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Monday, 18 September, 2000

10:45
TG3 Vice Chair, J Allen, called this meeting to order and reviewed the agenda for this meeting

10:50
Secretary reviewed the minutes from LaJolla (IEEE802.15-00/170).  

Motion made by I Gifford and seconded by M DuVal. Following no opposition, the minutes are approved.

10:58
Vice-chair reviewed the agenda for 802.15.3 (IEEE802.15-00/253r1)

Changes were captured in IEEE802.15-00/253r2).  Motion to approve the agenda as amended made by J Gilb, seconded by R Alfvin; following some discussion but no objections the motion passed by unanimous consent

11:09
Vice-chair reviewed the objectives for the week (IEEE802.15-00/253r1)

11:10 Vice chair reviewed the PAR (IEEE802.15-99/165r6)

11:15
Vice chair reviewed the TG's time line (IEEE802.15-00/127r1)

11:20
Vice chair reviewed the criteria evaluation (IEEE802.15-00/180r1)

11:23
R Alfvin asked for volunteers to help write an article for the Bluetooth SIGnal or similar publication.

11:25
Vice chair lead a discussion on Wednesday's discussion session rules. 

J Allen described the one minute round robin method to allow member participation.  Numerous questions and concerns about this method were discussed.  C Rios commented that he didn't believe that there had been sufficient time and in-depth discussions to allow the voters to make appropriate decisions.  J Karaoguz agreed with C Rios and asked if there was time for the presenters to again state their case.  J Allen replied that the PHY and MAC sessions should allow this as part of their effort to complete their tasks.   S Shellhammer commented that he would have appreciated some TG3 time that wasn't in conflict with other task and study groups.

11:45
R Alfvin made a motion to adjourned the meeting seconded by K Marquess, following no objections the meeting was adjourned.

Afternoon Session

1:00
TG3 Vice Chair, J Allen, called the meeting to order.

1:11
CRITERIA WEIGHTING/LB5 REVIEW (IEEE802.15-00110r12)

Bob Heile presented and reviewed the results of LB4 and LB5. 

1:20
PRESENTATION OF "CALL FOR PATENTS" PROCESS

Jim Allen reviewed the IEEE Call for Patents process.

1:23
UPDATE PROJECT PLAN (IEEE802.15-00127r1)

Jim Allen reviewed updates, changes and edits made to the Project Plan document IEEE802.15-00127r1

Motion: To approve the changes to document IEEE802.15-00127r2 was moved by M DuVal and seconded by E Batliwala.  Following no dissent the motion was passed by unanimous consent.

1:27
UPDATE CRITERIA EVALUATION METHOD (IEEE802.15-00180r1)

Jim Allen reviewed updates, changes and edits made to the Criteria Evaluation Method document IEEE802.15-00180r1.

Motion: To approve the changes to document IEEE802.15-00180r1 was moved by K Marquess and seconded by M DuVal.  Following no dissent the motion passed by unanimous consent.

1:31
MAC SUBCOMMITTEE REVIEW

Allen Heberling presented a report (IEEE802.15-00/292r0) summarizing and reviewing the results and status of the TG3 MAC subcommittee conference calls. 

A discussion ensued regarding the legal implications of reusing 802.15.1 in 802.15.3. Jim Allen recommended individuals to attend the joint TG1/TG3 session on Patent Policies and Procedures being held Tuesday at 10:30 with Susan Tatiner. 

2:16
PHY SUBCOMMITTEE REVIEW

James Gilb presented a report (doc IEEE 802.15-00/287r0) summarizing and reviewing the results and status of the TG3 PHY subcommittee conference calls.

2:16
SYSTEM SUBCOMMITTEE REVIEW

Mary DuVal presented a report (doc IEEE 802.15-00/290r0) summarizing and reviewing the results and status of the TG3 SYSTEM subcommittee activities.

Motion: To change the ranking vote from MAC/PHY pairs to MAC and PHY proposals individually was proposed by M DuVal and seconded by J Allen.  Following no discussion the vote was 18/1/0.  The motion carries.

Mary presented and described the rank order voting ballot which will be used on Wednesday to reduce the number of PHY and MAC proposals by half. 

2:00 
Jim Allen made index cards available for the purpose of signing up for ad-hoc round robin comments prior to the vote on Wednesday. Jim indicated that all cards should be returned to the registration desk by Tuesday night.
2:49
Jim Allen took a straw poll to modify the TG3 Task Group agenda to convene the PHY Subcommittee at 3:30 PM.  The vote was 32/1/10 this motion passes.

2:52 
Motion to adjourn the meeting until 3:30 made by M DuVal and seconded by R Alfvin.  Following no dissention the motion passed by unanimous consent.
3:33
TG3 Vice Chair called the meeting to order

Motion: To approve a change to the agenda from IEEE802.15-00253r2 to IEEE802.15-00253r3 to allow the PHY committee to use excess schedule time Monday at 3:30PM in which to begin their work was made by R Alfvin and seconded by J Gilb.  Following no discussion the vote was taken at 17/0/1, motion passes.

3:37
J Gilb lead a discussion of PHY issues (IEEE802.15-00298r0)

3:40
C Rios presented  his thoughts on missing, broken, and misplaced PHY criteria (IEEE802.15-00299r0).

4:00
J Gilb lead a discussion (refer to IEE802.15-00/245r9) to complete the PHY committee's ranking of:

2.1:  Unit Manufacturing Cost (>2X BT, 1.5 - 2X BT, <1.5 BT)

Davis:  self rated at 1 hearing no opposition rating stays

De Courville/Skellern: self rated at 0, hearing no opposition rating stays

Allen/Carlson: self rated at 1, hearing no opposition rating stays

O'Farrell: self rated at 1 hearing no opposition rating stays

A Dabak: self rated at 1 hearing no opposition rating stays

McCorkle/Rofheart; self rated at 1 hearing no opposition rating stays

J Karaoguz: self rated at 1 hearing no opposition rating stays

C Rios: self rated at 1 hearing no opposition rating stays

4.1 Size and Formfactor (> CF+, CF type 1, <CF+)

J Karaoguz proposed that the presenters to be able to substantiate their claims at this meeting.  It was agreed that this matter will be handled on a per case basis.

