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14 - 18 May 2001

Tuesday 05/15/01 Afternoon Session

Meeting called to order at 3:37 p.m.

Jim Lansford (Chair) gave an overview of what the charter is for an IEEE 802 Study Group (SG) SG, and the history of how this particular one was formed.

Jim Lansford then reviewed the agenda and the time frame for the existence of the SG. He informed the group that it is active from the close of a plenary meeting to the close of the subsequent plenary meeting. At this time, it must either be extended to the next plenary meeting or moved into the status of a Working Group (WG), Task Group (TG) or Technical Advisory Group (TAG).

Roll Call was taken and a sign-up sheet asking for name, company name and email address was passed around the room.

Jim Lansford then made a presentation to the group, document number 01253r0P802-15_CxSG-802-Wireless-Coexistence-SG-kickoff that is summarized below:

1. Reviewed the organizational issues required for operating the group. These included:

· Selection of Secretary: Tim Blaney

· Moved: Steve Shellhammer, seconded Edul Batiwala

· Vote: 9/0/1 (yes/no/abstain)

· Selection of a Vice-Chairman

· No volunteers showed interest at this moment in time. Jim will canvas those interested in the group’s activities for potential volunteers

· Selection of Liaisons with existing IEEE 802 Wireless Working Groups

· 802.11 – Stuart Kerry

· 802.15 – Bob Heile

· 802.16 – David Chauncey

· Document numbering scheme (First document is IEEE 802.15-01/xxxr0)

· Suggestion is that the group use its own numbering scheme, similar to 802.11 & 802.15, that looks like IEEE 802 COEX-xx/xxxrx

2. Reviewed the Statement of Purpose for the group

· The functional charter of this new group is defined to best address the wireless coexistence issues of all of the IEEE 802 Wireless WG’s

· This group needs to recommend an organization to best accomplish this. A discussion ensued about whether it should be a WG or a TAG

3. Background for formation of this SG

· When 802.15 became a WG it was required to Coexist with 802.11

· The recently formed 5GHz SG is attempting to harmonize all of the 5 GHz Wireless Local Area Networks (WLANs). In particular, Wireless HuMAN formed a TG to address the Wireless Broadband Access for Unlicensed Bands

4. Current Plans for the SG

· Keep 802.15 TG2 in tact

· Keep 802.11 5GSG unchanged

· Keep 802.16 unchanged

Feedback from the Group:

· Steve Shellhammer: 1) This group could set down rules that all WG’s would have to follow. 2) Form a TAG that is like the OET under the FCC (a technical group under the executive branch). Steve prefers 2.

· Adrian Stephens: The question is do we need to assume what technologies are already there or do we have to predict what is coming out? Jim Lansford replied that ExCom already discussed this activity and suggested we establish liaisons outside of the IEEE organization, for instance with HomeRF. Adrian wants to know if we coexist in the presence of others or do we also enforce what others must do. Jim said this group could only bring bearing on IEEE standards, not other groups. Steve agreed with Jim because there is no way to predict what exists elsewhere in the world.

· Randy Durrant: Is it logical to limit it to IEEE at first and then open it up to outside groups as they approach us? Jim said that we could use the liaison for this. Randy asked about putting out an invitation to outside groups. Randy suggests avoiding trying to examine every standard out there. Jim agrees.

· Edul Batiwala: Do we need to be limited to just the ISM bands? Jim, ExCom has only discussed unlicensed bands. Vic Hayes says that 802.16 have licensed bands. Dave Chauncey (Liaison from 802.16) says for the licensed bands it is not as much of an issue because they own the band. MMDS licenses overlap in various regions, so there is a problem for coexistence at the boundary edges. Steve Shellhammer thought that licensed bands would be exempt, but Dave pointed out this current boundary problem. Edul pointed out that UWB could be another example of a technology invasion into the band.

· Steve Shellhammer: Refers to coexistence as dis-similar systems. This was the defining factor for determining if some system needed to fall under the coexistence group (802.15.2). So, if 802.16 systems were operating at band edges, then it would be 802.16’s responsibility to solve that coexistence problem. It then becomes a matter of interoperability and not coexistence.

· Steve Shellhammer: When we formed 802.15.2 we were stuck with systems (i.e. 802.11b & BT). It was a reactive group. Steve would like this SG to be proactive rather than trying to fix or band-aid something later. Jim agrees with this approach.

· Steve Shellhammer: Whatever this group is, it should not be a service group to the WG’s. The onus should be on the WG’s to write a standard that takes coexistence into consideration, rather than throwing it over the wall. Steve suggests that this group monitor the WG’s and suggest to them what should be done. Randy suggests that we use the experience in 802.15.2 to help with this work. Steve restates that he wants it proactive and not reactive. Wants more interaction with the WG’s. Jim gives an example that 802.15.4, which is looking at another 2.4 GHz solution, could come into our SG and present how this new standard is going to work and coexist with existing IEEE standards in this band. Jim wants the WG’s to achieve consensus.

· Adrian Stephens: Suggests a potential charter for the SG 1) Set criteria. 2) To be an expert group. 3) Review potential standards for coexistence. Jim says this could be one scenario. This could be the forum to review what comes out of the WG’s and could make recommendations to ExCom as to the pros or cons of the proposed standard.

