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Conference call on 4 December 2002
Conference call on 11 December 2002
MINUTES OF SG3a CONFERENCE CALL ON 4 DECEMBER 2002
A conference call meeting of the Alt-PHY Study Group of the IEEE 802.15 Working Group was held on December 4, 2002, hosted by XtremeSpectrum.  The meeting began at 11:00 AM CST.

1. Participation.

The following 10 people participated in the meeting:

Jay Bain, Time Domain

Anuj Batra, Texas Instruments

Chuck Brabenac, Intel

Mary DuVal, Texas Instruments

Jason Ellis, General Atomics

Jeyhan Karaoguz, Broadcom

Len Miller, NIST

Marcus Pendergrass, Time Domain

Rick Roberts, XtremeSpectrum

Richard Wilson, IDMicro/France Telecom

2. Agenda

The chairman, Rick Roberts, called the meeting to order at 11:05 AM CST.  The purpose of the meeting was to informally discuss the proposed text for the downselection voting procedure (current document 02/465r1), steps 3-10, including vote to eliminate low supported proposals (step 3), vote for the desired proposal (including confirmation vote - steps 4-8) and contingency plan (step 9).  For this purpose, the meeting was turned over to Mary DuVal.

3. Discussion of Downselection Procedures

The third step of the downselection procedures currently reads as follows:

3.  An elimination vote shall be taken to remove proposals having little support within the task group.  Each voting member shall be asked to vote for or against each individual proposal or abstain.  In this round, each voting member will cast a number of votes equal to the number of proposals.  The task group shall eliminate from consideration all proposals that are unable to reach a level of support of 25% of the votes cast, i.e. each proposal must have at least 25% of the votes cast for the proposal in order for it to remain in consideration.  Abstentions shall be counted toward the number of total votes cast.

The following comments were made for possible modification of the text:

· It should be clarified that this procedure will be exercised only once at the beginning of the process.

· This step should not be exercised unless there are more than three proposals.

· The current text effectively makes an abstention equal to a NO vote; it was suggested that this is contrary to Robert’s Rules of Order.  As summarized by Mary, two positions were stated:

· Leave abstains counting as passive “NO” votes, since not voting for a proposal can be interpreted as lack of support.

· Suggest removing abstain votes from the total to allow voters to choose not to express an opinion on a proposal.

· (Mary’s summary)  It was suggested that each voter could be given two votes to cast for any proposal, with the lowest supporting proposals (with TBD threshold) being eliminated.  The threshold would need to be lower than 25%.  Jeyhan’s suggestion was to make the percentage equal to number of proposals divided by number of voters.  Mary reminded the group that the consensus reached at the November meeting was to create a 2-staged vote with the first stage being a low hurdle elimination vote to remove low supported proposals (reference 02/477r2, slide 11).

The fourth through sixth steps of the downselection procedures currently read as follows:

4.  After any voting that eliminates proposals (Item 3 and 7) or after a reset (Item 9), the remaining proposals may undergo technical changes without having to merge with other proposals.
5.  Presenters shall have the opportunity to merge proposals with their mutual consent.
6.  The remaining candidates will again be given 60 minutes to present data related to their proposals and to answer any additional questions.
No comments were made for possible modification of this text.

The seventh step of the downselection procedures currently reads as follows:
7.  Rounds of voting will be held that successively eliminate one candidate proposal at a time.  On each round of voting, the candidate proposal that receives the least number of votes shall be eliminated from consideration.  (In the event of a tie for the least number of votes, a separate vote shall be held to select which of the candidates receiving the least votes shall be eliminated in the current round.  The other candidate(s) shall remain for the next round.)  Between rounds of voting, presenters will again have the opportunity to merge proposals.  If a merger occurs, the remaining proposals that did not merge will have the opportunity to present the details of their proposal again.  The rounds of voting will continue until only one candidate proposal remains.

The following comments were made for possible modification of the text (and previous steps as it may be):

· (Mary’s notes)  There seems to be a missing sentence stating that merged proposals will have the opportunity to present the results of a merger.  The text concentrates on providing intact proposals opportunities to present at the same time merger proposals are presented.

· It should be clarified that “merging” includes “technical changes”.

· Concern was expressed that time is needed to create supporting documentation (i.e. a presentation) if two proposals merge.  The time element is not spelled out; apparently it is left to the chairman to allocate the appropriate amount of time.  

