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MONDAY, 14 MARCH 2005
Session 1 
The task group (TG) chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 3:04 PM
The chairman presented the agenda highlighting special orders of the day. He asked for an approval of the agenda document #15-05-0106-01-003a.  Ian Gifford made the motion to approve the agenda and Ivan Reed, seconded it. The agenda was approved unanimously.
Roberto Aiello asked to take a re-look at the agenda after it was approved. The chair said we would have to take a vote to reopen the agenda.
Chuck Brabenac said that only one contribution was submitted.
Bob Huang asked a point of order; that the agenda was approved without following the current agenda.
Chair asks that we stand in recess until 4:00 PM until we get a parliamentary review
The session recessed at 3:10 PM

Session 2  

The task group (TG) chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 4:00 PM
Bob Huang asked that his point of order request be withdrawn. The chair approved. 

The chair said we will have panel discussion on waiver and compromise.

Call for contributions:
	
	
	Contribution Presentation Worksheet

	
	

	Item
	Name
	Doc title
	Ref
	Time

	1 
	Larsson
	Impact MB-OFDM and DS-UWB interference…
	0039
	35 

	2 
	Barr
	ECC TG3 Regulator effort
	TBD
	20 

	3 
	Aiello
	Comparison of MB-OFDM transmit power
	TBD
	20 

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	 
	 
	75


The chair asked for approval of minutes from the last meeting.  Ian Gifford made a motion to approve the minutes and Collin Lanzel, seconded approval.  The minutes document #15-05-0047-02-003a was approved unanimously.
The chair said we will now have anonymous vote on anonymous voting.

YES – Support Anonymous Voting

NO  – Against Anonymous Voting
Roberto Aiello asked that we have a discussion on the vote for anonymous voting. The chair said we will hold it to a 10 minutes discussion.

The down-selection procedure calls for open roll call voting. 

Roberto Aiello asks for a point of order on the requirement of the down selection and how it reflects toward the temporary requirement of the anonymous.

Robert Huang said since we had never voted to change to anonymous voting. Why do we need to vote on something we have already decided to?

Rick Alfin made a motion to eliminate anonymous in 15.3a.  Ian Gifford seconded it.

Ron Brown requested a clarification on the effect of the motion.  The chair clarified that the motion was to remove a procedural decision made by the chair to conduct votes in the TG anonymously.
Chuck Brabenac said the down selection procedure shows a requirement to have roll call voting. 
Roberto Aiello called to question.  The question was called and had no objections.

The vote then proceeded.  Now a Yes vote means to eliminate anonymous voting and a Yes mean to keep anonymous voting.

Yes – Eliminate Anonymous Voting

No  – Keep Anonymous voting

The results were 

Yes –   41
No   -  90
The anonymous voting will continue.

Matt Welborn then gave his presentation on the response No Votes for confirmation of Merged Proposal Number 2. Document #15-04-0140-12. on DS-UWB Proposal Update.

Points discussed were:

· The DS-UWB proposal

· Proposal overview

· Comments of voters

· Scaling for the future – new UWB rules
· Key Features of DS-UWB
· DS-UWB Operating Bands

· Data Rates Supported by DS-UWB

· Range for 110 and 220 Mbps
· Range for 500 and 660 Mbps
· Performance at High Rates (1 Gbps)

· DS-UWB: The Best Solution

· Concerns with the DS-UWB Proposal

· Recent Regulatory Activity

· FCC Waiver Grant for Frequency 
Hopping and Gating UWB

· The Long-Term Impact for UWB Technology & TG3a

· Understanding the Impact of Gated UWB  

· Shared Duty Cycle Operation for Single Applications

· Shared Duty Cycle Operation for Multiple Applications

· Shared Duty Cycle Operation for UWB Applications

· Summary of Gated UWB Operation

· Provides system with significant flexibility to trade-off transmit duty cycle and power 

· Enables better range and robustness for existing applications

· Enables significant increases in network capacity

· Results in same UWB energy emissions for a given data transmission

· This Ruling to Allow Gated UWB will Change UWB Forever

· Technology Issues for Gated UWB

· PHY Layer Issues for Gated UWB

· PHY Layer Issues for Gated UWB

· Typical Output Waveforms (at pin) for  DS-UWB Transmit Pulse Generator 

· DS-UWB: Designed for Low Peak Power

· MAC Layer Issues for Gated UWB

· Key System Level Issue: Scalability

· The Advantages of Higher Data Rates

· Requirements for Benefits of Gated UWB

· Numerous Future Benefits to DS-UWB from Gated UWB Operation – Stay Tuned

· DS-UWB is ready to Benefit from 
Gated UWB Ruling
Questions and Answers were discussed on the following topics:

