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Minutes for IEEE 802.15 SG3a Teleconferences between the St Louis Plenary and the Sydney Interim

Wednesday, March 20, 2002.

Rollcall for the phone call.

Jeff Forester (Intel)

Mary Duval (TI)

Chuck Brabenak (Intel)

Chiu Ngo (Philips)

Jason Ellis (GA)

Mike Seals (Intersil)

Jeyhan Karagouz  (Broadcom)

Bill Shvodian (XSI)

Rick Roberts (XSI)

Jim Allen (Appairent)

James Gilb (Appairent)

Salvador Sibecas  (Motorola)

Shahriar Emani   (Motorola)

Jay Bain (Time Domain)

Stan Bottoms (Time Domain)

Darrell Diem (Time Domain)

Jim Richards (Time Domain)

Hans Schantz (Time Domain)

Matt Welborn (XSI)

1:07 Ad Hoc Meeting called to order, Rick Roberts presiding.

Rick reviews the list of discussion topics that he distributed to the group for the calls up through Sydney.

Jeff notes that channel model and coexistence are both complicated issues. Are we going to develop something in the calls, or should we issue a call for contributions to get a more detailed model for discussion. In 15.3, there was a subcommittee formed to develop a model to submit to the entire group.  Jeyhan describes how this process worked. Stan and Jay noted that the model is very important and should be specified. Matt noted that we are really just trying to provide enough information on requirements f or the potential proposers to present their proposals.

Rick begins the agenda by going to document 02/104. Notes there are two document 104’s on the server.

First we start with some text that was submitted on the reflector this morning by Matt. 

Starting with section 2.0, is there any discussion about the proposed text that is based on the text drafted in St. Louis?

We decided to change the existing text to indicate that the 110 Mbps required rate is actually measured at the PMD-SAP. No objections. This will be added to the text, so

A data rate of at least 110 Mbps at 10 meters is required.  The packet error rate used for this requirement is 10% for 512 byte packets.  The assumption is the transmit EIRP is fixed by emission limits and the receiver antenna has a 0 dBi gain. Higher data rates are desired at shorter ranges. Data rates are “information rate” at the PMD-SAP. 

Chuck Brabenac added some thoughts about requiring specific data rates higher than 100 Mbps. Chuck wants to add requirements at 200 Mbps or higher. Mary noted that 15.3 had specific values that were higher than the minimum rate. Rick proposes that we add 

“An additional higher data rate of 200 Mbps at 4 meters is required and scalability to rates in excess of 480 Mbps is desirable at reduced range.”

Mary wants to add specific information that connects the higher data rates to specific applications, like document 00/110r4. Rick asks if Mary and Chuck can help create a document that shows this information.

Rick moves on to section 3.0, comment was the “Data rate” in the title and maybe it should be “Aggregate data rates”

There is a suggestion by Rick that we use the following text as a baseline.

The data rate of 110 Mbps at 10 meters, as indicated in section 2.0, shall be achievable for operation of at least 4 non-overlapping piconets.  The ability to support a larger number of simultaneous over-lapping piconets is desirable even with some degree of performance degradation.  The proposer shall specify the degree of degradation.
Add to the text the requirement that EACH piconet support the minimum rate. Also, it is noted that there will be a need to provide specific definitions for “non-overlapping” and maybe “partially-overlapping” piconets. Rick asks if there are any objections to adopting the proposed text, with the caveat that there will be future opportunities to review after the definitions are added. No objections.

Moving on to section 4.0- the proposed text is:

The proposer shall show the level of coexistence with current 802 devices (.11/.11b and .11a), cellular, PCS and GPS  at one meter separation from the device.  Simultaneous multiple device coexistence is a plus.
Rick asks if there are any comments. There are comments form Chuck, Mary and Jason that co-located applications between 11a and ALT PHY are desirable, and that non-coexistence would be a problem for market acceptance. It is suggested that we change the range to one foot instead of one meter. There were no objections. Stan suggests that we state that degradation could occur. The group agrees.

We also agree to strike the word “multi-path” from the title of this section. Rick states that as far as interference resistance, the minimum separation range goes both ways (i.e. that same as for coexistence). 