Davis:  rated was ? Walter commented that they were going to merge their proposal with Carlson's PHY. Question is whether they withdraw or not.  Davis decided to stay in for the moment but with no substantiation of this parameter this rating will be changed to -1 with no opposition.  Informative claim of size of the PHY and MAC will be -1.

DeCourville/Skellern: self rated at 1, hearing no opposition the rating stays.  Informative section of PHY and MAC size: claimed the PHY took one side and therefore the MAC would have to go onto the BB chip.  D Skellern later added that the MAC functionality would fit into the BB chip so rating was assigned a +1.

Allen/Carlson: self rated at 1, hearing no opposition the rating stays.  Informative section of PHY and MAC size:  J Allen referred to announcement of CF Bluetooth products as validation for this size; rating was +1

O'Farrell: was rated as "?", E Aguardo stated that they would be less than CF+ so +1 rating, following no opposition rating goes to +1. Informative section of PHY and MAC size was stated by E Aguardo to be smaller than CF+ so rating of +1 is claimed.  C Rios questioned this issue, rating will be "?" until further information tomorrow.

A Dabak: self rated as +1.  Following no opposition rating stays at +1.  Informative section of PHY and MAC size was stated by A Dabak as smaller than CF+1, following no opposition the rating was set to +1.

J McCorkle: self rated as +1, following no opposition the rating stays at +1.  Informative section of PHY and MAC size self rated as +1, hearing no opposition the rating goes to +1.

Karaoguz: self rated at +1, following no opposition the rating stays at +1.  Informative section of PHY and MAC size was claimed to be +1, hearing no opposition the rating goes to +1.

C Rios: self rated at +1, following no opposition the rating stays at +1.  Informative section of PHY and MAC size was claimed to be +1, hearing no opposition the rating goes to +1.

4.9
Power consumption (>1.5 W, .5 - 1.5 W, <.5 W)

Davis:  previous rating was -1, rating stays at -1

de Courville/Skellern: was self rated as 0, following no opposition the rating stays at 0.

Allen/Carlson: was self rated as 0, following no opposition the rating stays at 0.

O'Farrell: previous rating was "?" pending more information on receive power.  E Aguardo replied that T O'Farrell would be available to answer questions on the current drain per function tomorrow.  Rating will stay at "?" until then.

A. Dabak: was self rated as +1.  Questioned on current drain per function.  A Dabak presented a breakdown of power showing a 148 mW for receive.  Extensive questions on the power dissipation ensued.  Ran out of time before there was a vote.

Announcements: 

· Changes to proposals and merged proposals by noon tomorrow.

· Voter registration cards were handed out.

5:30 Meeting adjourned.

Tuesday, 19 September, 2000

8:05
TG3 Vice Chair called meeting to order

8:07
Al Heberling, MAC committee lead, started off the MAC session.

Agenda:

T Siep: A Paper on System Architectural Issues

R Gubbi: A Paper on Additional adaptive TDMA Details for doc 208r2

J Ho:  A Paper on Informational Presentation Regarding Adaptive TDMA algorithms

C Rios: re MAC issues concerns 

8:10
T Siep presented a paper on TG3 MAC Architecture Considerations (IEEE802.15-00/288r1)

There was a comment from P Kinney stating a disagreement with this paper's initial assumption that PANs are inherently TDMA based.  M Schraeder: Couldn’t you handle dual MACs with an embodiment of each standard?  Reply: Yes, but that would be complex. 

8:32
Jin-Meng Ho: Texas Instruments QoS Considerations for High Rate WPAN MAC (IEEE802.15-00/289r1)

This presentation was informational only and was not to be considered as a proposal submission.  

9:08
C Rios: Thoughts on Broken, Missing, and Misplaced 802.15.3 Selection Criteria (IEEE802.15-00/299r1)

Carlos highlighted the MAC issues for this presentation.  

9:30
Al Heberling lead a discussion on some of the issues that C Rios raised  (IEEE802.15-00/xxxr0).

Summarized that the MAC team had sufficient time to do its job and did repair those criteria which needed to be fixed. 
9:51
Al Heberling lead a discussion on the remaining criteria which had not been addressed by the MAC committee: 

Device Registration: need appropriate definitions for this criterion 

C Rios proposed three different levels of registration 1)extensive manual configuration.  2) requestor aided registration. 3) consensus registration.

A Heberling believed that Carlos' effort could be a baseline for the definition of this criteria.  

+1 register by device type, 

Question:  should we change the current reference from "same as" definition to keep this criterion from being a binary decision. R Gubbi thought that this should be a binary decision.

A Heberling will meet with B Heile to determine another time slot to complete this effort.  

10:08
Adjourned

3:38
MAC chair called the meeting together.  

Agenda is

1. What is 802.11 like?

· What is similar?

· What is different?

2. Resolve remaining MAC criteria

· Device registration

· Join/unJoin

3. Review doc IEEE802.15-00/303 MAC criteria clarifications

4. Vote to approve IEEE802.15-00/303 for submission to M DuVal for inclusion into IEEE802.15-00/110r?

What is 802.11 like?

Consensus to change notation from 802.11 lite or like to CSMA based. C Rios'  and Kinney's approach are CSMA/CA based.  Headers in doc IEEE802.15-00/245r10 will be changed to declare this change.

Carlos supports backoff algorithm for DCF but also has a PCF function. Headers have similarity to 802.11 but they are not interoperable due to PHY differences.  Proposal does not support roaming.  No support for fragmentation.  There is no 802.11 ad-hoc capability. Station to access point functionality.  QoS is only supported with PCF function.  The DCF time of the PCF slot is only to allow joining the network.  No RTS/CTS functionality is included.

Kinney's proposal has similarities to Rios' but includes roaming (albeit non 80.11) and fragmentation (again non 802.11) but does not include the PCF function and has RTS/CTS.

Resolve remaining MAC criteria.

Device registration:  A Heberling asked if this was a binary criterion?  Underlying question seemed to be: does Rios' proposal have significant differentiation from 802.15.1 to substantiate a ternary ranking?  

