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1. Monday Afternoon Session, July 16, 2007

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (DorothyS): I call the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1602 hours.

1.2.1.3. DorothyS:  Please remember to fill out your attendance forms.  The agenda is in 07/2003r1 and the document is on the server [shows on screen].  I shall post r2 if there are any changes.  

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.1.1. DorothyS: We had hoped that reading a patent statement at the plenary would be sufficient to cover all meetings, but that proved not to be acceptable.  Therefore, I would like to read the patent policy shown on the screen from the document [reads slides dated 1 May 2007].  Does anyone know of any patents that the chair should be advised of at this time?  No.

1.3.1.2. DorothyS:  I ask that the question regarding any patent information was asked and that it be noted that no one spoke.
1.3.2. Review of Affiliations

1.3.2.1. Chair: Dorothy Stanley - Aruba Networks

1.3.2.2. Editor: Emily Qi - Intel Corporation

1.3.2.3. Secretary: Bob Miller - AT&T Labs Research

1.3.3. Agenda Review

1.3.3.1. DorothyS:  I show the agenda in 07/2003r1.  Presentations are shown, as well as other activities.  

1.3.3.2. [Reviews items]  Are there any additional presentations? No.  Any additional items for the agenda?  No.
1.3.3.3. DorothyS:  Would someone like to move to adopt this agenda?

1.3.3.4. Move to adopt the agenda in 11-07-2003-01-000v-may-agenda.

1.3.3.5. Moved:  Harry Worstell (AT&T)
1.3.3.6. Second:  Emily Qi (Intel)
1.3.3.7. DorothyS:  Is there any objection to approving the motion unanimously?  None.  So moved and approved.

1.3.3.8. Result: Unanimous.

1.3.4. Status and Objectives for Meeting

1.3.4.1. DorothyS:  Our status is that we have a 0.13 draft available and on the server.  Thanks to Emily for her work in completing this draft.  We have completed our internal review.  Based on comment resolutions, a few more of which remain, we will be intending to produce a new draft for letter ballot.  We’ll discuss this in more detail when we get down to the letter ballot.  Any comments?  No.
1.3.5. Approval of Minutes

1.3.5.1. DorothyS: We have two sets of meeting minutes to approve.  

1.3.5.2. Move to approve the meeting minutes in 11-07684-03-000v-minutes-tgv-montreal-meeting-may-07.doc.

1.3.5.3. Moved:  Emily Qi (Intel)
1.3.5.4. Second:  Floyd Backes (Autocell Labs)

1.3.5.5. DorothyS: Any objection to approving unanimously?  None.

1.3.5.6. Result: Unanimous.

1.3.5.7. DorothyS:  We should now approve the meeting minutes for the two teleconferences.

1.3.5.8. Move to approve the meeting minutes in 11-07-2002-00-000v-minutes-june-14-2007-conference-call.doc and 11-07-2049-00-000v-minutes-june-28-2007-conference-call.doc.

1.3.5.9. Mover: Emily Qi (Intel)
1.3.5.10. Second: Menzo Wentink (Conexant).

1.3.5.11. DorothyS:  Any objection to accepting unanimously?  None.

1.3.5.12. Result:  Unanimous approval.

1.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/2115r0
1.3.6.1. Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd.) presented document 07/2115r0 and associated normative text in document 2074r0.  The contribution focuses on ability to allow sharing of the radio resource between multiple APs operating on the same channel.  There are two different areas examined: the domestic environment and the enterprise environment.  In the domestic environment it is unlikely that any central management entity would exist.  In an enterprise environment, a centralized entity may be present, however.  In a cluster of MDUs, there may be fewer channels than needed for isolation due to close spacing of APs.  In an enterprise, coupling between areas sharing the same frequency can occur due to stairwells, for example.  Any coordination method has to be dynamic and not disrupt legacy equipment.  802.11 already has the ability to give a transmit opportunity.  The AP has passed the opportunity to another station in such a case.  This assumes the same basic idea could work for APs.  Simply adopting a CF-poll will not work, however.  This contribution adds a way of achieving a similar result using a CF-Offer and CF-Response.  In enterprise mode, a MIB variable is used to perform the necessary scheduling over the wired Ethernet.  The procedure can be extended to include multiple APs (an example is given).  A simulation was provided for the domestic case, showing improvement with collaboration.  A slide was also provided to summarize situations where collaboration is valuable.  The proposal’s aim is to improve efficiency and QoS, while remaining simple in implementation.

1.3.6.2. QiWang: (Broadcom):  On the simulation slide.  Is this two-AP collaboration?

1.3.6.3. Alex: Yes, two.

1.3.6.4. Qi:  Is the non-linear result a simulation artifact?

1.3.6.5. Alex:  In my simulations, longer simulations produced smoother results.

1.3.6.6. Qi:  You have two APs.  When you add multiple APs, what happens?  This seems to be TDMA on top of CSMA.  Would that be a situation where even with light network loading it would be valuable?  Would you actually perform somewhat worse?

1.3.6.7. Alex:  In a lightly-loaded network you have the potential to add extra delay, since you have to wait until it is your “turn”.  It would be good to keep the collaboration areas small to minimize this effect.   I used 20 millisecond intervals.  Using longer collaboration periods, the simulation would show more benefit, however I believed this would be unrealistic.

1.3.6.8. Qi:  With 802.11 MAC you are already using CSMA.  Is this not a more efficient approach for a lightly-loaded situation, rather than breaking up the superframe?

1.3.6.9. Alex:  I already said it depends on the size of the collaboration period.  So keeping the interval short helps.  I am not convinced this is a means of imposing TDMA on CSMA.  I am really giving an opportunity to get access to a clearer channel with CSMA.  This is really just a scheduling means of lowering interference.

1.3.6.10. KevinHayes (Atheros): On slide 12 you talk about the centralized entity could provide power saving.  In the example, the station would seem to have already used power save mode.  I think you save no additional power.  

1.3.6.11. Alex: As I said, this was simply an idea where you could have extra benefit.  I did not look deeply into this; it may provide benefit or not.

1.3.6.12. Kevin: You said you are trying to use existing mechanisms, e.g. CFP.  However units on the market do not use this because it tends to produce a “bad neighbor policy”. 

1.3.6.13. Alex: In a centralized environment you are on the same network.  In a domestic case, one home cannot gain advantage because of the peer-peer approach.

1.3.6.14. Kevin: But APs in a domestic case, if there are homes that collaborate along with homes that don’t, the ones that don’t would lose out.

1.3.6.15. Alex:  No, the situation should be no worse than existing 802.11.
1.3.6.16. Emily Qi:  On slide 9, how do you offer time?  Also the action frame is unprotected in TGw terms, and could be forged to gain advantage.  

1.3.6.17. Alex:  On the detection of defections... There’s an IE in the beacon to silence the BSS.  By checking the beacons, the AP can see the presence of the IE to detect defection.  On the security issue… Yes it is an unprotected frame, because we assume the homes are not sharing security information with each other.  Detecting forgery via beacon IEs is a way to determine hacking.  Moreover an attempt to gain advantage would look like a defection removing any advantage to the hacker.  

1.3.6.18. QiWang:  Emily mentioned cheating.  I can send a fake beacon anytime, 

1.3.6.19. Alex: If you transmit a fake beacon with the BSSID correct, your whole 802.11 system breaks.
1.3.6.20. Qi: No, in the negotiation part.  The two APs have to be talking to each other.

1.3.6.21. Alex: Yes, the two APs will probably be able to hear each other since they are interfering.  It seemed not unreasonable to make that assumption.  It makes things very complicated if they cannot talk to each other.

