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MS Word Submission Preparation Summary:

Things to do:
5

Fields to fill in:
9

Recommendations:

a) Always create a new document using the template, rather than using someone else's document.

b) For quick and easy creation of new 802.11 submissions, place the 802.11 template files in the template folder area on your computer.  Typical locations are:


c:\Program Files\Microsoft Office\Templates\802.11

or,


c:\Documents and Settings\User Name\Application Data\Microsoft\Templates\802.11

To v: de2004-11-18

1.0 TGn Monday PM2 
1.1 Called to order 4:01pm

1.2 See 11-09-0421 for Task Group slides for the meeting and Working Agenda slides.

1.3 Review IEEE Patent Policy and meeting process reviewed

1.3.1 No new patent information indicated

1.4 Motion to approve the March 09 (Vancouver) TGn minutes as contained in 11-09-0326r0
1.4.1 Moved Jon Rosdahl 2nd Peter Loc

1.4.2 Passed by unanimous consent.

1.5 Review Comment resolution AdHoc Chair assignments

1.6 Review “One Page History of TGn”

1.7 Review of Sponsor Ballot Recirc #1 – 77 comments

1.8 Review of Sponsor Ballot Recirc #2 – 28 comments

1.9 Review of Master schedule Plan

1.10 Review this weeks schedule see slide 23-25

1.10.1 No changes were requested

1.11 Motion to approve May ’09 TGn agenda as contained on slide 22 - 25 (with any minuted amendments) as contained in 0421 r0.
1.11.1 Moved:   Jon Rosdahl     2nd John Barr
1.11.2 Accepted without objection
1.12 Review TGn Timeline

1.12.1 Slide 27 needs to have recirc date added,
1.13 Editor Report : https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0445-00-000n-tgn-editor-s-report-may-2009.ppt
1.13.1 28 comments in SB2, 

1.13.1.1 There are 15 comments left for disposition.

1.13.1.2  There are 4 others that are done, but are pending the documentation to be submitted to the Editor

1.13.1.3 ACTION ITEM: Joe L and Vinko to get comment database updates sent in.

1.13.2 Review of Draft numbering, current draft 9.0 with 9.01 in preparation

1.13.3 A motion is Prepared for later see slide 8 in 11-09-445r0
1.13.4 Question on how many Outstanding No Votes are left.

1.13.5 The editor report is only on comments not on votes.

1.14 The Chair reported on slide 18 09/421r0

1.14.1 The 41 negative votes are what are outstanding.

1.15 Introduction of unresolved comment resolutions and plans for time slots during the week  

1.16 PHY: CID 2027     NDP

1.16.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0465-04-000n-tgn-sb2-phy-comments.doc
1.16.2 Review CID 2027 – see page 3-4

1.16.2.1 Figure 9-34  shows calibration procedure with NDP in TGn Draft.
1.16.3 Proposal indicates that a single stream device shall not send NDP
1.16.4 Discussion on what NDP usage scenario
1.16.5 Question if the commenter’s proposal will work for all devices?  No for some it does not resolve the problem.

1.16.5.1 Concern on the size of proposed resolution, but the review group has been smaller than the whole group, and as such, it has not had sufficient review.  The commenter’s Proposal was much simpler and concise.
1.16.5.2  Commenter’s proposed Change “MCS shall indicate two or more spatial streams” to “When the TXVECTOR parameter FORMAT is set to HT_GF, MCS shall indicate two or more spatial streams”.

1.16.6 Concern on late time to change the NDP rule.  Important change should have occurred much sooner.  At least one explanation of why the proposed resolution may break existing implementations and breaks coexistence.

1.16.6.1 No change would be preferred by some
1.16.7 Concern on Overloading of the ACK packet.

1.16.8 A previous proposal was rejected before, but if the group would like to reconsider, it could be brought back

1.16.9 A possible option to remove NDP2 was also discussed before.
1.16.10 Why was the previous comment rejected?

1.16.10.1 Allowing mixed formats is a different issue than allowing Greenfield formatting

1.16.11 This would not be the first change that may be made that everyone will like.

1.16.12 Closing on this topic will not occur today, but is scheduled for closure on Tuesday.

1.16.13 Hongyuan Zhang, Marvell proposed some changes to Vinko’s 09-454r4

1.16.13.1 Instead of Use of an overloaded ACK, then use a 2nd sounding packet.
1.16.13.2 SS in GF may have issues.

1.16.13.3 The Single Transmit device would not send NDP, and if we simply not allow the request prior to starting the sequence.

1.16.13.4 Hongyuan will finalize his proposal and post the submission.
1.16.14 Propose to continue this discussion on Tues AM2

1.17 MAC Comment: CID 2012 

1.17.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0455-06-000n-sb2-mac-resolution-proposals.doc
1.18 The last comment for approval was waiting on TGw.

1.18.1 The delay was waiting on TGw to provide a table that TGn could make an entry to indicate which of the TGn Action Frames are to be made robust or not.

