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Attendance list

The following persons attended:

Name
Company
Dot
Present

Dick Allen
Apple Computer
IEEE 802.11 Voter
X

David Chauncy

Minfei Leng
Clearwire
IEEE 802.16 Voter

IEEE 802.16 Voter
X

X

Remi Chayer
Harris
IEEE 802.16 Voter
X

Marianna Goldhammer
Breezecom
IEEE 802.16 Voter
X

Vic Hayes (Chair)
Agere Systems
IEEE 802.11 Voter
X

Peter Murray
Intersil
IEEE 802.11/ IEEE 802.15 Voter
X

Eric Jacobsen
Intel
IEEE 802.16 Voter
X

John Liebetreu
Intersil
IEEE 802.16 Voter
X

Roger Marks
NIST
IEEE 802.16 Voter
X

Mark Reudink
Vectrad
IEEE 802.16
X

The following apologised:

Ron McCallister
Intersil
IEEE 802.16 Voter


Carl Stevenson
Agere System
IEEE 802.15 Voter


The following persons were interested, but did not attend:

Sean Coffey
Texas Instruments
IEEE 802.11 Voter


Ron Coles
DMC Wave
IEEE 802.16 Voter


Srikanth Gummadi
Texas Instruments
IEEE 802.16 Voter


Dan Hilberman
Calynet



Jim Lansford
Mobilian



Sanjay Moghe
RF-Solution
IEEE 802.16 Voter


Dirk Ostermiller
Xmission



The following person was interested, but due to e-mail problems at my side, 

I could not give the bridge information:

Arthur Wang
Western Multiplex
IEEE 802.16 Voter


Meeting was called to order at 10:05 AM EDT

Vic proposed the following agenda:

Objectives: to come prepared with as much Comment text as possible to the

Portland meeting

Proposed agenda

1. Improved sharing capability, para 10-14

        1.1 Acceptability of proposal, para 14

                Support for proposal

                Acceleration of applicapility (Dick Allen)

                Oppose re-evaluation of hop sequence every 30 s

        1.2 Mandatory and compliance determination, para 14

                Making adaptive hopping mandatory (Carl Stevenson)

                Making the test mandatory

                Making a gliding scale for number of hops between 15.249 rules and 15.247 rules

2. New Digital Transmission

        2.1 power level (1 W maximum, 3 dBm/3 kHz), para 17

                prepare text to prevent too high interference from new

rules (Vic Hayes)

        2.2 alignment with U-NII rules in 915 and 2400 MHz bands, para 18

                study and come with text (all)

3. Elimination of unnecessary regulations

        3.1 Direct sequence Preocessing Gain, para 19-22

                propose text 

4. Action item list

5. Next steps

        Prepare text, send to Vic by July 1. Upload to web site July 2.

prepare leagl language (Vic)

6. Next meeting

        At the Portland meeting, possibly another Tele-conference at the

end of July

7. Adjourn

The agenda was accepted by unanimous consent. 


1. Improved sharing capability, para 10-14

Peter Murray stressed the objectives as being important.

Objectives: to come prepared with as much Comment text as possible to the

Portland meeting

1.1. Acceptability of proposal, para 14

Express support for proposal

Accelerate applicability (Dick Allen)

Filing a petition is better than comments because comments tend to become burried. Mandatory adaptation and test should be part of the petition. We decided to wait with the preparation of the petition till after the Comments were ready.

Oppose re-evaluation of hop sequence every 30 s 

We decided to wait for text from Carl Stevenson.

1.2. Mandatory and compliance determination, para 14

                Making adaptive hopping mandatory (Carl Stevenson)

                Making the test mandatory (Carl Stevenson)

                Making a gliding scale for number of hops between 15.249 rules

                and 15.247 rules (Carl Stevenson)

We decided to wait for text from Carl Stevenson.

2. New Digital Transmission

2.1. power level (1 W maximum, 3 dBm/3 kHz), para 17

                Prepare text to prevent too high interference from new rules (Vic Hayes)

The report from the June 1, 2001 Tele-conference had caused concern in the 802.16 group because they understood the limitation of the power spectral density to 10 dBm/MHz and the Total Power to 100 mW to become applicable to the 5.7 GHz band too. (see e-mail 1 below)

The explanation that the limitation was applicable for the 2400 MHz band only was a relieve. (See e-mail 2 at the end of this report) So Vic will continue to produce text. David Chauncey volunteered to make alternative text taking the protection of the original users into consideration. Marianna volunteered to make additional text for both 2.4 and 5.7 MHz based on lower aperture antennas.