1.3.6.22. SudheerMatta (Trapeze Networks):  If I have multiple overlapping APs, everyone can hear everyone.  In practice this is not true.  If you use CSMA you do very well.  You would not make out very well in a network where everyone uses the same channel.
1.3.6.23. Alex: This is not a solution for interference in all cases, and is not meant to advocate operation of all APs on the same frequency.  It only works in cases with a small number with overlapping BSSs.  This is a sweet spot.

1.3.6.24. Sudheer: How much overlap is necessary to see benefit?

1.3.6.25. Alex: Essentially the two APs have to hear each other’s beacons.

1.3.6.26. Graham Smith (DSPGroup):  We are solving a real problem, but I’m not sure about this as a solution.  If EDCA isn’t working, it seems like a time division addition, converting it to “poor man’s” HCCA.  If we are talking QoS, we should be talking TSPECs.  This looks like this has been crafted for data rather than video, for example.  I find the jump into the simulation a bit hard to grasp.

1.3.6.27. Alex: This is video, since that’s what I’m interested in.  So we are using video class of service.  It is as fair as EDCA already is.  The previous version of the graph shows three video streams in each home of 3 Mbps.  My customers need 4 Mbps, and so a method was needed to meet this need.  

1.3.6.28. Graham: If the APs want to coordinate, why not use HCCA and let them cooperate formally?  The TSPEC would allow them to cooperate better.

1.3.6.29. Alex:  There are two issues…  First, the complexity - We tried to keep this simple.  Producing a TSPEC exchange seemed more complicated than would be reasonable.  Second, there are privacy concerns regarding sharing stream information between homes.

1.3.6.30. DaveStephenson (Cisco):  It seems to me that the performance gains come from reduced retries?  Would you agree?
1.3.6.31. Alex: Depends on EDCA or HCCA.  With EDCA you are reducing collisions, and reducing the tendency to drop the PHY rate.

1.3.6.32. Dave: Have you investigated changing the EDCA parameters to reduce contention?
1.3.6.33. Alex: No.  The problem is that the homes are acting independently and will pick the same parameters.
1.3.6.34. QiWang:  If we look at the trend, the performance improvement seems smaller for HCCA.  

1.3.6.35. Alex: For lots of reasons, that is not the way the market is going currently.  This provides advantage for both modes.  It just improves the network, regardless of which you are using.

1.3.6.36. DorothyS:  We can’t do a motion yet, so that will have to wait.

1.3.7. Presentation of Document 07/0672r4
1.3.7.1. Menzo Wentink (Conexant) presented document 07/672r4 on TIM Broadcast.  This presentation has been given before, but has been improved based on inputs for others.  Changes from r2 to r3 include a request/response handshake, high and low rate are now transmitted back-to-back (used to be separate offsets), and high rate TIM is now optional at 5 GHz.  The presenter reviewed the normative text in 671r03.  In clause 7, the request/response element has been added.  A TIM broadcast element has been added as well.  A status field has also been added.
1.3.7.2. KevinHayes (Atheros): Should that be msec or μsec before or after the beacon?

1.3.7.3. Menzo: Yes, could be either.  Allows flexibility.

1.3.7.4. Menzo:  [Resumes, covers TIM Broadcast Response Frame Details]

1.3.7.5. Kevin:  Could a station ignore power save and listen only to these frames?

1.3.7.6. Menzo: Yes.

1.3.7.7. Menzo:  [Resumes, covers Check Beacon Field]

1.3.7.8. Kevin:  Is the signed offset with respect to beacon or TBTT?

1.3.7.9. Menzo: TBTT.

1.3.7.10. Kevin:  Might you need more range on the offset?

1.3.7.11. Menzo: Possibly, we could add another octet.

1.3.7.12. Kevin:  If I have multicast traffic covering the whole beacon period, where would I put this?  How much effort do I expend to make this happen?
1.3.7.13. Menzo:  You may have to decide that TIM frames are always scheduled in a certain place.  Scheduling before the beacon could be difficult, though, since it could push out the beacon (if the offset is zero, for example).

1.3.7.14. Legacy stations are affected how when they are in power save mode?

1.3.7.15. SajeevRevindran (Atheros): If TBTT there will be a DTIM beacon followed by BC/MC, then traffic, then after offset a TIM.

1.3.7.16. EmilyQi:  I have a suggestion.  The TIM is an action frame, and so clarification should be added in 11.3.

1.3.7.17. Kevin:  In the frame control, would the more data bits be set?

1.3.7.18. Menzo: Yes, unchanged.

1.3.7.19. Kevin:  If it worked out that the offset put it in the middle of a BC/MC the more data bit would have to be set.

1.3.7.20. Menzo:  Yes. [Continues with presentation]
1.3.7.21. TIM Broadcast text was reviewed.  Describes when the frame should be transmitted.  The third paragraph describes the order of transmission.  The fourth paragraph explains the low rate shall be the same as the beacon.  The fifth paragraph describes the TBTT behavior.  Behavior in special situations was then covered.  
1.3.7.22. Sajeev:  Is TIM Broadcast a initiated by the AP?
1.3.7.23. Menzo: No the station requests it.

1.3.7.24. Sajeev: Does that happen at every beacon?

1.3.7.25. Menzo: Each station, due to separate wake up periods, should have its own number of periods.

1.3.7.26. Kevin: Could two stations make requests that could be coalesced into a single broadcast?

1.3.7.27. Menzo: Yes.

1.3.7.28. Kevin: You say the AP should always cover at least one.

1.3.7.29. DaveStephenson:  If one STA says 3 and another 4, and then another says 1, what happens?

1.3.7.30. Menzo: If one, then also automatically three.

1.3.7.31. DaveStephenson:  Incongruent requests could produce a lot of frames.

1.3.7.32. Sajeev:  Is it important for APs to know available broadcast intervals (rather than having each one ask for a new number)?

1.3.7.33. Menzo: Yes, but this could add complexity and beacon bloat.

1.3.7.34. QiWang:  I think the addition should be in the nature of a broadcast frame to simplify choice of intervals.  Also why the SIFs?

1.3.7.35. Menzo: You want to keep the TX-OP justified.  

1.3.7.36. Kevin:  They are requesting a broadcast frames.  One station is unlikely to request a broadcast frame.  Just send the unicast frame instead?  
1.3.7.37. Menzo:  You would have to transmit an acknowledgment, a time/power consuming feature.  I would like to make some changes based on the discussion and make a motion later.

1.3.7.38. DorothyS:  Let’s act on approving the latest draft…

1.3.8. Motions on the Presentations
1.3.8.1. Move to adopt TGv Draft 0.13 as the TGv draft.

1.3.8.2. Moved:  Bob Miller (AT&T)

1.3.8.3. Second:  Keith Amann

1.3.8.4. Is there discussion on the motion? Yes.  Is the document on the server?  Yes.

1.3.8.5. Result:  For  22, Against  0, Abstain  7.  The motion passes.
1.3.8.6. Alex Ashley:  I wish to move.

1.3.8.7. Move to incorporate normative text from 11-07-2074-00-000v-access-point-collaboration.doc into the TGv draft.

1.3.8.8. Moved:  Alex Ashley

1.3.8.9. Second:  Bob Miller

1.3.8.10. DorothyS: Is there discussion on the motion?  None.

1.3.8.11. Result: For  9, Against  14, Abstain  6.  The motion fails.

1.3.8.12. DorothyS: We are at the end of our time.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. DorothyS:  We have reached the end of our time this session and our agenda.  We shall meet Tuesday morning.  We have some presentations.
1.4.1.2. Recess at 1800 hours.

