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IEEE Project 802

TG4g Ballot Resolution Committee and Task Group 4g, "Smart Utilities Network"

Meeting Minutes:  November 6-11, 2011
Monday AM1 Session – November 07, 2011
Chair calls meeting to order at 8:08 AM.

Roll call - BRC 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


Chair  reminds group that this is not yet a formal TG4g meeting as we have not yet had the 802.15 Opening Plenary  He presents part of the opening report, document 15-10-0772-00-004g.

Next order of business is to approve the agenda for AM1 session as described in document 10-0725-r02.  

Moved by: Clint Powell
Seconded by: Cristina Seibert
There are no objections.  Agenda approved.
Chair presents IEEE policies including patent policy from document 15-10-0772-00-004g 

There is no response to a call for identification of essential patents.

Chair presents 10-0753-r02 sponsor ballot comment spread sheet and reviews.
CID 13: Revised: Remove the definition of filtered FSK from 3.1.  This definition is unnecessary as filtered FSK is adequately described in 16.1.2 which references the transmit spectral mask defined in 16.1.5.6. Further background information can be found in document 15-10-331-08-004g
There is comment to keep the definition of filtered FSK somewhere in the draft. There is a comment that if the definition is commonly used in the standard than there is no need to include in the document.
There is comment that the definition is in the draft and should be referred correctly.

CID 21: 

There is a comment to include a sentence before the tale 121. 
There is comment that the reference to table 121 is mentioned in section 5.1

There is comment to move the table to the appropriate position as referred in 5.1.
There is no objection to move the table.

Resolution for CID 21: Revised. Move the table 121 to near the text where it is referred in 5.1
Comment accepted as the resolution shown above. 
CID 22: 
Chair asks the BRC if there any objections to accept the proposed resolution as shown in 753r02

No objection to accept the comment. CID 22 accepted.

CID 23 and 24: 

Monique will provide the resolution for CID 23.

Monique will provide the resolution for CID 24.

CID 25: 

There is comment to remove the sentence from clause 16.2.1.3 “It is a value between 0 and aMaxPHYPacketSize, as defined in 9.2.”

Resolution: Revised. Remove sentence on page 82, line 6 and page 98 line 54 “It is a value between 0 and aMaxPHYPacketSize, as defined in 9.2.” 

No objection to accept the comment. CID 25 as proposed.

CID 26: 
Chair asks the BRC if there any objections to accept the proposed resolution as shown in 753r02

No objection to accept the comment. CID 26 accepted.

CID 3: 
Resolution: Revised. Change paragraph b) to : "Except for the 920 MHz band PHYs and the 950 MHz band  PHYs, the CCA detection time shall be equal to aCCATime, see Table 70. For the 920 MHz band and the 950 MHz band PHYs, phyCCADuration symbol periods shall be used."

 No objection to accept the resolution as shown above. CID 3 accepted as proposed.

CID 28: 

Chair asks the BRC if there any objections to accept the proposed resolution as shown in 753r02

No objection to accept the comment. CID 28 accepted.

CID 29: 
There is comment to make sure that the technical meaning is not changed from the proposed resolution.

Chair asks the BRC if there any objections to accept the proposed resolution as shown in 753r02

No objection to accept the comment. CID 29 accepted.

Chair mentions the agenda shows the AM1 till 11AM, but the session will end at 10AM.

CID 30: 

The comment is under review by the group.

CID 35:

Chair asks the BRC if there any objections to accept the proposed resolution as shown in 753r02

No objection to accept the comment. CID 35 accepted.

CID 36: 

Remove the lines 7-10 from page 13 of the doc# 726r04

There is comment that the Annex should not include too much information as it is informative part of the document.

There is a comment that if we include some optional features, than we should include all optional features.

There is a comment to not to include the test vector in the document as the standard is good enough to generate those vectors.

There was a comment in 2006 to include the security examples so the title should be different than test vector.

There is a comment to reject the comment as it is difficult to come up which options to select.

