3
1

	Project
	IEEE 802.20 Working Group on Mobile Broadband Wireless Access 

<http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/20/>

	Title
	Draft Meeting Minutes,  802.20 Interim Meeting  - Session #18, Waikoloa Village, Hawaii, USA,  Jan 16-19, 2006

	Date Submitted
	2006-01-31, revised Feb. 22 for Comments appendix and other corrections

	Source(s)
	Rajat Prakash, as acting Recording Secretary for the session 
QUALCOMM, Incorporated
5775 Morehouse Drive
San Diego, CA, 92121
	
Email: rprakash@qualcomm.com

	Re:
	802.20 Session#18

	Abstract
	Draft of the Minutes of the Session #18; 

	Purpose
	Minutes of the Session.

	Notice
	This document has been prepared to assist the IEEE 802.20 Working Group. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s). The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.

	Release
	The contributor grants a free, irrevocable license to the IEEE to incorporate material contained in this contribution, and any modifications thereof, in the creation of an IEEE Standards publication; to copyright in the IEEE’s name any IEEE Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication. The contributor also acknowledges and accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.20.

	Patent Policy
	The contributor is familiar with IEEE patent policy, as outlined in Section 6.3 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual <http://standards.ieee.org/guides/opman/sect6.html#6.3> and in Understanding Patent Issues During IEEE Standards Development <http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/guide.html>.


Draft - Meeting Minutes of the 802.20 Session #18
Jan 16-19, 2006
Waikoloa Village, Hawaii, USA

Rajat Prakash, as acting Recording Secretary

The 18th session of 802.20 was held at the Jan 2006 Interim meeting of IEEE 802.

Contributions and WG documents referenced in these minutes can be found at the

802.20 website, http://www.ieee802.org/20/
See the Appendix A-1 for the overall session attendance and participation credit list.

Minutes of 802.20 Monday Jan 16, 2005 

Meeting started at 1:00 pm.
Chair went over the presentation C802.20-06/09 (Chair’s opening slides for Plenary).

· Bylaws on Patents (as revised in January 2006)

· Copy Right Rules

· Logistics of the session.
· IEEE 802 meeting conduct 

· Sign in procedure for the session
· IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards
· Logistics for the session
· Meeting agenda and objectives
Quorum Roll Call: Results from the voters list read by the recording secretary: 66 present, 13 absent. Results listed in Appendix B. Chair declared quorum was present for the session. There were no objections to the Quorum Call and the Chair’s declared quorum.
Manual sign in Attendance books were distributed. The Chair stated the books were not to leave the room. He also stated this is an honor system and any attempt to falsify attendance would result in No session credit.

Motion to approve the minutes of the November meeting. Moved by Nancy Bravin, second by Ayman Naguib. Debate on the motion. 
Request for following amendment in minutes: Request in last meeting from James Mollenauer to chair that he discuss with the 802 Executive Committee that members disclose their affiliations more completely.” The chair asked James Mollenauer to propose text for update of the minutes. The mover and seconder agreed. This was done and the minutes were revised with Mr. Mollenauer agreement. 
Request for following amendment in minutes (Jose Puthenkulam): Discussion about letter from ATIS should be added in minutes. Chair agreed to make the change. The mover and seconder agreed.
Question from Anna Tee on 75% attendance requirement in November meeting. The chair responded that his ruling about 75% attendance has not changed. He explained that guidance and further inputs from the 802 Chair did not provide any information to change his November ruling. Anna Tee stated she disagreed with the ruling.  Jose Puthenkulam expressed support for Anna Tee.

Request from Jim Ragsdale that quotation marks be added to statement of Jose Puthenkulam on page 6 of the minutes. The mover and seconder agreed.
Motion to approve minutes with changes suggested above: Motion passes with 51 yes, 1 no, 3 abstain. 

Motion to approve the agenda. Moved by Nancy Bravin second by Lynne Dorward. Debate on the motion.

Friendly amendment by Jim Ragsdale to amend agenda such that the group recess for the day at 5pm on all days (given the time difference from East Coast of US).  Amendment not accepted by mover.

Motion Jim Ragsdale and second by Dan Gal to amend agenda such that we recess for the day at 5pm on all days. 

Mark Klerer argued against amendment because in his opinion it will set a bad precedent, keeping in mind that IEEE meetings occur at different time zones. 13 yes, 42 no, 1 abstain. Motion fails.
Request for friendly amendment by Jose Puthenkulam to discuss EC Indemnification memo. Chair agreed to discuss this memo with a ten minute time allocation. Mover and seconder agreed.
Friendly amendment: under Q&A for MBTDD and MBFDD, allocate fifteen minutes for discussion of response to previous questions posted during the November meeting. Accepted by mover and seconder.
Vote on motion to approve agenda, with two amendments noted above. Approved with 54 yes, 1 No and zero abstains. Approved Agenda is shown in Appendix A-2.
Update on email (Indemnification Memo to 802 members) received by chair from 802. Details in Bylaw I-300.3. Chair discussed and projected on the screen the email he had received.
Statement from IEEE standards official: IEEE plans to introduce training/tutorial information about Indemnification process and requested members to familiarize members with the same.

Early break at 2:25pm was taken because of power supply problems in the meeting room. 
Resumed at 3:15pm.

Chair noted that if the agenda is extended to allow for evening session, there will be a vote on whether attendance for the evening session will count towards attendance credit.

Chair presented a slide on technology selection from contribution C802.20-06/09, and noted that there is only one TDD (after merger) and one FDD proposal remaining for consideration by the group. 
Motion: Moved by Hassan Yaghoobi second by Anna Tee. Because of the small number of proposals the mover requests postponement of the confirmation process to March. 

Chair noted that this motion will change the agenda, and hence a 2/3 vote is needed to approve this motion.

Mark Klerer said that a similar discussion and vote occurred in November. Jose Puthenkulam argued that more time should be given to proponents to bring in new proposals.