2. Tuesday Morning Session, July 17, 2007

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to Order

2.2.1.1. DorothyS: I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Agenda Update and Approval

DorothyS:  There are a few changes to the proposed agenda (shown).  Is there any objection to accepting these?  None.  The changes are accepted.
2.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/2148r0
2.3.2.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/2148r0 on Traffic Filtering and Sleep Mode, with companion normative text in 07/2169r0.  The proposal provides a method by which power saving can be provided to allow low battery drain during periods where portable devices are not in use (called sleep states).  Awake state power can be from 7 to 55 times sleep power (with WNIC off).  The contribution observes that Client Side Filtering can be used to “wake up” a client triggered by a “Magic Packet” pattern or unicast packets matching the client’s IP address.  However dynamic security complicates the process.  Key exchange activities require OS participation.  The proposed solution is to provide an AP Traffic Filtering Service (TFS) and sleep mode support. Using this approach, large power savings can be achieved.  In operation the AP advertises support, and clients/APs negotiate addition/deletion of filters, and AP inspects traffic according to negotiated filter with a particular client, discarding traffic that doesn’t match the filter parameters.  For sleep mode, the AP advertises support and GTK/IGTK update policy in beacons, probe responses, and 4WHS.  The AP and the client negotiate sleep mode using the sleep mode IE, which is also used to turn sleep mode on an off at the client.

2.3.2.2. KevinHayes (Atheros):  Would we need to match with an exact request?

2.3.2.3. Emily:  This would be done outside of the IE

2.3.2.4. [Emily continues presentation] PTK updates always wake the client.  If GTK/IGTK update isn’t required for a sleep mode client, the AP doesn’t require the client to participate in group key updates.  During the period of sleep, the AP filters traffic, so needs to wait only for AP notification of a pattern match.  An example was provided.

2.3.2.5. Sajeev (Atheros):  How does this work with broadcast/MC?  Won’t traffic be lost?

2.3.2.6. Emily (and others):  The client may not get a pattern match, however, the AP may wake the client too late.  However, this is what happens today.

2.3.2.7. Sajeev:  How does the trigger occur for MC?

2.3.2.8. Emily:  The filter is configured to deliver this.

2.3.2.9. Sajeev:  When will a particular security update expire?

2.3.2.10. Emily:  RADIUS will time out at about 24 hours.

2.3.2.11. Dorothy:  We have a motion.

2.3.2.12. Move to incorporate normative text from 11-07-2169-00-000v-traffic filtering-and-sleep-mode-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.

2.3.2.13. Moved:  Emily Qi

2.3.2.14. Second:  Allan Thomson

2.3.2.15. Discussion?  None.

2.3.2.16. For 24, Against 0, Abstain 1.  The motion passes.
2.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/2128r0

2.3.3.1. Yongho Seok (LG Networks) presented Leader-Based Multicast, document 07/2128r0.  The proposal suggests improved reliability for delivery of multicast traffic using a leader-based (nominee receiver) method.  Document 07/2127r0 contains normative text.  Current MC is open loop.  Here, a leader is selected by the AP to deliver an ACK to MC frames.  Retries (optional) are also possible with this scheme.  The contribution includes results of some experiments, which show leader-based approach provides enhanced goodput.  Simulated results with mobile environments were also provided. The improvement is claimed to justify adoption of the new method into the draft.

2.3.3.2. KevinHayes:  You would seem to want to select a leader who is farthest away to represent the group.  However, with a mobile client that can move, the leader may move closer, and so you may have to choose a new leader.  You would do that how?  Would there be a discontinuity during the period when acknowledgements might not come?

2.3.3.3. Yongho:  To choose a new leader, the AP would get one last acknowledgement and then choose a new one.

2.3.3.4. Kevin:  How do you choose a nominee?

2.3.3.5. Emily: Triggered Diagnostic Frame.

2.3.3.6. Kevin:  The protocol would require seemingly a lot of time.  How would transmission be accommodated during this period?

2.3.3.7. Yongho:  Didn’t investigate this.

2.3.3.8. HenryPtasinski (Broadcom) In the real world it might be hard to ensure compatibility on open networks.

2.3.3.9. AllanThomson:  Is the retry bit set in the frame control?

2.3.3.10. AliRaissinia (Qualcomm) Can you describe the process in detail?

2.3.3.11. Yongho: Describes process using normative text document.

2.3.3.12. HenryP:  In an open network, legacy stations will not be able to filter properly.  There may be cases where their reaction may be troublesome.

2.3.3.13. Yongho:  There are details that have to be worked.

2.3.3.14. AllanThomson:  On slide 15.  The right hand side table says the gain is between a small percentage negative all the way to 20%.  How can it go negative?

2.3.3.15. Yongho:  The negative number results stems from the randomness of the simulation.

2.3.3.16. Allan:  Over how long a period was the test run?

2.3.3.17. Yongho: Running time is eight minutes.

2.3.3.18. Allan: How often was it negative?  Did you measure retries?

2.3.3.19. Yongho: No.
2.3.3.20. SanjivNanda (Qualcomm):  What happens when there are multiple bad links?

2.3.3.21. Yongho:  It is the framework that provides the benefit, and it can vary.  However, it works better than having no framework.
2.3.3.22. BobMiller (AT&T):  I believe the multipath environment may make the perception of a given client non-representative of other clients at the same distance.  Consequently the value of the technique may be dissipated.  Don’t know how sophisticated the simulator was in this regard. I wonder if the gains would be routine with real systems.
2.3.3.23. Allan:  Suggest change in normative text, regarding shall/will.

2.3.3.24. DorothyS:  We have no motion at this time.  I encourage folks to work with Yongho to address any concerns.  This concludes the presentations for today.  Let’s begin with comment resolutions.
2.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/2059r0
2.3.4.1. Allan Thomson overviewed Adrian Stevens’ comment regarding normative text.  Section 11.9.7.1 recommends that sentence be deleted with new text.  11.20.4.1 amplifying presence request procedure descriptions. 

2.3.4.2. Move to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-07-2059-00-000v-sta-bss-comment-resolution and incorporate the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.

2.3.4.3. Moved:  Allan Thomson

2.3.4.4. Second:  Emily Qi

2.3.4.5. Discussion?  None.

2.3.4.6. DorothyS:  Is there any objection to adopting this motion unanimously?  None.

2.3.4.7. Result: Unanimous.

2.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0728r1

2.3.5.1. Alex Ashley (NDS) overviewed document 07/0728r1.  Comment 78 was similar to others regarding transition time calculation.  Suggest adding cross-reference to 11.15.2.1 where it is described, adding text to do so (text provided in resolution).  Comment 83.  Deferred, but already covered by another resolution.  Comment 84.  Just an error.  Comment 224/225.  Discussed with commenter, remove “outstanding”.  Comment 226.  Accept: change to “zero or more”.

2.3.5.2. Move to adopt comment resolutions in 11-07-0728-01-000v-tgv-draft-0-10-validation-review-comments-event-category for CID #78, #84, #85, #224 and #226 and incorporate the indicated text changes into the TGv Draft.

2.3.5.3. Moved:  Alex Ashley

2.3.5.4. Second:  Emily Qi

2.3.5.5. DorothyS:  Is there any discussion on the motion?  None.  Is there any objection to adopting unanimously?  No.
2.3.5.6. Result: Unanimous.

2.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/2175r0

2.3.6.1. YonghoSeok covered Measurement comment resolutions.  CID 257, 258.  Change figure v1, figure v2 and figure v8.  Insert text into lines 14-16. CID 259, 260,261.  Change figure v5, figure v6, figure v7, figure v10, etc.  CID 263.  Insert page 4 and 5, and insert figure v9.  The proposed normative text changes were shown on the screen.