2.2. alignment with U-NII rules in 915 and 2400 MHz bands, para 18

              Study and come with text (all)

The group quickly came to the conclusion that the 915 MHz band should be left untouched because of the many incumbent users and the already complicated set of rules. Regarding the 2.4 GHz band, we need to wait and see the proposal from Marianna for 2.4 and 5.7 GHz sectored antennas.

Spreading rules in the 5.7 GHz band may become unnecessary, unless Hoppers could be placed on a regime of a minimum of 80 hops.  

Marianna will make proposed text.

3. Elimination of unnecessary regulations

3.1. Direct sequence Processing Gain, para 19-22

                Wait for the proposed text from Carl.

4. Action item list

See the action item list below.

5. Next steps

All volunteer text producers agreed to prepare text and send the result to Vic by July 4. Vic will upload the text to web site July 5 and send the material to the regs reflector. In addition, he will prepare legal language. 

6. Next meeting

The next meetings will be held at the Portland meeting. Vic will ask for additional slots for the regs group. We will possibly need another Tele-conference at the end of July. The Deadlines are August 27 for Comments and September 25 for Reply Comments.

7. Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 11:25 AM EDT

Carl Stevenson
Comments on

Hop sequence review at 30 s intervals

Requirement for adaptive hopping, and text for a test.

Number of hops in a gliding scale and the reduction to 25 % band occupancy.

Direct Sequence Processing Gain


Dick Allen
Earlier adoption of adaptive hopping and method therefore
Completed

Vic Hayes
Direct Sequence spreading rules, in 915 and 2,450 MHz bands.


Marianna Goldhammer
2.4 and 5.7 GHz band rules based on lower aperture antennas.

Alignment of U-NII rules with 915 and 2400 MHz bands.

Hoppers at minimum 80 hops in the 5 GHz band


David Chauncey
Direct sequence spreading rules, alternative text taking incumbent in protection, in 915 and 2,450 MHz bands


E-Mail 1

From: 
Roger B. Marks[SMTP:r.b.marks@ieee.org]

Sent: 
11 June 2001 18:24 PM

To: 
stds-802-16-tg4@ieee.org

Cc: 
Hayes, Vic

Subject: 
Re: 5GHz  Fixed Wireless Access in danger!

Dear Marianna,

I understand your concern over this issue, and I agree that TG4 needs 

to watch it closely and participate appropriately. I also would like 

to offer my alternative view of some of the facts.

>-----Original Message-----

>From: Marianna Goldhammer

>Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 10:12 PM

>To: stds-802-16-tg4@ieee.org

>Subject: 5GHz Fixed Wireless Access in danger!

>

>Dear Collegues,

>

>Under our nose, the 802 Regulatory Committee tries to reallocate the 

>5GHz band to mobile applications only.  802.11 and 802.15 joined 

>forces to eliminate the fixed wireless access (HUMAN) market.

There is no "802 Regulatory Committee". Vic Hayes is the "Regulatory 

Ombudsman" and acts alone at the 802 level. He is not in a position 

to create policy; rather, his job is to assist Working Group's in 

getting their point across to regulatory bodies. However, he has been 

moving to try an develop coordinated positions.

>In the proposal for FCC rule change, Vic Hayes, chair of the 802 

>Regulatory Group, propose to reduce the allowed transmitted power to 

>10 dBm/1MHz.

Vic has the right to voice his opinion. Also, note that this was in 

<http://ieee802.org/Regulatory/Meeting_documents/2001_July/11-01-366r0-RR-tel-con-report-June-1.pdf>. 

I don't really understand what kind of activity this was. Based on 

the heading, is the report of an 802.11 activity. However, I believe 

that Vic is thinking of it as an 802 effort, and Vic did invite 

participation over the 802 Regs reflector 

(<http://ieee802.org/Regulatory/private/email/msg00033.html> with a 

correction: 

<http://ieee802.org/Regulatory/private/email/msg00034.html>).

Also, you shouldn't overlook the fact that the meeting report goes on 

to say "For 1 W systems, the group thought that the old rules could 

be maintianed [sic] for outdoor and point-to-point links."

