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Sponsor Ballot Comment Resolution

BRC Call Notes - September 30 2011
Attendees:

	Voting BRC Member
	Alternate

	Phil Beecher
	n/a

	Matt Boytim
	Steve Shearer

	Monique Brown
	Kunal Shah

	Ed Callaway
	Paul Gorday 

	Kuor-Hsin Chang 
	Jeff King

	James Gilb (WG Tech Editor)
	n/a

	Hiroshi Harada
	Fumihide Kojima 

	Jorjeta Jetcheva
	John Buffington

	Jeritt Kent
	Chuck Millet

	Khanh Tuan Le
	Jin-Meng Ho

	Bob Mason
	Scott Weikel

	Daniel Popa
	Hartman Van Wyk

	Clint Powell
	John Lampe

	Ben Rolfe
	Will San Filippo

	Ruben Salazar
	Chris Calvert

	Tim Schmidl
	Anuj Batra

	Michael Schmidt
	Frank Poegel

	Cristina Seibert
	Jay Ramasastry

	Chin Sean Sum
	Alina Liru Lu

	Larry Taylor
	Will San Filippo

	Kazu Yasukawa
	Kentaro Sakamoto

	Secretaries: Steve Pope (NV), Kunal Shah (NV) Alina Liru Lu
	n/a


b) Rules and Policy and Procedure

Phil reminds of IEEE802 rules http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/15/pub/Rules.html and http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt and gives opportunity to declare potential patent claims.  None declared.


c) Comment Resolutions Review
Feedback received on 15-11-0584-06-004g
CID 22 and 23: new FCS description is not mathematically equivalent to the current FCS description.  Suggestion to reject comments. Steve Shearer will discuss with Tim Schmidl and check proposed resolution.
CID 188:  seemed we would remove the receiver details for the MR-O-QPSK PHY.  A few sentences are deleted, but many other sentences remain.  For example, on page 105, line 34-45, there is a recommendation to use soft decisions to input to the Viterbi decoder, and this is not needed in the draft.  There are several other sentences such as this that should be removed.  Discussion ensued. Several felt that further removal of text was out of scope of the comment.  What we currently have is a good compromise. It was suggested that current comment resolution was OK, and if commenter or anyone else considers the resolution is incomplete, then a further comment may be submitted during recirculation.
CID 205: it mentions to modify Annex K according to document 698r0, but that document is just a dump of numbers.  The numbers should be put into a clear and concise table format.  Editors will review and decide if sufficient info to create desired table
CID 258: the worksheet was not copied into this spreadsheet – will be done for r7
CIDs 209 and 240: they should be marked as WIP.  In addition, the proposed resolutions for CID 209 and CID 240 are contradictory – Hartman Van Wyk volunteered to help resolve, expected response Tuesday October 4, 2011.  
Remaining Work In Progress comments
CID 261 Tim posted  717r0. Please check. 

CID 198 MAC OFDM symbol time. Table required – Tim to do.
CID 239 – can consider removing the clause for OFDM and move the footnote. 
CID 219 (1) solved by CID 198.

CID 249 – doc 15-11-0715-00-004g describes 4 possible options for resolution. There was discussion.  Question: if the effect of options 1, 2 and 3 to change channel spacing to 400kHz?  Answer: Yes.  Phil  will email BRC to get idea of preferences for resolution. 

CID 205 - Resolution could benefit from additional text describing why 2 interleaving modes. Tim will provide.
CID 203 - Doc 714 describes MR-OQPSK operation in 920MHz band.  Are there any objections to including MR-OQPSK in 920MHz band for Japan.  Phil will send email to BRC to check if there any objections.   