2.3.6.2. DorothyS:  Are there any questions?  None.

2.3.6.3. Move to incorporate the normative text in 11-07-2126-00-000v-measurement comment-resolution.doc into the TGv draft.
2.3.6.4. Moved:  Yongho Seok

2.3.6.5. Second:  Emily Qi

2.3.6.6. DorothyS:  Is there any discussion on the motion?  None.  Is there any objection to adopting the motion unanimously?  None.  
2.3.6.7. Result: Adopted unanimously.

2.3.6.8. DorothyS: We have finished our agenda items.  We have another presentation at 10:30.  Menzo, when was your document on the server?  8 this morning.  Four hour rule requires more time.  Any other business?

2.3.6.9. Emily:  Suggest objectives review.

2.3.6.10. DorothyS:  Any objection to objectives review?  None.

2.3.6.11. Dorothy displays document 05/0827r13, TGv Objectives.  Reviews activity/status of each objective.

2.3.6.12. Emily:  We elected to move five objectives to inactive.  Should we move Client Management Protocol to the inactive list?  Is there discussion?

2.3.6.13. Dorothy:  Does Event Management play into this?  Is there an objection to moving client management to inactive?  None.  We shall move 1500 to the inactive list.  Is there any objection to turn 2010 green?  None.  Deferred Management?  Proposal will be forthcoming.  Spectrum Etiquette?
2.3.6.14. Floyd Backes (Autocell):  I have a proposal on this.

2.3.6.15. DorothyS:  Is there an objection to moving 2040 to inactive?  None.
2.3.6.16. Floyd:  Can’t get consensus on Spectrum Etiquette, specifically Multilevel power control.  May I have a straw poll?
2.3.6.17. Straw Poll

2.3.6.18. Multi-Level Power control/spectrum etiquette requirement should 

Remain in progress - yellow

Be marked as “No progress” - clear

Move to inactive list

2.3.6.19. DorothyS:  Anyone can vote. Discussion?
2.3.6.20. Floyd:  I support this.
2.3.6.21. BobMiller: 802.11 displayed a continuing reluctance to take on RRM, and this is a much needed start.

2.3.6.22. AllanThomson:  I have no plans to add to this requirement.  Should I vote to move to inactive?  Is this a judgment or an intention?

2.3.6.23. Floyd:  If you don’t want anything to happen in the future, you should mark “No progress”.  Otherwise, suggest “Remain in progress”.

2.3.6.24. Remain in Progress - 13
2.3.6.25. No Progress - 2
2.3.6.26. Move to Inactive – 8
2.3.6.27. Floyd:  Recount on “No progress”, please?

2.3.6.28. DorothyS:  Corrected count = 4

2.3.6.29. Floyd: This implies that the group would approve of some Multilevel Power Control scheme.

2.3.6.30. DorothyS:  We are out of time.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. DorothyS:  We shall return at 1030. We are recessed.
2.4.1.2. Recess at 1000.
2.5. Opening

2.5.1. Call to Order

2.5.1.1. DorothyS: I call the meeting to order.

2.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1030 hours.

2.6. Process

2.6.1.1. DorothyS: .We had been reviewing the objectives document when we recessed.  Let’s finish that before moving on.  AP Coordination?

2.6.1.2. BobMiller:  We had presentation on this and for that reason it seems to be in progress.  I suggest yellow status.

2.6.1.3. DorothyS:  Is there any objection to coloring 2050 AP Coordination yellow?  None. 2050 is colored yellow.  Adaptive Rate control.  Shown as “no progress”.  There is material on rate control notification, which could be construed as activity.  Propose to make yellow or green.  How about yellow?  Accepted, Adaptive Rate Control colored yellow.
2.6.2. Presentation of Document 07/2155r0

2.6.2.1. Jiyoung Huh (LG) presented document 07/2155r0 on Event Request and Report Mechanism.  The contribution began with an overview of the existing event request and report mechanism.  The proposal provides several suggestions.  First, an improved event report format with an Event Timestamp field instead of an Event Report element, addition of an Event Count field, and a variable length field.  The additions allow an expansion of data availability.  Also suggested: Allow STAs to return event report entries less than requested, or all available if count is zero.  To accomplish this, the Event Request includes an event count variable.  The current draft allows an STA to respond only to the most recent request even though it has received several with different Dialog Tokens.  Likewise, the current draft has no way to add or update only parts of Event Request Elements. Another suggestion is improved specificity based on Event Token to allow improved information return behaviors. 
2.6.2.2. DorothyS: Are there questions? Let’s start on suggestion 1…
2.6.2.3. Allan:  Slide 9, the benefit appears too high.  An individual report can only contain 255 octets.  It will be necessary to see how much of the info can fit into 255 octets.  The client filling up the 255 will have to figure out how many sub-elements will fit into the space.
2.6.2.4. Emily:  The example shows that the proposal does indeed amplify the amount of information that can be returned efficiently.
2.6.2.5. Allan:  I understand that it gets savings, but I don’t think the complexity is justified.

2.6.2.6. BobO’Hara (Cisco):  I also have some concerns about complexity.  There seems to be some false economy because the overhead may spawn new frames, which exceed any benefits gained by the compaction.  Moreover, this actually may not reduce transmission time materially.  I don’t think this will deliver what is claimed.

2.6.2.7. Emily:  Regarding multiple frames, before you had separate IEs, now they are combined.  That has to help.  Why do you think this doesn’t help?
2.6.2.8. Bob:  This packing scheme is supposed to replace multiple elements.  The maximum response size for the packed result is 255 octets.  One more would spawn a new frame, unless you want to add more complexity regarding the exact packing between multiple IEs.  The small efficiency gain isn’t worth the complexity of figuring out how to pack.

2.6.2.9. SudheerMatta (Trapeze Networks):  Slide 4.  There is a length field already.  The length field is not adding any more complexity.  In fact it appears it is already broken, so this fixes it.  There is a saving.  I support this.
2.6.2.10. Emily:  Looking at the draft, up to 5 events are supported. 

2.6.2.11. BobO’Hara:  That is a lower limit.  Many more could be accommodated.  Responding to Sudheer’s point:  There is a single event report to be crammed with individual events into what remains of a single information element.  So we have 252.  There can be only one of them.

2.6.2.12. Dorothy:  Of what?

2.6.2.13. Bob:  Event Reports.  There is a packing scheme now that puts one element into each frame.

2.6.2.14. Sudheer:  A frame can have as many element reports as it wants now.

2.6.2.15. Bob:  You will have to figure out how many you can pack and then parse them, figuring how many will fit into how many frames.
2.6.2.16. Sudheer:  Slide 4.  Bob is correct.  But that problem is present even in the draft today.

2.6.2.17. Bob:  I don’t agree.

2.6.2.18. Allan:  I agree with Bob.  With this you end up with two packing schemes.  Now you have only one.  Small saving, but worth the complexity?

2.6.2.19. Dorothy:  Clarify the two schemes, please?

2.6.2.20. Allan:   Individual report elements are one entry per element.  In this proposal we have multiple entries in each element.

2.6.2.21. Dorothy:  In both examples shown they are both included.

2.6.2.22. Allan:  The slide is a little ambiguous… You have the report element and the variable element.  You could have one of those events.   In the new scheme you can have one or more events with more sub-entries with x number of transition events.  You are not repeating the element ID, but you are adding complexity describing how many sub-elements are needed.

2.6.2.23. Sudheer:  I see it.  I agree.

2.6.2.24. Jiyoung:  I do not see the criticism as a problem and it addresses an objective of TGv. 

2.6.2.25. EdReuss (Plantronics):  This seems to go against Occam’s Razor.  However an opportunity to group entities together seems valuable.   The additional structure adds complexity but it may not be justified.  Need input from programmers on the value.
2.6.2.26. Jiyoung:  I will consider the input, and will re-present, but would like some straw polls.