The proposer shall show the level of coexistence with current 802 devices (.11/.11b and .11a), cellular, PCS and GPS  at one foot separation from the device.  Simultaneous multiple device coexistence is a plus. The proposer shall specify the degree of degradation when coexisting.

There is concern by Chuck that we are leaving things too subjective. Others feel that there can be some subjectivity and that the members can make judgements by themselves. Rick will provide more clarification on the meaning of the“multiple coexistence” phrase.

Section 5.0: Jeff thinks it would be useful to issue a call for contributions on channel models for the different technologies or RF bands.

Jim Allen notes that we should make clear that we will address different RF technologies, not just UWB.

The suggestion from Matt is that we issue a call for contributions saying that: SG3a intends to select a channel model and will indicate bands we are interested in (2.4/5/UWB/others?) We will use the 802.11 models for 2.4/5 GHz. We are calling for UWB channel models for the group to consider adopting. If any other potential proposers know of other bands of interest, please identify the specific bands and bring forth a proposal.

Jeff will generate a straw-man document for the call for contributions for channel models.

Should we start with the 15.3 model instead of the 802.11 model? James Gilb says that 15.3 essentially used the 802.11 channel model with the parameter of 25 ns delay spread (the .11 people used a longer delay spread). The use document for the channel model is the same document from 15.3, 00/110r14. 

Based on the idea of a call for contribution, Matt will modify the suggested text for section 5.0 and submit it for comments before next week.

Rick notes that clause 6.0 is missing from the tech requirements document. Rick will check with Kai. Bill has some input about specific MAC requirements for the ALY PHY. There may be other specific MAC requirements, Bill will serve as a liason to 15.3 and will try to capture some of the requirements that we need to be aware of as we look at the ALT PHY. No other new issues.

The next phone call is the 27th of March. XtremeSpectrum will host the call. Rick asks that other please think about hosting the phone call in the future. We are adjourned at 2:26pm.

Wednesday, March 27, 2002.

Rollcall for the phone call.

Jeff Forester (Intel)

Mary Duval (TI)

Chuck Brabenak (Intel)

Jason Ellis (GA)

Neil Afker (GA)

Mike Seals (Intersil)

Jeyhan Karagouz  (Broadcom)

Bill Shvodian (XSI)

Rick Roberts (XSI)

Jay Bain (Time Domain)

Stan Bottoms (Time Domain)

Jim Richards (Time Domain)

Hans Schantz (Time Domain)

Kai Siwiak (Time Domain)

Matt Welborn (XSI)

Pierre Gandolfo (XSI)

Roberto Aiello (GA)

Bob Huang (Sony)

Paul Feinberg (Sony)

1:05 Ad Hoc Meeting called to order, Rick Roberts presiding.

A little housekeeping, three inputs on exploder for today’s call (1) some suggested text for clauses 5-9 (2) input from Chuck and Mary on application tables for requirements document (3) also material from Jeff on call for contributions for channel model. Look at Jeff’s email and send comments by email. Also from Jay there is a request for a copy of the minutes from last week. Rick will check where they are on the server. From Jeyhan, a request for clarification on the procedure for getting document numbers and submitting documents for the group. Rick clarifies the document process.  

Kai will now take over the call, and we will work on specific text for clauses 6-9 for document 02/104r2. Note that some sections are renumbered. 

We start with discussion of text for section 6.0. Suggested text is:

The alternate PHY power consumption goal is <=100 mW measured over the duration of an entire data burst (as defined at the PMD SAP) for the data rate and error rate given in clause 2.0 of this document.  The proposer is encouraged to show power consumption numbers for additional modes of operation that may include combinations of higher/lower data rates and lower error rates.
Comments: Chuck asks where the 100 mW number comes from and thinks it might be a little too high relative to BT.

Kai notes that this number does seem to be in the middle of the range of numbers from the application presentations. Jeyhan notes that duty cycle issues and Tx/Rx modes will affect power.

Jeyhan: What data rate does this apply to? The required data rates in section 2.0.

Mary would like to see power numbers for each of the data rates in Section 2.0.

