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Monday 5/11/2009 AM 2 meeting

10:35 AM Meeting starts
Phil starts with the opening report: doc #IEEE 15-00-0370 rev1

Clarification question: “TG4g is not tasked with developing any MAC amendments”. Phil’s response is that that is why we are liaising with TG4e

Phil reminds the group of that IEEE patent policies and P&Ps apply, and provides an opportunity for identification of essential patents. None are heard.
Phil goes over the posted agenda doc # 15-4-0266 rev 2. 

Agenda modification: Hirohito Nishiyama is unable to attend the meeting so he will not be presenting
Instead Brian Seal from EPRI will be presenting for 10-15 minutes.

Another idea is to put one of the DSSS proposals before lunch.

No objections to this so the Freescale proposal was moved up to before lunch.

Also if people are flexible about presenting we can make small adjustments to the agenda as we go.

Phil: our agenda is very full. There may be some proposals outside of the PAR scope. We will hear them now, and then in the joint meeting we can decide which MAC changes to accept in 4g and which ones belong in 4e. 

Clarification: “The PAR says that we need to make only MAC changes that support the PHY so we could look at the proposals in that context.”

Question: “Can we have an editing session on Thursday to work out a guidance document (phy parameters) for the group?” We can fit this under next steps and people can also see Ben offline.

Comment: “On Thursday we should start to get focused and try to have people with similar proposals meet to harmonize”

Question: “is the intent to have multiple PHY options in the standard?”

Answer: It is for the group to decide depending on the use cases. If there are reasonable technical justifications then it is ok.

10:57 AM Motion to approve agenda made by: Ben Rolfe
Seconded by George Flammer
The agenda is approved with unanimous consent
Phil goes over IEEE policy and procedure and reminds people of the patent disclosure policy.
10:58 AM: No-one spoke up to disclose any patents
11:06 AM Motion to approve Vancouver minutes P802-15-09-0251-004g brought by Clint Powell
Seconded by Ben Rolfe
Minutes from Vancouver approved 
11:09 AM Brian Seal presents doc # 15-09-382-00-004g
Question arose “Is this targeted at Europe or US”.

Brian – I am more familiar with US and what is happening at NIST and Congress. So this is more focused on the North American Market

Question: Do utilities want their own network or will they use public infrastructure? Brian’s opinion is that they prefer to own and operate their own network due to security and reach concerns

Question on the threshold pain for when cost becomes important, and you mentioned there may be multiple flavors so that different users can pick what they want, or would only one win?

Brian: they are discovering more benefits from these products, so therefore extra cost may be justified if the system can perform more operations. Utilities will choose the cheapest that satisfies all these requirements. The different options should not be constrained by vendors but more by scenarios.

Comment on relative cost: “the difficulty with forward thinking on cost is that Utilities are not acting as a group. They act independently on cost, so we need to be sensitive on cost because Utility vendors will be bid down to the lowest cost out there. It is very important to go to a low cost manufacturing because that is what will sell, even if the industry may drive cost up by requesting more features”

Comment “Data and technologies are dependent on the technology and where they are – esp. water/gas needs may be different from electric”

11:36 AM Ben Rolfe from BCA presents doc # 802.15.09.0075.04.0004g phy parameters

Discussion on whether AWGN channel is assumed

11:50 Kuor Hsin Chang (Freescale) presents 802.15-09-0295-00-04g, joint proposal with Clint Powell and Rick Enns

Question: “How are you going to support 3 co-located networks in the 800MHz band in Europe where they have only 600kHz” Answer – we are using mostly 2.4GHz. 

Question: “Is 2.4GHz really a good band for SUN given 802.11’s channel occupancy”?

Comment by Phil there may be more channels becoming available in Europe – we will address this later in the session

Comment from Clint Powell – 802.11 TGn came out with a requirement to do some sensing before initiating the 40MHz communication. Bottom line – 802.11 TGn is trying to fix co-existence issues.

12:04 AM session adjourned
Monday 5/11/2009 PM 1 meeting

1:35 pm Phil opens the meeting 

1:36 pm Frank Poegel from Atmel presents 802.15.09-0124-04-004g joint proposal with Michael Schmidt and Dietmar Eggert
Comment: “In my opinion receive sensitivity and capacity are the more important things in this system not DSSS vs Freq hopping” 

Comment: “I do not agree with your comments that DSSS does not outperform narrow band in the presence of multipath”

Answer from presenter: “you need a rake receiver and today 15.4 does not support it”

Discussion ensues about BPSK vs GFSK link budget and SNR/power. No solid conclusion

2:15 pm Scott Weikel (Elster) presents 802.15-09-0303-01-004g

Question: “Do we think the link budget and multipath resistance is enough?”

