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Channel Model Subcommittee Conference Call – 11 April 2002

Attendees …………

Bagnachew Birru

Jeff Foerster

Jason Ellis

Neil Afker

Mike Seals

Rick Roberts

Jay Bain

Stan Bottoms

Jim Richards

Darrell Diem

Matt Welborn

Bill Beeler

Gadi Shor

Michael Dydyk

Bob Huang

Marus Intergraph

1:02 EDT … Jeff starts call, asks for changes to the agenda

Michael D. asks if it is too premature for call for proposals.  Jeff said perhaps, move item 4 to in front of item 3.  

First item … goal of the subcommittee … come up with some sort of evaluation criteria for the channel models.  

Michael D. pointed out that we should call ourselves SG3a, Jeff said we are assuming we will become a task group.

Jeff – In time line, have presentations at the July meeting in response to the CFC for channel modeling.

Matt – Will channel model selection take place in series or in parallel.  What is the groups opinion.  

Jeff – Seems the current time line is awfully aggressive.  Need a common channel model.

Michael – Don’t want to spend a lot of time selecting channel models.  How do we apply these to all the possible proposed PHYs.

Rick – I don’t want an event scheduled that doesn’t have closure.  Can this work be done in a timely manner.  It is most important that we get the proposals in the hands of the committee for evaluation.

Jeff – Perhaps we can have a pre-proposal phase.

Matt – Agree that we need as much time with the proposals as possible.  Can we work these in parallel somehow … channel model and proposals.

Jeff – don’t agree with that

Jason – wants to know how to do a proposal without a channel model

Michael – I’ve looked at a lot of the data that was referenced in Jeff’s list of stuff.  

Jeff – Yes, probably want to choose something already in the literature.  Want the proposers to reference this channel model.

Rick – Can’t we get this done without waiting for July meeting.  Can we get it done from the literature?

Jeff – Want to bring in academia for completeness.

Michael – wanted to know if more literature is coming in the upcoming UWB conference (May?).

Matt – Said these papers are already available and we can probably get the conference papers.

Michael – Said the ones he looked at were just tweaks of each other.

Rick – don’t want a terribly detailed model … these channel models are just for relative proposal evaluation

Michael – Said we just need a relative model

Matt – Says pragmatically we don’t have resources to do original work.  Probably need to select from what is in the literature.

Jim Richards – Time Domain is doing channel model work 

Jeff – Intel is doing work in this area also

Rick – where is the closure?

Jeff – agreed, we need closure … but we need time.  May be in the July meeting we can vote on them.

Michael – Can we invite the professors who generated this data?

Jeff – may be a good idea … either have them participate via conference calls or attend at the July meeting.

Rick – These outside consultants can either participate in conference calls or in person.

Jim Richards – we may make a decision in July

Matt – But a lot of channel model work has been done.  The goal is to evaluate the PHY proposals.  Is the investment of time going to persuade the voters?

Marcus Intergraph – Hasn’t seen what he considers an adequate channel model for short range.

Matt – If TD thinks there is detail missing then where is the end to this process?

Jeff – what is the goal?  Can we agree on July?

Jeff directs the group’s attention back to reviewing the call for channel model proposals.

Michael – wants to talk about nonlinear part … Jeff said wait until we get there.

Jeff – Call focuses only on UWB channels.  No objections.

First paragraph …

Matt – suggested in narrowband cases, use should be made of existing narrowband models.

Jay – suggested we add a statement that narrowband models use narrowband 802 models … Jeff agreed.

Jeff – Suggested we use 15.3 models for short range narrowband models.  We will leave it open so if people want to recommend modifications to narrowband models then they can do that.

Second paragraph … no comments

Third paragraph … walked through each of the bullets

Comment on doppler effects … don’t expect users moving fast but objects around the user may move fast.

Matt – proposers should include Doppler effect.

Next bullet … signal distortion model

Rick … eliminate any nonlinear effects that are related to the vendor supplied electronics – these should be part of the proposal … group agreed.

Jeff – want the whole group to include the effects of phase noise as part of the selection criteria (group delay, etc.) (liaisons to the whole committee)

Matt … asks to have the section read … only air propagation nonlinear was left.

Discussion on through wall propagation … can we leave it in or take it out?  Can a wall be within the 10 meters?  Michael suggests just describing a through wall characteristics then we can strike out the whole paragraph … put this under multipath … no objects.

Last paragraph … Interference

Michael indicated it is not a channel model.  Jeff argued that one can bring forth a useful list.  Matt already indicated this is in the requirements documents.  Jim Richards agreed that interference is covered as part of the selection criteria.  Jeff … still wants an interference list.  Rick asked what country … Jeff said this is just for comparison of the PHYs.  This list can be typical and not conclusive.

Matt was concerned that the selection criteria documents are duplicating this work.  Will they conflict?  How do we fold these into this list?  Rick suggested we put a pointer in the selection criteria to this work.  So – yes - we will keep the interference section?  Yes - No objections.

Rick proposed a line be added that states:

Proposers should come to the July meeting prepared to discuss their channel models.  A down selection vote to a final channel model will be made during the July meeting.

Conference call ended at 2:13 EDT
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