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TGg Minutes  03/12/01 Hilton Head 6:30 pm

1. Chair (MS) opened the session.

2. Rob Roy was selected as secretary for the session to take all minutes.

3. Recap of morning ad-hoc session (Vlad’s document 01/152, Mark Webster’s document 01/153)

4. Brief overview of the sessions to come during the next three days.

5. Chair’s update and announcements (doc no. XXX)

a. HR study group formed in March 2000

b. In July 2000, 802.11 TGg was formed

c. From Sep. 2000 till now, meeting as 802.11g WG

i. Adopted official selection procedure 00/209r3

1. 20 step procedure

ii. Adopted official functional req 00/210

iii. Adopted official comparison criterion 00/211

d. Nov 2000, one proposal was down-selected

e. 3 remaining proposals

f. Stuart Kerry indicated that he received IP statement from Supergold

g. Jan 2001 mtg, FCC communications are contained in 3 documents

h. Info about FCC Tutorial on Tue night

i. Info about WLAN network

6. Minutes of Monterey meeting (Doc. 108r1) Motion: Anuj Batra, Second: Al Petrick.  Minutes approved by unanimous consent.

7. Tentative agenda presented

a. Motion to adopt the agenda: Proposed: Chris Heegard, Second: Stuart Kerry

b. Jan Boer: Motion to amend the agenda: Modify the agenda by moving all votes under Selection Procedure Step 19 until after the FCC Tutorial on Tuesday evening.  Second: Carl Andren

i. POI: Heegard: Isn’t there a schedule that we must follow?

ii. Al Petrick: Yes, there is a schedule

iii. Heegard: Speak against the motion, there is much work to do

iv. Zyren: Speak in favor of motion, several discussions with FCC, Julius Knapp indicated that they will decide a course of action.  An article in EE Times indicates that FCC is considering rule change.  Hence down-selection without Knapp’s presentation is unwise and probably against PAR.

v. Chair’s clarification: Not following FCC rule change will not violate PAR.

vi. Pratik Mehta: Is it possible to get Knapp to this group earlier for Q&A?

vii. Vic Hayes: No, Knapp arrives around noon on Tuesday.

viii. Al Petrick: Speak against, timeline is important.  Last mtg conf. Call with FCC – minutes indicate no particular reason to delay.

ix. Carl Andren: several innuendos indicate that FCC may be changing its position, delaying will clarify it.

x. Tim Wakely: Against.  FCC is trying to streamline the rules.  They want us to choose the technology without any consideration for rules. 

xi. Frank H.: For, last conf call wasn’t attended by all members of TGg.  With Knapp being present, better clarification can be obtained.

xii. Heegard: Against, Knapp indicated that FCC wanted IEEE to choose the best coding technique, no reason to delay

xiii. Boer: For, the delay is insignificant, better results can be achieved with this delay.

xiv. Kowalski: Against, many votes are pending in several other groups, we need to move forward without delay.

xv. Zyren: For, Knapp may be sharing more details, which could help making better decision 

xvi. Heegard: Against, FCC doesn’t want us to wait, so we should move forward

xvii. Webster: For, new info came from the last phone call from FCC.  Concern that FCC may come with some constraints for us, so it’s better to know so that we can put better standards in place.

xviii. Ken: Against, it’s been clear that visit of commissioner is to see what we are doing.  If FCC had a presentation to give us as how the spectrum will be allocated, then it would make sense. 

xix. POI Zyren: Knapp is not a commissioner; he is Chief of Policy Maker (?)

c. Move to vote: delay the Sel. Proc. #19 vote after FCC presentation, motion passes 32/25/4

8. Heegard: Motion to schedule all 3 votes under Sel. Proc. #19 on Wednesday, Second: Batra

a. POI, Kowalski: Overlap with 802.11e on Wed 3:30.  Is there enough time to do this?

b. Chair: No, there is not enough time.

c. POI, Boer: what time were the TGg votes originally scheduled?

d. Chair: at 9:30a Tu, 2:30p Tu, 10:30a We

e. POI, Andren: If this motion passes, are we constrained to have all 3 votes on Wed?

f. Chair: yes

g. Tim W: POI: will there be enough time to have the first vote after FCC presentation.

h. Chair: yes, we can go up to 11 pm (from 8 pm)

i. Tim W, POI: If we approve this agenda, will any further changes require 2/3 majority?

