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Minutes of 802.20 Monday Mar 06, 2006 

Meeting started at 1:30 pm.
Chair went over the presentation C802.20-06/16 (Chair’s opening slides for Plenary).

· Bylaws on Patents
· Copy Right Rules

· Logistics of the session.
· IEEE 802 meeting conduct 

· Sign in procedure for the session (the Chair mentioned that members credit for tutorials is based on the honor system, and members should claim credit for a tutorial if they attended)
· Procedure for sign in for 802.21/802.19/802.18.
· IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards
· Affiliation Statements
· Logistics for the session
The chair discussed appendix B in the opening slides. 
Jose Puthenkulam stated that: “In the morning 802 opening it was clarified that a committee like a Ballot Resolution Committee is a consensus body, and rule 2.1 on the screen applies to the BRC.”
The Chair stated this was an item for a later agenda and discussion.
2pm: Discussion of agenda. (Approved Agenda is included in Appendix A).
Motion to Approve the agenda, Moved by Jim Tomcik, second by Nancy Bravin. Debate on the Motion.

Request from a member for time to discuss the Q&A of the Jan. session, as posted in the meeting minutes for January, in this session.  Request from Anna Tee to change the order of her contributions from 13, 14, 15 to 15, 14, 13.  Chair suggested the mover take this as a friendly amendment. It was accepted.  Also, request from Anna Tee to add one more contribution (17) within her allotted time. Mover and second agreed to the request. 

Request from Jiezhen Lin for a specific time to discuss the PAR extension. Chair stated that this item will be discussed under the agenda item: WG Activities. Request to amend statement of agenda to add “Discussion of PAR Extension” after this item. Mover and second agreed to the request.
Request from Jose Puthenkulam for time for Chair to describe the details of the comment resolution process.  Chair stated that this item will be discussed under the contribution 06/13.

Brian Kiernan asked the Chair whether there was time to deal with responses from other working groups about PAR extension. The Chair stated if response and inputs were received there would be time.
Results of the Motion with amendments:

Agenda was approved with no objections, unanimous consent.

Motion to approve the January 2006 Minutes. Moved by Jim Tomcik and second by Lynn Dorward.

Debate on the motion:
Jim Ragsdale stated the minutes contains appendix C2, part of which was never discussed on the floor. Chair suggested adding a note to minutes of Jan. 06 that says “Approval of these minutes does not indicate approval or consensus on the comments and responses in Appendix C2, and during the Q&A on the technology proposals.”
The mover and second agreed.
Results of the Motion:

Minutes were approved by unanimous consent.

240pm: Discussion on policy/procedure for elections for 802.20. Chair noted that the Vice Chair, Gang Wu, will run the election for the chair, as described in the procedures. The Chair stated the election rules were covered in the Working Group P&P.
Brian Kiernan asked that Chair about how the group would deal with responses from other working groups about PAR extension. The Chair stated he would review them with the group when they were received. He noted a formal review with other group is normally done for new PARs.

Agenda was approved with no objections, unanimous consent.

Under Agenda item on PAR Extension:

Monday 245pm: Agenda item for discussion of other WG activities and PAR Extension. Request from Jiezhen Lin that Chair show the group the motion passed about PAR extension in January, and the PAR extension form sent by the chair to the EC. Chair put both documents on the projector and went through them. There was some discussion on item 5 in the PAR extension form. Then Jiezhen Lin suggested to move for amendment of the 802.20 PAR Extension Form but was denied by the Chair.
Request from Jose Puthenkulam to have version 1 of the PAR Extension form posted on the website. Chair stated he agreed he would post all version of the text.

Further request from Jose to make some changes to item 5. Chair spoke with 802 Chair (who was present in the room) and the 802 chair stated that editorial changes to the item may be made. Two minor editorial changes were proposed by Jose Puthenkulam and the Chair noted one grammar issue.
Jiezhen Lin expressed her intention to move for approval of the revised 802.20 PAR Extension Form, and Jose Puthenkulam also stated that there should be a motion in the group to approve the PAR extension form with the changes. Jim Ragsdale and Jim Tomcik and Mark Klerer, the original mover of the motion, argued against having such a vote, because the approval have been voted by the group earlier in the January session, and the group had given the chair the right to complete the PAR extension form and forward to the 802 Executive Committee. Jose also stated that the Chair did not share the forms with the working group. The Chair stated the form was and is posted in the Working Group documents. The chair denied the request for a motion for the group to re-approve the PAR extension form for the text, as it was not required. 
315pm. The agenda items for today were completed. The chair suggested a break till 345pm and then continue the agenda with Contribution 15 after the break.
355pm. Presentation of Contribution 06-15r2 by Anna Tee about the Q&A that was included in the Jan meeting minutes.
450pm: Request for a motion by Ed Agis and seconded by Alan Jette with verbal support statements by Hassan Yaghoobi and Jose Puthenkulam. Motion to cancel 802.20 Letter Ballot since procedure was not followed. Also, the mover requested for a roll call vote. Chair asked that the motion be considered tomorrow so he could make a ruling on the validity of the motion and how a vote would be take if the motion was valid. 
Text of proposed motion: “To cancel 802.20 Letter Ballot 1 as proper 802.20 WG Policies and Procedures were not followed in its initiation based on a technically incomplete draft.”

The four supporters strongly stated their desire that the motion be taken now before the scheduled recess. The Chair said that the motion is delayed to tomorrow morning so the Chair can research how the group will consider the motion.

Proposed second motion: “To include the responses stated in C802 20-6-15r2 to “Appendix C2: Questions and Answers for the proposals” to the Minutes of March Session #19" (Hassan Yaghoobi and Anna Tee) [note: added to appendix D]
This motion would also be taken after the recess.
Recessed at 5pm.

Election for 802.20 officers 
Elections started at 7pm, Monday.
Election of Chair:
Jerry Upton – on the ballot

Jim Mollenauer – write in

Results:

87 for Jerry Upton

37 for Jim Mollenauer

3 invalid

Total 127
Election of Procedural Vice Chair:
Doug Knisely – on the ballot
Anna Tee – write in

83 for Doug Knisely

40 for Anna Tee

0 invalid

Total 123

Election for Liason Vice Chair:
Radhakrishna Canchi – on the ballot

Reza Arefi – write in

79 for Radhakrishna Canchi

39 for Reza Arefi

5 abstain
1 invalid (vote for Doug Knisely)

Minutes of 802.20 Tuesday Mar 7, 2005
The session started at 8am.

The chair ruled on the first motion for yesterday: The following ruling was put up on the screen by the chair. “Chair rules that this is a Technical vote given the first vote confirming the draft and going to letter ballot was a Technical Vote. Therefore it requires 75% to pass. Chair does have a serious concern that the motion is not valid given the Letter Ballot is a vote on a motion that is proceeding. A motion to stop a vote that is already occurring is not valid. For example if a roll call vote is occurring, you cannot take a motion to stop a vote.”

The Chair then stated - - “However given the importance of this to the working group, a vote should be taken.”
The Mover and second, both withdrew the motion.

Chair asked the Mover to say why he was withdrawing the motion, given the urgency and strong statements made by the mover and his supporters yesterday. The mover refused to provide a reason and stated “no comments”.
On the Second motion from Monday, Chair ruled “Chair agrees to add appendix in the minutes with same note as the January minutes. Therefore any motion would need to be taken in May for the approval of the March minutes.”

Request from Anna Tee to update the version of her contribution 15, and chair requested Anna to send him a version r3, and he will add to the web site if the only changes are comments or editorial and not substantial changes.

Next agenda item is contribution 13 from Anna Tee.

825am: Request from Anna Tee to present updated revised contribution 13. Chair called for a vote on whether to accept the late revised contribution 13.