A Heberling made a motion to take a vote on decision to change this ranking from ternary to binary.  Binary ranking would be:

"-" for a proposal that requires manual configuration of IP, NWID,SSID

"0" for a proposal that is similar to 802.15.1's registration means

C Rios stated that his proposal does not support auto-registration by profile.  A Heberling stated that there are mechanism's in the 802.15.1 MAC to support 1 and 2.  C Rios agreed to take a "0" for this criterion.   No vote will be taken to determine if this ranking should be changed to binary. 

Join/unJoin:  Rios declared that he would accept a "0" for this criterion.  R Gubbi questioned why Davis/Skellern was given a -1 for this attribute.  A Heberling replied that nobody was able to respond to the group's questions during the conference call. Consensus was to give the Davis/Skellern a "0".  C Rios called the question as to whether it's appropriate to change this criterion to a binary ranking.  Following the call for discussion, Kinney argued that not wasting bandwidth for an inquiry mode was a desirable feature of his proposal and warranted  a +1 ranking.  Following no further discussion a vote was taken with the results of 12/1/2 in favor of changing this criterion to a binary ranking.  The MAC proposals are ranked as follows:

Davis/Skellern: rating is changed from -1 to 0

Heberling: remains a 0

Kinney: rating changed from +1 to 0

Rios: changed from "?" to 0

Review document IEEE802.15-00/303r0 MAC criteria clarifications.

A Heberling distributed document IEEE802.15-00/303r0 to the team.  This document includes two new definitions for the criterion of multiple access. 

Definition 1

Multiple Access is the ability of a MAC to efficiently manage each node’s access to a common RF channel allocation without performance degrading delays caused by simultaneous transmissions, when used in a pico-net composed of multiple active nodes.

Values for Definition 1

A MAC’s multiple access capability is measured by how well it enables a piconet composed of multiple active nodes(A,B,C &D) to support one or more of these data traffic scenarios:

1. Node A is transmitting three DVD video streams compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6). The first stream between nodes A &B, the second between nodes A&C and the third between nodes A&D.

2. Node A is transmitting a DVD video stream compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6) to node B, a second DVD video stream to node C, and an asynchronous data transmission to node D. The asynchronous stream is composed of 512 byte packets.

“-“  Neither scenario works

“0” Handles Scenario two.

“+” Handles both scenarios.

Definition 2

Multiple Access is the ability of a MAC to efficiently manage each piconet’s access to the RF medium, when used in an RF environment comprised of multiple independent, co-located piconets composed of two or more nodes.

Values for Definiton 2

Multiple access is measured by the net throughput of one of the proposed piconets with two other piconets co-located (in space) and operating in a coordinated manner as compared to the net throughput of a single piconet with no other interferers or coordinated systems present.  All of the piconets shall consist of two nodes and shall be operating under each of the following scenarios:

1. All of the piconets transmitting a DVD video stream compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6)

2. The desired piconet transferring a DVD video stream compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6), while the other two are transferring asynchronous data with a payload size of 512 bytes.

“-“ Neither Scenario works

“0” Handles Scenario two.

“+” Handles both scenarios.
C Rios commented that leaving the criteria of Multiple Access, Location Awareness, Minimum Delivered Data Throughput, and Maximum Delivered Data Throughput unranked would be a disservice to the task group.  

There was extensive discussion on the definitions of Multiple Access as addressed in doc 00/303r0.  A Heberling asked if we should keep definition 2 or eliminate it?  R Gubbi proposed that we modify definition 1 and drop 2 but that he would have no objection to keeping definition 2. Consensus was to eliminate definition 2.  T Siep asked A Heberling if the team would benefit from taking additional time to address the remaining issues.  A Heberling replied yes.  

Al Heberling proposed that we submit document 00/303r0 to M DuVal to incorporate existing agreements concerning join/unjoin, power management, authentication, privacy, and QoS.  Furthermore we would include an informative section of how we arrived at those agreements.  We also need to provide an explanation regarding why we assigned 0's for high end throughput and multiple access.  When it's time to rate MAC/PHY pairings we need to consider definition for multiple access as per doc 303r0.  A Heberling will delete definition 2 and state that the scenarios are to be done. C Rios moved to strike the statement that the definition for scalability was ill defined.  The group agreed with Carlos.  Consensus to strike the comment  concerning percentage efficiency from document 303r0.  A Heberling asked: what recommendation do we want to make to the task group?  Do we recommend going forward with a vote on the MAC or not?  R Alfvin stated that this question was out of order.  A Heberling stated the he will report the results as of tonight as documented in 303r1, but that we were not able to rate multiple access, minimum data throughput, maximum data throughput from a technical perspective due to the MAC/PHY pairing issues.  Al Heberling proposes that this group not recommend either to vote or not to vote.  

C Rios made the motion for the subcommittee to recommend to the Task Group that the vote tomorrow not take place due to not completing the work by the subcommittee.  This motion was seconded by T Siep. Discussion took place concerning additional time to handle the unfinished business.  Question was called by A Heberling, following no objections the vote was taken.  Vote result was 5/5/0.  Since the chair can vote in the case of a tie, chair voted no so the final vote was 5/6/0.  This technical vote failed.  

6:11
Meeting adjourned.

6:37
PHY meeting convened by M DuVal

J Gilb announced that the attendees should open up documents 00/245r9 and 00/110r12 for reference.  The first topic will be 4.9 Power Consumption.

T Siep requested time for a presentation of  00/305r0 titled "TG3 evaluations of proposals",  the PHY chair refused to allocate time at this point. 

4.9
Power Consumption

A Dabak : self rating of +1, discussion was 0 for this rating pending additional information as to the other proposals using similar assumptions. Chance to reevaluate made by  John .

Motion made by R Alfvin to rate all rankings for this criterion 0, claiming that the criterion is broken.  The procedure for resolving this action would be to write a clarification of the existing criteria, send that criterion to the proposers request response by a given date, evaluate responses, and include results of the sub committees evaluation in the annex. This is to be included in the motion as a friendly amendment.