The chair suggests discussing the comment 36 and deciding on what to include in the document and comment will be addressed at PM2 session.

CID 36 assigned to Daniel.

9:55 AM - Recess until PM1.
 Monday PM1 Session – November 7, 2011
Chair calls the tg4g meeting to order at 1.37pm.

Roll Call – BRC attendance:

	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


Chair presents the opening report, document 15-10-0772-00-004g.
Chair displays document 15-11-0772-00-004g of agenda on projector screen.

The group reviews the agenda of TG4g meeting. Monday PM1 will be used for comment resolution. Thursday PM2 may be used 'for next step'. 

Chair requests motion to approve agenda.
There is question to suggest Wed PM2 to discuss next step. Chair explains the scheduled agenda.

Motion to approve agenda 
Proposed by Ben Rolfe

Seconded by Steve Shearer

Chair reminds the group on IEEE rules and gives opportunities for potential patent claims.

None heard.

Chair shows the timeline for tg4g sponsor ballot and explains the IEEE standard development life cycle. Recirc1 comment resolution is planned to be done in Nov 2011 and will move forward for RevCom approval.
Motion to approve the minutes for September 2011 Okinawa interim meeting in Doc. 15-11-711-00-004g 
proposed by Steve Shearer
seconded by Ben Rolfe.
No discussion or objections – motion is approved.

Chair continues the status update for TG4g.
The group is doing comment resolution. Once draft is completed. The group will get the conditional approval to forward the draft for RevCom approval.
Chair calls the BRC meeting to order.

The group moves on the comment resolution. 19 comments out of 36 comments were resolved after morning session.

Chair starts the Roll call to BRC meeting before the comment resolution starts. 

Monique addresses comments 23 and 24 in Doc 791r0.

Chair asks if people need more time to review the proposed resolutions by Monique. None heard. Chair asks that the provided resolution is complete. Monique answers 'yes.'

There is no discussion. There is no objection to the proposed resolution. The CID 23 and 24 are resolved by Doc. 15-11-0791-00-004g.

BRC revisits CID 27 regarding to the definition of 'filtered FSK'. Daniel comments that page 19, the definition is unclear. The resolution is proposed based on the discussion from Daniel, Cristina and Ben:

Revised. Remove the definition of filtered FSK from 3.1. 

Add 'For additional information on Filtered FSK, see 16.1.2' to page 19, line 45.

There is question that asks if can add the information that it is not necessary to define filtered FSK. Chair answers that the information is included.

Question why the CID 13 is resolved by CID 27. Chair explained using 'revised' as more contents were removed than the commenter proposed changes in CID 13.

There is comment that is would be the same to use accept.

There is no further discussion and objection. CID 13, 27 are resolved as revised. Resolution texts are the same as proposed for CID 27.

CID 30 

Steve Jillings presents Doc 789r0, 'ETSI EN 300 220-1 Modulation Bandwidth Limits for MR-FSK PHYs'. He comments that it is pretty difficult for silicon vendor to meet the requirement of  Section 7.7 of ETSI EN 300 220-1 for compliance of modulation bandwidth in particularly for MR-FSK PHY Modes #2 and #3.

Chair asks if any questions to this. 

There are questions about how the test/measurement was done. Steve answers that the test is done with compliant to the specified parameters.

Question about the conclusion of comments. Steve says it is an observation. Probably the draft can change the edge from 1 to 0.5. He stressed again that his comment is simply the observation. 

Comment that no change is required.

Suggestion to put additional information in informative document. But not in the draft document as it is out of scope.

Chair suggests BRC resolves the comment by simply responding  and no change required. 

After some discussion, the proposed resolution is: Accepted. Thank you for your observation and no change is required. 

There is further discussion regarding to whether it is proper to use 'accepted' as resolution. James Gilb suggests use 'rejected', thank you for your observation. No change was requested and no change required.

There is no further discussion and objection. CID 30 is resolved.

