April 2012

doc.: IEEE 802.11-12/0495r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs
	802.11 TGah Teleconference April 11th, 2012 Minutes

	Date:  2012-04-15

	Author(s):

	Name
	Affiliation
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Joseph Teo Chee Ming
	Institute for Infocomm Research
	1 Fusionopolis Way, 

#21-01 Connexis (South Tower),

Singapore 138632
	+65 6408 2292
	cmteo@i2r.a-star.edu.sg



April 11, 2012 (Wednesday) AM 10:00 – 11:00, EDT
Notes – Wednesday, April 11th, 2012; 
1. Dave Halasz (representing Motorola Mobility) is the chair of the TGah and was running this session.  Chair called meeting to order at 10:02AM, EDT.
2. The proposed agenda of the teleconference, which was circulated through the TGah email reflector, was reviewed.  The agenda contained:
2.1. Call for secretary

2.2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies

2.3.  Any process we want to borrow or make our own from TGac?
2.3.1. https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1181-02-00ac-ad-hoc-lifecycle.ppt
2.3.2. https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1167-00-00ac-tgac-ad-hoc-group-operation-and-chair-selection-procedure.pptx
2.4. Review Specification Framework MAC section
2.4.1. https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-1137-06-00ah-specification-framework-for-tgah.docx
2.5. Call for proposals to fill in MAC sections
2.6. Chair Halasz asked if there are any discussions on the proposed agenda. Hearing none. We have a proposed agenda.

3. Administrative items
3.1. Chair Halasz reviewed the administrative items and presented the links for accessing the related documents.
3.2. Chair Halasz reviewed the patent policy and meeting guideline. Chair Halasz also showed the patent related links.
3.3. Chair Halasz asked: “Are there any patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard?” Chair asked: “Does anybody wants to speak up now?” None was heard.
3.4. Chair Halasz reviewed other guide lines of the IEEE WG meetings. 
4. Ad Hoc Group Discussions
4.1. Chair Halasz showed document (11-09-1181r2) of TGac and went through the document.
4.1.1.  Chair Halasz mentioned that we already had elections for the ad hoc group chairs.
4.1.2.  Chair Halasz mentioned that in May face-to-face meeting, we have one session allocated for ad hoc.

4.1.3.  Chair Halasz also mentioned that we have a total of 9 sessions if the ad hoc group session is included.
4.1.4. Chair Halasz then went through the document.
4.1.5. Chair Halasz asked if there are any feedbacks for this document from TGac. There were no comments.

4.2. Chair Halasz then showed document (11-09-1167r0) of TGac.
4.2.1. The Ad Hoc Groups’ Operations are presented.

4.2.2. Chair Halasz reminded the group that we already have two ad hoc groups, PHY and MAC and there are 3 chairs per ad hoc group. The primary responsibility of the Ad Hoc Chair(s) is to ensure progression of work in the Ad Hoc group.

4.2.3.  Chair Halasz added that there is no actual motions inside the ad hoc groups but you can make straw polls.

4.2.4. In the case a consensus cannot be reached within an Ad Hoc group (a stalemate that prohibits further progress), the subject will be brought up in front of the Taskgroup where 75% approval rate will be required. A vote of 50% in the Ad Hoc group shall be sufficient to move an issue to the Taskgroup. A vote of 50% in the Taskgroup shall be sufficient to move an issue previously assigned to an Ad Hoc group back to the adhoc group.
4.2.5. Chair Halasz mentioned that he will continue to work with the Ad hoc group chairs to clarify on their roles and responsibility.

4.2.6. Minho Cheong (ETRI) mentioned that on slide 4 regarding the straw poll in Ad hoc group for moving to task group, which should require 75%, 11ac named that kind of straw poll differently as pre-motions to differentiate from other kinds of normal straw polls.
4.2.7. Chair Halasz agrees with Minho (ETRI) that you could call a pre-motion and strictly speaking, pre-motion is the equivalent of a straw poll. Minho (ETRI) mentioned that that is right, just the name is different.
4.2.8. Yong Liu (Marvell) explained further that the reason for 11ac to define pre-motion is to try to call the attention to the voters that the mover of the pre-motion intend to bring this item to the task group if this pre-motion pass the 75% so that the voters can have a better idea when it comes to the decision to vote.

