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Monday July 5, 1999

3:30P
Chair (B Heile) opened the meeting at 3:30pm. (The bulk of his presentation was from document (P802.15-99/035) Chair introduced 802.15’s provisional officers.  The chair explained the basic operating structure for 802.15.  The chair stated the overall objectives of meeting.  The chair stated the agenda for the week.  

3:35P
Rollcall (about 37 people)

3:37P
Motion made by Ivan Reede to approve the proposed agenda, seconded by Tom Siep, followed by unanimous approval.

3:39P
B Heile reviewed proposed process of obtaining voting rights. Marking a “v” in the attendance book indicates that the person wishes to obtain voting rights.  Voting tokens will be issued on Thursday.  All participants of this meeting will become voting members.  Agendas will be posted at least 30 days before meetings.  The chair presented the rules for membership.  The attendance book was explained.  

Question: how large should email accounts be?  Reply: Email accounts should be capable of receiving at least 1 Megabyte.

3:51
Ian Gifford: presented Patent and Anti-trust policy.  Standard IEEE policies (as included in submission (P802.15-99/035r0).  

3:57 
Ian Gifford:Web site explanation.  Voters will be automatically added to the private email reflector.  

Question (S Shellhammer) What is the difference between the public and the private web site?  Reply: Public can be read by non-voting people.  Private can be read by voters only.  

4:03P
B Heile: Submissions need a document number assigned by B Heile.  

4:04P
B Heile:WPAN background (P802.15-99/027r1).  

4:22P
Ian Gifford:
Par/5 criteria (P802.15-99/016r0).  

Question: Is this document part of the flash?  Reply: Not yet but is on web site (later corrected to yes).  

Comment: (T Siep) The LLC reference bears mentioning in that there is a lot of work that needs to be done that falls outside of our PAR.  

Question: Concerning criteria 3’s reference to Bluetooth not being a standard nor in public domain; neither is an IEEE proposal in the public domain before its release.  The questioner suggested that this reference should be changed to stop at standard (criteria 3) and not include public domain reference.  

4:47
T Siep: operating rules preview.  The presentation slides (P802.15-99/038r0) are on the wireless net but not on the flash card.  The rules (P802.15-99/003) are on the flash card.  Presentation of naming scheme.  

Comment: Include templates in tomorrow’s presentation.  

Comment: (S Shellhammer) It would help if links were added to point to group submissions. Reply: we’re working on it, we intend to be session orientated, end of this meeting closes out July folder.  At the end of a session Ian will zip the session file. Index will only get revised at the end of the session.  

Question: Why use 99 in the naming scheme why not start out with 00?  Reply: Nomenclature is arbitrary, this could be changed, it is part of the operating rules.  

Question: Sort by administrative versus technical? Reply: many ways to accomplish this sort.  Framemaker will be the format for the standard as per IEEE rules. 

4:58 
Chair question: Any submissions before conclusion? No

4:59
Chair question: Old business? No

4:59
Chair question: New business? At the joint meeting with 802.11 we wish to discuss the FCC’s NPRM.  By the end of this week we need to create a uniform 802 position on this issue.  B Kraemer presentation: FCC has proposed some changes to part 15.247.  This topic will be discussed on Wednesday.  Two parts extend 1 MHz FH to 3 and 5 MHz with reduced power.  Second change is to change the DS PG method or calculation.  This NPRM requires a 100-day response period. Core of SG formed by 802.11 and 802.15 will liaison with this report back with initial recommendation by Thursday. The text of this NPRM can be found at http://www.fcc.gov/Bureaus/Engineering_Technology/Notices/1999/fcc99149.wp.

            Any other new business? 

Question: (not new business) I understand that we are to acknowledge other group’s proposals but what do we plan to do?  B Heile stated tomorrow’s topics were to accomplish this task. 

Straw polls: How many people intend to be voters? 35. How many people are 802.11 voting members? 11.  How many other IEEE group voting members? 2. How many IEEE members? Not captured. How many BT SIG members? 19. How many HomeRF members? 7

5:15     Adjourn (tomorrow’s meeting will be at 8:30A)

Tuesday, July 6, 1999

8:30 
Meeting was called to order.  Question: How many weren’t present yesterday? (about 5)

8:30
Rollcall (33 people)

· 8:35
As part of presentation (P802.15-99/035r0, Chair presented the archive locations, mailing lists, URLs.  Chair reviewed 802.15’s overall objectives. The objective for today is to:

· Review of previous meeting minutes. 

