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PM Break Time Discussion - 12 July 2001

Portland

Collect input from parties on requiring all stations to be coordinator capable:

================ Opening Statements ===========================

1. SONY ... Masa A.

Why every station may not be PNC ... future products may not require this.  Example is less hardware, less power consumption.  In ability to form

ad-hoc piconet is a manufacture problem.  A minimal PNC will not satisfy consumer expectations either.  It can be indicated that a particular

is not coordinator capable.

2. KODAK ... Mark S.

PNC capability is a function of the device type.  For example, none PNC devices could be a data sink or does not have a user interface. 

Example of devices not PNC capable: speakers, digital picture frame.  Here there is no user interface.  Guidelines may prevent the abruse

of non-PNC device.  A consumer device with a user interface must have the PNC capability ... this is important to prevent the user from

not making expectations.

==================== Discussions ===============================

Bill S. ... indicated the two points of view are similar.  

Rick A. ... indicated we need to the cost delta to faciliate this type of capability.  Cost could also include power consumption.  Is this really a 

problem.

Bob H. ... Mandating how devices is deployed ... is this within the power of the standard?  What if we have two classes.

James G. ... To be compliant, it has to follow the standard.  IF there are two classes then you can be non-PNC and still be compliant.

James G. ... comparison to 802.11 is not a fair comparison because of different price points

Bob and James are pointing out that two classes in the standard could slove this problem.  But is this the right answer.

Mark S. ... suggested passive listerners or some form of passive data sink ... but is this feasible.

Rick A. ... we need to hard data on the complexity delta ... power consumption and cost.

Rick R. suggested that compliance can be at the Wilma level.  James pointed out that it still impacts the standard.

Jim A. ... emphasized the need for a good user experience.

Jim A ... comfortable with the alliance branding and educating. 

Mark S. ... by defining two classes you kind'a force two uses of the devices.  Applications will naturally gravitate to one class or another.

Jim A. .... if a non-PNC is truly cheaper and lower power then this is OK ... but we need some data.

Jay B. ... asked how does WECA handle these type of items.  James G. said in WECA the testing is at a very high level.

Bob H. ... manufacturers need the flexibility to design to the application.  Wants to make this choice.

Jim A. ... how do we resolve this?  Since I (Jim A.) am the one who brought this up, and the current document does not support this, then I suppose I ought to bring forth a motion to make all stations coordinator capable.
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