j. Chair: Yes

k. Straw Poll: Move to have first vote on Tue and the remaining two on Wed 24-24

l. Motion: Move to schedule first vote under Sel Proc 19 for Tue night after the FCC Tutorial and schedule the remaining two on Wed. by: Caldwell/Heegard

i. Heegard: for

ii. Zyren: against

iii. Chris: for

iv. Vote:  Motion fails 26/28/3

m. Now motion is back to Step 8

n. Zyren: Against, scheduling all three on the same day will not allow enough time in between the votes

o. Chair: The original intent of the schedule was to spread out with sufficient time in between votes

p. Heegard, POI: If the votes are taken in the beginning, middle, and end of given sessions on Wed, how much time do we have between votes?

q. Kerry: 802.11 allows 30 min. slack in calculations

r. Chair: 3.5 hours between 1 & 2. 4 hours between 2 &3

s. Anuj: For

t. POI, Weishi Feng: How robust are the proposals against interference?

u. Chair: We have coexistence as a criterion in selection procedure.  We are currently debating the motion related to when the TG will vote.

v. S Halford: Against, not enough time to consider changes if all the 3 votes are scheduled on Wed.

w. Kowalski: For, how much debate do we need? Let’s get it over with.

x. Call a Question, Heegard: no objection.

y. Vote on Motion at Step 8: Motion passes 32/25/2

9. POI Heegard: Kowalski noted that there will be some voting in TGe, so we shouldn’t have any conflicts in timing.

10. Chair: Will talk to Fakatselis to ensure it.

11. Meeting recess for 10 min.

12. Chair presented a strawman for modified agenda

13. New speakers requested the following time slots for their presentation: Chris Hansen (20 min.), Zehavi (35 min.), Coffey (15 min.)

14. Chair asks scheduled speakers to indicated how much presentation time they require – Heegard: 30 minutes, O’Farrell: 45 min, Webster: 60 min.

15. Chair proposed having new presentations Mon. night.

16. Zyren: Propose to bring Julius Knapp to TGg for a face to face discussion 

17. Chair proposed meeting Knapp after his Tutorial.  Vic Hayes to request Knapp on TGg’s behalf.

18. Zyren: Old business, regulatory procedure

19. Zyren, Motion: Schedule time on Tue eve after FCC Tutorial for Knapp to visit TGg to discuss regulatory issues pertaining to our efforts.  Immediately following discussion with Knapp, TGg to hold a discussion on regulatory issues related to adoption of high rate systems in 2.4 GHz.  Second: Boer

a. POI, Heegard: How long will this discussion go on?

b. Chair: We are open to go till 11 pm.

c. Ecclesine: Against, discussion should be limited to technical issues only, no regulatory part.

d. Zyren, POI: clarification

e. Ecclesine: 99.231, Gaussian jammer vs. other kinds of jammers.  Focus on technical, not regulatory

f. Zyren: proposed amendment

g. Al Petrick: Against, probably same info will be repeated.

h. Dennis: For 

i. Heegard: Against, we shouldn’t have too much dissidence and differences in IEEE and expose it to external bodies e.g. FCC.

j. Zyren: For, FCC is part of Gov’t., and are used to getting many different points of view.  Open floor is a great idea and hear Knapp’s opinion.

k. Ivan: PO Order: Against, 802 has always put a unified front to FCC.  Is this meeting with FCC in order?

l. Chair asked opinion of 802 VP, Paul Nikolich

m. Paul, VP of 802: We must go through SEC to take official FCC position.

n. Chair: If we don’t take any official position, informal discussion is ok.

o. Steve POI: What makes it an official position?

p. Paul: official position is communicated thru a formal letter, which goes thru a formal approval process

q. Ivan: Since these meetings are public, records are public, how can we ensure that misinformation and misrepresentation of IEEE is not taking place.

r. Vic: Minutes of the Julius Knapp meeting will not include who said what and when.

s. Chair: There is difference between discussion and official position of IEEE, just having something on record does not mean that it’s IEEE’s official position

t. Heegard: during last mtg, we discussed a mechanism for discussion with FCC, why are we not following it exactly?

u. Vic: After some consultation between Kerry, Nikolich and Hayes, conclusion is that at that time, some questions were asked in Monterey.  At that time it felt that it would be better to be moderated.  Now feel comfortable in having a face-to-face mtg.  Members are not supposed to make statements, but ask questions.