· Bulk of time spent will be reporting all the liaison activities. 

· Review of the operating rules for this committee.

8:37
Kick-off process. No formal votes until Thursday morning, on that day there will be no rollcall just a sign-in. 

8:42 
Motion to approve the agenda by Ivan Reede, Bruce Kraemer seconded, unanimous approval.

8:44
Ian Gifford presented the minutes from the Austin meeting (doc 99/51 from study group).  No comments.

8:55
P Kinney reviewed the minutes from Chiba and London. 

Question: What changes to L2CAP are inferred?  T Siep’s reply: There isn’t a one to one correspondence with L2CAP and a MAC/PHY structure. Not going to be changed make sure every think is covered only go to MAC? In the scope of this body, yes; but if we miss LLC changes, this standard is not going to work, we need to make sure it happens. 

Question: How can I review these minutes? They are on the flash card.

9:15 
B Heile review of July 5 AM, Excom meeting (P802.15-99/035). 

9:21
B Heile review of Marcom meeting (P802.15-99/035)  

Question: Is Rawcon an interim? Bob’s reply: Rawcon can’t be an interim due to its short length, instead it will be a workshop.  

Comment: P Kermani stated that the IETF45 is forming a special working group concerning Networking In Small spaces (NITS) at this time the requirement document is being finalized. B Heile to follow this lead.

9:30
I Gifford overviewed the IEEE-ISTO.  Presentation (P802.15-99/029) will be on the web shortly.  

Question: Is this on the flash? Ian’s reply: Will be shortly.

9:40 
Break until 10:00 A

10:00
Meeting brought to order. B Heile reviewed the liaison letter (P802.15-99/021).  

10:04
I Gifford overviewed the 802.15 Liaisons (P802.15-99/029).  Ian presented Liaison Report #2.  

Comment: P Kermani stated that BT has approved a working group within BT to work with 802.15. Straw poll: how many people are active in ETSI? ~5  With Bluetooth layer 1-7 specification with scenario A IEEE responsible for Layers 1-2 and ETSI  3-7.

Question: Has anybody tried to map Bluetooth to ISO? TSiep has looked at it, this will be discussed tomorrow.  

Question: Previously presented timeline was based on acceptance of the Bluetooth proposal, if another comes in will there be a face-off? Reply: Our intention is to form a TG around the first submission. New submissions would generate a new 5 criteria and then form their own TG.  

Question: Is there a requirement document? Yes, first CFA did lead to formation of some requirements.  

Question: Those companies that contributed to that document (CFA), are they Bluetooth members?  Reply: Some were. Internal liaisons 802.1/802.2 presentation by T Siep. Tom made a brief presentation on IEEE ISO layers, more detailed presentation to be made Wednesday. 802.1 is a bridging layer group. 

Question: An earlier scenario proposed ETSI taking over layers 3-7, would that be different than 802.2’s? T Siep’s reply:  LLC for BT scheme may require more facilities than current 802 layer, such as audio, etc.  

Question:  Didn’t 802.9 address the synchronous data concept? Reply: Don’t know.  

Question: What about divergence between IEEE and BT?  Reply: we will work to prevent this. 

Question: Are we are putting too much weight on BT are we looking at HomeRF?  Reply: We are not bought and paid for by Bluetooth; everybody is equal. But Bluetooth has been active, has 900 members (good market presence); but we don’t want to exclude Home RF, and additionally, the Kodak proposal.  

Comment: UAWG was formed to promote ADSL lite with the intent to hand over as clean as draft as possible to ITU.  Once the hand-over was completed the group ceased to exist.  There is a similarity here between IEEE and Bluetooth. Are you concerned we are being driven by Bluetooth too much? Reply: Essentially, yes.  All that is created by this group is owned by IEEE but if Bluetooth disavows this standard, it will be a failure.  

Question: BT looked at many, distinct platforms such as laptops, etc; have we done same? Reply: Yes, to some degree.  

Question: If this group is entertaining different proposals to form new TGs, how are we to extract new difference criteria?  Reply: It is proposed that different usage models will lead to criteria differentiation .  

Question: Interoperation between Bluetooth and HomeRF?  Reply: HomeRF may propose a convergence.  

