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MBOA-SIG no comments
#1 Regulatory Compliance (FCC):

As I stated during the July 2003 meeting of the 802.15.3a held in San Francisco, "Regulatory Compliance (FCC).  It appears as though FCC Certification may be an issue with the MOFDM proposal. This is not an issue with the XSI/Parthus Ceva [aka Merged Proposal #2] proposal."  It is now the end of September of 2004 and the 802.15.3a Task Group has yet to receive any documentation from the MB-OFDM Authors that would address my concern.  However, I have learned about an FCC waiver filing (dated 26Aug04 or -04/0464r0) through another source that addresses my concerns exactly.  Now it is VERY clear to me that the Merged Proposal #1 CAN NOT OBTAIN FCC CERTIFICATION and that is why the Petition For Waiver (PFW) has been submitted to seek a waiver for the MB-OFDM waveform.

My concerns have increased.

To date (27Sep04) there has been NOTHING new contributed to the IEEE 802.15 voters by the Merged Proposal #1 authors, supporters, their association, and/or their special interest group to update them on the response to this outstanding no comment and more specifically on the recent Petition For Waiver (PFW) background, status, next steps, etc.

There may have been be something circulated inside their special interest group and this would help some of our voters that have memberships in both activities i.e., IEEE and MBOA-SIG.  However, I am not a MBOA-SIG member and I have NOT been able to locate anything specific on the IEEE server wrt this FCC waiver other than the FCC filing I posted -04/0464r0 [15-04-0464-00-003a-mboa-sig-petition-waiver.pdf] and some sporadic e-mail postings to our member reflectors and brief discussions during the last session in Berlin.  I would have preferred to have one of the eight (8) MBOA-SIG presentations that were placed on the TG3a Berlin session contribution queue to have been on the Petition For Waiver vs. more BORG rhetoric.

I am concerned that some of the IEEE 802.15 voters have knowledge on this FCC filing that I do not have access to.  In general my concern is that it still appears as though FCC Certification may be an issue and that there is an apparent lack of disregard for the IEEE Imperative Principles of the Standards Process:

-Due Process

-Consensus

-Openness

-Balance

-Right of Appeal

also the block of MBOA-SIG voters supporting the Merged Proposal #1 and our IEEE openness process seem to be in conflict, that they have no interest in our consensus process, and last but not least, my 11Sep04 posting and review of the timing and source information for the Merged Proposal #1 has yet to be replied to:

http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/15/private/802-15list/msg00860.html
it is my opinion that the Merged Proposal #1 source documentation is seriously deficient and that it might be an unconscious or worse a conscious act.  Specifically, why was the 26Aug04 FCC PFW citing a missing 18Jun04 -03/268r4 IEEE contribution?  Was this intentional?  Again, on 13Jul04, during the Portland session, Charles Razzell requested that the TG Chair reference "-03/268r3 and -04/0220r3" BEFORE the elimination vote; where was -03/268r4?  Why did the voters not learn of the planned PFW?  Why did the MBOA hold separate but parallel collocated discussions in Portland?  Did they discuss the PFW in private and then vote with a priori knowledge?

This citation to a “268r4” continues to occur again and again; in the latest Merged Proposal #1 Berlin update presentation by Matthew Shoemake -04/0518r1 the following text appears in the frontmatter “This presentation provides an overview of the MultiBand OFDM proposal.  Details of the actual proposal may be found in document 15-02-268r4.”  The 268r4 was not contributed to the IEEE but the reference to an “r4” keeps occurring.

I am not sure what to believe on this source issue; however, we all now know that the Merger Proposal #1 is NOT compliant with the FCC R&O and MO&O because this technology is more interfering.

Moreover, a waiver is problematic even if the MBOA-SIG gets a waiver; the grant may be so specific that it would prevent the TG (or MBOA-SIG) from modifying the proposal or draft without invalidating the waiver!  How can the MBOA-SIG guarantee that we the implementers of IEEE Std 802.15.3a(TM) could ever get 15.3a devices certified under the waiver - especially since the newest version of Merged Proposal #1 -04/0493r1 was already changed from the version that was submitted in the petition for waiver or 268r4!  Even more interesting is that in the following article the authors of the Merged Proposal #1 state that frequency hopping is not needed:

