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January 15, 2000, Monday 10:30am – 12:00noon

I. Call to Order by Matthew Shoemake at 10:30am

II. Selection of Secretary: Ron Provencio will serve as temporary Secretary

III. Motion was made by Jim Zyren to amend agenda of Old Business section: Add item 5.2 (Decide whether or not to table Agenda Item 5.3 

5. Old Business

1. Submissions related to Selection Procedure (other than those to be presented as part of Selection Procedure)

2. Decide whether or not to table Agenda Item 5.3

3. Execute Selection Procedure (00/209r3) Steps 14-20

Call to question amended item



Chris Heegard – TI


Sean Coffey - TI

For: 20

Against: 22

Abstained: 4

Failed

Motion I:  Call to question the motion


Sean Coffey - TI


2nd Jim Zyren- Intersil  


For: 43


Against: 2


Abstained: 2


Motion Passed
Motion II:  To strike the word “execute” to replace “ to table” 


Jim Zyren - Intersil


2nd Barry Davis - Intel


For: 33


Against: 12


Abstained: 9


Motion Passed

Motion III:  Motion to amend agenda with item 5.2


Jim Zyren - Intersil


2nd Barry Davis - Intel


For: 30


Against: 16


Abstained: 6


Motion Passed

Matthew called for unanimous consent to vote on agenda: Approved


For: 54, Against: 0, Abstained: 0

Motion IV: Approve minutes for November meeting (Doc 402)

Unanimous consent to approve minutes from November meeting (Doc. 402)

Barry Davis, Intel FCC Meeting Results:  Doc. 01/043g

Presented new information on a visit Intel had with the FCC on November 29th, 2000 (See Doc. 01/043g for details)

Purpose: To understand FCC position on new high-rate proposals for 2.4GHz ISM band


Motion V: Henceforth have all regulatory issues addressed through and coordinated by Regulatory Committee as chaired by Vic Hayes



Bill Carney



2nd Sean Coffey 



For: 14



Against: 24



Abstained: 5



 Motion Failed

Sean Coffey call the question of Motion V.

Recessed at 12:15noon by Matthew Shoemake

January 15, 2001, Monday 1:00-3:00pm

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 1:15pm

Motion I: Henceforth have all regulatory issues addressed through and coordinated by Adhoc Regulatory Committee as currently chaired by Vic Hayes



Bill Carney



2nd Sean Coffey 



For: 58



Against: 1



Abstained: 5



Motion Passed

Motion II: Call to question to immediately vote

Approval by unanimous consent

Voted on Motion I above

Motion III: Move to ask the Adhoc Regulatory Group to initiate a conversation with the FCC as soon as possible to clarify FCC position on high data rate proposals at 2.4GHz and possible revisions of the relevant FCC rules and regulations



Barry Davis



2nd Jim Zyren



For: 52



Against: 0



Abstained: 3



Motion Passed


Motion IV: Move to amend “ and possible revisions of the relevant FCC rules and regulations”



Dean



2nd Barry Davis



Passed with unanimous consent


A list of questions were put together by TGg, which will be ask by Adhoc Reg. Group to gain clarification on FCC rulings

Recessed at 3:00pm  by Matthew Shoemake

January 16, 2001, Tuesday 8:00-10:00am

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 8:10am

Sean Coffey ask for Point of Information: Review Steps 14-20 of Selection Procedure

Point of information by Bill Carney: Requesting amount of proposals

Presentations for TGg

· PBCC

· Comparison of 802.11g proposals, Coffey
· Description of PBCC 22Mbps Code, Heegard
· Options for PBCC Proposal, Batra
· IP Statement, Heegard
· OFDM

· Overview of OFDM, Halford
· Coding and Equalization for High Rate, Halford
· MBCK

· Update of MBCK Proposal, O’Farrell, 00/366r2
Motion I: Move to table Agenda Item 5.3, Execution of Selection Procedure Steps 14-20

Tim Wakeley-HP

2nd Stuart 

For: 16

Against: 16

Abstained: 6

Motion Failed

Matthew Shoemake called for a 10 minute recess to ask for clarification on parliamentary procedure

Meeting called to order 9:40am by Matthew Shoemake

Motion II:  Accept agenda as modified 

Jim Zyren

2nd Sean Coffey

Passed with unanimous consent

Agenda was modified by TGg Chair Matthew Shoemake


Modification to Agenda as follows:

5.3 Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3) Steps 14-17

5.4 Report for Adhoc Reg. Comm. by Vic Hayes (Doc. 01/053)

5.5 Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3) Steps 18-20

Recessed at 10:00am by Matthew Shoemake

January 16, 2001, Tuesday 10:30am-12:00noon

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 10:30am

Begin Agenda Item 5.3: Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3)

It was determined that the presentations will follow the order below.  A coin toss was used to determine order of presentations.