Answer: “In my experience, yes”

Comment: “15.4 was designed for indoor environments – this is for outdoor environments. Do you think this satisfies that requirements”

Answer: Yes

Comment: I worked on the PSSS modulation for Zigbee – maximum multipath it can handle is 2 chips or 2us. So that may not be good for long-range outdoor environments – Also it occupies more bandwidth so you are not going to get more channels there.

Question: “Given that the existing system is adequate – why are people not using it for this purpose now? Also – the pdu size has been increased but the CRC has not been increased.”

Answer: CRC is bigger in the proposal

Question: “Have you done any performance calculation on how well it would do for larger packets?”

Answer “no – I defer to the channel characteristics study discussed over the conference calls”

2:30 pm We are moving up the On-Ramp wireless presentation from 4.2 into 2.2 on the agenda with the indulgence of the group.  There were no objections from Group.
2:31 pm David Howard (On-Ramp Wireless) presents 802.15.09-0356-00-004g

Question: “what happens when an endpoint is hearing packets from multiple AP’s”? 

Answer: the AP’s have separate gold codes 

Question: ”Comment on the dynamic power range and how it works with the different devices talking to the AP”

Answer: 30dB of analog power control is enough – digital gets the rest of the way

Question: “How does the data rates relate to the PAR?”

Answer: “Aggregate throughput maps to the PAR”

Comment: “you still need to consider the latency per device because that may also be important if you have to do something on-demand in the utility business.”

Discussion ensued about whether this technology was cost-effective in terms of being able to build ASICs out of it.

Comment: “How long does cold-acquisition take? And what impact does that have on power outages”

Answer: “Cold acquisition is about 20 seconds”

Question: “what time accuracy do you need to process these signals”

Answer: “we use an off-the shelf GPS unit – the rest works on low-end FPGA’s and it runs at 30MHz”

Question: How does a node with a spreading factor of e.g. 16 maintain orthogonality with another at 30k spreading factor?

Answer: Nodes just need to maintain low correlation

Comment: “comment on cost and NRE – you still pay per gate – so it does matter how big the chip is”

“Not sure how data-rate meets the power”

3:30 pm Meeting is adjourned

Monday 5/11/2009 PM 2 meeting (Joint with TG4e and TG4f RFID)

4:03 PM Meeting opens

Jointly chaired by Pat Kinney, Phil Beecher and Michael McInnis

Discussing document # 802.15.09-0391-0-0000‘

Question on MAC changes needed by PHY 

Answer – Pat: You can do it if it is required, but not to enhance it – only to enable it.

Comment: “Channels and channel pages are almost always guaranteed changes for a PHY amendment”

Question: if you have a new PHY layer in an existing band what are the interoperability issues? 

Answer: that is one for the group to determine. You have to do coexistence, but you do not have to interoperate – only interoperate if it is part of the requirement. 

Phil: we do not have interoperability or backwards compatibility requirement in TG4g PAR.
Discussion ensued on how to synchronize with 4e on the low energy requirements and how we should feed it back into PHY design. Conclusion: sync between groups is hard

4:33 pm Rene Struik (Certicom) presents doc # 802.15.-04-0828-07-004e

4:50pm Pat Kinney quickly shows 802.15-09-0241 on channel hopping

4:50pm Pat Kinney quickly shows 802.15-08-0822 on low energy

4:53 pm Michael McInnis presents transmit only modes of operation

Question: some proposals talk about the physical layer reading battery powered devices. If it is frequency hopping and there are a lot of channels – how would we work with 4e to wake up a sensor in this case?

Answer: if we talk then everyone understands more. This is going to be an iterative process.

Discussion ensued on what the best way to coordinate the two groups (4e & 4g)

Comment: Voting is done at the group level, so it is in the interest of groups to work together

Discussion ensued on network management.

Comments: The goal is better support for IP traffic, the higher layers will also bring you SNMP on top of the that.

5:22 pm Myung Lee presents 802-15-09-0306-03-004g (may be loaded as 308)

5:50 pm Did you find this meeting useful?