We will change the text to indicate the 100 mW number is an average number and will need to be met for either Tx or Rx modes. Pierre thinks we should take into account traffic patters, etc. Others think this is too complicated and we just need to indicate numbers for Tx, Rx and standby. Mike thinks that standby power is a more application dependent issue. Kai summarizes that we need a number for Tx, Rx and for neither Rx or Tx.

Kai offers some new text:

 The power consumption shall be stated for three conditions (1) transmitting data (2) receiving data (3) neither transmitting nor receiving. 

We will also indicate that the power is an average measured over a data burst. Mike still has an objection to the requirement for a standby mode. Jeyhan noted that in 15.3 the power numbers initially had a wide variance, but that was because of different assumptions about process technology, etc. Rick we will make the suggested changes and then further comments can be made by email.

Moving on to Section 7.0, suggested text is:

The uncorrected error rate is defined in clause 2 as a 10% packet error rate.  The proposer is encouraged to show techniques that will yield an "equivalent" bit error rate of <10e-9. Data should be provided that shows the added complexity and power consumption due to any relevant signal processing.  In addition, estimates should be given to indicate the PHY overhead due to preambles and PHY headers.

Any comments? Rick asks if we should indicate that the 10e-9  BER should be measured at the PHY SAP. Mary supports the idea of having this low error rate in the PHY. 

Jeff asks if we should include other QoS requirements such as “connection” time or latency. It is suggested that we add latency to the list of parameters in the third sentence. Jay suggests that we change the first sentence to read “The uncorrected (without retransmissions) error rate as defined in clause 2.0…” Jay also requests a drawing to clarify the location of FEC in the PHY/MAC protocol stack. 

Jeff asked if the 10% PER corresponds to 1e-5 BER.

Moving on to section 8.0, the suggested text is:

The proposer should provide estimates of the alternate PHY packaging volume, which should include all active and passive devices but not the antenna.  The antenna size/area should also be provided as a separate, additional estimate. 

Jeff suggests that we instead use: The PHY components should be capable of fitting into a form factor consistent with a camera, PDA, NIC card or other small form factor devices. The antenna size and form factor should be consistent with a small form factor, without deviating significantly form the original device size.”  No objections.

Moving forward to Section 9.0:

Cost/complexity estimates should be provided.  Estimates should be made relative to a Bluetooth PHY.

Comments:

What does a BT PHY cost, is there a reference time for this cost? 

Jeyhan suggests that we instead have people identify information about chip area and additional components, etc.  Relevant point is that we get to the size of the chip.  Rick summarizes: size of chip, semiconductor process, gate count. Mike: what about external components? Others agree that external components are important to list. Kai suggests specific text that will be put on the reflector. Jeff suggests that we indicate that the target complexity is a PHY comparable to BT. Target complexity will be stated relative to bluetooth.

Chuck brings up the subject of a requirement to support low complexity low rate devices with the ALT PHY. Mary suggests that this could be addressed in a section on scalability. Jeyhan suggests that we get some current complexity numbers for BT.  

Comments on the idea of a scalability requirement: Concern is that we need to support very low complexity, very low cost devices that are supported. Kai suggests that he will add in comments to the effect that we would like to support very low complexity, very low cost devices.

Bill has a comment going back to clause 2.0, that the current requirement for 15.3 is 8% for a 1024 octet frame body. Mike like round numbers. The consensus is to change clause 2.0 to be consistent with 15.3. Kai proposes to make the changes. No objections.

The next agenda item is an action item by Chuck and Mary to produce some tables for the requirements document to provide data rates for specific applications. Chuck reviews that email attachment he sent to the reflector in response to the action item. Mary also indicates an additional class of applications for “content downloading”. Rick asks if the intent is for this material to be included in the requirements document. This is the proposers intent. Comments will be handled by the proposers via email.

Rick asked if there is anyone who will no be going to Sydney, Mary and Jeff indicated that they will not be going. Kai will revise the document for requirements. And the minutes will be rev’ed as well. 

Meeting is adjourned at 2:32 EST. Thank you for all of your help.
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