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MONDAY, 13 JANUARY 2003
Session 1  (Joint session with TG3)

The session was called to order by the WG chairman, Bob Heile, at 10:39 a.m.  TG3a secretary Len Miller served as secretary of the joint session.

The TG3 chairman, John Barr, reviewed the TG3 agenda for the week (document 03/003r0).  The agenda was approved on general consent, as were the minutes of the TG3 Kauai meeting, document 02/419r0.

The TG3a agenda for the week (document 03/006r3) was reviewed by TG3a vice chairman Chuck Brabenac.  A motion was made (Ian Gifford, Jim Allen seconding) to amend the agenda as follows: (a) to include time to consider corrections to the call for proposals (CFP) on Thursday afternoon and (b) by moving one of the presentations from Tuesday to Thursday in order to have more time to consider editing of the Selection Criteria document on Tuesday.  The amended agenda (03/006r4) was approved by general consent.

The SG3a Kauai meeting minutes (02/422r11) were approved by general consent.

The following slate of TG3a officers was approved unanimously:


Chairman

Bob Heile


Vice Chairman
Chuck Brabenac


Secretary

Len Miller


Technical Editor
Rick Roberts


The session recessed at 11:14 a.m.

Session 2  (Selection procedure editing)

The session was called to order by the TG chairman, Bob Heile, at 1:10 p.m.  He turned the meeting over to Ian Gifford for editing of the draft document 03/041r1 describing the proposal selection process.


Ian reviewed the history of 03/041 (formerly 02/465), using the slides in 03/042r0 to summarize the next steps in completing the document.  He proposed that the discussion proceed by agreeing to a final version of a flow diagram for the process, then adapt the text to the diagram.  The current draft of the flow diagram, from the minutes of SG3a conference calls (02/491r2) is given below for reference.


It was suggested that Step 7 of the flow diagram be clarified to show that the proposal receiving the least number of votes shall be eliminated.


The procedure in Step 3 was questioned: if no proposal receives 25% in the initial elimination vote, then what happens?  Comments:

1. This situation is very unlikely.  If it happens, something is wrong with the whole process to this point (CFA, CPF, etc.).

2. Maybe the elimination approach in Step 7 would be appropriate: eliminate the proposal(s) with the lowest number of votes in the initial elimination round of Step 3.

3. Perhaps the abstentions should be counted differently.  One method: don’t count abstentions but eliminate a proposal receiving more than 30%.
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Figure:  Flow diagram of Selection Process in 02/491r2.

Supported motion:  Change the 25% threshold (“low hurdle”) rule in Step 3 to a ranking rule.  The question was called.  Voting: 4 for, 21 against, 6 abstain (motion to amend fails).

Further comments on Step 3:

1. Counting abstentions may eliminate too many proposals at the beginning.

2. Counting abstentions means “no abstentions” and is not fair.

3. The purpose of the elimination in Step 3 would be best served by using the elimination procedure as in Step 7.

Supported motion:  Strike the last sentence in Step 3, removing the stipulation that abstentions are counted in the total.  

Supported motion:  Amend the amendment: Strike all of Step 3.  Vote: 3 for, 17 opposed, 3 abstentions (motion to amend the amendment fails).


Vote on previous motion:  11 for, 12 opposed, 6 abstain.  (Motion to amend fails.)


Supported motion:  Accept Step 3 as written.


Supported motion (amendment):  Change the threshold to 20%.  Vote: 13 for, 4 against, 10 abstentions.  (Motion to amend carries).


Vote on the previous motion, as amended:  16 for, 4 against, 5 abstentions.  (Amended motion carries.)


The session recessed at 2:47 p.m.

Session 3  

The chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 3:22 p.m.

Jason Ellis gave an overview of the editing of the Selection Criteria document (03/031) between the Kauai and Ft. Lauderdale meetings.

Discussion continued of the draft document 03/041r1 describing the proposal selection process, led by Ian Gifford.  No suggestions were made for changing Steps 4 and 5, regarding technical changes and mergers.  It was suggested (and generally accepted) that Step 6, regarding additional presentation time following an elimination round be modified to say “new data” instead of “data.”

Discussion of Step 7, regarding the elimination vote, was held.

Supported motion:  Prior to Step 4 (following Step 7 in the loop), add a step for recessing the meeting (a pause) for merging to take place.  Vote:  6 for, 10 against, 6 abstentions.  (Motion fails.)

