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Monday PM 1

Opening introduction doc 07-0679r0 was presented.

The Orlando meeting minutes, doc 07-650, was presented. Revised to 07-650r1.
Motion to approve: Art Astrian

Second: Alireza Seyedi

For: 41

Against: 1

Abstain: 0

Agenda Approval – 1st PM session

The proposers drew numbered papers to get slots for proposal time.  Confusion arouse on the scheduling of the proposals because IBM was selected for the first time slot but IBM could not physically be here at that time.  TensorCom agreed to swap their time slot with IBM.  This means that IBM goes 16th and TensorCom goes first.  The committee also adjusted the order of presentation to accommodate proposers who also have commitment to other task groups.

The order of presentation was included in doc 07-0678r2 (the meeting agenda).

A motion to approve the agenda, doc 07-0678r2, by James Gilb as special orders for proposers to adhere to the fixed time slots as specified in the agenda.  Seconded by Eckhard Grass.  Discussion was asked for - no one made any discussion on the motion.

For: 43

Against: 1

Abstain: 0

Motion passes and the agenda is approved.  At 3:20 PM a recess was called until Tuesday @ 10:30 AM. 

Monday PM 2

No Session

Tuesday AM 1

No Session

Tuesday AM 2

The session started with the Chair indicating that he wants presentations to be frozen to the revision available on the website as of COB (close of business) Monday.  The basis of this ruling was input from Bob Heile.  This was then modified, via committee discussion, to be interpreted as the start of the Tuesday AM 2 session.

Presentation #1 – 07-700r4

TensorCom presentation: 07-700r4 … started at 10:37 … we’ll run over to 11:37.

Discussion by committee:

Q1 – slide 21 common mode – what is this common mode

A1 – shown on slide 13 – common mode is spreading code with PI/2 PSK modulation

Q2 – slide 28 – aggregation mode – is all the frame the same or different

A2 – all are the same, just the number is difference

Q3 – for SC – using known sequence instead of a CP – what is the performance?

A3 – used for tracking, so the known sequence offers advantages

Q4 – slide 34 – results are for both SC and OFDM?

A4 – no, 3.1 is just SC

Q5 – Is the FEC complex?

A5 – no, it is not that complex, less complex than convolutional code, it is a hybrid approach to reduce the complexity

Q6 – question about OFDM – do you use guard bands on the subcarriers

A6 – no, not used – only way to support both OFDM and SC

Q7 – sample rate for OFDM

A7 – 1.5 samples per chip minimum

Presentation was less than 1 hour long, so we are back on “time”.

Note: during short break it was verified that a person asking a question at the does not have to state their name and affiliation.  The affiliation rule is just for the presenters.

Presentation #2 – 07-693r3

11:30 AM Doc 07-693r3 Start time was: 11:30

Discussion:

Q1 – SMD for signaling, why did you choose that?

A1 – Alternatives were considered, but choice to use SMD.

Q2 – Where are the details on the common mode?

A2 – Slides 28 & 29.

Q3 – Does common mode us CP?

A3 – No CP, but does have spreading code.

Q4 – slide 8 – mentioned TCM 8-PSK, but didn’t show in results.

A4 – We can meet system requirements without TCM 8-PSK and didn’t evaluate it against system requirements.

Q5 – You proposed several different types of codes … which ones are mandatory and which ones are optional.

A5 – We have not chosen what is mandatory and optional as of yet.

Tuesday PM 1

Presentation #3 – 07-685r1　NewLans
1:34 PM Doc 07-685r1 

Discussion:

Q1 – AGC, slide 16, mentioned settling time is 10 uS, but this is not fast AGC, should be a few nS.

A1 – (taken as a comment)

Q2 – Question: will the mixing of harmonics of the crystal cause mixing products?

A2 – Not a problem in the current design, it is very clean.

Q3 – Slide 10 – what is the bandwidth of the clock recovery filter?

A3 – 40 TO 50 MHz, but may change in future.