· Alternative applications 
· New regulations for gating provide system flexibility

· MAC allocated slots

· Normal operations determination

· Shared Duty Cycle Operations for UWB Applications
· Operation at a higher peak power and lower duty cycle
· Data rates at 330 Mbps

· Multi devices supported by a single host causes higher power requirement
· No UWB device actually transmits continuously - ? System Issues

· ROC Curve

· Technology issues
The chair reminded everyone that we will reconvene at 10:00 AM on Wednesday, March 26, 2005 and will immediately have the second confirmation vote on Merged Proposal Number 2.

The session recessed at 6:01 PM
WEDNESDAY, 16 MARCH 2005

Session 3 

The TG chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 10:30 AM
Matthew Shoemake made a motion for a roll call vote.  A vote was taken with results of:

For: 56 

Against:72
Abstain:3
We will have a roll call vote since the rules says you only need 25% approval.

The second confirmation started immediately.

DS-UWB Second Confirmation Vote

YES: 86 (56.6%)
NO: 66 (43.4%)
ABSTAIN: 7

The “For” was 56% and the second confirmation fails, as it did not meet the 75%.
Details:

2nd Confirmation vote for DS-UWB Proposal

 

ROLL CALL VOTE RESULTS 

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, VOTE
Adams, Jon, YES
Aiello, Roberto, NO
Alfvin, Richard, YES
Allen, James, YES
Aoki, Mikio, NO
Arai, Yasuyuki, YES
Arnett, Larry, ABSTAIN
Askar, Naiel, NO
Bain, Jay, YES
Bao, feng, YES
Barr, John, YES
Batra, Anuj, NO
Beecher, Phil, ABSTAIN
Boot, John, YES
Bosco, Bruce, YES
Bourgeois, Monique, YES
Brabenac, Charles, NO
Brenner, David, NO
Brethour, Vern, NO
Brown, Ronald, NO
Callaway, Ed, YES
Carson, Pat, NO
Chang, Soo-Young, YES
Chin, Francois, NO
Chin, Kwan-Wu, YES
Cho, Sarm  , YES
Choi, Sangsung, NO
Chong, Chia-Chin, NO
Corral, Celestino, YES
Decuir, Joe, NO
Del Prado Pavon, Javier, NO
Dutkiewicz, Eryk, YES
Ellis, Jason, NO
Emami, Shahriar, YES
Fidler, Mark W., NO
Fisher, Reed, YES
Fleming, Kristoffer, NO
Genossar, Michael, NO
Gifford, Ian, YES
Gilb, James, YES
Goh, Sung-Wook, YES
Gorday, Paul, YES
Grohmann, Bernd, YES
Hach, Rainer, YES
Harris, Jeff, NO
Heberling, Allen, YES
Herold, Barry, YES
Heubaum, Karl, YES
Ho, Jin-Meng, NO
Huang, Robert, NO
Huang, Xiaojing, YES
Ikeda, Akira, NO
Ikegami, Tetsushi, YES
Jennings, Adrian, NO
Jiang(Chiang), Tzyy Hong , YES
Karaoguz, Jeyhan, NO
Kelly, Michael, NO
Kim, Jae Young, YES
Kim, Young Hwan, NO
Kim, Youngsoo, NO
Kimyacioglu, Kursat, NO
Kindler, Matthias, NO
Kinney, Patrick, YES
Kleindl, Guenter, YES
Kohno, Ryuji, YES
Kudo, Yasushi, NO
Kuehnel, Thomas, NO
Kwak, Kyung, YES
Kwon, Do-Hoon, NO
Lakkis, Ismail, YES
Lampe, John, YES
Lansford, Jim, NO
Lanzl, Colin, ABSTAIN
Lee, Dongjun, NO
Lee, Hyung Soo, YES
Leeper, David, NO
Li, Henry, YES
Li, Huan-Bang, YES
Li, Liang, YES
Liang, Haixiang, NO
Macnamara, Ian, NO
Maeda, Tadahiko, YES
Maeki, Akira, YES
Martin, Frederick, YES
McCorkle, John, YES
McInnis, Michael, YES
McLaughlin, Michael, YES
Mellone, Charlie, YES
Meyer, Klaus, ABSTAIN
Miura, Akira, ABSTAIN
Mo, Shaomin, NO
Naeve, Marco, YES
Naganuma, Ken, YES
Nakache, Yves-Paul, NO
Nakase, Hiroyuki, YES
Noble, Erwin, YES
Noens, Richard, YES
O'Conor, John, NO
Odman, Knut, YES
Okuma, Yasuyuki, YES
Pardee, John, YES
Patel, Vijay, YES
Patton, Dave, NO
Pellon, Miguel, YES
Peng, Xiaoming, NO
Powell, Clinton, YES
Qi, Yihong, YES
Raad, Raad, YES
Ranta, Pekka, NO
Rasor, Gregg, YES
Razzell, Charles, NO
Reede, Ivan, YES
Rikuta, Yuko, YES
Robar, Terry, YES
Roberts, Richard, ABSTAIN
Rofheart, Martin, YES
Rypinski, Chandos, YES
Sahinoglu, Zafer, NO
Saito, Tomoki, NO
Santhoff, John, YES
Sarallo, John, YES
Schylander, Erik, NO
Seyedi, Alireza, NO
Sharma, Sanjeev, YES
Shi, Chih-Chung, NO
Shimada, Shusaku, NO
Shiraki, Yuichi, YES
Shoemake, Matthew, NO
Shor, Gadi, NO
Shvodian, William, YES
Siwiak, Kazimierz, YES
Smith, Zachary, YES
Somayazulu, V, NO
Soomro, Amjad, NO
Struik, Marinus, YES
Takahashi, Kazuaki, NO
Takizawa, Kenichi, YES
Tanahashi, Mike, NO
Taylor, James, NO
Terry, John, NO
Tou, Jarvis, NO
Vaitonis, Robin, YES
Wandile, Vivek, NO
Weber, Chris, YES
Welborn, Matthew, YES
Wineinger, Gerald, NO
Wolf, Andreas, YES
Worfolk, Patrick, NO
Wright, Tracy, NO
Wu, Xiaodong, YES
Wu, Yu-Ming, YES
Yamaguchi, Hirohisa, NO
Yekeh Yazdandoost, Kamya, YES
Yong, Su-Khiong, NO
Yoshida, Yutaka, ABSTAIN
Yurdakul, Serdar, NO
Zhang, Honggang, YES
Zheng, Frank Xiaojun, YES
Zyren, James, YES