36 yes, 64 no, 5 abstain.
Request from Anna Tee and Jose Puthenkulam for a Roll Call vote on whether to accept contribution 13r1. Chair ruled that there will be no roll call motion on a late contribution as the contribution was past the deadline.. Jose requested that the chair reconsider his decision. 
Anna Tee stated that she believed that this was the first time the working group chair refused to discuss a revised contribution. The initial draft contribution was submitted in the week before the March Plenary meeting, soliciting suggestions and comments from the WG members. The revised contribution has included inputs from WG members that had been received since then.
Anna Tee said that “this is the first time the WG is not accepting a revised contribution, and the points in the revised contribution will help the group”.
Jose Puthenkulam requested the chair to exercise procedural chair authority to take the late 13r1 for discussion.

The Chair agreed to the request to consider the revised contribution 13r1, and noted that contributions and their in future meetings should be available by the given deadline. Chair stated there will be additional guidelines on contribution deadlines and how late contribution revisions would be handled. 
850am 

Presentation of contribution 13r1 by Anna Tee. This contribution dealt with procedure of ballot resolution. 
Presentation ended at 910am

 Questions and comments were taken
The chair suggested to continue the discussion on the ballot comment resolution process after lunch.
920am. Presentation of contribution 14 by Anna Tee. The contribution contains an update to the initial list of technical questions that had been submitted in contribution C802.20-06-10r2 in January. 
A request from Jose Puthenkulam for 15 minutes to discuss copyright issues in the Draft in under New Business today. The 15 minutes were added under New Business.

Break from 10-1030. Continue with contribution 14 after the break.
The contribution 14 (revised version r1) included a section 4 (Letter Ballot Issues) that did not address the subject of the contribution. The chair ruled that the contribution will not be posted if it includes subjects outside the title of the contribution and outside the scope the original contribution. The Chair stated that adding new topics and a new subject to an original contribution with a late revision was the same as creating a new contribution that was not on the approved agenda. The Chair excluded any review of the new subjects from discussion in the group. The Chair also warned the contributor that her conduct was not appropriate.
The presenter stated that the heading for section 4 (of contribution 14r1) should be modified to “appendix (for information)” as an add on section from contribution 06/17.  The WG had agreed on Monday to have 06/17 presented during the time allotted to the contributor.
11am: Comments and discussion on the contribution.

Comment from Jose Puthenkulam: If late contributions are not accepted, how is it that the chair proposing to discuss a new contribution (about procedure for ballot resolution) he has made after the deadline. The chair replied that the document posted by the chair on the reflector is not a contribution, but was a procedure for the working group.
Comment from Jim Tomcik: There has been long time spent on Q&A in the group already, and at this stage the technical issues in the draft should be addressed through letter ballot.
Anna Tee stated that the contributors have not had enough time to ask questions on the proposals before the technology down selection in November.  An initial list of questions had been submitted during the January meeting for discussion before the confirmation voting. As there were no responses for those questions, the contributors submitted this contribution which has included a few new questions. She stated that she would accept real-time responses during this meeting or written responses..
Another member proposed that the questions be discussed in an ad-hoc group.
Jim Tomcik proposed to hold a tutorial in the next 802 meeting.

Straw poll on the issue:
1. Schedule Q&A in the next session (May): 66

2. Request a written response to the questions from the original technology proponents. Written responses as a contribution are due one week before the next session (May) : 138

3. Deal with questions in letter ballot : 12

4. Establish an ad-hoc for reviewing the questions at the next session (May): 73

5. Schedule a 802.20 draft technology tutorial to address questions at the next Plenary (July) : 68
Another member commented that option 5 should be considered by the group, and the chair answered that this can be discussed in the next meeting planning.

Several people asked if option 2 required time slot to be made for the responses in the May meeting, and the chair said that the responses will be in the form of a contribution, and will get time allotted. The Chair stated further discussion would be taken under the next meeting planning agenda item.
Without objection, the option 2 above was adopted by the group. 
Break for lunch 12-1pm.

115pm. 
Chair reviewed the current agenda for the afternoon. The agenda included under the new business section, discussion on 802.18 ITU-R WP8A contribution. Jose Puthenkulam requested that this modified agenda be approved by the group by a vote. Anna Tee questioned the modification of the agenda, and the inclusion of the new item. The chair responded that the item will help the Chair provide feedback to 802.18. 

The Chair requested a vote on adding the 802.18 item to the afternoon agenda. Discussion on this vote.
Anna Tee argued against amending the agenda, and said that this is a totally new contribution, and the group needed more time to review the item.

70 for amending the agenda; 22 against approving the agenda; 7 abstain. 
The agenda was amended.
Jose requested a roll call vote on amending the agenda item. The Chairs agrees to take a roll call.
145pm: Role call vote passes 72 yes, 30 no, 15 abstain. See appendix B for results of the roll call vote.
Chair projected his document on “Comment Resolution Procedure”. Jose Puthenkulam asked if this document is a contribution. The chair again replied that this is not a contribution. The chair stated that this document describes the Chair’s Comment Resolution Procedure, and the chair has authority to select the comment resolution procedure. The chair said that after taking inputs from the group, the chair will post this document as a working group document. Jose Puthenkulam expressed serious concern about this contribution, and objected to the chair making this a ruling, as opposed to a contribution for the group to adopt.”
Hassan Yaghoobi proposed that the group should be given a couple of weeks to study this document, and then provide feedback.
Jim Ragsdale requested that the proposed recirculation period of 15 days should be increased to at least 21 days.
Jose Puthenkulam requested that his proposed changes to the document be projected on the screen. The proposed changes document was mailed to the reflector earlier in the afternoon. Jose talked about the changes he suggested in the document, and stated his support for the process described by Anna Tee’s contribution.
In response to Jim Ragsdale, Mark Klerer suggested that the recirculation should be a minimum of 15 days, instead of a fixed 15 day period.

The chair commented that the comment resolution procedure is a procedural issue, and the technical issues or points the comment resolution would be addressed by the voters in the recirculation ballot.

Statement from Jose Puthenkulam about whether the process is the same as the process (marked Informative) in the 802.20 P&P. Jose requested the chair to use that process.
The chair declined to accept the changes proposed by Jose. 

Jose requested the following recorded in the minutes “As per 7.2.4.1 (chair’s function) of the 802 P&P (“The Chair of the Working Group decides procedural issues. The Working Group and the Chair decide technical issues by vote. The Working Group Chair decides what is procedural and what is technical.”) the Chair is interpreting that the WG does not have the right to approve changes to the draft before a recirculation.”
The Chair stated the Working Group members approve changes through the letter ballot process. The Chair stated section 7.2.4.2.2 of the 802 P&P states:
“The Working Group Chair determines if and how negative votes in an otherwise affirmative letter ballot are to be resolved.”
300pm: Chair asked for the numerous people who simultaneously or virtually at the same time verbally requested to make motions to come forward during the break so that a queue cold be created for an orderly progress of requested motions. Also, Anna Tee reminded the chair to continue the discussion and review on contribution 13r1 after the break.  The chair allowed for five minutes time for discussion after the break.
Break 3-330pm

Resumed at 340pm. 


Five minute time as requested by Anna Tee. Anna Tee presented 13r1 (Section 5) about Comment Resolution Process.
Motion: Anna Tee moved and Hassan Yaghoobi seconded a motion:

 “802.20 Working Group Letter Ballot Comment Resolution shall take place during the working group meetings, with participation from any interested working group members”.

Chair noted that he will only entertain motions to affirm or deny chair’s proposed comment resolution procedure as a measure of the group’s feeling toward the Chair’s stated procedure. Chair stated that he would not entertain Anna Tee’s motion because Chair has stated a procedure to resolve negative comments per the Chair Function in the 802 P&P. The procedure does not require approval by working group motion.
In response to the ruling, Jose Puthenkulam stated: “Chair is exercising his right which violates openness.”

