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Ian White welcomed the attendees and suggested that all documents produced by the channel-modeling ad-hoc should be distributed to the 10GMMF email reflector. The attendees agreed.

Agenda Item 1
Compile attendance list
An attendance list was compiled (see above).

Agenda Item 2
Review draft proposal of work plan
Agenda Item 3
Decide on work topics
Ian White provided a review of the presentation on the channel modeling ad-hoc provided by Paul Kolesar at the Long Beach meeting. Ian White proceeded to highlight two priorities: (i) the development of a baseline model for OM1, and to a lesser extent for OM2 and OM3; (ii) an additional set of activities, which are detailed in Paul Kolesar’s presentation, and are numbered 2 to 8 in the participation spreadsheet distributed by Ian White on 16 June 2004. Ian White suggested that the meeting should first review whether these priorities are correct and also decide on leaders and contributors for each activity. Ian White also suggested that the next conference call should be held in two weeks from now.

Ian White briefly reviewed the agenda. The attendees expressed their agreement with the agenda. 

Each of the eight tasks was briefly considered to determine whether the attendees agreed with the division of work into these eight separate tasks:

Task 1
OM1/OM2/OM3 model 



The attendees agreed with the requirement for Task 1.

Task 2
Time-varying study
The attendees agreed with the requirement for Task 2.

Task 3
Input and output parameters
The attendees agreed with the requirement for Task 3.
Task 4
Launch and filter modeling

Ian White asked for views on whether Task 4 should be split into two separate tasks. Yu Sun expressed an opinion that the tasks should remain together. Nick Weiner asked Ian White for his opinion on whether these tasks are similar or quite different. In his response, Ian White pointed out that many in the community have little interest in receiver mode filtering, but emphasised the existence of two important groups: (i) those with an interest in developing a solution based on receiver mode filtering, e.g. Optium; (ii) those concerned about mode selectivity in the photoreceiver due to the photodetector area possibly being less than the effective MMF area. Ian White also stressed the importance of Task 4 reporting separately on the two topics of launch and filter modeling, even if Task 4 remains as one task.
David Cunningham indicated that the study of modal noise requires information on both the launch conditions and receiver filter.

Ian White’s overall conclusion was that Task 4 should remain as one task, with the understanding that whoever is chosen to lead the task should bear in mind the needs of the entire community and generate appropriate outputs. The attendees agreed.
Task 5
Modal noise

The attendees agreed with the requirement for Task 5.

Task 6
Jitter

The attendees agreed that Task 6 is now deemed out-of-scope of the channel modeling ad-hoc.

Task 7
Mode coupling at connectors
The attendees agreed with the requirement for Task 7.

Task 8
Validation

The attendees agreed with the requirement for Task 8.

Agenda Item 4
Review draft work-allocation spreadsheet distributed by chair on 15 June 2004
Agenda Item 5
Decide on allocation of work topics
Ian White suggested that each of the tasks be considered by the attendees in more detail, with one aim being to appoint a leader for each of the tasks. Ian White also mentioned the requirement to agree on a mode of working and reporting. The importance of making all members of the channel modeling ad-hoc aware of any conference call activity within a task was stressed. Al Brunsting suggested the production of interim reports on the tasks and the attendees agreed with this suggestion.
Task 1
OM1/OM2/OM3 model

Richard Penty expressed his willingness to lead the OM1 aspect of Task 1. Paul Kolesar stressed that he wishes to make significant contributions to Task 1, but declined to lead the task.

Ian White pointed out that the next IEEE 802 Plenary is in less than one month from the present, which indicated a need to maximize interaction. Ian White repeated his suggestion for the next conference call to be held in two weeks from now, such that the task leaders can report back.

David Cunningham stressed the importance of agreeing a model for FDDI-grade OM1 MMF by the IEEE 802 Plenary in July 2004.

Ian White asked if the proposal of two weeks to the next conference call was too long from the present. In response, Nick Weiner suggested that Richard Penty produce a timeline for Task 1. Richard Penty agreed with this suggestion, but also stressed the need to involve the other contributors to Task 1.

