob Heile and reprt to the study group. Rick will also propose a schedule and submit to the group

Chuck expresses concern that the schedule be promulgated with enough time for the group to review and allow time for proposers to prepare and know what to expect. Roberto asks for clarification on procedure for SG to issue CFP

Rick proposes that we end the discussion on the schedule. No objections.

Rick moves on to the discussion of the work plan. He feels that schedule issues are handled well in conference calls and that document editing works well on the reflector.

Discussion: how much time on calls do you think we will need to address the schedule to get to proposals. Rick: anticipate a single one-hour call. Jeff asks if we could spend 5 minutes collecting concerns regarding the schedule going forward.

Larry is concerned that important decisions are not made on conference calls because international participants may have a hard time participating.

Anuj is concerned about the confusion of using email for such discussions.

Roberto would like to have a chance to review the proposed schedule at the beginning of the next meeting.

Joy suggests we start with email discussion, ask for interest in a call, and schedule calls if they make sense and there is interest.

With regard to document editing, Rick suggests that we use a similar process, do some work on email, then follow up with a call to synchronize.

Jeff suggests that we try editing documents more like a draft review, where we open up the whole document and have people submit comments on everything in a single document, then the editors will combine al of the comments, rev the doc and iterate. 

Rick asks for comments on the specific issue of the Pugh matrix, which has not been edited at all yet. Jeff suggests that such section be left blank and that if no contributions are made, then the section is dropped or specific contributions are solicited. Jeff does agree that a combination of email work and conference calls would be a good idea. 

Roberto would still like to make sure that we still have a change to review the modified documents at the beginning of the next meeting.

Rick: any objections to working both through email and conference calls. No objections.

Mary would like to pick the dates for the calls before we leave tonight.

Rick proposes two conference calls between now and September. Proposed dates are August 8th and August 29th. Others prefer a week earlier, the 1st and the 22nd. Straw poll for the 1st & 22nd: one vote. The 8th & 29th: 8 votes. Chuck suggests a default as 11 am EDT, this could be changed based on indicated participation. Any objections?  The group reached consensus on setting default for the first call for 6 pm EDT on August 8th and the second call for 11am EDT on August 29th. Jeff requests that the technical editor send out a call for comments that includes a description of the procedure.

Jeff moves to adjourn. Anuj seconds. Any objections? None.

Meeting is adjourned at 2020. Thanks for all of your hard work.
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