· (Mary’s notes)  Steps 5, 7 and 1 all talk about possibilities of merging proposals.  This many discussions on the same topic makes the process flow confusing.  Suggestion to place merger topic in step 5 where, by the flow, it naturally occurs.

· Mergers could occur before Step 3 and even before the first oral presentations (based on the electronic versions of the proposals).

· (Mary’s notes)  Chuck Brabenac suggested that a decision point be added after step 3.  If only one proposal remains after the 1st elimination round, should we proceed to the confirmation vote or allow mergers and technical changes to occur in proposals and revote the elimination round.

· Chuck has a flow chart for the process that he will send to Len for inclusion in these minutes (see next page).

It was suggested that the flow chart be reviewed prior to the next conference call to help the further discussions.

4. Closing 

The meeting closed at 11:57 AM CST.
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MINUTES OF SG3a CONFERENCE CALL ON 11 DECEMBER 2002
A conference call meeting of the Alt-PHY Study Group of the IEEE 802.15 Working Group was held on December 11, 2002, hosted by Texas Instruments.  The meeting began at 11:00 AM CST.

1. Participation.

The following 10 people participated in the meeting:

Roberto Aiello, General Atomics

Jay Bain, Time Domain

Anuj Batra, Texas Instruments

Chuck Brabenac, Intel

Mary DuVal, Texas Instruments

Jason Ellis, General Atomics

Len Miller, NIST

Marcus Pendergrass, Time Domain

Rick Roberts, XtremeSpectrum

Matt Welborn, XtremeSpectrum

2. Agenda

The chairman, Rick Roberts, called the meeting to order at 11:05 AM CST.  The purpose of the meeting was to informally discuss the proposed text for the downselection voting procedure (current document 02/465r1), steps 8-10.  For this purpose, the meeting was turned over to Mary DuVal.

3. Discussion of Downselection Procedures

The current text of steps 8 and 9 in 02/465r1 is as follows:

8.  When one proposal is left, there shall be a confirmation roll call vote either in favor of the proposal or for none of the above. The proposal shall be required to achieve a 75% majority in order to be submitted to the working group as a recommendation.  If the remaining proposal fails to achieve a 75% majority, the members who voted "no" shall be requested to state why they voted no and what would be required to change their vote to an affirmative vote.  The proposer shall have an opportunity to respond to the concerns of the no voters.  After which another roll call vote only including the NO voters and anyone wanting to change their vote will be taken to approve the proposal.

9.  If the last remaining proposal fails to receive 75% majority, the process shall return to step 4 at the point where there were only three proposals existing.  If two proposals decide to merge at this point, the next previously eliminated proposal down will be added to provide a total of 3 proposals on the floor.  

(Reference: the flow chart on the previous page.)  In step 8, if there is not a 75% approval of the single remaining proposal, the No-votes require explanation and can be responded to; if this procedure does not result in making the vote at least 75%, step 9 calls for calling back previously eliminated proposals.

The consensus of the group was that response to No-votes in step 8 can be proposer acceptance of technical changes that intended to result in a Yes-vote, preferably immediately.  However, the chair can use discretion in allowing the proposer time to consult its home office (for example) or in allocating time for presentation of the technical changes.

Discussing possible severity of technical changes brought up the point that the proposer may want time to prepare a formal response to the “NO” vote reasons.   Suggestions were made to possibly allow a day for preparation and 30 minutes for presentation.   As indicated previously, the group seem fine with allowing the chair discretion in this matter.

Concerning step 9, changes need to be made in step 3 to increase the likelihood that there are three proposals to go back to.  OR, modify step 9 to bring back however many proposals were left if there are fewer than three.  OR, modify the threshold when going back as needed to obtain three proposals with the highest support.

One concern relative to these issues is that merger activity prior to step 3 will result in a small number of proposals. 

Having completed discussion of the draft downselection procedures in seriatim, the opportunity was given to revisit any of the steps or issues related to them.

· Concern was expressed by some that early merging penalizes the proposers because the time for presentation is allocated on a per-proposal basis; it was suggested that (N-1) additional time increments (15 minutes) be allocated on top of the basic one-hour presentation time for the merging of N proposals, up to a limit of possibly 2-3 hours.  Others expressed the feeling that the incentive for merging is the improved likelihood of acceptance of the merged proposal, and additional time is not needed.  Some suggested that presentations over 1 hour in length are not necessary to sell the merged concept and that it might even work against the presenter.
· It was suggested that having a sample ballot in hand during the presentation stage would help the group formulate their responses to the proposals.

4. Closing 

The meeting closed at 11:49 AM CST.
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