Q4 – question on power distribution to pilots, what is percentage of total power

A4 – power in pilots is very low

Q5 – what happens if a pilot is missed

A5 – if pilot is missed then we lose synchronization

Q6 – How do you think the MAC protocol will deal with a lost pilot

A6 – don’t know

Q7 – Performance in NLOS

A7 – It is not good because no equalization

Q8 – Does the discrete pilot line cause intermod problems?

A8 – Have not seen that in the lab, no spurious content seen.

Q9 – Is the stated performance in continuous or burst mode

A9 – Continuous mode (concerned expressed about performance in burst mode)

Q10 – SSB (slide 14) – can’t remove one sideband of QPSK

A10 – Not QPSK, this is bipolar modulation

Presentation #4 – 07-691r1　IMEC
2:30 PM Doc 07-691r1 

Discussion:

Q1 – Slide 10 – is GMSK equivalent to Pi/2 BPSK?

A1 – yes

Q2 – Slide 16 – asked to comment on the frequency synthesizer plan – the frequency plan is thought to be difficult

A2 – Reply “the RF guys back in the lab” are saying they can build this synthesizer

Q3 – Slide 16 – how to avoid interference in different bandwidth devices that are overlapping (using the same MAC)?

A3 – Reply: this is good point … we may need a control channel at the protocol level

Q4 – In regards to slide 16 – why build low rate, low bandwidth system

A4 – Use low bandwidth for low rate, which allows reduced sampling rate

Q5 – For clarification, slide 16 may be a problem in Japan (2.1 GHz is max)

A5 – Reply, OK, we can be flexible

Q6 – Slide 33 – how do you do synchronize and channel estimation

A6 – No synchronization or channel estimation in our simulation

Q7 – What is the coding scheme?

A7 – Convolutional code at rate ¾, k=7

Q8 – You proposed two mod schemes – do you have a preference on which to use?

A8 – CPM has a better implementation, but no strong preference (may be lost for 8-PSK)

Q9 – Does simulation contain single tap equalizer?

A9 – Yes

Q10 – The single tap equalizer – what is the nature of it?  Is it just scaling & rotation?

A10 – It is a single tap which compensates phase rotation

Q11 – CM2.3 is better than CM3.1 – this seems confusing

A11 – Difference may have to do with the antenna types

Q12 – on ADC, is there 3 bits for GMSK – can you go with a 1 bit ADC?

A12 – Yes, it is a hard decision, and we may lose some performance in multipath

Tuesday PM 2

Presentation #5 – 07-703r1　Astrin Radio
4:00 PM Doc 07-703r1 

Discussion:

Q1 – What is the modulation?  What the modulation types?

A1 – The first 3 are SC, and then the rest are OFDM.

Q2 – On turbo coding – do you think it is suitable for a high speed data implementation?

A2 – Yes

Q3 – In regards to control mode – is the 15.4 MAC being used?

A3 – Yes, or any other MAC that supports high data rates.

Q4 – Slide 8 – do all the operations shown operate with the 15.3 MAC?

A4 – These are enhancements that would have to be added.

Q5 – MIMO – which modes do you have in mind?

A5 – Envisioning something like 16 elements in a circular area with 16 receivers for antenna training – spatial multiplexing

Q6 – 500 MHz at 60 GHz is rather narrow.  How do you support higher data rates?

A6 – Use multiple contiguous spectrum, which are bounded for higher data rates.  This approach is supported by Ecma UWB WPAN.

Q7 – How to avoid adjacent channel interference?  I think this will be difficult to implement.  Are you envisioning Z-IF.

A7 – Yes

There was a comment in regards to how the frequency plan fits with Australian 60 GHz rules.

Presentation #6 07-690r1　Tohoku U./Mitsubishi
The chairmen asked if contribution 07-690r1 could be presented at 4:27 PM in violation of the special orders.  There were no objections and the presentation was given.  The presentation was about 2 minutes long.  No Q&A after doc 07-690r1 was presented.