Vote on the motion: Yes 13, No 47, 1 Abstain. Motion fails.
Al Wieczorek requested for a roll call vote. 

Motion for a roll call vote (moved by Al Wieczorek, second by Anna Tee). Vote on the motion.  14 Yes, 43 No; Motion fails.
Presentation: (05/58r1, 06/08, 05/62r1, 05/87r1) MBFDD proposal, Presenters James Tomcik, Alex Gorokhov, Tingfang Ji, Fatih Ulupinar . Started at 3:45pm.  Presenters requested that questions be taken after the presentations are over.
Presentation ended at 4:45pm. 
Q&A on the proposal begins. As noted in the change to agenda, there are 15 minutes reserved for Q&A for questions submitted during November and responded to with contributions. 
Q&A started at 4:55pm.
Alan Jette stated: The link-system interface was specifically required
in the initial submission for a proposal package - per Evaluation
Criteria (PD-09), section 7 and Technology Selection Process (PD-10),
section 3.2.  Since this data was not initially provided, the original QC proposal was incomplete for this reason and it should be disqualified.
Jose Puthenkulam stated: The proposal does not include a 1.25MHz mode, but the SRD/PAR requires that the technology support 1.25MHz solution. Presenters replied that there is no requirement that proponents bring in a 1.25MHz system per the approved Requirements document.
Anna Tee and Hassan Yaghoobi stated: The proposal does not include transmitter and receiver specifications. The presenters responded that such specifications are not required for complete proposals.
5:25pm
Motion : Moved by Hassan Yaghoobi, second by Anna Tee. The proposals MBFDD and MBTDD are not compliant relative to the following items: 

Section 4.2.5.2 and Section 4.2.5.3 of IEEE 802.20 SRD (PD-06r1) and lack of a 1.25MHz solution as cited in the PAR. Refer to 06/06 contribution.
Motion fails: Yes 11, No 45, Abstain 1.

Continue with Q&A, including 10 minutes given to questions from earlier contribution (November) by Alan Jette.
General Q&A resumed at 6:05pm.
Farooq Khan stated that the proposal should meet the 10ms delay requirement and the spectral efficiency requirements simultaneously.  The presenters stated that the two requirements are met separately and therefore compliant.
Chair noted that there are 2 more hours for Q&A available on Tuesday morning.

Recessed at 6:30pm.
Minutes of 802.20 Tuesday Jan 17, 2005
The session resumed at 8:00am.

Continue Questions and Answers on MBFDD proposal. 

Leo Razoumov questioned the validity of the link to system interface and requested the presenters to provide more details (under the Fractional Frequency Reuse scheme) in the next meeting. The presenters stated they would have an offline discussion of this issue with him.
Jim Ragsdale stated: The requirement for spectral efficiency on the down link vehicular channel should be met for a Vehicular B Channel. 
The presenters replied that the requirement is met for the Vehicular A channel, and this is sufficient to satisfy the evaluation criteria and requirements.

Several attendees requested that their comments and presenters responses be included in the minutes. These comments and responses, as collected through email exchanges, are included Appendix C-2.

Comment from Anna Tee about number of Guard carriers needed, and request from Farooq Khan about assumptions needed for FFR.  These questions, along with several other questions were submitted in writing. The recording secretary forwarded the questions to the proponents, and the questions and responses are included in Appendix C2.
End of Q&A.

Break from 10:20am-10:50am.
Resumed at 10:55am.

Presentation (started 11am): (06/03, 06/07, 05/67r1, 05/89r1) MBFDD proposal. Presenters James Tomcik, Alex Gorokhov, Tingfang Ji, Fatih Ulupinar.  Started at 3:45pm.  Presenters requested that questions be taken after the presentations are over.
Presentation ended at 12:05pm.

Break for lunch. 
Resume at 1:05pm for Q&A.

Some attendees requested that their comments and presenters responses be included in the minutes. Several questions were submitted in writing. The recording secretary forwarded the questions to the proponents, and the questions and responses are included in Appendix C-2.
Q&A ended at 3:40pm.
Break and resumed at 4:10pm.

Presentation  of  05/78r1, 05/79r1, 06/02. Presenters R. Canchi, D. Garg,  K. Murakami, and M. Kithara.

Presentation ended at 5:05pm.

Q&A started at 5:05pm.
Jose Puthenkulam requested that his following statement be included in the minutes: “The MBTDD proposal contains two distinct modes that cannot be deployed together. Nor are they interoperable. The authors’ answers to the questions confirm that these are two distinct proposals that have been artificially labeled as two modes within a single proposal". 
The presenters disagreed with the statement. The presenters stated that the modes provide additional flexibility to the potential operators of the networks. 
Recessed at 6:35pm
Minutes of 802.20 Wednesday Jan 18, 2005
Session resumed at 8:00am.

Q&A on MBTDD proposal continued.
Q&A for 625k mode and Wide band mode.

Contribution 06/10 from Anna Tee and others. Started at 9:20am. A first version of this document was submitted late Tuesday night. A revised version with significant changes (including changes in the contributor names) was provided at 9:20am on Wednesday, and the Chair agreed to consider this revised version. There were no objections from the working group. Both versions of the contribution are available on the 802.20 website under January contributions.
Break from 10-10:30. Chair noted that special orders of the day (confirmation vote) will begin at 10:30am.

Resumed at 10:30 for FDD vote.
A number of attendees requested a delay in the vote or stated they did not understand the approved agenda. The Chair stated the approved agenda has the confirmation vote as Special Orders of the Day and the vote will start now per the agenda. A side discussion with some attendees, Mat Sherman and Karen Kenney of IEEE staff occurred as members lined up for their ballots. The vote proceeded as stated by the Chair.
Confirmation Vote: Voting by written ballot begins. Voting results counted by Mat Sherman, First Vice Chair of the 802 Executive Committee, and Eshwar Pittampalli, Liaison Vice Chair of 802.20. 
11:10am

Results 55 Yes, 14 No Votes passes with 79.7%. The FDD remaining proposal MBFDD is confirmed.
Resumed general orders of the day till next special order of the day at 11:30am.
Motion: Hassan Yaghoobi proposed and James Mollenauer seconded.  To invalidate the results of confirmation voting for MBFDD so that the revisions required to address Non-Compliance issues listed in Contribution c802.20-06-01r2 can be submitted for working group consideration before a re-voting on confirmation.