Next Steps
Phil says that most resolutions are ready to vote and that he wants to vote resolutions ASAP.  Considering that there are few remaining proposed resolutions, should we wait until all are available (should be Tuesday at latest)? Consensus was that we should wait and vote all T&G together.  However, can we agree editorials now, so that editors can get on with preparing the draft?
Motion: To accept all resolutions categorised as “Editorial” in document 15-11-0584-06-004g

Moved: Ed Callaway
Seconded: Clint Powell.  
No discussion, no objections, motion passes unanimously
We will review resolution status on Tuesday and decide if ready to vote. Discussion about how vote will run.  Vote will be by email, to either accept resolutions in 15-11-0584-nn-004g or  to not accept.  If not accept, then vote should be accompanied by reason for not accepting resolutions. 
BRC Call Notes - 7 October 2011

Attendees:

	Voting BRC Member
	Alternate

	Phil Beecher
	n/a

	Matt Boytim
	Steve Shearer

	Monique Brown
	Kunal Shah

	Ed Callaway
	Paul Gorday 

	Kuor-Hsin Chang 
	Jeff King

	James Gilb (WG Tech Editor)
	n/a

	Hiroshi Harada
	Fumihide Kojima 

	Jorjeta Jetcheva
	John Buffington

	Jeritt Kent
	Chuck Millet

	Khanh Tuan Le
	Jin-Meng Ho

	Bob Mason
	Scott Weikel

	Daniel Popa
	Hartman Van Wyk

	Clint Powell
	John Lampe

	Ben Rolfe
	Will San Filippo

	Ruben Salazar
	Chris Calvert

	Tim Schmidl
	Anuj Batra

	Michael Schmidt
	Frank Poegel

	Cristina Seibert
	Jay Ramasastry

	Chin Sean Sum
	Alina Liru Lu

	Larry Taylor
	Will San Filippo

	Kazu Yasukawa
	Kentaro Sakamoto

	Secretaries: Steve Pope (NV), Kunal Shah (NV) Alina Liru Lu
	n/a


BRC Teleconference Meeting was called to order at 14:38 BST 22:38 JST

a) Roll Call
The meeting was started with a Roll call. Chair informs participants to send email to him and copy to Alina for attendance.

b) Rules and Policy and Procedure

Phil reminds of IEEE802 rules http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/15/pub/Rules.html and http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt and gives opportunity to declare potential patent claims.  None declared.


c) Vote Review
Chair announced the results for the BRC voting for all the 'ready2vote' comments in comment spread sheet 584r9. All voters vote in favor and unanimously passed all the 'ready2vote' comments.

Chair informed that CID 235 was not resolved yet. 
Ruben mentioned that he cannot open document 584r9.

He wants to know the difference between rev9 and rev8. 
Chair answers that there is one difference – CID 235 was marked 'rdy2vote' in rev8 and changed to WIP in rev9.

The group started to discuss the resolution to the remaining comment CID 235.

Phil read out the email for the proposed resolution to CID 235 from Ben. 

There are three options proposed in Ben’s email

Option A, change text and refer commenter to coexistence document..  
Option B, add description as in Doc 0724r1

Option C, remove Subclause 16.3.4.2.

There are discussions regarding to the provided resolutions.

Hartman commented that option A is reasonable. 

Frank said that Michael has uploaded resolution document 724r1, and he supports the resolutions provided by Michael. 

There are further discussions concerning whether the standard should reference / describe regulations.

Larry states that there should be no regulatory requirements in the standard. Ben comments that this is essentially option c.

There are further discussions. 

Larry points out that regulatory PSD may have different requirements for FCC, Europe, etc. a specific spectral mask may not be appropriate to cover all the regions. 

There is further comment from Hartman that option C may be the best resolution. 

Hartman would like to check the document.

Phil summarized that there are two choices:

1) to not include a PSD mask (A or C)

2) to include a PSD mask  - if 2) then BRC will need to agree 724r1.  From the discussion so far, it seems there is not agreement on values in 724r1 and we will not agree in this call.

Daniel states that BRC has not had time to review 724r1.   Phil describes the timescale for releasing the draft, and that there is another BRC call next Thursday if people need more time for this - the editors can apply the other changes while this comment remains open and under discussion.