v. Heegard: Against, We all have access to FCC.  Why should we treat this special, especially in an IEEE forum?

w. Dennis: For, forum is an opportunity to get better understanding of FCC’s position.

x. Zyren: There is some legitimate concern that there could be some misrepresentation of IEEE, but clarity of information is of significant importance.

y. POI, John Terry: Will the FCC session be moderated?

z. Chair: I will definitely moderate the session.

aa. Amendment: Discussion shall be restricted to questions only from 802.11 attendees and shall be moderated by TGg chair.

ab. Ivan: can Chair ask questions?

ac. Chair: No

ad. POI, Al: Time line?

ae. Chair: Start at 8:30, end no later than 11 pm

af. Lansford: In favor of motion, there has been a lot of information floating, NPRM has a lot to do with the final fate of outcome.

ag. Heegard: for, FCC wants to get info from us to make the rules.

ah. Ivan: .15 and .16 should be informed about this session

ai. Kevin Smart: previously, we agreed that all regulatory issues are to be addressed by Chair of Regulatory, Vic Hayes

aj. Chair: Vic Hayes will be present 

ak. Vote: Motion passes 42/0/4

20. New agenda proposed by Chair 

a. POI, S Halford: it does limit the time of discussion.

b. Chair: .11 Chair has suggested this format

c. S Halford POC: If debate or discussion continues after a presentation, then a motion has to be made and 2/3 vote needed to change the agenda.

d. Chair: Ruling: if there is any unfinished business, it will go to the section “Unfinished business” on Thu

e. Ecclesine, POI: TGh: when are they meeting Knapp?

f. Vic: Possibly Tue eve

g. Vote on motion to approve agenda: pass 44/0/2

21. Chris Hansen (01/162) presentation on requesting further PBCC-22 justification

22. Jim Lansford and Ephi Zehavi presented on interference (01/061)

a. Question from Steven Gray

i. If you have a jammer, that comes into a band, you’ll see a degradation

ii. EZ: If you are using 12 carriers, it’s feasible to get minimize degradation.

23. Anuj Batra presented (01/142)

24. Recessed for night at 11:00pm

03/13/01 morning

1. Chair opened session

2. Zyren Question: Make sure that all the presentations are on server before the presentation.

3. Tim O’Farrell of Supergold made first presentation. (presentation on server  doc # 01/143)

a. Related documents 336r48G and 01/017r28G

b. Enrique continued the second part of the presentation

c. Tim finally concluded the presentation

d. Zehavi Question: following mtg in Monterey, did you evaluate the proposal for BT interference?

e. A: No, but we would be keen to do that.  We’ll look at narrowband jammers.  We’ll look at 10-8 level of interference. 

f. Zehavi Q: Looking at this proposal, what changes need to be done in current .11B design to achieve this?

g. A: The radio will remain unchanged.  The change will go to Baseband with additional 40K gates.

h. Webster Q: How many feedforward taps do you recommend?  (Ref. Pg 37)

i. A: It implies unlimited feedforward taps.  For 250 ns, you are looking at a 50 to 70 taps.

4. Halford made the next presentation (OFDM as a HR extension to the CCK-based .11B std)

a. Current .11B RF gives adequate performance up to 36 Mbps. OFDM preserves current channelization

b. Tim W. Q: How many Kgate does one require for OFDM receiver?

c. Zyren A: gate complexity compared to CCK is about 1.6.  Gives you both CCK and OFDM.  Front end is the same, only the baseband changes.

d. Tim W Q: In the comparison matrix, how did it compared to MBCK proposal?

e. A: O’Farrell about 10K gates

f. Heegard Q: Did you try reduced state sequence?

g. A: Looked at a number of reduced state sequence.  Would rather not discuss it.

h. Heegard Q: will they be better for BT interference?

i. A: Not sure that one can detect BT with natural channelization.

j. Heegard Q: I believe that interferer was present at the time of preamble in Zehavi’s talk

k. Zehavi: Yes, interferer can be present anytime.

l. Ken Clements Q: Your proposal makes the packets look like .11B packets, right?

m. Halford: Yes

n. Webster: We looked at it as a combined signal, both legacy and proposed.

o. Heegard Q: a no. of companies developing .11a  products.  What addition/change they have to make to run as .11g based on OFDM proposal?

p. A: .11g has to maintain backwards compatibility, so one has to be able to handle CCK and Barker.

q. Heegard Q: You have multiple generations of CCK RXs, with increased performance in each generation.  Which one is used for comparison to 1.6 complexity

r. Zyren A: Intersil has multiple generations RX.  3861B was used as benchmark for comparison with OFDM.  3863 has higher gate count, hence 3861 comparison actually shows a higher overhead.

