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Tentative Report of Radio Regulations Tele-conference, held June 1, 2001

Attendance list

Vic Hayes, Agere Systems, (IEEE 802.11)

Carl Stevenson, Agere System, (IEEE 802.15)

Dick Allen, Apple Computer, (IEEE 802.11)

Peter Murray, Intersil, (IEEE 802.11, IEEE 802.15)

Ron Coles, DMC, (IEEE 802.16)

Dan Hilberman, CALY Networks, announced to participate, but did not attend.

Vic proposed the following agenda:

1. Improved sharing capability, para 10-14

   1.1 Acceptability of proposal, para 14

    1.2 Mandatory and compliance determination, para 14

2. New digital transmission technologies, para 15-18

    2.1 power level (1 W maximum, 3 dBm/3 kHz), para 17

   2.2 alignment with U-NII rules in 915 and 2400 MHz bands, para 18

3. Elimination of unnecessary regulations

    3.1 Direct Sequence Processing Gain, para 19-22

4. Action item list

5. Next meeting

6. Adjourn

The agenda was accepted by unanimous consent. Later, during the meeting, the point of

  1.3 1.3 Fewer than 15 hops 

was added.

1. Improved sharing capability, para 10-14

1.1. Acceptability of proposal, para 14

This proposal was so much appreciated that the group wandered whether it could be approved with a waiver system much like the new digital transmission technologies. Should we ask for a waiver on this too as part of the Comments? Or would it be effective oinly if supported by a petition?

Dick Allen will contact his attorneys to find the best way forward.

The proposed Part 15.247 (a)(1)(iii) contains an onerous requirement: to reevaluate the hop sequence every 30 s. Should we remove this requirement? The opinion of the group was that this should be left to the product developers. 

Carl Stevenson will prepare text for Comments.

1.2. Mandatory and compliance determination, para 14

The FCC asks comments on whether the adaptive hopping should be a mandatory part of the rules. The group felt that if you use the reduced hop set according to the new rules, the adaptive hopping should be mandatory and a test should be put into place. Certain implementations in the 915 MHz band use the number of packet errors as the algorithm to chance the hop sequence. As a test they observe first the normal operation, then put a jammer in place and see what happens with the hop sequence. 

Carl Stevenson will prepare text for Comments..

An other question was whether a the rules could be changed to requiring the use of merely 25 % of the band. The general feeling was that we should oppose this proposal.

1.3. Fewer than 15 hops

An other question from the FCC is: should we reduce the number of hops even lower. For compatibilty with the ETSI, the lowest limit should be 20 hops. A gliding scale between Part 15.249 and Part 15.247 rules was considered. However, this would require more rules. 
Carl Stevenson will include this item into Comments regarding the 25 % occupancy of the band in 1.3 above.

2. New digital transmission technologies, para 15-18

    2.1 power level (1 W maximum, 8 dBm/3 kHz), para 17

Vic expressed the concern that replacing the processing gain requirement by the proposed spectral power density of 8 dBm/3kHz would not yield the expected low interference level. Calculations show that with the density requirment, a device could fal under the rules transmitting 1 W using a bandwidth not greater than 500 kHz. In other words, the hopping rules would become redundant. 

Vic proposes to use 10 dBm/1MHz, the same density limit as used in Europe and in line with the 100 mW waiver for 10 MHz systems. The question was brought how it would relate to OFDM with its uneven spread. Although the definition had to be scrutinized, the general idea was to support a 100 mW max power rule. For 1 W systems, the group thought that the old rules could be maintianed for outdoor and point-to-point links.

Vic Hayes will propose text for the Comments and will include considerations for proposing a mask to prevent monsters.

   2.2 alignment with U-NII rules in 915 and 2400 MHz bands, para 18

Nobody had reviewed this question. The group request input by e-mail. All
3. Elimination of unnecessary regulations

    3.1 Direct Sequence Processing Gain, para 19-22

The group decided to ask Carl to look at this and review his proposal. 

4. Action item list

Carl Stevenson
Comments on

Hop sequence review at 30 s intervals

Requirement for adaptive hopping, and text for a test.

Number of hops in a gliding scale and the reduction to 25 % band occupancy.

Direct Sequence Processing Gain

Dick Allen
Earlier adoption of adaptive hopping and method therefore

Vic Hayes
Direct Sequence spreading rules.



5. Next meeting

The next meeting by Tele-conference was already scheduled for June 22, 2001, 7-9 AM PDT. Same bridge data apply.

6. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at about 8:35 AM
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