Wednesday AM 1

Presentation #7 07-698r1　　Matsushita
8:00 AM Doc 07-698r1 

Discussion:

Q1 – slide 27 – mode 1.1 and 1.2 are coherent and non-coherent, but why only 1 dB difference

A1 – simulation was in AWGN with optimum threshold for non-coherent (trained).  Presenter said 1 dB was normal

Q2 – slide 42 – single common beacon in simplest format lacks robustness, but if robustness was not an issue, do you think single common beacon is the best?

A2 – yes, if that could be done but wonder if it can be done

Q3 – On OOK beacon – is OOK beacon allocated in every super frame?

A3 – yes, dual beacon is sent every super frame – could be adaptive but adds more complexity.

Q4 – slide 13 – bit rate is listed at 1.5596 Gbps, but symbol rate is 1.664 Gsps (slide 16), at one bit per symbol, what is causing the difference

A4 – The Reed-Solomon coding

Q5 – slide 16 – what is difference between LR and HR since the symbol rate is the same and there is 1 bit/symbol

A5 – Difference between LR and HR is preamble length (overhead).  The HR has a shorter preamble.

Q6 – slide 41 – the PNC has no idea high end and low end devices are joining, so isn’t it difficult for PNC to know what to do?

A6 – agree – this is an issue – would like to have a common CAP for OOK and PSK.  Actually don’t favor option #2.

Presentation #8 - 07-686r0 and 07-687r1 NICTA
9:00 AM Doc 07-686r0 and 07-687r1 (combined presentation)

Discussion:

Q1 – Slide 7 & 11 of the first presentation – what is PAPR of the preamble?

A1 – 7 dB

Q2 – Slide 11 - is time domain impulse response real?

A2 – yes

Q3 – Slide 9 – please explain the first equation

A3 – These are frequency domain equations and not all the math is shown

Q4 – Do you keep the short preamble the same as 802.11a? (worried about frequency offset error)

A4 – yes – the residual I/Q mismatch is low and the degradation is less than 0.1 dB

Q5 – MAC – you are saying that the PNC is omni-antenna and the devices are using omni-directional, did you consider PNC to device communication in directional mode?

A5 – No, but that is possible.

Q6 – I/Q unbalance – is there a mechanism to reduce I/Q unbalance for actual data?

A6 – Yes, you still have to estimate I/Q mismatch and do the correction.

Q7 – The preamble has to eliminate the frequency error, does you preamble do that?

A7 – The preamble has been modified for a larger FFT so it takes care of the error.

Q8 – Did you do simulation in a severe environment?

A8 – Have not simulated in all 3c channel models

Q9 – What are you going to do to increase the bit rate in regards to frequency allocation?

A9 – We want to increase channel bandwidth to 1.5 GHz.

Q10 – Do you have simulations for CM 1.3, 2.3 and 3.1?

A10 – No, not yet, we will do it.

Q11 – What is driving your current frequency bandwidths? (In regards to 1 GHz channels).

A11 – The current Australian regulatory rules are driving us to narrow the bandwidth so they can have more than one channel

Wednesday AM 2

No session

Wednesday PM 1

Presentation #9 – 07-681r0 Philips, et. al.
13:30 Doc 07-681r0

Discussion:

Q1 – You’re using repetition coding to reduce the rate – why repeat instead of spreading?

A1 – They are basically the same thing – have not specified all the details.

Q2 – In regards to the code length during preamble – this is designed for what level of PPM oscillator accuracy?

A2 – slide 40 – the code length is set to 256 

Q3 – slide 9 – did your simulations use the equalizer shown, and what is the impact from deep nulls

A3 – Yes, linear LMSE equalizer – not zero forcing – does enhance the noise some, could add some DFE for noise reduction.

Q4 – Slide 37 - in regards to antennas – will it suffice to just switch antenna or will we need multi-RF points.

A4 – This is an implementation detail, but standard just specifies how to do this.  Might duplicate some, but perhaps not all – again, implementation detail

Q5 – Slide 16 – in PHY preamble, you can have beam training – why place it in the frame body?

