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Tuesday AM 2 Session

1. The Chair, Neeraj Sharma,
1.1. opens the TGT meeting at 10.32am
1.2. states his affiliation being Intel
2. Appointment of Secretary
2.1. Marc  Emmelmann (TU Berlin) and Tom Alexander (Veriwave) will be acting secretary for this meeting.
3. Information on IEEE Bylaws on Patents and Standards

3.1. Chair shows and reads out slides #1 through #5 of IEEE Patent Policy including:

3.1.1. Highlights of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

3.1.2. Section 6.2 of IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

3.1.3. Other Guidelines for IEEE WG Meetings

3.2. Advise the WG attendees that: 

3.2.1. The IEEE’s patent policy is consistent with the ANSI patent policy and is described in Clause 6 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws;

3.2.2. Early identification of patent claims which may be essential for the use of standards under development is encouraged; 

3.2.3. There may be Essential Patent Claims of which the IEEE is not aware. Additionally, neither the IEEE, the WG, nor the WG chair can ensure the accuracy or completeness of any assurance or whether any such assurance is, in fact, of a Patent Claim that is essential for the use of the standard under development

3.3. The chair provided an opportunity for participants to identify patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard

3.3.1. There was no response indicating that any patent-related issues should be brought to the attention of the chair.

4. Modification and Approval of agenda

4.1. Chair presents proposed, unapproved agenda (11-07/2082r0) to group.

4.2. Call for presentations

4.2.1. Chair asks for presentations to be given

4.2.2. Agenda modified reflecting the announced presentations.

4.2.3. Agenda approved unanimously.

5. Attendance reminder.

6. Chair’s report

7. Reconfirmation of Motions of Montreal Meeting

7.1. All motions have to have 75% affirmation to pass. The matters in Motions #1 and #2 were procedural and it is at the chair’s discretion to decide those matters without consulting the TG or may decide to ask the task group to vote on the matter. If a motion is made, it requires a 75% majority to pass.

7.2. The two motions in question did only affect the agenda of the May meeting and have no impact on TGT’s future work.

7.3. Motion #1:

7.3.1. Move to re-confirm Motion #1 and Motion #2 (DCN 11-07/0658r2) made at the May 2007 TGT meeting in Montreal, Quebec, Canada.

7.3.2. Moved/Seconded: Marc Emmelmann (TU Berlin) / Dennis Ward (Sirus Satellite)

7.3.3. Yes:4
No: 0
Abstain: 3

7.3.4. Motion passes.

8. Editors report

8.1. Editor will start resolving the editorial comments.

9. Approval of Teleconference and Ad-Hoc meeting minutes.

9.1. The following minutes were approved by unanimous consent:

· 11-07/2118r0
TGT Teleconference Minutes July 12, 2007

· 11-07/2075r0
TGT June 28 Teleconference Minutes

· 11-07/2001r0
TGT Teleconference Minutes June 14 2007

· 11-07/1993r1
TGT Teleconference Minutes May 31st 2007

· 11-07/0798r2
TG Meeting Minutes May 2007 Interim

10. Presentation by Dennis Ward (Sirius Satellite Radio): 11-07/2188r0 – Annex B Comment Resolution

10.1. Notes on controversially discussed CIDs:

10.1.1. CIDs: 1352

10.1.1.1. Comment is valid, but the parameters should be defined in the environment. Hence, the CID should be re-assigned to the authors of the COAT environment and should be dealt with when considering the COAT section.

10.1.2. CID: 1353

10.1.3. CID: 1670:

10.1.3.1. Counter the comment by adding definition given in the document (2188r0) and stating that shielding effectiveness is mentioned in each section.

10.1.3.2. Resolution text presented by Dennis in his version of the comment resolution spreadsheet which he will pass on later to the Chair to have the resolution copied to the official version of the spreadsheet.

10.1.4. CID 1692:

10.1.4.1. Counter. Proposal text for resolution provided in 11-07/2188r1.

10.1.5. CID 235:

10.1.5.1. Discussion, if decreasing the insertion loss to 0.5 dB is necessary.

10.1.5.2. Based on discussion, reject comment. Reasons noted in comment resolution spreadsheet.

10.2. Dennis will create 11-07/2188r1 reflecting the changes made during discussion to bring a motion later on accepting the included comment resolutions.