Question: Have we  approached Microsoft?  Reply: IEEE doesn’t do liaisons with corporations.

Question: Where can we look at the CFA?  Reply: On the web site

Question: On the diagram where is HomeRF lite?  Reply: HomeRF is not complete, their MRD is almost complete.  Their next stage is to receive proposals to address that MRD, Bluetooth could be such a proposal.

Rawcon will be a good opportunity to hear the differences between Home
RF, Bluetooth, IEEE.  The web site is http://www.rawcon.org.

11:07
Adjourn for lunch

1:00
Call to order

1:05
Time Modulated Ultra-Wideband Technology presentation by Paul Withington, Time Domain Corporation (P802.15-99/034) 

Question: What is Time Domain’s FCC status, i.e. what class are they allowed under?. Reply: Currently Time Domain operates under an FCC waiver allowing them to intentionally emit in restricted bands. Time Domain is working with the FCC to better classify this class of devices.  

Question:  What is the peak power in the time domain? Reply: 200 X average power

Question:  How does this technology handle transient coherent noise? Reply: TH de-correlates this noise.

Question: How is monocycle waveform designed? Reply: Take a edge forming device and feed it into a non-dispersive (in phase) device.

Question:  What happens if the pulse arrives during the correlation window of the next pulse?  Reply: TH de-correlates this effect.  

Question: How long does synchronization take? Reply: This is a function of bit time, SNR, etc.  Currently it’s better than 1 mS

Question: What happens if something is moving?  Reply: Motion effectively causes a change in the PRF.

1:43
Presentation on Integration of Bluetooth into LAN Environments by Simon Baatz, University of Bonn. (P802.15-99/033r2).

Question: How should two stations in the same subnet communicate?  Reply: Over the gateway.

Question: How do you route if one mobile is within range of two stations? Reply: Packets can be sent on multiple interfaces on their way down.

Comment: Today’s tendency is to put IP directly over PPP rather than RFCOM. Problem is mobility.

Question: PPP itself is not able to do this however it runs over HDLC which can achieve this.

Question: This group will handle up to the LLC? T Siep will field this question as part of his presentation.

1:25
There are three FCC issues which must have be addressed by the IEEE: microwave lighting, processing gain calculation for DS systems, and FH bandwidth changes.  There is a microwave lighting meeting tonight at 6:00.  There will be an FH meeting tonight at 7:00P.  How many 6:00 PM session attendees? 3-4.  How many 7:00 PM attendees? 5.

1:25
Break  until 2:45

2:48
Call to order

2:50
802.15 Operating Rules Presentation by T Siep (P802.15-99/041r3).

Question: Since 802.15 concerned with MAC/PHY how does all of the above integrate with 802? Reply: T Siep agrees that this is an issue which must be addressed.

Comment: IrDa has done this stack.

Question:  Are you planning to address this with the 802.1/.2 meeting? Yes

Comment: If there are negative comments to a standard that aren’t resolved they have to be carried forward through out the flow.

Comment: Some Working Groups have met on Sundays and have Task Group meetings on Monday mornings during the Excom meeting.

Question: Since the official standard document is Framemaker, does all work done in Word or Excel or Power Point translate over to Framemaker? Yes, to an extent.

3:30
Old business? None raised

3:30
New business?  There will be a joint meeting with 802.1/.2 tomorrow.  Mike McInnis and T Siep are tagged to attend, anybody else can attend as well and will be credited towards 802.15 voting rights.

3:37
Adjourn for the day

Wednesday, July 7, 1999

8:30
Call to order (~29 attendance) (Agenda P802.15 99/025r2 displayed on overhead)

8:32
Objectives: joint meeting with 802.11, spend time this morning to see if 802.15 wants to have a position on the FCC’s NPRM. 

8:35
Motion to approve today’s agenda.  Ivan Reede moved, Edul Batliwala seconded, unanimous approval.

8:36
Announcements

8:41
IEEE 802.15 Charter presentation (P802.15-99/03?r0). 

Question: Would the additional PARs include Ultra Wideband?  Reply: It could be considered given it passing the five criteria test and there being sufficient support within the 802.15 group to sustain a TG.

Question: Was IR explicitly excluded? Reply: IR does have some negative attributes such as LOS but could be a Task Group given successful five criteria and sufficient group support. Further comment: IR can do high data rates and is very low cost. 