The chair said we are recessed until 1:00 PM this afternoon.

The session recessed at 11:10 AM
Session 4 

The TG chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 1:37 PM
The chair said as we discussed on Monday we will have the panel on waiver and compromise.  The chair has to leave the meeting and designated Chuck Brabenac, vice chair, in his absence. Chuck explained that each panel member has 15 minutes to present and will then allow the other members of the panel to ask questions. Panel members are Roberto Aiello, Charles Raezzel, Matt Welborn, and John McCorkle.

Roberto Aiello presented document: #15-05-0168-01 on MB-OFDM waiver panel

Points covered were:
· Freescale and Motorola claimed that MB-OFDM systems must transmit at reduced power

· The number one reason for voting against the MB-OFDM proposal was regulatory compliance

· MBOA-SIG worked diligently for two years at great financial expense to obtain clarification from the FCC

· The mechanism for clarification was a waiver request

· FCC granted the MBOA-SIG waiver in March 2005 

· MB-OFDM transmitters may be tested in normal operational mode

· MB-OFDM systems can transmit at full power 

· Gated transmissions may also be measured with gating active
September 2003 - IEEE 802.15-03/343r1 
· During the San Francisco IEEE meeting XSI made a presentation on FCC rules: Slide 3 of 03153r9P802-15_TG3a-XtremeSpectrum-CFP-Presentation.ppt 

· The issue today is NOT whether or not there is more or less interference

· The issue is, what are the rules.