A5 – The beam training field is for tracking – the assumption is that the coarse antenna training has already taken place.

Q6 – Slide 20 – how is adaptive CP fed back?

A6 – Fed back after link is established using a large default CP.

Q7 – Slide 32 – many modes – how does receiver handle all these modes?

A7 – We have not decided what is mandatory and what is optional – agree we need a common mode.

Q8 – Slide 49 – used CM5 and CM10.3 – why these environments?

A8 – Chose these because the required CMs where too easy – wanted something harder, so Philips selected these

Q9 – Slide 62 – AWGN missed detection?

A9 – We have two curves, these are not AWGN – one curve is missed detection and the other false alarm.

Q10 – Slide 24 – when interleaving symbols, why don’t use coded bits instead?

A10 – This is TCM so the bits can not be swapped around – the uncoded bits need go to the right place in the constellation.

Q11 – How difference is your interleaver from a block interleaver?

A11 – It is difference – breaks up the cyclic nature of the symbols – the general block interleaver is cyclic and can be a problem.

Q12 – In regards to segmented payload –is the ack policy included for different payload types?

A12 – Agree, this needs to be included

Q13 – Initial channel estimation – time or frequency domain?

A13 – Frequency domain (slide 21)

Q14 – Do you need to have specific pilots for SNR estimation?

A14 – No, comes from the channel estimation.

Q15 – Slide 28 – question on PAPR - non-square may have higher PAPR?

A15 – Yes, that is correct – PAPR is higher than 8-PSK

Q16 – The receiver decides CP length?

A16 – Yes – can be adapted during the data transmission (but not in the middle of a packet).

Q17 – Antenna switching: did you use it for simulation?
A17 – No, because there was no shadowing for the CMs used.

Q18 – What is your design philosophy for missed detection and false detection against a fixed threshold?

A18 – Need to be 3 dB better than most robust data rate that you have.

Presentation #10 – 07-683r3 Decawave
14:30 Doc 07-683r3

Discussion:

Q1 – Slide 46 – what is the low power mode PAPR? (due to ternary code) 

A1 – about 3.5 dB 

Q2 – Slide 33 – using Ipatov sequence 183 – suitable for use at these high data rates? (lots of adders)

A2 – Agree that a bank of correlators is needed

Q3 – Slide 6 – does the constellation support both coherent and noncoherent dectection?  What do you gain for noncoherent?

A3 – Noncoherent is for LOS only – if detected noncoherently it will have less complexity

Q4 – Ss directional antenna used for noncoherent mode?

A4 – Yes – you have a directional antenna for noncoherent mode.

Q5 – How do you deal with multipath – how is equalization done?

A5 – No equalization is done – just used channel matched filter – channel estimation accomplished during the preamble.

Q6 – You say the constellation is resilient to phase noise – do you have simulation results?

A6 – Yes – phase noise was included in the simulations (no PA as of yet).

Q7 – Noncoherent detection question – slide 27 – seems Eb/N0 is larger than that needed for conventional ASK.  Is that true?

A7 – True that it is not as good as OOK – but same beacon can be used for coherent and noncoherent modes.

Q8 – Why use 8-QAM instead of 8-PSK?  What advantage is realized?

A8 – 8-QAM has better performance – the advantage is better resilience to phase noise. 

Q9 – What is impact of PA compression on 8-QAM?

A9 – PA compression compresses the 8-QAM constellation, but have not done simulations to compare with 8-PSK to determine impact.

Q10 – Slide 14 – 1.4 Gbps does not meet usage requirement 1 & 5.

A10 – There are two higher rate modes that meet the requirement.

Q11 – What is the performance for CM2.3?

A11 – Shown on slide 41.

Q12 – How do you antenna track multiple users, how do you calibrate?

A12 – Phased antenna array can be pointed in different directions, and use the preamble to determine AoA by binary search (converges in 7 steps).