Comment: We need to agree on the criteria necessary to generate a new TG.

Question: Potential candidates will have a TG of their own under the Working Group? Reply: Yes.  Further question : Study Groups? Upon a call for interest and a good reason we would form a study group to write a par and five criteria.  Other study groups can be formed to study a problem such as marketing aspects of 802.15. Further question: are we going to use universities to further study issues? We have more flexibility than previous teams.

Comment: When you talk about multiple MACs you can talk about multiple PHYs as well? Reply: Yes, that’s always been the case.

Comment: We should have a formal vote tomorrow on the proposed timeline to make it clear that there was no railroading. Further comment: That issue should be taken care of by the process. Someone could come in with a proposal that could take over the group.  Further comment: We need to be careful, someone who’s here has voting rights, another person who comes in later won’t get voting rights till next year.

Question: Study groups, how do they fit into the timeline?  Reply: The timeline is for the first TG, additional SGs and TGs should have aggressive timelines but they will be later.

Question: What is the document number for this presentation?  Reply: It’ll be distributed later (P802.15-99/036r0)

Question: Is the mission and charter official or is it for a motion? Reply: Just for consideration.

Strawpoll:  How many would support this attack? 37 yes, 0 no

Comment: The proposed timeline is very aggressive. 

Comment: Bluetooth is very focused due to companies very concerned about the outcome.

Comment: If you don’t vote now on a topic you can’t vote no on a ballot.

9:27
Review of CFP (I Gifford) (doc IEEE 802.15-99/028 and 99/030)

Question:  Who did you send it to?  Reply: Bluetooth (J Kardach), others as part of the presentation.

Question: Have you contacted anybody in IrDa? Yes, but unfortunately he died.

Question: Did you talk to any cell phone companies?  Reply: Yes, some such as Nokia but could be better.

Question: Did you call AT&T/TCI? Reply: Difficult to say AT&T /McCall, Lucent, et al  If you have a name B Heile has a standard form that could be sent.  

Comment: The companies addressed this morning attend the 802. At the closing plenary the chairman’s summary should include the fact that we’re making a call for proposals.

Question: Has the Bluetooth SIG taken any organization changes within to address 802.15 Reply: Yes

10:01
Break until 10:17

10:25
Resume meeting

10:27
 B Kraemer: FCC Spectrum Management Topics, NPRMs (doc IEEE 802.15_99037r1)

Comment:  If the power goes down the spectral power density is reduced even further due to the spread over a larger bandwidth.

Question: IEEE proposed levels are equivalent to 0 dBm levels? Reply: Yes

Question: Who made the request to the FCC? Reply: HomeRF

Question:  How does this apply to 802.15? Reply: The 802.15 representation at last night’s meeting believed that 802.15 is not mature enough to take a position. There will be an opportunity for more discussion this afternoon.  A formal position could be taken tomorrow morning.

10:58
IEEE P802.15 Working Group for Wireless Personal Area Networks (IEEE802.15-99031r3) B Kraemer

Comment: Add requirements, competitive analysis and branding to this presentation.

Question: A Study Group is to create a par towards a standard, I suggest that it could be called ad-hoc group Reply: SGs need not be limited to new standards rather best practices or regulatory issues.

Question: Are you asking for specific empowerment other than to make suggestions? Reply: Yes, empowerment to make liaisons.

Comment: Are we looking for free advertisement? What about budget?  Reply: Only 802 has a budget, 802.15 has no budget.  As an example, the Gigabit Ethernet alliance had no ties to 802.3.  

Question:  if you’re going to support multiple PHYs/MACs how do you differentiate?  Two questions how do they relate and how do they differentiate?  We don’t have a cohesive plan yet. This is merely a form to present solutions to the group.

Comment: approach to have a link on 802.15 page going to marketing page showing usage’s, etc.

Question: What do you mean by providing solutions ? Do you mean technical solutions? How is this different than coexistence task group? These questions need to be better defined in future meetings.

Comment: It is a good exercise to target a number of applications.  As a minimum the WPAN must address those applications.