A motion was made by R Alfvin

 to rate all rankings for this criterion as 0, claiming that the criterion is broken.  The resolution for this action will be to write a clarification of the existing criteria, send that criterion to the proposers requesting a response by a given date, evaluate the responses, and include the results of the sub committee's evaluation in the annex. 

Seconded by C Rios.  T Siep asked if the annex was informative or normative.  J Gilb replied that it would be informative.  T Siep replied that this would change this criteria to an informative one.  T Siep spoke against the motion as he did not want to have less criteria by which the voters would judge the proposals.  J Gilb disagrees stating that there is too much information already. M DuVal stated that this criteria was highly weighted.  R Alfvin stated that this rating was intended to be only a recommendation to the voters and that the annex was additional information.  A vote was taken with the results of 18/13/16 with 58% motion fails.

Vote called on whether for the committee rating of +1 for this criterion for A Dabak. Vote is 7/12/25. Vote fails.  J Karaoguz objected that this procedure wasn't followed for other proposals.  J Gilb disagreed noting that this procedure was followed during the conference calls.  Motion to rate the A Dabak proposal a 0 for this criterion.  A Dabak protested the rating of less than +1 stating that he has significant data showing a power consumption rating a +1. C Rios called the question, R Alfvin seconded and there was no opposition to calling the question.   Vote was taken on rating this proposal a 0, results are 6/0/35. 

T Siep raised a point of order that no discussion was noted in the minutes and therefore the vote to rate A Dabak a 0 was invalid.   Motion to reconsider the vote on that motion.  Discussion: T Siep argued that A Dabak's proposal showed significant evidence indicating a +1 rating and that voting against this rating would indicate a serious bias against the proposer.  A Dabak commented on costing for his proposal and stated that this is shipping technology. Motion to rate A Dabak's proposal a +1 was seconded by E Batliwala following no opposition the rating is +1.  

J McCorkle rating of +1 moved by J McCorkle seconded by M Rofheart. Following no discussion and no opposition the rating is +1.

Karaoguz self rated as a +1, J Karaoguz moved that rating should be +1 seconded by A Dabak following no discussion and no opposition the rating is +1.

C Rios self rated as 0 request +1 pending delivery of a supporting document tomorrow, if not, then rating goes to 0, seconded by Karaoguz.  Motion to table until 8:00 Wednesday was seconded by Mary.  M DuVal asked if the information was available tonight?  C Rios stated that he could not display the information now.  T Siep made a friendly amendment to change the time till when the TG3 can first consider this information. T Siep withdrew his motion.  C Rios made a friendly amendment to rate his proposal a +1 without additional information.  M DuVal commented that this was not in line with past procedures.  

Vote on C Rios' motion to rate his proposal a +1 for this criterion without additional information resulted in a vote of 7/12/15.  Motion fails. 

Motion to rate C Rios a +1 for this criteria provided that he provides substantiation to J Gilb one hour after the conclusion of this meeting, seconded by J Allen. Move to table until second order of business tomorrow by I Reede, seconded by C Rios. Following no opposition, the motion was tabled.

O'Farrell requested a committee rating of +1 for this criterion. The document will be updated to include supporting information this evening.  T O'Farrell moved that the rating for this criterion be a +1 and will accept a 0 if documentation is not available by tomorrow. Seconded by R Alfvin.  Following no discussion and no opposition the motion carried.

Allen/Carlson: requested a committee rating of +1.  Motion made by R Alfvin to assign this proposal a +1 for this criteria, motion was seconded by J Allen.  M DuVal called the question, T Siep seconded following no discussion nor opposition the question is called. Following no opposition the motion carries.

C Rios requested time to verbally support his claim for a +1 rating to this criterion.   After stating his supporting information, Carlos moved that the committee rating for his proposal be +1, and if this supporting documentation is not delivered to the WG chair by tomorrow he would accept a 0.  This motion was seconded by P Kinney.  C Stevenson called the question with M DuVal seconded.  Following no discussion nor opposition the question was called.  Following no opposition to this motion the motion carries. 

Reevaluate the range rating for Allen/Carlson.  J Allen presented documentation indicating a range of Motion to move on to the next point of order was made by M DuVal seconded by R Alfvin.  Question called by T Siep and seconded by I Reede following and no opposition the question is called. Motion vote was 14/8/13, motion fails.   Motion to table until the second order of business tomorrow made by I Reede and seconded by J Karaoguz.  Friendly amendment to change the referenced time to that time that the presenter brings additional information.  Question called no opposition.  Vote on friendly amendment 8/10/16, amendment fails.  Call the question by P Kinney seconded by T Siep, following no opposition the motion is tabled until tomorrow.

2.2.2
Interference susceptibility: 
Davis: self rated as +1.  Following no discussion rating stays at +1

Motion to adjourn by P Kinney seconded by I Reede.  Discussion ensued as to the implications of this motion.  Left to do Interference Susceptibility, IM, jamming resistance, and coexistence. Do we have to complete these before a vote?  Some opinions were yes and some stated no.  Call the question by P Kinney, seconded J Karaoguz. No opposition question called. Vote for this motion 22/10/5, motion carries.

Wednesday, 20 September, 2000

6:40
System committee called to order by chair, M DuVal

The objective of this session to determine the agenda for systems session on Thursday, 21 Sep.  M DuVal  described the intent of this session would be to discuss what type of exposed logical interfaces do we want to define.  M DuVal proposed 20 min for R Roberts to present IEEE802.15-00/285 defining the 802.11 approach to interfaces.  M Schraeder will have 20 minutes for presentation of IEEE802.15-00/301 defining a proposal for a systems level presentation of the interfaces.  These presentations will be followed by a discussion of these interfaces.  M Duval will lead this discussion with a presentation eliciting which logical interfaces need to be defined, the form for inputting information into the interfaces, and which interface should be prioritized.

7:19
Session adjourned

8:05
TG3 session called to order by J Allen, TG3 chair.

