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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes of the IEEE 802.11ac ad hoc meeting on 2011-09-15.

Ad Hoc meeting time: 2011-09-15, 9:30 Seoul Time
Attendees present:

· Osama  Aboul-Magd (Huawei) - Chair
· Robert Stacey (Apple) – Technical Editor
· David Xun Yang (Huawei) –Secretary
· Edward Au (Huawei)
· Yi Luo (Huawei)

· Tianyu Wu (Huawei)
· Jae Seung Lee (ETRI)
· Minho Cheong (ETRI)
· Eldad Perahia (Intel)
· Reza Hedyat (Cisco)
· Vinko Erceg (Broadcom)
· Yong Liu (Marvell)
· Sudhir Srinivasa (Marvell)
· Simone Merlin (Qualcomm)
· Chunhui Zhu (Samsung)
· James Wang (MediaTek)
· Chao-Chun Wang (MediaTek)
· Joonsuk Kim (Broadcom)
· Wei Shi (CSR)
· Brian Hart (Cisco)
· Youhan Kim (Qualcomm)
· Illsoo Sohn (LG)
· Yusuke Asai (NTT)

· Sun Bo (ZTE)
· Kaiying Lv (ZTE)
· Jiang Jing (ZTE)
· Sean Coffey (RealTek)
· Allert van Zelst (Qualcomm)
· Jonghyun Park (LG)
· Huangsun You (LG)
· Byoung-Hoon Kim (LG)
Agenda:

· Review of IEEE 802 & 802.11 Polices and Procedures.  http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.pdf
· Overview of comment resolutions
· Comments Resolution
· 11/1191r1 Sounding Comment Resolution – Part 2 (Yong Liu, Marvell)

· 11/1194r1 Resolutions to Miscellaneous MAC Comments (Chunhui Zhu, Samsung)

· 11/1213r1 Resolutions to Layer Management Related Comments (Chunhui Zhu, Samsung)
· 11/1192r1 Comment Resolution for definitions (Yusuke Asai, NTT)
· 11/1193r2 Comment Resolution for CID 2950 (Sun Bo, ZTE)
· 11/1186r0 Comment resolutions on BSS BW operation (Simone Merlin, Qualcomm)
· 11/1042r0 D1 Comment Resolution, brianh, part 3 (Brian Hart, Cisco)

· 11/1214r0 Comment resolution for MIB Comments (Robert Stacey, Apple)

· 11/1217r0 Comment resolution for 8.5.16.4 (Robert Stacey, Apple)
· 11/1144r7 Proposed Resolutions – AMPDU (Matthew Fisher, Broadcom) 

· 11/1207r1 Timing Related Paramenters (Illsoo Sohn, LG)

· 11/1206r0 Comment Resolution for Beamforming Report Field (Joonsuk Kim, Broadcom)

The chairman starts the meeting at 9:35 am.
The chairman asks for updating the submission today, and suggests presenting sequentially.
The chairman asks for attendance by signature.

Presentation #1: Clarification for CID 3253 (Eldad, Intel) 

Eldad: I am fine with rejecting this one. It seems that rounding up or rounding down only have little difference.

Robert: Just like 11n, we do not need any language here.

Brian: I think it is necessary to define it clearly.

Peter: There are a lot of ‘0.5, so you propose to round to 0.5 or integer?

Eldad: The spec says integer. I do not propose anything.

Eldad: If you support short GI, you should support “cross checking”. If you do not support short GI, rounding up is better.

Eldad: I think adding “round up or round down” is better
Osama: We can wait for Mark in next week.

Presentation #2: 11/1191r1 Sounding Comment Resolution – Part 2 (Yong Liu, Marvell)
Yong presented
Peter: Should all your MPDU be changed to A-MPDU in the “maximum MPDU length”?
Yong: We do have maximum length of MPDU and A-MPDU.

Illsoo: Do you mandate the segments to be the maximum length?

Yong: It is a natural choice. 

Brian: In some case, the received segments may be different when the environment changes.
Yong: You should put it in the same A-MPDU.
Strawpoll: Do you agree with comment resolutions to CID 2816, 2817, 3306, 3307, 2815, 3305, 2869, 3359, 2906, 2895, 3386, 2905, 2897, 3388, 3768, 2819 and 3309 as in document 11/1191r1?

No objection noted.

Presentation #3: 11/1194r1 Resolutions to Miscellaneous MAC Comments (Chunhui Zhu, Samsung)
Chunhui presented
David: Why not allow VHT STA to use L-SIG protection?

Eldad: Because this is HT capability. It is not allowed for a VHT STA in HT mode to use L-SIG protection.
Youhan: You mean VHT Single MPDU is not an A-MPDU? VHT single MPDU is also in A-MPDU frame.