Comment: We want fast results , the 3G model doesn’t apply

Strawpoll: How many are in support of this effort? no opposing, 1 abstain

11:30  Adjourn for Lunch, 802.11/.15 Joint meeting will in Marquette meeting room.  After that 802.15 will meet back in MacKenzie at 2:15

1:04
Call to order

1:05
Roll call

1:10
Agenda update (IEEE 802.11-99139r3) any comments? no


1:14
Agenda approved with no against votes

1:15
Announcements

1:20
Wireless Network Positioning presentation by B Heile (IEEE 802.15_99-036r0)

Comments: There is no criteria document for the proposals to be judged against. Reply: True, but some effort has been done towards defining some of the elements of criteria.  Follow-on comment: detailed the marketing call for interest at the 802.15 meeting.

Comment: 802.11 is not only indoors it’s also applicable to the campus environment. Reply: duly noted

Question: Is 802.11 represented by somebody as a proposal? Reply: Not at this moment.

1:25
Call for Proposal presentation by Ian Gifford (doc IEEE802.15-24r1, 28r0, 29r0, 30r0)

Question: BT submission has a take it or leave it attitude with no latitude to incorporate 802 know how or to improve interoperability with 802.11.  What is your position on such a restrictive submission. Reply: 802.15 is doing business different than the past.  BT is not totally opposed, but not totally in favor, to changes. 802.15 believes that BT needs to give 802.15 the ability to evolve the standard.  Above all BT doesn’t want 802.15 to break what works today.

Question: Have the IP issues have been resolved? Reply: 802.15 understands the issues and is following 802 approved procedures.

Comments: On logistics, how do we deal with the document and knowledge transfer schemes between .11 and .15.  Maybe we should make both web sites available to each other? Organize liaison mechanisms via officers? Reply: We need to think about this.

1:49
FCC NPRM presentation by Jim Zyren (Wide Band Frequency Hopping) and Al Petrick  (Direct Sequence Processing Gain) [doc IEEE 802.11 99/162]

Jim drafted a motion for the study group to draft a letter on behalf of the 802.11 in opposition of WBFH as defined in NRPRM 99-231.  This will be voted on in the 802.11 meeting.

Jim Zyren suggests a change in the 802.11 MW lighting proposal to 50mv/m vs. 80mv/m limit.

1:57     Bob Heile suggested that 802.15 set up the location and arrangements for the May 2000 joint interim .11/.15  Two locations were offered, Boston or Seattle, straw vote was taken as to which location was preferred,  vote was split… By the end of the week Bob promised to have a decision made by the 802.15 group.

2:00     Vic Hayes Chair of 802.11 WG asked that the 802.15 WG make a decision on a joint submission to the FCC. Bob Heile interim Chair of 802.15 WG promised to do this on Thursday the first official voting day of the 802.15 WG.

2:05     Mike McInnis began Assistant Secretary work pitch hitting for Pat Kinney.

Vic Hayes suggested that 802.11 and 802.15 WGs appoint liason members who would attend each other’s meetings and retain voting rights with their respective home WG. Bob Heile agreed.

2:15      Joint Meeting of 802.11 and 802.15 adjourned.

2:40      802.15 WG meeting called to order by Bob Heile.

2:42      Ivan Reede of Amerisys began his presentation (802.15 99/044r0).

3:10     Tom Siep began his presentation (802.15 99/042r1) 

Comment – A suggestion was made that we begin the PICS document as soon as possible.

3:30     Tom Siep made a few comments on this morning’s joint 802 .1, 802..2, 802.11, 802.15, and 802.16 meeting. 802.1 would like to view the BlueTooth specifications which are relative to their area. BT however does touch on some of the 802.1 areas which are weak, this BT spec may help them fill some of those areas.

3:40      Bob Heile  reviewed an upcoming draft motions for Thursday morning (802.15 99/045r0).

Will introduce a recommended slate of officers for vote tomorrow, Bob asked if there were any nominations from the floor, no other nominations made.

Will need to re-name the existing 802.15 PAR to 802.15.1 for 802.15 TG1.

Steve Shellhamer made an announcement that the Coexistence pre-study group will meet immediately after the 802.15 WG meeting is adjourned.

Bob Heile asked if there was any old business-No old business

Bob Heile asked if there was any new business-


Proposed draft rule change for 802 for voting on technical issues reviewed.

4:15     802.15 Wednesday meeting Adjourned 4:15 meet again Thursday morning at 8:30am

Summary administrative notes for the day;

802.15 99/031 will be changed to 802.15 99/034r4.