First point of order was the approval of the agenda.  Vice chair reviewed the agenda as document (IEEE802.15-00/253r4).  Motion to approve made by I Gifford, it was seconded by R Alfvin. Vice chair opened the floor to discussions. I Reede asked if the motions made last night were addressed in this agenda.  Replies were that the agenda was at a high level and did not intend to address the granularity required by those motions. T Siep was granted the floor and he presented IEEE802.15-00/305r0.  T Siep took a straw poll of the PHY presenters asking if the method was fair, open, process based, unbiased, and the best way to get the best candidate? Vote was 1/6/1 absent.  Another straw poll of the attendees' beliefs upon the question asking was the method fair, open, process based, unbiased, and the best way to get the best candidate? J Karaoguz requested that T Siep complete his presentation before this straw poll. T Siep disagreed.  The vote count was 7/17/18.  T Siep temporarily yielded the floor to other discussions.  C Rios spoke to request time after the motion to approve the agenda.  R Alfvin presented IEEE802.15-00/310r0 and spoke in favor of the agenda being approved.  TG3 vice chair asked the sub-committee chairs to speak to the motion to approve the agenda.  J Gilb and A Heberling stated that their groups were conducted in a fair basis.  M DuVal stated that she believed that the MAC committee had completed their work but that the PHY group had not completed their effort due to an early adjournment last night.  Point of order by I Reede stating that the subcommittee chairs were talking to the methods of their groups and were not pertinent to the motion on the floor.  Call for question made by I Reede, not seconded, motion failed.  T Siep spoke to R Alfvin's presentation stating his disagreement with Alfvin's claim of "religious beliefs" categories.  J Karaoguz stated that since 6 out of 7 there must be a reason.  He commented that the delay spread rating did not show the difference between the ratings rather they were all assigned a "0" with the crucial information being placed in the annex.  C Rios spoke to delay the vote stating that we were rushing to an uninformed decision.  C Rypinski stated that he had enough information to vote.  I Reede spoke to take the vote today but that the process needs to be altered and therefore he recommended to change the agenda.  R Roberts spoke to issues in the PHY section.  Question is called by P Kinney, seconded by J Gilb. Following no dissention the question is called.   I Reede brought a point of order stating that the agenda was in the past.  Procedural vote results were 6/15/1, motion to approve the agenda failed.  

9:15
Vice chair called for a discussion on what the agenda should be.  Show of hands on limiting the debate indicated a lot of attendees approved this method.  Motion made by R Alfvin to limit discussion to five minutes per presenter.  T Siep objected to this motion in that he believed he held the floor.  Seconded by J Gilb.  Chair opened the floor to discussion.  C Rios believed that five minutes was too short.  Call for question made by B Heile and seconded by J. Gilb. Following no objections the question was called. Vote results were 11/6/1, since this was less than the 2/3 majority that a vote to limit discussion requires, this motion fails.  T Siep requested a motion to:  Move to have TG3 delay the beginning winnowing process until the November 00  meeting, maintaining the goal to have a single MAC and PHY pair at the end of that meeting.  

M DuVal seconded this motion.  T Siep accepted a friendly amendment to extend this delay to the MAC as well.  The motion is now:

Move to have TG3 delay the beginning winnowing process for both MAC and PHY until the November 00  meeting, maintaining the goal to have a single MAC and PHY pair at the end of that meeting.  

Chair opened the floor for discussion. C Stevenson spoke to delay the MAC decision citing IP uncertainties contained within the 802.15.1 MAC.  R Alfvin reiterated his belief that this was a course vote and that the remaining proposals could be suitably altered.  J Gilb stated his belief that the PHY committee would require another three hours to complete its task.  J Karaoguz spoke to support this motion.  M Schraeder spoke to making the first vote citing that sufficient information was available due to its coarseness.  T Siep restated his belief that insufficient time had been given to the proposers.  R Gubbi did not mind delaying the PHY decision but opposed the MAC delay.  M DuVal suggested a friendly amendment to separate the PHY from the MAC decision.  T Siep declined this change.  Move to table this motion by Heile, seconded by K Marquess.  There was no discussion on this motion.  Question: is this procedural or does it require 2/3?   TG3 vice chair decided that this motion would be procedural.  T Siep moved, and J Gilb seconded, to delay his motion until all presenters had been given the floor this motion passed with 19/0/0.  J Karaoguz spoke to delaying the vote until November. M Dydyk spoke to giving the presenters some time at this meeting and delaying the vote until later this week.  R Roberts suggested that we go fix the criteria and request that presenters to address the new criteria.  R Alfvin stated that the proposed voting process was a positive one, and recommended that the motion be changed to separate the MAC from the PHY.  T Siep was requested to combine all of his following motions to expedite the process.  Accepted a friendly amendment to his original motion.

Move to have TG3 delay the beginning winnowing process for both MAC and PHY until the November 00  meeting, maintaining the goal to have a single MAC and PHY pair at the end of that meeting 

And to have the TG direct the PHY subcommittee commit to review and clarify PHY criteria for approval by the WG by the close of this meeting (Friday).

Another friendly amendment:

Move to have TG3 delay the beginning winnowing process for PHY until the November 00  meeting, maintaining the goal to have a single MAC and PHY pair at the end of that meeting 

And to have the TG direct the PHY subcommittee to review and clarify PHY criteria for approval by the WG by the close of this meeting (Friday).
Vice chair discussed the schedule ramifications from this motion. M DuVal seconded this motion. Vote 11/4/4, motion passes.  T Siep moved that: 

 Move to have TG3 delay the beginning winnowing process for MAC until the November 00  meeting, maintaining the goal to have a single MAC and PHY pair at the end of that meeting 

And to have the TG3 direct the MAC subcommittee to review and clarify MAC criteria for approval by the WG by the close of this meeting (Friday).
A Heberling stated that the MAC committee would need more time to fulfill this motion.  Motion was seconded by C Rios, following no discussion the vote was 14/5/6 motion carries.  J Gilb moved to recess until 4:00, seconded by T Siep, following no opposition, the motion carries.

10:30
Session suspended until reconvening at 4:00

4:00
Session reconvened.  PHY committee chaired by J Gilb.

Agenda for this session was reviewed by J Gilb.

Motion to table range evaluation for Kodak until after clarifications to criteria update moved by J Allen, seconded by R Alfvin.  Following no discussion nor opposition the motion carries.