Wednesday PM 2

Presentation #11 – 07-695r2 Motorola/Phiar
16:00 Doc 07-695r2

Discussion:

Q1 – You are assuming 15% rolloff – seems sharp – got any practical implementations?

A1 – Yes, it is sharp – don’t currently have a design.

Q2 – Slide 23 – synchronization pattern for equalizer training – are you using an equalizer? 

A2 – The intend is when an equalizer is used in the system – it was not used in the simulations.

Q3 – If one PNC manages several devices, the time to adjust the AGC is critical – what is AGC settling time?

A3 – A few 10s of nS – didn’t actually do the design.

Q4 – You mentioned common mode – what is the definition of the common mode.

A4 – This is a mode that allows two different architectures to interoperate, the back-off mode is being able to talk with higher rate and allows operation with less capable devices.

Q5 – Bit rate degradation due to PA nonlinearity – slide 17 – what is the degradation?  2 dB?

A5 – Yes, this is due to the nonlinearity effects due to the filtering

Presentation #12 - 07-0692r0 and 07-615r1  N. Taiwan U., et. Al.
17:00 Doc 07-0692r0 and 07-615r1

Discussion:

Q1 – Do you have any power estimate on the entire transceiver?

A1 – 100 mW for the low power implementation – slide 13 is for the passive version

Q2 – Slide 13 on MC-CDMA – what is the reason system is so much better than QPSK?

A2 – the results are a simulation and the presenter will have to ask the author to answer the question.

Thursday AM 1

Presentation #13 – 07-688r1France Telecom/IHP
08:00 Doc 07-688r1

Presenter indicated there is a companion document 07-689r0.

Discussion:

Q1 – slide 18 – PAPR backoff for PA is shown to be 10 dB.  Is that correct?

A1 – Could be lowered to 8 dB, but we have not yet included techniques to mitigate PAPR.  We are still investigating.

Q2 – What about phase noise?

A2 – Yes, an issue but with relatively little effort we can achieve acceptable oscillator phase noise.

Q3 – You used CM 2.3 and 3.1 – what is meant by “normalized” (slide 18).

A3 – Normalized to unit power, this is what is called normalized.

Q4 – Slide 53 – 8 modes – we are requiring 3.5 Gbps – how do you achieve this?

A4 – To go to higher rates we may need larger channel bandwidth.  Future ADCs will enable this.

Q5 – Slide 34 – did you consider PA backoff and did you consider synchronization?

A5 – Yes we did and we assumed perfect synrchronization

Q6 – Slide 39 – are the curves generated assuming a certain BER?

A6 – No, just PER – if there are errors, then the data rate is reduced.

Q7 – Slide 43 – looks like it is not suitable for battery hand held devices

A7 – PA power can be reduced, and also technology scaling (45 nm) will reduce power, also duty cycle operation will reduce power – but for 2 Gbps data rate, this is the required power given today’s technology.

Q8 – In regards to merging with SC proposals – the 1 GHz channels do not match SC proposals – why 1 GHz channels?

A8 – Matches frequency regulations and works well with frequency skew from different countries.  Also, given technology limits, it will be difficult to design OFDM with 2 GHz bandwidths.  Future technology will support channel bonding and wider channel bandwidths.

Q9 – In regards to Viterbi decoding with K=7 … isn’t this hard at this data rate?

A9 – We use K=7 with parallel implementation – don’t have gate counts at this time

Q10 – slide 37 – 3 Gbps simulation results – SNR needed for synchronization is 20 dB.  Isn’t this high?

A10 – Yes, it is high, so it might only be suitable for LOS channels.

Q11 – Phase noise of -92 dBc/Hz might not be so simple!

A11 – We  can adjust channel spacing, size of FFT - -92 is not easy but we think it is doable.

Q12 – ADC resolution – what is it?

A12 – 8 bit resolution for highest rate mode – not simple but felt to be doable

Presentation #14 – 07-0702r4  SiBeam, et. Al.
09:00 Doc 07-702r4

Discussion:

Q1 – Has anyone implemented this, i.e. a proof of existence?

