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Thursday, 21 July, 2000

10:00
Conference call initiated.  21 Attendees:

Alfvin, Rick

Kodak

Allen, James

Kodak

Bain, Jay

Time Domain

Batliwala, Edul
Compaq

Dabak, Anand

TI

DuVal, Mary

TI

Gilb, James

Mobilian

Heberling, Allen
Kodak

Heile, Bob

BBN/GTE/Verizon

Karaoguz, Jeyhan
Broadcom

Kinney, Pat

Intermec

Ling, Stanley

Intel

Music, Wayne

Broadcom

Nafie, Mohammed
TI

Rios, Carlos

Lincom Wireless

Roberts, Rick

Intersil

Rofheart, Martin
XtremeSpectrum

Rypinski, Chan
Consultant

Schmidl, Tim

TI

Siep, Tom

TI

Tan, Teik-Kheong
3Com

Subgroup chair, James Gilb, reviewed the agenda for this conference call:

1) Introductions/Roll call

2) Selection of recording secretary

3) Outline of PHY committee process for next 2 months

4) Call for volunteers

· Selection criteria tracking

· Contacts for merged proposals

· Others as suggested/needed

5) Conference call scheduling until September

Chair initially suggested that a PHY conference call be scheduled twice a week but in the midst of general attendee disapproval due to the time required for this schedule, the chair reduced it to once per week.  Concluded: conference call every Thursday, starting at 11:00 and ending at 12:30 EDT.  Call number is 1-877-827-6232, ID #5859 .

Chair proposed that the output of these calls would be to: review the self-evaluations, clarify ambiguous entries, and then agree on those self-evaluations.  The chair furthered that a desirous outcome would be for the proposers to consolidate their proposals.  On this point there were comments from the attendees that, while this goal had merit, it shouldn't be considered unless all other business was complete because it wasn't mandated by the TG3.

· Before each meeting, attendees should send their desired agenda to J Gilb 

Action Item:. J Allen and M DuVal to work on re-ranking the criteria in document 00/110

· Self Evaluation changes by the proposers are to be posted on TG3's website (send to I Gifford but announce availability of the up-rev'd document on the reflector)

· An email will be sent to the proposers requesting them to update their presentation(s)

· The self evaluation form for the presenter was included in document 99/110, section 6.

· Purpose to produce or document section 5 of 00/110 to summarize self-evaluation

Action Item: M DuVal will consolidate PHY, MAC, and System information into one document

· When TG3's reflector is available we'll use that email list, until then we'll use the general WPAN reflector.

J Gilb stated that it was the intent of these conferences, and the process would be to:

1. Review the self-evaluations, clarify and agree on the self-evaluations from the proposers

2. Provide a platform for technical evaluations on these proposals by third parties

3. Reduce the number of proposals by encouraging consolidation

This process was contested by T Siep.  T Siep proposed that this group set as its goal to clarify the proposer's self-evaluations and only then consolidate or categorize

J Gilb stated that it was a positive move for proposers to consolidate their submissions but that this process was best done off-line

Question: On the subject of J Gilb's proposal to "Divide proposals into 4 categories: Single carrier, uncoded, Single carrier, coded, Multi-carrier, Ultra-Wide Band" Why those bins for categories?  Reply: Just as a suggestion.

On the subject of pairing the PHYs with the MACs the general conclusion was that the System subgroup would pair the MAC/PHYs

Process for the Next Meeting

1. Mail out list of  and ask for agreement by proposer and group

T Siep:  disagreed with proposed process

Amended process for the next meeting: 

Note: M DuVal owns the self appraisal spreadsheet (00/245)

1. M DuVal to mail out Nick's spreadsheet to:

· Proposers and ask for any updates

· Sub-group Team

2. Proposers send any changes to M DuVal and M DuVal will update that document

3. Conference attendees will send the issues they wish to have discussed to J Gilb before the conference

4. M DuVal will request the proposer's first draft by Tuesday, 12:00.  She will consolidate them and send that document out by Wednesday

Note:  We will add the requirement that all proposers respond

· In the document all areas where the group disagree with proposer will be highlighted with separate sheets to back up the changes

· J Gilb stated that he was open for other ideas or documents that need to be created or altered for  tasks

· J Allen stated that the agenda for September's conference needed to be out 30 days before that meeting, so we need to think ahead and plan accordingly .

· Note: on the subject of overlapping meetings, B Heile will try to schedule that meeting in such a way as to keep TG2 and TG3 non-overlapping but that LRSG and TG1 could simultaneously occupy the same time slots.  B Heile furthered that we will probably use Friday  morning for the WG Plenary: first half for the TG and the second half for the final WG plenary.

11:30
Conference call concluded

Thursday, 27 July, 2000
11:09  James Gilb (Chair) called the conference call to order.

First order of business was a Roll Call.  20 Attendees were:  Jay Bain,

Mary DuVal, Anand Dabak, Mohammed Nafie, Tim Schmidl, Edul Batliwala,

Nick Evans, Carlos Rios, Wayne Music, Jeyhan Karagouz, John McCorkle,

James Little, Marc de Courville, Veronique Beuzenac, Rick Alfin, Grant

Carlson, Jim Allen, Mark Hinman, Allen Gatherer, Tom Seip

Mary DuVal said that Nick Evans will be responsible for updating the Proposal Evaluation spreadsheet.  He will pass out updated copies to the subcommittee chairs on Thursday, general distribution on Monday morning.

Gilb brought up a request by Michael Dydyk to change the conference call time to avoid the Bluetooth SIG Radio 2 call.  No other options were suggested so the conference call schedule remains the same.  Marc de Courville noted that he and Veronique Beuzenac would represent the Motorola HiPERPAN proposal, so that Michael Dydyk would not need to attend the calls for that purpose.