Anna Tee requested that the following be in the minutes “We discussed this morning contribution 13r1 on the ballot resolution process. The chair suggested continuing discussion in the afternoon. In the afternoon, the chair has another set of rules posted 10 to 15 minutes before, now we have a motion we would like to make based on the rational described in 13r1. However chair has used his authority to disallow discussion of this motion”

Motion: Jim Ragsdale moved and Mark Klerer seconded “To affirm the chair’s comment resolution procedure for Letter Ballot 1 As shown above”. The procedure was placed on the screen (Chair’s proposal with edits for members in the previous review as shown on the screen).
Since Anna Tee had the floor, she made a second motion.

Motion from Anna Tee and Jose Puthenkulam: “802.20 working group letter ballot comment process shall adopt the rules as listed in section 5.2 of contribution C802.20-06/13r1”.

Chair ruled on the motion by Anna Tee: This motion will not be considered due to the same reason as the other motion of Anna Tee. The Chair also stated there already a motion on the floor.
Anna Tee stated that after the January meeting, a few WG members have inquired the Chair via the email reflector regarding the ballot comment resolution process, but the Chair had not responded. The contributors would like to propose a procedure to assist the WG in the ballot comment resolution process, and to ensure the process is compliant with the IEEE 802 rules, practices and the spirit on openness. 
Jose Puthenkulam stated: “Chair can not deny the right to members to contribute to the WG for technical and procedural aspects.”
Motion from Anna Tee and Hassan Yaghoobi. “802.20 Working group letter ballot comment resolution results shall be approved by 802.20 working group” 

Rationale stated by movers: To comply with the IEEE 802 policies and procedures, section 7.2.4.1 Chair’s function, “The working group members and the chair decide technical issues by vote”.
Chair stated again that a motion was already on the floor and debate was being taken. 
Anna Tee stated that the contributors do not see any conflict of this motion with the rules and she stated that she had indicated earlier to the chair about her plan to have three motions, and regardless the chair had invited a motion to affirm his stated ballot comment resolution procedures.
Jose Puthenkulam stated “Want the working group chair to practice openness as described in the opening session”.

Jim Ragsdale stated that his motion followed Robert’s rules because there was an invitation from the chair to entertain a motion to affirm or deny the Comment Resolution Procedure. 
Chair noted that Jim Ragsdale’s motion used the word “affirm” and was not binding on the chair. The motion was a formal straw poll. The Chair was not asking for the approval of his stated procedure by a formal motion and vote.
Jim Tomcik called the question (on Jim Ragsdale’s motion). Jose Puthenkulam objected to calling the question. 

Motion to call the question: Jim Tomick moved and second by Ayman Naguib. Jose Puthenkulam requested a roll call vote on this vote. Chair denied the roll call given it was 4:35pm with a schedule adjournment time of 5:00pm and other agenda items remained. 
Motion to call the question passes: 70 yes. 36 no. 4 abstain
440pm. Another request for a roll call vote from Al Wieczorek. Chair stated his reasons again, as above, for denying the roll call. 
Vote on the main motion (Jim Ragsdale’s motion): 
70 affirms

40 opposed
5 abstain
The group affirmed the Chair’s procedure.
445pm.
Under New Business:
Discussion on copyright questions in 802.20: Jose Puthenkulam stated that significant portions of the draft are copied verbatim from a 3GPP2 document C.S0024A. The Chair asked Jose for specific section references. Jose stated he would work offline to provide the Chair his requested information.  Anna Tee supported Jose’s statement and sated she had examples of duplicated text (as stated in contribution 17). Al Jette stated he would email some reference from the following document - - 3GPP2 C.S0073.

The Chair stated he would review detailed inputs and take the appropriate actions.
Next meeting planning: The Chair noted that the May session is in Jacksonville, Florida (information on website).

In response to a question from Jose Puthenkulam, Chair noted that we will work to get a draft minutes posted as soon as possible.
Chair noted that the ballot resolution committee membership will be posted as soon as possible (hopefully within this week). Members may request for being on the committee before Friday by email.
Jim Ragsdale pointed out that the agenda slides say 1-6pm for Tuesday afternoon meeting time in the yellow highlight area on the slide. The chair stated that was his typo, and the adjournment time is 5pm according to the approved agenda.

Under New Business:
Agenda item on 802.18:

 Chair projected the received draft (ITU-R_WP8A_contrib_rev1). Comments from Jim Ragsdale about peak rate in the document and suggested adding references to Systems Requirements Document. 
Anna Tee stated that it was premature to submit such a liason to ITU-R as 802.20 standards draft still have a lot of major issues, e.g., sections of texts are copied from a published standard. The WG should not put the reputation of IEEE 802 at stake.
Comments from other members were noted by the chair. Chair said that there is no official request from 802.18 for approval, and hence there will be no vote on this. The Chair would convey the inputs back to 802.18.
Under New Business:
Chair put on the screen the PAR extension form and editorial changes in item 5 of the PAR extension form based upon the previous inputs from group members. All the minor editorial changes made earlier were accepted by the Chair. Chair agreed to post the PAR Extension with the minor editorial changes and forward to the Executive Committee.
530pm: Motion from Mark Klerer, second by Jose Puthenkulam to “Accept changes to the PAR extension form”. Chair ruled the motion as a procedural and that the changes are editorial.  Jose questioned if this is procedural, and argued that this is a technical, but did not withdraw his second.
Motion passes 69 accept, 31 opposed, 9 abstains

Motion to adjourn: Moved by Farrokh Khatibi; second by Gang Wu
Everyone thanked Gang Wu for his past support of the working group as the Procedural Vice Chair.

5:40PM Adjourned by Unanimous consent.
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1:00pm- 2:00pm 
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Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 7:30PM - 9:00PM 802 Tutorials  

 


Appendix A2: Agenda before lunch on Tuesday
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- Opening Session of 802.20   
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- - Review and approve Jan. Minutes  
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11:15-12:00 
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Order 
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C802.20-06/15 

C802.20-06/17    

Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 1:00PM – 6:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 

Ballot Comment Resolution Discussion from AM  
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-Copyright questions on Draft 1(15 minutes)   

Next Meeting Planning  

Close and Adjourn 

1:00pm-2:00pm  

2:00pm- 2:30pm 

3:00pm- 3:30pm 

4:00pm -5:00pm 

  

Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 7:30PM - 9:00PM 802 Tutorials  

 


Appendix A3: Agenda after roll call vote (Tuesday)
[image: image7.emf]Proposed Detail Agenda – March 2006 Plenary, Session #19  

Hyatt Regency, Denver, Colorado  – Room Centennial E 

Agenda items are for time allocation and adjourn maybe earlier if all agenda items are completed .  

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 11:00AM  – 12:30PM  

IEEE 802 Opening Plenary  

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 12:30PM  - 1:30PM  

Lunch 

 

 

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 1:30PM  – 5:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)  

- Opening Session of 802.20   

- - IEEE Patent Policy and Meeting C onduct 

- Logistics for the session 

- - Review of Proposed 802.20 Agenda  

- - Approval of Agenda including modifications   

- - Review and approve Jan. Minutes  

- - Officers Election Process 

- - Current Status of Letter Ballot 1   

- - Review EC/TAGs/ WGs Activities 

- - PAR Extension 

 

 

 1:30-5:00pm 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 7:00 PM - 9:00PM 802.20 Officer Elections  

 

    

Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2006 8:00AM  - 12:00PM Hyatt (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM) 

Contributions: 

Ballot Comment Resolution  

802.20 Letter Ballot Comment Resolution  (Anne Tee) 

Discussion – Chair/WG 

Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals (A. Tee) 

Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan.  Minutes (A. Tee) 

New Contribution  

  

8:00-8:45am 

 

 

8:45-9:30am 

10:00-11:15am 

11:15-12:00 

Note 15/13/14/17 

Order 

C802.20-06/13 

C802.20-06/14 

C802.20-06/15 

C802.20-06/17    

Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 1:00PM – 6:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 

Ballot Comment Resolution Discussion from AM  

New Business 

-Copyright questions on Draft 1(15 minutes)  