Discussion ensued about whether transmit only is supported in the 15.4 architecture and with security

Do we need another joint meeting in SF? How do we want to structure it to make it more effective?

Comment: I think there should be one – because 4g is not far enough along, so another meeting would be good. 

Any objections to having a joint meeting in SF?

No objections were given.

6:05 pm Meeting is adjourned

Monday 5/11/2009 PM 3 meeting

7:35 pm session starts

7:35 pm Tae Joon Park (ETRI) presents 802.15.09-0301-01-004g
No questions
7:50 pm Liang Li presents 802.15-00-0283-00-004g

Question: What is the modulation?
Answer: It is based on QPSK

Phil encourages participants to merge proposals (at least the DSSS ones).

Question: what happens if the proposals are in different bands? 

Discussion ensued on if they should be merged or specified – it is part of the process to figure out what makes sense.

8:10pm Meeting adjourned

Tuesday 5/12/2009 AM 1 meeting

8:05 AM Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up

No-one did.

8:08 am Henk de Ruijter (SiLabs) presents 802.15-09-0278-02-004g 
Discussion on the alarm bands in Europe and why the current 15.4 can transmit there but the current proposal cannot – conclusion: we need more data from the regulatory body

Comment: It would be useful to include a link budget in the system so that we can look at the performance

Question: what ranges are you targeting? And how does it deal with multipath?

Answer: those included in the PAR. The frequency hopping and lower data-rate will help with the multipath.

Question: What is the receive sensitivity?

Answer: it should be -113dBm

Comment: We should resolve the range and multipath issues – some documents show 1us or 2 us spread over 100 meters. That is a delay spread of 10 microseconds.

Comment: The likelihood that all paths will experience this kind of delay is very unlikely – and if you are using a mesh network then you do not need the one dedicated link with a low delay spread. Different data rates and modulation should also help out tremendously.

Comment: if the proposal is deployed then you can take some measurements, if not then you need more numbers (according to the PAR)

8:40 Hiroshi Harada presents 802-15-09-312-02-004g 

Question: The PAR says you need 1000 neighbors don’t you experience the hidden node problem. Do you have experimental data that shows how CSMA will work?

Answer: we are still working on that – we may not be using CSMA

9:10 am Khanh (TI) presents document 802.15-09-0290-01-004g

Comment: Link budget for your proposal will be helpful

Answer: Typically a radio like this can have link budget of ~130db if you scale the datarate

Question: Is this proposal based on a currently available product

Answer: no – based loosely but not entirely

Tuesday 5/12/2009 AM 2 meeting

10:37 am Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up:

no-one did.

10:37 am Bob Mason from (Elster) presents 802.15-09-302-01-004g

Question Does the 400kHz spacing allow you to meet alternate channel issues?

Answer: We have done initial testing on this and our data show that it is ok – I do not have data with me

Some discussion ensued on how much data is transferred across this network – it depends on how often meters log data and how often they are read.

Question: How do you do 240kbps on a 400kHz channel without going to a higher modulation?

Answer: you are closer to MFSK so that you are at 360kHz range

Discussion ensued on multipath mitigation – no real conclusion, but this technology is deployed

11:10 am Cristina Seibert presents 802.15-09-0300-00-004g

Question:  the packet error rate is not for aggregate – it is for 1 transmission 

Answer: yes

Question: Why would you not make the adjacent channel interference better esp. for future proofing?

Answer: This is more how things are usually spec’d, not what our ideal performance should be

Discussion ensued on the bit error rate and future proofing

Comment: for the 1500 byte payload the error rate is good

Question: This proposal is targeted at North America. What effect will the lower radiation power have in other areas?

Answer: No data on other bands.

Question: Do you blacklist or white-list channels

Answer: no

Question: What parameters do you choose to figure out where the MAC is hopping on?

Answer: it is done at the higher level

Question: The FCS is at the physical frame or only on the payload

Answer: only on the payload

Comment: you should coordinate with 15.4 on the PIB table attributes

Question: when an endpoint joins the system how does it get synchronized?

Answer: there is a discovery phase. You just need to know the sync and hopping sequence of a neighbor. This info can be exchanged during the discovery phase

Question: Node must know what time it is to communicate – how often do they need to communicate?

Answer: it depends on the crystal stability (drift).

Tuesday 5/12/2009 PM 3 meeting

7:36 pm Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up:

no-one did.

