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Abstract

This document contains the minutes from the TGac meeting in LA, Jan 17-22, 2010, taken by Menzo Wentink (Qualcomm), TGac vice chair.
TGac Meeting Minutes – Los Angeles, CA, USA 
Meeting Minutes

1. Monday AM2, Jan 18, 2010
2. Chair Osama Abdul-Magd (Samsung) presents IEEE SA SB Patent Policy and Procedures.

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

4. Vice Chair Menzo Wentink (Qualcomm) agrees to take minutes for this session. A permanent position for secretary is still open.
5. There are 90 people in the room.

6. TGac agenda for the LA meeting is in 10/0020r0.

7. Atlanta minutes 09/1285r0 are approved unanimously, motion moved by Joonsuk Kim (Broadcom), seconded by Assaf Kasher (Intel).

8. Greg Breit (Qualcomm) provides an update on the channel model. Channel model was voted in in September, there were only small changes in November so we decided to not take a new vote. Expect new doppler results by ATT. ETRI informed Breit that they will not pursue the hallway mode, which will be excised from the document.

9. Matthew Fischer (Broadcom) presents an update on the 802.11ac Proposed Selection Procedure in 11-09/59r5, was put on the server last week. This is a document we’ve been working on for a while.

10. Matt – Changes that have been proposed versus r4, all found in item 5, related to formation of ad hoc groups. Most changes try to agree upon a common set of rules for the ad hocs, rather than having each ad hoc generating its own set of ground rules. Rules are now broken up in a couple sub-bullets.

11. Osama – If there are no questions then we can go to the motion.

12. Motion: Move to approve 11-09/59r5 as the current revision of the 802.11ac selection procedure.

a. Moved by Rolf de Vegt (Qualcomm)

b. Seconded by Matthew Fischer (Broadcom)

c. No discussion on the motion

d. Result: 41 y, 0 n, 3 a, motion passes.

13. Minho Cheong (ETRI) presents an update on Functional Requirements and Evaluation Methodology, 11-09/451r10.

14. Greg – Given that 11ac channel model is an addendum to the 11n channel model, do you see any need to revise the 11ac channel document to accommodate what you are proposing here?

15. Minho – We do not need to do anything.

16. Greg – that‘s a good suggestion.

17. Eldad Perahia (Intel) – question for Greg – if you were going to do a PER versus SNR waterfall curve, then that would multiply the numbr of MAC simulations that you’d need to do. I would like to see simpler solution, no multiplication factors due to 30+ PHY simulations. If there is no disagreement then I can send you a sentence

18. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) – Eldad wants to speed up the simulations, but how do people do simulations? Do they use an abstracted PHY? Post process SNR then table MCS selection is no problem, but 

19. Eldad – PER vs SNR waterfall curves. Aging

20. Michelle Gong (Intel) – agree with Eldad. Impairments have already been captured at the PHY, there is no use to have all that in the MAC.

21. Vinko – I think we are going to see all kinds of simulations, would like to hear what people are planning to do.

22. Hemanth Sampath (Qualcomm) – other option could be not use client ID 0.

23. Michelle – 11n is a very good example. SNR vs. PER at what MCS is perfect for MAC sim, if there is a link budget calculator. Based on the PER curves the MAC can select the right MCS, we don’t need much more accuracy than that.

24. Eldad – going away from 11n then we need to redo all that. Leaving Client ID 0 makes it a little optimistic, but that may not be an issue. We put a big note, that it is simplified but good enough, so that it’s real clear to people what we’re doing. I will send a sentence to that effect to the reflector.

25. Osama – Vinko seems to be the only dissenter. Do we need a traw poll here?

26. Vinko – we have a smaller set of sims and a larger set of sims, or do we just have a large one.

27. Minho – 5 is the largest one.

28. Vinko –what I propose is that 1 and 2 are done using the proper channel model, and 3 4 5 6 are done using the simplification. I’ll be fine with that.

29. Michelle – or 1 and 2 do we need a PHY simulation?

30. Vinko – yes.

31. Michelle – we can probably do that.

32. Eldad – there is still a MAC in 1 and 2. It’s smaller, but it’s still there. As soon as you say traffic there is a MAC.

33. Osama – straw poll postponed until tomorrow.

34. Minho – can you clarify the simplified model?

35. Vinko – Greg and others worked hard on a channel model, are we now going to say we are going to use the simplified 11n model? That would be a waste of the channel model effort.

36. Eldad - When did we decide to have full blown OBSS simulations. It looks like this scenario has slowly grown in into a bigger and bigger item.

37. Osama – we already added Brian Hart’s (Cisco) and approved this September.

38. Vinko – I think we should have a straw poll on that.

39. Osama – it’s already there.

40. Minho presents 11-10/78r0 – Supporting Document for Wall Penetration Loss.
41. Osama – channel model motion and frcc motion are going to take place on Thursday. I propose to have the ad hoc meetings now. MU-MIMO and Coex together, and PHY and MAC together.

