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Wyndham Anatole

Dallas, Texas

21 – 25 January, 2002

Wednesday 01/23/02 Afternoon Session

Meeting called to order at 1:10 p.m.

A sign-up sheet asking for name, company name and email address was passed around the room to log the attendance.

The Chair gave an overview of why the meeting was a Birds-of-a Feather and not an official SG/TAG meeting under 802. The intent is to ask 802 ExCom in St. Louis to re-instate this Coexistence activity as a SG with the intent to move it to a new Standing Committee.

Agenda is to have two presentations:

1) 802.15.3 and 802.11b coexistence

2) 802.16.1a/b and 802.11a coexistence

Presentation by James Gilb (IEEE 802.15-02/041r2)

Steve: How is the channel plan set? Set by the user. The 2 center channels overlap with 802.11b. So, the channel plan is aligned so that there is only one channel overlap. This will help enable coexistence.

John Barr: Is adjacent channel rejection superior to the 802.11b plan? No, it is just different.

802.15.3 operates under the 15.249 rules of the FCC. Thus the devices are fairly low power.

Transmit power control is also part of the specification. It can help by passing a command to neighbor devices to assist with the power density in a given geographic area.

Piconet Neighbor Capability (PNC)

Packets in 802.15.3 are smaller than 802.11b packets so their interference should be smaller relative to 802.11b

Jim: Is there an informative section in the draft about the recommendations of QoS disruptions

Jim Richards: Is this an etiquette-based protocol like the LBT protocol? Are there propagation, traffic and link models showing how arbitration is held. No. 802.11b did not develop any traffic models. Based on existence proofs of 802.15.1 and 802.11b.

Steve: How well does 802.15.3 operate when 802.11b is nearby? It would depend on the traffic model. Potentially you could knock it out half the time. 

Jim Lansford: Gave an example of a usage model where the 802.15.3 interference would be more dramatic to 802.11b.

Jim: There could be a collaborative coexistence model that is added to the 802.15.2 charter.

Mary: What is the effect of 802.15.3 on 802.11b BW? If channel is full and 802.11b can’t change the channel, then it would be difficult to get any more data through. If 802.11b does carrier sense, then the 802.11b node would back off. This may allow 802.15.3 to get the data through. It would depend on the relative distance from the AP and the transmission power level.

If you are not looking before you send, then 802.15.3 will knock it out of the time slot. 802.15.3 has an energy detect mechanism that could be employed.

Comment: Call this a sharing protocol, not a coexistence protocol. It is not our job to define coexistence. Coexistence is not an On/Off function, but rather how much you step on someone else.

Is the coexistence with or without cooperation? 802.15.3 is operating under the definitions that were created by 802.15.2. If there is a cooperative mode that is added to the 802.15.2 draft, then 802.15.3 will coexist better and look to implement it.

Jim: If 802.11b implemented TPC then this would help solve the coexistence problem even more. DFS would help too, but TPC is the key.

RSSI and LQI: RSSI shall be implemented, but LQI only under certain conditions.

Presentation by Dave Chauncy

Steve Shellhammer: Do the 802.16 subgroups have the same MAC? 

No, they are similar, but not identical. They are treated as an extension.

Since 802.16a covers licensed and unlicensed, how does the standard handle this? The standard handles each implementation separately.

Does the FCC make you justify Pt-Pt versus Pt-MultiPt? The FCC definition of Pt-MultiPt is a broadcast. So, a headend to a subscriber is considered Pt-Pt during a connection.

802.16’s recommended practice is for the WLAN to implement DFS. The 802.16 systems have DFS, but it would be easier for the WLAN to move around since the 802.16 implementation is only going to be on one channel.

Manufacturers can use the TGh mechanism to move the WLAN to another channel if the current channel becomes impaired. The TGh mechanism will be built in to handle this type of interference.

Jim note to Roger?

Jim and Vic discussed how to move the activity of turning the RR and COEX groups into Standing Committee’s sooner that the IEEE process allows. Otherwise, we will prepare a motion to become another SG.

A comment was made that 802.16 already has a COEX group headed up by Phil Whitehead.

Jim: Are there any suggestions of what people would like to see in St. Louis?

1) Consider inviting the different members of the 802.16 coexistence group, headed by Phil Whitehead.

Dave Chauncy: His group is intended to do coexistence within 802.16 not externally. This COEX group is designed to handle coexistence between the various wireless WG’s within 802. Since there is no band plan within 802.16, Phil’s group is trying to handle the coexistence issues at boundary edges.

2) TG4 presentation on their current activities

3) Work on a policy within 802 to help define the inter-group coexistence policy where two independent TG’s share a common band.

Dave Cypher: Can we work on trying to define what coexistence is?

Does coexistence apply to a single device?

· Yes, there are some instances where a single transmitter can cause problems to a network

· Coexistence implies citizenship…it could be oblivious to other radios in its area

· Protocols exist that can cause this type of effect to happen

Does coexistence apply to use of only the same radio spectrum coverage?

Does coexistence imply knowledge of another device?

· No

· You don’t have to have knowledge to detect it

· At the bottom layer, coexistence is an allocation of resources. You must be below a certain noise floor. In the unlicensed bands, it is more of a question of cooperation. 

Does coexistence apply to the same system?

· Do two 802.11b devices talking to each other have to coexist with two other 802.11b devices talking on the same channel?

· In 802.16 speak the answer to this question is yes.

· To David, this is a design problem not a coexistence problem

· 802.16 could not get consensus, so they solved it this way.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
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