Allan: Yes. 

Minho: The comment may be wrong.

Allan: Should be rejected.
Brian: Only say that the sentence is for VHT STA.
Allan: Maybe we can hear the commentor’s opinion.

Brian: Country element should be added.

Illsoo: I don’t think word “combination” is necessary.

Allan: How can you describe without the word “combination” then?

Eldad: Why do we add MBSS? The whole paragraph is a baseline. I do not think it is a problem, that point is a Revmb issue.

Robert: I think MBSS is also a BSS.
Youhan: CID 3568, the definition says that VHT single MPDU is non-A-MPDU, so the commentor is correct.

Kaiying: But in line 23, p77, Draft 1.1, the paragraph says that VHT single MPDU is also an A-MPDU.

Allan: VHT single MPDU is a subframe of A-MPDU.

Robert: When we talk about A-MPDU, it is not related to VHT single MPDU.

Simone: It seems confused to me that “An MPDU contained within an A-MPDU”.

Wei: The confusion about VHT single MPDU was due to the fact that from a protocol point of view it was not an AMPDU but structurally it was
Robert: non-A-MPDU includes VHT single MPDU.
Strawpoll: Do you agree with resolutions to CID 3696, 2325, 3806, 3079, 3568, 2580, 3337, 3439 and 3581 as in document 11/1194r1?
No objection noted.
Presentation #4:11/1213r1 Resolutions to Layer Management Related Comments (Chunhui Zhu, Samsung)
Chunhui presented
Strawpoll: Do you agree with resolutions to CID 2559, 2151, 2152, 2560, 2153, 2323, 2324 and 3038 as in document 11/1213r2?

No objection noted.
Presentation #5: 11/1192r1 Comment Resolution for definitions (Yusuke Asai, NTT)
Yusuke presented

Brian: Delete HT in HT_CBW20

Brian: I don’t think the change to P98L4 is necessary. I think the secondary a) in the draft also covers that case.
Youhan: Going back to the definition for 80+80 mask, the channel is already idle here, why need to state it clearly?
Yusuke: In non-contiguous transmission, it is the same as your presentation yesterday.
Strawpoll: Do you agree with comment resolutions to CID 2308, 2018, 2742, 3122, 2082, 2083, 2084, 2019, 2743, and 3123as in document 11/1192r2?
No objection noted.
Presentation #6: 11/1193r2 Comment Resolution for CID 2950 (Sun Bo, ZTE)
Bo presented

Robert: Can you make a note for the last sentence?

Bo: Yes.

Strawpoll: Do you agree with resolutions to CID 2950, 3654 as in document 11/1193r3?
No objection noted.
Presentation #7: 11/1186r0 Comment resolutions on BSS BW operation (Simone Merlin, Qualcomm)
Simone presented

Brian: Add “Extended Channel Switch Announcement”
Eldad: For HT devices, the Channel Switch Mode field may not work

Eldad: I think in the operation class you can change the bandwidth. 
Brian: Do we have sufficient rules to change the bandwidth?

Simone: Channel switch announcement, VHT Operation Mode Notification, and New Operating Class field.
Youhan: I don’t think channel switch announcement is needed. 

Brian: I would like to move the RHS column to left side (Table 10-ac1)
Youhan: We need a new paragraph when a VHT AP switches to a non-VHT AP

Youhan: Do we need a frame just to notice what the primary channel is?
Eldad: I think both channel switch announcement and the extended one are inefficient.

Simone: We use the old channel switch announcement and the extended element to show the wider band.

Eldad: Opertion class is not in 11n, right?
Youhan: The extended channel switch announcement tells you what the primary channel is, so why do we need it now? 

Peter: Perhaps it will help you in the WiFi test plan. You have to design a mechanism to trigger the channel switch.
Simone: Let me check this one.
Eldad: VHT is also HT. HT STA ignores channel switch, but here VHT STA cannot do that. There is a conflict.

Youhan: Only send channel switch, VHT STA understands it.

Brian: When BSS moves from 11n to 11a, it needs channel switch.

Youhan: How about the wide band?

Brian: I am not sure. For VHT, there may be some problem.
Youhan: We may discuss offline further.
Brian: STA1 has to be a VHT STA?

Simone: Yes.
Strawpoll postponed.
Presentation #8: 11/1042r0 D1 Comment Resolution, brianh, part 3 (Brian Hart, Cisco)
Brian presented
Brian: Wait for Peter’s resolution to CID 2938 next week.