2.6.2.27. Straw Poll #1
2.6.2.28. Do you support the use of the proposed Event Report Element format in the first suggestion?

2.6.2.29. Yes - 0

2.6.2.30. No - 5

2.6.2.31. Abstain – 22

2.6.2.32. Straw Poll #2

2.6.2.33. Do you support the use of the proposed Event Request format? 
2.6.2.34. Allan:  Can you explain the use case?  Is this attempting to do paging? 

2.6.2.35. Jiyoung:  No, see the example.

2.6.2.36. Allan: In which circumstance would, say, only 20 be required?

2.6.2.37. Sudheer:  This one has good value.  If the AP asks for “all” then it is valuable to have a limit.

2.6.2.38. BobO’Hara (Cisco Systems):  If you want a subset of what the station can deliver, it may send the 10 from an hour ago.  The only way to get the ones you want is to get everything and then find the ones you need.

2.6.2.39. Sudheer:  There is a case where we do that.  However, this can cause a lot of bandwidth loss.

2.6.2.40. Allan:  In the spec right now, what happens?

2.6.2.41. Sudheer:  Up to the maximum MPDU size…

2.6.2.42. Allan:  If more than single frame, how do you know there’s more?
2.6.2.43. Sudheer:  If there is more that 65K, there could be overflow.

2.6.2.44. PeterEcclesine (Cisco):  May vary in 5 GHz in Japan.

2.6.2.45. Emily:  Multiple response frames may be required.

2.6.2.46. Allan:  If I ask for 20, will the station respond with 20?

2.6.2.47. You get 5.

2.6.2.48. How do I get the next twenty?  This seems like a classic database query problem we don’t have a solution for.
2.6.2.49. Sudheer:  This allows more efficiency.

2.6.2.50. Allan:  So what is the returned order, and how do you get what you want?

2.6.2.51. Sudheer:  You can ask for that.

2.6.2.52. Straw Poll #3

2.6.2.53. Do you support the use of the proposed Event Request format in the second suggestion? [Jiyoung reviews proposed scheme #1 and #2]

2.6.2.54. Sudheer:  The station can choose whatever report it wants in the first case, so I favor the second scheme.  The counts exist in all IEs

2.6.2.55. Yes - 3

2.6.2.56. No – 2
2.6.2.57. Abstain – 20

2.6.2.58. Straw Poll #4

2.6.2.59. If supporting, which scheme do you prefer?

2.6.2.60. First Scheme - 0

2.6.2.61. Second Scheme - 3

2.6.2.62. Abstain 0

2.6.2.63. Let’s go to suggestion #3.

2.6.2.64. RogerDurand (RIM):  I don’t understand the second bullet in suggestion 3.

2.6.2.65. Jiyoung:  [explains]

2.6.2.66. Roger:  If station 1 has multiple requests and runs out of time to reply, doesn’t that cause a problem?
2.6.2.67. Jiyoung:  If the station has not enough time, it can reject.

2.6.2.68. Roger:  We need a hard rule to set the minimum amount.
2.6.2.69. Jiyoung:  I will check on this.

2.6.2.70. Alex Ashley (NDS):  Dialogs are taken on a per-station basis?

2.6.2.71. Jiyoung:  Don’t understand.

2.6.2.72. Alex:  On slide 50, we seem to have two bullets saying different things.

2.6.2.73. DorothyS:  What you’re saying is that the second doesn’t flow from the first?

2.6.2.74. Allan:  The dialog token can be kept alive if only one station is using it.

2.6.2.75. Alex: So this is just a tracking, not a responding scheme.

2.6.2.76. Allan:  There was a discussion about multiple outstanding requests to a station at once.  Here you have the same problem except with different stations.

2.6.2.77. DorothyS:  Was the multiple station case considered?

2.6.2.78. Allan:  No.  But you have to solve this the same way.  This would require that requests get queued, which can be troublesome to implement.

2.6.2.79. Bob O’Hara:  I was just reading through this in Clause 11.  There may be different assumptions about the capability of the stations keeping the logs.  There’s no description of how this works in Clause 11.  I have always thought that when you ask for an item, it gets erased after the station responds.  You can never get it again.  Both implementations seem to comply with what’s in the draft now.  However two different implementations could produce very different results under the same conditions.

2.6.2.80. EdReuss: We are all here to try to get products that match up between manufacturers.  We seek consistency.  How that motivates my decision isn’t clear. 

2.6.2.81. Straw Poll #5
2.6.2.82. Do you support the use of the 3rd suggestion?
2.6.2.83. Dorothy:  Do you still want the poll?  No.  OK, are there questions on Suggestion 4?

2.6.2.84. Sudheer:  Don’t understand what you are trying to solve.

2.6.2.85. Jiyoung:  The current draft does not describe the capability of suggestion 4.

2.6.2.86. Sudheer:  I think this is a bad idea.  Repeating a packet with the same sequence number but different data could be a problem.  We should prevent this from happening.

2.6.2.87. Bob O’Hara: I agree with Sudheer’s position.  The station collecting responses should not have to edit the responses.

2.6.2.88. Straw Poll #6
2.6.2.89. Do you support the use of the 4th suggestion?

2.6.2.90. Yes – 0

2.6.2.91. No – 11

2.6.2.92. Abstain – 14

2.6.2.93. Dorothy:  [Shows Agenda] Peter Ecclesine is here for document 764.

2.6.3. Presentation of Document 07/0754r0

2.6.3.1. Peter Ecclesine (Cisco) discussed document 07/0754r0 regarding TGy language harmonization.  A vote on July 17 in the morning session indicated that problems regarding the issue were now removed.
2.6.3.2. Emily:  We have 3 internal review comments regarding TGy.  Should we remove them?

2.6.3.3. Peter Yes.

2.6.3.4. Emily:  Should we have a motion on this?

2.6.3.5. Peter: All comments regarding 9.8.3 should be removed.  All of your concerns should be removed by the TGy vote.

2.6.3.6. Move to accept comment resolutions in 11-07-0594-04-000v-tgv-draft-d0.01-validation-comments.xls to resolve CID #196 and #164.

2.6.3.7. Moved:  Emily Qi

2.6.3.8. Second:  Peter Ecclesine

2.6.3.9. DorothyS: Is there any discussion?  None. Is there any objection to adopting this motion unanimously?  None.  The motion is approved unanimously.

2.6.3.10. DorothyS:  Menzo, do you have a motion?  Yes.

2.6.3.11. Move to incorporate normative text from 11-07-0671-04-000v-Normative-text-TIM-broadcast into the TGv draft.

2.6.3.12. Moved:  Menzo Wentink
2.6.3.13. Second:  Henry Ptasinski

2.6.3.14. BrianHart:  Is the second packet transmitted without backoff, or does it contend?

2.6.3.15. Menzo:  The packet persists and then has to contend.

2.6.3.16. Sudheer:  The last statement in the normative text seems not good language.

2.6.3.17. Menzo:  The text was a response from the previous meeting.

2.6.3.18. Sudheer:  I shall work with him on this.

2.6.3.19. DorothyS:  Is there additional discussion on the motion?  No.
2.6.3.20. Result: Yes 16, No 0, Abstain.10.  The motion passes.

2.6.3.21. DorothyS: That brings us to the end of the work for today.
2.6.3.22. Emily:  Changes to the draft have to lead by how much?