The process is to take a criteria, and determine a committee consensus for the value for each proposal which can be presented in September.  James will announce the section, self rating value and presentor's name.  The participants will be asked if there are any disagreements or questions with the rating.  Discussion will be held only for disagreements or clarification and then a consensus will be reached.  Problems may result in a value of ??? (see below) and taken off line.  The secretary adds the ??? items to a future agenda if the due date is known.  The process started with criteria section 4.1-Form Factor (of document 00/110r11).  The results will be added to document 245r1 PHY Sub committee evaluation.

Mary DuVal noted that O'Farrell (SuperGold) and Davis (Motorola) have not updated their self ratings as of this meeting.  Alfvin suggested that we retain ??? ratings for any item for which we do not have data. This will allow us to better manage the data.  Gilb agreed to the suggestion, as long as unresolved ???s? are converted to ?-1? By September.

Davis data was Unknown and rated as a ???.  Mark de Courville took a ??? and action to respond by Aug 10.   Kodak's rating was taken as is (1) based on Bluetooth comparison.  O'Farrell was assigned a ??? and needs more data.  Tom Siep and Dabak indicated they will estimate encoder size.  Carlson asked how many chips in their solution ? Ans: 2 or 3.

A discussion on the use of  ??? came up and Gilb took a straw poll on the following ad hoc motion: ?The deadline for responses to ??? ratings via email to Gilb is September 12th.  Any ???s unresolved after that date will be converted to ?-1? ratings for the Scottsdale meeting in September.  There was unanimous consent. 

Carlos Rios asked for size details from Kodak for fairness since other proposals were being asked.  Carlson responded with a comparison to BT components.

Gilb continued with section 4.1, McCorkle.  They have parts that are 12 and 10 mm2 in die size and have a CF size module.   Allen asked what the antenna size would be ? Ans: 1? sq.  Rating was left as a ?1?.

Karaoguz  based his analysis on parts made for home network modem designs.  They are ?4x more complex than? the PAN requirement. 2 chips are proposed, they have not made a MAC proposal.  The question was raised whether more data such as gate count, could be provided. Ans:  Yes, but this section only requires the PHY to fit.  There was a discussion about how to prove this, and a discussion between TI and BroadCom.

The committee discussed the problem with the wording for doc. 00/110 section 4.5.  The system form factor is the issue, not just the PHY.  In order to capture this issue, we will add an informative note, which will represent whether the entire radio system (Mac, memory, PHY, etc)  will fit on a CF card.  For this informative note, each proposal is asked to send detailed data for the systems and it's compatibility with CF.

Dabak will look for TI size data, in the mean time, Karaoguz and Dabak will be rated similarly as "?".  McCorkle commented that his is a two chip solution with a crystal and should fit.  After further heated discussion, the score for both TI and Broadcom were changed to "1" with the request that both proposers provide more information on the size of their solution.

Allen suggested we start next meeting using the weightings, and Gilb asked for an email proposal because we were out of time.

12:30 ET
Meeting was adjourned when we ran out of time.

Thursday, 3 August, 2000

10:00
Conference call initiated.  25 Attendees:

Aguado, Enrique
Supergold 
Alfvin, Rick

Kodak

Bain, Jay

Time Domain

Barr, John

Motorola

Batliwala, Edul
Compaq

Carlson, Grant


Dabak, Anand

TI

Dydyk, Michael
Motorola

DuVal, Mary

TI

Gilb, James

Mobilian

Karaoguz, Jeyhan
Broadcom

Kinney, Pat

Intermec

Ling, Stanley

Intel

Music, Wayne

Broadcom

Nafie, Mohammed
TI

O'Farrell, Tim

Supergold 

Richards, Jim

Time Domain

Rios, Carlos

Lincom Wireless

Roberts, Rick

Intersil

Rofheart, Martin
XtremeSpectrum

Schmidl, Tim

TI

Schrader, Mark
Kodak

Siep, Tom

TI

Tan, Teik-Kheong
3Com

Wilding, David
Intel


10:07
Subgroup chair, J Gilb reviewed the agenda for this meeting:

Agenda

1.  Review items due for this call

2.  Finish criteria 4.1, including C Rios' (LinCom) proposal

3.  Work on criteria 4.2 through ?

4. Adjourn

J Gilb commented that there might be an additional conference call focusing on  D Skellern's proposal at a time which is better suited for Australian participation.  In the mean time we will collect any comments via the conference minutes and send them to D Skellern.

Continue on discussing proposer self-evaluations using 00/245r2

4.1
Size and Form Factor:

D Skellern's proposal states its size as CF, type 1.  Comments concerned backup material to validate this assumption.  Discussion turned to methodology to determine size. It was suggested that chip size and count would be sufficient, additionally ask when combined with the MAC will it fit into a CF, type 1.  Send this request for clarification out to all proposers.  Why is -1 sown? No information as to why.

Request for clarification:  PHY only

· Two chip: radio and BB dual mode, size of chip (mm2)digital blocks, digital gate count, what's inside: A/Ds, equalizer…MAC controller: interface components (gates, mm2).  Additional peripherals: flash, filters, etc.

Question: die size and or gate count or package size?  Significant discussion on determining the pin count and estimating I/Os.  Additional comments suggesting that die size was too detailed at this stage and that we should stick to a higher level.. The due date for this information would be Sep 12, 2000.

Roll call vote on the issue to require only package size and chip count:  Yes indicates agreement with only package size and chip count, no indicates that more information should be required.

Aguado, E
Yes

Nafie,M
Yes

Alfvin, R
No

Bain, J

No

Barr, J

Yes

Batliwala, E
Yes

Carlson, G
No

Dabak, A
Yes

DuVal, M
Abstain

Gilb, J

No

Hinman, M
No

Karaoguz, J 
No

Kinney, P
No

Ling, S

No

Music, W
Abstain

O'Farrell, T
Yes

Richards, J
No

Rios, C
No

Roberts, R
Abstain

Rofheart, M
No

Schmidl, T
Yes

Schrader, M
No

Siep, T

Yes

Tan, T-K.
Abstain

Wilding, D
No

Tally is 8 Yes, 13 No, 4 Abstain.  However, at the meeting it was incorrectly stated that the vote was 10 yes, 8 No, 4 abstain, and since this is a procedural vote the motion passed.  