Chair noted that this is a technical motion and requires 75% to pass.

The mover requested a Roll Call vote. The Chair granted the request. The Roll Call results are listed in Appendix B.
Motion failed. 13 Yes, 53 No and 2 abstain. 
11:25am.

Motion: Moved by Anna Tee, second Hassan Yaghoobi. To postpone confirmation voting for MBTDD so that the revision required addressing Non-Compliance C802.20-06-10r2 can be submitted for working group consideration.
Chair stated that this is a change to agenda and needs 66% to pass.

Seconder requested for roll call vote. Chair asked for motion to do roll call vote.

Motion to have a roll call (moved by Hassan Yaghoobi, second by Anna Tee).  11 yes, 51 no. Motion to have roll call fails.
Statement from Siavash Alamouti representing Intel in favor of motion, with request that statement be included in the minutes. Statement is included in the Appendix C1. Al Jette, Motorola, supported the statement.
Vote on main motion 11:35am:  12 No, 50 Yes and1 Abstain: motion fails.
11:40am

Special Orders of the Day – TDD confirmation vote
Confirmation Vote: for TDD.  Results counted by Mat Sherman and Eshwar Pittampalli.  54 yes, 14 no. Confirmation vote passes with 80.6% approval.
Chair stated he would issue a Working Group Letter Ballot based upon the draft, contribution C802.20-06/04, confirmed for FDD and TDD, per the approved Technology Selection Process. 
Recess for lunch 12-1:30pm
Chair noted that second confirmation vote not needed, so we move to next agenda item regarding a PAR extension.
Motion from Mark Klerer, second by Nancy Bravin. The 802.20 Working Group approves the request for a two year extension of the current PAR. The chair will forward the completed PAR Extension Form to the 802 Executive Committee for approval. If approved the request will be sent to NesCom for its approval. Two years is the customarily granted extension; however a one year extension shall also be acceptable if that is deemed appropriate by the 802 EC and NesCom.
Debate on the motion:
Comment from Jose Puthenkulam: Request to the chair to forward this motion/extension request to chairs of other working groups.  Chair stated the extension will be sent to all Executive Committee members and that includes all Working Group Chairs. 

James Mollenauer asked: How does the chair think this time will be used. The chair said this extension maybe needed for the Working Group and Sponsor ballots given the potential time required for forming the Sponsor pool and recirculation ballots. However, the Chair is committed to attempting to finish in 2006. Based upon input from the Chair of 802, the Chair believes it is appropriate to have an extension as insurance for the group to finish the standards development. 
Request from Jose Puthenkulam: If we are requesting the PAR to be extended for 2 years, it is very appropriate to extend the opportunity for new proposals to be submitted by other members in the WG for consideration in March and beyond, rather than hastily rushing through the technology selection with a single proposal for MBFDD and MBTDD and rushing to letter ballot. A number of people spoke against this comment and stated support for the extension.
2:45pm
Vote on the motion: 51 yes, 8 no, 1 abstain. Motion passes with 86.4%.  Chair will send the extension form to the EC for approval in the March Plenary.
Discussion on “Next steps on Technology Selection and additional votes, if needed”

Chair mentioned that the draft will be in a members area, passwords to be issued later. Mark Klerer volunteered and was appointed by chair as editor, and chair will appoint a comment resolution committee/group. 
2:50pm
Next meeting planning agenda item: Chair requested participants to reserve rooms in Denver as soon as possible as the hotel is almost full.

Chair noted there will be an election for offices of 802.20 in the next meeting. Election is 7pm Monday (local time) per the Working Group P&P. Chair will send an email asking for nominations, and reminded everyone to look at procedures.
Chair noted that it is unlikely that the next meeting will go on beyond Tuesday or Wednesday.

Question from Jose Puthenkulam: What is the nature of the committee that resolves comments, and who will be in the committee. Will the chair kindly send a notice on the 802.20 reflector soliciting individuals interested in participation in the Letter Ballot resolution committee to contact you? 
The chair stated that he has not decided on the membership or size of the committee yet. Chair requested people interested in participating on the committee should send him an email.
Close of Session Agenda Item:
Motion from Hassan Yaghoobi, second by Anna Tee: To distribute the proposed PAR extension form of 802.20 to all 802 working group chairs and ask them to obtain feedback and comments at the March Plenary from their members.
Chair stated he thought this was unnecessary as he previously stated the extension form would be sent the Executive Committee. 
A number of people spoke against this motion stating they did not understand the purpose or felt it was outside the 802 P&P.  Others spoke in support.
Mover requested for roll call vote. The Chair granted the request for a Roll Call vote. The Roll Vote is listed in Appendix B.
Motion fails after roll call vote: 12 yes, 46 no, 8 abstain.

Motion to Adjourn

Moved by David Huo
Second by Nancy Bravin
Yes  53, No 6; Motion passes.
Time: 230 pm

Chair asked everyone come up and sign in for PM1 if they had not had a chance to do so. If people had already signed for PM2, the PM2 attendance will be crossed out by the Chair with no assumed falsification issues.
Session #18 is adjourned
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Appendix A-2 – Approved Agenda
	Proposed Detail Agenda – Jan. 2006 Interim – 802.20 As Approved Monday

	Monday, Jan. 16, 2006 8:00AM - 10:00 AM

	Joint Opening 802.11/15/18/19/20/21/22 (Attendance is requested but optional)
- IEEE IPR rules and conduct
- Logistics for the session

- Session Objectives by Working Group
- Proposed 802.20 Session Objectives & Agenda

	

	Agenda items time are for time management, except Special orders
	 
	 

	Monday, Jan. 16 1:00PM – 6:30 PM (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)

