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Abstract

This document contains the minutes from the TGac meeting in Hawaii, Sept 20-25, 2009, taken by Menzo Wentink (Qualcomm), TGac vice chair.

TGac Hawaii Meeting Minutes 
1. Tuesday am2, September 22, 2009

2. Meeting called to order by Osama Aboul-Magd (Samsung Electronics) @ 10:30.

3. Menzo Wentink (Qualcomm) agrees to take minutes for this session. A permanent position for secretary is still open.
4. Osama presents IEEE-SA Standards Board Patent Policy and Procedures.

5. The TG members did not express any concerns/issues that the WG chair needs to be aware of.

6. There are 60 people in the room.

7. Motion: Move to approve the July meeting minutes in 11-09/0898r0 , August 27 and September 10 conference calls minutes in 11-09/1004r0 and 11-09/1005r0
a. Mover: Osama Aboul-Magd (Samsung Electronics)
b. Second: Menzo Wentink (Qualcomm)
c. Result:

i. Unanimous.

ii. Motion passes.
8. The TGac agenda is in 09/964r1

9. There are 14 submissions.
10. Discussion about the agenda.

11. Presentation categories are

a. Channel Models

b. Selection Procedure

c. Specification Framework

d. OBSS

e. FR&EM

f. Multi-Channel.
12. 09/1009r0, “Doppler Measurement for Mobile Devices”, Eldad Perahia (Intel)
a. Greg Breit (Qualcomm) – thanks Eldad for taking these measurements. Mobile traffic would likely be mainly VOIP. Eldad agrees. 
b. Raja Banarjea (Marvell) – Data may be transferred to smart phones.
c. Eldad – agree, we should check if there is such a device in the simulation scenarios.
d. Yasushi Takatori (NTT) – how do you calculate the capacity?
e. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) – in 11n the mobility case was removed. It would be good to have a straw poll.
f. Eldad presents straw poll

i. include mobility and change doppler spectrum to Jakes for mobile device – 8
ii. include mobility and use current 11n for mobile device – 20
iii. leave all devices in EM stationary – 1
g. Vinko – option 2 is wrong :). I will take my name off of it :).
13. 09/1038r0, “TGac Channel Model Revisions for r7”, Greg Breit (Qualcomm)
14. 09/1022r0, “Multi-channel Transmissions”, John Benko (Orange Labs)
a. Eldad – Thanks for this presentation, it is good to start thinking about this early on. The proposed 5 GHz channel usage causes partial overlap with 11n 40 MHz channels.
15. 09/1037r0 , “Considerations on Multi-Channel in TGac”, Jae Seung Lee (ETRI)
a. Adrian Stephens (Intel) – Than you for your presentation. I question the feasibility of the asynchronous model and the use of the same antennas.

b. Ning (Atheros) – has question about the complexity of the multi-channel approach.
c. Raja (Marvell) – is it the net throughput or the per station throughput?
d. Eldad (Intel) – thanks you for the presentation, this is really useful. A question about the complexity slide, scheduled access has an issue when operating in an OBSS. We have a number of scheduled access methods defined now which do not have any commercial market value. The controlled access mechanisms have an issue when operating in an OBSS.
16. 09/1036r0, “Uplink MU-MIMO Sensitivity to Power Differences and Synchronization Errors”, Richard van Nee (Qualcomm)

a. Eldad – do you think we need changes to the evaluation methodology, because for instance a time offset is currently not there.
b. Richard – if it’s not there then there should be something

c. Eldad – are we really seeing 20 ppm still?

d. Richard – even at low SNR the accuracy is small

e. Raja – what was the size of the packet in your sims?

f. Richard – 1 kB per user, 6 kB total, but what I am proposing is that the client performs corrections so that the absolute ppm goes down. There should be no sample slip during the packet. Due to the correction the packet size is less relevant. TXOPs can be msecs. 

g. Sudheer – thank you for a n informative presentation.  

h. Broadcom – do we limit the range to 30 meters?
i. Richard – no, there is 300 ns left for range differences

17. Tuesday pm1, September 22, 2009

18. 09/1033r3 – Introduction to proposed specification framework, Robert Stacey (Intel), represented by Adrian Stephens (Intel)

a. Yasushi – what is a core feature?
b. Adrian – that is a good question. In my view, core features are features that are implemented by everyone, whether they are mandatory or optional.

