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Tuesday AM

Chair Steve Shellhammer delayed calling the meeting to order until 8:47 am because of confusion about the changed meeting room location.  He announced that meeting times for Tuesday would be limited to the two morning sessions.  The meeting on Wednesday will start at 9:00 am.

The agenda was reviewed, slightly reordered, and approved as document 19-04-0034-01-0000 (0034r1).  The minutes from the September meeting, as given in 0031r0, were reviewed and approved without change.  The opening plenary report given in 0035r1, including the IEEE patent policy, was also reviewed.

Steve and Tom Siep attended the Executive Committee (EC) meeting on Sunday evening and presented the revised text from the Berlin meeting (0032r1) for LMSC Policy and Procedure changes related to Coexistence.  The ensuing discussion in the EC meeting resulted in additional changes to the text being made as captured in 0032r2. 

The TAG did a final review of the 0032r2 document and discovered two additional items that needed to be changed.  One arises because the first paragraph of the proposed text of the Procedure for Coexistence Assurance (Procedure 11) reads as follows:

“If indicated in the PAR and five criteria, the wireless working group shall produce a coexistence assurance (CA) document . . .”

However, it is only in the five criteria document that the working group indicates whether or not a CA document is to be produced.  No change is being proposed to the PAR form.  Thus, the text was revised by deleting the words “PAR and” so that it reads as follows:

“If indicated in the five criteria, the wireless working group shall produce a coexistence assurance (CA) document . . .”

The second item is a grammatically incorrect sentence resulting from edits made during the EC meeting on Sunday evening.  The first sentence in the third paragraph of the proposed text for Procedure 11 reads as follows in 0032r2:

“The 802.19 TAG shall have one vote in working group letter and that include CA documents.”

Before modification in the EC meeting, the text read:

“The 802.19 TAG shall have one vote in working group letter and sponsor ballots that include CA documents.”

Since the intent of the change was to eliminate the reference to sponsor ballots, the proper change would have been to delete the words “and sponsor” so that the text reads:

“The 802.19 TAG shall have one vote in working group letter ballots that include CA documents.”

These minor changes were made to the document, and it was emailed to the members of the EC as 0032r3 for their consideration on Friday afternoon.

Tom Seip reported on the Sunday meeting of the 802 Architecture Standing Committee, for which he is 802.19 liaison.  The report was given contribution number 0040r0.  He indicated the intent of the Architecture Standing Committee is to improve the alignment between Working Group (WG) projects and the existing 802 architecture.  The main items of interest are as follows:

· Identifying current problems, omissions, conflicts, ramifications, and their potential resolution.

· Identifying potential refinements or changes to the architecture.

· Providing a regular forum in which such discussion can take place, in a lower pressure environment than is possible during the core Plenary cycle.

One item identified as needing to be addressed is for the EC to do due diligence before forwarding documents to Sponsor Ballot or RevCom.  This includes having the WGs review projects against their approved PAR and five criteria requirements during the document development cycle.

Nada Golmie introduced David Cypher’s contribution 0036r0 for clause 5.4 (testing) of the conformance methodology document (0022r0), but review of the contents was delayed until Wednesday to allow discussion about who will be using the methodology to produce CA documents.  The 802.19 TAG has agreed it will provide guidance on coexistence determination but not do the work.  Work is to be done in the 802 wireless working group developing a new standard or making an addition to an existing standard.  However, Nada raised a question about issues that don’t have a specific home.  She gave an example of the IEEE 1073 standards group that is addressing medical technology applications.  It may want to specify different 802 wireless technologies for various applications and needs to know whether they can perform as expected in critical situations.  The more general question is whether the TAG should take on work items like this (i.e. give such work a home if individuals want to come to 802.19 and work on it).