A motion is made to Reject CID 235, reason for rejection is:  

"Regulations typically provide PSD limits (expressed in various forms) and it is the responsibility of the implementer to ensure compliance with those requirements, as stated in the opening text of all IEEE 802 standards.  Coexistence characteristics of the MR-O-QPSK PHY are described in the Coexistence Assurance Document (P802.15-10-0668-05-004g)."
Moved by Daniel Popa. 

Second by Tim Schmidl

There is no discussion on the motion. There are no objections to the motion.  Motion passes by unanimous consent.

All comments are now resolved.

d) Next Steps
Phil discussed the next step. He will update the comment spreadsheet. And the 

Editors will apply the change to the draft standard expecting to complete early in the week of 17 Oct. 

Sponsor Ballot recirculation is a 10 day ballot.  Phil will schedule at least one BRC call for a day or two after ballot closes.

For timeline, there is no objection for the existing timeline hence the same timing will remain.

The original planned call for next Thursday is remained on schedule. 

Cristina asked if Phil has shared the details of the BRC voting results. Phil reiterates that the BRC unanimously agreed the proposed resolutions.

Tim points out that the BRC should approve a motion to agree the recirculation ballot. 

Motion:

The BRC authorizes a 10 day recirculation of the revised TG4g draft following the completion of  the edits as described in Document 584r9 and including the resolution for CID 235 as agreed on the BRC call of October 7 2011.

Motion moved by Tim Schmidl.

Second by Daniel Popa

There is no discussion.

There is no objection.

Motion passes unanimously.

There is no other business.

Conference call ends at 15:30 BST 23:30JST

Recirculation 1 Comment Resolution

BRC Call Notes - 1 November 2011

Attendees:

	Voting BRC Member
	Alternate

	Phil Beecher
	n/a

	Matt Boytim
	Steve Shearer

	Monique Brown
	Kunal Shah

	Ed Callaway
	Paul Gorday 

	Kuor-Hsin Chang 
	Jeff King

	James Gilb (WG Tech Editor)
	n/a

	Hiroshi Harada
	Fumihide Kojima 

	Jorjeta Jetcheva
	John Buffington

	Jeritt Kent
	Chuck Millet

	Khanh Tuan Le
	Jin-Meng Ho

	Bob Mason
	Scott Weikel

	Daniel Popa
	Hartman Van Wyk

	Clint Powell
	John Lampe

	Ben Rolfe
	Will San Filippo

	Ruben Salazar
	Chris Calvert

	Tim Schmidl
	Anuj Batra

	Michael Schmidt
	Frank Poegel

	Cristina Seibert
	Jay Ramasastry

	Chin Sean Sum
	Alina Liru Lu

	Larry Taylor
	Will San Filippo

	Kazu Yasukawa
	Kentaro Sakamoto

	Secretaries: Steve Pope (NV), Kunal Shah (NV) Alina Liru Lu
	n/a


BRC Teleconference Meeting was called to order at 8:00am PDT

Chair asked the group for the approval of agenda. There is no objection

a) Roll Call
Chair recorded the attendance over the teleconference. 

b) Rules and Policy and Procedure

Phil reminds of IEEE802 rules http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/15/pub/Rules.html and http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt and gives opportunity to declare potential patent claims. 
None were declared


d) Sponsor Ballot Recirculation Vote and Comments Review
Chair announced to the group on the result of sponsor ballot recirculation 1 as following:

Ballot Open Date:    20-Oct-2011
Ballot Close Date:    30-Oct-2011
Type:    New
Draft #:    6
Ballots Received:    11
Vote Changes:    6
Comments:    36
Must be satisfied:    2
There was 1 new Disapprove vote from Clint Chaplin.


The sponsor ballot recirculation 1 comments spreadsheet was posted at doc 753r0.

Chair asks if anyone has not yet reviewed the comments so far. None heard.