· Side interest is WHY did NTIA and FCC specifically write rules for frequency hoppers
Waiver Highlights
· Waiver is granted

· Waiver broadly accepts in situ compliance testing for all indoor/handheld UWB systems

· All tests to be done with hopping, sequencing, or gating as the system will be used in practice

· Exception for now: 5030-5650 MHz

· Waiver in force until FCC finalizes rule-making proceeding on these issues

Noteworthy
· FCC & NTIA endorse true RMS power measurements as interference potential indicator

· Peak power measurement procedures clarified

· No average radiated power advantage granted to either DS or MB-OFDM

· Gating may permit reduced power consumption for both systems depending on application

Conclusions
· The FCC agrees with the MB-OFDM SIG

· Motorola and Freescale requests for denial of the waiver were not accepted

· The FCC ruling eliminated the #1 reason stated for voting against MB-OFDM

· Your vote for MB-OFDM is requested!
Matt Welborn the presented #15-05-0037-00 on Panel Discussion – Merger#2
Overview

· Recent action

· UWB performance gains through gating

· Technical limitations on gating performance 

FCC Waiver Grant for Frequency Hopping and Gating UWB

· FCC waiver-grant removes transmit power penalty

· Old rule forced UWB devices to transmit continuously during compliance test

· But NO UWB device actually transmits continuously

· MB-OFDM hops

· DS-UWB and others are gated on and off

· Forcing continuous transmissions artificially penalized all UWB devices

· They appeared to be emitting much more power during the test than they actually do in practice

· FCC waiver grant for hopped & gated UWB changes compliance test – now to be done in “normal mode”

· This captures the true power emissions – with no penalty

· Allows higher transmitter power

· The waiver-grant is “technology neutral”

· The change applies to ALL UWB devices

· Applies to both frequency hopping (MB-OFDM) and gated (DS-UWB) systems

Impact of Gating on UWB

· Scaling technology and application requirements

· New applications with higher performance requirements:

· Bigger files, higher image resolution, more data in less time 

· PHY needs to go faster

· Mobile application demands are accelerating: 

· Smaller/lower power/lower cost

· More devices and applications in the same space 

· Increased network capacity

· “Gated UWB” technology enables DS-UWB to scale to meet these application requirements in an unparalleled manner

· There are specific technical requirements for systems that want to benefit from the gating waiver

· Depends on waveform and network characteristics

Key Application Area : Mobile Platforms

· Mobile application demands are accelerating: 

· Smaller/lower power/lower cost

· More devices and applications in the same space (Increased network capacity)

· Higher transmit power provide multiple options for improving DS-UWB solution

· 10-30x device power reduction without reducing range or data throughput

· Complexity reduction by reducing processing requirements

· Operating at longer ranges while still increasing network capacity
	Gated Duty Cycle
	Peak transmit power Increase
	Rough Device Power Consumption Change

	10%
	10 dB
	10x power reduction

	3%
	15 dB
	30x power reduction


Shared Duty Cycle Operation for Single Applications
[image: image1]
Shared Duty Cycle Operation for Multiple Applications
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DS-UWB: Designed for Low Peak Power

· DS-UWB is designed to be a low peak-to-average waveform

· Peak-to-average is close to that of a sine wave at lowest rates (~3 dB)

· Peak-to-average power ratio actually scales lower as data rates get higher 

· Becomes essentially a constant envelope signal

· Will still be low when scaled to 2 Gbps PHY (e.g. QPSK)

· DS-UWB is ideal for use in a gated UWB system

· Minimizes the need to generate high-peak transmit signals – simplifies implementation

· Support very low duty cycle (& higher Tx power) before reaching FCC peak power limits

· Maximized potential benefit from gated UWB operation

· Other waveforms that use lower pulse rates or high order modulation will have much higher peak-to-average power ratios 

This Ruling to Allow Gated UWB will Change UWB Forever

· Represents a change in fundamental UWB system design trade-offs

· Significant incentive for designers to use lower duty cycle to increase transmit power

· Increases network capacity “for free”

· Requires scaling to higher data rates to enable low duty cycle

· All waveforms do not benefit equally from the gated UWB provisions

· Requires scaling to higher data rates without loss of efficiency or performance (e.g. not higher EbNo or worse fading performance)

· There are key system-level issues that need to be examined to understand gated UWB

· Ultimate scalability depends on instantaneous signal bandwidth

· DS-UWB is ideally suited to support gated UWB operation and benefit from the many system-level advantages it can provide 

The Advantages of Higher Data Rates

· The new provisions for gated UWB systems create an even greater advantage for high rate systems

· Before, only applications that needed highest rates at short range were affected by effectiveness of high rate modes

· High speed file transfer, uncompressed video, etc.

