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Abstract

This document contains cumulative minutes from the TGn FRCC.
1 Teleconference Call – Tuesday, October 21, 2003

1.1 Agenda

Agenda from email:

> Tentative agenda for Oct 21, 2003:

> 0. Talk about the weather until...

> 1. Appoint a secretary (Jim Allen has volunteered)

> 2. Review purpose and goals of the FRCC (chair)

> 3. Discussion on best process to reach goals

> 4. Create tentative plan

> 5. Review contributions / ARs (Action Required) on Usage Models

> 6. Review contributions to FR (if any)

> 7. Review contributions to CC (if any)

> 

>

Are there comments on agenda?   Add:  3.4 Simulations methodologies needed for new group.  The agenda is agreed to with the modification.

1.2 Attendees

Aleksandar Purkovic
Aviv Goren

Colin Lanzl

Eldad Perahia

Garth Hillman

Giovanni Pau

Hervé Bonneville

Irina Medvedev

Javier Delprado

Jeff Gilbert

Jim Allen (Secretary)
Joseph Mueller

Joseph S. Levy
Mary Cramer

Paul Feinberg

Pen Li

Rahul Malik

Rishi Mohindra

Rolf Devegt

Sanjeev Sharma

Srikanth Gummadi

Stephens, Adrian P (Chair)
Steve Halford

Steve Parker

Steve Whitesell
Tomer Bentzion

Valerio Filauro

Youngsoo Kim

1.3 Summary of Actions

Adrian will send out document 354r12 to members.

Adrian will send the 0802 document out again.  

1.4 Discussion
Adrian, as chair, called the meeting to order at 11:32 AM EST.

Jim Allen was appointed secretary for these two conference calls.  No objections.

The Chair asked attendees to send him an email so that their attendance can be included in the minutes.  

Item 2- Goal:  Plan to reach closure on the FR and CC documents for the November meeting.   There were no further comments on the plan or agenda. 

Item 3- the need for Functional requirement criteria were discussed. 

Most of the criteria are not as detailed as the functional requirements.

Criteria should be supported by simulation.

The Functional Requirements shall need a response in proposal presentations. Comparison criteria may be more liberal and can also allow for some creative inputs on how a suggestion may excel in other relevant areas with the goal of improving the standard.

There was interest to make sure the modeling is done the same way so they don’t end up with different answers and disagreement based on differences in experimental procedure.  It was recognized that this will be difficult and will be discussed further, later.

Is it possible to separate the PHY and MAC simulations?  Yes.   Does the proposal have to have MAC and a PHY to be complete?  No, proposals do not have to be all parts of the system but should have enough to justify the proposal.   For example, a PHY proposal that depends on coding should also include the coding proposal.

A “Top of PHY” and “MAC to MAC” definition was suggested.   Separate proposals that get merged before final selection were discussed.  This will need more debate.

Item 3.5 – need a core group of experts to make sure best know methods and common methods are used.  They would be in a support, not control role.   It was noted that we have Channel Model (primarily PHY) and Usage Model (primarily MAC), perhaps this could be an Model’s Model.  

The chair suggested that we modify the agenda for the next (Albuquerque) ABQ  802.11 TGn discussions meeting to allow this simulations discussion be opened to the larger group.  A few presentations on the subject might be available. 

Item  4 – Create Tentative Plan.  What is the scope of what we want and think we can do before the end of the next session?  Should we organize like the channel model group – just start working on documents, or something more creative?  Are there any other documents that we need to product, other than maintaining the Usage Model as part of the group?   Maybe the simulation methodology would be added.

The Chair asked if the body thought it could meet the November date to have all the documents ready.   It was commented that we must make sure we do this carefully or it will cost more time later.   In any case, it will be a lot of work to get there.

Item 5  - The body tried to review any action items left over from the channel model.    Not everyone had the documents, and some of the action owners were not ready yet.

If there any that can be done before the next meeting, it will be done by email.

Action Item – Adrian will send out document 354r12 to members.

Draft usage document “11-03-0802-01 Draft 2” was sent out  (this is not on the archive in this form so we can work on it before posting).   There was no objection to using this process so we can make rapid changes between postings. 

Action Item – Adrian will send the 0802 document out again.  

Review of this document will be done at the next meeting. 

Item 6 – Adrian discussed 11-03-0813 Intel Draft 1.  Also announced that  numbers 11-03-0814 and 11-03-0815 have been reserved for minutes and other matters.

Document 0813 was summarized by Adrian. 

The use of “Significant Priority” as changed to  “….are compliant to the High Throughput Rate …..PAR and 5 criteria ….”

Section 2.   The table requires a number.  The Chair solicited procedures on how to fill this in?   If there are no inputs to the table, then we need to spend time on these details and skip the next item.  No objection. 

Various clarifications were added to the core document.

The chair realized that he forgot an agenda item that was arranged ahead of time and we heard a summary about the use case simulations, of cases 1,2,4, and 6 at a 300Mbps data rate running 802.11e QoS (EDCA).  The results were indicating that case 1 is very hard to implement even without TCP traffic.  Adrian will work with the presenter to look for the problems of what drives the problem.   We need collaborated proof that it can’t be implemented.   Members of the body would like to see the simulation is possible.

HCCA has not been implemented yet so it can’t be tested yet.   If this is a functional requirement, the question is whether we have made life too tough for ourselves.  We  need to validate the parameters of the protocol and packet size (1,500B) so they need to look at the details. 

The chair asked if there were consensus that the first functional requirement, #1, be modified per notes inserted in the document about the definition of packet loss.  There was no objection. 
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