	 Opening Session of 802.20
- Attendance Procedure & Quorum Call
- Approval of Agenda including modifications

- Approval of Nov. Plenary Minutes
- Review of EC/WG actions in Nov. & other EC actions(Specifically 10 mins on 802 Chair Letter on Indemnification) 
- Other Session Logistics 

Technology Selection Process steps for session:

- Remaining Proposals for selection voting

-Merged Proposals, if any

-Revised Proposal, if any

Remaining FDD Complete Proposals Presentations:

- MBFDD Proposal: Package Index and Summary  

  Classification Statement- Jim Tomcik
- MBFDD Updates- Jim Tomcik 
- MBFDD Report 1 Presentation- Jim Tomcik
- MBFDD Report 2 Presentation- Jim Tomcik
- Questions and Answers (includes15 mins. for Q response to prev. contributions)
	1:00pm- 3:00pm

3:00pm-3:30pm

4:00pm-6:30pm


	C802.20-06/09

C802.20-05/58r1

C802.20-06/08

C802.20-05/62r1

C802.20-05/87r1



	


	Agenda items time are for time management, except Special orders
	
	

	Tuesday, Jan. 17, 2006 8:00AM - 12:30 PM (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM)

	Remaining FDD Complete Proposals(continued) 

- Questions and Answers

Remaining TDD Complete Proposals Presentations

- MBTDD Proposal: Package Index and

  Summary Classification Statement- Jim Tomcik

- MBTDD Updates- Jim Tomcik

- MBTDD Wideband Mode Report 1-J. Tomcik  
	8:00am– 10:00am

10:30am–12:30pm


	C802.20-06/03

C802.20-06/07

C802.20-05/67r1

	Tuesday, Jan. 17, 2006 1:30PM – 6:30 PM (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 

	Remaining TDD Proposals Presentations continued 

- MBTDD Wideband Mode Report 2 – J. Tomcik

- Questions and Answers for MBTTD WideBand Mode

MBTDD 625k-MC Mode (BEST-WINE) revised  Technology Proposal Overview – R. Canchi

MBTDD 625k-MC Mode (BEST-WINE) Performance Report 1 Presentation– R. Canchi

MBTDD 625k - MC Mode Performance Evaluation Report 2 Presentation– R. Canchi
	1:30pm - 3:30pm

4:00pm - 6:30pm

 
	C802.20-05/89r1

C802.20-05/78r1

C802.20-05/79r1

C802.20-06/02



	Wednesday, Jan. 18, 2006 8:00AM - 12:30 PM (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM)

	Remaining TDD Complete Proposals(continued) 

- Questions and Answers

Questions on IEEE 802.20 proposals – Anna Tee

** Confirmation Vote for FDD

** Confirmation Vote for TDD

(**Special Orders of the Day)
	8:00am -9:00am

9:00am -10:00am

10:30am-11:30am

11:30am-12:30pm


	C802.20-06/10



	Wednesday, Jan. 18, 2006 1:30PM – 5:30 PM (Break 3:00 – 3:30PM)

	Additional Presentations if requested/needed by Candidates 

** Confirmation Vote for FDD

** Confirmation Vote for TDD

(**Special Orders of the Day)
	1:30 pm–3:00 pm

3:30 pm–4:30 pm

4:30 pm–5:30 pm


	

	Wednesday, Jan. 18, 2006 6:00PM - 9:30 PM

	-  802 Social Reception
	 
	 

	Thursday, Jan. 19, 2006 8:00AM - 12:30 PM (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM)

	PAR Extension- Motion to Request extension for 2yrs 

Next Steps on Technology Selection and additional votes, if needed


	8:00am-10:0am

10:30am-12:30pm


	

	Thursday, Jan. 19, 2006 1:30PM - 5:00PM (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)

	New Business
Next Meeting Planning 
Close of the Session and Adjourn

Agenda items time are for time management, except Special orders
	1:30pm – 2:30pm
2:30pm – 4:30pm
4:30pm – 5:00pm
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Appendix C1 – Intel Statement
“My name is Siavash M. Alamouti representing Intel and I request that my following statement be include in the minutes.

A call for proposals was issued by IEEE 802.20 on Sept 26 2005 with a deadline for all complete proposals to be generated and submitted in complete form by Oct 28th, 2005. Essentially, only one month time was provided for all participants of 802.20 WG to generate proposals towards the technology selection process. The last three days of IEEE 802.20 meetings and the November 2005 meetings in Vancouver have shown that the proceedings may have been controlled by a single entity that has held control over the majority of the votes, with the result that every substantive decision was resolved in that entity's favor. As a result, we now have a single proposal for the FDD mode from a single entity.

The merged proposal for TDD is from 2 entities. These proposals have been put to vote prematurely without the consent of a number of companies who have asked repeatedly for the opportunity for more individuals to bring contributions and proposals for consideration by the WG. We believe that the WG includes 20 or more consultants who appear to be participating in block voting which is in strict violation of IEEE Standards Development Policies and Procedures.


We believe that:


- The schedule for evaluation, down-selection, and confirmation was improperly compressed to two meetings hence preventing many individuals in making contributions or proposals. 


- We have found many ambiguities in the functionality, practicality, and possible performance of the proposals through our cursory review. This is of no surprise as these proposals did not go through the usual rigorous evaluation which is common practice in IEEE.

There was little opportunity for the industry to contribute to the proposals and address these shortcomings.


- Many questions and comments by individuals from Intel and other companies attending the meetings were not adequately addressed.


We believe these practices reflect poorly on IEEE and the leadership of this 802.20 work group.  


In spite of many requests to not carry out the confirmation vote this session and also to allow for new proposals to be considered in March to allow for more industry participation, the WG ignored such reasonable requests.  As anyone who participates in other IEEE activities knows, work group chairs routinely approve reasonable requests for additional time for comment and consideration of technical proposals, and to allow and encourage improvements to those proposals, not only because it is in the interest of IEEE, but out of common courtesy.  