· MBCK

· Update of MBCK Proposal, Tim O’Farrell, 00/366r2
· OFDM

· Overview of OFDM, Steve Halford, Mark Webster Doc. 01/059
· Coding and Equalization for High Rate, Steve Halford Doc. 01/060
· PBCC

· Comparison of 802.11g proposals, Sean Coffey Doc. 01/064
· Description of PBCC 22Mbps Code, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/065
· Options for PBCC Proposal,  Anuj Batra Doc. 01/066
· IP Statement presentation, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/067
· IP Statement Doc. 01/023
Tim O’Farrell - Supergold presented “Update of MBCK Proposal” Doc. 00/366r2

Question session on “Update of MBCK Proposal” Doc. 00/366r2

Recessed at 12noon by Matthew Shoemake

January 16, 2001, Tuesday 6:30pm-9:30pm

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 6:35pm

Continued question session for presentation “Update of MBCK Proposal” Doc. 00/366r2

Steve Halford, Mark Webster – Intersil “ Overview of OFDM” Doc. 01/059

Question session on “Overview of OFDM” Doc. 01/059

Recessed at 9:30pm by Matthew Shoemake

January 17, 2001, Wednesday 8:00-10:00am

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 8:05am

No further questions on Doc. 01/059 

Steve Halford presented “Coding and Equalization for High Rate” Doc. 01/060 8:10am – 8:45am

Announcement: Adhoc Regulatory Group and TGg will have a teleconference call with the FCC at 11:30am.  Key members of TGg will actively participate on the call.  Members for 

Question session on “Coding and Equalization for High Rate” Doc 01/060

Recessed at 10:00am by Matthew Shoemake

January 17, 2001, Wednesday 10:30am-12:00noon

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 10:30am

Matthew Shoemake proposed a modification to the agenda to review Doc. 01/053

Approved by unanimous consent

Reviewed all the responses from the FCC to bring TGg up to speed prior to the teleconference 

Recessed at 10:45am to have joint meeting of Adhoc Regulatory Group and TGg

January 17, 2001, Wednesday 11:30am – 11:45am

Minutes from Joint Adhoc Regulatory and TGg teleconference with the FCC

Panel

Vic Hayes – Adhoc Regulatory Chairman

Stuart Kerry – 802.11 Chairman

Matthew Shoemake – TGg Chairman

Jim Zyren – OFDM

Bill Carney – PBCC

Tim O’ Farrel – MBCK

FCC Official - Julius Knapp

The call was broken-up into four specific segments:

I. Status for the 2.4MHz rule issues

Julius Knapp stated there are several issues pending:

· HomeRF proceeding – still the process of addressing HomeRF

· FCC needs to provide clarification on HomeRF decision 

· Wi-LAN application for equipment authorization

· Reviewing petition for reconsideration of Wi-LAN ruling

FCC has not made any decision on path moving forward.  Needs to be address by full panel of commissioners at the FCC.

II. Plan Industry Form

· Timing of forum: Julius stated FCC is not sure when would be the best time.  

· FCC understands a need for a ruling ASAP.  

· Julius stated a ruling needs to allow flexibility for 2.4GHz band and avoid rules which could become an obstacle for technology in 2.4GHz band

· Vic Hayes requested a ruling by March

III. Ask original questions sent to FCC by Adhoc Regulatory Group:

1. Does the FCC understand that the charter of TGg is to deliver >20Mbps data rates and that no specific data rate has been selected yet? 
Yes

2. Does the FCC want us to delay the technical selection process pending further information from the FCC? Although 

Although no, it is a decision for the industry to make.  Not going to take a position if they look like they can be solved.  Make decision based on issues today.

