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Monday 16th July 2007.   09:30-11:00 (Ad-hoc session)
1. Chair – Eldad Perahia, Intel
2. Secretary – Rakesh Taori, Samsung (this session only)

3. A sheet was passed around for attendees to sign in

4. 09:32 The meeting starts.
5. Document 11-07/2130r0 is chair’s report.  R1 will be uploaded after meeting.
a. Chair reads IEEE patent policy (4 slides,  plus 1 slide guidelines)
b. Chair asks for any questions related to items a):

i. No questions were asked related to the patent policy.
c. Chair asks the group if there are any essential patent claims

i. There were no essential patent claims reported.
6. VHT SG Agenda for the July meeting (see slides 10, 11 and 12 ) is presented by the chair.

a. Chair informs the group that he had issued call for submissions

b. 6 responses received

c. Documents:  11-07/

i. 2113r3, Khandani
ii. 2068r0, Britz
iii. 2062r0, Emmelmann

iv. 2194r0, Kakani
v. 2140r0, Kraemer

vi. 2187r0, de Courville
d. Engwer informs that there may be another presentation by Georgia tech. The presenter was not in the room. Chair informed that if time permits, Georgia Tech presentation may be accommodated – failing which it can be scheduled during a Teleconference. Engwer pointed that there may be a video which will be difficult to present during a call conference. 
7. Chair proposes that the first 3 contributions of the aforementioned list be presented in this ad-hoc session on Monday and the last 3 can be presented during the Tuesday session. 25 minutes each for the presentation on Monday and 30 minutes each for the presentation on Tuesday.

8. The chair explains the agenda items besides the presentations such as Timelines etc which will be discussed on Tuesday. Chair asks the group to look at the timeline in 2130r1 so that the discussion would be efficient.
9. 9:40 am Chair asks if there is any objection to approving the agenda. None was noted. The agenda was approved (Slides 12 and 13 of  2130r1).

10. 1st presentation by Khandani, Univ of Waterloo (begins at 9:41)
a. Discussion (Chair allows time for just one question)

b. De Courville: The first few slides in your presentation; do they show cooperative schemes (virtual MIMO)?
c. No they do not.

d. De Courville: Can you post the capacity formula?

e. An update of the presented document 2113r3, will be posted including the capacity formula.

11. 2nd presentation by Britz, AT&T Labs (begins at 10:10)

a. Discussion
b. Brian Hart (Cisco): Can you say something about link budget? 

c. Still working on it. Will have to get back to you on that one. 

d. D. Schultz (Boeing): Issue of LoS: Any methods to mitigate LoS? Is it an advantage or a problem? Timing wise: What kind of time frame do you have in mind? 

e. Yes it is a LoS system. We just have to learn how to utilize LoS. Because of short distances, we cab exploit reuse. So LoS is definitely an advantage in that sense. Timing: Do not see in the next 5 years, but next 10 years. By that time costs will also be down.

f. de Courville (Motorola): Looking a the path loss exponent, this technology appears to be more suitable for PANs, as opposed to LANs. Can you comment on that?

g. If you use it with a set of beams with sectored antennas rather than omniwave, then you can cover somewhat larger distances.

h. De Courville: Sectored antenna: only antenna gains or are you also considering path loss

i. Path loss is a constant that will remain anyways.

j. J. Zweig (Apple): Tera Hertz is great. How do you work with this stuff? Can you tell us how to work with this stuff (mechanics with this kind of radiation)

k. Physics is the same. Wave propagation/beam forming is the same. Antennas change. Metallic --> Glass. Work the same. Think of it like a flash light. 