Only one comment left. No other business.

Recess is called until 4pm.
Monday PM2 Session – November 7, 2011
Tg4g is called to order at 4.30pm. Chair reminds group on attendance and IEEE rules, policy and procedure.

Roll Call – BRC attendance:

	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


Regarding to CID 36, Daniel reports back to the group that the discussion will still be needed during the session.

James Gilb give comments of four possible solutions that group can consider:

(1) Reject the comments, make no changes;

(2) include some examples in the standard document;

(3) Not include any example in the draft document but to refer to some soft documents posted in mentor.

(4) Include electronic raw data file, either in .csv or other format as an attachment to the Standard document but standard does not include the test vectors as example.

Comment that the first step should be to check if the documents in mentor are correct or not.

Comments that Doc 726 has group's agreement but Tim's document has 15% more test vectors and they are not agreed by the group.

Suggestion to identify examples people can agree on. Include common signaling mode as the minimum. And give people time to come back and check.

Comment that email from commenter said that Doc 726r4 is acceptable. The consistency is from the beginning and several people were working on that. Commenter is happy with the document. Participant could not understand that if the commenter is satisfied, why the group still needs to consider the other document.

All options should be covered equally. 

Comment that we need to find the minimum set of options. It is impossible to include all the combinations, but just include the basic functionality. 

Examples should be meaningful examples that can help implementers. Can look at both documents and find the intersection of two documents as the minimum examples.

Disagreement with previous proposal - should consider the union of two documents. 

Chair asks if data has been verified as the group should not include incorrect data.

Harada-san: both documents can be referred but not necessary to be included in the standard. The correctness of data can be verified anytime and the standardization document will just give the reference document number. It can be revised any time.

James explains the example of 2011 draft, the example text could be, 'the example of FSK are given in Doc reference XXX. Please check for latest version in mentor'.

Comment that we need to consider commenter's concern and address his comment. Put Doc 726 in and refer to additional document as reference document.

Although some cases are not requested by commenter, the new proposals are trying to cover wider range of examples.

According to Commenter's email, he considers certain cases are redundant and should not be included.
There is a suggestion to reject the comment.
Chair asks if BRC objects to include a small number of examples.

Further discussion on which examples should be included.
Suggestion: Put mandatory 2FSK and 4FSK to both as informative texts. And refer to all the data in the reference.

Discussion over difference between examples in informative texts of standard and having them in document, what is the difference?

James answers question: Difference is that if include in standard as informative text, people can read it fast. If in reference document, people have to refer to the document. However, it can easily be improved if in an external document

Comment to put the OFDM and MR-O-QPSK as reference document as well. Then it would be keep the document clean and make it consistent.

Comment that this is not recommended. The compromise from FSK part should not affect the other examples. It is awkward to introduce other reference documents.

Further discussion on removing examples of MR-OFDM and MR-O-QPSK. There is little wish to do this.

Further discussion on which MR_FSK examples should be included.
Suggestion that we find the meaningful examples for the standard. 

 Suggestion that James coordinates activity with interested parties. 

Chair suggests recess and come out with a discussion results by Tuesday AM1.

Find out if people really need to refer to the example. And include a small number of examples. 

Suggestion that  one from each party to be accepted by the group. and also provide reference to additional documents. Get limited set example and also refer to the large set of documents.

Question if current examples of MR-OFDM and MR-O-QPSK will remain. Answer is yes.

Further comment that group should consider use bibliography for additional examples. 

Chair calls recess at 5.19pm and the group will come back at AM1 Tuesday morning. 

Tuesday AM1 Session – November 8, 2011
AM1 Tuesday 2011
Chair called the meeting to order at 8.06am.

Roll Call – BRC attendance:

	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


There is convergence for group of examples agreed. Chair asks people to take the opportunity and check all the cases. Chair suggests the group come back at AM1 tomorrow to prepare documents and verify all the data. Chair asks if it can work for everyone.

