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Wednesday, 28 April 2004

Teleconference

WEDNESDAY, 28 APRIL 2004
802.15 TG4a Minutes - 28 April 2004 – Conference Call

1.1 MEETING CALLED TO ORDER by Jason Ellis at 9:30am PST.

Attendance and review of agenda:  Jason Ellis

A. Attendance List:

Jason Ellis: 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 28 April 2004:

*
Jason Ellis

jason.ellis@staccatocommunications.com

*
Philippe Rouzet
philippe.rouzet@st.com

*
Patrick Houghton
patrick@aetherwire.com

*
Andy Molisch

Andreas.Molisch@ieee.org

*
Dan Babitch

dbabitch@sirf.com

*
Kai Siwiak

Kai@timederivative.com

*
Phil Orlik

porlik@merl.com

*
Rick Roberts

rrober14@harris.com

*
Fred Martin

f.martin@motorola.com

*
Dani Raphaeli

dani@eng.tau.ac.il

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

2.1 REVIEW OF Anaheim Agenda, Technical Requirements Document and Selection Criteria Document:

Jason:  Anaheim agenda has been posted.  Asked for feedback.

Dani:  No meetings on Monday?

Jason:  Believes we have sufficient time without Monday meetings -- we have 12 hours on the schedule.

Philippe:  Any conflicts with other meetings?

Jason:  Colin Lanzl has some conflicts with 802.11 meetings.

Jason:  Suggested we focus on SCD on this call.  We have a few hours to spend on the TRD at the Anahiem meeting.  Please have contributions on the TRD before the meeting so Philippe can compile them.

Philippe:  Main topics on the TRD that are under disucssion are on the reflector.  We should distribute these to all parties to get agreement.  Everyone should have prepared a final statement for Anaheim.

Jason:  Passed the floor to Philippe for discussion on the SCD.

Philippe:  There was some comments on Patrick's "Definition of Applications", and two questions addressing the SCD.

1.  Jason and Rick both questioned the goal of "no battery replacement" for 4a-type devices.

2.  There was question about the range determination accuracy required -- many applications may not require centimeter level range accuracy.

Patrick:  Welcomes more input.  This was put on the reflector as a draft to solicit input.

Dani:  Don't understand how this definition relates to the SCD.

Philippe:  We decided to have an introduction to define the intent of the SCD.  This is intended to be part of the SCD.

Dani:  There was a summary of applications with several categories that was published.

Philippe:  The intent was to have a summary definition.

Dani:  This is too general a definition.

Jason:  What would you propose?

Philippe:  Do we attach the listing of all applications or use a general definition?

Dani:  The detail is in the applications document.

Philippe:  There is still the question on battery replacement and range determination.

Patrick:  The intent in the definition is to give a long-term defining goal for the devices, not a firm specification.  Ultimately we believe that this class of 4a-type devices need to be energy-scavenging.  This is clearly not practical now, so the devices need to allow for battery replacement.

Jason:  Where was the initial comment on batteries?

Dani:  There are very few applications without battery replacement.

Patrick:  This was put forward as a goal of very low power, this was not put forward as a requirement. We can take out reference to batteries if this is an issue for the committee.

Philippe:  The second comment is that precise range resolution is too restrictive.

Patrick:  We can remove the exact numerical reference and reference the applications document and TRD.

Philippe:  In many cases, we will need to play with the figures for each item.  For example, looking at the signal robustness specification in document 0162r0, page 6, there is a general definition in the second chapter.  This has a minimum data rate requirement -- which still needs more discussion; it has a minimum signal PER -- which we have discussed, but not concluded; and has ranges specified -- which still needs to be discussed.

Patrick:  We don't believe that a node-to-node range of less than 10 meters is useful, so that should be set as the minimum range requirement.  We should have the common data rate set as low as possible to allow for interoperability with the lowest-level nodes -- perhaps 1 kbps.

Dani:  Believes we should have a minimum node-to-node range of 30 meters.

Patrick:  30 meters is OK.  100 meters is too far, 10 meters is probably the absolute minimum, so 30 meters is a reasonable compromise.