c. Yasushi – so if a core feature is not included in the first step then they can be added in a second step?
d. Adrian – certainly, features that are not core features now may become core features later

e. Vinko – core features are the features where everybody agrees.
f. Mark Grodzinsky (Wilocity) – coexistence seems core but it currently is not in the core?

g. Adrian – when a feature is not core then work will need to be done in the ad hocs to make the case that a feature is core. The core set contains the low hanging fruit.

h. Peter Loc (Ralink) – how do the four ad hocs coordinate?

i. Adrian – the purpose of the ad hocs is to work together, but they clearly can’t do that without talking to the other groups.

j. Peter – there is a difference because in TGn the ad hoc groups were formed when there was already a draft standard, while here there isn’t. My concern is that forming the ad hoc groups now would separate the group too soon. If we separate now I feel that we are not developing this together.

19. 09/992r0 – Proposed Specification Framework for TGac, Robert Stacey (Intel), represented by Adrian Stephens (Intel)

20. Straw poll
a. Do you approve in principle of an initial starting point for the framework that contains only core features?
b. Rolf de Vegt (Qualcomm) – I endorse this methodology, because it will speed up the process.
c. Straw poll result:

i. yes – 30
ii. no – 2
21. 09/0633r1, “Strawmodel 802.11ac Specification Framework”, Richard Van Nee (Qualcomm)
a. Sudheer – when I compare this with the previous presentation then it contains features for the four main topics
b. Richard – yes

c. Sudheer – I see there are various topics

d. Richard – Rolf will do another presentation that will highlight the differences between these two approaches
22. 09/1043r0, “Specification Framework comparison”, Rolf De Vegt (Qualcomm)
a. Peter – neither of the documents addresses the key feature in 11ac, which is 1 GHz operation.
b. Rolf – that target we will have to meet, the documents presented provide mechanisms on how to achieve that.

c. Adrian – I don’t think such performance metrics need to be in these documents. These docs provide a start of the solution. And thanks to Rolf for comparing these two documents.
d. Sudheer – the slide makes it very clear to me what the differences are. I think all should be in.
e. Rolf – agreed, but some of them need more debate.

f. John – propose to add empty headers to 922r0 because all presented technologies may have benefit from operator perspective.

23. Straw poll

a. Background on Ad-hocs: The topics that Adhocs investigate will include: the "fleshing out" of existing topics in the framework document as well as OBSS Management, Multichannel approaches and UL MU-MIMO.

b. Grouping of Ad Hocs may be: 
i. COEX (includes OBSS and Multichannel) 

ii. PHY 

iii. MAC 

iv. MU-MIMO (includes DL/UL MIMO)

c. Do you approve 11-09/0992r0 as the starting point for a TGac framework together with creation of adhocs as described above?

d. Osama – is this a straw poll, so it is not binding?
e. Adrian – the chair has observed that this is a straw poll so it’s not binding

f. Osama – the features have to be voted one by one.
g. Yuichi (Sony) – in line with what Osama said, the initial procedure was that we came up with an initial procedure.

h. Adrian – I’m just asking what the group wants to do. When that is clear the next question is what is best to achieve what the group wants.

i. Yuichi – I just want to know if you are changing the selection procedure.

j. Osama – yes, when this is approved then the selection procedure will have to be changed by 75%

k. Peter – when the straw poll gets overwhelming support then this will change the procedure

l. Rolf – the selection procedure does not have to be changed, straw poll is doing two things at the same time, so this would not be inconsistent with the selection procedure.

m. Osama - spec framework is approved first, then ad hocs are formed, so approving this straw poll would change the selection procedure. I have to be strict in enforcing the selection procedure that the group adopted.
n. Adrian – this document is the result of the collaboration of a significant group of people. Some features may only be adopted together. If 75% of this group decides that this is what they want to do then it will happen.
o. Sudheer – why do you have no abstain?
p. Adrian – I can certainly add abstain.

q. Sudheer – that will be much more informational.

r. Straw poll result:

i. yes 20
ii. no 3
iii. abstain 21
24. 09/1031r0, “Measurement results for OBSS in home network scenarios”, Kentaro Nishimori (NTT)
25. 09/1032r0, “Simulation Scenario for OBSS in Home Network”, Yasushi Takatori (NTT)
26. Straw poll

a. Do you agree that home network scenario should be included in the Functional Requirement and Evaluation Methodology document?