Presentation #9: 11/1214r0 Comment resolution for MIB Comments (Robert Stacey, Apple)
Robert presented
Strawpoll: Do you agree with comment resolutions to CID 2518, 3621, 3619, 2521, 3622, 2519, 2103 and 2178 as in document 11/1214r0?
No objection noted.
Presentation #10: 11/1217r0 Comment resolution for 8.5.16.4 (Robert Stacey, Apple)
Robert presented
Robert: The case that STA use opertation mode notification and AP use channel switch announcement is more efficient.
Robert: WiFi Direct is a 99% peer-to-peer case.

Robert: The sentence here does not preclude the use of the frame by AP.

Brian: Extended Channel Switch Announcement has not been tested.

Robert: You are talking about implementation.

Brian: If we only use Beacon to announce the channel change, I do not see the difference between Beacon and Channel Switch Announcement.

Simone: Channel switch announcement has another field.

Yong: What is the difference here from Beacon?

Robert: For some PS station, it sends this more frequently than Beacon.

Yong: What is the difference if we allow to remove this paragraph or not?

Robert: In my opinion, there is no difference.

Peter: I don’t like the “broadcast” here.
Robert: Yes, maybe change to “unicast”.
Strawpoll postponed.
Presentation #11: 11/1144r7 Proposed Resolutions – AMPDU (Matthew Fisher, Broadcom) 
Robert presented.
Brian: How about putting “in VHT PPDUs” after “the MCS values”? 
Brian: How about changing “MCS values” to “MCS and N_STS values”?
Minho: Just MCS.
Eldad: How about “MCS for each N_SS”?

Robert: Yes. Change to “MCS for each number of spatial streams”.
Strawpoll: Do you agree with comment resolutions to CID 3182 as in document 11/1144r8?
No objection noted.
Eldad: Is it the baseline in 11ac?
Robert: Yes.
Eldad: It is for non-A-MPDU, so the session is gone, right? That is not the place for redundancy. So I reject it.
Strawpoll: Do you agree with resolution to CID 2286 as in document 11/1144r8?
No objection noted.
Eldad: I think we can wait for the commenter on CID 2268, because it seems that he has presentations.
Wei: Let’s discuss this next week because there ought to be a bigger audience.

Jae Seung: The parameter PSDU_LENGTH may need ‘u’, otherwise it is confusing.

Robert: It is defined for each user.

Jae Seung: PSDU_LENGTH is the maximum length of all the users.
Robert: No. Each user may have different MCS; based on the MCS, the LENGTH will be different per user.

Minho: Question for clarification: subscript u is for PSDU_LENGTH calculation?

Robert: Yes.

Brian: Just delete “MU”
Eldad: The first is for padding, the next should be LENGTH. That is the logic.

Eldad: If you use u, you should have a range. Otherwise, just say “for each user”. This is along with PHY.

Eldad: I think the first paragraph is meaningless.

Robert: So just delete it.

Allert: So when you want to pad for each user, you should say that is for MU-PPDUs.

Yong: This is for both MU-PPDUs and SU-PPDU, right?
Strawpoll: Do you agree with resolutions to CID 2164, 2165, 2166, 3472 and 2754 as in document 11/1144r8?
No objection noted.
Presentation #12: 11/1207r1 Timing Related Paramenters (Illsoo Sohn, LG)

Illsoo presented.
Minho: There are some errors to fix: why do the number of spatial time streams equal to number of users? Just change to NUM_STS.

Brian: Is this table just a copy from the above table?

Illsoo: Yes.
Strawpoll: Do you agree with comment resolutions to CID 2391 and 2392 as in document 11/1207r1?
No objection noted.
Presentation #13: 11/1206r0 Comment Resolution for Beamforming Report Field (Joonsuk Kim, Broadcom)

Joonsuk presented.
Brian: The comments 2160 and 3171 have been solved.

Eldad: I don’t understand the Table 8-ac8
Allert: We should have specific values that can be chosen in the table.

Joonsuk: I don’t how to proceed with this table. Just change the numbers according to the comments or say there is nothing wrong with the table as Brian’s suggestion?

Eldad: If the next ballot has new comments here, it is fine; but this time, the two comments just say “correct the table”.
Eldad: “the end of the field”?

Brian: “7 zero bits”
Wei: Nc is clear enough. But how about Nr?

Yong: Yes. That is your comment. I also have a comment to say that Nr should equal to Nc in the beamforming report.
Youhan: I guess the commentor want to say that Beamforming report field cannot present if the subfield in MIMO control filed set to 1.
Allert: So number 4 in Table 8-ac17 can be skipped.

Yong: I want to take the comment 3358, which is talking about Nc and Nr.

Strawpoll: Do you agree with comment resolutions to CID 2160, 2171, 2279, 2667, 2663, 2797, 2798 as in document 11/1206r1?
No objection noted.
Osama asks for submission on Friday. No response noted.
Osama thanks everyone and adjourns the ad hoc meeting at 17:01 Seoul Time.
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