Project IEEE 802.20 Working Group on Mobile Broadband Wireless Access
<http://grouper.ieee.org/qroups/802/20/>

Title
Draft Meeting Minutes, 802.20 Interim Meeting - Session #22, London, England,
UK, Jan 15-19, 2007
~ { Deleted: 02
Date 20070314 . ‘[ Deleted: 09
Submitted

Source(s) Yvette Ho Sang, as acting Recording
Secretary for the session Email: y.hosang@ieee.org
IEEE Standards Association
445 Hoes Lane
Piscataway, NJ 08854

Re: 802.20 Session#22

Abstract Draft of the Minutes of the Session #22

Purpose Minutes of the Session.

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

Notice

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

Release

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




Draft - Meeting Minutes of the 802.20 Session #22
Jan 15—19, 2007
London, England UK
Yvette Ho Sang, as Acting Recording Secretary

The 22™ session of 802.20 was held at the Jan 2007 Interim meeting of [EEE 802.

Contributions and WG documents referenced in these minutes can be found at the
802.20 website, http://www.ieee802.0rg/20/

See the Appendix A-1 for the overall session attendance and participation credit list.
See the Appendix A-2 for the affiliation statements submitted.

Minutes of 802.20 Monday Jan 15, 2007

Meeting started at 10:30 AM.

A Call for Patents was conducted by Chair Arnie Greenspan with presentation of the
patent slides found at http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/index.html.

Roll call attendance was conducted. The result showed no quorum since 57 of 149
members were in attendance.

The Chair presented his opening remarks (see 802.20-07/01).

The draft of the amended Dallas minutes was approved by members in the room (no
dissent from approval).

The Chair gave an update on the IEEE P802.20 PAR status. The PAR has been
conditionally approved for 2 years.

A call for Vice Chair and Recording Secretary was conducted by Chair Greenspan. It was
noted that the Interim Recording Secretary would no longer be able to assist the working
group, so a replacement is urgently needed for the March Plenary.

A status on the IEEE P802.16m PAR was given by Chair Greenspan. All suggestions and
recommendations by the [EEE 802.20 WG were included in the IEEE P802.16m PAR.

Chair Greenspan gave a status of appeals. He noted that the Upton appeal of the Appeal
panel decision on the appeal decisions of the IEEE 802.20 Working Group Chair
originally heard March 8, 2006 was adjudicated and denied by the IEEE-SASB. All other
pending appeals will be heard by appeal panels of the IEEE-SA BoG.



Discussion of Project Development Plan and Call for Proposal

The Chair noted that the accelerated schedule was ambitious, but that it was a target. He
noted that the Call for Proposal could result in additional proposals or partial proposals
that may impact the schedule. The dates would be adjusted if necessary.

Sassan Ahmadi questioned whether a WG ballot was required to approve the Project
Development Plan. The plan indicates intermediate steps to get to sponsor ballot. He
noted that the plan assumes that the current draft is the baseline document, which may not
be correct.

The Chair noted that the current draft will be updated to include any full or partial
proposals. All steps on the schedule will be taken, even if the dates are incorrect on the
current version of the plan. There will be no shortcuts—a WG ballot will be taken and the
approved draft will go to Sponsor ballot. The plan provides a basis to work against.

Chair Greenspan explained that it is important to see how any additional work will align
with the current draft. He will continue as if appeals were denied. The Chair would like to
provide the opportunity for those who have requested changes to indicate the changes to
the draft in working group meetings in the evenings.
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Straw Poll Question 1: Move to adopt the revised Project Development Plan.

Moved: Jerry Upton
Seconded: Ayman Naguib

Results: 48 Yes, 8 No, 1 Abstain

Time: 11:45 AM
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The Chair noted that he expects productive interchange within the working group. The
intent is to work together to develop a standard. The Chair retains the right to decide if
the option to move to entity or remove voting rights is required to ensure that the working
group moves forward.

Session break from 11:55 AM to 1: 10 PM.

Session resumed at 1:15 PM.



Proposal Presentation

A proposal presentation was made by Al Jette, Hao Bi, and John Haug (see C802.20-
07/01).