Adoption of these proposals under these conditions will likely tarnish the reputation of IEEE generally and the leadership of this work group in particular.  We urge all individuals involved in 802.20 WG to support this motion and to pursue all options within IEEE to ensure a fair and inclusive process with wider participation in this WG.”
Appendix C2 – Minuted Questions and Answers
During Questions and Answers parts of the session a number of individuals requested that their questions be entered into the minutes. Given the number of requests and the need to also have the recorded responses, the Chair requested individuals provide their question for the minutes by email and responses by technology proponents were obtained in a similar manner. The following questions were submitted by email to the chair and the recording secretary. Responses to the questions were obtained from the proponents by email and included.
Questions from Anna Tee, Samsung

1. Performance Items: Require further essential data to evaluate technology 
Response: The proposal package is complete and compliant according to the Technology Selection Procedure. 802.20 agreed that the Evaluation Criteria Document (802.20 PD-09) and the TSP (802.20 PD-10) which defines a proposal package) were sufficient to evaluate the technology submissions; hence the proposals were crafted to match these requirements. Although “bonus” data is provided in the submissions, not every conceivable metric is included. A detailed response to each comment is provided below.
a. The scenario of multicarrier was not simulated. The specific details of the use of quasi-guard subcarriers are not provided in the specification. Information on the quasi-guard subcarrier as provided by the proposal is insufficient for a potential standards draft.
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require simulating all possible modes of a system. Detailed information on how quasi-guard subcarriers are used for the Forward Link (FL) and the Reverse Link (RL) are specified in sections 9.3.2 and 9.4.1 of C802.20-06-04, respectively.
b. As the probability of packet lost during handoff is not included in simulation, performance data for handoff scenario is not complete.
· Response: The probability of packet loss during handoff is not part of the Connected State Handoff Metrics specified in the Evaluation Criteria Document, and was not reported. 

c. Access delay is an important aspect of a mobile broadband wireless access system, but the performance is not clear analyzed. Further investigation should be performed to evaluate the performance of the access design.
· Response: Mean and tail access delay have been sufficiently analyzed in Section 2.2.2.3 of Performance Report I (C802.20-05/66r1) according to the Evaluation Criteria Document.
d. MIMO simulations were performed at the link level, for Pedestrian B channel model with low mobility of 3 km/h only, thus it does not indicate the realistic performance at the system level, i.e., in a multi-cell, multi-sector environment. 
· Response: Report I includes detailed multi-cell, multi-sector simulation of MIMO systems.  All FL simulation results in Section 4 of Performance Report I fully model the multi-cell, multi-sector environment for MIMO performance study.
e. Simulation results for traffic mix seem to indicate an insufficient number of statistical samples and low confidence level, as shown on slide 11 of contribution 05/89r1.
· Response: Deviations of latencies shown on slide 11 are on the order of a few ms  which is insignificant compared to latencies introduced by vocoder, dejitter buffer and backhaul delay. Hence, the statistical significance of all presented results is sufficient for the purpose of performance evaluation. 

f. The performance comparison between the use of MBTDD wideband mode or 625k MC mode for a given channel block size, e.g., 5 MHz, is not available.
· Response: Comparison of performance of different modes in a proposal is not required by the Evaluation Criteria Document. 

g. According to Section 13.2 of the adopted evaluation criteria document, the proponents shall provide contour plots of constant minimum service levels. This information is not available for MBFDD and the wideband mode of MBTDD.
· Response: All required contour plots are included in the report. See Figures 4.7-4.9 and Figures 4.11-4.12 of MBFDD and MBTDD 
Wideband Mode Performance Report I documents.  
h. The MBTDD 625k MC mode uses beamforming at the base station. The proponent cannot provide clear information on whether the transmit power emission satisfies the FCC regulatory requirements under the beamforming condition.
· The MBTDD 625k-MC mode’s Base Stations have an array of antennas with sophisticated spatial temporal signal processing to manage the transmit and  receive signal power. The signal algorithm used for fully adaptive antenna processing enables the system to tune automatically to yield enhanced signal reception by calculating spatio-temporal weights and applying them to received signal.  As the system is TDD, the same spatio-temporal weights are applied to signals meant for immediate downlink transmission. 

Please refer document: C802.20-05/75, which clearly spells out the fact that 625k-MC mode does meet EIRP requirements set by FCC.

Please refer to sections of 22.913 and 24.232 CFR 47 for EIRP limits in cellular and PCS bands.  Finally please refer to the Chapter 6 of HC-SDMA for further description of Base Station with Multiple antenna Processing.

i. Link budget computation for the reverse link was performed for cell edge data rate of 64 kbps, which is relatively low. 
· Response: This issue was discussed in the development of the Evaluation Criteria document, and it was agreed that no specific edge data rate would be required by the Evaluation Criteria Document. The proposed system is agnostic to edge rates; hence rates other than 64 kbps could also be used for link budget evaluation. 
j. Signaling overhead has not been modeled in accordance to the evaluation criteria document.
· Response: The signaling overhead is modeled in accordance with the Evaluation Criteria Document. Please refer to section 1.3.3 in Performance Evaluation Report I and section 1.3 in Performance Evaluation Report II for detailed description of signaling overhead modeling. 