This request for clarification also will request that the proposer specify those additional components and their sizes to complete solution (not including antenna).  Request additional information if the proposal includes the MAC however, it will not affect 4.1 scoring.  Question: shouldn't this request include definitions and values  from 4.1 and 4.2?  J Gilb to send definition and values along with the 3 questions to the PHY proposers.  This request will be sent out 4 Aug with a response due by 4 Sep.  Email is sufficient to WPAN reflector or just to J Gilb.  We'll hold on 4.1 until resolution of criterion

4.2.1
Minimum MAC/PHY Throughput

Davis Proposal: any comments? None, ranking stands

DeCourville: 36 Mb/s top rate? 29 Mb/s …ranking stands

Kodak: no comments, ranking stands

Supergold: raw data rate is 22 Mb/s, throughput stated to be 20 Mb/s.  Significant discussion along with some disbelief that the overhead would be less than 10%. Stated that there is difficulty in estimating MAC overhead.  General consensus was to request backup justification on the MAC overhead assumption.  O'Farrell was allowed to respond by 12 Sep.

It was agreed that the Subgroup should estimate an overhead for a generic MAC.

R Alfvin stated that the rating of 0 was impossible since a throughput of exactly 20 Mb/s was impossible.  Should we then re-open DeCourville's ranking?  General consensus was yes. After reviewing this proposal general consensus of the group was to change ranking from 0 to 1, there  was no opposition to this change.

TI: raw rates of 22/33/44 Mb/s. No comments, ranking stands at +1

McCorkle: raw rate of 100 Mb/s. No comments, ranking stands at +1

Karaoguz: raw rate is 20 Mb/s. Jeyran commented that he was interested in modifying his proposal to adapt a higher raw rate to improve the ranking of this proposal.  Rather than change this ranking to a ? the general consensus was to change it to a -1 until the proposal is modified.  Upon any modification all rankings need to be validated.  This declaration will be made to all proposals.

Radiata: raw>40 Mb/s. No opposition to +1 ranking.

Comments: In response to the issue of throughput given packet retries/etc. it was commented that all the criteria needed to be met at that rate.

LinCom: raw rate is 40 Mb/s.  No opposition to self ranking of +1, ranking stands.

4.2.2
High End MAC/PHY Throughput

Only valid ranking values for this criteria are 0 and +1 (>40 Mb/s including MAC overhead)

Davis: changed to 0

DeCourville: changed to 0

Kodak: stays at 0

Supergold: stays at 0

TI: raw at 44 Mb/s, claim is 42 Mb/s throughput.  Amidst skepticism about this minimal overhead ration, given TI's significant backup on this issue it was agreed that their ranking stand at +1 until it's proven wrong.

McCorkle: raw at 100 Mb/s ranking stands at +1.  Questions concerning how many users at this rate.

Broadcom: stays at 0

Radiata: change to 0

LinCom: stays at 0

4.3
Frequency Band

No evaluation for this criterion, information only

11:22
Motion to adjourn, following no opposition, so moved. 

Thursday, 10 August, 2000

10:00
Conference call initiated. 19 Attendees: 

Aguardo,Enrique
Supergold

Bain, Jay
 

Time Domain

Batliwala, Edul
Compaq

Buzenac, Véronique
Motorola

de Courville, Marc
Motorola

Dubak, Anand 
TI

DuVal, Mary

TI

Evans, Nick

Motorola 

Gilb, James

Mobilian

Hinman, Mark

Kodak

Karaoguz, Jeyhan
Broadcom

Kinney
, Pat

Intermec 

Ling, Stanley

Intel

Miller, Tim

Intersil

Music, Wayne

Broadcom

Nafie, Muhammed
TI

Roberts, Rick

Intersil 

Schmidl, Tim

TI

Siep, Tom

TI

10:08
Minutes:

On the issue of the minutes, P Kinney stated that he had incorrectly tallied the vote taken on August 7.  J  Gilb advised the group to read the minutes and verify their vote.  J Gilb took an action item to send out a separate announcement requesting the group to read the minutes and verify their vote. In a further action it was agreed that this subgroup will vote on sending the minutes to the task group at the last conference call before the next TG meeting. 

10:13
Discussion of vendor self ratings
4.4
Number of Simultaneously Operating Full-Throughput PANs
Davis: M DuVal requested additional information for this entry  M Nafie questioned the stated -90 dBm sensitivity, he furthered that he needed more information.  J Gilb proposed changing the entry with a ?.  Comments were that there is a need to justify how more than four simultaneous networks are possible, and specify any baseband waveshaping to justify the stated channel bandwidth. Marc de Courville informed the group that the modulation was 4FSK with 16 MHz bandwidth. Question was raised concerning the guardbands for this proposal. Following no opposition rating was changed to a "?"

DeCourville: no opposition to +1 rating, stands at +1

Kodak: It was suggested that the rating be changed to -1 since this proposal can't have 4 full rate simultaneous networks.  With no opposition to this suggestion, rating was changed to -1.

Supergold: No opposition to -1, rating stands at -1

TI: Questions on the bandwidth and whether 4 or more simultaneous networks can be supported.  A Dubak stated that the alpha is .8 yielding an occupied bandwidth of 19.8 MHz with -30-50 dBc at the edges.  More information is needed given that the band-edge requirements for regulatory need to be met.   A Dubak stated that Tx power is 10 dBm. Request more information for band-edge emissions.  Changes to "?" pending further information, specifically on power spectral density, especially at 2483 MHz.  Suggested that this matter be resolved by Aug 15.  A Dubak will send his response to the reflector, this subject will be added to top of the agenda for the next conference call. 

XtremeSpectrum : Concerns on dependence on the use of TDMA to achieve the performance for this criterion.  One comment doubted the performance obtained with 6 barker codes: what are interference and jamming levels achieved with full throughput. Has this performance been demonstrated? Response to these questions by next week Rating will be changed to ? pending further evaluation. This matter should be resolved before next week's call. Send responses to the reflector, this subject will be added to top of the agenda for the next conference call. 