5. Session recessed till the afternoon session

03/13/01 Afternoon Session ( 1 pm)

1. Chair opened the session

2. Chris Heegard made his presentation on PBCC-22 (1:06pm – 1:34 pm)

3. Chair proposed one representative for each of the proposals to come up to the front for a 60 min. Q&A session.

a. Sean Coffey for PBCC, Steve Halford for OFDM,  (Edit: O’ Farrell came late)

b. Zehavi Q: what are the performances of the proposals in the presence of BT jammer, when the power of interferer is comparable or higher than signal?

i. Heegard A: The comparison criteria have been set.  The problems being brought up is new and needs more work.

ii. Halford A: These are important points, we are not far enough that this can’t be addressed.

c. Tim Q: What are the time to market dates for the proposals

i. Zyren: FCC is looking at rulemaking proceedings.  It is important to have FCC’s input in hand before TTM can be established.

d. Anuj Q: In this body, we are standardizing the TX, not the RX?

i. Chair: yes, that’s correct

e. Carl: IP segment statement – what does the reciprocal basis imply?

i. Coffey A: Licenses are royalty free for those who won’t be asking royalty from us in this space

f. Zyren: When do you come to market and how about FCC compliance?

i. Heegard: We have a prototype which has been validated - it will be in market this summer.

g. Steven Gray: What would happen if a 10 dB interferer comes into the picture – to your ADC, LNA?

i. Webster: We could back off signals form ADC.  We haven’t done a detailed analysis as Ephi has done in his study.

ii. Coffey: Our results are just the same as 802.l1b, without change.

h. Richard: Question on BT interference – if it appears in the middle of the packet, OFDM can deal with it by erasures.  Is there any similar approach in PBCC?

i. Coffey: There are different things you can do when the BT is coming in at a very high or very low level.  If it comes at a very high level, the only thing you can do is use the power of 64-bit code.  We haven’t examined the details of this issue.

i. Zehavi: Coding scheme used by PBCC – QPSK is a well-known code.  Did you do any study comparing this code with a pragmatic code with interleaving under multipath?

i. Coffey:  the question would have been interesting 2 years back when PBCC-11 was being considered.

j. Zehavi: Several papers were written based this topic in recent years.  Did you perform any study to compare PBCC with other coding schemes, which are still 8PSK?

i. Coffey: personally no.

k. Hansen: Do you have any data/experiment to support the 0.5 dB gain through cover code?

i. Coffey: Cover code related issues are good question to answer, but not a good question to answer first, before deciding between PBCC and alternative proposals.  Total difference between PBCC and alternative proposals is documented by simulation data; we do not know how much of this difference is due to cover code.

l. Tim: MBCK

m. V K Jones: OFDM has been mentioned as a worse interferer to BT.  Under strong multipath channel, won’t PBCC have similar behavior?

i. Heegard: yes, you are right.  After multipath, PBCC will look Gaussian, but OFDM coming out of TX looks Gaussian.

n. Webster: Sean, your block diagram has sequence detector.  Question on equalizer stage -  MBCK team needed 10 taps to  meet the performance requirements.  How complex is your design?

i. Heegard: You don’t need have 10 taps.  Assumption that more taps is always better is not true.  How you compute taps depends on many things.  In our chip baseband requires 250K gates, slightly more half of that is seq detector, around 130K gates.  General structure of the equalizer is fairly simple.

ii. Coffey: multipath curves we show indicate implementation loss.  We didn’t drive any of our results from bounds, they are based on simulation.  It’s  64-bit M-algorithm decoder, very reasonable complexity.

o. Webster: I’ve read PBCC FAQ, there were no details on the equalizer? Hence the question on complexity

i. Coffey: There are 2 things – performance and complexity.  We worked out the performance curves first.  Since there are no questions on performance, I guess you are happy with it.  Our curves show implementation loss.

ii. Heegard: 2 things – some people look at adaptive filtering, they assume that longer is always better.  That’s not always the case.  Our design doesn’t have the biggest block as the equalizer.  Our biggest block is sequence estimator.  Equalizer with the adaptive parts is smaller than the estimator.  