A1 – Can’t answer this question at this time … can’t say who has done what.

Q2 – Why do we need to use OFDM?  Given the antenna tracking capability, and beamforming antennas, does this justify OFDM?

A2 – The WiHD group looked at this issue and selected OFDM based upon careful consideration.

Q3 – Data is sent with HRP, and ACKs are via LRP … does the slower ACKs cause a time overhead?

A3 – These two PHYs do not sent at the same time - the LRPs are small and efficient and sent just the bare minimum data content and are not an overhead.

Q4 – Since you are ack’ing, it appears you need to buffer some video data?

A4 – Yes, we may be need to buffer 2 mS of data, which will require some storage.

Q5 – Question about false detect probability … seems a bit high.

A5 – Yes, the numbers were supplied by the group and we will check on them.

Q6 – What is the constraint length?

A6 – K=7 with parallel encoders and decoders

Q7 – On LRP – do you think this is the best way to reach more distance?

A7 – The group (WiHD) had significant discussion and this was the way the group chose to do it.

Q8 – In regards to the LRP, because it is narrower bandwidth, will it have fading problems?

A8 – No, we don’t think that will be an issue

Q9 – What are the memory requirements for retransmission (2 mS)?

A9 – That would be about 1 Mbyte.

Thursday AM 2

Presentation #15 – 07-701r1 Samsung
10:30 Doc 07-701r1

Discussion:

Q1 – Presented two schemes – constellation and coding – any comparisons between the two methods.

A1 – We have not compared one over the other yet – that the work is in progress.

Q2 – Slide 5 – how does RF unbalance impact this constellation?

A2 – RF implementation needs careful design.

Q3 – Practicality of the gain of UEP – slide 11 shows just 1 dB of gain – what does this mean in terms of range – is all the effort worth it?

A3 – The user will see a better picture for this 1 dB

Q4 – Slide 7 is only AWGN – why not use the agreed upon CM models?

A4 – The slide is for illustration purposes, we still need to do some optimization.

Q5 – You only consider QPSK and 16-QAM – how about 8-PSK – what is the mapping?

A5 – We may need some other method for the mapping.

Q6 – Slide 11 – what to use above 6 dB, what to use below 6 dB – can the receiver determine the actual Eb/No that accurately?

A6 – How we do this measurement is TBD.

Q7 – For clarification – is this channel coding?

A7 – Yes

Q8 – So what do you use for file transfer?

A8 – This coding is for video transfer, would use EEP for file transfer.  In regards to video, perhaps we start with EEP for good channel conditions.  If the channel degrades, then we switch to UEP for enhanced performance.

Q9 – How about just compressing the video and sending at a lower rate

A9 – We did not consider compression in this presentation.

Q10 – Would it not be better to compress and send it at a lower rate to get better performance?

A10 – Yes, that is one way to get better performance.

Q11 – Your proposal only supports 8 bits, but HDMI is more than 8 bits – so what to do?

A11 – Good question – in this example, this was 8 bits … but for example, 12 bits could be sent as two 6 bit words … you can do various partitioning of the data word.

Q12 – Slide 11 – for 40 dB PSNR no user perception of degraded performance – does this depend on the size of the video screen?

A12 – No, beyond 40 dB it is not discernible difference

Presentation #16 – 07-694r1    IBM Research
11:30 Doc 07-694r1

Discussion:

Q1 – Do you have any numbers on the power consumption of the entire radio?

A1 – The published numbers for 1st generation are 800 mW for TX, 500 mW for RX.  This is everything on slide 17.

Q2 – Slide 14 – you compare performance in multipath environment – what type of equalization and what are the CM models?

A2 – No equalizer and channel is as per the article … not 15.3c CMs.

Q3 – What type of antenna are you using?

A3 – Integrated folded dipole and published results are available.

Q4 – Do you believe your approach is scalable to 10 meters?