Broadcom: no opposition, the -1 rating, rating stands

Radiata: no opposition, the +1 rating, rating stands

Rios: no opposition, the -1 rating, rating stands

4.5
Signal Acquisition Method 

Since there are no ratings needed for this criteria there was no discussion

4.6
Range

Davis: change to "?"  pending further information

DeCourville: Rating of +1 is in error.  The PAR states <10 m range, so no points for further range. Change to 0

Kodak: Question on any information to backup 0?  Kodak to email out their l information and measuring method. Rating will be changed to a ? pending this information which is due by Aug 24. Following no opposition rating was changed to a "?".

Supergold: E Guardo dropped off the call just before this rating was brought up. Following no opposition, the 0 rating, rating stands.

TI: Following no opposition, the 0 rating, rating stands.

XtremeSpectrum: Following no opposition, the 0 rating, rating stands.

Broadcom: Following no opposition, the 0 rating, rating stands.

Radiata: Following no opposition, the 0 rating, rating stands.

Rios: Rating of +1 is in error.  Following no opposition rating is changed to 0.

4.7
Sensitivity

Since this criterion is not rated, only 0's are allowed.  All entries are changed to 0.

4.8.2
Delay Spread Tolerance

DeCourville had a problem with this criterion, he questioned the lack of a channel model.  J Gilb countered that a channel model was provided in the document.  DeCourville countered that it wasn't realistic.  J Gilb put the question as does it uniquely define the channel, not whether it’s a good model. S Ling questioned the model in that it didn't specify a probability of successful link. J Karaoguz agreed. J Gilb proposed the use of 99.9% for this criteria.  Consensus was to reduce this to 95%.  Another comment questioned the use of 3 dB criteria stating that it should be more like 4-5 dB.  J Gilb requested a small group to fix this criterion. Group: A Dubak (chair), M DeCourville, S Ling, J Karaoguz, R Roberts.  Resolution date for this criterion is Aug 24.  Work will be done by email and conference calls.

4.9
Power Consumption

Davis:
More information is requested.  Changed to "?" pending more information, at the minimum declare the receive power.

DeCourville: Changed to a ? pending further information.  This information is due by the beginning of Sept.  At the minimum state the receive and transmit block powers.

Kodak: Stands at 0

Supergold:  Change to ? pending receive power disclosure.

TI: questions on the methodology to evaluate this parameter. J Karaoguz questioned the validity of a 100,000 gate complexity especially given the equalizer. J Karaoguz is to request information via reflector before Aug 11. No resolution on a request to change the rating to a "?"  until further information.

11:25
Motion to adjourn following no opposition meeting adjourned.

Thursday, 17 August, 2000

10:00
Conference call initiated. 19 Attendees: 

Aguardo,Enrique
Supergold

Allen, Jim


Kodak

Bain, Jay
 

Time Domain

Batliwala, Edul
Compaq

Buzenac, Véronique
Motorola

Carlson, Grant

Kodak

Cheng, James

Intel

Dubak, Anand 
TI

DuVal, Mary

TI

Gatherer, A

TI

Gilb, James

Mobilian

Hansen, C

Hinman, Mark

Kodak

Karaoguz, Jeyhan
Broadcom

Kinney
, Pat

Intermec 

Ling, Stanley

Intel

McCorkle, John
XtremeSpectrum

Miller, Tim

XtremeSpectrum

Music, Wayne

Broadcom

Rofheart, Martin
XtremeSpectrum

Schmidl, Tim

TI

Tan, Teik-Kheong(TK)3Com 

Wilding, David
Intel 

Agenda:  (as per email from J Gilb, rcvd 8/17/00) 

· Proposal by Jeyhan for further information

· Status of last roll call vote

· Section 4.8.2 and update on delay spread tolerance

· Begin section 2, evaluate in the following order:

2.1, 2.2.5, 2.3, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4,

2.2.6, 2.4.3

Then come back to section 4.1 and 4.9

· Adjourn

Proposal by J Karaoguz' for additional information (as per his email): 

(1) Radio functionality/size:

· How backward compatibility with 802.15.1 spec is achieved, (RF blocks repeated, shared, etc.?)

· Transmit power, power amplifier back-off, and efficiency at the transmit power

· Chip area, process technology

(2) Baseband functionality/size (PHY baseband only):

· A/D and D/A converter precision, speed

· Digital filter lengths for pulse shaping

· Equalizer length (i.e., number of coefficients)

· Decoder complexity (e.g. type of decoder like convolutional or block)

· CMOS chip area, gate count and process technology

(3) Total number of chips and external components for the overall PHY solution

On the subject of including gate count as a friendly amendment, some comments centered around the subjective nature of this information and the sensitivity of some of this information. When J Gilb asked for objections to gate count, there were none, so it will be allowed as a friendly amendment. 

When will this information be due? Sep 4.  J Karaoguz proposed the motion that this information would replace the previous request for information.  Jeyhan argued that it's too early to guess pin count and package size.  Comment was voiced that the radio and baseband categories are separate but some attention should be given to the combination of these functions. Change to total number of chips and the total number of external components for the overall PHY solution? Comments were that this information is significantly implementation specific and will be different from mfg. to mfg. Any dissention? There were three, so a roll call vote was taken.

M DuVal: abstain, J Bain: yes, P Kinney: yes, D Wilding: yes, E Aguardo: no, W Music: yes, A Dubak: no, T Schmidl: no, J Gilb: yes, TK Tan: abstain,  S Ling: yes, J Karaoguz: yes, J Allen abstain, J Cheng: yes, E Batliwala: yes, M Rofheart: yes, M Hinman: yes, J McCorkle: abstain, T Miller: abstain, G Carlson: yes, V Buzenac: abstain, A Gatherer: no.

Motion passes with 12 yes, 4 no, 5 abstaining.  