p. Dirk: in OFDM soln, you need any further filtering, what’s the backoff? Approximately how many gates you need to implement?

i. Zyren: Compared to an existing baseband, we have a 60% increase in the gate count

ii. John (Intersil): Gate counts are counted differently.  If you do them in a certain way, you get drastically different answers.  Hence rather than give an absolute number, it’s easier to give a comparative figure. We are not trying to be elusive.

q. Geert: Sean, could you elaborate how different the costs are for cover code?

i. Coffey: PBCC w/cover code and wo/CC are the same, not different.  

r. Halford: When you simulated OFDM, did you try any of the simplest interference suppression techniques?

i. Coffey: no

s. Webster: Do you have any comments based on FCC’s input in Monterey?

i. Coffey: no

t. Steven Gray: You are doing some sort of BT suppression, right?

u. Halford: Yes, we are using a number of different techniques for BT 

v. Zyren: Q for Anuj, OFDM on BT, you get a lot of spikes, there is an IF filter in BT, shouldn’t it suppress most of those spikes?

i. Batra: We used  a 1 MHz IF filter in BT receiver to suppress spikes.

w. Tim W : What’s the IP statement for MBCK proposal?

i. Colum Caldwell: Reasonable royalty, following IEEE guidelines.

4. Chair requested a 10 min. closing statement.

5. Heegard presented the PBCC closing

a. FCC: told us that they want IEEE to make the decision.  We shouldn’t try to do anything different from what FCC told us.

b. IP: TI has offered a royalty free licensing

c. Alantro/TI are technology companies.  Purely based on technology, PBCC is the best.  OFDM has its limitations.

d. Marketing: Easy to make. Backwards compatible.  Easy migration path.

e. No overhead of preamble postamble needed.

f. No 60% overhead needed

g. Developing a chip takes a long time.  Previously decisions have been made because example chips were done and demonstrated.

h. We are least controversial from regulatory perspective, signal being put is similar to what’s already there

i. IEEE 802.11 has gone a long way, we are here to support the progress, not  slow it down.

j. This solution is the best, and stalling tactics shouldn’t be used.

6. Zyren’s closing

a. There has been never been a single PBCC radio in the market, which implies that CCK is a robust solution.

b. Proponents of PBCC imply they have FCC compliance, in reality it doesn’t.

c. CCK/OFDM is fully backward compatible. OFDM is going to be in 2.4 GHz band, no matter what.  We can converge on a single technology, which is OFMD

d. CCK was designed to take advantage of all the flexibility in the rules, and that’s why it achieves the speed that it was designed to be.

e. OFDM works well in 5 GHz band - .11a and HiperLAN-II. We’ll see how FCC rules this evening.

f. CCK/OFDM Is not a kluge, it’s a rational approach.

g. It’s economical; it’s a far more scalable than PBCC.

7. Colum’s closing

a. University Research background – good for this group.

b. 3 recurring topics – TTM, IP, FCC

c. TTM: we are a research company, we have RTL code

d. IP: we follow IEEE IP policy.  We come from research, so ope ideas are supported by us. 

e. FCC: We plan on complying with all regulatory bodies.

f. We are here as individuals, not company representatives, so we should pick the best solution for our community.  We have to have consensus, that’s what standards are all about.

g. O’Farrell finished the closing:

i. We have invented a new coding scheme and extensively studied it.

ii. We are sitting closer a waveform permitted by FCC.

iii. Deliver throughput at a low cost

8. Session recessed till evening session with Julius Knapp at 8:30 pm.

03/13/01 evening session with Julie Knapp

1. Chair opened session (8:37 pm)

2. Chair gave an overview of the process to be followed for the rest of evening and Wed morning.

3. Chair reminded that this is an informal meeting with informal discussions.

4. Julie Knapp invited questions.  Chair will act as moderator.  There will be queue and questions will start.

5. Zyren Q: could you give a brief overview of the process you are going through for proposed rule making?

1. Whether we should use similar approaches as UNII, limit power spectral density through the whole band

6. JZ: during presentation you indicated that there will be process, what can we do from industry to expedite the process?

1. What we told people that if they have any info, they should forward it to us.  What I want to underscore is that this notice is going to go out and ask for feedback.  We’ll set a stage for dialog.  