1.18.2 All the HT action frames would not be encrypted.

1.18.3 TGw Draft 9.0  can now be used for our baseline

1.18.4 Table 7-24 is there and TGw has added the column “Robust” and started to fill in some of the entries.  The “No” indicates that the action frames are not encrypted.
1.18.5 The Row of HT was not supposed to have been added by TGw, but they did as a placeholder, and so now we have to fill in the “Robust” entry.

1.18.6 The proposal was to change all the HT by public, but that was rejected, and now the proposed resolution is to put a “No” in this new table column.

1.18.6.1 Either we can change all HT to Public, or to leave the HT type, and mark the table as “NO”
1.18.7 When the TGn draft is updated, the column will be there and we are filling in the table for HT.  TGw may mark entry 7 as a reserved value for TGn, but we would be fixing the table after TGw.

1.18.8 Motion #430: Move to accept the resolution for CID 2012 as documented in 11-09-0455r6

1.18.8.1 Moved Mathew F. 2nd Solomon 

1.18.8.2 Discussion: none

1.18.8.3 Voting  12-0-2 
1.19 COEX Subject

1.19.1 George V. Review 11-09/0511r1

1.19.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0511-01-000n-tgn-sb2-submission-for-40-mhz-coexistence-cids.doc
1.19.2 Presentation of 11-09-0576r0
1.19.2.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0576-00-000n-sp2-40mhz-coexistence-cids-presentation.ppt
1.19.3 0576 is a presentation that addresses the material in 09/0511r1.
1.19.4 Discussion from Slide #6:

· Two new phrases are introduced (which will be elaborated in this presentation): 

· “has means of determining the presence of” (replacing “has knowledge of”)

· “coexistence mechanism”

· The 1st Editorial Instruction addresses the case where coexistence is not addressed in a deployment.  In this case:

· The text is consistent with WFA “out-of-the-box” restrictions on 40MHz transmissions in the 2.4GHz ISM band.

· No new protocols are introduced between STA and AP.

· No new scanning procedures are introduced.

· The collisions observed in the (approximate 10 foot) locality of a transmitting STA and a transmitting non-802.11 device is averted.

· No usage of the “40MHz Intolerant Bit” in the HT Control Field field is advocated:  it was concluded that the usage of this bit is overkill, i.e. 40MHz transmissions would be prohibited throughout the BSS and neighboring .11n BSSs unnecessarily.

· The STA’s up-link is restricted, but not the down-link to the STA nor transmission by any other STA in the BSS.

· The STA “silently” decides not to exercise the 40MHz transmission option.

1.19.5  Discussion from Slide #7
· The 2nd Editorial Instruction addresses the case where coexistence is addressed in a deployment.  In this case:

· 40MHz transmission in 2.4GHz ISM band are allowed under one of two conditions:

· A STA has “determined that the presence of a non-802.11 communication device” is not true, i.e. they are absent in the locality

· A STA has “determined that a non-802.11 communication device(s) are present”, but the STA has a “coexistence mechanism” to mitigate transmission collisions in the locality.

· Otherwise, they are prohibited.

· “Determining the presence of” and “coexistence mechanism” are not defined rigorously, but several opportunities are considered:

· Human Deployment

· Software

· Hardware

· System

1.19.6 Slide #8 -- Human Deployment

· Currently, WFA prohibits transmitting 40MHz mask frames “out-of-the-box”.

· An IT professional or savvy deployer of 802.11n, who is savvy enough to enable the 40MHz feature should be savvy enough to be aware of his channel allocations in 2.4GHz and the presence of BT devices in his home/enterprise.  40MHz bands would not be overlapped to cover the entire band

· Another Example:  An 802.11n AP wanting to do 40MHz transmissions would not be collocated with a non-802.11 device transmitting in the 2.4GHz band.

· The “non-802.11 communication detector” or “coexistence mechanism”, in this case would be the sensible judgment of the human deplorer.

1.19.7 Slide 9 -- Software

· Applications (e.g. SKYPE) that deal with headsets can interrogate whether their connectivity to the Internet is WLAN (or wired or whatever) from the O/S

· Operating Systems for PCs (e.g. Windows, Linux) and O/S for handsets (Symbian, Android, etc.) have an awareness of the usage of headsets and WLAN and would control the transmission of 40MHz frames through the driver. 

· Power management schemes for WLAN and BT in handsets typically enable the WLAN and BT devices through an extension of the Packet Traffic Arbiter (PTA) in 802.15.2.  So the power management software itself is aware when BT and WLAN are both active and would throttle the transmission of 40MHz mask frames. 

1.19.8 Slide 10 -- Hardware

· 802.15.2 (Clause 6) Packet Traffic Arbiter (PTA) activity 

· Idle BT or other non-802.11 devices are available for detection and coexistence.

· 802.11 CCA carrier sense power threshold.

· Power levels in FFT bins

· Any other yet-to-be designed, yet-to-be-deployed sensors

1.19.9 Slide 11 -- System

· There is a recognition that a system supplier who wants to delight his customer will take some of the steps above to mitigate interference.  There is also a recognition that the 802.11 "stack" is not vertically integrated (as with BT), and therefore no forum (even Wi-Fi Alliance) is chartered to do the work.  The second paragraph of the text can be interpreted as an opportunity to do a better job on any or all levels.