http://www.eetimes.com/article/showArticle.jhtml?articleId=20300701
so by their own admission, not only is the use of frequency hopping not necessary, a non-hopping system is proposed as a higher performance follow-on product with the features the authors desire.  These issues lead me to conclude there is no intent to be compliant to the PAR and develop a consensus standard but rather to use the MBOA-SIG contributions merely as a blocking tactic in the IEEE Project 802.15.3a while their MBOA-SIG specifications go to market with or without an FCC waiver.
Consequently, I may consider changing my NO vote to YES if the MBOA-SIG and/or its representative provides 1) Unequivocal proof that their IEEE proposal is compliant with the FCC regulatory rulings regarding UWB emissions.  2) Proof that their IEEE proposal does not suffer a reduction in performance relative to non-FH proposal edits as a result of an FCC ruling.  3) Proof that their IEEE proposal I am confirming is the same as what the WG will receive as a motion to ratify and 4) proof that when their proposal becomes “r0” of the Draft P802.15.3a baseline amendment standard for the first letter ballot it is the same as the confirmed TG proposal.  If the MBOA-SIG PHY specification and IEEE Alt PHY proposal are as stable as has been stated then there should be no problem stating this.  In other words I want my vote to confirm, in the Down Selection Voting procedure, the baseline standard that will go to WG letter ballot.  Finally, 5) to resolve the openness principle I cited above I would require that MBOA-SIG request that IEEE-SA join their SIG and therefore allow me (as an IEEE-SA member) the opportunity to access the private SIG meetings, minutes and documents and be able ascertain for myself that the above proofs were accurate.

#2 Complexity:

An alternative proposal has been shown to operate with superior performance, with much lower silicon area.  I'll consider changing my NO to a YES if my concern is addressed in writing (via a contribution to 802.15.3a)

#3 High Power consumption:

An alternative proposal has been shown to operate with superior performance, with much lower power consumption.  I'll consider changing my NO to a YES if my concern is addressed in writing (via a contribution to 802.15.3a)

#4 SOP:

Poor performance with simultaneously operating piconets, e.g. a piconet operating at 110Mbps at 6m cannot cope with a single adjacent piconet which is closer than 5 meters whereas an alternative solution has been presented which, under the same conditions, can cope with an adjacent piconet only 2.5 meters away.  I'll consider changing my NO to a YES if my concern is addressed in writing (via a contribution to 802.15.3a)
#5 The band grouping scheme results in many piconet options which have very high attenuation.

#6 No new SOP figures have been presented for more than 1 interfering piconet.

#7 Range:

Poor performance at high bit rates.  An alternative proposal has been shown to operate at almost twice the range at 480Mbps.  I'll consider changing my NO to a YES if my concern is addressed in writing (via a contribution to 802.15.3a)

#8 Consensus:

There are precedents for a “two PHY” compromise in numerous consensus standards.  I suggest that the Merged Proposal #1 and Merged Proposal #2 merge and become Merged Proposal #3.  Further, I have been considering the MBOA-SIG public announcements and public information on the MBOA MAC and PHY specifications that have been in the press and that based on this posturing i.e., “…specification with or without IEEE…’ the MBOA-SIG should consider the IEEE Industry Standards and Technology Organization (IEEE-ISTO) [http://www.ieee-isto.org]; the point being that the ISTO develops industry standards but that IEEE 802.15 develops consensus standards; companies vs. individual volunteers respectively.

#9 Interference issue:

DS-UWB shows less interference than that of MB-OFDM.  Interference mitigation is not addressed in -04/0493r1, MB-OFDM simply steps on other users of the frequency.

#10 Scalability:

DS-UWB shows less complexity and smaller size (which leads to less power) than MB-OFDM, whereas MB-OFDM requires FFT/IFFT, high performance DAC and several ns unauthorized frequency hopping are required.

#11 The clock frequencies and convolutional coder do not support a common signaling mode.

#12 Time to market. The earliest availability of silicon for this proposal is 2005. An alternative proposal has ICs available today, which have the ability to be adapted to the precise protocols laid down by the standard, within a very short time of the standard being issued.

#13 It would be interesting to see some, ANY, working hardware demonstrating feasibility of the solution -- even a breadboard, because at this late date I can no longer accept PowerPoint Engineering.

#14 MB-OFDM must have a clear, satisfactory solution to solve the location awareness problem.

#15 It appears from multiple sources in the popular press as well as MBOA-SIG Press Releases that the MBOA MAC specification will be the only one certified by the WiMedia to work in the MBOA ecosystem.  If there is no intention to use the IEEE Std 802.15.3™-2003 and this is merely a blatant attempt to hijack the IEEE brand then I submit that the IEEE 802.15 mandate withdrawal of the Merged Proposal #1 and confirm Merged Proposal #2.
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