2.6.3.23. DorothyS:  We shall have to get them on the server by 1300 tomorrow.  At the next session we’ll have one presentation and have a status report on ballot readiness.  Assuming we wish to proceed, Emily would produce draft 1.0 by 1100 Thursday for us to use for ballot.

2.7. Closing

2.7.1. Recess

2.7.1.1. DorothyS:  As we are out of time, we are recessed.

2.7.1.2. Recess at 1222.
3. Wednesday Afternoon Session, July 18, 2007

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to Order

3.2.1.1. DorothyStanley (DorothyS): I call the meeting to order.

3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600 hours.

3.3. Process

3.3.1. Review of Agenda
3.3.1.1. DorothyS: Before you is our agenda.  We have a conflict on the Zhu presentation, which will be rescheduled.  Does Leader-Based Multicast wish a motion?  No.  We shall review progress toward letter ballot.  The editor has created draft 0.14, and this has been posted on the server.  We shall follow that with comment resolution.

3.3.2. Review of Letter Ballot Readiness

3.3.2.1. DorothyS:  The WNM TG started in January of 2004.  In November of 2004, the Task Group was formed.  About 18 months ago we began assembling a draft.  We had an internal review in October of 2006, after which we have been reviewing internal comments.  Draft 0.13 was available prior to this meeting, and draft 0.14 has just been created.  Our timeline says that we shall go to letter ballot out of this meeting.  We are headed toward publication in October of 2009.  I would like to make a motion to create draft 1.0, and we shall have that on the server for four hours in order to go to ballot tomorrow.

3.3.2.2. JoeKwak (Interdigital):  We have plenty to review in letter ballot.  There are several activities marked yellow or green that have not yet been made part of the draft.  Beginning the letter ballot process should not mean that material cannot continue to be brought to the group.  I would like to have a commitment from the group that this will be the case.

3.3.2.3. DorothyS:  The history of other groups has shown that new and ongoing material introduction is typical after 1st ballot, and it is my intention to continue this pattern.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/2209

3.3.3.1. QiWang (Broadcom) presented document 07/2209r0 on PICS Table Entry for Co-Located Interference Reporting.  This deals with 11.20.9 of the draft.  “A STA that supports co-located interference reporting shall set the Co-located Interference Report capability bit in the WNM Capabilities element to 1”

3.3.3.2. EmilyQi (Intel):  This is more like a behavior than a mode. I suggest treating it differently.

3.3.3.3. JariJokela (Nokia):  What makes this different from other features that use similar language, e.g. on 11.22 it’s almost the same, and it is mandatory.

3.3.3.4. Qi:  I am proposing to treat this as a separate issue.

3.3.3.5. HenryPtasinsky (Broadcom):  It appears that some networks might use it, some not.  Seems like it should have an administrative control to turn it on or off.

3.3.3.6. Emily:  I believe that doesn’t exist right now, but it could be done.  Another example is like Event Request/Response, it, like many others, have capability bits.  

3.3.3.7. Henry:  Is there actually a MIB variable?  I believe the answer is “no”. I see an issue here.

3.3.3.8. Qi:  Not all features are listed the same way… e.g. FBMS is optional.  There are situations where a device doesn’t have co-located radios, so making this mandatory doesn’t seem good sense.

3.3.3.9. Allan:  If you are a device without dual interfaces, how could you treat this?  If a device wants to be compliant, are you saying you are mandating this feature?  If so, it can only apply to dual-mode devices.  I think it should be optional.
3.3.3.10. JoeKwak:  This is an example of the immaturity of our text.  Currently all features use a capability bit.  They are all listed as mandatory, in the sense that they constitute a tool box, with tools to choose.  If you have no co-located device, you’d probably not implement this.  If you have a co-located device you should implement, but you shouldn’t have to.  I think we shall have to rectify such inconsistencies.  We should decide to keep everything mandatory in the PICS and use the capability bit to choose activation.
3.3.3.11. Qi:  There has been an internal review running since last Fall.  We’ve been trying to fix inconsistencies as we go.  I don’t think this is appropriate action.

3.3.3.12. JoeKwak:  If you look elsewhere in the draft, I think you can find other similar situations.

3.3.3.13. JariJokela:  We may have some other parts of the standard where devices may not be able to report anything in certain cases.

3.3.3.14. Emily:  I think if we want to fix this, we should add a MIB variable. 

3.3.3.15. JanKruys (Cisco): Same thing applies to the AP?

3.3.3.16. Qi: Currently no distinction is made.

3.3.3.17. Allan:  This should be in sync with mandatory or optional in the PICS.  Setting the bit to zero doesn’t say whether it’s mandated or not.

3.3.3.18. Qi: An option is not the same as mandatory/optional.  I wish to move…
3.3.3.19. Change the PICS table entry on “co-located interference reporting” in the 11v draft from “CFv:M” to “CFv:0”.

3.3.3.20. Moved:  Qi Wang (Broadcom)

3.3.3.21. Second Henry Ptasinski (Broadcom)

3.3.3.22. Result:  Yes 19, No 6, Abstain 6.  The motion passes.

3.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/2085r0

3.3.4.1. Jing Zhu (Intel) presented document 07/2085r0 on Co-Located Interference Management.  This is designed to address co-located radio de-sense due to close proximity while a device is operating on two services simultaneously.  The motivation is that multiple radios in devices are becoming increasingly prevalent.  Examples include Bluetooth headset, vertical handovers between services, wireless peripheral and Internet access, wireless gateways, etc.  The problem is that the interference may be detrimental to a Wi-Fi downlink, increasing errors.  There are existing solutions, but they suffer from control overhead, synchronization difficulty and radio resource waste.  The proposal recommends an absence notification/protection mechanism.
3.3.4.2. Sajeev (Atheros) Is this deterministic?

3.3.4.3. Jing: Yes, it wouldn’t work well for random bursting.

3.3.4.4. AllanThomson:  The slides don’t match what is on the server.
3.3.4.5. Jing:  This version been changed slightly.

3.3.4.6. Allan:  But this is shown as revision zero, but it appears different from the other one on the server.

3.3.4.7. JanKruys:  I recently made a call through the PC and used my Bluetooth without realizing it.  It worked well.  Not sure this is a serious problem.

3.3.4.8. Jing: [Resumes presentation with “old” version on server] Data is presented to show difficulty in a typical application.  The proposal advocates the creation of new signaling frames to allow an STA to request that the AP delay delivery until the interference will be no longer present.

3.3.4.9. KevinHayes: Bluetooth frequency hopping---how is this accounted for?
3.3.4.10. Jing:  This is shown in the slides.

3.3.4.11. BobMiller:  I am very concerned about this proposal, and although sympathetic to the difficulty of designing radios that don’t “run with scissors” when used simultaneously, I think this will result in more difficulty than solution.  Attempting to synchronize an AP’s schedule with another slotted radio framework will result in time intervals that “drift” with respect to one another.  Effectively this will require an AP to dynamically re-schedule packets as the two time bases “slip”.  I believe when there are many multi-mode devices requesting this service of an AP (there is already evidence that voice and video are simply becoming part of a service “bundle” in devices), it will be very chaotic. 
3.3.4.12. Allan:  On slide 9.  Can you explain how this works in detail?  I don’t understand the simulation underpinnings.
3.3.4.13. Jing: 16.7% collision rate will result for single packets, and at least 33% with two packets.  

3.3.4.14. HenryP:  You mentioned BC frames.  Just wanted to point out that only the response can be broadcast.

3.3.4.15. Sajeev:  On slide 15.  The station not transmitting.  Is there a problem with the RTS?
3.3.4.16. Jing: You can still report absence with non-deterministic reporting.