>You will find in one of the attached e-mails these words: "So, in 

>conclusion, the RLAN industry has to find a method to change the 

>rules in some countries, so that there is no fixed service in the 5 

>GHz band......"

Vic <http://ieee802.org/Regulatory/private/email/msg00027.html> may 

have meant to encourage the RLAN industry to work to ban FWA. On the 

other hand, he might have intended to say: "Fixed service is allowed 

in some countries and will continue to be unless rules are changed."

>We have to organize ourselves in order to avoid that the proposed 

>document will be send to FCC as IEEE 802 Recommendation.

>

>I think that Roger should bring this issue in the next 802 Executive 

>Committee meeting. The 802.16 Plenary shall have veto rights in 

>approving the IEEE 802 Liaison to FCC.

Procedure 4 of the 802 Rules explain the process for communications 

with government bodies. 802.16 has no "veto rights". A document can 

become an 802 position  statement with a 2/3 majority vote at the 

SEC. A document can also proceed as a Working Group position 

statement unless it is blocked by an SEC vote.

I don't need to bring up the issue to the SEC. Whoever wants to 

advance the document, rather on a Working Group or 802 basis, has to 

bring it up before the SEC.

>Durga, please schedule the next meeting TG4 sessions in a way that 

>will permit us to join the 802 Regulatory meetings. We have to 

>appear as a strong group there.

I completely agree that 802 positions are not likely to well 

represent 802.16 unless 802.16 is well represented during their 

development. I have tried to make it clear that I am not going to try 

and drum up participation. It is up to people in TG4 to participate 

as they deem appropriate.

If TG4 people find that the document that arises doesn't suit their 

needs and want me to oppose it at the SEC level, then they ought to 

draft a statement for communication to the SEC. However, we'd all be 

better off if they would get engaged in the process and make sure the 

proposed position is one they support.

>I also propose to have a "Call for Contributions" to both TG4 and 

>TG2, that will demonstrate the advantage of directive antenna in 

>minimization of the interference scenarios, opposed to omni antenna 

>used in mobile applications, The omni applications should be limited 

>to indoor use only.

I think this is fine for TG4. It is not relevant to TG2, though. The 

TG2 draft is limited to licensed bands, as does the proposed 

amendment. People who attend TG2 meetings are welcome to participate, 

but this is not a suitable topic for TG2 meetings.

>Best Regards,

>

>Marianna

Thanks for bringing this to the attention of TG4 and stimulating the 

TG4 participants to play an active role in 802's regulatory 

discussions.

Regards,

Roger

E-mail 2

From: 
Hayes, Vic (Vic)[SMTP:vichayes@agere.com]

Sent: 
13 June 2001 7:44 AM

To: 
reflector 802.regs; Liebetreu, John

Cc: 
stds-802-16-tg4@ieee.org

Subject: 
RE: REGS/ RE: 5GHz  Fixed Wireless Access in danger !

John and all,

If you look at the current rules as proposed by the FCC, the transmit power

is only limited to 1 W and to 3 dBm/3 kHz as shown in the following quotes:

(3)  For systems using digital modulation in the 902 - 928 MHz, 2400 -

2483.5 MHz, and 5725 - 5780 MHz bands: 1 Watt.



(d) For direct sequence spread spectrum and digitally

modulated systems, the peak power spectral density conducted from the

intentional radiator to the antenna shall not be greater than 8 dBm in any 3

kHz band during any time interval of continuous transmission.

Just using those rules, one can send a signal of not more than 480 kHz with

1 W, because 10*log(480/3)= ~22 dB and (20+8) = 30 dBm.

So, nobody needs to use the hopping rules anymore. The band will just be

filled with baseband transmitter and then the band is really transferred

into a junk band.

Where is the protection we originally got from the much lower power density

required by the spread spectrum rules?

The position taken by the group on the Tele-conference (proposed by me) was

that we needed to protect the mobile applications in the band. To reach

their required coverage area, 100 mW is more than ample. Anything more would

drain their battery much faster.

With the rules proposed (10 dBm/MHz and 100 mW total power) OFDM is well

possible for the mobile application.

See also my comment in context below.