Referring to 110r12 review the criteria for potential problems requiring clarification from the proposals

2.2.2
Interference and Susceptibility: no problems A question arose as to the in-band criteria: the "0" rating used a different exclusion from the "-" and "+".  Informational for this group is that the only exclusions are for co-channel and adjacent and not the "first channel".  Results due by 8 Oct,00

2.2.3
Intermodulation resistance: Straw poll to add additional information to the annex to rate themselves for IM relative to sensitivity with results of 19/0/11.  Intermodulation above sensitivity +3 dB for minimum required data rate.  Rating of "-" was proposed to be  <25 dB, "0" was proposed to be 25-35 dB, "+1" >35 dB.  Proposers are to have this information by 8 Oct.  there was no opposition to this criteria and the due date.

2.2.4
Jamming resistance: proposal to form a ad-hoc group chaired by A Dabak to generate a simplistic model for microwave oven to be used in jamming resistance.  Interested parties wishing to participate should email Anand at dabak@ti.com.  Due date: 8 October. Suggested clarification is that this should be done at the minimum data throughput. Significant discussion on the issue of using BER for this criterion.  Propose that we don't add additional requirements to jamming resistance, following no opposition, so move.  It was clarified that the intention of the PHY committee is that these proposals use the average throughput of the DVD video stream. 

2.2.6
Coexistence:  There's a problem with the geometry as described in the text.  Consensus from the group is that the proper location for the origin is A1 and that the separation is 6 meters.

5:31
Meeting adjourned

Thursday, 21 September, 2000

8:07
Meeting called to order by TG3 Vice Chair, J Allen

Agenda: J Allen reviewed the agenda for today (IEEE802.15-00/253r4). Motion to approve by J Gilb, seconded by C Rios. Call for discussion resulted in clarification points and concerns that there wasn't enough time allowed to resolve the voting issues before Friday's motion.  Suggestion to include an ad-hoc committee meeting prior to November.  First ad-hoc at 6:30.  Motion to approve the agenda as amended for the ad-hoc meeting was made by J Gilb and seconded by C Rios.  Vote was 16/0/0, motion carries

8:19
PHY committee session lead by J Gilb (IEEE802.15-00/298r0) and referencing (IEEE802.15-00/245r9& 00110/r12)

2.2.6
Coexistence  

IC1 add higher power level (100 mW) to the informative section. Request additional information for the annex on IC1 and IC2 to keep the topology the same but at 100 mW .  Motion made by C Stevenson, seconded by P Kinney, following no opposition the motion carries. 

C Rios spoke to a stricter level of coexistence, rather than suffer a  reasonable hit in performance, these devices should defer to the other transmission to avoid retransmissions.  Carlos suggested that this criteria be placed into the annex as another informative criteria for extra credit.  Chair suggested that he form an ad-hoc committee to draft this proposal.  Suggestion to include TG2 attendees as well.

4.8.2 Additional information

7.1.1
Delay spread:  C Rios commented that the 10% loss of channels was excessive.  J Karaoguz stated that decreasing the percentage of lost channels would be impossible without increasing the 10 dB margin or the channel model.  J Allen proposed that this definition be sent back to the sub-committee to include BFSK and 4FSK scenarios with capture.  Chair proposed that we keep the current model but also ask the sub-committee to reconvene to remedy the current model's shortcomings. Stanley Ling (stan.k.ling@intel.com) will chair this committee.  Due date would be by the second conference call.  No opposition to this action.

MAC subcommittee to supply MAC overhead

Straw  poll to work on criteria 4.2.2 evaluation of proposals vs criteria was 13/9/14.  Chair will lead committee on evaluation of the additional information concerning delay spread.

7.1.1.3 Responses

Name



Value
T_rms
Davis



no response

de Courville/Skellern
true
50 ns

no opposition to this rating

Allen/Carlson

no response

O'Farrell


true
30 ns

no opposition to this rating 

Dabak


true
25 ns

no opposition to this rating

McCorkle/Rofheart
true
40 ns

no opposition to this rating

Karaoguz


true
150 ns
no opposition to this rating

Rios



true
50 ns

no opposition to this rating

9:36
Motion to recess:  moved by P Kinney, seconded by J Allen, following no opposition, motion carries.

10:41
MAC subcommittee lead by A Heberling (IEEE802.15-00/317r0)

4.2.1
Minimum MAC/PHY throughput

Chair stated the need to provide a generic overhead to the PHY committee.  Chair proposed that that PLCP and preamble are part of the PHY functionality.  The MAC would be responsible for the header, payload, and CRC.  C Rios recommends that each MAC performance be applied to each PHY rather than a generic number for MAC and PHY.  R Gubbi argued that this method was a return to the pairing method rather than considering the MAC and PHY separately.  Significant discussion on this point.  On one side the generic number is not as accurate as the specific number, on the other side the multiple specific numbers would be confusing to the reviewer.  

A Heberling proposed to take a vote on making a recommendation to the TG3 for the parameter of minimum data throughput, that we compare all the MACs with all the PHYs. 

C Stevenson proposed that for the purposes of the PHY vote, the PHY proposer select which MAC they wish to be paired with for a comparison evaluation, conversely the MAC proposer would select a PHY that they wish to be paired with for this evaluation.

J Gilb stated that the agreed upon methodology was that the MAC committee supply the overhead number to the PHY committee.  C Rios argued that a single number was meaningless. 

C Stevenson moved that for the purposes of the PHY vote, the PHY proposer select which MAC they wish to be paired with for a comparison evaluation, conversely the MAC proposer would select a PHY that they wish to be paired with for this evaluation, included in this motion is the requirement that the proposers would have to supply supporting data for minimum data throughput.  

J Gilb argued that this motion was out of order since it required the PHY committee to alter its agreed upon methodology. Chair ruled that C Stevenson's motion was out of order, but that we could come back to it addressing only the MAC committee's methodology.

C Stevenson agreed to change the motion to address only the MAC committee's action.

J Gilb moved that the MAC subcommittee provide to the PHY subcommittee a number for the MAC overhead as specified in the criteria document.  Seconded by M DuVal.  Chair opened the floor for discussion.  T Siep did not believe that the committee could generate a number that was accurate.  