12. 3rd presentation by Emmelmann (TU Berlin) 2062r1
a. Discussion
b. Adrian Stephens (Intel): There is overhead incurred due to the STA signalling the channel state or the AP measuring. Was the overhead included in the results?

c. Yes

d. Stephens: How is the signaling performed?
e. RTS/CTS handshake. Based on channel estimation from the CTS packet.

f. Brian Hart (Cisco): Slide 15 Shows good gains. Suspect you use 1 antenna. Gain diminishes when you use multiple antenna.

g. That’s correct.

h. Hart: Do we want to tie ourselves to be backward compatible? 

i. Emphasize that the main idea is consider Dynamic OFDM. If you find backward compatibility that is fine. But we should include How much it costs to implement.

j. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom): Why is the single user curve getting saturated (Slide 15). Is link adaptation included?

k. No. SU gets saturated at lower SNR because you have a lot of overhead. 

l. Solomon Trainin (Intel): How do you order the CTSs?

m. Modified RTS contains the polling list. CTS is in the same order

13. Chair informs the group that r1 of 2130 including the agenda for tomorrow.
14. Chair requests the group to return the 4 sign-up sheets
15. Meeting recesses at 10:59.

Tuesday 17th July 2007.   16:00-18:00

1. 16:00. Meeting starts
2. Chair shows the slides on IEEE patent policy (4 slides,  plus 1 slide guidelines)

a. Chair asks for any questions related to items a):

i. No questions were asked related to the patent policy.

3. Agenda review

4. 16:02: First presentation, de Courville, 2187r0 
5. Discussion
a. Solomon Trainin (Intel): What is your expectation on the throughput?

b. The group should tackle the part of the IMT advanced requirement., Would go for MIN/MAX req for 1 Gbps.

c. Eldad Perahia (Intel): Explain slide 3
d. De Courville explains slide 3 (and both the tables). 

e. : What was the size of the symbol? 

f. Will Get back to you. DO not know off my head.
g. Marc Emmelmann TU Berlin:  Q: Did you use a random assignment? Or optimal assignment? 

h. A: Simulated both. For optimized, Look at slide 10 for optimal assignment 

i. Heidi (UC Davis): Is the assignment to each user? What happens in deep fade? : 
j. We can design to ensure that the fades can be avoided. The key question is how do you get this information to the transmitter

6. 16:30 2nd presentation: Naveen Kakani, Nokia, 2194r0
7. Discussion
a. Solomon Trainin (Intel): How do you plan to reach such a range?

b. What you would expect to see in TGn. I assume that thee will more directionality and #antenna

c. How do you see to reach some substantial utilization %age of the increased bit rate?

d. 1 Gbit/s at MAC (so 50%)

e. Jim Petranovich (Conexant): Do you have any specific thoughts on coexistence in 2.4 How is it manageable? 

f. Avoid 2.4, if possible.

g. De Courville: Backward compatibility
h. Need to be backward compatible with what you have. Need to support legacy deployments.

i. Adrian Stephens: 2 concerns. 1st: Scared to see 80 Mhz in 5 GHz bands. Because we have solved 20/40 with great difficulty, now 20/40/80. 2nd: Echo Jims comments. Longer range, lower power, etc. This cannot be achieved simultaneously. Result is too compromised. Prefer to avoid that to have a clear focus on the PAR. If this B=VHT, throughout is the focus. Range if it comes for free – then yes. Realistic and well-focussed requirements

j. Is VHT for very high throughput or evolution of the WLAN. What does the market want?

k. Stephens: One group who wants high range (portable). One with dense deployments and want high throughput.

l. J. Zweig (Apple): Quite a different approach from David with 300 GHz and higher. You talk about 2.4 and 5 Ghz. We are a SG. Suggest that we make broad distinction between backward compatibility and legacy type approach versus revolutionary approaches. Comment?
m. Identify what we are shooting for. Pick one or two areas. Then zoom further. Purpose of this talk is to stimulate the discussion on the topics that you need to address. After agreeing dig deeper.