J Gilb will send out a request for the proposers to update their submissions.  Proposers should update their submission with this information and then up revision the document number and send that file to Ian to be posted.  Additionally they should send a summary of the changes to the reflector. These actions are due by Sep 4

Delay spread tolerance: 

Definition of delay spread:

The delay spread tolerance is the value of T_RMS for which a maximum FER of 1% is met for 90% of the channels generated using the channel model defined in 4.8.1.  The power level at the transmitter is set 10 dB above the level required for a 1% FER in an AWGN channel.  At least

1000 channels should be generated.  Note that the channel model in 4.8.1 will generate channels with fading parameters, so at the receiver the signal level will vary from one channel realization to the next channel realization.  The system shall have a delay spread tolerance of at least 25 nS.
 minimum of 25 nS. 

J Gilb noted that this amounts to changing the criteria since what we have now is broken. J Karaoguz and A Dubak agreed that the current definition is broken.  J Gilb proposed that we set everybody to same and request that the proposers provide an annex to their submissions detailing their reply to this new request for information.  J Gilb proposed a motion to change the delay spread tolerance ratings to same (0) and send out a request for additional information as per the informative definition. In response to the question as to why not change the ratings to "?" the reply was that the criteria is being changed and that "?s" get changed to -1s at the end of these meetings.  J Gilb asked if there was any dissention? There was none.  The due date for this information response is Sep 11.  

A Dubak's reply to  last week's request for additional information was not on the agenda so it will be discussed next week.

Section 2 :  J Gilb stated that he would push 2.1 back. It was suggested that we delay discussion on Section 2 in order to better  prepare, since the agenda wasn't sent out until this morning. M DuVal objected stating that delaying this discussion would make it very hard to stay on schedule. 

2.2.5
Multiple access

W Davis' rating was +1, no opposition to this rating so rating stands. 

De Courville's rating was +1, no opposition to this rating so rating stands.

Kodak was not rated,  change to ? pending resolution by 24 Aug

SuperGold's was rated as 0,  E Aguardo requested that it be changed to +1 (he didn't originally understand this criterion).  It  will be changed to ? pending clarification due 24 Aug.

A Dubak's rating was +1, no opposition to this rating so rating stands.

XtremeSpectrum's rating was +1, no opposition to this rating so rating stands.

Broadcom's rating was +1, no opposition to this rating so rating stands.

Skellern's rating was TBD will be changed to "?" pending clarification due 31 Aug.

Lincom's rating was +1, no opposition to this rating so rating stands.

11:24
Conference adjourned

Thursday, 24 August, 2000

10:00
Conference call initiated. 23 Attendees: 

Aguardo,Enrique
Supergold

Alfvin, Rick


Kodak

Allen, Jim


Kodak

Bain, Jay
 

Time Domain

Barr, John

Motorola

Batliwala, Edul
Compaq

Carlson, Grant

Kodak

Cheng, James

Intel

Dubak, Anand 
TI

DuVal, Mary

TI

Evans, Nick

Motorola

Gifford, Ian

Tyco

Gilb, James

Mobilian

Hinman, Mark

Kodak

Karaoguz, Jeyhan
Broadcom

Kinney, Pat

Intermec 

Ling, Stanley

Intel

Miller, Tim

XtremeSpectrum

Music, Wayne

Broadcom

Nafie, Mohammed
TI

Schmidl, Tim

TI

Schraeder, Mark
Kodak

Welborn, Matt

XtremeSpectrum

Agenda:  (as per email from J Gilb, rcvd 8/24/00)
· Roll call

· Review response by TI to 4.4

· Review sections 2.3, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.2.2, 2.2.3,

· 2.2.4, 2.2.6, 2.4.3 Then come back to section 2.1, 4.1 and 4.9

· Adjourn

Clarification on criterion 4.4 by A Dubak: discussion on motion to change TI's rating from "?" to "0"same.  Questions on support 3 high throughput. Question:  Spectrum re-growth? Reply: Not an issue since we're only requiring 4 dBm and assuming 12 dB backoff. J Gilb: Make sure peak power is addressed in 4.9.  Proposed changing the ranking from "? " to "0" (same) for TI, and adding the two comments that this requires 12 dB backoff and that there are 3 higher end MAC/PHY  throughputs rather than 4. Following no dissentions, change is approved.

2.3 Interoperability:

Davis: changed to "?" pending clarification on how they will make interoperability and cost simultaneously. To be resolved by Sep 12

de Courville: changed to "?" pending clarification on how they will make interoperability and cost simultaneously. To be resolved by Sep 12

Kodak: retain same rating

O'Farrell (SuperGold): current rating is same, hearing no opposition to this, the rating stays

TI: current rating is same, hearing no opposition to this, the rating stays 

XtremeSpectrum: Currently has "0"/same rating. XtremeSpectrum noted that they were reusing almost the whole RF front-end. Question: How do you achieve the channel selectivity? Is there a channel filter? Just for BT or UWB? Reply: Separate front end filters for BT and UWB. Question: Use the same mixer for both UWB and BT? Reply: Yes require an ultra wide-band mixer that also works for BT. Comment: It is not clear how you can use same mixer given the different  modulations.  Question: ADC size? Reply: 8 bits for UWB and BT.  Question: AGC? Reply: There is a control loop that controls the filters, gain, and different mode switching. The block diagram is as shown on r4. There was no opposition to their rating staying "0"/same.

Karaoguz: current rating is +1 which is not authorized. Following no dissention the rating was changed to "0".

Skelhern (Radiata) The current rating of -1 rating was maintained.

C Rios : Carlos has decided to add Bluetooth interoperability. He asked for a rating of "?" pending that he provide documentation by 4 Sep. Carlos mentioned that he was looking to adopt the Kinney MAC approach combining BT and 802.11.

J Allen commented that if there were any individuals with PHY issues concerning switching between Bluetooth and High Rate that they be present for MAC discussions on this subject.