Questions from Farooq Khan, Samsung

Response: The proposal package is complete and compliant according to the Technology Selection Procedure. Detailed response to each comment is provided below.
1. In C802.20-06-08 on slide#12, a maximum number of transmissions are assumed as 6. These results in over 27ms MAC frame RTT which clearly violate the PAR requirement of less than10ms MAC frame RTT. Therefore, the MBFDD proposal does not meet the PAR requirement of MAC frame RTT. No simulation data has been provided with 1 Hybrid ARQ retransmission attempt in which case the MAC frame RTT requirement is met. The spectral efficiency data has only been provided assuming 6 transmissions. It is not clear if the proposal can meet the 802.20 spectral efficiency requirements when MAC frame RTT is limited to less than 10ms.
· Response: The MAC frame RTT is 5.5 ms, which meets the PAR requirements of < 10ms. The PAR requirement is that there has to be facility to send MAC packets < 10 ms, not every packet has to be sent in less then 10 ms.  This latency can be met under a large variety of channel conditions provided that modulation and coding is chosen appropriately. 
The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require system performance evaluation under the constraint of 10ms RTT. Hence the above cited simulation case was not reported.
2. In C802.20-06-08 on slide#21, an optional network initiated handoff is proposed. No information was presented on how the serving sector can obtain information about resources utilized in other cells and what kind of delays is associated with this kind of handoff. I request presenter of MBFDD to provide this information. 
· Response: Network management of resource information does not affect specification of the air interface portion of the optional network initiated handoff. The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require the delay performance of all optional handoff modes. The delays associated with the network initiated handoff depend on network equipment architectures and the specific implementation of the backhaul network. Hence it is not possible to provide this information in a meaningful way.
3. In C802.20-06-07 on slide#12, a maximum number of transmissions are assumed as 6. These results in over 27ms MAC frame RTT which clearly violate the PAR requirement of less than10ms MAC frame RTT. Therefore, the MBTDD proposal does not meet the PAR requirement of MAC frame RTT. No simulation data has been provided with 1 Hybrid ARQ retransmission attempt in which case the MAC frame RTT requirement is met. The spectral efficiency data has only been provided assuming 6 transmissions. It is not clear if the proposal can meet the 802.20 spectral efficiency requirements when MAC frame RTT is limited to less than 10ms.
· Response: The MAC frame RTT is 5.5 ms, which meets the PAR requirements of < 10ms. The PAR requirement is that there has to be facility to send MAC packets < 10 ms, not every packet has to be sent in less then 10 ms.  This latency can be met under large variety of channel conditions provided that modulation and coding is chosen appropriately. 
The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require system performance evaluation under the constraint of 10ms RTT. Hence the above cited simulation case was not reported.
4. In C802.20-06-08 on slide#21, an optional network initiated handoff is proposed. No information was presented on how the serving sector can obtain information about resources utilized in other cells and what kind of delays are associated with this kind of handoff. I request presenter of MBTDD to provide this information. 

· Response: Network management of resource information does not affect specification of the air interface portion of the optional network initiated handoff.. The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require the delay performance of all optional handoff modes. The delays associated with the network initiated handoff depend on network equipment architectures and the specific implementation of the backhaul network. Hence it is not possible to provide this information in a meaningful way.
5. In C802.20-05-87r1 on slide#27, the gains of 24-27% are stated with quasi-orthogonal reverse link. However, a careful look at the fairness curve shows that the quasi-orthogonal system (Q=2) is unfair relative to an orthogonal reverse link (Q=1). Therefore, the stated gains from quasi-orthogonal reverse link are wrong. The gains should be compared under the same fairness for Q=1 and Q=2 case in order to have a correct judgment of gains from quasi-orthogonal reverse link. I request proponent of MBFDD proposal to provide simulation data under the same fairness. 

· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance comparison of optional RL access modes. Furthermore, the report clearly stated that the 24-27% throughput gain is pessimistic since the simulations do not assume user clustering and user specific multiplexing order. Hence, the information included in the performance report is sufficient to demonstrate the advantages of QORL.
6. In C802.20-05-89r1 on slide#26, the gains of 23-30% are stated with quasi-orthogonal reverse link. However, a careful look at the fairness curve shows that the quasi-orthogonal system (Q=2) is unfair relative to an orthogonal reverse link (Q=1). Therefore, the stated gains from quasi-orthogonal reverse link are wrong. The gains should be compared under the same fairness for Q=1 and Q=2 case in order to have a correct judgment of gains from quasi-orthogonal reverse link. I request proponent of MBTDD proposal to provide simulation data under the same fairness. 

· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance comparison of optional RL access modes. Furthermore, the report clearly stated that the 23-30% throughput gain is pessimistic since the simulations do not assume user clustering and user specific multiplexing order. Hence, the information included in the performance report is sufficient to demonstrate the advantages of QORL.
7. The gains from quasi-orthogonal reverse link are higher in MBTDD relative to MBFDD for pedestrian B channel while the gains are smaller in MBTDD relative to MBFDD in vehicular A channel. Can the proponent of MBFDD and MBTDD proposals explain the reason for this discrepancy in simulation results?

· Response: In MBFDD, the QORL gain is 27% for PedB and 24% for VehA. In MBTDD, the QORL gain is 30% for PedB and 23% for VehA. The lower QORL gain for VehA channel is due to the higher channel estimation loss for QORL over VehA channel. The minor difference between MBFDD and MBTDD QORL gains is not surprising given the differences in link budget and number of users per sector for FDD and TDD Simulations.
8. In C802.20-05-89r1, slide#30 and slide#31, a channel estimation error of -13dB is assumed. The presenter stated that CQI channel is used in channel estimation. Can the presenters provide some simulation data on the accuracy of channel estimation using a CQI channel?


· Response: Channel estimation error of -13dB corresponds to the nominal operation of R-CQICH channel and leads to a loss in beamforming gain within 1dB. It is possible to further improve beamforming performance by either operating R-CQICH at higher SNR or by enabling RL broadband pilot channel (R-PICH) which is part of RL CDMA control segment. Hence, the system allows for a flexible tradeoff between beamforming gain and RL resources.
9. The performance with fractional frequency reuse between MBFDD and MBTDD differs. Can the proponents of MBFDD and MBTDD proposals explain the reason for this difference?
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance evaluation of optional features such as fractional frequency reuse. In both MBFDD and MBTDD reports, the relative throughput gains of Fractional Frequency Reuse (FFR) are used to illustrate the advantages of FFR. Since a FFR study is not required to comply with the Evaluation Criteria, the signaling overhead is accounted consistently between the different partial loading factors (such that the throughput gain is correct) but not consistently with other required full buffer simulation results. The absolute FFR throughputs of MBFDD and MBTDD should not be compared because the throughput results do not reflect the guard time, superframe preamble and FL scheduling bandwidth.
10. In C802.20-05-87r1, slide#28, performance data is presented for fractional frequency reuse without giving any details on the simulation parameters. There is no mention for what channel model the simulations have been done. Therefore, the simulation data can not be reproduced by others for cross-checking purposes. In this sense the performance data for the MBFDD proposal is incomplete.

· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance evaluation of optional features such as fractional frequency reuse.  We believe the information included in the performance report is sufficient to demonstrate the advantages of fractional frequency reuse.
11. In C802.20-05-89r1, slide#27, performance data is presented for fractional frequency reuse without giving any details on the simulation parameters. There is no mention for what channel model the simulations have been done. Therefore, the simulation data can not be reproduced by others for cross-checking purposes. In this sense the performance data for the MBFDD proposal is incomplete.

· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance evaluation of optional features such as fractional frequency reuse.  We believe the information included in the performance report is sufficient to demonstrate the advantages of fractional frequency reuse.
12. The presenters of MBFDD proposal have provided simulation data for different features of their proposal with different parameters. This makes the cross-checking of the results impossible. For example, in C802.20-05-87r1, a 500m site-to-site distance is used for quasi-orthogonal reverse link performance while a site-to-site distance of 300m is used for fractional frequency reuse. No rational has been provided why different site-to-site distance has been picked in one case relative to the other case. I request the presenter of MBFDD proposal to provide simulation data for a consistent set of parameters.
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance evaluation of optional features. The information included in the performance report is illustrative of the benefits of the features and is well beyond what is required for evaluation of the baseline technology. 
13. The presenters of MBTDD proposal have provided simulation data for different features of their proposal with different parameters. This makes the cross-checking of the results impossible. For example, in C802.20-05-89r1, a 500m site-to-site distance is used for quasi-orthogonal reverse link performance while a site-to-site distance of 300m is used for fractional frequency reuse. No rational has been provided why different site-to-site distance has been picked in one case relative to the other case. I request the presenter of MBFDD proposal to provide simulation data for a consistent set of parameters.
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require performance evaluation of optional features. The information included in the performance report is illustrative of the benefits of the features and is well beyond what is required for evaluation of the baseline technology.
Questions from Hassan Yaghoobi, Intel

Performance Items requires further essential data to evaluate technology: 
The MBTDD/FDD proposals’ performance reports do not provide the following performance results that are essential for evaluating the proposed technology.
Response: The proposal packages are complete and compliant according to the Technology Selection Procedure. In previous sessions, 802.20 developed the Evaluation Criteria, and TSP documents to include all essential requirements for evaluating and selecting an 802.20 technology.  The MBFDD and MBTDD proposal packages follow these documents explicitly to produce complete, compliant proposals. A detailed response to each comment is provided below.
1. Simulation/analysis results on compliance with spectral mask when partial BW allocation in UL with diversity or sub-band allocation modes. Worst case scenarios require detail analysis of tones allocated at the edge of signal bandwidth.
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not mandate spectral mask when tones are allocated at the edge of signal bandwidth. In sub-band allocation mode, link budget limited users could be allocated to the center of the spectrum, which corresponds to a spectral mask better than the ones included in the reports. In addition a user is never really allocated 16 subcarriers at the edge for a long time, as there is hopping within each subband.
2. Simulation/analysis results on simultaneous operation of Closed Loop and Optional Open Loop power control which is susceptible to possible instability problem.
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require the performance evaluation for optional power control modes. The purpose of the open loop power control is to ensure system robustness in the event of very fast changing shadowing environment. With this in mind, open loop power control is designed to be much slower (time scale of multiple superframes, hence multiples of 22ms). Closed loop power control operates on a smaller time scale (180Hz) and hence will not be distorted by the open loop power control under the normal circumstances.
3. Only provided analytical results for MIMO configuration, the MIMO performance did not follow the simulation methodology.
· Response: All FL simulation results in Section 4 of the Performance Report I fully model the multi-cell, multi-sector environment for MIMO configuration study.
4. Simulation results failed to provide specific VoIP user outage criteria.
· Response: The Evaluation Criteria Document defines explicitly an evaluation criterion for VoIP traffic, i.e., the E-Model score. All VoIP results are compiled in accordance to the Evaluation Criteria document. See Section 1.2 and 1.4 of the performance evaluation report II for detailed VoIP performance results. Also refer to Section 4.3.5 of the Evaluation Criteria Document for detailed performance metrics for VoIP users.
5. Traffic mix used in simulations on FL: 30% FTP, 30% HTTP, 30% NRTV, 10% VoIP while traffic mix on RL is limited to 10% VoIP and ACK TCP low-bit-rate traffic for FTP, HTTP, NRTV.
· Response: The traffic mix on RL is the corresponding RL traffic for the FL traffic mix specified in the Evaluation Criteria Document. This FL mix was determined by 802.20 to be sufficient for the evaluation of mixed traffic with corresponding RL traffic.
6. In all performance reports for both MBTDD and MBFDD (see C802.20- 05/87r1 and C802.20-05/89r1) the Reverse Link (RL) is loaded at 10% of Forward Link (FL). As a result the system performance was evaluated for highly unbalanced FL/RL traffic pattern that does not adequately represent system performance under realistic conditions.
· Response: The traffic mix on RL is the corresponding RL traffic for the FL traffic mix specified in the Evaluation Criteria Document. This FL mix was determined by 802.20 to be sufficient for the evaluation of mixed traffic with corresponding RL traffic.
7. The throughput and delay performance requirements can not be met simultaneously.
· Response: The PAR requirement is that there has to be the capability to send MAC packets < 10 ms.  There is no requirement that every packet has to be sent in less then 10 ms.  This latency can be met under a large variety of channel conditions provided that modulation and coding is chosen appropriately. The Evaluation Criteria Document does not require system performance evaluation under the constraint of 10ms RTT.  Hence this was not provided in the proposal packages.
Non Compliance Items: Not meeting the System requirements (SRD):
Response: The proposal package is complete and compliant according to the Technology Selection Procedure. Detailed response to each comment is provided below.
1. The MBTDD/FDD proposals do not cover the 1.25 MHz channel BW as it is specified in 802.20 PAR and interpreted by 802.20 chair and captured in EC minutes as per IEEE 802.16-04/58. The issue is also mentioned in the following email. “http://ieee802.org/secmail/msg05358.html ”. Based on this, the MBTDD/FDD proposals are not complete as defined in 802.20 TSP and 802.20 PAR.
· Response: The proposal package is complete and compliant according to the Technology Selection Procedure. The 802.20 PAR and System Requirements do not mandate the support for 1.25 MHz channel BW.
2. The MBTDD/FDD proposals do not address Radio Transmitter and receiver Requirement subject of Sections 4.2.5.2 and 4.2.5.3 of 802.20 SRD which is a requirement for compliance and completeness as defined in 802.20 TSP.
· Response: The proposed 802.20 Air Interface specification provides interoperable support in many environments.  The approved project (see 802.20’s PAR) requires an air interface specification, and not a minimum performance specification.  We view the “transmitter/receiver performance specifications” as another document, yet to be proposed, but certainly an item for future work in 802.20. Because the proposed specification was written for diverse environments, transmitter performance specifications are not included, and could be very different for each environment.
.