IEEE 802 Chair Paul Nikolich fortuitously joined the meeting at this point. He indicated IEEE 1073 had made a request to 802 by for holding a joint WG meeting, but it came in too late to be dealt with by the EC.  He has passed the request on to individual WGs to deal with if they see fit.  Paul had to leave for another meeting but indicated he would return in half an hour for further discussion.  The TAG took advantage of the time to do some brainstorming on how 802 might interact with 1073 on this subject.  The following possibilities and their pros and cons were identified:

1. Form a joint working group

a. Not how IEEE 802 normally operates.

b. Deliverable will not create a new PAR.

c. However joint meetings are possible.

d. An alternative to a joint working group is to form an executive committee study group to make recommendation to the executive committee.

2. Have liaisons with the various Working groups/ TAGs.

a. Fits within the spirit of how 802 normally operates.

b. Multiple points of contact for 1073.

c. Effort will be distributed or diluted among working groups.
3. 802.19 TAG produces coexistence assessment of wireless technologies for medical applications

a. 802.19 would have to expand its charter.

b. Single point of contact for 1073.

c. 802.19 would only tackle the coexistence aspects assuming that other work to identify the appropriate technologies for the applications is done elsewhere.

d. Would any output document require approval by other working groups and EC?
4. Effort falls outside of IEEE 802 charter

These possibilities were discussed with Paul when he returned.  The consensus was that liaisons with individual WGs and TAGs such as 802.19 should be encouraged along with consideration of collocated meetings.  Chair Steve Shellhammer identified Nada to serve as liaison to IEEE 1073.

The meeting was recessed for the day at 12:26 pm.

Wednesday AM

Vice-Chair Tom Seip called the meeting to order at 9:10 am.

Nada continued with the presentation of David Cypher’s 036r0 contribution dealing with testing as a methodology for coexistence assurance (section 5.4 of the 0022r0 initial draft). He proposed a step-by-step approach, but the first major step contained multiple sub steps.  In outline form, the steps are:

1. Preparation

a. Create a detailed list of hardware and software information

b. Set goals to be achieved

c. Define the experimental setup

d. Determine where in the EUT interference is to be measured

2. Baseline tests

3. Interference tests

4. Comparison and presentation of results

5. Extreme testing

David also provided an example of proposed documentation for such a test.

There was some discussion about who determines if a system is able to complete it’s task.  For the new system being developed it is obviously the developing group.  But for existing systems, is it also the group developing the new system?  Might those responsible for the existing system want to have some input on this?  The conclusion reached is that objective results will be reported and those responsible for the existing systems will have the opportunity to review the when it comes time to cast a ballot.  What is acceptable generally depends on intended application.

There was another discussion about how well the environment needs to be described.  Do we need to identify the parameters that are to be provided about a “room”, “hallway”, etc.?  Part of the answer may be in deciding who the audience is for the document.  In defining the experiment, some examples of tasks are identified.  Can we borrow anything from 11n criteria document for this section?

Additional comments included the need for clarification that each system is to be tested both as target and interferer.  There is also a need to elaborate on what the interferer is to be doing.  Need to define tasks for both the interferer and the target.  Need to emphasize the need to vary parameters so the results are obtained from a large range of experiments.  The section on extreme testing should be reworked as a section to define break points.  Delete the section about modifications; instead, include the idea that complete set of testing needs to be done on design.  If the design is changed, all tests need to be redone.  Put this up front.

There was also discussion about the organization of the resulting report and the Annex XX proposal for how the cover sheet in Annex A of 0022r0 should be used.  It was felt there should be an overall cover sheet, then a section with cover sheet on each technology (e.g., 802.11g, 802.15.1) with which the EUT was being evaluated.  Within each technology section, there should be a cover sheet for each experimental task with data sheets showing the effects of parameter variation within the task.

Nada then provided an overview of 0037r0, which contains proposed text for section 5.3 of 0022r0 on interference modeling.  It describes how the MAC and PHY should each be simulated and how they should be interfaced with each other.  She wants to revise and reorder the contribution and will resubmit it for consideration at the next meeting.

The meeting was adjourned for the week at 10:30 am.
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