7. Barry Davis: What you think is the likelihood that rule change won’t happen?

1. Very high likelihood that the notice is going to go out.  We don’t want to make rulemaking change every 6 months.  We don’t want to go thru this all the time.  The ultimate decision will come thru’ discussion.  We are trying to be open-minded that rule changes are going to be beneficial. When HomeRF rulemaking was presented, everybody agreed, but it turned out to be very controversial.

8. Heegard: since there is going to be some rulemaking, should we hold our deliberations?  Should we wait?

1. A: people are reading what we say in different ways.  Part of our message is that industry has have to make up its mind about what should be adopted.  Our message is not to suggest wait and our message is not to suggest make a decision. FCC is not going to tell you what you should do.

9. John Fakatselis: what’s realistic for cycle time?

1. A: there are somethings – we know it’s high priority – we are already along the way to get the proposed rulemaking in place.  After it’s send out, we have a window of 75 days to get comments back.  Make your decision based on inputs from the feedback.  Best case turnaround is 6 months

10. Heegard: if IEEE decides on a modulation, and if FCC has not completed through the rule change, would you allow people to ship products with software switch?

1. A: two parts: waiver requests for rule making pending, depending on the level of risk, we may or may not do a waiver.  People say that waiver should be granted for pending rulemaking, but we evaluate risk carefully.

11. Heegard: is it possible to ship products with software switch

1. A: A software switch… we’ll look long and hard at how it’s controlled.   If a switch flick allows something unallowed, we’ll be wary of that.

12. Barry: what some of the other people saying? Amateur radio, and other people in the band?

1. A: we have not heard anything yet, that’s why we do this FCC fourms

13. Lansford: days, weeks, months - what’s the timeframe for the NPRM (Notice of Proposed Rule Making) to come out?

1. A: can’t do better than months. Commissioners receive it and decide how it goes from there

14. Tim W: what’s the status of RF lighting issue

1. A: Issue is it’s on my desk as we speak. Fusion lighting is developing RF lighting products. There were objections.  Focus has turned from that band to DARS (?) band.  They have said that it should be below 23 GHz.  It’s been around for sometime, don’t know how it’s going to shape up

15. Fakatselis: do you have any formal program in place to work together (like ETSI)?

1. A: depends on how you define formal. We work together with regulatory bodies.  There is a lot of dialogue with regulatory authorities. 

16. Carl: given explosive growth of WLAN industry, is there any hope of opening more in unlicensed bands?

1. A: Commission is very happy about what’s going on.  There are some open spectrum, 19, 59-64 (mm wave band). However, in general, the spectrum is very crowded. Difficulty is finding a band that is going to work

17. Lansford: does this mean that UTAM is going away?

1. A: no, absolutely not. Utam in the band (19.l0 – 19.20 band) is not being used high enough.  Ultrastarcomm (?) has come and said if they can do something.  So it continues to remain unlicensend

18. Ecclesine: 58-59 GHz has been allocated for Intelligent Transportation Services (ITS) use, is here any possibility of opening to ISM band some classes that UNII has?

1. A: its been a while since I’ve looked at it. Intelligent Transportation System has been a high priority. We already have some overlap with ITS spectrum in 5G. We have to look at it.

19. Matthew: NAFTA, how is passing of it effected FCC?

1. A:I won’t point to market changes.  We had good working relations together in standardizing equipments and harmonizing our process. This activity came out of NAFTA

Vote of thanks to Julie. Discussion  session began.

1. Chair reminded the attendees about discussion on regulatory issues, we have time till 11 or recess for the night.

2. Zyren: this was very beneficial.  First opportunity to ask some direct questions.  We are almost about to get a rule change in a few months.  We understand that 6 months is very short time FCC terms.  Drafting a notice takes a long time to send it out.  Recapping Q&A, I would like to ask the group - are we going to promise something that we can’t deliver due to FCC ruling?

3. Chair opened floor for discussion

4. Pratik: The evening was quite informative and useful.  I felt like what Julie was saying that the NPRM will be initiated in 2 months or so.  Earlier we thought that this may not even start for 6 months or so.  Whereas 6 months is when they can expect a resolution

5. Ecclesine: we have a sponsor ballot ahead of us, which may take about a year or so. So we should proceed with our own decision

6. Barry: Is this a good time to discuss other topics, e.g. interference?

7. Chair: that would be out of order

8. Matt: if it takes a year to figure out FCC rulemaking changes, should we stop the process, tabling the action of  .11g , is there an option?