Questions from Jim Ragsdale, Ericsson

Section 9.1 of the Evaluation Criteria Document (PD-09) states:

"Case-III: Pedestrian B 

·       Speed: 3, km/h; 6 paths 

Case-IV: Vehicular B 

·       Speed: 30, 120, 250 km/h; 6 paths 

In this set of link level channel models, the path delays and the relative path power are set to fixed values. 
In the phase I evaluation as described in Section ý6, channel models for Case-III and IV have been adopted or speed at 3 km/h and 120 km/h respectively. "  

Also Section 6 Table 15 of the Evaluation Criteria Document (PD-09) shows:

	Items 
	Evaluation Report 1
	Evaluation Report 2

	Link Level Simulation 
	X
	

	System simulations with 19 tri-sector cells layout 
	X
	X

	System Simulation calibration 
	X
	-

	Applications 
	Full Buffers
	X
	-

	
	Traffic Type Mix
	
	X

	
	
	
	

	Channel Models 
	Suburban macro, 3 Km/h pedestrian B, 100% (No channel mix)
	X
	X

	
	Suburban macro, 120Km/h Vehicular B, 100% (No channel mix)
	X
	X

	
	Link-level 250 Km/h suburban macro model and system level Channel Mix Models 
	
	X 



that Vehicular B 120 Km/hr channel model shall be used for Evaluation Report 1 data.

The data shown in MBFDD Evaluation Report 1 (05/61R1) only shows the spectrum efficiency for Veh A 120 km/hr in the first table (4-4) which shows the requirement as 1.5 bit/sec/Hz/sector: 
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It is only the subsequent table (4-6) which shows the spectral efficiency for Veh B 120 km/hr as required.  This data shows that the spectral efficiency requirement of 1.5 is not met but is rather 1.35 bit/sec/Hz/sector for the specified 1 km BS to BS spacing.
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Therefore the MBFDD proposal is not compliant.

Response: The proposal package is complete and compliant according to the Technology Selection Procedure. The SRD and TSP only requires the minimum spectral efficiency for vehicular channel at 120 km/h (See Annex 1 of TSP), which is met and shown in Table 4-4. Performance evaluation of Veh B 120 km/h channel model is indeed required, and the spectral efficiency and aggregated throughput could be found in Table 4-5 and 4.6 of the Performance Evaluation Report I.

Questions from Jose Puthenkulam, Intel
1. The MB-TDD proposal as explained by the contributors is artificially being claimed as a single Air Interface Proposal. In fact it is two distinct Air Interface proposals 625K MC mode and Wideband Mode that will not interoperate with each other. Service Providers deploying the Air Interface have to pick one of the two Air Interface modes. There are no specifications in the proposal which will allow a terminal vendor to implement a system that can work correctly if both the modes are chosen to be implemented to support both types of networks.
 
Response: The MBTDD proposal is an air interface that contains two “modes”, 625K MC Mode and Wideband Mode.  These are included to extend the range of applicability of the MBFDD Technology to cover diverse applications with differing needs for channelization, and operation scenarios.  If both modes are implemented, the issue becomes one of system selection.  It is our view that system selection is not a required part of the air interface, rather a separate document that may or may not be a standard (it may, for example be a recommended practice, since it affects more than MAC and PHY).  It is certainly out of the scope of an air interface specification.

2. The MB-TDD proposal contains a 625k MC Mode which is based on the ATIS HCSDMA standard. The contributor has not made the copyright permission for re-using this standard and also modifying it to obtain the 625k MC mode widely available to the WG for review. In the absence of that, I consider this proposal improper and not worthy of consideration at this point the technology selection process. I also request the contributor to make the copyright letter from ATIS to be widely available for WG Review so that we can ensure proper IEEE 802 policies and procedures are followed.
Response: The permission of ATIS has been obtained by contributors of 625k-MC mode to use ATIS-HC-SDMA as a basic reference document for proposal submission and discussion. Thus the proposal is in conformance with IEEE procedures.  Since the IEEE 802.20 WG voted to confirm 625K MC Mode toward the development of MBWA standard specification, it is necessary to pursue the next steps so that the final standard is in conformance with IEEE and ATIS policy and procedures.

 

3. The MB-TDD proposal contains the 625k MC Mode which can be used for 1.25MHz channelizations. There is no support for the recommended Half-Duplex FDD mode which is also recommended in the Air Interface System Requirements Document.
Response:  Although there is a recommendation for Half Duplex Mode in the SRD, there is no requirement for it. Hence this omission does not affect the fact that MBFDD and MBTDD are both complete and compliant.