2.4.1
Manufactureability

Davis: Current rating is a "1", following no opposition, stays a "1"

de Courville: There was a comment on the manufactureability rating of +1 given the CF form factor, and a subsequent suggestion that they be assigned a "?" until they could respond to this issue.  J Gilb stated that he could support a rating of same but had issues with +1.  It was agreed that this rating be changed to a "?" pending clarification  due by Sep 12 as to whether these OFDM radios exist as demonstration and/or production units.

Kodak: Current rating is a "1", following no opposition, stays a "1"

SuperGold: Current rating is a "1", following no opposition, stays a "1"

TI: Current rating is a "1", following no opposition, stays a "1"

XtremeSpectrum: Does XtremeSpectrum have demo H/W showing a combined BT and UWB? No.  They only had BT simulations.  Rating stays at +1

11:32
Meeting adjourned

Thursday, 24 August, 2000

10:07
CDT  Conference call initiated. 25 Attendees:
Aguardo, Enrique

Alfvin, Rick 

Allen, James

Bain, Jay

Batliwala, Edul  

Cheng, James

Dabak, Anand

de Courville, Marc

DuVal, Mary 

Evans, Nick

Karaoguz,  Jeyhan

Ling, Stanley

McCorkle, John

Miller, Tim 

Music, Wayne

Nafie, Mohammed

O'Farrell, Tim

Rios, Carlos

Roberts, Roberts

Rofheart, Martin

Schmidl, Tim

Schraeder, Mark 

Siep, Tom

Welborn, Matt

Wilding, Dave

Section  2.4.1  Manufacturability:

Karaoguz justified his position.   Has baseband down-converters in demo form, and a discrete front end. 

Q: Your QAM proposal differs from others because it hops.  Have you tried it.

A: No because of limits to the discrete front end.  No difference except wider baseband filters. It proposes the same hopping structure as BT and uses a 625 µSec frame length.

Q: What is the channel structure?

A: Channel 15 each 5 MHz. 

Karaoguz =1

Skellern = 1 (Marc de Courville spoke for Skellern)  Marc de Courville briefly explained that this proposal will merge with his PHY proposal.  Since the documentation was not available to assess this joint proposal at this time, it was decided to continue with the individual evaluations at this time.

Rios =1

2.4.4  Maturity of Solution.  As a reminder the ratings are: 

Expert opinion = -1,     Experiment = 0,  Demo and Preexist = +1.

Mary proposed to make these ratings the same value as the ones determined for manufactureability.  J Allen suggested we go through them quickly.

Davis = 1

Marc de Courville  

Q: Rios asked - how many OFDM systems are operating.

A:...all digital video broadcast (DVB) systems are working, demos of HIPERLAN II and .11A is proven technology.

Q: Rios - how close is existence to the 40 Mbps they proposed?

A: OFDM is flexible but, you can incorporate many data rates depending on constellation.  DAB=1.5 Mbps, DVB is 36MB/s.  Merged proposal 43.3 Mbps.

Q: Rios - are there any 36 Mbps systems out there.

A: Can’t compare, different systems.  But it proves OFDM is robust and it will be on the market next year.

Comment: (de Courville) HIPERLAN I is not OFDM is why it was a failure – can not do low cost products with equalizers and multipath problems. 

de Courville = 1

Carlson = 1

O'Farrell = 1

Re O'Farrell: Demonstrated baseband, and PHY is similar to 802.11,QPSK.  Do not need an equalizer because of block code they are using.  Data not available to the committee yet.  "... 127 symbols of which 125 are information – very simple".

Q: How does it really do in Multipath?

A: QPSK with 25ns margin.  Combinations of block code methods give >25ns multipath robustness.  

Q: Can't see how a code combats mutipath without equalizer or standard methods besides codes.

A: Sequence modulation and coding enhance performance and they have a demo.

Q: Carlos disagrees, Intersil has an equalizer.

There are systems that work up to 40ns without equalization.  Their sequence code has been tested in multipath simulators.

Dabak =1  

McCorkle = 1

Q: Is UWB really proved in market?

A: They have demo of 50 Mbps at 10m, 150 microwatts, SiGe chip for analog portion. They are working with BT companies but it is not operating.

Jeyhan = 1

Skellern = 1

Rios = 1

2.4.2

When will proposed system be ready for deployment?  

Ratings:  –1= after 1Q 2002, same in 1Q 2001, +1= earlier than 1Q2002. 

Davis = 1

de Courville = 1

Q: Is this PHY still tied to HIPERLAN and if so, will the impact on bring ETSI into agreement, affect the schedule?

A: Withdrew HIPERLAN MAC and linked with another. Marc will provide description of how this will be done in updated document, with hooks for HIPERLAN interfaces for some applications.

Motorola is working with Skellern on an OFDM PHY, and will update their proposals.

Carlson = 1 

O'Farrell = 1

They were self rated = 0 want to change to a rating one.   They completed the base band processor demonstration and working with other companies, and now believe they can meet the +1 target. Using .11 technology. Their proposal will be updated. In the meantime, we accepted a +1 rating.

Dabak = 1

McCorkle = 1

Karaoguz = 1

Skellern = 1

Rios = 1

2.5 
Scalability:  power, data rate for power, range etc, Band, Cost, Function, 

Davis = 0 Pending clarification for a plus 1 if more items can be explained.  Only data rate and function were indicated in the presentation.

de Courville = 1 

Q:  What are the scaleable areas? 

A:  Power variation, data rate is natural by changing constellations on each carrier up to 42 Mbps, Cost – can keep some modes like bit rates or limit to 28.9, can skip interoperability, can skip modes to simplify base band. 

Questions came up about what action items are due at what time.  J. Allen took the action to tell the Chairs that a master calendar of action item due dates.  (Note: action items are listed in document 245r7 with due dates included).