- 802.18 ITU-R WP8A contribution 

- Final Review of Editorial s on PAR text   

Next Meeting Planning  

Close and Adjourn 

1:00pm-2:00pm  

2:00pm- 3:00pm 

 

 

 

3:00pm- 3:30pm 

4:00pm -5:00pm 

  

Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 7:30PM - 9:00PM 802 Tutorials  

 

 

Appendix B: Roll Call Vote on Agenda change for 802.18 discussion
	Motion: To add 802.18 to agenda for Tuesday, March 7
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vote Results
	 
	 
	72
	30
	15
	22

	Last Name
	First Name
	March Voter
	Yes
	No
	Abstain
	Not
 Present

	Agis 
	Edward 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Agrawal 
	Avneesh 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Ahn
	Jae Young
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Alamouti 
	Siavash 
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Ali 
	Murtaza 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Alphonse 
	Jean 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Arefi
	Reza
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Barriac
	Gwen
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Bernstein
	 Jeffrey
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Bravin
	Nancy
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Bussey
	Chris
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Cai 
	Sean 
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Canchi
	Radhakrishna
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Carlo
	Jim
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Carneiro
	 Edson
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Carson
	Peter
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Castell
	Harold P.
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Chickneas
	Jim
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Chion 
	Hua 
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Choi 
	Yang-Seok 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Chong 
	Chia-Chin 
	M
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Chun 
	Jin Young 
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Cleveland
	Joseph
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Dean
	Chris
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Dodd
	Donald
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Dorward
	 Lynne
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Dunn 
	Doug 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Eilts
	 Henry
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Epstein
	 Mark
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Feder
	Peretz
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Ferguson
	Alistair
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Freeland 
	Graham 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Gal
	 Dan
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Garcia-Alis
	Daniel  
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Garg
	Deepshikha
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Giles 
	Arthur
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Gomes
	 Eladio
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Gorodetsky
	Svetlana
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Gorokhov 
	Alexei 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Guo
	 Qiang
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Ho
	Jin-Meng
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Hou
	Victor
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Howard
	Fred
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Humbert
	John
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Huo
	David
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Iimuro 
	Kazuyoshi 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	James
	 David S.
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Jeong
	 Moo Ryong
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Jeong 
	Byung-Jang 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Jette 
	Alan 
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Ji 
	Tingfang 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Jones
	 Dennis
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kadous 
	Tamer 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kalhan 
	Amit 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kasch
	William
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Khademi
	 Majid
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Khandekar 
	Aamod 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Khatibi
	 Farrokh
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kiernan
	Brian
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kim
	Yong Ho
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Kimura
	 Shigeru
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kitahara
	Minako
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Kitamura
	Takuya
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Klerer
	Mark
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Knisely
	 Douglas
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Ko 
	Young-Jo 
	M
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Koo 
	Changhoi 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Kwon
	Young Hyoun
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Kwon 
	Dong Seung 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Lalaguna
	 Pablo
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Lawrence
	 Lisa
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Lee
	 Heesoo
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Lee 
	Wook-Bong 
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Li
	Jun
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Lim
	Hyoung Kyu 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Lin 
	Jiezhen 
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Luo
	Ping
	M                                     
	 
	 
	 
	x 

	Ma
	Steven
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Martynov
	Irina
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Martynov
	Michael
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	McMahon 
	Anthony 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	McMillan
	Donald
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Miyazono
	Max
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Mollenauer
	 James
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Murakami
	 Kazuhiro
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Murphy 
	Peter 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Naguib
	 Ayman
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Naidu
	Mullaguru
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Nakamura
	Tetsuya
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Nakano 
	Shinji 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Nguyen
	Nha 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Nicolas 
	Julien 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Novick
	Fred
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	O'Brien
	 Francis
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Odlyzko
	 Paul
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Park 
	Won-Hyoung 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Patzer 
	Steve 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Perini 
	Patrick 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Pfann 
	Eugen 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Pirhonen
	Riku
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Pittampalli
	 Eshwar
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Poisson
	 Sebastien
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Polcari
	Amy
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Polsgrove
	Jim
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Prakash
	Rajat
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Preece
	Rob
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Puthenkulam
	Jose
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Qian
	Xiaoshu
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Ragsdale
	 James
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Rajkumar
	Ajay
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Sampath 
	Hemanth 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Sano
	Masato
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Shields
	 Judy
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Shively
	David
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Son 
	Yeongmoon 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Springer
	 Warren
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Staver
	 Doug
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Suh 
	Changho 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Sutivong
	 Arak
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Suzuki 
	Tomohiro 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Teague 
	Harris 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Tee
	Lai-King Anna
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Tomcik
	James
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Toro
	Steven
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Trick
	 John
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Ulupinar 
	Fatih 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Upton
	 Jerry
	M
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Valbonesi 
	Lucia 
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Valls
	Juan Carlos
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Vijayan 
	Rajiv 
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Vivanco
	Silvia
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Wasilewski
	 Thomas
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Watanabe
	 Fujio
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Wieczorek
	Alfred
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Wilson
	 Joanne
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Wu
	 Gang
	M
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Yaghoobi
	Hassan
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Yallapragada
	Rao
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Yeh 
	Choongil 
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Yin
	Hujun
	M
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Youssefmir
	 Michael
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Yuda
	Tetsuya
	M
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Yuza
	 Masaaki
	M
	 
	 
	 
	x


Appendix C: Participation Credit for March 2006, 802.20
Revised April 13, 2006 (Please send a note the Chair if your credit is not listed correctly or other errors are noted including spelling.)
	Last Name
	First Name
	Company/Affiliation
	Mar. 2006 Credit

	Agis 
	Edward 
	Intel Corp 
	Yes

	Agrawal 
	Avneesh 
	Qualcomm 
	Yes

	Ahmadi
	Sassan
	Intel
	Yes

	Ahn
	Jae Young
	ETRI
	Yes

	Alamouti 
	Siavash 
	Intel 
	Yes

	Ali 
	Murtaza 
	Texas Instruments 
	Yes

	Alphonse 
	Jean 
	Lucent Technologies 
	Yes

	Arefi
	Reza
	Intel
	Yes

	Bajaj
	Rashmi
	France Telecom
	Yes

	Barriac
	Gwen
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Basu
	Saswata
	Intel
	Yes

	Bavafa
	Moussa
	Broadcom
	Yes

	Bernstein
	 Jeffrey
	TMG
	Yes

	Bogenfeld 
	Eckard 
	Deutsche Telekom 
	Yes

	Bravin
	Nancy
	Individual
	Yes

	Bussey
	Chris
	Bussey Consulting
	Yes

	Cai 
	Sean 
	ZTE Communications 
	Yes

	Canchi
	Radhakrishna
	Kyocera
	Yes

	Carlo
	Jim
	Huawei
	Yes

	Carneiro
	 Edson
	Edmais Computer Services
	Yes

	Carson
	Peter
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Castell
	Harold P.
	BCSI
	Yes

	Chae
	Suchang
	ETRI
	Yes

	Chang
	Young Bin
	Samsung
	Yes

	Chickneas
	Jim
	Consultant/Qualcomm
	Yes

	Chion 
	Hua Mary
	ZTE Communications 
	Yes

	Cho
	Juphil
	Kunsan Nat'l Univ
	Yes

	Cho 
	Soonmi 
	Samsung Electronics 
	Yes

	Choi
	Hyoungjin 
	TTA
	Yes

	Choi
	Yun
	Intel
	Yes

	Choi 
	Yang-Seok 
	Intel 
	Yes

	Chun
	Jin Young 
	LGE
	Yes

	Chung
	Jaeho
	KT Corp.
	Yes

	Comstock
	David
	Huawei
	Yes

	Dean
	Chris
	TMG Telecom
	Yes

	Dodd
	Donald
	Case Communications
	Yes

	Dorward
	 Lynne
	Ladcomm Corp
	Yes

	Dunn 
	Doug 
	Kyocera TRC
	Yes

	Eilts
	 Henry
	Texas Instruments
	Yes

	El-Rayes
	Mohamed
	Samsung
	Yes

	Epstein
	 Mark
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Feder
	Peretz
	Lucent
	Yes