7:38 pm John Buffington and Daniel Popa present 802.15-09-0396-00-004g

Discussion ensued on data rate (is aggregate appropriate?)

Comment: I do not agree with skewing all discussions to aggregate data rate as appropriate

Comment: Throughput numbers are the most contentious. It depends on the protocol and a lot of factors. The PAR just talks about point-to-point and at the PHY that is the best you can have.

Phil (Chair): My interpretation of the PAR is that it is a point-to-point data-rate between two devices that needs to be between 40kbps and 1Mbps

Comment: if you define the data-rate as anything but between two nodes you will be implying an architecture that is not peer-to-peer

David Hart: could you comment on battery devices?

Answer: we need to find ways to support them, we may need to have mechanisms for speeding up discovery and re-sync. (data rate may be one) 

Comment: you can trade datarate and tx power. I think the most important thing is spectral efficiency

Answer: processing power can also be a real concern on a battery based device – so we should consider that.

8:30 pm Britton Sanderford (Sensus) presents 802.15-09-0299-02-004g

Comment: Issue was raised about other frequency bands become available. The PAR does take spectrum becoming available into account. The things you need to change e.g. channel maps etc are easy for chipmakers to implement. Instead of talking about licensed bands - are not in the PAR - we can use a generic equation to translate the standard into other bands.

Discussion ensued on how to handle new bands and limited use bands.

Question: you mentioned both GFSK and MFSK – what is your proposal

Answer: The system should be GMSK – if vendors use more complex modulations they can use that

Comment: we need to specify something as a standard – so we can’t just take any future thing

Comment: Did you investigate FCC requirements if you have a product that is certified to operate in dual bands? Has this gone beyond the hallway discussions?

Answer: we have not done this – in general what we found is that it just needs to meet the standard requirements in both bands.
Wednesday 5/13/2009 AM 1 meeting

8:09 am Phil reminds us of IEEE policy and procedure and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up:

no-one did.

8:10 am Quick overview of tomorrow’s agenda. We have a PM1 session – Phil would like to swap it to PM2 so that people can attend 4e low power operation. 

Comment: People may be catching flights so this may be a bad 

Straw-poll: Who prefers to swap to PM 2: count 4

Who prefers to swap to PM1: 10+

People are in favor of keeping it as it is.

8:12 am Christophe Dugas (Coronis) presents 15-09-0357-00-004g

Question: Where does the wake-up word and data go?

Answer; the data comes after the wakeup word

Question: when range is limited to 50 meters, do you need a peer-to-peer mesh or do you use a star network?

Answer: depends on the environment, the gateway is either close so you make the direct link, or we build out repeaters on pole tops and light poles.

Question: what is the voltage and the shelf life of the battery?

Answer: 3.6 volts. We have a range of power. Voltage stays flat over the life until suddenly dropping. We have experience for 9 years now.

Question: If you are hopping is there a gap in transmission?

Answer: 16 bits of data is sent – then there is 1 stuff bit, and then data is transmitted again – so yes there is a gap.

Question: The frame error rate included the effects of FEC and redundancy. No data on the FEC efficacy.

Discussion ensued on the FEC – how many bits to use and where to put them. 

Question: Is it possible to turn off FEC and test it?
Answer: No we have not tested this.

Question: Slide 22 lists the number of devices per concentrator. How many repeaters are necessary to support that many devices? 

Answer: Repeaters can be up to 10% of the population

9:09 AM Sakamoto (Tokyo Gas) apologises that Fuji Electric cannot attend and presents 802.15-09-0285-00-004g 

Question: When you transmit a beacon and there is a short receive slot afterwards – what if multiple transmitters tx in that slot – how do you do contention resolutions

Answer: Senders do some form of sensing and may backoff.
Question: what kind of battery life is necessary for routing functionality? And how do devices at the top of the network maintain their battery life if they are forwarding more data

Answer: Every device is a router – we need 10 years battery life. There is no top of the network

9:33 am Mark Thompson, Kendall Smith present 802.15-09-288-00-004g 

Discussions on licensed spectrum ensued

Phil: the participants of this group can lobby for spectrum and when it is allocated if it is dedicated use or if it is licensed at that point we can augment the PAR.

Comment: we need to leave hooks open for licensed spectrum, but we still have to do coexistence because we do have to operate in unlicensed spectrum

Comment: you mentioned you get better propagation at the lower freq – do you see increased multipath?