12:30
Meeting adjourned  

Thursday, 7 September, 2000

10:00
CDT  Conference call initiated. 25 Attendees:
Aguardo, Enrique

Alfvin, Rick 

Bain, Jay

Barr, John

Batliwala, Edul  

Buzenac, Véronique 

Carlson, Grant

Dabak, Anand

DuVal, Mary 

Gilb, James

Hinman, Mark

Karaoguz,  Jeyhan

Kinney, Pat

Ling, Stanley

McCorkle, John

Miller, Tim 

Music, Wayne

Nafie, Mohammed

O'Farrell, Tim

Rios, Carlos

Roberts, Roberts

Rofheart, Martin

Schmidl, Tim

Schraeder, Mark 

Siep, Tom

Welborn, Matt

Wilding, Dave

The proposed agenda was:

 - Roll call

 - Consensus on merged de Courville/Skellern proposal

 - Finish 2.5, begin with Davis 

 - Begin work on 2.6, follow with 2.4.3, 2.1, 4.1, 4.9, 2.2.2, 2.2.3,2.2.4 and 2.2.6 

 - Adjourn

Consensus on de Courville/Skellern proposal: the ratings will remain as in document 00/193r3 with the exception of 4.1 and 4.9 which haven't been discussed. On the rating for section 2.3 there wasn't any opposition to the self rated -1, so it stands. For  2.4.1 the committee rating was a ? but was self-rated as a 1 (the question was would it fit into a CF in a manufacturable manner?) Rating remains as a 1.  For 2.2.5 it was self rated as +1, and will remain as a 1.

2.5 Scalablility

Davis rated a 0 pending more information.

de Courville/Skellern: self rated as +1, no opposition, rating stands, 

Kodak: self rated as +1,  they declared that the data rate is scaleable from 22 Mb/s to 1 Mb/s with a  programmable filter (the definition didn't require scalability to a higher data rate which might have been a mistake), power consumption is scalable, function is scalable, since the submitted documentation doesn't address all modes of scalability Kodak agreed to take a 0 and provide further documentation towards a reconsideration for a 1, this documentation is due by 12 Sep.

SuperGold(O'Farrell): power consumption ,data rate, frequency band, and function are scalable as listed in their latest presentation.  Their self rating is +1, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at +1.

Dabak : Their self rating is +1, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at +1.

XtremeSpectrum Their self rating is +1, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at +1.

Karaoguz/Broadcom: Their self rating is +1, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at +1.

LinCom: Their self rating is +1, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at +1.

2.6
Location awareness

Davis stays at 0

De Courville/Skellern stays at 0

Kodak stays at 0

SuperGold had upgraded their rating to a +1on their latest proposal.  They believed they could achieve a version of location awareness using their DS chipping rate. They mentioned that they need an algorithm using time division of arrival information to provide this awareness and that they are currently evaluating the details of  implementation. Numerous questions were on cost impact and necessary clock accuracy along with range accuracy? Committee agreed to rate this criteria with a 0 pending more information due by 12 Sep

A Dubak: Hid self rating was a +1.  Proposed using RSSI to determine range, suggested resolution of one to two meters. TI to supply the backup to their proposal and this task group needs to resolve the criteria clarification. Committee rating for this criteria is a 0 pending more information due by 12 Sep

XtremeSpectrum self rated as +1,  stated resolution is 20 cm with a 100 ppm clock accuracy. Stays at +1

Broadcom: Their self rating is 0, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at 0.

LinCom Their self rating is 0, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at 0.

2.4.3
Regulatory impact

Davis' proposal was self rated as a -1.  J Barr claimed it should be changed to 0 since Europe (ERC decision 9923) will allow its use as long as it has dynamic frequency selection, ie it doesn't need to be Hiperlan2 to operate in the 5 GHz band. It was agree that this rating be changed to ? pending regulatory  clarification on the US and Europe standards that this proposal would be compliant to due on or before 12 Sep.

de Courville/Skellern: rated as 0 at 0 since it uses dynamic frequency selection as per CEPT recommendation SE24 and is also OFDM,  V Buzenac will send the CEPT's URL by email. 

Kodak: Question: Aren't there issues with 15.249? Reply: No, the proposal meets the  94 dBµV requirement in 1 MHz BW. Their self rating is +1, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at +1.

SuperGold/O'Farrell: Their self rating is 0, hearing no opposition, the rating stays at 0.

Dubak:  C Rios questioned that  the 44 Mb/s rate doesn't fulfill the 15.247 requirements for spreading. Anand suggested dropping back the power to 15.249 levels for this mode to avoid the issues with the FCC spreading gain required. There was opposition from J McCorkle on giving this proposal a 0. J McCorkle proposed giving this criteria a ? pending changes to the documentation by 12 Sep A roll call vote was taken, those wishing for this rating to be a ? pending clarification were to vote yes, those wishing this rating to be a 0 with backup documentation voted no.

Aguardo, Enrique
yes

Alfvin, Rick 

abstain

Bain, Jay

yes

Barr, John

yes

Batliwala, Edul  
yes

Buzenac, Véronique 
yes

Carlson, Grant

yes

Dabak, Anand

no

DuVal, Mary 

no

Gilb, James

yes

Hinman, Mark

yes

Karaoguz,  Jeyhan
yes

Kinney, Pat

yes

Ling, Stanley

yes

McCorkle, John
yes

Miller, Tim 

yes

Music, Wayne

no

Nafie, Mohammed
no

O'Farrell, Tim

yes

Rios, Carlos

yes

Roberts, Roberts
yes

Rofheart, Martin
abstain

Schmidl, Tim

no

Schraeder, Mark 
yes

Siep, Tom

no

Welborn, Matt

yes

Wilding, Dave

abstain

Roll call vote result was: 18/6/3 .  Dabak's rating goes to a ? pending clarification by 12 Sep.

11:34
Motion to adjourn passed.