802.15 99/044 will be changed to 802.15 99/046r0.

Thursday, July 8, 1999

8:30
Voting Tokens (~43 available) were distributed by Bob Heile to all new 802.15 WG voting members.

8:40     Call to order (~40 attendance) (Agenda P802.15 99/035r2 displayed on overhead)

            Went through things to vote on in 802.15 99/045r1.

             Motion-to approve the current slate of recommended officers made by Bob Heile, moved by Ivan Reede,  seconded byParvis Kermani. No discussion on motion  Vote 34/0/0. Motion carried

             Motion-to approve the rules 99/001r6 moved by Ivan Reede, seconded by Dick Ekard. Bruce Kraemer-discussion, what is the voting percentage change rule need to change rules-Answer 75%. 34/0/0. Motion carried

            Motion to vote on the Regulatory rules 96/142r1 as the regulatory rules of operation. 96/142r1. Moved by Bruce Kraemer, seconded by Rich Ditch. 34/0/0. Motion carried

            Motion to form a Task Group TG1 for PAR 802.15 dated 3/18/99. Moved by Tom Siep seconded by Bruce Kraemer. No Discussion. 35/0/0.  Motion carried

            Motion to vote on TG1 Chair to be Ian Gifford. Moved by Allen Heberling seconded by Ivan Reede. No Discussion. 35/0/0. Motion carried.

            Motion to Form Study Group to determine the need for a PAR and develop if necessary for Coexistence/Interoperability. Moved Dick Eckard/ seconded Ivan Reede. 

            Question-Why do we need to form a study group to work Coexistence when it is in the PAR. Answer-Yes it is in the PAR, but it is not stated how to address it. 

            Question-Is the life of the SG defined in the motion. Answer-it is in the 802.15 Operating Rules. 

            Friendly amendment from the floor. Modify the motion to read: To form a coexistence/Interoperability Study Group to determine the need for a PAR and develop if necessary. Friendly amendment accepted by mover and seconder.  Ivan Reede-Move to call the question-no objection. 35/0/0.  Motion carried

9:06     Motion to affirm Steve Shellhammer as Study Group Chair.  Moved Ivan Reede/ second Allen Heberling. No discussion. 35/0/0. Motion carried.

9:09     Motion made to form a Marketing Entity. 802.15 99/045r1 slide 12 &14 displayed to show objectives of entity. Document 802.15 99/031r4 would be the guiding document. Moved Allen Heberling/ second Kurt Fisher. No discussion. 35/0/01 Motion carried

            Next item was to vote on regulatory issues and motion in 802.11 doc 99/152

            Per Bruce Kraemer. Naftali Chayat and Jim Zyren will make presentations on Regulatory issues. Need 10 minutes to organize speakers since voting has gone so quickly.

9:15    Meeting on 10 minute break.

9:27    Meeting called back to order by Bob Heile.

           Overview given by Bob Heile concerning the next presentation.

           NPRM 98-42 Study Group Update by Jim Zyren document 802.11 99/164 to be presented. 

           NPRM response Letter has been approved by 802.11.

           Per Bob Heile–  We can remain neutral (or abstain from voting on the issue).

                                   - We can endorse the position of 802.11

               - We have the option to take the contrary view and work a process out to       resolve our differences.

9:30     Jim began presented document 802.11 99/164 concerning microwave lighting and Satellite usage within the ISM bands.

            Recommend that microwave lighting group adopt full wave power DC power supplies.

            New recommended microwave lighting limits were set at 100dB microvolts/meter at 10 meters, and 60 dB microvolts/meter at 3 meters.

           For Satellite usage within the ISM band, 802.11 supports expansion of region of peak emissions from 5 Mhz to 20 MHz. Support the location of this band in the 2460 to 2400 MHz region. But limit emissions as shown in document 802.11 99/164.

            This motion passed 29/0 no abstentions within 802.11

            Motion made to approve this 802.11 letter to the FCC by 802.15  moved by Dick Eckard/second John Jones, No discussion  30/1/1. Motion carried.

            Question came up to allow the negative voter to present his view. Negative voter stated that he cannot in good conscience allow the MW lighting folks to emit in the ISM band without having more time to study the issue. Jim Carlos’ comment, a comment could be made that the no voter did not have sufficient time to review the issue.