3. Is there any guidance that the FCC can provide to TGg at this time in our deliberations on best technology or stated goal?   
No, it’s the IEEE’s decision

4. Is the FCC is willing to engage in a dialogue to provide guidance to TGg in their efforts to select the technology? 
Yes, not their intention to sheer group to one technology
5. What is timeframe for addressing these issues to achieve type approval?
Soon, no specific target.  Coming months try to address these issues

6. Should the selected technology inherently fit in the existing rules? 
a. Or would a quick rules change be a solution 

b. Or would we get a waiver for selected technology, pending the rules change 

No assurance will be blessed through rule making.  Can take the position where they will make a rule change

7. Would it be possible to have an FCC representative attend the March meeting in Hilton Head, SC?
Yes

8. Should proposers submit devices that implement their high rate technology solution for certification before the 802.11g selection process is complete, if they are of the opinion that the equipment in question complies with the current rules?

Decision that advocates will have to make.  Address as they come up

IV. New questions from panel members:

Q1-Jim Z: Regarding the open issues involving the 2.4GHz ISM band, do you anticipate developments on any of these issues within the next month or two

A1-Julius: Working on it just have to wait and see. Can’t give a definite date

Q2 Tim O: Since dissimilar time domain waveforms can transform to similar power spectral densities, would the FCC regard frequency domain characteristics as more important than time domain characteristics in any new ruling by the FCC on Part 15.247 (Jamming Test)

A2-Julius: Freq. This is a process issues and the FCC staff does not have an opinion how they should rule. This will be subject to the rule making decision

Q3-Bill C: From FCC’s written response Doc. 01/053, can you please elaborate on what the term “controversial solution” means, and what the definition of controversial you’re using here is,

A4-Julius:  Issues where there are a wide diversion in driving towards industry consensus. The FCC would like to move the issues along and resolve as quickly as possible under FCC due process. 

Q4-Bill C: Why did the FCC single out Doc. 99-231 for multi-carrier in their response and does that indicate a preference? 

A4-Julius: It has surfaced with different companies approaching the FCC.  Although it is the position of some parties that they may qualify under the existing rules.

Q5-Jim Z: Should we give equal consideration to multi-carrier and single carrier systems?

A5-Julius: Provide as much flexibility as possible. Don’t want the rules to tilt technology one way or another.

Q6-Bill C: In response to Question #1, did you mean “may” have problems” or “does have problems” 

A6-Julius: May or does have problems is the real issues before us.  The FCC must first decide what direction and wait for the outcome.

Q7-Jim Z: Clarification- Any new rules will not be “Technology Specific”?

A7-Julius: It is a decision that the FCC committee still needs to make.  The IEEE should move forward and choose a technology based on the regulatory rules of today.

Q8-Bill C:  What is expected purpose and outcome of the industry forum?

A8-Julius:  The idea of a forum was created since some parts of industry were interested in the final outcome of the FCC rule changes.   Would like to solicit feed back from the industry.

Q9-Jim Z: Would the OET like to have periodic correspondence with standards –making groups such as 802.11 task group g?

A9-Julius: The FCC wants to avoid influencing IEEE 802.11 body in anyway shape or form.  Would be happy to help in however they can.  If it involves travels, funds may be an issue.

Q10-Tim O: Since dissimilar coding schemes can mitigate jamming interference by similar amounts, would the FCC differentiate between coding schemes allowing some but not others in an new ruling by the FCC on Part 15.247

A10-Julius:   The Committee will do what it can to be flexible as possible.

Q11-Tim O: Would it be a consistent interpretation that the FCC’s openness to technologies implies that several diverse modulation/coding scheme will share the 2.4GHz band.

A11-Julius:  Any new rules will not be technology specific. Having rules which need to be modified every time a new technology comes along, is not the direction the FCC would pursue.