Answer: No… we have multiple listeners at a single endpoint so the multipath is mitigated.

More discussion on licensed spectrum vs unlicensed spectrum and the ease of transferring the technologies

Question: what is economic redundancy?

Answer: in a mesh you need to have more nodes so it is wasting money to put more devices in.

Comment: this is not licensed vs unlicensed, but mesh vs star architecture.
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1:34 pm Meeting is called to order. Reminder that everyone is covered by IEEE patent policy and procedure, and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up:

no-one did.
1:38 pm Steve Shearer presents 802.15-15-09-0289-01-004g

Question on slide 7 – the coding rate is 1/8. How do you achieve this if the master code has a rate of ½

Answer: I am basically doing repetition coding on the subcarriers

Comment: bandwidth is 250 and spacing is 300 kHz. At the lowest bit-rate it could be as low as 0.7 seconds. This could be considered a regulation violation - Its not wide enough for a digital modulation so you can only dwell 0.4 seconds

Comment on slide 23 – The sensitivity to multipath – if you cannot sync on the preamble due to multipath then all the OFDM robustness disappears

Answer: Barker codes try to get a peak by using autocorrelation and freq spreading. You do not have to perform bit detection so you do not have to demodulate as well.

Comment: I would like to use OFDM even in the preamble. That is more robust than what you are proposing

Discussion ensued about coherent and differential BPSK 

Can you comment on the phase noise and relative backoff?
Answer: one of the uses of pilot tones is to correct for low freq random phase walk. In a differential system you do not need to worry about that, because it is cancelled out. For peak to average ratio, that is an OFDM downfall: but for lower modulation – BPSK and QPSK you can tolerate more so you can run the PA near the edge.

Question on complexity and the estimate of the number of MIPS, where is the room for the MAC in the stack? Can you give more of an absolute # of gates per proposal vs. freq hopping.

Answer: I believe it is roughly 50K gates for the OFDM engine. But this is not confirmed.

Comment: this reminds me of WiMax and other projects I have done before. I want to comment on the other questions: if you do differential then phase error is not a concern, but frequency error is still a concern you need to address. In one of you slides you said you reduced the complexity by 4000x. What power consumption, gate size, silicon size can you gain over other OFDM systems.

Answer: I compute the complexity by figuring out how many FFT’s I need to perform per unit of time. The gate count scales according to nlogn and the output data rate. The viterbi decoder gate need is defined by the characteristics of the decoder – constraints of the codec that you choose. There is an exponential formula. I do not know much about the implementation – and the complexity depends on that.

Comment: I’m still concerned that the reductions are limited and not as much as the simpler systems

2:55pm Rishi Mohindra (Maxim) presents 802.15-09-0293-00-004g

Question: is it star or mesh? 

Answer: 2k nodes can talk to the base station by having each node send only a few symbols. (so it is a star)

Comment: for the 5kHz channels, do you need a very accurate oscillator?

Answer: the center frequency of your channel is not very important; you can use a longer training sequence to recover. The 5 kHz is accurate from the FFT and is from crystal error

Question: how would this work with battery-operated modes?

Answer: there is another counter used for calibration – the node can wake up every minute and then if it waits for a full frame it can sync on the base station’s preamble. Crystal also requires calibration.

Comment: the unlicensed spectrum in the US allows a Watt of power. Does the power backoff means you need a large PA.

Answer: Yes – I would not recommend outputting 1 Watt, the PA would be expensive and drain power.

Comment: If you always leave error correction and interleaving always on you would always pay, even if some links do not need it? Is it always required and what is the overhead?

Answer: if you do not error correction OFDM will not help you – if you lose one tone you will lose the whole packet. Error correction is required for OFDM

Question: what is the basis of your calculation on energy per bit for GFSK and OFDM?

Answer: Assuming they have the same PA so the OFDM gives you 6x more data rate. I am assuming both are 1W saturation, the PA may be class C and at 70% efficiency. With dynamic biasing you can boost OFDM’s efficiency also. I think it could be 3x instead of 6x better. We are more worried about the receive standby current not the tx current

Comment: slide 30 are you proposing 64 or 16 bit QAM? For the next meeting can you actually summarize your proposal instead of having a menu of options? Is this a proposal or a future upgrade proposal

Answer: I propose 64 QAM. I propose that OFDM is considered as an option

Comment: when you talk about FEC and viterbi, it does make the silicon verification step more difficult, it is not just bigger, it also takes more energy and time to verify. Also – will this last 20 years?