· The "last resort" is for an 802.11n STA to set the "40MHz Intolerant" bit which has the consequence of disabling 40MHz in the STA's BSS and any overlapping 802.11n BSS.  It’s overkill for a local congestion issue, and should not be mandated.

1.19.10 Slide 12 -- Summary
· The first paragraph of text addresses the case where the STA has no "method of detection" of non-802.11 devices.  The consequence would be that 40MHz transmission is prohibited. On the "uplink", but not on the "downlink", which is consistent with all test results?  The “40MHz Intolerant” bit is not advocated.  The text is consistent with WFA.

· The second paragraph of text addresses the case where the STA does “detect the presence of non-802.11 devices” and either senses the presence of none or has a means to mitigate interference.  No particular mechanism is mandated.  It is an opportunity for deployment, software, hardware and systems to better coexist with non 802-11 communication devices.

1.19.11 Q&A
1.19.11.1 Slide 5 – Doesn’t this 2nd instruction indicate both a STA and AP?  Yes, if you have a device within 10 feet, this could cause an interference case.  Smart deployment of the AP should occur.
1.19.11.2 Question on the final phrase that has both the positive and negative phrase.  So do we want to have the last phrase removed or not.

1.19.11.2.1 It was tried without, and written the other way around, but it was found that this was more desirable
1.19.11.3  Agree that the normative language may be ok.
1.19.11.4 Statement: this is a good compromise.  Balances the 40 MHz Intolerant bit and allows for a less aggressive control.  A Performance requirement is usually not specified, but this way is one way to deliver coexistence.  The end Consumer needs to be able to be balanced.
1.20 Review what is left to do this week and our open slots.
1.20.1 Continue PHY CID 2017 NDP on AM2 time slot

1.20.2 Continue COEX on AM2 after PHY

1.20.2.1 3 presentations from Vinko on COEX

1.20.3 Begin Gen on Tues PM1

1.20.4 Telcon Minutes approve will be on Tues AM2

1.20.5 Review Responses to SB E-mail

1.21 Recess 6:01pm EDT

2.0 TGn CRC Tuesday AM2

2.1 Called to order 10:31am EDT

2.2 Review Plan for today

2.2.1 3 slots available today, may be that only enough work for 2.  We will make that decision before recessing PM1 time slot.

2.2.2 Plan

2.2.2.1 Continue PHY CID 2017 NDP

2.2.2.2 Continue COEX  40MHz Behavior in 2.4 GHz

2.3 Motion to Approve the Minutes

2.3.1 Motion to approve the Consolidated TGn SB2 – CRC Minutes as contained in 11-09/430r5 

2.3.2 Move:  Jon Rosdahl 2nd:  George V.
2.3.3 Approved by unanimous consent without objection.

2.4 Continue PHY CID 2017 NDP

2.4.1 11-09-0465r6 
2.4.2 A discussion of this topic has gone on between the author group.

2.4.3 The proposed change was to use an ACK frame instead of NDP2, but that did not seem well received.  But to send a Cal Position 2 as the NDP2 may be sufficient.  The NDP2 would not be sent.  

2.4.4 STA A sends Cal 1 and STA B sends an ACK with sounding, and then STA A sends NDP1, then timeouts and sends the Cal 3 frame and gets a normal ACK.

2.4.5 If no frame is sent after NDP1 i.e. the NDP2 Frame then it knows that this is a single stream case.

2.4.6 This only works if the definition is a SHALL to make the response of NDP2 that has to occur

2.4.7 Discussion on why the “should” may need to be changed to a “Shall”

2.4.8 Failure mode of a STA not transmitting a NDP2 may be a failure or because it is a single stream device.  The chance of not seeing NDP2 when it would have been sent is very small.
2.4.9 Concern that if any of the frames are lost, that the sequence would be abandoned.  It would be an infrequent case, and it may not need to be optimized, but it should be a more strongly worded requirement  :”Shall”

2.4.9.1 The Timeout of 200 msec should be long enough.  The timeout should be long enough to allow all STAs to respond in the calibration sequence.
2.4.9.2 If we put in more bits to account for the feature failure or leave as is

2.4.10 If the consensus is to drop the NDP2, would it make sense to also drop Cal 3 and just ACK the NDP1.  This discussion on the calibration procedure with the NDP in SS devices.

2.4.11 Question – Due to channel conditions, can Cal Position 2 really be delayed?  If there are conditions that prohibit this, what are we talking about?
2.4.11.1 If something blocks the signal for some reason, then you have this type of condition.
2.4.11.2 Response – Problem with having a “Shall” and a timeout condition.  In this case there may be an instant that you cannot send, so if we leave it as a "should", or set it as a "Shall" queue for send, then we are ok.
2.4.11.3 The difference here is the access to the control.  We are not talking about transmitting after a SIFs time.

2.4.12 We need to remind us that there is a missing step 2 from the diagram in 9-34a.  Then we have an arbitrary delay between step 1 and step 2.

2.4.13 Concern that there is no ACK on NDP1.  How does STA A know that NDP1 was sent?
2.4.14 Discussion continued debating the removal of cal 3 in addition to NDP2 or do we replace NDP2.  This seemed to be a circular argument.