The following were questions by working group members:

(slide 4) Explain FL slot structure
Response: Worst case scenario shown

(slide 32) CAZAC/GCL what other properties were considered
Response: PAPR properties; settled on GCL sequence

(slide 35) How does duty cycle affect the efficiency?
Response: Slots are grouped rather than alternating them to reduce the overall guard time

(slide 6) Elaborate on how forward link message would be sent

(slide 35) Your TDD proposal allows for flexible uplink and downlink deployment
allocations

Response: Operators may have different traffic needs; it is best to fix the uplink and
downlink allocation for the entire system to manage interference

(slide 36) Slide not clear
Response: Will be more clearly developed in full proposal; slide is to give a rough idea of
the concept

(slide 20) Second bullet: Elaborate on what is meant by TDM mode; multiple streams to
single user

Response: TDM mode means TDM on a particular sub-channel, i.e., transmissions to
different users on a sub-channel are time division multiplexed

(slide 26) Multiplex for long and short frames; do you have the same frequency? How
multiplex?

Response: More in full proposal

(slide 27) Showing long information

(general slide 4) 3 slots per frame; 1.667 ms

(slide 12) How deal with dedicated pilots (frequency select/distributed resource); how
does numerology work with slot structure?

Response: Slide 16 says that there will be dedicated pilots

What is structure of control channels?
Response: Will provide details in full proposal



Session break from 2:40 PM to 3:00 PM

Session resumed at 3:00 PM.

Chair Greenspan noted that the WG would review comments on the draft and that LB1
responses may still be changed during the discussion.

Mark Klerer noted that the LB2 comments are unedited.

A discussion of the comments and responses to rejected LB1 and all LB2 comments
ensued.

Comment Resolution

See the IEEE 802.20 Working Group member site for versions of the comment
resolution spreadsheet. Final dispositions are shown in M802.20-07/01.

LB1, 8, 9, 12: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to create text that clarifies two
existing modes

LB1, 13: Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter needs to
provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB1, 14: Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter needs to
provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB1, 20: Pending resolution— Open; commenter needs to provide additional
information, e.g., simulations, so that the working group can determine the required
changes to the draft

LB1, 23-25: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1, 30 (see LB2, 26): Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1, 35: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to review and create text where
appropriate

LB1, 36: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB1, 37: Pending resolution— Open; simulation data requested
LB1, 39: Pending resolution— Open; simulation data requested

LB1, 41: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to conduct technical discussion



LB1, 45: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to conduct technical discussion

LB1, 68: Pending resolution— Open; Secretary to confirm requirement to have PAR and
draft scope and purpose match

LB1, 70: Resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text (see LB1, 8, 9, 12)

LB1, 71: Pending resolution— Open; Secretary to confirm requirement to have PAR and
draft scope and purpose match

LB1, 73: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB1, 90: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1, 118 (119, 145, 152, 182, 189, 194): Resolution—Closed; no objection to enriched
MAC

LB1, 174: Pending resolution— Open; accept but request clarifying diagram
LB1, 227: Resolution—Closed; no further comments

LB1, 238: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB1, 311: Resolution—Closed; no further comments

LB1, 343: Resolution—Closed; accepted

LB1, 369: Resolution—Closed; no further comments

LB1, 378: Pending resolution— Open; commenter to respond

LB1, 383 (same as 343): Resolution—Closed

LB1, 399: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB1, 402: Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter needs to
provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB1, 403: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB1, 405: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB1, 414: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1, 425: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter



LB1, 452:
LB1, 479:
LB1, 488:
LB1, 492:
LB1, 530:
LB1, 545:

LB1, 603:

Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
Pending resolution— Open; commenter to respond
Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

Session recessed at 5:45 PM.



Minutes of 802.20 Tuesday Jan 16, 2007

Meeting started at 8:35 AM.