Thursday, 14 September, 2000

10:00
CDT  Conference call initiated. 30 Attendees:
Aguardo, Enrique

Alfvin, Rick 

Allen, Jim

Bain, Jay

Batliwala, Edul  

Buzenac, Véronique 

Carlson, Grant

Calloway, Ed

Cheng, James

Dabak, Anand

de Courville, Marc

DuVal, Mary 

Evans, Nick

Gilb, James

Hinman, Mark

Karaoguz,  Jeyhan

Kinney, Pat

Ling, Stanley

Miller, Tim 

Music, Wayne

Nafie, Mohammed

O'Farrell, Tim

Rios, Carlos

Roberts, Roberts

Rofheart, Martin

Schmidl, Tim

Siep, Tom

Tan, T.K.

Welborn, Matt

Wilding, Dave

· The proposed agenda was:
· Roll call

· Vote on approval of minutes to date, document number IEEE P802.15-00/247r6

· Motion to send 247r6 plus updates to TG3 for approval at interim meeting

· 2.4.3, beginning with Dabak (based on new submittal)

· Discuss CEPT (99)23, consider motion to re-open consideration of 2.4.3 for Moto/Radiata.

· Motion to rate all proposals as same (0) for criteria that has not been reviewed by the subcommittee.  This would apply to 2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4, 2.2.6, 4.1 and 4.9.

· Resolve question marks, the order is:


Criteria
Proposers

4.2.1

O'Farrell


4.4

McCorkle/Rofheart, Rios


4.6

Allen/Carlson


2.2.5

O'Farrell, Allen/Carlson


2.3

Rios

· 
2.5

Allen/Carlson

· Issues with PHY annex draft (attached)

· Criteria 2.1 if time permits, followed by 4.1, 4.9, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4 and 2.2.6.

· Select appropriate New-Mexico style Mexican food restaurant for wrap party (Los Dos on Central or Arriba on Camelback). 

· Adjourn

General comments:  We will review the PHY conference call minutes on Monday and approve them to sent to the TG.  P Kinney to send a note to J Barr that this document will be part of Monday's session. P Kinney will send these minutes for posting on web.

2.4.3
Regulatory impact: ratings of -1 and 0

A Dabak:  powers were reduced to comply with 15.249, range is not affected due to the previous margin in their range declaration. Also in compliance with 300 328, How about Japan? Didn't know their regulation, J Gilb believed that they would comply ARIB STD - T66 adopted 12/14/99 v1.0. Following no opposition rating was set to 0.

XtremeSpectrum was self-rated as -1, following no opposition rating stays at -1.

J Karaoguz was self-rated as 0, following no opposition rating stays to 0.

C Rios was self-rated as 0, following no opposition rating stays to 0.

Davis/Skellern will go from a "?" to -1

M de Courville commented from his email on the regulatory situation in Europe for 5 GHz. This email is included here for reference: 

"In order to come back on the issue of regulatory impacts of HiPerPAN, I think we should consider in our thinking process the following 3 bands:

Band
GHz

US

EU

I
5.15-5.35
unlicenced
licence exempt

II
5.47-5.725
not available
licence exempt

III
5.725-5.825
unlicenced
unlicenced

Regulatory related remarks:

1) HiPerPAN is able to operate full rate (43Mbps) in the US in the bands I and II

2) HiPerPAN is able to operate full rate (43Mbps) in EU in band III (25mW restricted)

3) for the moment HiPerPAN is able to operate at reduced rate (12Mbps) in EU in bands I and II. The goal (and this is under discussion at the ETSI), is to have WPAN included in the BRAN standard that would allow the full rate operation in these two bands as well.

Considering remarks 1 and 2, I believe it clarifies the reason of a "0" rating  for the regulatory criteria.  I will be more than pleased to discuss it further if required during the conference call of this morning."
J Gilb entertained a motion not to open re-consideration of the de Courville/Skellern PHY rating. Following no opposition this motion passed.

J Gilb proposed a motion to leave all the ratings for those criteria that haven't been reviewed to be set to same . T Siep said we cannot arbitrarily chose not to consider all the criteria, rather we would need to say that we're not done.  C Rios agreed.  M Rofheart agreed, J Karaoguz agreed adding that it was an enormous task and that we have made good progress but are not done and need more time.  He further added that a vote at this time is premature. R Alfvin commented that we're not ready to make a recommendation. M DuVal had something to say but I forgot to write it down.  J Gilb withdrew his motion and will replace these criteria rating spots with blanks. M DuVal suggested that we should consider using the system time slot on Wednesday if this committee runs out of time on Tuesday before completing this task.  S Ling believed that there wasn't sufficient information for this group to make a recommendation citing document inadequacies such as spreading codes, etc.  T Siep commented that we have set an artificial date for completion, and that it is possible to have another interim meeting before Florida.  

Resolution of question marks

4.2.1 

O'Farrell: Tim mentioned that they have chosen not to increase data rate.  Rating is changed from a "?" and to a -1 with no opposition.

4.4 

McCorkle/Rofheart: has presented documentation that support the independence requirement. Rating is changed from ? to a +1 following no opposition 

C Rios: supplied documentation supporting the four WPAN claim.  Requested 0 rating,following no opposition rating is changed to 0

4.6 Range

Allen/Carlson: request for additional information to substantiate range claim. Following no opposition their rating is changed from "?" to "0".

2.2.5 multiple access

O'Farrell: request for additional information. Following no opposition changed from "?" to +1

Carlson: no documentation as of yet, comments from the group were that they be given time to respond.  We'll accept their verbal reply for now but will require documentation, 00/214r4, by end of day. Following no opposition their rating was changed to +1 .

2.3 Interoperability

Rios : claim is documented in 197r2 pg. 6  Following no opposition his rating was changed from"?" to a 0 .

Davis changed from "?" to -1

2.4
Scaleability

Allen/Carlson: scaleable modes include data rate, range, power consumption, change from a "0" to a +1. Following no opposition his rating is changed to +1.  

Issues with PHY annex draft: 

Change: O'Farrell submitted size and form-factor as requested

Change: Dabak submitted documentation 200r4 substantiating the delay spread of 25 nS.

Change: de Courville: their delay spread should be 50 nS

11:13 Motion to adjourn, passed
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