42. Thursday AM2, Jan 21, 2010
43. Osama: Agenda consists of severel motions, one from MAC ad hoc, one from PHY ad hoc, one deferred from Monday, and we have to agree on teleconference schedule.

44. Osama: I received questions on when there is going to be a call for proposals for TGac. There is not going to be a call for proposals. All the discussion is happening in the ad hocs, which bring motions into the task group. Always in reference to the spec framework. Every motion likely will cause a new spec framework to be adopted. So therefore there will not be a formal call for proposals.

45. Osama: MU-MIMO ad hoc report: 11-10/84r4

46. Sameer Vermani (Qualcomm) – no technical submissions in MU-MIMO ad hoc, so we had two short sessions.

47. Osama: Coex report is in 11-10/89r3

48. Eldad Perahia (Intel) – no submissions in the first time slot. Second time slot we had a presentation on multi-channel 11-10/103r0.

49. Matthew Fischer (Broadcom): Tue 11-10/64r0, proposal for MAC padding (frame format), Wed 11-10/134r0, no straw poll. Spec framework did not include a subclause for the MAC at all, we held a straw poll to change that. Straw poll passed, will be a motion in a second. Second straw poll was to add MAC padding to the frame format, straw poll failed to achieve 75%, so there will be no motion for that straw poll.

50. Motion: Move to adopt 11-10/0992r3 to become the new TGac specification framework document

a. Moved by Matthew Fischer (Broadcom), seconded by Robert Stacey (Intel)

b. Yes 48, no 0, abstain 0 – Motion passes.

51. Osama: PHY report is in 11-09/1261r3

52. Raja Banarjea (Marvell) – reviewed 4 submissions. 70, 73, 130. Straw polls we had were in doc 70, which failed. And one straw poll on the preamble structure, which also failed. 

53. Motion: Move to adopt 11-10/0992r4 to become the new TGac specification framework document

a. Moved by Raja Banarjea (Marvell), seconded by Robert Stacey (Intel).

b. Discussion: Peter Loc (Ralink) – speak against the motion, not on technical grounds, but on precedural ground. We have not defined the VHT SIG. This concept is good, I have to admit, but there are other proposals that are being prepared. We should wait until a full multi-user proposal has been proposed.

c. Osama: I think we are following exactly the agreed upon TGac procedure

d. Peter: Agree. I mean technical procedure.

e. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) – this is an high level design. 

f. Minho Cheong (ETRI) – voices concern about the design.

g. Adrian Stephens (Intel) – speaks in favor of the motion, we need a mechanism like this, no doubt about that.

h. Raja: We are following the process. Proposals come in, they pass a straw poll and then get motioned in task group.

i. Peter: Spec framework r4: there is a reference to a very detailed proposal for group ID. We have a concern with that. We have not decided the structure of the VHT SIG field, we should look further to address other use cases. I like the concept of a group ID, but I don’t think it’s been accepted by everyone yet. 

j. Robert: Speaks in favor if the motion.

k. Yes – 34, no 21, abstain 2 – Motion fails.

54. Osama: Therefore, the current revision of the spec framework is r3.

55. Greg Breit (Qualcomm) – present r9 of the channel model document, presents the changes that were made relative to the r8 that was adopted in Hawaii in September.

56. Vinko: I disagree with one change, otherwise the document looks fine.

57. Greg: Deleting that change should be fine, unless someone stands up to speak in its defense.

58. Osama: Okay, we defer this motion until after the functional requirements motion.

59. Minho Cheong (ETRI) – presents new update of functional requirements document, r11.

60. Motion: Move to adopt document 802.11-09/0451r11 to become the new TGac Functional Requirements and Evaluation document (FREM Motion)

a. Moved by Minho Cheong (ETRI), seconded by Takatori Yasushi (NTT)

b. Discussion between Eldad, Minho, Robert and Michelle Ging (Intel)

c. Yes 23, no 15, abstain 15 – motion fails

61. Osama – this brings us back to r8 as the FREM.

62. Motion: Move to adopt document 802.11-09/0308r10 to become the new TGac Channel Model Addendum document

a. Discussion is to add a paragraph but after adopting this version.

b. Moved by Greg Breit (Qualcomm), seconded by Vinko Erceg (Broadcom).

c. No further discussion on the motion.

d. Yes 49, no 0, abstain 5 – Motion passes.

63. Osama – that means we are now at r10 of the channel model document

64. Osama – Conference call schedule. The proposed schedule is 11-10/20r3.

65. Osama – No objection, so conference call schedule has been approved.

66. Osama – TGac is adjourned.
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