            Jim Zyren Moved to the next issue which is the 802.11 position on the FCC 99-149 NPRM .

            802.11 99/163 document sections on FCC NPRM document ET-99-231 or FCC 99-149 Released June 24, 1999 were presented.

            This FCC 99-149 NPRM document recommends a change the rules for Frequency Hopping SS rules to allow Wide Band FH system operation in the 2.45 GHz band. A 3 MHz wide channels with 1 MHz channel spacing at .32 mw proposed. 5 MHz wide channels with 1 MHz channel spacing at .20 mw proposed. Plus higher hopping rates.

            The 802.11 99/162r1  letter to the FCC basically opposes this NPRM for Wide Band FH rules.

            Jim Carlo asked when is the response due-Answer from Jim Zyren was mid to late September 99.

            Naftali presented a minority opposition opinion to this 802.11 letter or document 802.11 98/168.

            Naftali believes that 802.15 and 802 in general should not send an opposition letter to the FCC.

            Naftali believes that the new WBFH devices will not go to higher power than current 802.11 devices.

            Naftali believes that WBFH interference is almost the same as NBFH without power reduction.

            Naftali believes that 802 should support the NPRM but comment on reducing the number of WBFH channels to reduce self imposed interference and remove references to power levels.

            Comment-letter was made from the point of view of 802.11 that .11 devices would have to increase their power levels to overcome this interference. The affect would be that there would be more higher power devices within the band. Naftali response is that there is a trend already for current devices to raise their power from 100mw to higher powers. It is matter of implementation choices. 

            Jim Zyren-higher deviation ratio, hold data rate constant but increase hopping. The scaling factor is better with many narrow FH in the same area rather than many WB FH in an area.

            Streaming Video and High Quality audio will require high signal to noise ratios which will require higher power.

            Al Petrick-Had an FSK modulation comment, the only way to maximixe the system performance is to go to higher modulation formats.

            Unknown Commentator-There is not enough spectrum to overlap the channels five times, instead they reduced the power by 5. So there will be significantly higher channels.

            Unknown Commentator- The IEEE should not be able to block innovation, contrarily IEEE should be able to comment to improve coexistence within the band.

            Greg Ennis-Naftali’s assumption on power levels does not match the application of these devices which is the home market. So the power will be higher than 802.11 to provide good in-home coverage. Interference will be higher (self-interference) leading to re-transmissions generating additional interference to all band users.

            Naftali-Today we are not the only users of the band, MW ovens, cordless phones, etc. we are mandated by the FCC to build robust devices which will operate within these types of environments. Wants references to CCA taken out of the FCC level. Does not agree to the power level argument that they will transmit at higher power levels.

            Unknown Commentator-Question asked if there is any intent of BT to move to wide band systems. Peter-BT rev. 1.0 is coming out, BT is examining the NPRM but there is no comment on it at the moment. 

10:35   “Simple Expression for probability of error for binary-FSK” slides (doc # 99/048) were presented by Steven D.Gray with the Nokia Research center Irving Texas. The interference environment is perhaps a little more complicated than we first think. Narrowband vs. Wide Band Frequency Hopper probability of error calculations indicate that what Naftali has presented is correct in that the higher the channel BW, there will be less interference presented to other Narrowband devices. And that adjacent channel interference is the same as co-channel interference in the 3 and 5 MHz bandwidth scenarios. The point is that there are multiple of interference scenarios here, it is not clear cut to state that there will be no interference at all or on how much interference will be present at this time. Opinion is that this letter be rejected to the FCC.

            The relative signal to jammer ratio is the controlling condition/scenario.

            Peter-There are more tech related companies within IEEE which are qualified to respond when compared to the HomeRF companies which are more consumer based.

            Jim Zyren-HomeRF was the sponsor, Ericsson was originally on the HomeRF letter but  Ericsson had their name taken off the letter as well as IBM.

Motion made to approve the letter Bruce Kraemer/ second Steve Shellhammer. Vote for/against/abstain.

            Discussion- Are there possibilities for edits to the motion?-No.. Does the letter reject WB hopping?-Yes... Naftali stated that there are substantial advantages to 802.15 if WBFH is adopted.  

            Al Petric encourages 802.15 to oppose this NPRM. Jim Zyren-in terms of making changes, there were motions in the study group where 802.15 was present. And the assumption was that 802.15 agrees to this letter.