Answer: these are standardized blocks – you can get 400k gates in 2mm^2 of silicon. Silicon is becoming cheap.

Question: why are you looking at such high delay spreads? Is this going to be a mobile meter?

Answer: no – it is just an example

Comment: it is interesting to see the effort to show that GFSK does not work. When you showed that GFSK does not work – you showed us how it worked, because we are also proposing frequency hopping. However, if OFDM is so good, then why are you proposing hopping on OFDM – is that not over-engineered?

Answer: sometimes you still need to hop (if it is flat fading). There are certain fades that would affect GFSK and not OFDM.

Comment: you were using a 1% BER ratio – that is unusable in a real life environment. I also do not see the case where 10us spreads are reasonable. I believe the spreads are less than that.

Answer: thanks, I see now that it is less than 10us.

Comment: This is a tutorial on OFDM, this is not a proposal and since it seems like an 802.11 PHY how can we deal with it in this task group? Esp. if 802.11 already has this PHY and they can just use it there. Third, this is a star network and we are dealing with a mesh network

Wednesday 5/13/2009 PM 2 meeting

4:11pm Phil reminds us that we are covered by IEEE P&P

4:11pm Emmanuel Monnerie presents 802.15-09-0291-00-004g

Comment: Slide 14, you mentioned that the power consumption scales with receiver bandwidth. My experience is different – you need more power and tighter tolerances

Answer: It is a rule of thumb – I think it applies here

Comment: if a low-power node is listening 99% of the time. In a low energy radio – the time to turn it on is also very important. It is significant. If you have very narrow bandwidth allocations, it can take more time for oscillators to lock on. Can you tell me how long it takes?

Answer: the preamble is the time allocated for packet detections: preamble is 4ms

Comment: you put 100kHz in because of hopping and flat fading? If the channel coherence is greater than that you don’t gain anything for the complexity

Answer: We think OFDM has many benefits besides multipath

Comment: most of the band interference will not be narrow – you will be taken out by a wider signal. Is this good for water and gas?

Answer: those systems will be in standby mode, so it could be ok for them because the tx power consumption is not much higher.

Question: you talk about 20 year legroom and future proofing – the data rate is only 240kbps. Do you think it is the cheapest way to get there?

Answer: this one is more robust to multipath

Question: what do you mean with “It is a better fit for international regulations” and are you saying this is a better approach to get narrow bandwidth than FSK?

Answer: narrow bandwidth makes it easier to meet regulations.

4:58 pm Sansung Choi (ETRI) presents 802.15-09-0275-02-004g

Question: are you proposing 36dBm tx power from a meter? If a 36dBm is located near the antennae won’t it kill the TV signal. Is whitespace available in the US? And explain spectral sensing.

Answer: Near TV signal you have to go down to 17dBm. If you are in the whitespace it is ok. Spectral sensing means to sense for TV interference.

Question: if you know there is a TV station present on the channel – and how long do you need to operate a receiver to distinguish between TV and other interference.

Answer: we have the database of TV stations in our country

Discussion ensued about sensing requirements

Comment: If you are looking at white spaces maybe we should not repeat the work here in our group.

Comment: there may be an effort to coordinate the activity.

Comment: The last several presentations are counting on phase/freq modulations. Zigbee runs on the 15.4 on phase modulations. The FSK are more power efficient and lower cost. The 4W power generation is a big deal. You may also get the same link margin – in an jammer-limited environment you may be hearing the noise and not the signals. In an FSK system you seem to get more efficiency with saturation amps that are lower complexity.

5:49 pm Discussion of tomorrow’s agenda. It is relatively flexible so things may be added. TG4e has a low-energy discussion and people are leaving in PM2. 

Thursday 5/14/2009 AM 1 meeting

Meeting has come to order at 8:10 am.
Phil reminds meeting of IEEE P&P and asks those who know of patent claims to speak up:

no-one did.
Agenda for the day was set and posted.

Agenda is rev 3. (doc # 266-03).

8:41 am Ben presents the common platform proposal. doc #360. (revision 1).

Data whitening comment: do we need data whitening if we are encrypting? Ben suggests that there is a mode to turn it off if it is not needed. What happens if physical header is not protected? What about physical layer network ID? And what about extension bit to be more or less compatible with 802.15.4 
Comment: doc 261 is a document that shows the template what have IEEE done in the past for PHY amendments in IEEE.