9. Chair: all kinds of things we can do.

10. Dirk: FCC impediments that can happen to this group, how soon can this group move to get this schedule done

11. Chair: Al has the schedule and Stuart gave the answer: 

a. Ballot 3/01, sponsor letter ballot 07/01, comment resolution 9/01, submit to revcom 11/01, - (next revcom is march 2002)

12. Fakatselis: Based on discussion and comments today, its unusual for a .11 group to speculate what FCC will do, I have a parliamentary enquiry regarding the speculative process.  Is there somebody in exec comm. who can affect the schedule

13. Chair: can happen in ExComm or WG

14. Barry: What can WG do?

15. Chair: WG can do many things; it’s difficult for me to speculate what the procedure could do.

16. Zyren: apart from procedural issues, there were many issues on BT interference issues, ask the group about how they feel about this issue?  Do we need to drive the process immediately

17. Anuj POI: Topic in agenda?

18. Chair: Topic in agenda is FCC

19. Zyren: FCC-related broad issue all-encompassing issue

20. Stuart: observation is: do not stop the process, FCC is looking for a group to decide to help him.  If we don’t do anything for 6 months, group will get a bad name for itself

21. Ecclesine: IEEE is making std for the whole world, not just us.  He was referring to interference. We shouldn’t build a system that is “talk only”.

22. Zyren: What Julie said is not to stop the process, it’s our decision. We can promise to the market and may not be able deliver - are vendors going to ask 22 Mbps or 54 Mbps?  There will be so much confusion.  Risk in continuing without taking rule change in process is very high.

23. Barry: Peter brought some issues.   BT interference – are we going to do anything about it?

24. Chair: Can’t answer this question

25. Dick: How long ago was .11a issued?

26. Stuart: July 99. Final approval in Sep. 99.

27. Pratik: Peter’s point is interference issue, we should be talking about this issue in detail.  We need to study this in detail.

28. Anuj: POI; Doesn’t IEEE 802.15.2 have a PAR to work on coexistence of 802.15.1 an 802.11?

29. Chair: yes they do

30. Peter: amateur radio and other are interfering. We should be able to coexist with other things not only SSB. Amateur TV? If you listen and recognize, you can fix it, otherwise not.  We must recognize that fact.

31. Tim W: FCC works during this year, .11g will work during this year. it’ll be best for us to not to delay the process

32. Heegard: it won’t hurt the market

33. Barry: if we come out with a product that doesn’t coexist with BT, we’ll get  black eye.

34. Zyren: confidence that industry has on IEEE will be shattered if we standardize something that we can’t deliver due to FCC rules.

35. Fakatselis: If we move full speed ahead and we have a standard, and then we need to withdraw because it’s not FCC compatible, it’ll look bad on IEEE.  Is there anything in between so that we continue the process but don’t put IEEE’s name at jeopardy?  Is there anything we can do which will not put IEEE in a position so that it has to revoke a standard?

36. Chair: It’s unlikely that IEEE would revoke the standard because it does not apply to one jurisdiction, e.g. the FCC’s.   Solutions would be okay in other parts of the world, so would be no need for revocation.

37. Heegard: we have done a thorough process in 802.11g, argue for delay that FCC is going to rule is not a wise one.

38. Pratik: new information on coexistence issues, we should look at that very deeply.

39. Lansford: In coexistence group 802.15.2, to depoliticize the process, we came up with standard set of tests. Consensus derived models could be used in this body as well.

40. Anuj: keep the focus in this group, not diversify

41. Stuart: we are having dialogue with FCC. We should look at the option of both proposals being standardized.

42. Barry: is there a process to compare both the methods and compare through standard models?

43. Zyren: Stuart’s comments have merits.  It may be wise to keep both the options on the table

44. Stuart: Idea of 2 technologies together. 

45. Chair: Mergers are encouraged.

46. POI, Barry: when can the merger of proposals happen?

47. Chair: Wed morning

48. Halford: is there a process to evaluate BT interference?  Group saying so many objections, rushing in to make a decision without all the facts on the table will be mistake.

49. Heegard: Process is in place, we have vote tomorrow, it’s too late now

50. Ken: what’s going on here is that we can’t sit and wait?  If we blindly go ahead without keeping interference in view, then we are making a mistake.  We should continue further evaluation

51. Matt: Regardless of what fcc rules, .11b already exists, hence we shouldn’t stop the process in the group

52. Coffey: it’s sign of health of the group that many different ideas coming into the picture,  let’s push it on.

53. fakatselis: we need to make progress, but understand the .11 process, once we go full speed ahead, it’s  difficult to go back. We are speculating on the FCC outcome.