            Ivan-there is nothing which prevents this body recommending modifications to this letter.

            Al Petric-strongly against modification due to time constraints of FCC comment period.

            Bob Heile asked if there were any other comments to this motion-No.

            Yes= Would be for the 802.11 response letter to the FCC as written.

            No= Would be against the 802.11 response letter to the FCC as written.

            Abstain= Would mean that you suggest 802.15 take a neutral position on the 802.11 response letter to the FCC as written.

            Motion requires 50% to pass either way..

            The vote was 13/3/17 which requires that we remain neutral on this topic.

            Recommendation to ExComm will mean that this letter should be sent as 802.11 only.

            Comment was made that an individual’s company can respond to the NPRM separately from the IEEE. IEEE is a vote by individual. Naftali will present his position to the Excom if given the chance. Will 802.15 have a position on this by September. It will be on the agenda. 

11:02   Bob Heile-Any old business-None

11:03   New Business


Asking for 802.11 liaison members come and see me…

Change in meeting time for 802 plenary meetings at future plenaries to Monday

mornings.

            Bob is Looking for individuals to maintain the 802.15 server and flash card documents.

            Vic Hayes then entered the room and suggestd that the vote we took on the FCC NPRM     letter does not meet Robert Rules of Order procedures.

            Therefore Bob Heile asked someone to make a motion to take a vote on whether or not 802.15 should stay neutral at this time on the subject of the 802.11 letter to FCC RE: WBFH. Moved by Ivan Reede / second Houman Alborzi.

            Please add Naftali to the reflector to participate in the discussion of this NPRM response.

            Steve Shellhammer is against this letter because .11 and .15 are suppose to work together.            Steve suggests that we did not follow the 802.15 rules in the original vote.

            The question was called 23/8/2 motion carries.

            Ivan entertained the motion that “802.15 wishes to pursue an effort to arrive at a consensus position within 802 on the subject of NPRM 99-149”. Ivan/Ed. Discussion – we are only stating here that we will abide by our charter to work with .11 so this motion is not needed. This motion overturns our previous motion which allows .11 to send their letter to the FCC. 

            Straw poll asked for on withdrawing this motion. 27/0.

            Question to Bob Heile-Does this mean that there are no further action items on this position-Yes.

            Any other new business?

            -Naftali, for Jan 10-14 2000 interim meeting this forum is invited to co-meet with 802.11 in Israel.  Naftali will provide additional material before this January 2000 meeting.

            Steve- Presented document 802.15 99/047 on Coexistance SG. Group would last from July 99 to Nov. 99. 

            Tom Siep-it would be helpful for the SG to come up with definitions of interoperability.

            Steve Shellhammer stated that the SG will communicate via-email and complete a PAR in Santa Rosa, California. Task Group work will start in Hawaii if the Santa Rosa PAR is accepted by 802.15 WG and ExComm..

            Tom Siep has some announcements-Ian asked Tom to make announcements ref:TG1.

            TG1 had some interactions with BT SIG people yesterday, TG1 was asked if we wanted to make a public announcement of the formation of TG1 and BlueTooth. Floor comment was that we have not voted on BlueTooth within TG1 as yet. TG1 could announce that BT has offered it’s proposal to TG1 as a standard. Tom announced the TG1 recommended Vice Chair, Tech Editor, and Secretary position names.

            Tom Siep asked for people to leave their business cards, and state their TG1 areas of interest if they are interested in working on the TG1 IEEE standard format transliterations, and whether or not they are BT SIG members.

            Tom Siep-If we are to have something to present in the Nov. Plenary meeting we have to empower the TG1 today. 

            Bob Heile asked how many planned to attend the Santa Rosa 802.15 meeting. 23 people raised their hands.

            Tom Siep asked those current 802.15 voting members who do not plan to attend the TG1 meeting to drop their voting member status. This was requested to ensure that a quorum meets in Santa Rosa.

            Bruce Kraemer-new business, for marketing committee, submit a business card to Bruce if you are interested in working on this committee.

            Ivan Reede-Requested that we adjourn this meeting, then re-adjourn the TG1 meeting outside the bounds of the 802.15 Working Group Meeting.

12:05   Ivan made a motion to adjourn the 802.15 WG meeting. Meeting adjourned at 12:00pm.
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