	Ferguson
	Alistair
	Selbourne Associates
	Yes

	Freeland 
	Graham 
	Steepest Ascent Ltd 
	Yes

	Gal
	 Dan
	Lucent
	Yes

	Garcia-Alis
	Daniel  
	Univ. of Strathclyde
	Yes

	Garg
	Deepshikha
	Kyocera TRC
	Yes

	Giles 
	Arthur
	USGT
	Yes

	Gomes
	 Eladio
	Double E Enterprises 
	Yes

	Gore
	Dhananjay
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Gorodetsky
	Svetlana
	Gorodetsky Consulting
	Yes

	Gorokhov 
	Alexei 
	Qualcomm Inc. 
	Yes

	Gunduzhan
	Emre
	Nortel
	Yes

	Guo
	 Qiang
	Motorola
	Yes

	Han
	Youngnam
	ICU
	Yes

	Ho
	Jin-Meng
	Texas Instruments
	Yes

	Hong 
	Songnam 
	Samsung
	Yes

	Hou
	Victor
	Broadcom
	Yes

	Howard
	Fred
	Network Consulting Services
	Yes

	Hu
	Rose
	Nortel
	Yes

	Hu 
	Teck 
	Siemens
	Yes

	Huang
	Haiming
	Walbell Technologies
	Yes

	Huo
	David
	Lucent
	Yes

	Hur 
	Yerang 
	Posdata America R&D 
	Yes

	Ibbetson
	Luke
	Vodafone
	Yes

	Iimuro 
	Kazuyoshi 
	Kyocera 
	Yes

	Ikeda 
	Yutaka 
	Sharp Corporation 
	Yes

	Jeong 
	Byung-Jang 
	ETRI 
	Yes

	Jette 
	Alan 
	Motorola 
	Yes

	Ji 
	Baowei
	Samsung TA
	Yes

	Ji 
	Tingfang 
	Qualcomm Inc. 
	Yes

	Jones
	 Dennis
	Taliesen North Consulting
	Yes

	Kadous 
	Tamer 
	Qualcomm 
	Yes

	Kalhan 
	Amit 
	Kyocera TRC
	Yes

	Kang
	Hyunjeong
	Samsung
	Yes

	Kasch
	William
	John Hopkins Univ.
	Yes

	Khademi
	 Majid
	Khademi Consulting
	Yes

	Khandekar 
	Aamod 
	Qualcomm Inc 
	Yes

	Khatibi
	 Farrokh
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Kiernan
	Brian
	Interdigital Com.
	Yes

	Kim
	Joonsuk
	Broadcom
	Yes

	Kim
	Peter J.W.
	TTA
	Yes

	Kim
	Tae Young
	Samsung
	Yes

	Kim
	Yong Ho
	LG Electronics
	Yes

	Kim
	Young Kyun
	Samsung
	Yes

	Kim
	Young-Ho
	Samsung
	Yes

	Kim
	Youngsoo
	Samsung
	Yes

	Kim 
	Hyeon Soo 
	Samsung
	Yes

	Kim 
	Jae-Ho 
	ETRI
	Yes

	Kimura
	 Shigeru
	Kyocera
	Yes

	Kitahara
	Minako
	Kyocera
	Yes

	Klerer
	Mark
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Knisely
	 Douglas
	Airvana 
	Yes

	Kolze
	Tom
	Broadcom
	Yes

	Koo 
	Changhoi 
	Samsung 
	Yes

	Koplyay
	Ferenc
	Freescale
	Yes

	Kwon
	Young Hyoun
	LG Electronics
	Yes

	Kwon 
	Dong Seung 
	ETRI 
	Yes

	Lalaguna
	 Pablo
	MedStar
	Yes

	Lawrence
	 Lisa
	CTCI Group
	Yes

	Lee
	 Heesoo
	ETRI
	Yes

	Lee
	Jungwon
	Marvell Semiconductor
	Yes

	Lee
	Sungjin
	Samsung
	Yes

	Lee 
	Mihyun 
	Samsung Electronics 
	Yes

	Lee 
	Wook-Bong 
	LG Electronics 
	Yes

	Lestable
	Thierry
	SERI
	Yes

	Li
	Yingyang
	Samsung BST
	Yes

	Lim
	Hyoung Kyu 
	Samsung
	Yes

	Lin 
	Jiezhen 
	Siemens Ltd., China 
	Yes

	Liu
	Walter
	Huawei
	Yes

	Livshitz
	Michael
	Nortel
	Yes

	Ma
	Steven
	Freescale Semi.
	Yes

	Martynov
	Irina
	Belgud International
	Yes

	Martynov
	Michael
	Belgud International
	Yes

	McGinniss
	David
	Sprint
	Yes

	McMahon 
	Anthony 
	Steepest Ascent 
	Yes

	McMillan
	Donald
	Adv. Network Tech. Solutions
	Yes

	Miyazono
	Max
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Mollenauer
	 James
	Technical Strategy/Motorola 
	Yes

	Murakami
	 Kazuhiro
	Kyocera
	Yes

	Murphy 
	Peter 
	Intel Corp. 
	Yes

	Naaman 
	Laith 
	Intel Corp 
	Yes

	Nabar
	Romit
	Marvell Semiconductor
	Yes

	Nagai 
	Yukimasa 
	Mitsubishi Electric 
	Yes

	Naguib
	 Ayman
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Naidu
	Mullaguru
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Nakamura
	Kenichi
	Fujitsu
	Yes

	Nakamura
	Tetsuya
	NTT MCL Inc.
	Yes

	Nakano 
	Shinji 
	Kyocera TRC
	Yes

	Nguyen
	Nha 
	BCSI
	Yes

	Nicolas 
	Julien 
	Kyocera Research 
	Yes

	Noh 
	Taegyun 
	ETRI
	Yes

	Novick
	Fred
	Bussey Consulting
	Yes

	Odlyzko
	 Paul
	Motorola
	Yes

	Oguma 
	Hiroshi 
	Institute MIyagi Pref 
	Yes

	Oh 
	Changyoon 
	Samsung
	Yes

	Panicker 
	John 
	Nortel
	Yes

	Park 
	Chul
	ERTI
	Yes

	Park 
	DS 
	Samsung 
	Yes

	Park 
	Jeongho 
	Samsung
	Yes

	Park 
	Won-Hyoung 
	Samsung AIT 
	Yes

	Patzer 
	Steve 
	Intel
	Yes

	Perini 
	Patrick 
	EFR, Inc./IPWireless 
	Yes

	Pfann 
	Eugen 
	Univ. of Strathclyde 
	Yes

	Pirhonen
	Riku
	Nokia
	Yes

	Poisson
	 Sebastien
	OasisWireless
	Yes

	Polcari
	Amy
	Bussey Consulting
	Yes

	Polsgrove
	Jim
	JKB Global
	Yes

	Prakash
	Rajat
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Preece
	Rob
	BCSI
	Yes