Supported motion:  Modify Step 5 to include appropriate language that the mention of including a reasonable “pause” when merging of proposals occurs.  Vote: 20 for, 2 against, 4 abstentions. (Motion carries.)

Discussion was held of Step 8, regarding a roll call vote to confirm the selection of the surviving proposal.  On general consent, the suggestion that Step 8 be modified by removing the words, “only…change their vote.”  It was also suggested that the editors find a way to prevent unnecessary repetitions of Step 8.

Discussion was held of Step 9, covering the possibility of the last remaining proposal’s failing to achieve a 75% approval rate, triggering a “reset” process.  It was suggested that the process return to the situation prior to Step 3 (instead of a Step 4) in order to bring in “new blood” for a “stale” situation.  It was also suggested, to the contrary, that the proper solution for the situation would be to improve the remaining proposal to the satisfaction of the required number of voters, “keeping the pressure on for a consensus.”

It was suggested that the results of early votes on proposers should be recorded, so that, if Step 9 is invoked, a ranked pool of previously considered proposals would exist.  Or, at the end of Step 3, the proposals remaining could be ranked.  It was noted that the literal meaning of the current wording of Step 9 involves ranking since successive elimination of proposals involves a form of ranking.

Step 10, regarding submittal of the prevailing proposal to the WG, was described as a good step for ensuring the approval of the WG at each stage of the approval process.

The session recessed at 5:17 p.m.

Session 4  (ad hoc)

TUESDAY, 14 JANUARY 2003
Session 5  (Technical editing session)
Chairman Bob Heile called the session to order at 8:11 a.m.  He turned the session over to the technical editor, Rick Roberts, for editing of TG3a documents.


Rick called attention to document 03/031r0, the current version of the Selection Criteria document, and to document 03/045r0, a compilation of editorial comments on 03/031.  He was assisted in the editing discussions by Jason Ellis.


Jeff Foerster explained his comments concerning Section 3.2.3, which deals with the minimum criteria for coexistence, and Section 5.4, which deals with signal acquisition error probabilities in the presence of multiple uncoordinated piconets.  The first of these comments will be resolved as suggested in comments by Anuj Batra.  The suggested additional require​ments in his second comment were accepted.


Naiel Askar explained his comments concerning Section 3.2.1, which deals with the reference value of sensitivity.  He suggested that the current statement of a numerical sensitivity value should be removed because it pertains to a particular implementation.  (The bandwidth in the sensitivity calculation should be stated in MHz, not Mb/s.)  The resolution is to define the reference sensitivity relative to the ideal (AWGN) performance of the proposer’s system (modulation, BW, etc.), remove the example calculation, and refer to the link budget in Section 5.6.


Roberto Aiello’s comment was that Section 3.2.2 and elsewhere should include both 110 Mb/s and 200 Mb/s (at 10 m and 4 m, respectively) when stating performance evaluation requirements.  The editors indicated their intent to handle this comment by including introductory statements in 03/031 that state the desired rates and distances for the system.


Rick Roberts’ comment that “SG3a” should be “TG3a” in Section 3.2.3 was accepted.


Michael Dydyk’s comment was that P802.15.4 devices should be listed as potential victim receivers in Section 3.2.3.2, which relates to coexistence models.  This addition was accepted but not listing 802.11g, on the ground that the proposers should not have to deal with standards that are still at the early draft stage.


Ian Gifford pointed out that Annex A and Clause 6 are redundant.


Some editorial comments were not discussed but left to the editors to deal with.


Anuj’s comments on Section 3.2.3.3 to clarify the example sensitivity calculation were accepted.


Anuj suggested adding Sections 3.2.3.3.1 and 3.2.3.3.2 to specify 802.11a and 802.11b interference parameters in detail as part of defining minimum criteria for Section 3.2.3.3.  It was decided to accept these additions pending a review by the coexistence group, 802.19.


Bill Shvodian suggested an editorial change that was accepted.  He also suggested some changes to the specifications of header size, packet size, and packet overhead used in the calcula​tion of throughput.

Supported motion: add 4096-byte packets in addition to 1024-byte packets for throughput calculations.  Vote:  7 for, 15 against, 5 abstain.

