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Minutes of TGac Ad Hoc session – Monday March 9, 2009, 09:30-11:00

1. Chair Opening remarks.  

a. Call meeting to order.

b. Temporary Secretary appointed  for March session: Hemanth Sampath (QC)

c. Review of IEEE 802 policies. No new IPR disclosures from companies.

d. Call for presentations. 12 contributions so far.

2. Presentation on Selection Procedure: Rolf De Vegt (09/0059-03)

a. Discuss changes with respect to January meeting, based on offline feedback from Vinko Erceg. The new proposal on the ad-hoc groups are:  50% rule to create adhoc groups.  There shall be no more than TBD adhoc groups. No more than 2 adhoc groups simultaneously.  

b. Peter Loc (Ralink):  Why there is a need for multiple chairs per adhoc group ?   

c. Rolf (QC):  Working assumption is that there will be not more than 1 chair, but can easily see the need to have checks/balances and hence more than 1 chair.

d. Eldad Perahia (Intel): Part of this requirement for multiple chairs came from .16.  Chairs had more authority and hence needed more than 1 person. Not sure if 802.11ac adhoc chairs have more authority.  

e. Rolf (QC): Chair role is to ensure progression of work in adhoc group.

f. Rolf (QC): 11n beamforming had 2 chairs, so don’t see any reason to limit that.

3. Proposal presentation on evaluation approach: Rolf  (09/0306r1).

a. Recommend not having a different specific comparison criteria and evaluation methodology document. Better fit with spec framework.

b. Peter Loc (Ralink): Agree

c. Mino (ETRI): Agree

4. Usage Model (09/0161r2).

a. Comment from Phillipe Chambelin from Thomson on lightly compressed video, that only specifies JPEG2000.  Phillipe added reference to H.264.

b. Eldad (Intel): We’re targeting a spec in 4 years. Will lightly compressed be H.264 in 4 years ?  In that time-frame, lightly compressed might be 1 Gbps rather than 70-200 Mbps.  We want to have a higher requirement for lightly compressed video.

c. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom):  What about MPEG ? 

d. Rolf (QC):  WiFi chose JPEG just because of the throughput number.

e. Vinko (Broadcom): Need 1 Gbps heavier light compression.

f. Chau-Chun (Media Tek): Compression doesn’t have to be lossy.

g. Motorola:  Need to make this an input to functional requirements 

h. Eldad (Intel): Lossy vs. Lossless is “above the MAC SAP requirement”.  Rate, packet loss rate, jitter and delay are the only parameters of interest. Don’t really care about type of encoder/decoder. They are just examples.

5. Presentation on channel models by Hemanth Sampath (QC) – (document # 307r1)

a. JT Chen (Ralink) – Argued that it’s too early to settle for a channel model document.

b. Eldad (Intel) -- Request made to list the Matlab code changes to the .11n channel model code, to implement the modifications for .11ac

i. Hemanth (QC) Will include those in a subsequent submission.

c. Takatori (NTT)- Regarding AoD, current analysis based on +/- 30 degrees, request is to look at +/- 180 degrees. 

i. Hemanth (QC) agreed to study the results.

Minutes TGac session – Wednesday, March 11, 2009, 13:30-15:30

1. Motion to approve January Minutes:  

a. Move: Osama Aboul-Magd. Second: Michelle Gong.  Approved Unanimously.

2. Call for VC Chairs nomination – 2 vice-chairs.

a. Rolf (Qualcomm) nominated Menzo Wentink

b. James Yee (MediaTek) nominated Peter Loc

c. Vinko Erceg and Tushar Moorti (Broadcom) nominated Joonsuk Kim

d. Tushar – Can Menzo attend both TGz and TGac ?

e. Menzo – Yes, as long as TGz and TGac slots don’t overlap.

f. Vinko – Can vice-chairs be adhoc chairs ?

g. Osama – Yes. In the short term, the conference call scheduling is vice-chairs responsibility. 

h.  Rolf – Question on procedure.

i. Stuart Kerry – If something happens to the chair, will Vice-Chair position #1 be automatic chair ?

j. Osama – Yes. The understanding is that if something happens to the chair, then Vice-Chair position #1 will become chair. 

k. Vice Chair Election:

i. Vote for one of 3 members.

ii. If one of them gets a 50% then he is elected. Otherwise, eliminate theone with the lowest percentage and have the vote between the two remaining.

iii. 1st Vice Chair 

1. Menzo ( 29   (Menzo wins)

2. Joonsuk (20

3. Peter ( 5

iv. Osama – In the absence of chair, the 1st vice-chair would be the chair.

v. 2nd Vice Chair 

1. Joonsuk ( 32  (Joonsuk wins)

2. Peter ( 21

3. Couple of motions on selection procedure and usage models.

a. Rolf De Vegt – 0059/r4

i. Rolf clarified that we’ll have 4 ad-hoc groups.

ii. Move to approve 09/0059r4 as the selection procedure for TGac

1. Move:  Rolf De Vegt

2. Second: Darwin Engwer

a. Yes -  32   (Motion Wins)

b. No –  0

c. Abstain – 3

b. Rolf De Vegt – 09/0161r2

i. Move to approve document 09/0161r2 as the Usage model document for TGac.