The Chair gave an update on the work from the previous evening
- No comments on Requirements document
- Traffic Modeling document will have change proposals
- Will work on other documents with specific proposed changes

LB2 Process Comments

LB2/1: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/2: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/3: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/4: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/5: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/6: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/7: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/8: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/9, 10, 11, 12: Resolution—Closed; no objections

LB2/13: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/35: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/37: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/41: Resolution—Closed

LB2/52: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/53: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor



LB2/55: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/56: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/58: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/60: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/70: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/71: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/73: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2 Technical and Editorial Comments

LB2/9: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/10: Resolution—Closed; addressed by IEEE editors during publication process

LB2/11: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/12: Resolution—Closed; comment is too general; commenter needs to provide
specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB2/14: Resolution—Closed; no objection to fully functional MAC
LB2/15: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/16: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/17 and 18: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/19 and 20: Resolution—Closed; poll of WG offered no support for adding 1.25
MHz



LB2/21: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/22: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/23: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor

LB2/24: Resolution—Closed; comment is too general; commenter needs to provide
specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB2/25: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/26: Resolution—Closed; editorial changes
LB2/27: Resolution—Closed; no objections

LB2/28: Resolution—Closed; copyright information to be reviewed by Chair and IEEE-
SA editor; permission responses to be made available to the WG.

LB2/29: Resolution—Closed; no objections

LB2/30: Resolution—Closed; no objections

LB2/31: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/32: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/33: Resolution—Closed; include in discussion by smaller group to ensure
interoperability

LB2/34 (see LB2/15): Resolution— Closed
LB2/36: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/38: Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter needs to
provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB2/39: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/40: Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter needs to
provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

Session break from 11:40 PM to 11: 50 PM.

Session resumed at 11:55 PM.



LB2/48: Pending resolution— Open; Secretary to confirm requirement to have PAR and
draft scope and purpose match

LB2/42 (see LB1, 45): Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/43: Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter needs to
provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB2/44: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/45: Pending resolution— Open; data check by Alex
LB2/46: Resolution—Closed

Session break from 12:33 PM to 2: 00 PM.

Session resumed at 2:15 PM.

LB2/47: Pending resolution—Open; Anna will provide specific changes to draft
LB2/48: Resolution—Closed

LB2/50: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/51: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text

LB2/54: Resolution—Closed; no objections to resolution (commenter not present)

LB2/57 (see LB1/140): Resolution—Closed; no objections to resolution (commenter not
present)

LB2/59: Resolution—Closed; no objections to resolution (commenter not present)
LB2/61: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/64 and 65: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/66 (see LB1/369): Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/67: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to discuss outline and development of
second document

be provided by the proponent

i
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LB2/63: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/68 (see LB1/402): Pending resolution— Open; comment is too general; commenter
needs to provide specific changes that would resolve concerns

LB2/69 (see LB2/22): Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/72: Resolution—Closed; no objections

LB2/74: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/75: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/76: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

Session break from 3:15 PM to 3: 35 PM

Session resumed at 3:35 PM.

LB2/77 (see LB2/20): Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/78: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/79: Pending resolution— Open; verification of refs by commenter
LB2/80: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/81: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/82: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/83: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/84: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/87: Pending resolution— Open; review by commenter
LB2/85: Pending resolution— Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/86: Pending resolution— Open; verification of references
LB2/88: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/89: Pending resolution—Open; subgroup to provide text



LB2/90: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/91: Pending resolution—Open; editor to review footnote to include suggested
wording where appropriate

LB2/92 and 93: Pending resolution—Open; additional review by commenter
LB2/94 (see LB2/90): Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/95 (see LB1/488): Pending resolution—Open; subgroup to provide text
LB2/96 (see LB1/496): Resolution—Closed

LB2/97 (see LB1/500): Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB2/98: Pending resolution—Openl T { Deleted: ; review of simulation data ]

LB2/99: Pending resolution—Open; additional review by commenter
LB2/100: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/101: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

Session recessed at 6:00 PM.



Minutes of 802.20 Wednesday Jan 17, 2007

Meeting started at 8:00 AM.

Technical discussions to resolve outstanding ballot comments

LB1/403 and 452: Resolution—Closed; new text for footnote submitted by subgroup

LB1/41 and LB2/47: Resolution—Closed; no objections

A presentation on the Simulation Data for Letter Ballot Comments on Quasi-guard
Subcarriers and Reverse Link Waveform was given by Anna Tee (see C802.20-07/03).

| LB2/78: Pending resolution—Open; pending review of C802.20-07/03 - { Deleted: 89

LB1/22, LB2/17, LB2/18: Pending resolution—Open pending presentation by subgroup
LB2/39: Pending resolution—Open; pending response from commenter