Lars Thon enquired about the workflow between the tasks and indicated that the output from Task 1 and Task 3 forms part of the input to Task 8. In response, Paul Kolesar suggested that all of the tasks are involved in the validation. The attendees agreed.
Robert ? pointed out that a comprehensive model for OM3 is already in existence and suggested its possible usage, although many people originally associated with it have left the industry. Paul Kolesar agreed, and suggested that it is still feasible to use this approach. Paul Kolesar indicated that a comprehensive receiver model has been added by IBM. 
Lars Thon commented that the current OM1 and OM3 models take a different approach. Paul Kolesar responded by indicating that the Cambridge OM1 model starts with a refractive-index profile and then generates sets of modal delays, whilst the OM3 model starts with sets of modal delays. The models therefore have a common feature in that modal-delay sets are used for the subsequent modeling. Paul Kolesar suggested that the existing delays in the OM3 model  are not necessarily representative of installed MMF and that modification may be necessary for FDDI-grade MMF.
David Cunningham suggested that refractive-index profiles may be useful for some members of the committee. In response, John Abbott believes that it would be possible to produce an equivalent refractive-index profile from modal delays in the OM3 model.  John Abbott suggested that theory similar to that recently documented by David Cunningham could be applied.

Paul Kolesar asked about the status of MMF modeling at Corning. John Abbott responded by reporting that light propagation in the MMF, including connector effects, is within their capability, but that a receiver model is not present.

Ian White asked for a volunteer to lead the OM2 and OM3 parts of Task 1, because of their differences to OM1. Paul Kolesar disagreed with the proposal to model the MMF types separately. Nick Weiner suggested that unified modeling does not appear essential to the needs of the Task Force, and that separate modeling approaches could be adopted. Paul Kolesar responded by suggesting that following a similar approach for each MMF type would allow “equivalent” answers.
Ian White asked the attendees for a timeline on the OM1/OM2/OM3 model. In response, David Cunningham stressed that FDDI-grade MMF is of greatest importance, and repeated the need for a baseline model by the IEEE 802 Plenary in July 2004. Paul Kolesar indicated that OM2 MMF is also FDDI-grade MMF and is the prevalent MMF type in some countries. Paul Kolesar suggested the possibility of adjusting the OM3 model to model OM1.

Yu Sun indicated that refractive-index profile information would be valuable.

At this point in the call, Petar Pepeljugoski joined and volunteered to make significant contributions to the OM2 and OM3 aspects of Task 1. He indicated that he has performed some work on modal delays at an operating wavelength of 1300 nm in these MMF types.

Regarding the IEEE 802 Plenary in July 2004, David Cunningham indicated two important goals: (i) to agree on the perturbations necessary in the OM1 model; (ii) to agree on the form of the outputs to others in the Task Force, e.g. refractive-index profiles and modal delays.

Petar Pepeljugoski enquired about connector effects. The enquiry was deferred to the consideration of Task 7.
Those wishing to make contributions to Task 1, in addition to the leader, include:

John Abbott, Sudeep Bhoja, David Cunningham, John George, Jonathan Ingham, Jonathan King, Paul Kolesar, Jim Morris, Petar Pepeljugoski, Petre Popescu, Abhijit Shanbhag, Yu Sun, Lars Thon.

Task 2
Time-varying study

Jonathan King indicated that he has observed significant temporal instability in the impulse responses of MMF in laboratory experiments. Yu Sun indicated the importance of considering the speed of the variation and also the range of possible responses. Petre Popescu suggested that the first task should be to agree the MMF model and to then introduce time-varying effects. John Abbott expressed his interest in working on this topic and also suggested that time-varying effects should be less significant for OM3.
Petar Pepeljugoski enquired about the link between Task 2 and Task 5. David Cunningham indicated that time-varying studies would be performed in parallel with modal-noise studies in his laboratory investigations. It was agreed to combine Task 2 and Task 5.