T Siep moved to table this motion pending clarification form the PHY subcommittee as to whether they will accept an algorithm instead. This motion was seconded by M Nafie.  Vote on this motion was 10/13/5, the motion to table fails.  

Return to discussion of the J Gilb motion.  C Stevenson commented that inaccurate information would lead to inaccurate analysis.  J Gilb accepted a friendly amendment to this motion, changing the motion on the floor to:

J Gilb moved that the MAC subcommittee provide to the PHY subcommittee a number or a simple formula for the MAC overhead as specified in the criteria document.

R Gubbi called the question, seconded by J Gilb. Following no opposition the question was called.  Vote was 17/3/4, motion carries.

C Stevenson wanted to move that for the purposes of the MAC vote that the MAC proposer would select a PHY that they wish to be paired with for this evaluation, included in this motion is the requirement that the proposers would have to supply supporting data for the minimum data throughput.  

12:15
Move to adjourn by R Alfvin, seconded by E Batliwala.  Hearing no objections, the meeting is adjourned.

1:10
Meeting called to order by J Allen, vice Chair.

Objective of this session to allow the PHY committee to work on the criteria.  PHY committee lead by J. Gilb (IEEE802.15-00/298r1).  

Agenda items: Approve the conference call minutes,  Allen/Carlson: 4.6 range with change in power, O'Farrell: 2.2 informative.  Chair received a formal request from de Courville/Skellern to give them a slot on the agenda for reconsideration of section 4.9, power.  

Motion to approve the PHY committee conference call minutes as documented in IEEE802.15-00/247r7 was made by M Nafie, and seconded by J Allen.  Following no opposition, the minutes are approved by the subcommittee.

Range of Allen/Carlson proposal (IEEE802.15-00/214r6).  Additional modes have been proposed by Allen/Carlson.  These modes include 8PSK among other changes.  Due to the significant changes in this document  this committee will refer to the proposal as documented in IEEE802.15-00/214r3 to clarify data on the range measurement.  Straw poll to allow this evaluation to change to an earlier revision was 23/0/16.  Question:  Concerned at which magnitude of a change is the proposal really a new proposal?  Reply: this parameter was not defined.  Call the question by J Allen and seconded C Stevenson, hearing no opposition the rating remains a "0".

Reconsideration of de Courville/Skellern proposal's power consumption (IEEE802.15-00/196r5)

Motion made to change the rating from "0" to "+1" following no discussion, and hearing no opposition, the motion carries, so the rating is changed to "+1".

O'Farrell 2.1 informative (IEEE802.15-00/219r5)

Question: on the lack of an image filter before the PA which would cause loss of 3 dB on desired and could cause IM problems as well.  Reply: this filter could be implemented without extensive size increase.  Question on isolation between the two synthesizers.  Reply: this is an implementation concern and can be done properly.  Hearing no opposition on changing the rating to +1 the rating is changed.

Minimum MAC throughput.

MAC committee has not supplied the overhead number that was requested.  C Stevenson commented on the issue of using a generic number for MAC overhead and ignoring the dependence of MAC/PHY upon each other.  He spoke to his proposal in the MAC meeting.  

T Siep spoke to a set of formulas would suffice for the purpose of a PHY evaluation.  C Stevenson still believed that this would unfairly tax the MAC and PHY.

C Stevenson moved that for the purposes of the evaluation of the PHY criteria 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 that the PHY proposer would select a MAC that they wish to be paired with for this evaluation, included in this motion is the requirement that the proposers would have to supply supporting data for the resulting minimum and high end data throughput. Seconded by C Rios.

 Chair opened the floor to discussion.  T Siep asked the proposers if this was a "doable" task within two to three weeks, vote was not taken as T Siep withdrew his request.  A friendly amendment was accepted by C Stevenson, the amended motion reads:

C Stevenson moved that for the purposes of the evaluation of the PHY criteria 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 that the PHY proposer would select a MAC that they wish to be paired with for this evaluation, included in this motion is the requirement that the proposers would have to supply supporting data for the resulting minimum and high end data throughput.  The results from the proposers would be due before the second conference call.
Call the question by C Stevenson, seconded by C Rios, following no opposition the question is called.  The technical vote was: 13/14/12, motion fails. 

R Roberts moved that the PHY committee request that the MAC committee would consider giving the PHY committee formulas for each proposal. Seconded by J McCorkle.  

Chair opened the floor for discussion. No discussion. Friendly amendment was suggested to adding that this request happen today and that the PHY committee requests the MAC committee to make that information available to the PHY committee.

R Roberts moved that the PHY committee request today, that the MAC committee would give the PHY committee formulas for each proposal at a future date.

Friendly amendment suggesting a due date by M Schraeder.  Motion now reads:

R Roberts moved that the PHY committee request today, that the MAC committee would give the PHY committee formulas for each MAC proposal before the third week of October, 2000.

Following no additional discussions a vote was taken with the results: 22/7/12, motion carries.  MAC chair stated that this request would be fulfilled.  

A Heberling moved that the System, PHY, and MAC chairs would discuss and report back to their subcommittees the information required of each proposer to provide the data required to evaluate 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 with a due date before the first week of October, 2000. Seconded by C Stevenson. 

Call the question moved by J Allen, seconded by R Gubbi, 28/1/14 question is called.  Vote on the motion on the floor was 34/3/8, motion carries. 

Move to adjourn by P Kinney, seconded by C Stevenson. Vote was 8/19/17 motion to adjourn fails.

Chair summarized the unfinished business in document IEEE802.15-00/298r2. Work on 2.2.4 and 2.2.6 are to be complete by 15 Oct.  C Rios will have the harmony committee results before the second conference call.

3:00
Meeting adjourned

4:35
TG3 Vice Chair called the meeting called to order.

J Gilb moved to amend document IEEE802.15-00/127r1 to include an objective to review the status between the BSIG and IEEE in regards to the IP that may affect the IEEE's ability to use a TG1 reuse approach. Seconded by R Alfvin.  

Following no discussion and no objections, the motion passed unanimously.

Conference call times: D Skellern proposed that some of the conference calls be more appropriately timed for Australians.  It was agreed that TG3 will stop using the general WPAN reflector and start using the TG3 reflector. 