2.4.15 In normal exchange, why do we have Cal 3 in the first place?
2.4.15.1  Some would remove it all together.

2.4.15.2  We want to be careful not to redesign the calibration.

2.4.16 Can the NDP which has a length of 0 and no data, can we try to do an ACK or something else is not necessarily possible.
2.4.16.1 A period later, you will have an ACK after sending the sounding packet.

2.4.16.2 We may be putting the implementations in an awkward position as it occurs in a SIFs time.

2.4.16.3 In the current 9.34, the second NDP responds as an ACK to NDP1.  

2.4.16.4 Anytime we send a valid packet, typical devices send an ACK without having the upper layer validate the packet, the HW simply sends the ACK in a SIFs time.

2.4.16.5  If we don’t seen the NDP1 then the sequence will abort...
2.4.17 This proposal is looking at SS devices only.  9.34a  --
2.4.17.1 Are people willing to remove Cal position 3?

2.4.17.1.1 Straw poll question – do we agree to remove Cal position 3?

2.4.17.1.2 Question – what is the purpose of Cal Pos 3 why was it added.

2.4.17.1.3 It used to carry CSI feedback request. In 9-33

2.4.17.1.4 But in 9-34 it carries some meaning info, but in 9-34a it does not carry any info.

2.4.17.1.5 A Desire to make Minimal change is a good reason not to make any change.

2.4.17.2 Straw-Poll #1 -- Do you agree to remove Cal-Position 3 in 9-34a as a response by STA A in the calibration?

2.4.17.2.1.1 Yes – 7 No -0 Abstain – 6
2.4.17.3 Straw Poll #2– Do you agree to remove Cal-Position 3 from 9-34?

2.4.17.3.1 Yes --10   No –1  Abstain – 6

2.4.17.3.2 The no voter was ok with the multiple stream case, and was concerned with making the change in this case.

2.4.17.4 Question on the Should.
2.4.17.4.1 See page 173 – “STA B should finish transmission of the first CSI frame, within aMaxCSIMatricesReqportDelay (ms) after the reception of the Sounding Complete (Calibration Position 3) frame.

2.4.17.4.2 Should the “should” be a shall”

2.4.17.5 Straw Poll #3 should the “Should” be a “Shall”

2.4.17.5.1 1 Yes 5 No 7 Abstain

2.4.18 A new revision of the document and position will be created.

2.4.19 Remember to adjust not only the figure, but also the text describing it.

2.4.20 The discussion on 2012 will be continued later today.  There is a request to have the doc for the F2F group here, and another time period to allow for final review. and vote on it Wednesday.

2.4.21 ACTION ITEM: Vinko to get the discussion on the TGn reflector.
2.5 COEX Topic – 
2.5.1 Review of 09-587r0 Vinko E. 
2.5.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0587-00-000n-20mhz-40mhz-bt-over-the-air-demonstration.ppt
2.5.2 Review of Demo as documented in 587r0

2.5.2.1 Discussion on what the demo may or may not be able to show.

2.5.2.2 Further testing was done due to comments, and will be discussed in 590r0.
2.5.3 In response to Sponsor Ballot comments, further tests were made.

2.5.4 Review 09-590r0

2.5.4.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0590-00-000n-20mhz-40mhz-bt-experiments.ppt
2.5.4.2 Expanded testing was done.
2.5.4.3 Similar setup as the live demo

2.5.4.4 4 experiments setup and ran
2.5.4.5 Procedure for the experiment was explained.

2.5.4.6 Presentation of the results
2.5.4.7  The retransmission charts were compared.
2.5.4.8 Conclusions Presented.
2.5.4.8.1 BT performance in the presence of 40 MHz WLAN transmissions is comparable to the common scenario of traffic from two 20 MHz WLAN networks

2.5.4.8.2 No significant BT throughput loss and retransmissions were observed in the case of 20 MHz, 40 MHz WLAN, nor two 20 MHz WLAN transmissions

2.5.4.8.3 When either 20 MHz or 40 MHz WLAN traffic is activated, BT AFH algorithm takes short time to adapt

2.5.4.8.4 Most BT retransmissions were observed in the presence of the two 20 MHz WLAN signals with two additional BT signals

2.5.4.9 Discussion of the conclusion and what was perceived as the interference that was observed, and what it means.  Some believe that there still is a problem, and some believe that there is no problem.
2.5.4.10  Reminder that as a CRC we are to look at the technical merits and not be threatened with outside or future group processes.

2.5.5 Review of 09-576r0 by George V.
2.5.5.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0576-00-000n-sp2-40mhz-coexistence-cids-presentation.ppt
2.5.5.2 This presentation presents the material from 09-511r1.

2.5.5.3 Review the paragraph changes proposed and the rationale.
2.5.5.4 Question on if these rules were for non-AP or for all devices?

2.5.5.4.1 STA reverse to APs as well as non-AP STAs.

2.5.5.4.2 These cases are equally applied.
2.5.5.5 Question if an AP determines that 40 should not be used, does it not offer the service?

2.5.5.5.1 If the AP does not have the 40MHz on, the client will not be able to turn on, but the Client can force the AP to turn it off.