	Puthenkulam
	Jose
	Intel
	Yes

	Qian
	Xiaoshu
	Intel
	Yes

	Ragsdale
	 James
	Ericsson
	Yes

	Rajadurai 
	Rajavelsamy 
	Samsung India Software
	Yes

	Rajkumar
	Ajay
	Lucent
	Yes

	Razoumov
	Leonid
	Intel
	Yes

	Salminen 
	Reijo 
	Seesta 
	Yes

	Sampath 
	Hemanth 
	Qualcomm 
	Yes

	Sano
	Masato
	Kyocera TRC
	Yes

	Santhanakrishnan 
	Anand 
	Samsung India Software
	Yes

	Sasaki 
	Shigenobu 
	Niigata University 
	Yes

	Seo 
	Bangwon 
	ETRI
	Yes

	Shields
	 Judy
	Ladcomm Corp.
	Yes

	Shively
	David
	Cingular Wireless
	Yes

	Shono
	Takashi
	Intel
	Yes

	Sihn 
	Gyung Chul 
	ETRI
	Yes

	Sivanesan
	Kathiravetpillai
	Samsung
	Yes

	Son 
	Yeongmoon 
	Samsung 
	Yes

	Song 
	Young Seog 
	ETRI
	Yes

	Sorensen
	Henrik
	Agere Systems
	Yes

	Springer
	 Warren
	Springer Assoc./Independent
	Yes

	Srinivasan 
	Roshni 
	Intel
	Yes

	Staver
	 Doug
	3581969Canada Inc. 
	Yes

	Stuby
	Richard 
	Agere Systems
	Yes

	Su
	David
	NIST-Gov.
	Yes

	Suh 
	Changho 
	Samsung Electronics 
	Yes

	Suh 
	Mark
	Samsung TA
	Yes

	Surcobe
	Valentin
	Motorola
	Yes

	Suzuki 
	Tomohiro 
	KYOCERA Corp. 
	Yes

	Tang 
	Xiangguo 
	FutureWei Tech. 
	Yes

	Teague 
	Harris 
	Qualcomm, Inc. 
	Yes

	Tee
	Lai-King Anna
	Samsung
	Yes

	Tomcik
	James
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Trick
	 John
	Bussey Consulting
	Yes

	Ulupinar 
	Fatih 
	Qualcomm 
	Yes

	Upton
	 Jerry
	JUpton Consulting;Qualcomm
	Yes

	Vaidya
	Rahul
	Samsung India Software
	Yes

	Valbonesi 
	Lucia 
	Motorola 
	Yes

	Valls
	Juan Carlos
	TMG Group 
	Yes

	Vijayan 
	Rajiv 
	Qualcomm, Inc. 
	Yes

	Vivanco
	Silvia
	TMG
	Yes

	Wan 
	Jane 
	Huawei US
	Yes

	Wasilewski
	 Thomas
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Wilson
	 Joanne
	ArrayComm
	Yes

	Wu
	 Gang
	NTT DoCoMo USA Labs
	Yes

	Wu
	 Geng
	Nortel
	Yes

	Yaghoobi
	Hassan
	Intel
	Yes

	Yallapragada
	Rao
	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Yeh 
	Choongil 
	ETRI 
	Yes

	Yin
	Hujun
	Intel
	Yes

	Youssefmir
	 Michael
	ArrayComm
	Yes

	Yuda
	Tetsuya
	Kyocera TRC
	Yes

	Yun 
	Jungnam 
	POSDATA 
	Yes

	Zhu 
	Peiying 
	Nortel 
	Yes

	Basgeet 
	Dharma 
	Toshiba Research Europe Ltd 
	No

	Choi
	YoungKyu
	Seoul National University
	No

	Green
	Larry
	IXIA
	No

	Inoue
	Yasuhiko
	NTT
	No

	Kanai
	Takeo
	Softbank BB Corp.
	No

	Kaplan
	Ted
	RkF Engineering
	No

	Kitamura
	Takuya
	Fujitsu
	No

	Li
	Jun
	Nortel Networks
	No

	Liang
	Haixiang
	Broadcom
	No

	Maez
	Dave
	Navini Networks 
	No

	Muenener
	Roland
	Alcatel SEL AG
	No

	Nguyen
	An
	NCS
	No

	Norin
	John
	DirectTV
	No

	O'Brien
	 Francis
	Lucent
	No

	Odum
	Dan
	NES
	No

	Pleasano
	Wayne
	Huber & Suhner
	No

	Popoli
	Robert
	DirectTV
	No

	Rayal
	Frank
	Redline Communications
	No

	Spoenlein
	Seth
	US Army/CERDEC
	No

	Watanabe
	 Fujio
	NTT DoCoMo USA Labs
	No

	Xiang
	David
	Huawei
	No

	Yang 
	Eric
	Interdigital
	No


Appendix D: Text of contribution 06-15r2
[Note: Approval of these minutes does not indicate approval or consensus on the comments,  responses and further responses in Appendix D, and during the Q&A on the technology proposals]
Introduction

Some questions and issues have been identified during the proposal discussions in the January Interim meeting. The meeting participants have requested those comments to be included in the meeting minutes for record, because these are crucial issues regarding the quality of the MBTDD and MBFDD proposals. They have indicated that these proposals are not appropriate and not ready to be the IEEE 802.20 standard, because of the incompleteness and non-compliance with respect to the IEEE 802.20 systems requirements document. 

The proponents have provided some responses to these issues recently, several weeks after the meeting has been adjourned. These responses have been included in the Appendix C2 of the meeting minutes for the January Interim meeting, as quoted below. 

This contribution quotes the list of questions and answers in the minutes, with further responses for further discussions in the March meeting.

General comments

The most frequent response from the proponents is that “the Evaluation Criteria document does not require the simulation of …”

Thus, it seems that the evaluation criteria document does not help us to evaluate the technology proposals adequately. This is most probably caused by the various, unexplained, last-minute changes to the evaluation criteria document before its approval in the September 2005 Interim meeting, as stated in the contribution C802.20-06/10r2 [3]. The responses from the proponents serve as strong evidence that the evaluation criteria document is inadequate and that there is a problem in the process of approving this document in September 2005. 

Consequently, we should review our WG process in decisions making to avoid further problems in the future, i.e., approval of documents that are found to be inadequate just shortly afterwards. This could happen similarly to the process of selecting the MBTDD/MBFDD proposals as the 802.20 technology recently.

Detail examples can be found in the Q & A section as recorded in the January meeting minutes and quoted below. 

The following is quoted from the draft meeting minutes for Jan 2006 Interim meeting. Further comments on the proponents’ responses can be found below, with underlines. 

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.

Further comments: As discussed above, the Evaluation Criteria Document, as well as the Technology Selection Procedure Document had probably been approved in an unreliable WG process. If the proposals have been crafted to match those documents, they are very probably just as incomplete and inadequate as those two referenced documents. Based on this response, the proponents may have also overlooked the importance of the 802.20 systems requirements document (SRD, 802.20 PD-06r1). 

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. 

· Further comment: In case of real-time applications such as VoIP, the interruption in the call may be significant. Therefore, the packet loss probability should be an important metrics for the evaluation of handoff scenario.

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.

· Further comment: It seems that the proponent is referring to the corresponding section in MBTDD Report 2 (C802.20-05/88r1) instead. The only information available for access delay consists of 2 values: (i) average of 11ms and (ii) 99%tile of 22ms. Are these all the analysis that has been done, and the proponents think they are sufficient indicators of the access channel performance?

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.

· Further comment: The original comment referred to Section 3 of Report 2, C802.20-05/88r1 for MBTDD. The simulations were performed at the link level for low mobility users at 3 km/h, e.g., Fig. 3-1. The actual gain will be much lower in a mobile cellular environment in which the mobile speed could be much higher and a significant percentage of users have low geometry values. 

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. 

· Further comment: As indicated in C802.20-06/10r2, there was a section 16 in the version of evaluation criteria document [1], just before the September 2005 meeting, which specified that the proposals should be evaluated for spectral blocks with size 2x5 MHz and 2x15 MHz respectively. With this section deleted in the approved version, it became impossible to compare the performance of various proposals. Even the technology proponents are not able to provide a comparison between two modes of operation that are supported by their proposal. Are these different modes of operation well understood?
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.  

· Further comment: An example of a contour plot is quoted from the evaluation criteria document as shown in Figure 1. Each of the plots in Figures 4.7-4.9 and Figures 4.11-4.12 of the Report 1 contain 4 points, with each point corresponds to a different data rate. Those are very different from the contour plots, in which each curve (contour) corresponds to a different data rate. 
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Figure 1
  Example of Contour plots from the Evaluation criteria document Section 13.2
h. 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. 