11. Joint comment resolution

11.1. CID 1681 – accept

11.2. CID 1026

11.2.1. Might be affected by new definition of “absolute / relative”.

11.2.2. Skip resolution to later point.

11.3. CID 1640

11.3.1. Discussion on possible interpretation of comment

11.3.2. Group agrees that distingshen between primary and secondary metrics makes sense as it is.

11.3.3. Reject comment

12. TGR in recess at 12.30pm

Tuesday PM 2 Session

13. Chair calls meeting to order at 4.05 PM PST

14. Neeraj yields chair to Uri Lemberger while presenting. Uri Lemberger is acting chair.

15. Presentation by Neeraj Sharma (Intel): document 11-07/2120r1

15.1. Presentation was uploaded last Thursday. It resolves a bunch of comments.

15.2. CID 133

15.2.1. Q: can we put the subclauses into a single subclause with sub-subclauses?

15.2.2. A: unfortunately that would exceed the IEEE Style Manual subclause nesting.

15.2.3. Q: can we split the clause into two clauses?

15.2.4. A: not much enthusiasm for the proposal.

15.3. CID 492, 1608, 1609, 941, 139

15.3.1. Proposal from Craig Warren to wordsmith the applicable subclauses (5.4.x) better to make it similar.

15.3.2. Presenter said that he could not think of better suggestions and invited input.

15.3.3. Proposal to better reflect how users are going to use the device; instead of trying to generalize it, point the antennas according to the usage scenarios.

15.3.4. Q: would you have a considerable range of heights?

15.3.5. A: we don’t do that with laptops, so why would you do this with PDAs? We should not try to over specify the test requirements.

15.3.6. Discussion took place on this topic. In the end it was decided that we would temporarily skip this group of comments because Craig Warren volunteered to bring in a proposal.

15.4. CID 526, 656, 773

15.4.1. Discussion about what the commenter actually meant. Suggestion that the commenter is proposing that the rotation be performed at different heights.

15.4.2. Debate about whether rejecting the comment would satisfy the intent of the commenter. The example of comparing two APs, one on a 5-foot pole and one without, was brought up – even though the placement would be 80 cm to the base, one AP would be located quite differently from the other.

15.4.3. Suggestion to measure to the antenna. Question on what constituted the measurement point, because this would vary from antenna to antenna. Suggestion to average over a range of heights rather than a specific point. Much debate on this topic. Suggestion that if some test results were presented showing roughly similar test results at different heights then there would be some reason for rejecting the comment. Discussion on using Pertti Vissuri’s proposal to handle this. Note from Neeraj that it is already there as a modifier. Suggestion to recommend that the modifier be required in the event that two DUTs are of substantially different heights. Explanation by Uri of Pertti’s presentation.

15.4.4. Finally, the upshot was to skip this group of comments.

15.5. CID 943

15.5.1. Some clarifications regarding the proposed disposition (delete the sentences pertaining to large and small devices).

15.5.2. Q: why was the original distinction between large and small devices made?

15.5.3. A: because in the case of small devices placing them at the center might cause them to be spun about the antenna axis, which would defeat the purpose of the turntable.

15.5.4. The group generally agreed to this.

15.6. CID 1174

15.6.1. The group generally agreed to accept.

15.7. CID 494, 944, 344

15.7.1. It was requested to be added to the minutes: “environment issues are addressed under ‘climate’”.

15.7.2. It was suggested that the condition of the ground should be entered in the table and not in the text. It was clarified that it was already in the table.

15.7.3. It was suggested that instead of “wet/dry” we specify “conductivity and dielectric constant”. This will characterize the ground sufficiently for antenna modeling programs.

15.7.4. The group generally agreed to this.

15.8. CID 326, 327, 1169, 1171.

15.8.1. A discussion about 11-07/2050r0 took place. The editor clarified the language and contents of 11-07/2050r0.

15.8.2. The group generally agreed to this.

15.9. CID 1653

15.9.1. Some group members felt that the commenter had a valid point.

15.9.2. It was suggested that a statement should be added specifying that both the antennas should be in the horizontal (or in the vertical) direction. There was much debate about this issue. The question was raised as to whether we should orient the antenna such that the best results should be obtained.

15.9.3. Uri volunteered to look for an expert in this area. The group generally agreed to defer this one.

15.10. Neeraj said that he would take the agreed-to comments, delete the rest, and post a new proposal on the server by tonight.

16. Joint comment resolution

16.1. CID 514

16.1.1. Some discussion about whether relative metrics were harder to do than absolute metrics.

16.1.2. Q: if you have COAT vs. uncalibrated OTA, why would you pick COAT over OTA (or vice versa)?

16.1.3. There was a lot of discussion about removing the shielded OTA environment in favor of COAT. There was also a lot of discussion about repeatability over time vs. the evolution of the device.