CID 31

Chair raised the discussion on CID 31 which is from Clint Chaplin, the new No voter. 

Monique comments on CID 31. She is pursing and suggests to possibly having a separate section for the definition. She was assigned to resolve the comment 31

CID 18

Phil addresses comment 18 from Daniel. Accept the comment. Thank the commenter. No change required.

CID 1, 2 and 34

Phil mentioned working progress comments 1, 2 and 34 regarding to reference to 15.4-2006 should be changed to 15.4-2011. The resolution is to accept the change.  No objection for accepting the comment 34. 

Cid 1 and 2 are resolved by 34. 

Tim comments that cid 1 should be Revised instead of Accepted.  There is no objection to these resolutions.
CID 32 and 33 

Comments 32 and 33 were addressed by Sum. CID 32 is to propose several changes to keep consistency with baseline document. The resolutions are proposed in column J. 

Cid 33 is on improvement of several parts. The changes were explained by Sum. Sum proposed to accept the changes.

Cristina gave comments regarding to Enhance beacon and MPM scheme.

Larry also has comments on cid 33 about the second change. Suggest to change the texts to 'if sun device operating as a coordinator'.

Tim asked the updated resolution be posted for review prior to voting at the Friday meeting. Resolution is as Larry suggested.

Larry commented about cid 32. Question if it will cause any backward compatibility due to the proposed changes. There were further discussions from Monique and Cristina. 

As the proposed texts need to be revised. Phil suggested Sum to come back with amended texts. Jay also commented that it is better to accept the comments after seeing the resolutions. Larry is happy with changes Cristina proposed.

Sum will revert with suggested changes in the discussion.

Phil asked if any objection to that approach. None heard.

Jay asked about the procedure for comment resolution and suggested we start from the top.  After discussion about how to handle editorial comments it was decided that there are few enough comments that the BRC just works down the list.

CID 3

 Larry has comment. Suggest only change the first part time, but not the 2nd part.

Michael gave his explanation. To avoid confusing hence propose the resolution. He thinks it is quite clear for the proposed resolution.

Larry said he is generally fine with it and just proposed to make it clearer with wording. 

There is comment from Monique ask about word should be 'and' instead of 'or'.

Accept this comment: CID 26 will resolve the ‘and/or’. No objection heard.

CID 4

Michael explained he does not understand what the parameter is good for? And suggest be more precise about the term. Jay comments that several points were made in comment and asks for further explanation. Michael replied he does not see the need to specify the jitter, but at least the term bit edge should not be used. He suggests rename the parameter.  Hartman suggest use' symbol edge'. It is acceptable.  Resolve as Revised and replace with 'symbol edge'. No further discussion, no objection for this resolution. 

CID 5

Michael explains his comment. Kuor-Hsin commented that it should be accepted.

There is some further discussion.  Proposal to Accept the change proposed by the commenter. No further discussion and objection.

CID 6

Tim suggests keep the text. Jay said repetition will not cause inconsistency. Reject the comment. Reason for rejection is that the text is clear as written and it is not inconsistent. No objection.

CID 7

Michael explains that Base line is only for single carrier. Need more precise how to calculate the EVM. Suggest defer the resolution. As he uploaded the document of proposal and it can be discussed base on his one page proposal. There are a lot of issues involved. Jay has suggestion to let Hartman work with Michael and Tim to resolve the comment together. No objection from Hartman. 

CID 8, Monique said comment is correct. Accept. There is no objection.
CID 9, no objection to accept

CID 10, no objection to accept

CID 11, accepted.

CID 12

Michael apologize that there is typo for page number in his comment. It should be 138 instead of 139. Line 24 Row 8 of table. Suggest to double check if anything wrong there. Tim agrees that there was an error when transcribing from the source document: 686r3.  Proposal to Accept the resolution. No objection heard. 

There is question from Hartman how long the call will be carried on.

Chair gets the opinion from group if everyone thinks it should be a one hour call.  People were expecting 1 hour 

CID 13 assigned to Monique.