2.5.5.6 Out of time, more discussion to continue later today.

2.6 Recess for lunch and will reconvene at 1:30…..

3.0 TGn CRC PM1  1:30
3.1 Called to order 1:35pm EDT.
3.2 Review Plan for remaining work.

3.2.1 Continue on PHY, 2017 NDP

3.2.2 COEX Doc 09/587 and 09/590

3.2.3 COEX Doc 09-576

3.2.4 Responses to the SB email

3.2.5 Begin Gen CID 2002 and 2007 – IP issue

3.3 General topic CID 2002 and 2007 – Bruce K.
3.3.1 Review 09/0495r2

3.3.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0495-02-000n-ip-comments-from-sb-2.ppt
3.3.2 Prior resolutions to similar comments do not match the current comments that were submitted.  Review the proposed resolution that is different and the reasons why.  Review the IEEE-SA OpsMan and the front matter that may or may not be needed to apply to the TGn Amendment.
3.3.3 Discussion on what the IEEE staff has provided to the TGn Chair.
3.3.3.1 There are some disagreements with the resolution, 
3.3.3.2  Concern that the IEEE staff have simply positioned that there were only two options and that the one we have is the one to use.

3.3.3.3  Just because we have a process and rules that are hindering how to resolve the concern, we cannot simply say that there is no possible problem.
3.3.3.4 As we cannot discuss the essentiality of any Patent, we cannot act or fail to act based any patent claim.
3.3.3.5 There is concern that the PatCom Guidance has a Call for Patent, and then also restricts us from discussing the validity of such claims.

3.3.4 Proposed Resolution for CID 2002

· UNRESOLVABLE 

Posted PatCom guidance related to this topic states:

·       You must not discuss subjects like the pricing for use of a patent, how a patent should be licensed, validity or interpretation of a patent claim, or any terms or conditions of use. These are not appropriate topics for discussion in a standards developing committee. Further information can be found in "What You Need to Know about IEEE Standards and the Law."

·  802.11 WG, TGn and the TGn CRC believe they have faithfully followed the procedures provided by PatCom concerning the soliciting of potentially essential patents and associated LOAs as specified in: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt

TGn CRC has asked the WG11 chair to pass this comment on to PatCom for further review and advice.  TGn CRC and WG11 will continue to follow IEEE IP procedures and continue to request LOAs.
3.3.5  We cannot determine the validity of any patent clam.
3.3.6 For the Proposed Resolution for CID 2007

·  UNRESOLVABLE 

·       802.11 WG, TGn and the TGn CRC believe they have faithfully followed the procedures provided by PatCom concerning the soliciting of potentially essential patents and associated LOAs as specified in: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt

TGn CRC has asked the WG11 chair to pass this comment on to PatCom for further review and advice.  TGn CRC and WG11 will continue to follow IEEE IP procedures and continue to request LOAs.
3.3.7 A revision of Doc 495 will be posted and we will look to vote on Wednesday.
3.4 Review of Responses to SB Email.

3.4.1  Some have responded, and some have expressed a desire to become a co-author to 09-511.
3.4.2  Support for the proposal has come from both no-voters and yes voters.
3.4.3 Compromise responses have not been significant.

3.4.4 There was approximately 6 responses were received from the SB pool request.
3.4.5 There are 41 no-voters.  Question on when we would be ready to move to the next step.  There is a concern that we need more than 75% and to reduce the number of no-voters

3.4.6 Remember that the OpMan states that we are to move the standard forward once we have achieved 75% and addressed and responded to all outstanding comments to RevCom for the benefit of the majority stakeholders.
3.4.7 From the IEEE OpsMan: 5.4.3 

· Once all required recirculations have been completed and 75% approval has been achieved, the IEEE requirements for consensus have been met. Efforts to resolve negative votes may continue for a brief period

3.5 Stand at ease while waiting for 

3.6 Review of 09/565r7 – Peter Loc
3.6.1 Presentation of a compromise to the presentation from this morning.

3.6.2 Change the proposal to remove aSIFS time on page 5 and page 6 that allows leaving the Cal Position 3 box.  By not having a requirement to have the aSIFS time, then this should be hopefully more acceptable.
3.6.3 The NAV should be long enough to get the next frame (SIFS).

3.6.4 Question on why the 3rd Cal Position box should be left if there seemed more support to remove it.

3.6.4.1 There was some thought into what was a strong position, and due diligence as attempted to look at what changes would need to accompany with the removal.  If we remove the timeout language, then we can remove the cal pos 3 and the ACK for both 9.34 and 9.34a then we need to change the CSI feedback section to account for the removal.

3.6.4.2 The group discussed this more and did not find a strong support to leave them in.

3.6.5 Removal will require more text prepared, and some more changes to Doc 09/565r7.  So if we change the figure, we need to adjust the text as well.

3.6.6 ACTION ITEM: Adrian will try to take a try at crafting the new revision.  For consideration.

3.7 Discussion on abandoning the evening time slot.
3.7.1 Move to cancel the Tues Evening session to allow review of the proposals.
3.7.1.1 Moved Jon R 2nd Eldad P.