16.1.4. Dalton volunteered to find the commenter, clarify the intent, and put something together.

16.2. CID 1155

16.2.1. There was much discussion about this comment, finally ending up with a counter. Group agreed with the counter as in the comment resolution spreadsheet.

17. Orders of the day were called at 6.01 PM. TGT thereby went into recess.

Wednesday AM 1 Session

18. Chair calls meeting to order at 8.05am

19. Chair asks all participants in the room to announce their name and affiliation.

20. Continue comment resolution

20.1. Motion #2

20.1.1. Move to accept the proposal in 11-07/2188r1 as resolution to CIDs 1670, 1692, 1592, 1099, 1354, 967, 29, 1355, and 1708.

20.1.2. Moved/Seconded: Dennis Ward / Roe Repice

20.1.3. Call for discussion: No discussion.

20.1.4. Y/N/A: 9/0/1

20.1.5. Motion passes

20.2. Marc Emmelmann presented 11-07/2216r1. Tom A. took notes during this time.

20.2.1. CID 1134, 1657, 1658, 1667:

20.2.1.1. No disagreement

20.2.2. CID 92, 1659, 286, 93, 1207:

20.2.2.1. There was a discussion on the definition of the Fresnel zone. Some edits were made to the definition.

20.2.2.2. Marc noted that he planned on making motions to all of this tomorrow so the figure would be deleted before the motion was made.

20.2.3. CID 94, 419, 1132, 1136:

20.2.3.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.4. CID 95, 97, 1662, 420, 1133, 1137, 96:

20.2.4.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.5. CID 1665:

20.2.5.1. Debate on whether the issue was around an unobstructed path

20.2.5.2. Some disagreement from commenter

20.2.5.3. Agreed that it was fuzzy and not sure whether we need the definition

20.2.5.4. Would take this offline

20.2.6. CID 1139:

20.2.6.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.7. CID 110, 111:

20.2.7.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.7.2. Note to editor that “2D2” should represent the 2 times the square of D (i.e., a subscript was missing)

20.2.8. CID 116:

20.2.8.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.9. CID 96:

20.2.9.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.10. CID 323:

20.2.10.1. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.11. CID 1140, 1143, 1141, 1144:

20.2.11.1. Generally suggested replacing “station” and “endpoint” with “endstation”

20.2.11.2. Some clarification and discussion about where in the network this was being applied

20.2.12. CID 1147, 1146, 104:

20.2.12.1. Showed diagrams representing the current vs. new hierarchy of definitions

20.2.12.2. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.13. CID 51:

20.2.13.1. Editor proposed a resolution by inserting a paragraph to the effect that definitions not explicitly in subclause 3.2 would be imported from IEEE Std 100 and IEEE Std 802.11

20.2.13.2. No disagreement with proposal

20.2.14.  Marc said that he would make revisions to the document and post it. Subject to the 4 hour rule, a motion would be made on accepting this document.

20.3. 11-07/2205r0 – LB 101 Comment Resolution Proposal Section 4 (Fahd P., Dell)

20.3.1. Craig Warren (Broadcom): The metric have to prove later on how or if they are repeatable either in “time” in “location.”

20.3.2. Question: is this proof also necessary for conducted testing. General disagreement if any “unshielded” and “non-conducted” environment is “controlled” or not.

20.3.3. Discussion on “requiring calibration”:

20.3.3.1. In order to have test results comparable across different tests (quantitative measurement results), we have to make calibration mandatory.

20.3.3.2. Dennis W. reminds of the submission by Michael F. a long time ago regarding test uncertainty. Suggest coming back to Michael F.’s submission and maybe include this in an informative annex.

20.3.3.3. Mark K.: Maybe test / metrics should be separated into two classes, one with tests having high precision and high accuracy, and another one for those having low precision and low accuracy.

20.3.3.4. Craig W.: The end user should be kept in mind when dividing parts of the draft. E.g. silicon vendors are interested in high precision, high accuracy tests, whereas other companies and vendors are interested in other higher layer / system metric, maybe low accuracy tests.

20.3.3.5. Uriel L.: Indoor OTA LOS test is in his opinion an absolute test. Also, he would say that other tests currently classified “absolute” are actually not.

20.3.3.6. Dennis W.: None of our test is actually “absolute”. One can only say that certain tests have a lower error probability margin and other have an higher probability margin. He suggests to group test in buckets having high and having low measurement uncertainty.