1. Move:  Rolf De Vegt

2. Second:  Darwin Engwer

a. Yes – 28  (Motion Wins)

b. No – 0

c. Abstain - 1 

4. JT Chen (Ralink) Presentation Doc :  09/0364r0

a. Hemanth Sampath (QC) 

i. Slide #4 Last bullet point is incorrect.  QC presentation did not advocate averaging over AoA/AoD

ii. Slide #7 incorrect. QC presentation did not advocate averaging over AoA/AoD

iii. Slide #5:  Multi-user diversity can be tested by mandating different clients to have different path losses and channel models.

iv. The main point of contention w.r.t QC models seem to be (a) Pseudo-random vs. deterministic specificaiton of AoA/AoD  (b) Use of per-cluster AoA/AoD vs. Per-client AoA/AoD.

v. Do you have any experimental data to contribute ?

5. Hemanth Sampath Presentation Doc (presentation of 309r1 by Hemanth ‘TGac channel model addendum’)

a. Eldad (Intel): Instead of interpolating power delay profile, can also add zeros in between existing power delay profile. Eldad wants to see whether an 11n simulation still give the same results when using the new channel model with a larger bandwidth.

i. Hemanth (QC) indicated that he’ll look into this.
Minutes of TGac session – Thursday, March 12, 2009, 10:30-12:30

1. Minho (ETRI) Presentation – 09/0345r0 

a. Arash (Univ. Waterloo).  Compare 4x4, 4x1 and 8x8 measurement results.

b. Minho (ETRI) suggested that he’ll look into this.

2. Hemanth Presentation (QC) – 09/308r1

a. Eldad (Intel) asked about inserting zeros between the taps. Do we insert zeros or add taps when the tap-spacing is > 10 nsec ?  

i. Hemanth (QC) – Agreed that we need to do simulations to verify that the new channel model provides same results at TGn.

3. JT Chen Presentation (Ralink) -  

a. Eldad – Didn’t understand some figures and asked for clarification.

b. Hemanth – Suggestion to plot TGn SDMA and MIMO channel capacities against these measurement results.

c. Sudheer Grandhi (Interdigital).  Asked about key hole effect in indoor channels.  

d. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom).  

i. Didn’t understand the conclusion of presentation. Not sure what the author was trying to demonstrate.  

ii. We need to see what kind to model should be used for AoD ?  We have a good understanding that we can use random AoA. Perhaps the author can do some  analysis on AoD. Should we use +/- 30 degrees or +/- 180 degrees ?

e. Adrian Steven (Intel).  Requested authors to please adhere to standards documentation rules.  

4. Presentation by NTT (Doc #: 303) -  

a. Arash – Univesity of Waterloo.  Question on whether the results assumed uncoded or coded system. 

i. NTT -  Used capacity and precoding to present results. 

b. Eldad – Asked whether the simulation is quasi-real time or real-time. Is the HW doing feedback ?

i. NTT – Yes, the feedback is on the order of 30 seconds and the channel is relatively stable.

c. Joe Lauer – Broadcom.  Are we encoding and interleaver using 1 encoder/interleaver to all stations ?  

i. NTT – No co-operation assumed among stations.

d. Vinko Erceg – 256 QAM and 1024 QAM. What radio did you use 1024 QAM ?  What EVM needed for radio ?

i. NTT – Expected 1024 QAM to be sensitive, don’t have data.

e. IMEC – Question on slide 15.

i. NTT – Verified channel capacity by using delayed feedback and simulations.

f. Joonsuk Kim – 

i. Slide #5. Plots based on throughput or capacity ?   

1. NTT - Slide #9 was computed using real-data.

ii. How did you compute TDMA capacity – TDMA may not be optimized ?

1. NTT – Yes TDMA capacity is simplified.
Minutes TGac session – Thursday, March 12, 2009, 16:00-18:00

1. Peter Loc (Ralink) – 0304r0

a. Sudheer Grandhi (Interdigital) – Question on requirement 1. If you bring in a 2.4GHz device, is that an AC device ?  Answer - No

b. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) – 80 Mhz channel bandwidth is not a restriction, Correct ?  Answer – Yes, 80 Mhz is just to compare proposals. One can feel free to also build a 100 Mhz and 1.25 Gbps modem. 

c. Clarification from Peter Loc :  All the TGac modems shall support the QoS bits.

d. Mark Emmerman (Tech Univ of Berlin): 

e. Octavian (Enterasys Networks):  What is the basic rate if TGac modem does not support TGn ? May need to explicitly specify this. 

i. Answer – Whatever is the TGac base rate.  

f. Octavian (Enterasys networks): Explicitly support all aggregation modes.

2. Minho (ETRI) – 09/0376r0

a. Rolf De Vegt (QC) – For the next iteration, please do more concrete simulation scenario similar to TGad. Hopefully, we can work on that during conference calls.

b. Marc (Tech Univ. Berlin) – Cross check with comparison criteria.  100% agree that we go with a limited set of simulation scenarios. 

c. Osama (Nortel) – Very video centric. Are you also going to include other services ? Answer – Yes.

d. Straw poll to ensue that the document is on the right track:  20 – Yes, 1 abstain, 0 No.

3. Osama (Chair). Schedule conference calls:  

a. March 26 -  Functional requirements.

b. April 23 – Channel Models.

c. April 9 and May 7.
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