LB1/488: Pending resolution—Open; pending response from commenter

LB1/238, 378: Pending resolution—Open; awaiting response from commenter

LB1/45 and LB2/42: Pending resolution—Open; pending response from commenter

_ | Deleted: q
LB2/78: Pending resolution—Open;
pending response from commenter
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LB2/62: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/91: Resolution—Closed; no objections
LB2/92: Pending resolution— Open; pending response from commenter

LB2/99: Pending resolution— Open; pending response from commenter



Discussion on open items

The following are comments made by working group members:
- Suggest opening a PAR to address performance requirements
- Need transmitter fidelity requirements (fundamental lack in draft)

- Performance requirement usually developed by other constituents under separate
process

- Can begin to develop system, and can help with determination of receiver and
transmitter technology

- Better off to stabilize air interface then structure minimal requirements for equipment
vendors

Resolution—Open; request volunteers to develop PAR and Five Criteria (Jim Tomcik,
Joanne Wilson, Jerry Upton)

The Chair noted that the agenda for the evening session would be
- Channel Model discussion
- Progress through comments
- PAPR related issues
-LB2/78
- LLC-PDUs
- Further open comments

Session break from 12:30 PM to 2: 00 PM.

Session resumed at 2:00 PM.

Channel Model changes agreed on by subgroup were presented by Ayman Naguib (see
802.20-07/05).

The Chair confirmed that there were no objections to including the changes as
nonsubstantial.

Proposed changes to the Channel Model document were presented by Anna Tee (see
C802.20-07/02)



The following comments were made by working group members (see also C802.20-
07/04):

Page 5: Item E, 1* para

- This document was developed before the draft, and assumption was that proposal would
come from various companies, so had to allow either MIMO or SISO or other
possibilities

- Proposal that was submitted had both MIMO and SISO

- It is not correct that the SCM description is included in the document and not as the
model for simulation; during discussion in the working group (March, May, Sep 2005) it
was debated while the working group was determining how to come up with the
correlation matrix

- Issue was debated several times

- Section 3.6 discusses MIMO and reads, “Non-SISO systems...Section 7.”

Page 6: Item F

The Chair requested that those who had an interest in SCM indicate their interest. There
was no interest indicated by the working group members.

Page 6: item G

- The information can be obtained from link curves

- This is an issue that needs a solution to meet the PAR and ensure that system does not
fall apart; we do not expect a user who is moving to have high performance, but we need
to ensure that connectivity in maintained. Need reasonable evaluation scenario for this.

Session break from 3:15 PM to 3: 30 PM

Session resumed at 3:30 PM.

Alex Gorokhov presented on Dynamic PA Backoff Techniques and SC-FDMA (see
C802.20-07/05).

The following comments were made by working group members:

Slide 3

LB2/17 and LB2/18: Pending resolution—Open; pending review of simulation data by
commenter

LB2/78: Pending resolution—Open; pending review by commenter
LB1/378: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1/238: Pending resolution—Open; pending review by commenter
LB2/99: Resolution—Open; pending review by commenter

The Chair noted that the Draft PAR and remaining comments will be discussed
tomorrow. His intention is to get comment resolution completed at this session.

Session recessed at 6:00 PM.
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Minutes of 802.20 Thursday Jan 18, 2007

Meeting started at 9:00 AM.

Chair Greenspan presented the agenda for the day

- Review of Draft PAR

- Completion of comments

- Proposed changes to Evaluation Criteria document

The Chair then made an urgent call for Vice Chair and Secretary.

Review of Draft PAR

The following comments were made by working group members:

5.2 Scope
- Wouldn’t this project be more appropriate as a recommended practice rather than a

standard?
- The project needs to be a standard to ensure that technology works correctly.

- The project needs to go beyond the current scope; need completion of definition of
transmit waveform (transfer fidelity specifications).

- When system is implemented, you will have performance characteristics of transmitter
and receiver.

- For the air interface document, if you put in air interface requirement, it would be a

fixed number; will have tolerance and measurement margins; fidelity requirements are
better in a minimum requirements document.

5.3 Dependency

- Document can be completed from 2 weeks to 6 months after air interface finalized.
5.4 Purpose

No changes.

5.5 Need

No changes.

The Chair noted that the working group reviewed the PAR, made changes, and will

review the revised PAR again in March. The working group will need to develop the Five
Criteria.



