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Wednesday, 31 March 2004

Teleconference

WEDNESDAY, 31 MARCH 2004
Teleconference  

802.15 TG4a Minutes - 31 March 2004 - Conference Call – 9:30am to 10:30am

1.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Larry Taylor at 9:35am PST.

Attendance and review of agenda:  Larry Taylor

A. Attendance List:

Larry Taylor:  As an IEEE Task Group, we need to keep a separate attendance, generate a list of attendees and put in minutes.  Please send an email to Patrick Houghton to ensure your record of attendance.  Send email to patrick@aetherwire.com.

Roll Call:  Patrick Houghton

Attendees who responded on the call or sent email to Patrick as of close of business on 31 March 2004:

*
Larry Taylor

larry.taylor@staccatocommunications.com

*
Philippe Rouzet
philippe.rouzet@st.com

*
Patrick Houghton
patrick@aetherwire.com

*
Andy Molisch

Andreas.Molisch@ieee.org

*
Richard Wilson
rwilson@ainet.com

*
Zafer Sahinoglu
zafer@merl.com

*
Phil Orlik

porlik@merl.com

*
Rick Roberts

rrober14@harris.com

*
Fred Martin

f.martin@motorola.com

*
Pat Kinney

pat.kinney@ieee.org

*
Dani Raphaeli

dani@eng.tau.ac.il

*
Colin Lanzl

clanzl@aware.com

*
John Covell

john.covell@goodrich.com

*
Fabrice Legrand
fabrice.legrand@fr.thalesgroup.com

*
Ed Callaway

ed.callaway@motorola.com

2.1  REVIEW OF Technical Requirements Document and Selection Criteria Document:  Larry Taylor handed the floor to Philippe Rouzet for editing of technical documents

Philippe:  Had difficulty posting the latest version r.05 of 03-530.

Had three major modifications from the Orlando meeting:

1. The committee agreed to remove the cost section.

2. We decided to have no reference to categorization of devices based on location accuracy.

3. We added precision to the mobility description and further qualified mobility as within the pico-net; no hand-off capability.

Now considers the TRD to be closed and we will go on to the main item of the conference call: Technical Editing of the Selection Criteria Document.

This is posted in "Powerpoint" format as document 161r0 and in "Word" format as 162r0.  We are using the Selection Criteria Document from 802.15.3a as the template.

We left the discussion at Page 4 of 161r0.  The issues are:

Packet Error Rate

Scalability

Location Awareness

Data Rate

Colin Lanzl:  Low power devices may spend much of their time asleep, which may impact packet error rates.

Larry Taylor:  Does Andy have any channel modeling information that would cover this?

Andy Molisch:  We haven't looked at any channel models that cover coherence time.

Colin:  For signals in the 100MHz range, the channel time is 10 milli-seconds.  The communications time may exceed the channel coherence time.

Larry:  With lower data rates, we shouldn't have to worry about packet error rates based on usage.

Colin:  These are short packets with long gaps.

Rick Roberts:  802.15.3a specified the link with a defined packet error rate.

Colin:  We need to know if the Packet Error Rate is within the boundary of the link coherence time.

Fred Martin:  The maximum packet length is 143 bytes in 802.15.4, so the maximum packet time is 4 milliseconds.

Colin:  We could be looking at a 10 millisecond channel coherence, which is in the same order of magnitude.

Rick Roberts:  Is the concern that the channel could change during the link time?

Colin:  Yes.  Since we don't know the coherence time for the channel.

Rick:  We could ask proposers to track the coherence time and tell how to handle packet lengths.

Andy:  If packet lengths stay below a certain bound, say 2 milliseconds, then there should be no problem with channel coherence.  If it goes over, then the proposer needs to show how to deal with it.

Colin:  One example is fluorescent lights, which can modulate the channel.

Andy:  Doesn't think the effect of fluorescent lights will be that great, especially if we go outdoors.

Philippe:  Packet error rate leads to a discussion on coherence limit in the channel.  How about limiting packet length to deal with the coherence issue?

Colin:  Limitation of packet length is a MAC not a PHY issue.

Fred:  133 bytes is the maximum packet length for 802.15.4.

Ed Callaway:  The maximum packet length is specified in the PHY layer of the 802.15.4 specification.  It has 127 bytes of payload and 6 bytes of overhead.

Andy:  If we assume the spectrum is uniform, then if the temporal coherence stays in 0.9, then the channel is OK.

Colin:  It would be best to freeze the channel model before the Call For Proposals goes out.

Philippe:  Would like to remind participants to provide more link budget and channel model information.  Do we stick to isotropic antennas for the channel modeling?

Colin:  Suggest we talk to Steve Shellhammer, the chair of 802.19, for interference issues.  Suggest we only use isotropic antennas.

Rick:  Agree that we should stick to one antenna.  It gets too complex to show how one antenna is better than another.

Dani:  How do we compare if they are in different bands?  We need to decide which band to use, otherwise, we have to do a 2.4GHz solution and a UWB solution.

Fred:  Motorola put in two proposals in different bands, so there is no limit on proposals.

Andy:  To be generic, we would have to know the response across the different frequency bands.  Suggested that as an action item, Jason Ellis should liaison with Steve Shellhammer.  Andy will start a thread for discussions on antenna pattern and link budget through the reflector.

Philippe:  Will start a thread discussing issues around packet error rate through the reflector.

Patrick Houghton:  Will start a thread on device definition through the reflector.

3.1  CLOSE OF MEETING:  Philippe closed the meeting at 10:35am PST.
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