· Further comment: Typically, there is a tradeoff between coverage and cell edge data rate. If the link budget is evaluated at a higher cell edge data rate, e.g., 256 kbps or 512 kbps, the range of the system will be much less than the case of 64 kbps cell edge data rate. 
i. 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. 

· Further comment: The original comment should also refer to the signaling error modeling. The evaluation approach in section 1.3.3 of Report 2 assumes certain error probabilities in the signaling channels, e.g., ACK, CQI errors. However, in a time varying mobile cellular channel environment, can these error probabilities be kept the same without the change in power allocation or other radio resources? Evaluation of signaling overhead as shown in the performance reports 1 & 2 seems to have assumed fixed percentages. On the other hand, the evaluation criteria document has a description on the dynamic modeling of signaling overhead, but it has not been used in the proposal evaluation. The analysis in the reports is not as realistic as including the signaling error events in the system simulation. 
Questions from Leo Razoumov

1. 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.

· Proponent response: 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.

Further comments: The actual spectral mask plot has not been included. Please, provide hard technical evidence that directed RF power (and directivity gain) are within FCC limits.

2. 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.

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.

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.

· Further comment: As a high MAC latency would limit the TCP throughput, which has not been modeled nor evaluated in these reports, an actual distribution of the MAC packet delay should be useful to predict if the TCP throughput had been significantly reduced.  Based on the response, the system performance evaluation was performed without any constraint on MAC latency. With a high MAC latency, the throughput at the TCP layer would be much reduced. As a consequence, the effective spectral efficiency would also be significantly reduced. The effects of packet delay and error rate have been discussed in part of an old contribution [2]. The original evaluation criteria document [1] has included a TCP model which was required for Phase 2 evaluation.
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.

· Further comment: The stated answer about allocations requires special accommodation by scheduler which is out of scope of air interface specification. As a result, compliant designs will not be functional. Based on this reasoning, I did not find the answer convincing. 

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.
· Further comment: The answer is not quantitative and even “normal circumstances” is not defined. The closed loop power control is mandatory and the spec design should guarantee interoperability of any optional feature (such as open loop power control) when combined with this mandatory feature. Without this analysis and results, there is no proof for this interoperability.
3. 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.

4. 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.

· Further comment: One of the rationales used by 802.20 WG, as quoted from the attached Powerpoint (email attachment) stated that: “The basis on which 802.20 and 802.16e PARs were authorized was that the projects were unique due to the following differences: … c) .16e was only interested in channels wider than 5 MHz. 802.20 was addressing channels as narrow as 1.25 MHz…”

[image: image2.emf]bin00165_SECmail_m

sg05358.ppt


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.

· Further comment: Based on the definition in the technology selection document, IEEE 802.20-PD-10, section 2.0, "A compliant proposal is a proposal that meets or exceeds all the system, simulation and evaluation requirements (all the "SHALL" entries in the SRD)". Furthermore, sections 4.2.5.2 and 4.2.5.3 of the SRD (Systems Requirements Document PD-06r1) stated that the transmitter and receiver specifications are required. 
· In many IEEE 802 standards specifications, the transmitter and receiver requirements are part of the main air interface specifications, which are also criteria for customers and service providers for the adoption of technology. This is important in indicating the general compliance of the technology in meeting various regulatory requirements. 

.

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.

References

1. IEEE 802.20 Evaluation Criteria Document V17r1, September 14, 2005.

2. C802.20-04/55, April 26, 2004. 

C802.20-06/10r2, ‘Questions and Issues on IEEE 802.20 proposals’, January 18, 2006.
End appendix D
� EMBED Word.Document.8 \s ���





� EMBED Word.Document.8 \s ���





� EMBED Word.Document.8 \s ���

















[image: image8.emf]Proposed Detail Agenda – March 2006 Plenary, Session #19  

Hyatt Regency, Denver, Colorado  – Room Centennial E (As approved to start the Session)  

Agenda items are for time allocation and adjourn maybe earlier if all agenda items are completed .  

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 11:00AM – 12:30PM  

IEEE 802 Opening Plenary   

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 12:30PM  - 1:30PM  

Lunch 

 

 

Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 1:30PM  – 5:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)  

- Opening Session of 802.20   

- - IEEE Patent Policy and Meeting C onduct 

- Logistics for the session 

- - Review of Proposed 802.20 Agenda   

- - Approval of Agenda including modifications   

- - Review and approve Jan. Minutes  

- - Officers Election Process 

- - Current Status of Letter Ballot 1   

- - Review EC/TAGs/ WGs Activities 
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Discussion – Chair/WG 

Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals  (A. Tee) 

Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan.  Minutes (A. Tee) 

New Contribution  

  

8:00-8:45am 

 

 

8:45-9:30am 

10:00-11:15am 

11:15-12:00 

Note 15/13/14/17 

Order 

C802.20-06/13 

C802.20-06/14 

C802.20-06/15 

C802.20-06/17    

Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 1:00PM – 6:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 
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Next Meeting Planning  

Close and Adjourn 
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802.20 Letter Ballot Comment Resolution  (Anne Tee) 

Discussion – Chair/WG 

Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals  (A. Tee) 

Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan.  Minutes (A. Tee) 
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11:15-12:00 

Note 15/13/14/17 

Order 

C802.20-06/13 

C802.20-06/14 
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Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals (A. Tee) 

Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan.  Minutes (A. Tee) 

New Contribution  

  

8:00-8:45am 
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10:00-11:15am 
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		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 11:00AM – 12:30PM 



		IEEE 802 Opening Plenary 



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 12:30PM - 1:30PM 



		Lunch

		

		



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 1:30PM – 5:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 



		· Opening Session of 802.20 


· - IEEE Patent Policy and Meeting Conduct
- Logistics for the session


· - Review of Proposed 802.20 Agenda 


· - Approval of Agenda including modifications 


· - Review and approve Jan. Minutes


· - Officers Election Process


· - Current Status of Letter Ballot 1 


· - Review EC/TAGs/ WGs Activities


· - PAR Extension




		 1:30-5:00pm




		



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 7:00PM - 9:00PM 802.20 Officer Elections



		

		 

		 



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2006 8:00AM - 12:00PM Hyatt (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM)



		Contributions:

Ballot Comment Resolution


802.20 Letter Ballot Comment Resolution (Anne Tee)


Discussion – Chair/WG


Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals (A. Tee)


Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan. Minutes (A. Tee)

New Contribution 

		 

8:00-8:45am

8:45-9:30am

10:00-11:15am


11:15-12:00

		Note 15/13/14/17

Order


C802.20-06/13

C802.20-06/14

C802.20-06/15

C802.20-06/17   



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 1:00PM – 6:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)



		New Business 
Next Meeting Planning 
Close and Adjourn

		 

1:00pm- 2:00pm


2:00pm- 3:30pm


4:00pm -5:00pm
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Hyatt Regency, Denver, Colorado – Room Centennial E (agreed before Lunch Tues.)

Agenda items are for time allocation and adjourn maybe earlier if all agenda items are completed. 