3.3.4.17. ZhenXie (Atheros):  Why do we need to protect with unicast?
3.3.4.18. Jing: Loss of a unicast packet, has large consequences (retry, etc.).  For BC/MC less liability. 

3.3.4.19. ZhenXie: How can we propose protection with an HID device that may not be deterministic?
3.3.4.20. Jing:  The proposal now is currently only for deterministic traffic.  There are other cases that ought to be addressed, but I suggest for now we stick with deterministic.

3.3.4.21. ZhenXie: Is it possible to use power save to do this?

3.3.4.22. Jing: The technology of power save is not capable of dealing with the tiny granularity required.

3.3.4.23. Henry:  If the frame length is short, why RTS?

3.3.4.24. Sajeev (Qualcomm):  You commented on inefficiencies and collisions, but I can’t follow how the numbers work.
3.3.4.25. Jing:  Each slot has same duration, with Wi-Fi in random access.  Then collisions will occur with some probability simply based on probability of coincidence with a uniform distribution of possible downstream packet times.  It works out to be 1/6.  With PS poll you cannot control the timing well enough, and it is implementation dependent.

3.3.4.26. QiWang:  The reporting scheme with contention media would always produce difficulties.  If the AP has extra knowledge it may use some smart-scheduling approach.  

3.3.4.27. Jing:  We need a standard because there is information being established over the air.  The station needs to know whether the AP supports this.

3.3.4.28. Qi:  The AP delays transmission in order to accommodate an STA, don’t you need a standard at the AP on how to handle this?

3.3.4.29. Jing:  You need to pay attention only to over-the-air signals.

3.3.4.30. Kevin:  In the case where the AP and the STA are cooperating with another STA without the feature, transmissions to the legacy STA will also cause trouble.  

3.3.4.31. Jing: This is not network protection, but device protection.  The interference diminishes with distance.

3.3.4.32. Kevin: Not so--- with unicast traffic, the legacy station will see interference as well.

3.3.4.33. Jing: At 10m away for example, there are other mediations possible, e.g. adaptive frequency hopping.

3.3.4.34. JanKruys:  Between 1997 and 2003 I spent a lot of time getting 5 GHz approved.  Why are you bothering with 2.4?
3.3.4.35. Jing: I see your point.

3.3.4.36. Sajeev:  I’d like to better understand how the downlink traffic is handled.  Is buffering required?
3.3.4.37. Jing: This is not a power save mode.  There are no buffering implications.

3.3.4.38. Sajeev: It seems that traffic to the affected station has to be buffered.

3.3.4.39. Jing: You may or may not buffer, just queuing may be all that’s needed.
3.3.4.40. Sajeev: So the options appear to be transmit, don’t transmit, discard.  Which will you use?
3.3.4.41. Jing: You have lots of options in addition to these, e.g. delay.

3.3.4.42. DorothyS:  That exhausts the queue list I have, and we have run out of time for discussion.  Do you wish a straw poll? Yes.
3.3.4.43. Straw Poll

3.3.4.44. Do you support the idea of absence notification & protection in the presence of jamming interference or resource conflict?

3.3.4.45. Allan:  This proposal or any proposal?

3.3.4.46. DorothyS:  Let’s have the general question first.  Also, we may wish to use “concept” instead of “idea”.
3.3.4.47. Do you support the concept of absence notification & protection in the presence of jamming interference or resource conflict?

3.3.4.48. [Changes idea to concept]

3.3.4.49. It might be better to keep the poll more general, for example: Collocated interference solutions should be further investigated.
3.3.4.50. Jing:  This is not what I wanted.  The concept of notification and protection is what we wanted to poll.  We need to ask if absence solutions should be further investigated.

3.3.4.51. DorothyS: What straw poll would you like to make?
3.3.4.52. Jing:  [rewords poll text] 
3.3.4.53. Do you support the concept of absence notification & protection in the presence of jamming interference or resource conflict described in Slide 10 of 07-2085r0?

3.3.4.54. Yes - 16

3.3.4.55. No - 16

3.3.4.56. Abstain - 2

3.3.5. Discussion on Letter Ballot Preparation

3.3.5.1. DorothyS:  We should review the tasks we need to complete to prepare to go to letter ballot.   [Discussion about 0.13 or 0.14 being more appropriate for motion] 

3.3.5.2. Move to instruct the editor to create draft 1.0 incorporating all changes to the TGv draft D0.13 approved at the July 2007 meeting.
3.3.5.3. Moved:  Emily Qi

3.3.5.4. Second: Qi Wang

3.3.5.5. Result: Yes 22, No 0, Abstain 5.

3.3.5.6. DorothyS:  Emily will create draft 1.0, and four hours after it is posted to the server, we shall be able to pass a letter ballot approval motion.  Based on our scheduled meeting time of 1030-1230 tomorrow, we should be able to act.

3.3.5.7. Joe Kwak, are you ready with your presentation for tomorrow?
3.3.5.8. Joe:  I’ll need only one slot.  The second presentation is not ready for this meeting.

3.3.5.9. DorothyS:  In the 1030-1230 slot we can do the letter ballot motion, then.  I would propose that we would modify the agenda to do the letter ballot motion as well as Joe’s presentation.  Is there any objection to modifying the agenda as shown?  None.  Agenda accepted.
3.3.5.10. Henry:  Should we give up the slot?

3.3.5.11. DorothyS:  I would suggest not doing this, as we should have it for contingency. 

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. DorothyS:  We have finished our business.  Is there any objection to recessing for today?  None.  We are in recess.

3.4.1.2. Recess at 1730.

4. Thursday Morning Session, July 19, 2007

4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to Order

4.2.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (DorothyS): I call the meeting to order.

4.2.1.2. Meeting called to order at 1030.

4.3. Process

4.3.1. Discussion of Agenda

4.3.1.1. DorothyS:  This may be the only session today, as we have only a small amount of business to conduct.  Harry Worstell has asked that everyone review, and correct if necessary, names and affiliations on the sign-in servier.  

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0468r2
4.3.2.1. Joe Kwak presented document 07/0468r2 on Preferred Channel without DFS.  This presentation concerns a simple concept to save power during scanning for dual-mode handsets.  The material has been presented before, but simplifications have been made.  The method is intended to reduce the scanning time for handsets entering a service area, which would normally constitute a large power drain.  DFS compliance was a concern in previous contributions, as well as regulatory details.  This presentation limits operation to non-DFS frequency bands, which is hoped to facilitate its acceptance by the group.  Power savings is claimed to be significant using the technique.  The presentation reviewed the regulatory band classes of interest.  The FCC has identified the same bands Europe has marked as DFS-mandated.  There are other classes that do not require DFS.  In Europe there are many fewer classes, limiting usefulness of the Preferred Channel approach but not obviating it.  In the USA, units would scan 41% less.   In Europe, the savings would be 16%.  In Japan, 78% less.  If unknown environment, 58% less.  Joe reviewed how the process unfolds, including the choice of preferred channel for the particular day, how APs favor that channel, how monitoring of the channel is conducted by an AP that chooses not to favor the advertised channel, and how short frames are sent to provide the preferred channel information.  Normative text changes were also reviewed in 07/0118r5, dealing with deletion of DFS-related operations.
4.3.2.2. DorothyS: Questions?

4.3.2.3. Allan:  Where in the normative text do you state that it will not be used on DFS channels.

4.3.2.4. JoeK:  In the Procedure for Preferred Channel section, 11.20.X.1.

4.3.2.5. Allan:  So spectrum management as described subsumes what you’ve just said?
4.3.2.6. JoeK: Yes, I believe so.

4.3.2.7. [Secretarial Note:  The secretary wishes to acknowledge and thank Alex Ashley for taking meeting minutes from this point forward.]