Vice chair opened the floor for agenda items for the 6:30 meeting's discussion topics. 

· R Roberts requested time to discuss an improved selection process.

· Discussion how the process of selection will be fair and open and that minority opinions are fairly considered.

5:00
Meeting adjourned

6:40
Meeting called to order by Vice Chair

Vice chair lead a discussion on the issues of modified proposals. Several comments on setting a drop dead date for modifications before the November meeting were made.  Suggestions ranged in the area of one week before the meeting.  

J Gilb moved that all modifications to proposals, merged proposals, and all final presentations for the November Plenary Session be sent to J Barr, J Allen, I Gifford, and the committee chairs with notification to the TG3 reflector on or before 5 PM PT on the 27 October, 2000.  Seconded by M DuVal.

Vice chair opened the floor for discussion.  Following the discussion and hearing no opposition the motion passes with unanimous consent.

Chair will take the action to make sure that the graphic and agenda for November includes a report from all the committees prior to the presentations.

J Gilb moved that supporting documentation for the proposals be submitted to J Barr, J Allen, I Gifford, and the committee chairs with notification to the TG3 reflector on or before 5 PM PST on the 27 October, 2000. Seconded by M DuVal.

Following no discussion and no objections the motion was passed.

Vice chair lead discussion on the format for the November meeting.  Suggestion to make special voting exceptions for proposers who would have been non-voters.  

Vice Chair asked the Subcommittee chairs as for the time needed for status  reply was 30 minutes per committee. Straw poll of attendees willing to participate in evening session presentations: 15/4/2.  Vice Chair asked if any of the attendees believed a face to face meeting before November is appropriate, there were none. 

R Roberts presented his proposal for Proposal Elimination (IEEE802.15-00/319r0)

Chan Rypinski made a presentation on a method to vote on the categories or classes of  the proposals (IEEE802.15-00/320r0).

T Siep advised the group that the method for selection exhibit the least gamesmanship to minimize the accusations of being unfair. 

J Gilb commented that no system is perfectly fair and that we should use the method that is the least unfair. 

R Alfvin agreed with Tom's statement and with James' statement, he also presented a simple rank voting process (IEEE802.15-00/321r0).

Straw vote to indicate support for the 802.11b process was 17 and those in favor of the rank ordering process was 4. Those in favor of panel reviews before the 50% and 25% vote was 19/2/2.

Motion by J Gilb that the elimination process for the selection of a PHY for TG3 shall be:

a) for the voters, by roll call vote, to vote for one proposal or none of the above

b) the proposal (or proposals in case of a "tie") receiving the least votes is eliminated

c) the process continues with a vote as in "a" and "b" eliminating proposals one by one

d) that when one proposal is left that the voters shall have vote with the proposal and none of the above and that the proposal shall be required to achieve a 75% majority in order to be submitted to the working group as a recommendation.  If the remaining proposal fails to achieve a 75% majority, the members who voted "no" shall be requested to state why they voted no and what would be required to change their vote to an affirmative vote.  The proposer shall have an opportunity to respond to the concerns of the no voters.  After which a roll call vote will be taken to approve the proposal.

e) if the last remaining proposal fails to receive 75% majority, the process shall begin with the proposals remaining after 50% were eliminated.  Seconded by R Alfvin.

Following no significant discussion nor any opposition the motion passes

R Alfvin made a motion that the MAC follows the same process as described for the PHY . Seconded by T Siep.

Following no discussion nor any opposition the motion carries.

Motion that for each time the number of proposals in the eliminating process for either the MAC or PHY has been reduced to four and two that a panel discussion shall be held with the remaining proposers as panel members.  The length of discussion shall be limited to 15 minutes times the number of remaining proposals.  Discussion shall be limited to voting members and the presenters or their designate. Moved by R Alfvin and seconded by T Siep.  Following no discussion nor any opposition the motion passes

Motion: That the presentation of the proposed solutions be limited to 30 minutes and that discussion of the proposals be limited to 15 minutes.  discussion shall be limited to voting members and the presenters or their designate.  Moved by R Alfvin and seconded by T Siep.  

Following no discussion nor any opposition the motion passes.

10:00
Meeting adjourned.

Friday, 22 September, 2000

8:05
TG3 Vice chair, J Allen, called the meeting to order. He turned the meeting over to the Systems subcommittee chair.
Systems subcommittee session lead by M DuVal.  Mary stated that the objective of this session would be to start the definition of the logical interfaces required to implement the 802.15.3 standard.

R Roberts presented a "Proposal to Follow the IEEE802.11 Partitioning Scheme" (IEEE802.15-00/285r0).

Discussion on how to define an interface: 802.11 type or 802.15.1 type?  Significant discussion and opinions on this subject. T Siep argued that the interface definition should adhere to the 802.15.1 structure rather than 802.11.

Straw poll for those who wish to define interfaces?  Results were in favor of defining interfaces with a vote of 15/0/2.

The chair next engaged a discussion  as to what interfaces to consider.  

Heberling commented that there was an error in the 309r0 page 4 interface agreement and it was amended to match.

There was concern that this structure would create excessive cost to the products.  T Siep clarified that this structure is a reference right now, and R Roberts reminded that this was a means to discuss the architecture and may not be reflected in implementation.  Siep also clarified that if the interface is exposed, it should be tested, but if not, it does not have to  be tested to this model. 

Motion:  Adopt the partitioning reflected in document 309r1 page 4 for the systems discussions in 802.15.3.

Moved by R Roberts, Seconded by C Rypinski


Yes/No/Abstain  14/1/5  Motion  carries.

Next topic was what is the next priority of order of work, reflected  in 309r1 page5 (phy-sap, mac-sap, pmd-sap).   C Rypinski  mentioned that the difficulties are in the RSSI  channel selection and Xmit power control

Straw poll on priority 1) PHY_SAP, 2)MAC_SAP, was taken with the following result:  10/0/5.  What needs to be done for November

Goal: determine interface needs of both MAC and PHY proposals send final input form to proposers email by 9/29. Proposers submit interface inputs to M DuVal and R Roberts for consolidation by 10/15

9:00
Meeting adjourned
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