3.7.1.2 No objection

3.8 Recess until 3pm to allow Adrian to craft revision of 09-565
3.9 Reconvened at 3:03pm
3.10 Adrian presented 465r9

3.10.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0465-09-000n-tgn-sb2-phy-comments.doc
3.10.2 Review of the changes to remove the calibration Box 3 and the resulting changes required in the text.

3.10.3 Calibration position 3 throughout the document was search for and adjusted.
3.10.4 Request for the group to review the submitted changes and look for a vote on tomorrow.  This version has been announced to the reflector, and the coloring may be changed if needed. 

3.10.5 Top of Page 6, there is a note about the 2nd NDP packet.  The sentence before the note explains the rule.  The note is informative and explains when it does not occur.

3.10.6 Page 192 line 7 has the NDP rule.  Rule d tells when the NDP is to be transmitted.

3.10.7 NDP rule says that SS do not use NDP.
3.10.8 The note has poor grammar, if we drop the word “be” in the note it cleans the grammar up. Given the diagram is now clear, why not delete the Note and repost the document was suggested.
3.10.8.1 Review of the normative case prior to determination if the “Note” could be deleted.
3.10.8.2  The Note was revised to remove the poor grammar and the modifier “second” which does not apply now.
3.10.9 ACTION ITEM: Adrian to post the updated revision. And notify the Reflector.

3.11 Remaining work:
3.11.1 AM1 

3.11.1.1 continue COEX discussion

3.11.1.2 Response to SB email

3.11.1.3 Continue PHY CID 2017 NDP discussion and vote

3.11.1.4 Gen: CIDs 2002, 2007.

3.11.2 PM1

3.11.2.1 TBD – any topic not completed.

3.11.2.2  Plan going forward

3.11.3 AM1 could be done with comment resolution.

3.11.4 No objections to plan.

3.12 Recess until tomorrow.

4.0 Wednesday – AM1 8:00am

4.1 Called to order at 8:00

4.2 New rev of 421 is available.

4.3 Review status of group

4.3.1 Discussion topics for this morning:

4.3.2 Would it be better to finalize everything in one of the three remaining time slots?

4.4 Review of E-mail response from Sponsor Ballot Pool
4.4.1 E-mail from no-voters that would change from no to yes

4.4.1.1 Stuart Holman, Jim  Allen, George Vlantis, Kuor-Hsin Chang (Vice Chair 15.4c), Clint Powell (Chair 15.4), John Barr

4.4.1.2 Rick Noens, Monique Brown, Frank Poegel, Michael Schmidt, Clause Meyer, Phil Beecher, John Lampe

4.5 Questions from Bob Heile, Chair of 802.15
4.5.1 Concern is Behavior of Access Points – 

4.5.1.1 The interaction of Access Points with other devices is the concern.

4.5.2 Doc 09-511r1 was projected to explain that the text states STA which include both AP and client stations.

4.5.3 If there is no detection mechanism, then the device must operate in the 20 MHz mode.  The Client is not able to force 40 MHz operation, but the converse is true, the client can force it to 20 MHz.

4.5.4 A request for a tutorial from Pat Kinney or 802.15.4 did not happen.
4.5.5 Review of the compromise text again.

4.5.5.1 Examples of possible deployment schemes
4.5.5.2 Counter examples discussed

4.5.5.3 The text has provided the means to address the 20/40 coexistence.
4.5.5.4 If a device has “no means of determining” then it only operates in 20 MHz.

4.5.5.5 If a device has “means of determining” then it can operate in either 20/40.

4.5.5.6 If a device can coexist then it can operate in mixed mode.
4.5.6 Bob indicated that he could support this compromise

4.6 Recommend a possible change to the text.

4.6.1 Change to include more words about operating (transmitting)

4.6.2 Operating implies transmitting…also it implies a more long term issue.

4.6.3 No agreement to make a change at this time.

4.7 Comment from the Chair of 802.19 Coexistence – Steve Shellhammer

4.7.1 General statements are not quantitative.

4.7.2 Discussions in the past have included how precise the wording is to achieve the goal of coexistence.
4.7.3 How far do the devices have to be in order to avoid harmful interference?

4.7.3.1 It depends on lots of factors – power levels, sensitivity

4.7.4 Steve S. is ok with the compromise text.

4.8 Goal of this time block is to resolve ALL open blocks.
4.9 NDP comments – Doc 09-465-11

4.9.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0465-11-000n-tgn-sb2-phy-comments.doc
4.9.2 Review in context the change being proposed.
4.9.3 Revision 12 would include the removal of an additional portion of a paragraph in page 18 of 9.19.2.4.3 to make this paragraph more complete to match the other changes.

4.9.4 Is there anyone that does not agree with this change or does not understand this additional change? 

4.9.4.1 There is a concern that there may be some outstanding comment yet to be received, but if there is it would be best served as a SB LB comment.

4.9.5 Rev 12 will now be posted and brought back up later in this time slot.

4.9.5.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0465-12-000n-tgn-sb2-phy-comments.doc
4.10 GEN CID 2002 and 2007, see doc 495r3

4.10.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0495-03-000n-ip-comments-from-sb-2.ppt
4.10.2 The two IP comments were worded a bit differently.