· Now, every application can be improved through the use of efficient high rate modes

· Those requiring longer ranges operate at lower duty cycle and send the same data in less time

· As UWB technology matures, systems will be designed to transfer data at highest supported data rates

· Maximizes network capacity for supporting more applications

· No transmit power penalty – range trade-off is completely changed

· Technologies that do not scale will be left behind or will be limited in their ability to provide the performance 

Discussion and questions were on the following points to the panel:
· 10-15db increase in power – do we need to worry about victim receivers? 

· Yes – regardless of peak power we need to stay efficient. 

· We need to be careful with the opportunity that the FCC has given us. We must look at system overhead.. Let us not be so hasty with a 15db increase.

·  FCC was conservative and 15db increase is possible
· MB-OFDM measurements show that interference is not a problem and was part of the FCC decision.

· Should have been a NPRM and should be a general rule. Balanced for the industry.

· Paragraphs 14 & 15 of the waiver measurements will have to make sure there is no interference.  

· The faster you sequence the more likely a true RMS power reading will be given.

· Everybody designing UWB systems should read the paper again. Specifically call out the hopping modes and all must be tested.

· Advantages of the gating rule for both systems is not clear as it relates to system performance

· It might require some changes to a proposal. DS-UWB was designed to be a low power solution.  Freescale is proceeding with getting a radip certified with the waiver.

· Other modes may have some influence on the actual measurements. Piconode controller helps.

· It is possible that both proposals will be able to get about the same benefits.

· Where is the scheduler?

· It is part of the system when you design, but it is not part of the MAC

· 15.3 has definition to handle this.

· 10-15db gain for DS-UWB gain using gating – it seems very high. It will change what happens in particularly with mobile devices.

· The peak to average ceiling show about a 13db headroom for MB-OFDM and DS-UWB seems to be about the same 10-15db. However, measurements would have to make sure the headroom is available.
· There are many manufacturers make equipment that you can measure this with. The system has several losses and at the pin of the IC it must be more than the FCC allows. At the pin in CMOS the DS-UWB is 3db.

· Peak is peak and it is a value both systems have to measure and meet the 50 MHz RBW.

· We don’t just have a floating point on MB-OFDM and use clipping yielding the same results.
· Let’s hold this off until we have complete Matlab results.

· Mobile devices are not the critical products in range or data rates. The most important item is that we don’t confuse people in the coexistence area. 

· Looking at the emissions of a PC it appears very bursty. UWB will have a lot less emissions vs. PC.

· We are not here to interpret the FCC

· It is absolutely irresponsible to compare UWB and a PC.  It is a fundamental difference in the way the UWB interference happens.

· Directed to Matt - How to interpret you previous presentations on interference.
· When doing frequency hopping you have different factors and characteristics. 

· Why you presentations showed peak power problem?  FCC concluded none of these rise to harmful interference. Are you still concerned?  Why are you no longer concerned? We operate under the FCC rules.
· Do you believe you will not interfere using the new rules?  We can use the energy levels the waiver grants.

· Today you are no longer concerned? The measurements were based on known real life measurements. The past measurements were comparison analysis.

· Since the FCC has given the waiver there are now two ways to take advantage – longer codes and higher power

· Battery advantages

· Before the waiver – MB-OFDM was called illegal – has that changed?

· It’s a fundamental shift. Synchronizing across Piconets was not a problem. Hopping was a potential problem.
· DS-UWB never said anything MB-OFDM was doing was illegal.

· There is no scheduler in the MAC.  Programmability is very important to device builders to make sure there is no interference. 
· 15.3 MAC is built to support these requirements.
· There was violent opposition to the FCC waiver before and now we seem to great support for this waiver.

· Both sides have absolute support for the waiver.

· Why did it take two years for DS-UWB see the value?

· DS-UWB asked that the FCC make a broad or a nothing response. The response was broad.
· Due diligence was needed.

· The waiver is not the same as a rule change. It takes effect immediately.

· When trying to do a worldwide regulatory do you support the waiver the same elsewhere?

· There will be some difference as it affects masks and out of band.
· The international rules should be the same as FCC ruling, “KISS”
· International standards are very political and may give us some differences. In practice “KISS” has not been an option.

· Complexity and the latest technologies – could we not use more sophisticated error coding techniques.

· DS-UWB looked at trying to keep a balance – low complexity and support the target applications. Scaling was an important factor. Watts out of the battery was also important.

· MB-OFDM thinks that at some time in the future we will all be doing this.