Comment Resolution

LB2/18: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB1/45, LB2/42, and LB2/89: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/45: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/12: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/38: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/40: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/43: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/78: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/80: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/81: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/82: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/85: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/86: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/87: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/92: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/93: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/95: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/98: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB2/99: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB1/20: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB2/39: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter



Session break from 10:15 AM to 10: 45 AM.

Session resumed at 10:45 AM.

LB1/37: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB1/238: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter
LB2/32: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

Mark Klerer noted that the comment sheets would be updated and posted (see M802.20-
07/01 in the membership area of the IEEE 802.20 Web site).

The Chair noted that the intent is to allow open discussion and an effort to resolve all
issues with regard to the letter ballots and WG documents during this meeting. Going
forward, we will not focus on the past issues.

Mark Klerer presented proposed changes to Section 1.2 that was intended to address the
625 MHz issue.

Victor Hou noted that the text currently has entirely separate modes (wideband and 625k-
MC), which is an issue of concern. There are a few ways to handle this, but the majority

has chosen to maintain the two separate modes.

Proposed Changes to Evaluation Criteria document

Anna Tee presented proposed changes to the Evaluation Criteria document (see C802.20-
07/06).

The Chair noted that making these changes in the Evaluation Criteria will require
simulations and cause all submittals for the future to not meet the evaluation criteria,
which would nullify a lot of the work already done by the WG.

The following comments were made by working group members:

- This is just an appropriate requirement for comparing technologies; vendors will decide
how to market the product depending on their decision on the traffic mix

- Reverse link evaluation was poted as insufficient,in early ballots; the intent was notto - { Deleted: not

affect the call for proposals; the information was brought forward because of technical o { Deleted: ly

concern with inadequacy

- Traffic model was done to facilitate comparison between various types of technology; it
was not meant to test traffic deployment



- Purpose of evaluation is to determine how to manage resources and optimize mix;
power could be higher and cause interference; in this example, need to address power
control in draft; might not be able to see issues without requiring the simulations

- This was discussed at the Dallas meeting

The Chair noted that the group will go through the presentation then find out from the
group if there are any important points that need to be addressed.

Section 4.3.4 FTP and Evaluation of system performance at high mobility

- Why was the current Evaluation Criteria document considered sufficient?

- One buffer and mix was considered sufficient; the information in the document is
sufficient to compare technologies; we won’t be able to do all the scenarios to satisfy real
world needs

- The current proposal was the only one supplied; with one there is no need for further
simulation; with new proposals, not having this information could result in a breaking

point between the proposals

The Chair noted that the document is the minimal set of proposal. If new proposals
exceed the current base, then that might be better for the new proposals.

Session break from 12:25 AM to 2: 00 PM.

Session resumed at 2:07 PM.

LB1/8,9, 12, and 70: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter
LB1/13: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB1/32: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1/35: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB1/39: Resolution—Closed; accepted by commenter

LB1/399: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB1/488: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB1/545: Resolution—Closed; new text provided

LB1/603: Resolution—Closed; new text provided



LB2/17: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB2/36: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

LB2/50 and LB2/51: Resolution—Closed; new text provided

LB2/67: Resolution—Closed; not accepted by commenter

The estimate is that there will be 17 comments unresolved when completed.

Discussion of Five Criteria to accompany PAR

- Request to include transmit fidelity requirements.

A straw poll was taken to approve the PAR and Five Criteria.
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Straw Poll Question 2: Move to approve PAR, including the Five Criteria for
confirmation at the March 2007 802 Plenary, for ultimate submission to the 802 EC for
approval by the IEEE-SASB

Moved: Nancy Bravin
Seconded: Jim Tomcik

Results: 34 Yes, 0 No, 8 Abstain

Time: 2:35 PM
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Anna Tee noted that the changes to the Channel Models document should be considered
by the WG.

The Chair noted that the Channel Models document changes are clarifications and will
not need additional actions. The working group was asked whether changes were
substantial and the members agreed that the changes were not. The Chair then determined
that the changes were editorial.

Chair Greenspan then made a call for Vice-Chair and Secretary.
Meetings for Friday, 19 January 2007 were cancelled.
Move to adjourn: Nancy Bravin

Seconded: Alex Gorokhov
Adjourn 2:55 PM

- ‘{ Deleted: not accepted by commenter ]
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