8. Discussion moves to the Timelines. Chair puts up the two timelines in 2130r1 (Slides 16 and 17)

a. Based on the two timelines, what is realistic? What are preferences among the two? Would like to hear opinions

b. De Courville proposes a friendly amendment to timeline 2.
c. Chair creates option 3: (See slide 18)
d. Rolf De Vegt (Qualcomm): Not clear whether we will have 1 Par and 5C. We may conclude that we will have multiple PARs.

e. De Courville: Where would you like the decision point? Where to split?
f. Rolf De Vegt: Difficult to say. Depends on presentations and conclusions
g. Petranovich: Nov is a good time to concentrate on PAR, even pushing back presentations. 
h. Myles (Cisco) Far too early to talk about schedule/timelines. Focus on what do you want to standardize? And whether it is feasible? What makes sense in Market place and when?
i. Chair: Would you like to make a presentation in September? 

j. Myles: Ask the WiFi alliance to make a presentation
9. Chair asks the group whether there is there any objection to request have WiFi presentation to 802.11. No objections were raised. 
a. Request WG to have liaison to WFA request WFA for a market requirement document for VHT

b. Desire of completion of the document in 2007

10. Chair begins the discussion back to timeline and asks the group what people would like to see prepared for September

a. Kakani: Do you have any strawpolls prepared?
b. No. Did not know in advance 

c. Britz: What does this group mean by VHT? What are we talking about? 

d. Chair: Point of setting up the time line is. If we are shooting for #1, then becomes easier to set goals for September
e. What is your assumption: Get the same time as now?
f. 2 meeting times: 4 hours each.
g. Chair highlights the key features of each timeline.
h. Scott Blue: Suggests that the discussion on timeline be deferred to until after the 3rd presentation Marc: 
11. 5:14pm 3rd presentation: Bruce (Marvell), 2140r2 (r3 will be posted)

a. Yang (Intel): Timeline for IMT-Adv?

b. Circular Letter for technology solution for us to consider by Feb 2008. In 2008, request for proposals will be sent out. In 2010 selection will be made. 2012: time frame for deployments.

c. Blue: Expressions of interest from people who will be doing candidate technology. More than a SG. 

d. Varshneya (Nokia): Section 4: Must be met. Section 5: may be met. We do not need TDD/FDD, We can introduce contention based technology. As long as we meet req in Section 4, we are OK. 

e. Erceg: One tech selected or more?

f. Not clear. That decision is not made.
12. Back to the deferred discussion on the timeline
13. Strawpolls on the 3 proposed time line

a. Timeline #1; 0

b. Timeline #2; 25

c. Timeline #3; 20

d. Abstain;  20

14. Strawpolls on preference for how to allocate time during the September meeting

a. Option 1: Allocate time in Sept for PAR & 5 C: Some hands go up

b. Option 2: Focus on “call for submissions” presentations: Many hands go up

c. Chair concludes that an overwhelming majority is in favour of option 2.

d. Petranovich: Give priority to discussions rather than technology presentations (e.g. market, feasibility) etc

e. Chair finds it reasonable

f. Engwer: Counters. Seeing technology presentation helps to make feasibility discussions

g. Scott Blue: Place for feasibility discussions is WNG

h. Engwer: WNG has even less time allocated to it than VHT.

i. Chair: Utilize call conference times for the discussions.

15. Chair puts up the Call conference times for discussion:
a. Chair proposes that the CCs be held on Thursdays (Aug 9, Aug 23 and Sept 6, 2007) at 11:00 AM EST. Duration: 1 hour.

b. Instead of having CCs at 11:00 AM EST every time, should we rotate the conference times to be fair?

c. There is very little time left this time to get an agreement on any new timings. We can try to change it during the September meeting.

d. Chair asks if there is any objection to the dates, time or duration of the CC. No objection was raised

16. Engwer: Can we request more meeting time for the September meeting?

a. Q: How much more?

b. A: At least 2 slots of 2 hours

17. 18:00 Chair adjourns the meeting
Attendance
Eldad Perahia to add the attendance list
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