4.10.3 The discussion we have had was reviewed.

4.10.4 The request to “properly” minute this discuss to be done by Al Petrick, Jones-Petrick and Associates, LLC
4.10.5 No defect in the manner that minutes were done in the past was noted, as Al indicated that he had not read the previous minutes but was more a manner of suggestion.
4.11 Request to see if more time for review of the open comment topics.
4.12 Question, do the minutes include the Sponsor ballot no-voters names from the e-mails received.
4.12.1 Yes – see 4.4.1, and 4.5.6
4.13 Motion #431: Move to approve the resolutions for CIDs 2002 and 2007 as contained in 11-09-0495r3

4.13.1 Moved John Barr 2nd Adrian Stephens

4.13.2 Discussion – none further

4.13.3 Vote: 14 yes -1 no -1 abstain ---- Motion passes.

4.14 Request that CID 2022 be reviewed separately from the group of COEX CIDs later.

4.15 COEX CID discussion
4.15.1 Motion #432: Move to approve the resolution of the CIDs listed in Doc 802.11-09/0511r1 with the Editorial instructions contained therein.

4.15.1.1 Moved George Vlantis; 2nd Eldad Perahia

4.15.1.2 Motion to amend – remove last phrase and change “listed” to “as contained”
4.15.1.2.1 Amended Motion #432: Move to approve the resolution of the CIDs as contained in Doc 802.11-09/0511r1, excluding CID #2022
4.15.1.2.1.1 Moved John Barr 2nd Jon Rosdahl

4.15.1.2.1.2 No objection to the amended motion.

4.15.2 Voting on the main motion (as amended) – 14 yes -0 no -3 abstain 
4.15.2.1  Motion passes.

4.16 CID 2017 -- NDP 

4.16.1 An overview of 09/465r12 was given and the final change set.  A review of the figure and how the changes affect the final version.

4.16.1.1 Question if details of the older changes need to be reviewed again?
4.16.1.1.1 None.

4.16.2 Motion #433:  Move to approve the resolutions of the CIDs listed in document 11-09/465r12.
4.16.2.1 Moved: Vinko E. 2nd: Peter Loc

4.16.2.2  Discussion – none

4.16.2.3 Voting: 13 yes – 0 no – 2 abstains Motion passes
4.17 CID 2022 discussion still pending

4.18 What do we do next?

4.18.1 Review the time remaining this week.

4.18.2 Need to have some review of the latest changes caused by the latest changes.

4.18.2.1 Ad Hoc Chairs to review the respective changes before sleeping on Wed, and the Editor would provide the final draft on Thursday.
4.18.2.2 Motion on the new draft could occur after lunch on Thursday.

4.18.3 Thurs AM1 would have the draft ready for review of the new draft and Thurs PM2 would be for the voting on the final draft...
4.19 CID 2022 discussion 
4.19.1 Presentation of 11-09-0610r0 John Barr

4.19.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0610-00-000n-proposed-resolution-to-cid-2022.ppt
4.19.2 Measurements of Interference

4.19.2.1 Additional documentation given about the demo was well received.

4.19.3 Proposed Resolution to CID 2022:

4.19.3.1  Accept in principle:

Additional documentation has been provided regarding the amount of interference of 40MHz 802.11n operation on Bluetooth systems in 11/587 and 11/590. The 802.11n CRC also agrees that there was an incorrect statement in 09/224r2 regarding what is included in FCC regulatory documents. Resolution as documented in 11/511r1 shall be used to satisfy this comment.
4.19.4 Discussion: 

4.19.4.1 Request to remove the “802.11n CRC also Agrees that there was an incorrect statement I 09/224r2” as it is not unanimous in agreement.

4.19.4.2  What is the state of CID 2022?

4.19.4.2.1 It is open and we are discussing what the answer that will be put in for the resolution for this CID.
4.19.4.3  It is believed that there may be some errors in the proposals to the resolution.

4.19.5 Both proposed resolutions may be correct, as the FCC statement may be ambiguous or at least interpreted differently.

4.19.5.1  “shall use at least 15 “ is the phrase that seems to be the point of contention.

4.19.6 Motion #434: Move to close CID 2022 with the text that is in 11-09-511r1.
4.19.6.1 Moved:  David Bagby 2nd Eldad P.

4.19.6.2 Discussion:

4.19.6.2.1 Desire is to have a discussion on the resolution in a formal way to allow full debate.

4.19.6.2.2 2022 had a couple of issues.  The 511r1 has part of the resolution.  But the inferences should be removed, and if we include the FCC statement we could include it.

4.19.6.2.3 We can amend this motion to include the FCC statement.
4.19.6.2.4 If we take what was in 09/610 and remove just the sentence that was objectionable as a starting place and add the FCC statement we may have a resolution that would be sufficient.

4.19.6.3  Motion to amend to have the following resultant text
Accept in principle:

Additional documentation has been provided regarding the amount of interference of 40MHz 802.11n operation on Bluetooth systems in documents 11/587 and 11/590. FCC Part 15 regulations state “Frequency hopping systems in the 2400-2483.5 MHz band shall use at least 15 channels.”  Resolution as documented in 11/511r1 shall be used to satisfy this comment.
4.19.6.3.1 Moved John Barr, 2nd Eldad P.