Jonathan King kindly agreed to lead Task 2.
Those wishing to make contributions to Task 2, in addition to the leader, include:

John Abbott, Al Brunsting, David Cunningham, John George, Paul Kolesar, Petar Pepeljugoski, Petre Popescu, Abhijit Shanbhag, Yu Sun, Lars Thon.

Task 3
Input and output parameters
Lars Thon indicated that his motivation for suggesting Task 3 was to keep track of the different activities and kindly volunteered to lead Task 3. Abhijit Shanbhag mentioned the open-source MATLAB model for EDC and the need to decide on input and output parameters for the interface to this. Abhijit Shanbhag volunteered to lead this part of Task 3. Similarly, Yu Sun volunteered to lead the part of Task 3 which affects the interface for non-EDC models.
Those wishing to make contributions to Task 3, in addition to the leaders, include:

Tom Lindsay, Petar Pepeljugoski, Petre Popescu, Norm Swenson.

Task 4
Launch and filter modeling

Yu Sun kindly agreed to lead Task 4.

Those wishing to make contributions to Task 4, in addition to the leader, include:

John Abbott, Jonathan Ingham, Jim Morris, Petar Pepeljugoski, Stephen Ralph.

Task 7
Mode coupling at connectors

Petar Pepeljugoski expressed an interest in extending his approach for mode coupling in 50-m MMF links to 62.5-m MMF links.
It was proposed to merge this activity into Task 1. The attendees agreed with this proposal.

Task 8
Validation

Nick Weiner kindly agreed to lead Task 8.

Those wishing to make contributions to Task 8, in addition to the leader, include:

John Abbott, John George, Jonathan Ingham, Paul Kolesar, Richard Penty, Abhijit Shanbhag, Yu Sun.

Agenda Item 6
Decide on timeline for the forthcoming work and method of reporting
Ian White suggested that the leader of each task should produce a timeline and report back at the next channel modeling ad-hoc conference call in two weeks. In addition to timelines for each task, Ian White suggested that the immediate importance of Task 1 and Task 3 warrants evidence of progress in addition to the timeline. The attendees agreed with these proposals. See also Agenda Item 8.
Agenda Item 7
Update on DMD scaling
Richard Penty briefly reviewed three documents that had recently been distributed via the 10GMMF email reflector. The first document, by Jonathan Ingham et al., provides supplementary information on the Cambridge model for OM1. The second document, by David Cunningham, provides theoretical background on the DMD scaling of refractive-index profiles. The third document, by Jonathan Ingham et al., provides some examples of the application of this theory.
In response to the documents on DMD scaling, Paul Kolesar expressed some surprise at the need to elaborate on the details of this process. David Cunningham replied and indicated that many people within the Task Force required further clarification.

John Abbott indicated a possible source of confusion in David Cunningham’s report on DMD scaling, in which the letter  is used for a variable which is not the refractive-index power-law parameter. David Cunningham offered to adjust and reissue the document. John Abbott did not regard this as necessary.

Agenda Item 8
AOB and next conference call
Paul Kolesar reported that he had received several additional requests for inclusion in the participation spreadsheet, which he offered to send to Ian White.

Ian White expressed some concern about the channel modeling ad-hoc possibly overusing the 10GMMF email reflector. In response, Paul Kolesar pointed out the overall low usage of the reflector at present and indicated that he felt that the channel modeling ad-hoc was justified in making use of the reflector.

It was agreed that if a task leader arranges a conference call for his or her task, then all members of the channel modeling ad-hoc should be notified by the 10GMMF email reflector.

It was agreed that contact details for all leaders of the tasks should be distributed to members of the channel-modeling ad-hoc.
Petar Pepeljugoski raised the possibility of a web page for distributing reports and other materials. David Cunningham indicated that IEEE policy prohibits the distribution of copyright materials. Ian White offered to investigate the possibility of Cambridge University providing a web page. Big Bear Networks may also be able to provide this service.