Philippe:  Perhaps 30 meters is too restrictive a specification.

Patrick:  We should put some range down.  Something between 10 meters and 30 meters.

Philippe:  How about minimum data rate?  100 bits to 1000 bits per second?

Patrick:  100 bits to 1000 bits per second is reasonable.  We should lean toward the lower number to be more inclusive to very low power, very simple devices.  For node to node range, 10m to 30m is reasonable.

Philippe:  Regarding generic parameters in the MAC, what should be the maximum packet length?

Fabrice Legrand: What about transmission power?

Philippe:  There is no selection of the method of modulation.  Transmission power would vary greatly depending on whether the proposal was UWB or narrowband.

Dan Babitch: We don't need to specify transmission power.  After defining all other parameters, transmission power is forced into the design.

Patrick:  Agree with Dan, we don't want to corner the system into a physically impossible design.

Dan:  Adding a transmit power requirement makes an overspecified system.  

Fred Martin: We should specify power consumption, but not transmit power -- that is mostly a domain of the regulatory agencies anyway.

Philippe:  Agree; On to chapter 3.

Philippe:  Any more comments on the definition statement?

Jason:  We should reference the other documents, particularly Colin's application categorization and Philippe's application requirements.

Patrick:  Will add those references and welcome other comments.

Philippe:  We never discussed section 5.3 regarding operating piconets.  If we keep the flexibility introduced in the TRD, there is the potential for relaying from one network to another.  Can we reflect this in the document?

Dani:  The 802.15.4 MAC has no mention of piconets.  All the applications look like one big net, there are no piconets.

Philippe:  We must check if piconets are reasonable given the 802.15.4 MAC.

Rick Roberts: In the 802.15.4 MAC, there is the idea of frequency.

Dan Babitch: It is pre-specified.  We should always look at the channel first.

Rick:  Can we have separate TG4a networks independently operating in the same area?

Fred:  It should be possible to have separate networks.

Rick:  If this is true, then this requirement still looks like simultaneously operating piconets -- even if they have orthogonal codes.

Fred:  The requirement is to check for an open channel.  This could be CDMA or other schemes.  In 802.15.3a it is a big deal because of the proximity with other consumer devices.  Here we will have many channels because of the low bit rate.

Dan Babitch: Don't recall if there is a requirement for piconets.

Jason:  Agree with Dan, don't recall any piconet requirement, but can see situations where factory automation sensors and asset tags may be operating at the same time in the same area, yet not want to interoperate.

Rick:  Piconet is a MAC layer function.  Channel is a PHY layer function, so the channel still applies at the PHY layer.

Philippe:  Is the Piconet strictly a part of teh 802.15.4 MAC?

Fred:  In the 802.15.4 MAC, there is discussion about separate networks, but don't recall any discussion on piconets.

Phil Orlik: There is no mention of piconets in the 802.15.4 MAC

Philippe:  Then forget piconets, since we are a subgroup of 802.15.4, and there is no user requirement.  However, there is still the physical layer requirement of avoiding interference between adjacent cells.

Dan Babitch: This is an issue of interference rejection.  We want to make it criteria, but it is difficult to measure and it is easy to overdetermine a system.  Maybe a general phrase "interference rejection is desired in the SCD, so will be considered".

Rick:  Interested in including multiple physical channels.  We want to have a document that is a baseline specification to write proposals against, so the document has to stand on its own.  It needs to be explicit.

Dan Babitch: Then we should say channels are required.

Rick:  Perhaps better to say channel separation is desired.

Jason:  We should put the application in the definition, and add these requirements.  We need to wrap-up.

Patrick:  The FCC TG 1/8 meeting is next week at 10:30 PDT.

Jason:  We will have our next meeting 9:30am to 10:15am PDT to allow time before the FCC meeting that some of us are attending.  Philippe, please post the updates on the SCD.

3.1 CLOSE OF MEETING: Jason closed the meeting at 10:30am PST.



















Submission
Page 

D. Kawaguchi, Symbol Technologies
Submission
Page 

Patrick Houghton, Aether Wire