A4 – We’ve had hardware working satisfactory at 5 meters, which is the limit of our lab.  We believe it will work satisfactory at 10 meters.

Q5 – What is the difference between the coherent and non-coherent performance?

A5 – 3 to 4 dB

Q6 – What is the PA backoff that is required?

A6 – None – the PA can be operated in compression.

Q7 – Slide 12 – is the spectrum shown on this slide with the PA in compression?

A7 – Yes, it is – and the sidelobes do not grow

Q8 – Is MSK a constant envelope type of modulation that is insensitive to compression?

A8 – Yes, it is.

Thursday PM 1

13:30 Doc 07-706r1

Discussion:

Q1 – So are you proposing non-coherent radio?

A1 – Yes

Q2 – Are you proposing an antenna array with a square-law detector on each element?

A2 – Yes

Q3 – On TX, how hard is it to generate the TX phased array signal.

A3 – We do not have a metal insulator solution as of yet.  Currently suggesting GaAs flip chip for the time being.  We are working on this problem.  

13:50 Doc 07-715r1

Discussion:

Rebuttal Comment by NICT: this problem is caused by statistical assumption of the channel model and the problem was previously presented in document 06-453r0 and the committee did not correct the problem at that time.  The opinion of NICT is that simulation has already begun with this condition and we should not change it at this point.

Q1 – If you think these conditions are real, do you think this could cause steering problems for the antenna?

A1 – The impact would be on a directional phased array antenna and opinion was it could confuse the steering algorithm.

Note: The chair then asked was it the desire of the committee to revise the golden set?  There were no comments from the floor.  The chair concluded that there was no desire within in the committee to revise the golden set.

Presentation of time line: 05-311r13 (will be revised to r14)

The document was edited by Alireza Seyedi in real-time during the presentation.  Asked if we wanted to set a due date for merged proposals and suggested 1 week before the meeting.  The chair then stopped the proceedings to point out that during this week the presentations were not to be revised during the meeting and proposals were revised anyways despite the wishes of the chair.  The chair then indicated he wanted firm wording to be applied to this issue for the next meeting in San Francisco.  Discussion followed that the added text could not exclud merged proposals.  Doc 05-311r13 was edited to include the necessary text in real-time during the presentation.  

Straw Poll: who is in favor of the draft sentence that does not allow revisions after the submittal deadline.  But before the straw poll was conducted discussion started as to what is the point of this restriction?  The response from Alireza was it was in a sense of fairness.  Comment from Kato-san: deadline was appropriate for this meeting, but perhaps not for the next meeting.

Straw Poll was then conducted and the results were in favor to delete the revision ban … so revision ban is gone.  See doc 05-311r14 for details.  But a due date is still required for revised proposal submittal (local time at the meeting).

Next order of business was voting on document 05-311r14.  Prior to the vote, a question was asked about clarifying where the proposals should be submitted.  It was requested by the chair that the secretary issue an email clarification to the 802.15.3c exploder.  James Gilb will supply exemplary text.

Token Vote on revision 14 of doc 05-311:

Motion to Approve: Ali Sadri

Second: Kato-san

For: 41

Against: 0

Abstain: 0

Document approved.

The chair informed the committee that two positions are open in the committee that need to be filled.  There needs to be an election for the vice-chair and we need a full-time recording secretary.  Nominations/volunteers for either position would be appreciated.

Last item on the agenda is the generation of the TG3c closing report.  A draft document was presented by the chair.

Token Vote on doc 07-731r0:

Motion to Approve: Alireza Seyedi

Second: Eckhard Grass

For: 34

Against: 0

Abstain: 0

Recessed at 15:06 and we’ll reconvene at 16:00.

Thursday PM 2

Meeting called to order at 16:00.

Chair asked for anymore business.  None.

Motion to adjourn ...

Moved: Kursat Kimyacioglu

Second: Hiroshi Harada

For: 21

Against: 1

Abstain: 0

802.15.3c adjourned for the week at 16:02
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