20.3.3.7. Controversial discussion on wording and meaning of relative and absolute.

20.3.3.8. Predrag J (Cisco): Do we need to make distingsion  between absolute and relative --- yes; definitely. Definitions as they are away from being appropriate.

21. Orders of the day were called at 10.34 AM. TGT thereby went into recess.

Thursday AM 1 Session

22. Chair calls meeting to order at 8.06 AM

23. Chair reviews approved agenda

24. Call for further presentations

24.1. Announced presentations:

24.1.1. (Marc E.) 2234r0

24.1.2. (Marc E.) 2230r0

24.1.3. (Mark K./Dalton V.) 2226r0

24.1.4. (Uriel L.)

24.2. Chair adds announced presentations to the agenda

24.3. Approval of modified agenda by unanimously consent.

25. Tom A. took minutes while Marc E. and Dalton V. presented

26. Marc E proposed to bring a motion to accept the comment resolutions from yesterday’s presentation, excluding the comment resolutions that the group did not agree on.

27. Motion #3

27.1. Move to accept the proposed resolutions as described in document 11-07/2216r1 to CIDs: 1133, 1657, 1658, 1667, 1668, 92, 33, 1659, 286, 93, 1207, 94, 49, 419, 1132, 1136, 95, 97, 1662, 420, 1133, 1137, 96, 1139, 110, 111, 116, 1140, 1143, 1141, 1144, 1147, 104, 1146, 51

27.2. Moved/seconded: Marc E. / Larry G.

27.3. No discussion

27.4. Voting:

27.4.1. Y: 7

27.4.2. N: 0

27.4.3. A: 1

27.5. Motion passes

28. Marc E then presented document 11-07/2230r0

28.1. The document proposed resolutions for CIDs relating to LOS/NLOS channel definitions

28.2. CID 1145, 103, 1664:

28.3. There was some discussion and clarification by Marc on the proposed new definition

28.4. A member requested clarification on where LOS was being used, and suggested that adding qualifications regarding Rician statistics and Fresnel zone was unnecessary

28.5. There was discussion on this topic, as well as the question of whether the test was being made too complicated

28.6. It was proposed that the definition be made such that an optical line of sight between the two points was possible

28.7. It was suggested that the definition be made simpler

28.8. A straw poll was taken on the proposed resolution

28.9. Straw Poll #1

28.9.1. Straw Poll: Would you like to revert the proposed resolution for CID 1145 in 11-07-2230-r0-000t.

28.9.1.1. Yes (as-is): 5

28.9.1.2. No (delete last sentence): 2

28.10. Marc said that per the results of the straw poll he would leave the proposed resolution as-is and move to the next CID

29. Marc E presents 11-07/2234r0 (proposed resolution for CID 419):

29.1. Marc showed three possible resolutions to this comment

29.2. It was remarked that the third resolution was more suitable to an encyclopaedia and not to a dictionary definition, and therefore not suitable

29.3. There was discussion about the inclusion of “Fresnel zone” into the definition

29.4. It was remarked that Fresnel zones were more suitable for outdoor mobile communications and not for indoor WLAN communications

29.5. A straw poll was taken on the three possible resolutions

29.6. It was suggested that the first definition be rewritten to indicate that an NLOS channel was not an LOS channel

29.7. Straw Poll #2

29.7.1. Straw Poll: Those in favour of the following definitions of NLOS channel as a comment resolution to CID 419 in doc 11-07/2234r0:

29.7.1.1. Version 1: Y: 10, N: 0

29.7.1.2. Version 2: Y: 4, N: 0

29.7.1.3. Version 3: Y: 0, N: 7

29.8. With that, Marc closed his presentation

30. Neeraj then requested Dalton Victor to make his presentation

31. Dalton presented document 11-07/2226r1

31.1. He noted that there was much discussion on absolute vs. relative, and accuracy, precision and uncertainty

31.2. A couple of minor errors were noted with the presentation; Dalton said that they would be fixed and there would be a Rev 2

31.3. Marc said that he felt that the usage of some of the words were not correct, in particular measurement uncertainty

31.4. There was discussion between Marc and the presentation authors; Marc stated that he agreed with the approach, but he would vote no on this at the moment until some minor wording changes had been made

31.5. Graham said that he liked the high-precision high-accuracy part, but felt that the “not-high” precision and accuracy tests did not imply “low-precision” and “low-accuracy”; he felt that they should be referred to as “comparison tests” and not as “relative tests”

