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Merger-1 Proposal no comments
#1 Regulatory Compliance (FCC):

As 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 MB-OFDM 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 this concern.  However, the MBOA-SIG recently submitted a waiver petition to the FCC (dated 26Aug04 or -04/0464r0).  Now it is VERY clear that the Merged Proposal #1 CAN NOT OBTAIN FCC CERTIFICATION at the power levels required to meet the 802.15.3a PAR requirements. That is why the Petition For Waiver (PFW) has been submitted.

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, and they have no interest in our consensus process.
Consequently, I may consider changing my NO vote to YES if the Merger-1 Proposal team 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.  And, 3) Proof that their IEEE proposal I am confirming is the same as what the WG will receive as a motion to ratify.

#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, 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 Common Signaling Mode:

The Merger-1 Proposal team and the MBOA-SIG block of voters supporting this proposal rejected an effort to create a compromise solution that would allow the two remaining proposals to be included in the 802.15.3a standard with a Common Signaling Mode designed to allow devices implementing alternative PHY configurations to co-exist in an IEEE Std 802.15.3-2003 piconet. Since there are a large number of companies supporting both of the remaining proposals, it seems that there is a strong market pull for both proposals. I would change my vote to YES if the response of the Merger-1 Proposal team is to incorporate a compromise solution that would allow both of the remaining proposals to exist as options within IEEE Std 802.15.3-2003 without requiring use of expensive and unnecessary frequency hopping and carrier based waveforms in all conforming implementations.
#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 Alliance to work in the MBOA ecosystem.  If there is no intention to use the IEEE Std 802.15.3™-2003 MAC, this is merely a blatant attempt to hijack the IEEE brand. If the MBOA-SIG has no plans to create a conforming IEEE Std 802.15.3-2003 product incorporating the 802.15.3a alternate PHY, then they should withdraw their proposal and form another standards group that is willing to create a standard significantly different that what the IEEE 802.15 Working Group is currently developing.
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