b. Yuichi – speaks in favor of the straw poll

c. John Benko – are you asking specifically for this document or in general

d. Rolf – there already is a home network scenario, is the question you are asking for an additional OBSS scenario?

e. Yasushi – yes

f. Sudheer – we had an ad hoc on OBSS, Brian Hart (Cisco) presented a proposal, which seems to be different.

g. Eldad – Brian presented enterprise, this is home.

h. Straw poll result:

i. yes 22
ii. no 1
iii. abstain 15
27. Tuesday pm2, September 22, 2009
28. 09/980r0, “Changes Edits for Enterprise Simulation Scenarios”, Brian Hart (Cisco), represented by Andrew Myles (Cisco)

a. Andrew: This group has the most attendance I’ve thus far seen down here, so apparently this is an important group.

b. VK Jones (Qualcomm) – this may be a little too immature to go to motion, although I agree with the spirit.

c. Andrew – we’ll do a motion on Thursday, after making changes.
29. 09/1039r0, “Simulation Methodology Proposal”, Yung-Szu Tu (Ralink), Tom Pare (Ralink), Peter Loc (Ralink)
a. Eldad – individual proposals don’t have to do simulations, but the amendment does.

b. Vinko – what do you mean by justification?

c. Yung-Szu – for channel C the abstraction is not good. The abstraction needs to be good for all channels.

d. Vinko – I think it’s complicated to do this.
e. Eldad – I don’t see a ramification if we don’t do this, because unlike 11n we don’t have the complete proposal rule that implied several requirements. In ac we don’t have that. 
30. Straw poll: Should individual proposals include a PHY abstraction justification?
a. yes 2
b. no 5

c. abstain 23
31. 09/1044r0, “Distributed Transmission Timing Adjustment for Synchronous Frame Arrival”, Sunggeun Jin (ETRI)
a. Sudheer – Richard‘s presentation had also addressed the timing for uplink MU-MIMO.
b. Sunggeun – I’m only addressing the necessity for uplink timing.

32. Osama: with that we finish the presentations we had scheduled. We can have the channel model document motion tomorrow in pm1. After that we can continue with the selection procedure discussion.

33. Yuichi: Can you show the motion?

34. Osama: Adopt 09/308r7 as the 11ac channel model document.

35. Rolf: I’m expecting a discussion about the selection procedure discussion.
36. Osama: We will have plenty time to do that.
37. Wednesday pm1, September 23, 2009
38. Osama Aboul-Magd – reminder that we are still operating under the IEEE IPR rules.
39. 90/308r7, “TGac Channel Model Addendum Document”, Greg Breit (Qualcomm)

a. Greg – we voted in r6 of the channel model document in San Francisco, but some changes have been made.
b. Discussion on Doppler model and coherence time results.

c. A sentence is added to section 5: “For the case of mobile users, a Doppler model of TBD speed magnitude and TBD spectral shape will be added.”
40. Motion: Move to approve document 802.11-09/0308r8 as the current revision of the IEEE 802.11ac Channel Model Addendum document.

a. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) – would like to request a straw poll “Would you support 250 ms instead of 400 ms for coherence time”?

i. yes 13
ii. no 22
iii. abstain 13
iv. Motion Fails

b. Back to the motion

c. Move: Richard van Nee (Qualcomm)

d. Second: Eldad Perahia (Intel)

i. yes 22
ii. no 3
iii. abstain 7

iv. Motion Passes

e. Motion passes. The new channel model addendum is r8.

41. 09/1050r0, “Possible Technologies for TGac Mobile Device Support”, Allan Zhu (Samsung)
a. Yasushi Takatori (NTT) – Thank you for your presentation. I agree that mobile devices will be important. What speed do you expect for mobile devices?
b. Allan – walking speed

c. Adrian Stephens (Intel) – thank you for your presentation. I think there is a good overlap with other presentations we’ve seen. Curious to understand the usage models for the application you are suggesting.

d. Allan – if you capture photo’s or movies, you want to display that on a TV, 

e. Adrian – you’d want to see direct link, but are you excluding ad hoc?

f. ETRI – could you explain what kind of power savings?
g. Allan – we are investigating if existing schemes such as PSMP are sufficient or if other schemes are needed.

h. Broadcom – on these mobile scenarios, should a channel model be added for mobile devices?

i. Allan – for the coherence time we just discussed I think we want to have a shorter time than 400 ms, but we are working on a good number.

j. Raja Banarjea (Marvell) – downlink multi-user MIMO may not be good for power saving

k. Allan – power saving is important, but at the same time we do not want to reduce the throughput.

l. ETRI – are you also considering uplink multi-user MIMO?

m. Allan – we also had a discussion on uplink multi-user MIMO, is interesting when it is easy to implement in the handset. Handsets have a small form factor.
42. Osama – there are no more scheduled presentation, so I open the floor for discussion

43. Rolf – regarding the selection procedure, it was suggested that it needs to be changed, but I don’t think a change would be needed.