4.3.2.8. Alex Ashley (NDS): Are there any issues with 11n 20/40Mhz mode?

4.3.2.9. Joe: I do not believe there are any issues.

4.3.2.10. Qi Wang (Broadcom): Do you have any suggestions on whether the AP needs to implement dual-channel mode to support this feature?

4.3.2.11. JoeK: No, it does not require a dual-radio design.

4.3.2.12. QiW: You also mentioned that an AP can choose a STA to send the advertising frame.

4.3.2.13. JoeK: An AP can choose a station that supports this feature, if it believes it has sufficient resources (e.g. power) to perform this feature.

4.3.2.14. Brian Hart (Cisco Systems): Power saving is an interesting area, but this proposal seems a bit immature. The normative text has a mixture of shall and then prefer, which seems difficult to test. There may be many BSS in an area for which a STA is not interested; it is not clear that having a BSS on the preferred channel helps.

4.3.2.15. JoeK: It does make sense if TGk features such as neighbor reports are active.

4.3.2.16. BrianH: It is not clear if features such as neighbor reports are going to be mandatory in TGk. I have the concern that 99% of APs are not going to be suitable for association, so I don’t think having an AP on a preferred channel helps with the bootstrap situation.

4.3.2.17. AllanT: The idea of a STA participating in this seems unclear. Can you explain?

4.3.2.18. JoeK: An AP can delegate the net advice frame duty to a STA.

4.3.2.19. AllanT: Why is it delegating?

4.3.2.20. JoeK: Because an AP is too busy to perform this itself.

4.3.2.21. JoeK: The idea is that it allows a STA to look for any 802.11 networks in the area. If it does not find a network on the preferred channel it does not need to perform a scan.

4.3.2.22. AllanT: How do I tell the difference between a rogue STA and a legitimate STA sending this advice frame?

4.3.2.23. JoeK: How to deal with rogue stations is an interesting topic, but not something that is dealt with by any other part of the TGv draft so I don’t think it is relevant to this proposal.

4.3.2.24. KevinHayes (Atheros): The period of the advice frame is not specified. If a station is scanning for this, what dwell time should it use?

4.3.2.25. JoeK: The AP chooses the period. It may find another BSS on the preferred channel and so not need to provide the advice frame. 

4.3.2.26. KevinH: Why not use the existing background scanning methods? A STA could send out probe requests on the preferred channel.

4.3.2.27. JoeK: Active probes are not allowed in all regulatory classes. A passive scan of the preferred channel uses less power than an active probe.

4.3.2.28. KevinH: But this proposal is not for use in DFS regulatory classes.

4.3.2.29. Sanjeev Nanda (Qualcomm): What is the analysis that shows the benefit over active scanning?

4.3.2.30. JoeK: You would need to perform active scanning on all channels in the regulatory class. In the 2.4GHz you would be performing active scans on 13 channels, as opposed to one.

4.3.2.31. SajeevN: Where is the analysis that one active scan uses less power than 24 passive scans?

4.3.2.32. BrianH: You said that you can send these packets once every 10 minutes, but I believe that we use 2 octets for beacon period, which gives a 65 second limit. I am also concerned about a rogue STA on the preferred channel as it seems to be a single point of failure.

4.3.2.33. JoeK: Can you explain?

4.3.2.34. BrianH: The rogue goes to the preferred channel and advertises itself as the sole network.

4.3.2.35. JoeK: If a rogue sends a false pointer, the STA would not find the BSS and could switch back to existing scanning behavior. At least it knows there is some WiFi activity in the area.

4.3.2.36. DaveStephenson (Cisco Systems): You say that when a terminal is out of range, it consumes 100% of power scanning. Considering my working pattern, I don’t think that I am out of range of any network for long periods of time. I estimate 5% of the time to be out of range and using your proposed feature. I am not sure about the 5 times improvement figure you give.

4.3.2.37. JoeK: In metropolitan areas there may be more coverage.

4.3.2.38. DaveS: So you have not used usage patterns in your power savings calculations?

4.3.2.39. JoeK: It depends on each manufacturer.  I’d like a motion…

4.3.2.40. Move to incorporate normative text from 11-07-0118-05-000v-Preferred Channel.doc into the TGv draft
4.3.2.41. Moved: Joe Kwak

4.3.2.42. Second: Roger Durand

4.3.2.43. DorothyS: Is there discussion on the motion?  Yes.

4.3.2.44. FloydBackes (Autocell): I would like to speak in favor of this motion because it provides significant power saving.

4.3.2.45. RogerDurand (RIM): I also speak in favor. Where I live there is very little WiFi coverage and so this can provide significant power saving.

4.3.2.46. Result: For 4, Against 11, Abstain 11. The motion fails.
4.3.3. Planning for September Meeting
4.3.3.1. DorothyS: Is anyone going to bring a presentation to the September meeting? If the motion to go to letter ballot passes, I would expect the group to be in comment resolution.  Based on an estimate of when the letter ballot would occur, one telephone conference at the end of August may be useful to discuss the received comments.  TGs has an Ad-Hoc in Kauai, Hawaii on 12 to 14th of September
4.3.3.2. QiW: If we do have an Ad-Hoc, I would speak in favor of having it co-located as there are members with interest in both TGv and TGs.
4.3.3.3. AlanT: Regarding conference call – How many comments do you think we will have by the end of August, as most comments seem to come in just before
4.3.3.4. DorothyS: The 26th of August
4.3.3.5. AlanT: I do not speak in favor of an Ad-Hoc in Hawaii because it is a long time away from the office. Maybe we could have an Ad-Hoc in the bay area? Cisco may be able to host.
4.3.3.6. EmilyQ: What are the objectives for the conference call? Also, I am not able to make a telephone conference on the 30th of August.
4.3.3.7. DorothyS: I think it is important to have the editor on the call. How about September 6th?
4.3.3.8. QiW: If we are going to have an Ad-Hoc in Hawaii, I think it should be co-located with TGs, but if it is not in Hawaii I do not have a preference as to its location.

4.3.3.9. Straw Poll

4.3.3.10. Do you support having a TGv ad-hoc prior to the September 802.11 meeting, assuming initial LB?

4.3.3.11. EmilyQ: I speak in favor.
4.3.3.12. Result: For 4, Against 9, Abstain 13.
4.3.4. Letter Ballot Preparation

4.3.4.1. DorothyS: We have prepared draft 1.0 which has been posted on the server yesterday. Four hours of session time has passed.

4.3.4.2. Believing that the TGv draft 1.0 will satisfy all IEEE 802.11 WG rules for letter ballot, Moved, 

· To request that the IEEE 802.11 Working Group authorize a 30-day Working Group Letter Ballot on Draft P802.11v D1.0
4.3.4.3. Moved: Allan Thomson

4.3.4.4. Second: Kevin Hayes

4.3.4.5. Result: For 13, Against 4, Abstain 4.  The motion passes.
4.3.4.6. Move to authorize a teleconference on Thursday September 13th at 10:00am Eastern for 1 hour.
4.3.4.7. Moved: Emily Qi
4.3.4.8. Seconder: Allan Thomson
4.3.4.9. Result: For 9, Against 0, Abstain 6.  The motion passes.

4.3.4.10. DorothyS: Is there any other business?
4.3.4.11. DonaldEastlake (Motorola): What is the status of the ad-hoc meeting?

4.3.4.12. DorothyS: The group has decided to not have an ad-hoc meeting in September.
4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Adjourn

4.4.1.1. DorothyS:  We have finished our business.  Is there any objection to adjourning TGv for this plenary?  None.  We are adjourned.

4.4.1.2. Adjourn at 1207 hours.
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