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 11:00AM – 12:30PM 



		IEEE 802 Opening Plenary 



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 12:30PM - 1:30PM 



		Lunch

		

		



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 1:30PM – 5:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 



		· Opening Session of 802.20 


· - IEEE Patent Policy and Meeting Conduct
- Logistics for the session


· - Review of Proposed 802.20 Agenda 


· - Approval of Agenda including modifications 


· - Review and approve Jan. Minutes


· - Officers Election Process


· - Current Status of Letter Ballot 1 


· - Review EC/TAGs/ WGs Activities


· - PAR Extension




		 1:30-5:00pm




		



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 7:00PM - 9:00PM 802.20 Officer Elections



		

		 

		 



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2006 8:00AM - 12:00PM Hyatt (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM)



		Contributions:

Ballot Comment Resolution


802.20 Letter Ballot Comment Resolution (Anne Tee)


Discussion – Chair/WG


Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals (A. Tee)


Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan. Minutes (A. Tee)

New Contribution 

		 

8:00-8:45am

8:45-9:30am

10:00-11:15am


11:15-12:00

		Note 15/13/14/17

Order


C802.20-06/13

C802.20-06/14

C802.20-06/15

C802.20-06/17   



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 1:00PM – 6:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)



		Ballot Comment Resolution Discussion from AM

New Business

-Copyright questions on Draft 1(15 minutes) 
Next Meeting Planning 
Close and Adjourn

		1:00pm-2:00pm 


2:00pm- 2:30pm


3:00pm- 3:30pm


4:00pm -5:00pm

		 



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 7:30PM - 9:00PM 802 Tutorials 
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Agenda items are for time allocation and adjourn maybe earlier if all agenda items are completed. 



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 11:00AM – 12:30PM 



		IEEE 802 Opening Plenary 



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 12:30PM - 1:30PM 



		Lunch

		

		



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 1:30PM – 5:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM) 



		· Opening Session of 802.20 


· - IEEE Patent Policy and Meeting Conduct
- Logistics for the session


· - Review of Proposed 802.20 Agenda 


· - Approval of Agenda including modifications 


· - Review and approve Jan. Minutes


· - Officers Election Process


· - Current Status of Letter Ballot 1 


· - Review EC/TAGs/ WGs Activities


· - PAR Extension




		 1:30-5:00pm




		



		Monday, Mar. 6, 2006 7:00PM - 9:00PM 802.20 Officer Elections



		

		 

		 



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2006 8:00AM - 12:00PM Hyatt (Break 10:00 – 10:30AM)



		Contributions:

Ballot Comment Resolution


802.20 Letter Ballot Comment Resolution (Anne Tee)


Discussion – Chair/WG


Further Questions on MBTDD/MFTDD Proposals (A. Tee)


Responses to AppendixC2: Q&A from Jan. Minutes (A. Tee)

New Contribution 

		 

8:00-8:45am

8:45-9:30am

10:00-11:15am


11:15-12:00

		Note 15/13/14/17

Order


C802.20-06/13

C802.20-06/14

C802.20-06/15

C802.20-06/17   



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 1:00PM – 6:00PM Hyatt (Break 3:30 – 4:00PM)



		Ballot Comment Resolution Discussion from AM

New Business

-Copyright questions on Draft 1(15 minutes)

- 802.18 ITU-R WP8A contribution


- Final Review of Editorial s on PAR text 
Next Meeting Planning 
Close and Adjourn

		1:00pm-2:00pm 


2:00pm- 3:00pm


3:00pm- 3:30pm

4:00pm -5:00pm

		 



		Tuesday, Mar. 7, 2005 7:30PM - 9:00PM 802 Tutorials 






_1202984206.ppt


802.16e Proposed PAR Amendment

Motion: The 802.20 Working Group does not approve the proposed 802.16e PAR Amendment. The group strongly recommends the 802 Executive Committee not approve the 802.16e PAR Amendment.

	Mover: Dan Gal

	Second: Mark Klerer

	Results:

		Yes: 54

		No: 0

		Abstain: 2

Note 2: The results of this Motion and associated Rationale, if passed, shall be provided to the Chair of 802.16 before 5:00pm Tuesday, July 13. 2004 per the 802 P&P.

(Rationale for this Motion is as follows on the next slide.) 

802.20 July 12, 2004







Rationale for Not Approving the proposed 802.16e PAR Amendment: 

1. The basis on which 802.20 and 802.16e PARs were authorized was that the projects were unique due to the following differences:

	a) .16e required backwards compatibility with Fixed Access (16a). 802.20 was to be a clean sheet design with no constraints

	b) .16e was to address the frequency bands between 2-6 GHz. 802.20 the frequency bands below 3.5 Ghz

	c) .16e was only interested in channels wider than 5 MHz. 802.20 was addressing channels as narrow as 1.25 MHz

2. The current PAR as indicated in item 19 allows Non-Backward Compatible Modes. Such a project is already being done by 802.20. Furthermore, the rationale for when backward compatible is required and when it is not clearly has no technical sound justification; viz. FFT sizes 1024, 512 and 128 are not required to remain compatible, whereas the 256 and 2048 FFT sizes are. Backward compatibility should be required in all modes.

3. With no stated rationale or justification the amended PAR (see Item 13) has removed the lower limit of the 2 GHz (specified in item 12 of the original PAR) and replaced the upper limit with 11GHz. Again this blurs the distinction between 802.20 and 802.16. The lower limit should be maintained.

4. The reasons for the scalable PHY were based on support of 1.25 MHz channels. As described above these are already covered by 802.20.

5. Even the sub-criterion (Distinct Identity) of  “Easy for the document reader to select the relevant specification” would be violated by this amendment as no reader expects to find a collection of disparate specifications with multiple permutations on PHY/MAC/Mobile/Fixed in a single document and have to sort out what would be applicable.

The original PAR that provides for mobility support via FULLY backward compatible systems was unique – the revised PAR is redundant and not needed as such a project can and is already authorized in the 802.20 PAR.

	Note :The Working Group may assign an Ad-Hoc to update/modify/enhance the above Rationale before sending to the 802.16 Chair. Such an Ad-Hoc will need to report back to the Group before 2pm on Tuesday, July 13, 2004 for final approval by the Group. If no approval is reached, the original rationale shall be submitted to the 802.16 Chair.

802.20 July 12, 2004







802.16e Proposed PAR Amendment

“Directed Position”

Motion:  The 802.20 Working Group Directs the Chair of 802.20 to vote “No” in the Executive Committee regarding the approval of the proposed 802.16e PAR. The Group recommends the 802 Executive Committee not approve the 802.16e PAR.

	Mover: Dan Gal

	Second: Mark Klerer

	Results:

		Yes: 53

		No: 0

		Abstain: 3

Note 1: If this Motion is approved 75% of the 802.20 members, this will be a Directed Position for the 802.20 Chair to vote “No” in the Executive Committee regarding approval of the 802.16e PAR Amendment.

802.20 July 12, 2004







802.16g Proposed PAR Amendment

Motion: The 802.20 Working Group does not approve the proposed 802.16g PAR. The group recommends the 802 Executive Committee not approve the 802.16g PAR.

	Mover: Mark Klerer

	Second: Dan Gal

	Results:

		Yes: 54

		No: 0

		Abstain: 2



Note 2: The results of this Motion and associated Rationale, if passed, shall be provided to the Chair of 802.16 before 5:00pm Tuesday, July 13. 2004 per the 802 P&P.

(Rationale for this Motion is as follows on the next slide.) 

802.20 July 12, 2004







Rationale for Not Approving the proposed 802.16g PAR : 

		This PAR is premature and should be reviewed again after the scope of 802.16e is clarified.

		This proposed IEEE project should be limited to management of the PHY and MAC.





Note :The Working Group may assign an Ad-Hoc to update/modify/enhance the above Rationale before sending to the 802.16 Chair. Such an Ad-Hoc will need to report back to the Group before 2pm on Tuesday, July 13, 2004 for final approval by the Group. If no approval is reached, the original rationale shall be submitted to the 802.16 Chair.

802.20 July 12, 2004







802.16g Proposed PAR Amendment

“Directed Position’

Motion: The 802.20 Working Group Directs the Chair of 802.20 to vote “No” in the Executive Committee regarding the approval of the proposed 802.16g PAR. The group recommends the 802 Executive Committee not approve the 802.16g PAR.

	Mover: Mark Klerer

	Second: Dan Gal

	Results:

		Yes: 52

		No: 0

		Abstain: 2

Note 1: If this Motion is approved 75% of the 802.20 members, this will be a Directed Position for the 802.20 Chair to vote “No” in the Executive Committee regarding approval of the 802.16g PAR Amendment. 

802.20 July 12, 2004