CID 14, Accepted.

Cristina commented that document 726 has been posted to address CID 36.  The group has an action item to review the document prior to Friday's BRC call when we expect to reach resolution of this comment.

The next BRC call will be Friday, November 4. 
Chair remind people to send email to him if wish the attendance to the meeting to be recorded.

Conference call ends at 9:06am PDT

Recirculation 1 Comment Resolution

BRC Call Notes – 4 November 2011

BRC Teleconference Meeting was called to order at 8:01 AM PST

Attendees:

	Voting BRC Member
	Alternate

	Phil Beecher
	n/a

	Matt Boytim
	Steve Shearer

	Monique Brown
	Kunal Shah

	Ed Callaway
	Paul Gorday 

	Kuor-Hsin Chang 
	Jeff King

	James Gilb (WG Tech Editor)
	n/a

	Hiroshi Harada
	Fumihide Kojima 

	Jorjeta Jetcheva
	John Buffington

	Jeritt Kent
	Chuck Millet

	Khanh Tuan Le
	Jin-Meng Ho

	Bob Mason
	Scott Weikel

	Daniel Popa
	Hartman Van Wyk

	Clint Powell
	John Lampe

	Ben Rolfe
	Will San Filippo

	Ruben Salazar
	Chris Calvert

	Tim Schmidl
	Anuj Batra

	Michael Schmidt
	Frank Poegel

	Cristina Seibert
	Jay Ramasastry

	Chin Sean Sum
	Alina Liru Lu

	Larry Taylor
	Will San Filippo

	Kazu Yasukawa
	Kentaro Sakamoto

	Secretaries: Steve Pope (NV), Kunal Shah (NV) Alina Liru Lu
	n/a


Radhakrishna Canchi, Khurram Waheed.

Chair asks the group about the proposed agenda.

No objection to the proposed agenda.

b) Rules and Policy and Procedure

Phil reminds of IEEE802 rules http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/15/pub/Rules.html and http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt and gives opportunity to declare potential patent claims.  None declared.

c) Comment Resolutions Review

Phil asks the group to check the uploaded spread sheet 753r1 and asks for any corrections.

None heard.

CID 32 and 33:

Chair asks the group if there are any objections to accept the resolution for the comments 32 and 33 as per doc# 753r1

No objection. Resolutions for CID 32 and 33 accepted.

The group is discussing CID 7 and resolution is provided in doc# 756r2

There was a suggestion to change the word “shall” to should 

There was a comment to make changes from “shall” to should in the entire document

For CID 7, Kuraam will work with Michael to change the language of the document based on the 802.11n and will upload the updated document.

CID 13, 27 and 31: 16.1.1 cross reference to 16.1.5.6

The proposed resolution: Revised, remove the definition and respond to the commenter by providing appropriate reference 

Monique will contact commenter for CID31 with proposed resolution to see if it is acceptable and Phil will update comment spread sheet with proposed resolution.

CID 15: 

Proposed resolution: Revised. Change the type to list of IEs and change the range to table 4c. Delete the second sentence of the description.

Chair asks the group if there is any objection to accept resolution for the CID 15 as proposed.

No objection to the revised resolution. Comment 15 is accepted as per the resolution provided.

Chair asks the group if there is any objection to accept resolution for the CID 16 as the proposed resolution shown in the spread sheet.

No objection. CID 16 accepted as per the proposed resolution provided in the spread sheet.

Chair asks the group if there is any objection to accept resolution for the CID 17 as the proposed resolution shown in the spread sheet.

No objection. CID 17 accepted as per the proposed resolution provided in the spread sheet.

CID 19 and 20: 

Resolution: Reject. The comment is out of scope as there was no change to the text in the draft as part of that comment. 

No objection. Comment 19 and 20 rejected.

There is no other business.

Conference call ends at 9:09AM PST.
Submission
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Phil Beecher (BCC et al)