Comment: There is general consensus of 6 cases. Suggest everyone to check the 6 examples provided. 

Reminder that there is one comment CID 7 is still open

Michael addresses the comment in  document 756r3.

Question  if there is a revised version of the document. There are discussions regarding to using 'shall' or 'should'.

Chair summarizes that the comments are saying that the 'shall's used in the 2nd paragraph should be 'should' instead as it is based on an assumption. Transmit accuracy needs rewording. 

Both 'shall's should be changed to should in the 2nd paragraph. 

Continued discussion about wording.
Chair asks if people happy with document posted, and if anyone is unhappy with document posted. No one objects to document and there is no objection to accepting the proposed resolution.

Recess until AM1 tomorrow morning to address the last comment CID 36. 

There is no other business.

Recess is called at 8.33am until AM1 Wednesday morning.

Wednesday AM1 Session – November 09, 2011
Chair called the meeting to order at 8.16am.

Chair starts the Roll call to BRC meeting

Roll Call – BRC Attendance:
	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


Chair mentions that there is one comment left to resolve sponsor ballot comments.
Chair does BRC roll call.

Phil presents the proposed resolution for the CID# 36

Document number typo fixed. There is comment to change the wording from use cases to examples as there are not any use cases.
There is comment to include the text that says PHY parameters for each example are given in Table 1.
Discussion goes on to regarding CID 36

Proposed resolution: Revised 

No objection to accept the resolution proposed for CID#36
Chair comments that he will schedule a BRC call after the draft has been updated by the editors before the next recirculation in case there are any issues that need fixing.
There is comment regarding RevCom.
After the editorial changes we will circulate the revised draft pre-D7 to BRC to check all the changes are correct

The group can fix the correction in the BRC call if necessary
The BRC schedule: Phil will email

There is comment to vote for the recirculation by BRC.

Motion: The TG4g ballot resolution committee authorizes the recirculation of 802.15.4g-D7 being 802.15.4g-D6 with comment resolutions in 753-05 applied. 

Moved by: Ben Rolfe

Seconded by: Cristina Seibert

There is comment that the BRC review the draft before go to recirc. The preD7 will be reviewed by the BRC. Editors will revise the title of the draft document.

No objection and motion carries unanimously.
Recess until PM1 Thursday.
Thursday PM1 10 November 2011

Chair calls the meeting to order at 1.34pm.

Roll Call – BRC Attendance:
	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


Chair announces that all ballot comment resolutions are closed.

There is motion for task group to request WG to move draft for RevCom conditional approval.

Motion: 

Move that Task Group 4g requests the 802.15 WG to request conditional approval from the 802 EC to submit the P802.15.4g-D07 draft amendment to RevCom. 
Moved by: Steve Shearer
Seconded by: John Buffington

There is question that if D07 is the draft with changes applies based on comment resolutions. Chair answers yes.

There is no discussion and objection. Motion passes unanimously.
Chair announces schedule for ballot and meetings as follows:

The 2nd resolution is from 29 Nov to 9 Dec 2011.

BRC teleconference Call 1: 12 Dec 2011 15:00GMT

3rd recirculation from 13 Dec to 23 Dec 2011

BRC comment resolution teleconference call 2: 3 Jan 2012, 15:00GMT.

Suggestion that chair arrange in the period from 22 to 29 Nov to have a BRC call to make sure all technical errors been resolved to minimize the comments coming in.

Chair answers that the draft will be circulated when everybody are happy with the revised draft.

There is request to change BRC teleconference call 2 schedule to 4 January 2012 from Cristina. 

There is no objection about the changing of schedule.

Chair asks if everybody is happy with the schedule for ballot and meetings. There is no objection.

There is no other business.

Chair request to adjourn the meeting of TG4g.

Motion to adjourn 

moved by Ed Callaway, 
seconded by Steve Shearer.

There is no objection to adjourn. 

TG4g November 2011 plenary meeting adjourns at 1.49pm.
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