Question about how we go about getting MAC issues into 4e. Pat says next step is to call out: PHY only, MAC support for PHY and then MAC only items. 
Comment: It is better to group all the MAC proposals rather than everyone put their own to 4e.

Discussion ensued on the PAR, why parameters were chosen and how to change it if people want. Phil comments that the Studya Group spent significant effort on creating the PAR (and 5C). It is possible to change the PAR and goes over the procedure. Changing the PAR: if theTask Group approves a change, then the Working Group considers the technical and political issues. If WG approves it, it goes to EC then to RevCom. There have been PAR amendments approved.
Comment: the concept of IEEE we have one standard to address an application. When we say "turf wars" we mean that we do not solve the problem that were solved in other standards. It has to be demonstrated that this proposal does no belong elsewhere. The EC could have assigned it to any work group (16, 11, etc). They decided to put it in a different group. What we describe as turf wars means we only have one solution to a problem and it is in the best nurturing environment.
Comment: I do not think everyone understands how much effort when into this and that he does not see any issues. If anyone has any, please bring them up.
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10:42am start

Phil says that if there are items in the PAR simply propose it here and it will be debated and we will move on.

10:49am Concern is raised about patents and an LOA that was filed for 802.15 TG 4g: story about C12 standards experience.
John Barr (JBarr consultants): This really should not be discussed here. Advice from patcom: some basic rules: just ask if they know of any IP and to file an LOA. It is up to the people in the group to file a LOA so there are no surprises at the end. Up front rather than after the fact.
Question: when is it the right time to submit a LOA? Preference is right away, but should go before the sponsor ballot. (says John). Phil urges all participants to seek the advice of patcom.

Comment: says an LOA states that I am a team player and only that; they are willing to work with the group to create a standard. 

Channel characteristics are up next.

11:15 am Emmanuel Monnerie, George Flammer, Clint Powell and Steve Shearer presents doc 279

This is just purely geographical data. This is not a neighbor chart.

Question about % of meters to cover. Utilities expect 100% coverage. Typically they say there are at least 30 meters per square mile.

The PAR states 1000's of neighbors. Is that you must keep 1000s or that you could only keep the ones you want. It is a density from a co-existence standpoint. Phil and others state this is a higher layer issue.

Comment: I would suggest we get some results from Europe and give equivalents between the units of measures. 

Discussion ensued about which terrains we have covered and what you should do to cover the 100% case.

11:57 am Andy Gowans presents 802.15-09-0432-00-004g

Liaisons with 4e were volunteered: Kuor-Hsin Chang (Freescale) and Greg Gillooly (Aclara)
12:25 PM Liang Li presents 802.15-09-0430-00-004g
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1:40 pm Meeting is called to order

Discuss agenda: Myung will not have time for his presentation so he may present again in San Francisco

Next steps: 

The question has been raised about our down-selection process. There was a lot of discussion earlier – and it was decided that we had no down-selection process. This was discussed in LA.

We also have the PHY parameters document for evaluation.

Phil: We need to enhance the PHY criteria document. Ben is the current custodian of the document and he solicits input on this.

Phil: The process is for us to do our baseline selection in San Francisco (July). 

Comment: The hope is that the reflector has traffic and that there is a merging process so that we have fewer proposals by the time we select the baseline.
Discussion of the 4a process ensued.

Discussion about how to make the tg4g smooth: suggestion was made to get a leader for each group and then the work can proceed faster.
Phil: There are a many participants on the TG4g conference call – this should remain as a coordination call, , so it is better to discuss technical detail in sub-groups.
Is there anything else people think we can do to make the process smooth? Is breaking into sub-groups enough? 

Comment: should we not have another round of proposals?

Phil: Merging is voluntary and people should get together and bring merged proposals to the next meeting.

Comment: it may become necessary to go through further processes by the time we get to San Francisco – but we should keep moving in between meetings

Comment: The output of the groups in 802.11 TGn was proposals for the baseline drafts. The process of voting then started. 11 realized that too much time was consumed with proposals. So they formed 3 subgroups of different teams who worked together. The Ad-hoc group with interests in various aspects would be better. Working outside of this forum would really help this team. 

Phil: we have heard our final proposals, so there will be no new ones. Even if the proposals are not full, the people may not know/care what they want for missing parts and now would be a time to merge.