54. Ecclesine: Julie will go to other industry bodies, and tell them that best technical solution should come out.

55. Pratik: .11b products came out long time ago, BT wasn’t around at that time. Since we know it now, we must take that into consideration. PC OEMs are very concerned about it.

56. Chair: There is a lot of coexistence work going on in various places: 802.15.2., 802.11h, BT Sig – FYI.

57. Dave: BT will come out in 100 M units, we’ll be the bad guys if we interfere with BT.

58. Chris: One thing I’ve avoided is predicting FCC ruling in this case.  PBCC does not add a new type of interference to the band.

59. Dave: I’ve heard that some proposals will do worse to BT than other.

60. Zyren: it’s two sides of the same coin.  Mutual interference is to be taken into consideration.  We need to get the best solution out. WiLAN took their solution  to FCC and were denied.  FCC said that there will be a rulemaking, hence we must take the time to select.  The process can take a year or more, do we have to move forward immediately, given that the group is facing technical issues?

61. Peter: It’ll not be BT 1.0b which will ship in 100 M, there will be other versions of BT, we must take than into consideration

62. Chair:  Speaking queue is empty

63. Dick:  Moved for adjournment

64. Chair:  Any objection to recessing for the night.  Hearing no objections, we stand recessed.

03/14/01 morning Indigo Room (morning session)

1. Chair opened the session

2. Ieee 802.11g ballot was presented (Step 19)

3. Stuart showed the list of voting members

4. The process was explained by Chair

a. Each voting member should come up and pick up the ballot from Stuart

b. Door will be closed and nobody will be allowed to go in or out during the voting procedure. Vic Hayes will be at the door

c. At the end of the voting, We’ll recess, and reconvene at 10:30 am with the results posted.

5. Ken Clements: Need for affiliation?  If you make you mandatory, maybe someone can challenge the legal validity of the vote.

1. Chair: Ruling of Chair is that it’s non-mandatory field, one needs to put something, for example a dash (-), but do not leave it blank.

6. Zyren: this is not a closed ballot, so the voter can be informed before invalidating his/her vote

1. Chair: the field is non-mandatory and ballots will not be deemed spoiled based on the affiliation field.

7. Mike Paljug: why is there “none of the above”, which used to be in the ballot in  the past?

1. Chair: Has never been on 802.11g ballot.  IEEE 802.11b put this on the ballot in 1998, but otherwise, this is not the norm.  Group had not put it on, so ballot represents the default including the abstain option.

8. Numbers were written on each ballot.

9. Ballots were handed out to each voting member.

10. Members deposited their filled in ballots to the Chair.

11. Members were instructed not to leave the room until all votes are counted.  Handed out 102 ballots and confirmed receipt of 102 ballots.

12. All ballots were counted and meeting recessed at 8:50 am.  Will reconvene at 10:30 am

TG Part II 03/14/01 morning part II

1. Chair opened session at 10:30 am

2. Voting results are on server, doc # 01/180r0

3. Chair reporting no irregularities, no spoilt ballots. There were 102 ballots. OFDM received 48 (49%), PBCC 43 (44%), MBCK 6 (6%), Abstain 5, Spoiled 0.

4. Results of IEEE 802.11g Ballot Technical Selection Procedure – Step 19 – Round 1 eliminates the MBCK proposal.

5. Barry: given the close vote, there is no way we’ll get 75%.  Motion: to adjourn fo r the session. 

6. Chair:  Clarify that motion is to end the session, not to end the meeting, and this motion will end 802.11g session for the week.

7. Barry:  Confirms that the motion is to adjourn for the session, i.e. the week.

8. Second: Frank Howley

9. Stuart: Procedurally, if you adjourn, Matthew will have to remain to inform the ExCom.

10. Chair:  I will remain to present report(s) to WG.

11. Stuart: Is this a procedural motion.

12. Chair:  Motion is procedural and only requires >50% to pass.

13. Pratik: Goals of ad hoc?

14. Chair: No debates in motion to adjourn.

15. Mike Paljuk, POI: Please show the remaining agenda.

16. Chair:  Agenda for week is shown.

17. Motion to adjourn session passes 47/15/6.
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