· Randy Durrant: Could we review what the titles are for this SG to become:

· WG: Group in 802 that is chartered to make standards

· TG: Group in 802 to actually do the detailed work to make the standard. It could be that a TG reports across multiple WG’s, similar to 802.15.2 where the output needs to be approved by 75% of the voting members in each of the 802.11 and 802.15 WGs

· TAG: Technical Advisory Group which has the knowledge to make decisions/recommendations to the WG’s so they can make the right decisions

· Since this is designed to be at the WG level, a TAG is probably the right choice.

· Vic Hayes: Regulatory is an Ad-Hoc group within 802.11. There was a proposal to make it a TAG. A TAG has its own membership rules and voting procedures. For the Regulatory TAG the option was to have 802.11, 802.15 and 802.16 as the voting members of the TAG.

· Jim Lansford: Sees this group as making recommendations to ExCom, but not establishing a standard. Adrian feels that we need more clout in making the WG’s tow the line, so that ExCom can enforce the position. Steve suggests that we could carry dissenting comments forward for those individuals that show why a standard isn’t done correctly.

· Vic Hayes: Wants to distribute the operating rules of 802.15.2 and IEEE TAG so that people can get a better understanding of how this group will function.

· Steve: Does a PAR need to be written for a TAG? The group decided we need to consult Jim Carlo for this answer.

Action Items from this meeting:

1) Send out information to the group (JL/TB)

2) Set up a conference call to discuss what type of proposal we can have ready for Portland (JL)

3) Determine what our operating rules are and our recommendation to ExCom (JL/TB)

The group decided to take a straw pole, based on the current knowledge of the various groups, as to whether this SG should be a WG or TAG:

Results of Straw Pole: 
WG: 0





TAG: 22

Tim Blaney suggests that we set up our own document numbering system and distribute these to the chairs and liaisons for distributing to their respective WGs 

Jim Lansford announced that there will be a “Birds of a Feather” meeting tonight, May 15, 2001 at 6:30 pm to review this group’s activities with the rest of the IEEE body.

Adrian Stephens: How much will we be positioning this work outside of IEEE? Jim suggests that we may need to do some PR, but initially we will focus on internal work.

Meeting adjourned at 4:42 pm

Tuesday 05/15/01 “Birds of a Feather” Session

Meeting called to order at 6:40 pm

Jim Lansford reviewed the earlier meeting with those present, as well as, document number 01253r0P802-15_CxSG-802-Wireless-Coexistence-SG-kickoff. The sign-up sheet was passed around for interest. Only 4 people were present at this meeting.

Mary Duval:  Asked how this SG would impact the existing 802.15.2 TG. Jim replied that it would not interfere with that work.

Mary Duval: Asked how this would work with outside groups. Jim replied that we would concentrate on IEEE bodies first and liaison with outside groups later.

Heinz Lycklama: Asked how this would operate with 802.16.2 and how it would operate with licensed bands. Roger Marks (Chair of 802.16) talked about how people do not understand the standards process within licensed bands. The PARs are typically very narrow and he would hope that this SG helps educate the people with regard to coexistence. Jim said the gray area for most standards today are with respect to coexistence and regulatory issues. He suggested that maybe this SG will clear up both of these areas. As Roger stated it, it is the 6th criteria issue that is currently before the WGs for review and inclusion in all future PARs.

Mary Duval: Asked how this SG handles the requests? Are they from the WG’s or ExCom? Jim assumed it would be from ExCom and Roger felt it would be from the WG’s because ExCom typically does not take this initiative. Jim said he would discuss this with Jim Carlo. Jim suggested that maybe we start with a map of all existing standards and separate it by frequency band. This may be extended to outside standards as well.

Mary Duval: Asked how do we determine that there is a problem? Who requests that we get involved? Jim suggested that as standards become closer to fruition, the TGs may ask for the TAG to help. However, he did point out that this might be more of an issue between WGs rather than within WGs. 

Roger Marks: Talked about how the internal working of the coexistence TAG may make it easier for new ideas/PARs to be more thoroughly thought through before they are brought to ExCom. The reason is that the wired guys don’t want to sort out the wireless problems. They want the individual WGs to sort them out prior to submission to ExCom.

Roger Marks: Suggested that one of the roadblocks is that either a recommended practice or standard will not force the regulatory commissions to change or modify their rules to match the IEEE work. He sees this as a problem in that the IEEE can standardize something, but the FCC may not enforce the practice in the real world.

A question was asked as to whether the 802.15.2 model is freely available? Jim thinks so and Roger believed that if the government (NIST) developed it, then the source code would be available. We need to make sure that our recommendations are widely available.

There was a discussion on the current work of the 5GSG and how it is progressing. Roger pointed out that the PHYs are very close, and the harmonization must happen in the MAC. Jim pointed out that this convergence might not be possible until WRC2003 when the spectrum issues get sorted out. Their effort is harmonization, not just coexistence.

Another discussion ensued on 802.16’s Wireless HuMAN’s work. It was explained as point to multipoint broadband MAN access. ISP connections in a city.

Another discussion ensued on the adoption of a 6th Criteria for all future PARs. Roger has an issue with the existence of the 6th criteria. He doesn’t like it, he feels the TAG should exist with some rules and then the 6th criteria should come out of this. He feels that the Compatibility criteria needs to be better defined to include the meaning of the 6th criteria. He asked if this SG is hinged on the approval of the 6th criteria (no answer). Roger feels that since the 6th criteria is not in existence, it is not proper for us to use it as a gating function. Jim felt that maybe this issue should be addressed by ExCom.

Jim Lansford wants to have a draft of this group’s rules of engagement by the July 2001 meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m.
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