44. Osama – we approved the selection procedure a long time ago, people may need to fresh up their minds.

45. Rolf – if the selection procedure needs to be changed then I’d prefer to discuss it now.

46. Osama – could you give a quick overview of the selection procedure?

47. Rolf – okay.

48. 09/59r4 – 802.11ac Proposed Selection Procedure, Rolf de Vegt (Qualcomm)
a. Rolf – I think we still fit in nicely with the selection procedure.
b. Osama – the I would like  to correct... okay Eldad has a question.

c. Eldad – step 5, the intent is different it seems.

d. Rolf – this could be something we could discuss in the task group about the ad hoc groups. But I see your point.

e. Eldad – I don’t have an issue with this, but I just want to make sure other people are also comfortable with this.

f. Osama – any addition to the spec framework will be voted on by the task group, right?

g. Eldad – right. Ad hoc groups only work with straw polls.

h. Rolf – right. Any such addition needs to get 75% approval.

i. Osama –Would like to make clear that one vote can be done for multiple functional blocks at once, I would like to clear up any confusion I may have caused before by stating that this would not be possible.

49. Osama: We expect a motion tomorrow.

50. Osama: 2:45 pm - Recess until Thursday.

51. Thursday pm1, September 24, 2009
52. Andrew: I urge this group to adopt the change to simulation scenarios to include OBSS. This may not be perfect, but it’s certainly a good start.
53. Motion: TGac approves applying the changes in 09/980r1 to 09/451r7 for the purpose of allowing comparability in OBSS behavior.

a. Move: Andrew Myles (Cisco)

b. Second: VK Jones (Qualcomm)
c. Discussion:

d. George Vlantis (STMicro) – is comparability an English word?

e. Andrew – probably not, I took this straight from the presentation 

f. VK Jones –are there changes for the non-OBSS case?

g. Andrew – there are changes because there are less stations (21 instead of 31)

h. Eldad – I think the change was made for comparison

i. Result:

i. y 18
ii. n 0
iii. a 7

iv. Motion Passes

54. 09/992r2, Adrian, Changes since r0, we had some discussions and several names have been added to this document.

a. Sudheer Grandhi (Interdigital) – I’m very happy to see this inclusion of coexistence.

55. Motion: Move to approve 11-09/992r2 as the starting point for TGac framework together with creation of adhocs as described above (“Grouping of ad hocs may be: COEX (includes OBSS and multichannel), PHY, MAC, MU-MIMO (includes DL/UL MIMO)”)
a. Move: Adrian Stephens (Intel)

b. Second: Rolf de Vegt (Qualcomm)

c. Discussion:

d. Peter Loc, the inclusion of OBSS is appropriate and I think we should move forward with this document.

e. Result:

i. y 32

ii. n 0

iii. a 1

iv. Motion Passes
56. Applause.

57. Osama: I think this is a good milestone for the group.
58. 11-09/964r3, Home Network Simulation Scenarios with OBSS, Yasushi Takatori (NTT)

a. Eldad Perahia – Thanks you, these are good approaches to address coexistence. Slide 5, case 2, C does not overlap A and B, are you worried about adjacent channel interference?
b. Sudheer Grandi (Interdigital) – I agree with you thank you.

c. Peter Loc (Ralink) – asking for clarification.

d. Osama – Peter, are you going this include in the Simulation Scenarios and the functional requirements?
59. Straw poll by Yasushi: Do you support adding the OBSS home scenario to the FR & EM document according to document 09/1076r1
a. Result:

i. y 31

ii. n 1

iii. a 3

iv. Motion Passes

60. Conference calls: Oct 15, 09, 11:00 ET, Nov 5, 09 20:00 ET.
a. No objection

61. TGac adjourns until the Atlanta meeting in November.
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