The chair Bob Heile came back to the room and asked everyone’s help getting a virus problem fixed. We are also seeking volunteers for a new secretary
The session recessed at 3:32 PM
Session 5
The TG vice chairman, Chuck Brabenac, called the session to order at 4:00 PM
Continued Q&A was on the following topics

· Shared Duty Cycle Operation for Multiple Applications as shown on slide 9 in Matt Welborns’s presentation may not be possible in real life.

· Slide indicates that there is potential for increase in capacity. If you have an applications that is using about 20% of the capacity under the old rules you were limited, and now with the new rules it can be done faster. 

· Scheduling uncertainty, overhead, etc. are still very important issues
· This has always been true for MB-OFDM, why does DS-UWB now require all these additional changes.  
· With the higher power now allowed with the new rules we can do things faster.
· Scaling is now a bigger advantage. 

· It looks like there may be a way to take DS-UWB up to 2Gbps?

· When you scale up DS-UWB the flow suffers.

· FFT that is running on MB-OFDM all the time is a very low drain on power and system resources.
· Scalability may not be as simple as the DS-UWB slides show.
· Taking advantage of the waiver one system has Raleigh fading the other does not.
· What is the relation to the devices that Freescale is shipping compared to the proposal.

· They are the same.

· The waiver on power will not affect the other international standards
· Slide 5 – Different connections to/from devices – The differences before we had the waiver and now after the waiver?
· Total power out of spec?
· TDMA like so not all on at the same time.

· The diagram is a single piconet before waiver and after it has more space since the signal is bursty. Over the timescale before it was 100% and after could only be 10%.

· How does this waiver affect the phy? Because all you have shown is how it affects MAC and that is the same for both DS-UWB and MB-OFDM?
· There are significant differences.

· By scheduling your DS-UWB device you can now transmit with 50 times power?
· We have tried to meet all requirements of needed applications.

· Two waivers were given one on MB-OFM request and the other on gating.

· The intent was to allow packet gating.

· To Godi- Do you feel the waiver is dangerous to the international regulatory?
· U.S. allows a playing field, Europe tries to protect existing services. 
· The waiver is great for the UWB community.

· Yes it is good.

· It may not have any impact on other regions regulators.

· To Matt – the main justification for waiver was that the FCC’s rules were originally very conservative?
· The text of the waiver clearly states that that is not true, but simulations and measurements prove that there is not a problem with MB-OFDM and is no greater than DS-UWB.
· Paragraph 12 of the waiver read it.
· Be careful with parsing what you want to hear.

· Do you think the FCC was fair?

· Yes – advantages for both approaches
· Will proposals change?

· DS-UWB will show more effectiveness and efficiency

· MB-OFDM will take a more reserve approach due to vote tomorrow.

· How do you explain the discrepancy with the extra power and interference shown before waiver?

· MB-OFDM has in the past two years has shown in an honest way what the interference and power was from simulations and measurements. Also showing the flaws presented by Freescale.

· DS-UWB states that the FCC has reaffirmed many of the statements. 
· The discrepancy is still there.

· FCC does not say that the information was wrong.

· The comments in paragraph 12 state that more interference is not true.

· Paragraph 9 shows that hopping was clearly defined.

· Do you think the waiver puts the MB-OFDM at a disadvantage

· No, the system is very flexible
· There are differences in waveform

· Does the waiver address the concerns of no voters on MB-OFDM
· DS _UWB – No, 6db better is still there

· MB-OFDM – Yes, all requirements can be met

· Slide 8 does this give a real system performance improvement
· Yes there is more signal to noise, but the throughput is not increase in a mobile app. – less time is needed and thus there is a power savings

· This is a MAC issue

· The time it took to file all this to the FCC – why? How can we do better?

· It was necessary to be sure we abided by the FCC rules.
· No compromise discussions were procedurally decided against.

· Two years ago things looked and felt different.

· Now that both parties are satisfied with the ruling, we need to work together on international regulations.

· Slide 9, from principle both proposals can do this.  To get from top to bottom can both proposals have a 4X increase of power?
· DS-UWB – we have hardware doing this already

· MB-OFDM – we would like to study this, as it is not responsible to jump to such a conclusion at this point.
The vice Chair said we will resume tomorrow with the panel on compromise at 4:00 PM

The session recessed at 6:07 PM 
THURSDAY, 17 JANUARY 2005
Session 6
The TG chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 5:05 PM
Roberto Aiello said since we are working on a compromise, he made a motion to adjourn.
Mark Fidler seconded it.

The meeting adjourned at 5:10 PM
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