The overhead calculation specified in Section 5.2.2.1 should explicitly mention inter​leaver and FEC overhead, it was agreed. 

The session was recessed at 10:05 a.m.

Session 6  (Technical editing session)
Chairman Bob Heile called the session to order at 1:05 p.m.  He turned the meeting over to the vice chairman, Chuck Brabenac.


Jason Ellis gave a presentation entitled “UWB ’02 PHY Development in 802.15.SG3a” (document 03/029) that summarized the contributions given in SG3a meetings beginning in March 2002.  The presentation stressed that, in terms of the FCC spectral restrictions, the definition of UWB (a strong candidate for the TG3a PHY) does not imply a particular modula​tion but rather a system with more than 500 MHz bandwidth and/or greater than 20% relative bandwidth.


The meeting was then turned over to the technical editor, Rick Roberts, assisted by Jason Ellis, for further editing of the Selection Criteria document (03/031), considering comments and suggestions contained in document 03/045.


Anuj Batra suggested deleting the 4th & 5th bullets of the text in Section 5.3.2 that is redundant, being included in Section 5.5.  The editors agreed to remove this text and to insert a pointer to the mention of baseline comparisons in Section 5.5.


Anuj suggested an improvement to the 7th bullet of the text of Section 5.3.2, and it was agreed to accept the suggested changes.  A similar change to the remainder of the section—removing the reference to a 103 BER—was accepted.


Anuj suggested the addition of a seven-step test procedure for the single co-channel separation distance test procedure, which was accepted.


Regarding Section 5.5.2, Anuj suggested replacement of BER with PER throughout, to make this section consistent with the rest of the document.  This change was accepted.  Anuj also suggested addition of text describing the procedure for computing average multipath signal energy; this addition was accepted.


Regarding the link budget table Section 5.6.2, it was agreed to add the words “referred to antenna terminals” be added to the entry for “Rx Noise Figure.”  Regarding the fixed value of 7 dB for noise figure in the link budget table, it was generally agreed that the number should be higher.  Supported motion:  Increase the number to 10 dB.  Vote:  9 for, 10 against, 5 abstentions.  (Motion failed.)  Supported motion:  Replace “7 dB” for noise figure in the table with “dB.”  Vote:  17 for, 5 against, 2 abstentions.  (Motion approved.)


In reference to the previous two motions, it was moved to change “dB” to “9.5 dB”.  The vice chairman ruled the motion out of order.  He suggested that any reservations about whether a number should be specified for noise figure be expressed in a vote against the Selection Criteria document and resolved in the No-vote resolution process.


The session recessed at 2:54 p.m.

Session 7  (Technical editing session)

The vice chairman, Chuck Brabenac, called the session to order at 3:31 p.m.  He asked that discussion continue on the question of the specification of a dB-value for noise figure in the link budget table in the Selection Criteria document (02/031).  For this purpose, he turned the session over to the technical editor, Rick Roberts.


Rick proposed adding a footnote to the link budget table that explains how the noise figure should be calculated.  The following text for the footnote was proposed:  “Per textbook definition, the NF is the SNR at the antenna output with respect to the SNR at the demodulator input (typically the ADC).  The NF should include not only the LNA but also cascaded stages as per the Friis equation.  Each proposer should justify the proposed noise figure number.”  


Supported motion:  In the footnote, have an optional default value of noise figure equal to 11 dB.


Supported motion to amend:  Make the default value equal to 20 dB.  Vote:  5 for, 16 against, 1 abstention.  (Motion to amend fails.)


Vote on previous motion:  14 for, 6 against, 6 abstentions.  (Motion carried.)


The entire text of footnote re noise figure was accepted on general consent.

The session was then turned over to Ian Gifford for further editing of the Down Selection Voting Procedure document 03/041r3.  A summary of the ad hoc session to respond to the advice of the TG3a session 3 was given as presentation 03/042r1.


Ian described the changes to 03/041 proposed by the ad hoc group as well as ideas in 03/042r1 for the presentations and discussions of the proposals as a “proposed CFP timeline.”

It was agreed on general consent that on the day of the presentation of proposals, the order of presentations will be chosen by lot (taking names out of a hat) and care will be taken that all the proposals can be done in one session (same venue or meeting) of the Task Group.  According to the CFP timeline, this session would be the 802 Plenary in March 2003.