4.2.9. Chair Halasz mentioned yes, that is basically right.

4.2.10. Chair Halasz notes that basically a pre-motion is a type of straw poll with the intent that the submitter plan to bring this to the task group.
4.2.11. Zander (I2R) agrees that we should differentiate this kind of straw poll with normal straw poll. Zander (I2R) feels that pre-motion or other names is fine to him as long as we differentiate this kind of straw poll from normal straw poll.
4.2.12. Chair Halasz mentioned that he is in agreement with Zander (I2R) to call this is a special name.
4.2.13. Minho (ETRI), Zander (I2R) and Chair Halasz agrees to having a special name to the straw polls that people intend to bring to the task group.

4.2.14. Yong Liu (Marvell) wants to clarify that the intention is not only bring to the task group but it should be to bring to the task group for a motion, i.e. it is a special straw poll intended by the mover to bring to the task group for a formal motion.
4.2.15. Chair Halasz mentioned that he did not hear anyone speak against it and that we have a general consensus that it is a good idea to call this out.

5. Review Specification Framework MAC section

5.1. Chair Halasz showed the submission (11-11-1137r6), which is our specification framework document.
5.2. Chair Halasz reminded the group of how the contributions are included into the specification framework through motions and 75% approvals.
5.3. Chair Halasz looked at the MAC section in the specification framework, which is Section 4.

5.4. Chair Halasz asked about who typically takes the lead in creating the draft text, for instance, would submitters that introduced some of these submissions take the lead on creating some draft text? 

5.5. Simone (Qualcomm) mentioned that in TGac, if he remembered correctly, there was a joint proposal for spec text from a number of companies which address most of the items that were in the framework. 

5.6. Chair Halasz mentioned that basically it could be that the number of companies might get together on drafting text.
5.7. Zander (I2R) asked for the following conference calls, what are the agendas like.
5.8. Chair Halasz mentioned that we do have one next week on the PHY as this one is on MAC. For the next one, we will review the PHY section. If people do have something, e.g. to clarify the operations, e.g. the pre-motion discussion, that might be something we might discuss in the next conference call or the one later on.
5.9. Zander (I2R) asked if the policies for MAC and PHY ad hoc group should be the same or different or up to the subgroup chairs to decide. 

5.10. Chair Halasz mentioned that we are still trying to work that out, hopefully, they will look the same unless there is a specific reason for making things different. 

5.11. Chair Halasz added that what we have decided so far is that we will have a PHY and MAC ad hoc group and we called out leadership for each ad hoc group, 3 chairs for each one. We still have not decided on trying to get clarifications on the operations and roles of responsibilities of each of those chairs are well understood. There are couple of follow-up things that we have to do now before the first ad hoc face-to-face meeting on Tuesday in our face-to-face meeting.
5.12. Huai-Rong (Samsung) asked during the ad hoc group meeting, if we need to go through the patent rules. Chair Halasz mentioned that no, because we already cover through that in our first original Monday meeting.
5.13. Huai-Rong (Samsung) mentioned after we split into PHY and MAC ad hoc groups, if those issues (e.g. beamforming) that require both PHY and MAC experts, do we have a joint meeting or if this issue is discussed in the PHY group and MAC expert can go to the PHY group and discuss?
5.14. Chair Halasz mention that there might be discussions topics where it is in a certain group but you want some people from the other group to attend, so you might want to call/hold that out so that the relevant people can attend. Chair Halasz added he is not sure if we have to worry about that right now since we only have one session for ad hoc groups in the May face-to-face meeting. 
6. Chair Halasz asked if there are any other topics. Hearing nothing else, Chair Halasz mentioned that we are adjourned for this conference call. The conference call meeting was adjourned at 10.42AM, EDT.
7. Attendance list
Dave Halasz – Motorola Mobility
Yongho Seok – LG Electronics
Joseph Teo Chee Ming – Institute for Infocomm Research (I2R), Singapore

Zhou Yuan – Institute for Infocomm Research (I2R), Singapore

Zander Lei – Institute for Infocomm Research (I2R), Singapore

Ron Murias – Interdigital

Yong Liu – Marvell
Simone Merlin – Qualcomm

Minho Cheong – ETRI
Li Chia Choo – Institute for Infocomm Research (I2R), Singapore

David Xun Yang – Huawei

Wang Haiguang – Institute for Infocomm Research (I2R), Singapore

Jae Seung Lee – ETRI
Huai-Rong Shao – Samsung

Stefan Aust – NEC

Wai Leong Yeow – Institute for Infocomm Research (I2R), Singapore

Minyoung Park - Intel

Chittabrata Ghosh – Nokia

Sayantan Choudhury – Nokia

Sun Bo - ZTE Corporation
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