Regards

---------------

Vic Hayes

Agere Systems Nederland B.V., formerly Lucent Technologies 

Zadelstede 1-10

3431 JZ  Nieuwegein, the Netherlands

Phone: +31 30 609 7528 (Time Zone UTC + 2)

FAX: +31 30 609 7498

e-mail: vichayes@agere.com

http://www.orinocowireless.com/

> ----------

> From: 
Liebetreu, John[SMTP:jliebetr@intersil.com]

> Sent: 
13 June 2001 0:34 AM

> To: 
stds-802-regs@ieee.org

> Cc: 
stds-802-16-tg4@ieee.org

> Subject: 
REGS/ RE: 5GHz  Fixed Wireless Access in danger !

> 

> 

> 

> Vic,

> 

> I understand the question before us to be the following:

> 

> The new NPRM basically proposes to treat digital modulations the same as

> DSSS

> modulations, subject to the same constraints on peak power, EIRP and peak

> power

> density, respectively.   However, they "invite comment as to whether the

> flexibility we are allowing for digitally modulated systems warrants a

> reduction

> in permitted power levels to reduce the likelihood of any adverse impact

> on

> other systems operating in this spectrum. . ."  (from the NPRM).

> 

> Also, in the report "Tentative Report of Radio Regulations

> Tele-conference, held

> June 1, 2001" (doc.:IEEE802.11-01/366-r0), it is noted that "Vic proposes

> to use

> 10 dBm/MHz" and further, that "... the general idea was to support a 100

> mW max

> power rule."  

> 

> With this background, let me add my thoughts on the question of

> appropriate

> sharing in part 15.247 :

> 

> The current FCC regulation permits much higher transmit power (up to 1W);

> 

VH--> already now there is a signal raised by the Primary users that they

see the background noise increase beyond the level they can tolerate. I

believe that 1 W is much too high.

> it

> seems ill-conceived to recommend that the transmit power be reduced from

> that

> currently defined by the regulatory body.  Doing so can only serve to

> hamper the

> performance of MANs and LANs in the mixed-use environment.  By definition,

> PAN

> devices operating in the same band as MAN / LAN systems (and more than

> likely at

> lower power due to the economic requirements for PANs) will always prevail

> in

> the near-far scenario.  Even with a reduction in allowable transmit power,

> moving PAN devices closer together will always enable the link to be

> established.  On the other hand, reducing the allowable transmit power in

> MAN

> and LAN systems will dramatically reduce their range and utility.  This

> will

> place a severe economic burden on MANs and LANs operating under part

> 15.247,

> stunting, if not strangling, the growth and viability of these industries.

VH--> LANs as they are now deployed transmit some 17 dBm. Some even reduce

the power to as low as 1 dBm. What is wrong with those LANs? With a good

antenna, even MANs can become useful.

> Viewed in the broader context of the NPRM, the proposed power limitation

> looks

> even more ill-advised.  The FCC is proposing to eliminate the requirement

> that

> systems operating in part 15.247 have 10 dB processing gain.  In theory,

> this

> will allow new systems to increase the data rate by a factor of 10, but

> only if

> they have 10 dB more power to support the higher rate.  

VH--> please explain why you need more power to get higher data rates.

> The proposal under

> discussion to limit the power to 100 mW appears to mock the intent of the

> NPRM

> by reducing the power by 10 dB, instead of increasing it.  I fear that, if

> we

> advance the 100 mW recommendation, we are closing the door to further

> progress

> in our industry.

> 

> 

> 

> John M. Liebetreu, Ph.D.

> Senior Scientist

> Office of Technology Development

> Broadband Wireless Access

> Intersil Corporation

> 

> tel: 480-607-4830

> fax:480-607-4806

> 

> _______________________________________

> This message has been sent to you through the Regulatory mailing-list of

> IEEE 802. If you want to be removed from the list, send a message to

> majordomo@ieee.org , with the following line in the body of the message:

> unsubscribe stds-802-regs your e-mail address

> If you want to change your e-mail address, write one line with unsubscribe

> your old address and one line wit subscribe with your new address

> 

_______________________________________

This message has been sent to you through the Regulatory mailing-list of IEEE 802. If you want to be removed from the list, send a message to majordomo@ieee.org , with the following line in the body of the message:

unsubscribe stds-802-regs your e-mail address

If you want to change your e-mail address, write one line with unsubscribe your old address and one line wit subscribe with your new address

Submission
page 1
Vic Hayes, Agere Systems