31.6. Marc said that the issue at stake was the amount of systematic error, particularly when the test was done at different places

31.7. Substantial discussion took place on the topics of accuracy and precision and many opinions were expressed by the various TG members

31.8. It was proposed that the various metrics and environments be categorized in the text based on their accuracy and precision

31.9. Uri mentioned that there was a third parameter, which was relevance; for example, the measurement of noise was relevant to the performance of an LNA but not to a NIC card

31.10. Tushar said that if there was a measurement that was not relevant then you should put it into the inaccuracy part

31.11. Marc said that we should see Uri’s presentation first; also, one needs to consider that the two tests are both accurate even though they may be performed in different environments

31.12. Graham noted that one usually measured different metrics to assess the quality of a device, rather than one metric; Mark K. agreed with this

31.13. Dalton requested a straw poll

31.14. There was considerable discussion. Tushar suggested a change to the straw poll, changing the words “the correct” to “an acceptable”.

31.15. Straw Poll #3

31.15.1.  Straw Poll: Is Clause 4 an acceptable place to include the discussion on Precision and Accuracy?

31.15.1.1. Y: 12

31.15.1.2. N: 0

31.16. With that, Dalton ended his presentation

32. Neeraj then brought up a motion to accept all of the comment resolutions that were resolved during teleconferences

32.1. Motion #4

32.1.1. Motion: Move to accept the comment resolutions in 11-07-0659-09-000t for CIDs: 1400, 1149, 31, 197, 198, 491, 1687, 1152, 1025, 299, 311, 131, 468, 1409, 423, 1402, 424, 1403, 134, 141, 1678, 1679

32.1.2. Moved/seconded: Marc E. / Dalton V.

32.1.3. No discussion

32.1.4. Voting:

32.1.4.1. Y: 8

32.1.4.2. N: 0

32.1.4.3. A: 2

32.1.5. Motion passes

33. Uri then presented document 11-07/2253r1

33.1. The document was on comment resolution for clause 4

33.2. Uri said that his justification was similar to Fahd’s comments during a previous presentation

33.3. There was considerable discussion during the presentation

33.4. Dalton wanted to know why the COAT was classified as a low accuracy environment; Uri said that he had classified this as low accuracy because it had a low correlation to the user environment

33.5. Craig wanted to know why the COAT had no application to user experience; Uri said that the antenna is considered as an attenuator and the radiation pattern was not taken into account; Craig asked if running an RvR test in the desert would not correlate to a measurement in the COAT if the antenna factor was taken into account

33.6. Tushar said that in many situations the propagation channel would resemble that in a COAT environment and thus the results could be comparable; the COAT is one step removed from the purely conducted tests and takes the platform noise into account

33.7. Uri said that in conducted testing you have the ability to control the tests by controlling the inputs to the antennas; for example if the antenna type is changing, then precisely locating the antennas would not help because the pattern was different

33.8. Fahd said that we could go around in circles; the real question is “what is accurate”? In his book whatever represented the user experience was accurate. He felt that conducted testing was not accurate, and COAT fell into the same category

33.9. Joe Repice felt that while some measurements did not directly represent the user experience but are useful for people to make a decision on the quality of a device; the end result is that you need a result, and the result must enable one to make a decision of some kind

33.10. Mark K. wanted to understand what is being referred to as accuracy and precision in the presentation; Uri said that accuracy was whether you were measuring exactly what you wanted to measure, while precision was whether you got the same result when measuring over and over

34. Orders of the day were called

35. The meeting was recessed until 1.30 PM
Thursday PM 1 Session

36. Meeting was brought to order at 1.35 PM

37. Uri continued with the presentation of 11-07/2253r0

37.1. Question: are you going to have a definition for accuracy and precision in the draft? Ans: refer to the presentation that Michael Foegelle presented (11-06/133). We don’t have definitions for accuracy and precision in the draft.