Comment: this is the distillation process. The leading entities can pull teams together who are of like views. People would also come to the IEEE meetings early (Thursday), work together and then be ready to go.

Phil: This is what I hoped we could do 

Comments:

I think we should have more collaborative presentations. I am not sure we should define buckets just yet.

There seems to be some semantic differences – we just need to move forward in a structured way. Working in sub-groups does not force us to resolve all issues. It just allows us to move forward more.

You can encourage people to work together offline before the SF meeting. And then we can assess in SF how much consolidation there was. We could go down to 3 narrowband freq hopping so it is possible things will go down nicely. We want to keep things moving but we want the newcomers to the group to have time to digest everything. So we have already started working together

We still need to go talk about these technologies internal to our company. That may take a while to digest.

We are different from 11n because there are fewer professional proposers so people may need more time to digest the proposers. I would encourage you to preserve the ability for the new comers to go through their processes.

The channel characteristics subgroup worked together  on channel models and made a lot of progress. This allows a lot of progress to go on in parallel.

Phil: you can do this in an ad-hoc manner. As long as the calls are announced early then people can participate in any group that they want.

This is an informal process, what we have found is that some flexibility allows more progress and also helps late-comers get caught up.

The concern I have is that if the objective is not formalized, then if people just go off and collaborate it may be problematic. The idea is to define the objective a bit better – i.e. make an attempt by SF to collaborate with at least 1 other party.

Discussion about “due diligence” outside of IEEE meeting
Phil: If people start soliciting in 2 weeks to collaborate this may be good. It is probably better to collaborate over the reflector because that is an inclusive process. My other complaint is that the reflector is not active enough – so I strongly encourage people to use the reflector to discuss.

More discussion followed on due diligence and collaboration and the reflector (pretty much in the same vein as above)

Comments:

We are simply trying to make a compromise and make some progress. The template also has been out for a while, so the information that needs to be provided is straightforward. If we need time we can make time. But right now there should be no problem to at least start working and to see how it will go. This seems to be a reasonable intermediate thing that people seem to be agreeing too.

Much discussion about collaboration between now and San Francisco meeting

Phil: people may start to collaborate anyway. If we do it via the reflector then at least it is out in the open. The point is that other standards organizations do a lot of work between the meetings and it. I am not pushing people into doing stuff they do not want to do. I just want to say if people are doing stuff then they should do it openly on the reflector and in conference calls so that everyone can participate.

Can we give this a try to see if it works?

Comments: We could have a straw poll even it if is not official that at least shows support

I don’t think anyone is opposed to us posting things on the reflector and working together.

No objections raised.

More comments: It would it be useful to have short discussions on each group to percolate up all ideas from the groups and then get a prioritized summary of the proposals.

Phil: maybe we should look at the PHY criteria doc now as people have said that they will need to leave to catch flights.

Comment: Process of editing documents – the person whose name is on it should be the editor. So anyone can make changes –but just mail it back to the original person to post
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3:15 pm meeting called to order

PHY parameters document edit:

Ben Rolfe introduces: 
This is supposed to give the requirements for the 15.4g PHY – it gives table format of the guidance to make a proposal.

Ben discusses how the document was put together. 

Ben: the point was also raised that we need some evaluation of performance in the document.

Ben goes over the table with the individual items in it e.g. freq band etc. etc.

Ben: if some of these items are not relevant then we can review them as we are working on the document.

Went over the dependency matrix

I will post this now as the presented version and then get comments over the next week so that we can refine it

Question: What is the name of the last table that you show us? Performance criteria is a strong name, it should perhaps be performance requirements?

Phil: This may be in the wrong document. This should be moved?

Comment: maybe some should be removed… it is confusing. Also it is not PHY characteristics, but the entire system characteristic. These are not appropriate to discriminate a PHY proposal.

Phil: let’s move it into a new document that talks about application.

Phil: is there any use reviewing the proposals in this session?

Conclusion: attendance is too low and people expressed the need to do due diligence.

Myung is unable to present.

Question: can the chair update the website so that it outlines our commitment to work together in conference calls.

Phil: Part of the closing report is reviewing the timeline; For now I would like to keep it as is. We will have an opportunity to review it in July. I also want it to be visible for the NIST activity.

Is there disagreement? None heard

Is there any other business?

3:40 pm Motion to adjourn brought by Clint Powell

Seconded by George Flammer

Motion carried unanimously

3:41 pm Meeting adjourned.
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