Recessed at 11:45am by Vic Hayes - Adhoc Regulatory Chairman at 11:45am 

January 18, 2001, Thursday 8:00-10:00am

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 8:10am

Continue agenda item 5.3: Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3)

Sean Coffey presented “Comparison of 802.11g proposals” Doc. 01/064

· Comparison with CCK-OFDM

· Comparison with MBCK

Chris Heegard presented “Description of PBCC 22Mbps Code” Doc. 01/065

Anuj Batra presented “Options for PBCC Proposal” Doc. 01/066

Recessed at 10:00am by Matthew Shoemake

January 18, 2001, Thursday 10:30am-12:00noon

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 10:35am

Continue agenda item 5.3: Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3)

Question session on:

· Comparison of 802.11g proposals, Sean Coffey Doc. 01/064
· Description of PBCC 22Mbps Code, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/065
· Options for PBCC Proposal,  Anuj Batra Doc. 01/066
· IP Statement presentation, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/067
· IP Statement Doc. 01/023
Recessed at 12:00noon by Matthew Shoemake

January 18, 2001, Thursday 3:30pm-5:30pm

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 3:35am

Continue agenda item 5.3: Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3)
Resumed question session on:

· Comparison of 802.11g proposals, Sean Coffey Doc. 01/064
· Description of PBCC 22Mbps Code, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/065
· Options for PBCC Proposal,  Anuj Batra Doc. 01/066
· IP Statement presentation, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/067
· IP Statement Doc. 01/023
· Matthew Shoemake stated that company logos on presentations should not be used.  This is based on IEEE 802.11 policy.  He asked that in future presentation, these logos should be removed

Motion I: Move to end discussion of PBCC documents under agenda item 5.3

Sean Coffey

2nd Anuj Batra

For:

Call the question

Sean Coffey

2nd Anuj Batra

Jim Zyren objects to calling the question

For: 18

Against: 32

Abstained: 4

Call the question failed

Friendly amendment to Motion I: Move to limit discussion PBCC documents to the end of the meeting (5:30pm today) end discussion of PBCC documents un

Bill Carney

2nd Stuart Kerry

Call the question

Ivan Reed

2nd Kevin Smart 

No objection

Motion II:  To amend Motion I

For: 10

Against: 31

Abstained: 7

Motion II 

Motion I withdrawn by unanimous consent

Motion III:  Move to extend meeting time to 6:29pm and at 6:29pm end discussion on PBCC documents under agenda item 5.3

Chris Heegard

2nd Ivan Reed

Motion IV: To amend Motion III (Move to extend meeting time to 6:29pm)

Chris Heegard

2nd Ivan Reed

Call the question – No objection

Ivan Reed

2nd Greg Chessen

For: 19

Against: 24

Abstained: 9

Call the question

Jim Zyren

Kevin Smart

For: 8

Against: 40

Abstained: 8

Motion V: Move to limit questions to one minute

Ken Clemens

2nd Kevin Smart

For: 12

Against: 30

Abstained: 5

Motion V Failed

January 18, 2001, Thursday 6:30pm-9:30pm

Meeting called to order by Matthew Shoemake at 6:30pm

Continue agenda item 5.3: Execute Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3)

Resumed question session on:

· Comparison of 802.11g proposals, Sean Coffey Doc. 01/064
· Description of PBCC 22Mbps Code, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/065
· Options for PBCC Proposal,  Anuj Batra Doc. 01/066
· IP Statement presentation, Chris Heegard Doc. 01/067
· IP Statement Doc. 01/023
Matthew Shoemake asked if there are any additional question from TGg members. No one in TGg had any additional question

Completed Step 16 of  (Doc. 00/209r3) “Execute Selection Procedure” agenda item 5.3

Review and completed the Comparison Criteria Matrix Doc. 00/00/422r1, 

Ehpi Zhehavi requested time to present a presentation “ Simulation and Comparison of OFDM and 8-PSK Doc. 01/061.

· Chair ruled out of order: A motion was brought to the group for a vote.

Motion I: Suspend the rules to allow presentation of document Doc. 01/61 “Simulation and Comparison of OFDM and 8-PSK”

Rob Roy

2nd Carl Andren

For: 27

Against: 13

Abstained: 7

Motion I Passed
Ehpi Zhehavi, Rob Roy, Jim Lansford - Mobilian presented “Simulation and Comparison of OFDM and 8-PSK” Doc. 01/061

Question session on “Simulation and Comparison of OFDM and 8-PSK” Doc. 01/061

Completed step 17 of Selection Procedure (Doc. 00/209r3).

Adjourned at 9:30pm  by Matthew Shoemake
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