37.2. Pointed out that accuracy and precision were very well defined in the ISO Vocabulary of Metrology (ISO VIM DGUIDE 99999) and we simply needed a new reference

37.3. Fahd noted that we need to define accuracy in our context

37.4. Marc E. said that he opposed redefining accuracy from the commonly accepted meaning of the term; also, in reference to Michael Foegelle’s presentation, the question of concern here is exactly where is the “bulls-eye” in the centre of the accuracy/precision figure; the centre represents the “accepted value” which could be the user experience or whatever, and the question is, if we do the test in two different ways, is it feasible that the bulls-eyes overlap? What is missing in Michael Foegelle’s presentation is the correlation between the bulls-eye and the so-called user experience and if we can agree to this we will be ahead

37.5. Fahd wanted to know how all of this is related to the draft text, and Marc said that this was pertinent to Clause 4 discussions and the question of the merits of different metrics and environments

37.6. Fred K. from Aircell asked if it was not more important to aim for repeatability rather than qualitative measurements? There was a note that there was a difference between repeatability and reproducibility

37.7. Mark K. said Marc E. and Fred K. had good points; however a third word needed to be added in some sense or another to describe the concepts being discussed

37.8. Fahd said that it would be counterproductive at this point to assign these concepts and definitions to environments

37.9. Dalton wanted to know if precision implied reproducibility; he said that he would go further and say that accuracy implied reproducibility

37.10. There was considerable discussion on this topic with various people participating

37.11. Craig noted that end-users are different for different people, but regardless of whether we got different results in different environments we should get the same thing every time

37.12. With that, Uri finished his presentation and requested that the group should come up with a single merged presentation that would represent the views of the group

38. Neeraj requested Marc E. to act as chair

39. Neeraj then presented a motion to accept the amended 11-07/2120r2 which contained the agreed-on comment resolutions

39.1. Motion #5

39.1.1. Motion: Move to accept the comment resolutions in 11-07-2120-02-000t for CIDs: 133, 1683, 943, 1174, 494, 944, 344, 326, 1169, 327 and 1171

39.1.2. Moved/seconded: M. Emmelmann / C. Warren

39.1.3. No discussion

39.1.4. Voting:

39.1.4.1. Y: 6

39.1.4.2. N: 0

39.1.4.3. A: 6

39.2. Motion passes

40. Marc E. then placed a motion on document 11-07/2230r0

40.1. Motion #6

40.1.1. Motion: Move to accept the comment resolutions in 11-07-2230-00-000t for CIDs: 1145, 103, 1664

40.1.2. Moved/seconded: M. Emmelmann / D. Ward

40.1.3. No discussion

40.1.4. Voting:

40.1.4.1. Y: 7

40.1.4.2. N: 0

40.1.4.3. A: 3

40.1.5. Motion passes

41. Marc E. placed another motion in front of the group

41.1. Motion #7

41.1.1. Motion: Move to accept the comment resolutions in 11-07-2231-01-000t for CIDs: 419

41.1.2. Moved/seconded: M. Emmelmann / C. Warren

41.1.3. No discussion

41.1.4. Voting:

41.1.4.1. Y: 6

41.1.4.2. N: 0

41.1.4.3. A: 2

41.2. Motion passes

42. Neeraj then asked if there were any other motions to be brought forward; none were forthcoming, so the agenda moved to new business

43. The first item of discussion was the teleconferences between meetings

43.1. A straw poll was taken on teleconferences

43.2. Straw Poll #4
43.2.1. Straw Poll: who is in favour of:

43.2.1.1. Weekly 1 hour: 4

43.2.1.2. Bi-weekly 1.5 hour: 1
43.2.1.3. Biweekly 1 hour: 8
43.3. The result was that biweekly 1 hour teleconferences on Thursdays 12 – 1 Eastern Time would be held

43.4. Motion #8

43.4.1. Motion: Move to empower TGT to have biweekly teleconferences starting 8/2/2007 at 12 PM ET for 1 hour until the September meeting

43.4.2. Moved/seconded: D. Victor / M. Emmelmann

43.4.3. No discussion

43.4.4. Voting:

43.4.4.1. Y: 7

43.4.4.2. N: 0

43.4.4.3. A: 0

43.4.5. Motion passes

43.5. There was a question as to whether one could get the same telecon number each time; the response was that this wasn’t possible due to the Intel telecon system

44. Neeraj asked if anyone wanted to have an ad-hoc meeting between now and the September meeting

44.1. Straw Poll #5
44.1.1. Straw Poll: Are you in favor of holding an IEEE 802.11 TGT ad-hoc meeting between the July 2007 session and the September 2007 session?

44.1.1.1. Y: 1
44.1.1.2. N: 5
44.2. No ad-hoc between July and September will be held

45. An update in the timetable was discussed

46. There was a discussion on extending the PAR; Peter E. said that the group should ask for an extension of the PAR in the 4th year

47. Motion #6

47.1. Motion: Move to adjourn

47.2. Moved/seconded: T. Alexander / M. Kobayashi

47.3. Passed without objection

48. The meeting was adjourned at 2.40 PM
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