Bob Heile conjectured that after the presentations in March 2003, there will be various modifications in either the proposals or in the criteria that will require new presentations in May 2003.  It was agreed that the same process for ordering the presentations would be used as in March.

Ian presented suggestions from Jim Allen for editing of 03/041.  The ad hoc group will meet again to consider these suggestions and present a Down Selection Voting Procedure for formal approval by the Task Group on Wednesday.

The session recessed at 5:10 p.m.

WEDNESDAY, 15 JANUARY 2003
Session 8  (Joint session 802.19 Coexistence WG)

Chairman Bob Heile opened the session at 1:01 p.m.  He turned the session over to Jim Lansford, chairman of the Coexistence Technical Advisory Group (TAG).


Jim gave an update on the organization, goals, and purposes of 802.19 (document 03/003r0).  As yet there are no elected officers of the WG and adoption of a charter and operating rules need to be done.


A signup sheet was circulated for attendance record keeping purposes.

On general consent, the minutes of the November 2002 meeting in Kauai were approved (document 02/013r0).

On general consent, an agenda for the session was approved.


Activities of 802.19 in relation to industrial organizations with interests in coexistence were reviewed.


A quorum count was requested and conducted, and it was found that a quorum was not present.  Therefore, the current session is ad hoc and cannot elect officers.


Jim presented the following as the main points of the proposed charter for the 802.19 WG (synonymous with the Coexistence TAG):

· IEEE 802 Coexistence Technical Advisory Group (TAG) is responsible to recommend and maintain the IEEE 802 policy regarding coexistence among implementations of IEEE 802 and other standards.
· To offer, when required, assessments to the SEC regarding the degree to which standards developers have conformed to coexistence criteria.

· To develop coexistence documentation of interest to the technical community outside 802.

· To assist, when requested by a Working Group running a ballot, with the resolution of comments related to coexistence. 

· To issue reports and recommendations to the SEC representing a balanced viewpoint regarding impending SEC actions in which coexistence may be a concern.
· Approved per COEX-TAG, relevant Working Group, and LMSC rules. (see LMSC Rules, Procedures 3 and 4.)

· To develop and maintain IEEE Standards (either Recommended Practices or Guides) to foster coexistence within the communications industry, provided that such work is done under an approved PAR. 
· The Coexistence TAG may recommend additional activities consistent with its Purpose Statement, subject to approval by the SEC.

The possibility of assigning a maintenance PAR to 802.19 was discussed.


Original concepts for the TAG included the review of PAR/5 Criteria documents of other WGs and TGs and the review of Drafts at the letter ballot stage.


Ian Gifford suggested that 802.19 create a flow diagram showing where it would be involved in another group’s standards development process.

The current drafts of the Charter and Operating Rules are 802.19 documents 03/001 and 03/002, respectively.


The potential role of 802.19 in the 802.15.3a processes was discussed.

· Rick Roberts presented the current 802.15.3a coexistence provisions in Section 3.2.3 of the TG3a Selection Criteria document (802.15 document 03/031).  Jim Lansford provided feedback on these provisions.

· Jeff Foerster described the channel modeling efforts for the benefit of the 802.19 participants, referring to the channel modeling subcommittee report (802.15.3a document 02/490r0).

Jim suggested that MAC behavior be included in the TG3a coexistence models at some point in the selection process.  Perhaps a joint 802.15.3a/802.19 panel could be held on expected performance levels when the 802.15.3a selection process has progressed to a relatively small number of proposals.  Jim offered advice to TG3a regarding approaches for considering the relative coexistence issues of the different proposals that are received.


Future tasks of 802.19 were outlined (presentation in 802.19 document 03/003), including a proposed joint session with 802.15.3a at the March 2003 plenary meeting in Dallas.


The session was recessed at 2:45 p.m.

Session 9

Chairman Bob Heile called the session to order at 3:33 p.m.  He said that the business of the session was to conduct two roll call votes—one each on the Technical Requirements document (03/030r0) and Selection Criteria document (03/031r4).


On motion (24 for, 9 against, 6 abstentions), the following text was inserted at the end of the introduction in 03/031: 

It is recognized by the committee that the effort required to respond to all of the selection criteria for all three data rates is substantial.  To help proposers prioritize their efforts, simulation results for the mandatory minimum rate (>= 110 Mbps) are expected from the proposers during the first round of presentations.  Results for the higher mandatory rate of > 200 Mbps and the optional rate of 480 Mbps or more can be provided in subsequent presentations by proposers if desired.


