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Date: Wednesday, Jan 5, 2005, 10:00-11:55AM EST
1. Meeting Opening by Nada Golmie
1.1. Roll Call
1.2. Intend to discuss down-selection process, evaluation guidelines document and performance characterization
2. Down Selection Process
2.1. Refer to 21-04-200-00-0000-Down_Selection_Process.ppt (Nada Golmie, NIST)
2.2. Comments and Discussions on Slide 4-6
2.2.1. Q: The down selection process and evaluation guideline documents will overwrite Technical Requirement Document? A: No. These two documents just look for harmonization and down selection process.
2.2.2. Comment that only one voting point was made. Proposers should be given one more chance to go back with harmonization and modification. Response: It still has two steps in the process. In Nov. meeting, people did not want down-selection in Phase I. The updated process reflects this point. People have straw polls to see the feedbacks in the WG.
2.2.3. Q: What happens if after Phase II, nobody gets 75%, or multiple proposals get 75%? A: If multiple proposals complement each other, it is easier to merge. If they are exclusive, we have a process in slide 7. If nobody gets 75%, another CFP will be issued.
2.2.4. Comment: The provisions for mergers in other WGs could probably be used here. Response: Yes.

2.2.5. Ajay and Vivek share the concerns of one-step voting process. The process is the discussion result of a small Ad Hoc group. Given the importance of the voting process, it should be discussed further in a more lager WG. Nada: That’s fine.

2.3. Comments and Discussions on Slide 7

2.3.1. Comment: The last two main bullets seem a little bit confusing. Response: Of these two bullets, the first addresses the proposals that are exclusive and of no overlap. The second addresses the proposals with the same topic. The language could be clarified.

2.3.2. Q: If multiple proposals of a similar topic get 75%, we would down select the proposal by majority? A: Yes. Comment: It does not sound good if one proposal gets more than 75% approval but is rejected just because of several votes less. Response: We have to understand that we need to choose one if there is no harmonization between them. If we choose two, i.e. option A, option B, they are not interoperable.  
2.3.3. Comment: We have two choices here WG has to make: several options if multiple proposal with more than 75% vote, or further down-selection by majority. 

2.3.4. Comment: It is quite confusing if there are multiple competing options just due to selection process. Maybe we could have another Phase III that is optional for such cases.

2.3.5. Comment: It is possible to have multiple options in a single standard, as 802.16 does.

2.3.6. Comment: Every document with more than 75% vote should have a chance to harmonize and go back. If they agree to harmonized, we’ll go to a single standard; if not, go to another round of voting.
2.3.7. Comment that we should have a process to deal with the case that no proposal passes 75% vote. 

2.3.8. Ajay: One option or multiple options? It should be clarified by the participants of the WG. After we make decision, then the process is rather clear.
2.3.9. Advantages and disadvantages of multiple options in a single standard were discussed. Take into considerations other IEEE WGs’ experiences as examples, such as .11a/b/g OFDM/CDMA, .11e, .11r, .3 etc. 
2.3.10. Comment: Reconsider multiple step voting process vs. single step voting process, and multiple options vs. single option if multiple proposals pass 75% vote. 

2.3.11. Comment that not much differences between straw poll and a low-hurdle voting in Phase I. Response: The people set of straw poll and next stage voting may not be the same.
2.3.12. Comment that Phase I has voting, rather than straw poll. Comment: Voting in Phase I and Phase II gives people a stronger position. Straw poll is more diluted.
2.3.13. Comment that meeting place in May in Beijing might be an issue for voting. Ajay: Quorum may not be an issue in May. This would be decided and approved explicitly by the WG. 

2.3.14. Q: At what point we can see the IP statement found in proposals? Ajay: We already clearly stated in last meeting and I expect people who have IP give me a Letter of Assurance (LoA). Michael has already put the LoA on the website.
2.3.15. Comment: If you have known somebody else holds IP, you can also bring it to the WG. Not necessarily have to be the proposers. People can check it. 
2.3.16. Comment: Need to talk to the layers for IP issues.
2.3.17. Summary by Nada: Two issues: 1. whether or not replacing Phase I straw poll with WG voting; 2. how to vote on competing proposals, single option vs. multiple options. Put everything on the table, so people could make decision. The details would be defined later.
3. Evaluation Guidelines and Performance Characterization
3.1. Postponed to next teleconference
4. Action Items                             
4.1.1. Next teleconference scheduled on Tuesday, Jan.11, 2005.
5. Teleconference Adjourned
6. Attendees 
(More may have attended. Please send updates to Chair) 
Ajay Rajkumar
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Cheng Hong
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Michael Williams

Michael Hoghooghi 
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