A roll call technical vote was conducted by the vice chairman, Chuck Brabenac, on 03/030r0, with the result 40 for, 3 against, 3 abstentions.


It was noted that 03/031 needs an editorial modification to update the document numbers referred to in it.


A roll call technical vote was conducted by the vice chairman on 03/031r4, with the result 42 for, 0 against, 4 abstentions.


The chairman reviewed the TG3a agenda for the remainder of the meeting.


The session recessed at 4:16 p.m.

THURSDAY, 16 JANUARY 2003
Session 10 

Chairman Bob Heile called the session to order at 10:35 a.m.  Vice chairman Chuck Brabenac presented several proposed changes to the day’s agenda.  On general consent, the agenda for the day’s sessions was amended (03/006r8).


Matt Welborn gave a presentation on the TG3a channel model (document 03/040r1), addressing a need for a path loss model in conjunction with it (since it refers to a normalized version of total received multipath power) and suggesting how to use it for evaluating proposals.


Ian Gifford reported on the current status of the Down Selection Process, using slides in document 03/042r2.


It was suggested and generally accepted that Step 3 of the process be amended by stipulating that the elimination ballot be used only if there are more than five proposals.


It was suggested that the last sentence of Step 3 (before the example ballot) be removed.


The session recessed at 12:02 p.m.

Session 11

Chairman Bob Heile called the session to order at 1:10 p.m.


The question of removing the last sentence of Step 3 before the example was brought up.


Supported motion:  Amend the text of Step 3 by saying that the elimination ballot will be taken in there are more than five proposals.  The motion carried by unanimous consent.


Supported motion:  Delete the last sentence of Step 3 before the example.


Supported motion:  Table the previous motion until the effect of potential changes on the whole process can be examined.  The motion carried by unanimous consent.


Supported motion:  Amend the note to say, “Zero or one vote per column per voter is required for a valid ballot.”

Supported motion to amend:  Amend the example to have three rows: Consider, Not Consider, or Abstain.  The motion to amend passed.  The amended motion lost.

Supported motion:  Amend the example to have three rows:  Consider, Not Consider, and Abstain.  Vote:  2 for, 16 against, 4 abstentions.  (Motion fails.)

Supported procedural motion:  Any further motions to amend the text will be automatically tabled until the whole document has been review.  The motion carried by unani​mous consent.

Steps 4 and 5 were reviewed.  Clarification:  no changes in proposals can be made between the time they are submitted and the ending of the initial presentation of all proposals.  After Step 3, changes/mergers can be made until the beginning of the next round of presenta​tions.

Steps 6 and 7 were reviewed.  It was suggested that the wording in Step 7, “If two proposals are left” be changed as “If two or more proposals are left.”  It was suggested that this change is not consistent with the intent of Step 7 in that a panel discussion should occur only if there are only two proposals left.  [In that case, perhaps it would be appropriate to change “all the remaining” to “the two remaining” in the same sentence.]

It was noted that a proposer may withdraw his proposal at any time in the process.

Steps 8, 9, and 10 were reviewed.  It was noted that the words, “The proposer shall have an opportunity to respond” in Step 8 implies a possible time delay for the purpose of making changes to accommodate the no-voters, but the committee has the discretion to determine the length of such a delay.

The chairman asked for consensus on the broad structure of the process.  In response to a question, the chairman stated that mergers can take place before the first vote in the process (in Step 3), after the initial presentation (anticipated in March 2003, as outlined in document 03/042r2).  Therefore, in Step 3, where the text says, “Presenters of each proposal,” it is understood that the set of proposals being voted on in Step 3 (anticipated in July 2003) will be a modified set, with a re-presentation of revised and/or merged proposals (anticipated in May 2003).  Possibly the Selection Process document should state that there are at least two rounds of proposal presentation—or it could be said that the process per se does not begin until after a few rounds of presentation.

There was a question of whether the “low hurdle” vote of Step 3 was desirable in view of the fresh understanding that the selection process as described in 03/041 begins after a multiple rounds of presentations and likely technical changes/mergers.  By a straw vote of 18-14, those attending expressed a preference for doing away with the elimination vote in Step 3.

The session recessed at 2:47 p.m.
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