4.19.6.3.2 No objection.

4.19.6.4  Voting on Main Motion #434 (as Amended) 17 yes -0 no 0 abstain motion passes.

4.19.6.5  610r1 was posted with the final version of the motion.

4.20 Status of comments database

4.20.1 Do we need to work on anything in PM1 today?

4.20.2 We need to convene to ensure that we have all the comments resolved.

4.21 Plan going forward

4.21.1 Keep Wed PM1

4.21.2 Release Thurs AM1

4.21.3 Thurs PM2

4.21.3.1 New draft review and approve

4.21.3.2 Plan going forward (Conf calls, ballot cycles, EC packages etc.)

4.21.4 No objections to the amended agenda.

4.22 Recess 10:04 am.

5.0 Wednesday PM1 1:30pm
5.1 Meeting called to order at 1:31pm

5.2 Agenda for this slot:
5.2.1 Convene to check database

5.3 The list of CIDs in doc 09-11/511r1 was more than just the SB2 CIDs; this adds details for SB0, SB1 as well.

5.4 After a review of the comment database -- All comments are approved.
5.5 A Draft for review will be made available early Thurs AM, and we will reconvene Thurs PM2 for final disposition of work for the week.

5.6 Recess at 1:45pm

6.0 Thursday PM2 4:00pm

6.1 Called to order 4:02 pm

6.2 Review of update to 0421 rev 4 to give a full context of what needs to be done this time slot.
6.2.1 Slide 47 -- 3 more previous no-voters have indicated they would be happy with the COEX compromise text.

6.2.2 Slide 48-50 Review of possible timeline

6.2.2.1 Plan A – July EC Approval with Sept RevCom
6.2.2.2 Plan B – July EC Conditional Approval with Oct REvCom

6.2.2.3 Plan C – Nov EC Approval with Dec RevCom

6.2.3 Slide 52 – Calendaring of Plan A Schedule Details

6.2.3.1 Possible 3 Recirc Ballots

6.2.3.2 2 telcons between ballots

6.2.3.3 Preparation of  EC Package and EC Presentation

6.2.3.4 Obviously we would like Plan A
6.2.4 Note Telcons will not be on every Wednesday.

6.2.4.1 There will be 5 dates – June 1, June 3, June 22, June 24, July 8

6.2.5 Review of published Timeline

6.2.5.1 If we use Plan A dates:

	Event Name
	Currently Published
	Likely

	Final WG Approval
	Nov ‘09
	Jul ‘09

	Final EC Approval
	Nov ‘09
	Jul ‘09

	RevCom/ Stds Board Approval
	Jan ‘10
	Sep ‘09

	Publication
	Mar ‘10
	Nov ‘09


6.2.5.2 Review of some of the other options see slides 55- 58
6.2.6 Other potential issues that effect the timelines
6.2.6.1 Dependency – TGw

6.2.6.2 Contents of TGn are based on the amendments ahead of us which includes TGw.

6.2.6.3 If TGw delays, then we will have to stall TGn
6.2.6.3.1 If TGw comes after us then TGn cannot refer to TGw material.

6.2.6.3.2 However, the unprotection of Action Frames would have to move to TGn

6.2.6.3.3 The Biggest effort would be the renumbering of the clauses and the MIB variables would all change position and numbering.  This is sufficient non-trivial to want TGw to complete in a timely manner.

6.2.6.4 We want to be sensitive to provide any support that TGw may need to complete their work as quickly as possible.

6.2.7 Review of Draft material to determine if we are ready to move forward.

6.3 Draft 10 was posted on the server about 8:30am PDT.

6.3.1 Redline has been prepared, and a review of the AdHoc chairs to ensure that the changes made reflect the approved resolutions.

6.3.2 About 562 pages in Draft 10

6.4 Motion: Approve P802.11n D10.0 as the TGn Draft.
6.4.1 Moved: Adrian Stephens  2nd: Vinko Erceg

6.4.2 Voting: 17 yes – 0 no – 1 abstain – Motion Passes
6.5 Motion: Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the recirculation ballot on P802.11n D9.0, Approve a 15 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11n D10.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”
6.5.1 Moved: Adrian Stephen  2nd: Peter Loc
6.5.2 Voting: 15 yes – 0 no – 2 abstain – Motion Passes
6.6 Question – Does this have to be approved by the WG?

6.6.1 No, this is the TGn CRC and the Sponsor has authorized this group to process comments.

6.7  Discussion on the timeline and plan

6.7.1 Question if we go down A path, could this derail and we end up on Plan B or Plan C?

6.7.1.1 Yes, there are points that we could derail, but we can reset the plan in our CRC mtgs and adjust as we get results for each step.

6.7.2 The need to have 2 Telcons between the Ballots is required to meet the proposed plan.
6.7.3 Now with the range of options (Plan A, Plan B, Plan C), which timeline do we publish?

6.7.4 Is there sufficient motivation to change the published timeline?

6.7.4.1 Given the status at the review, Plan A is a 50-50 likelihood, but after consulting the TGw chair, the feeling is that this is closer to a 75% chance.

6.7.4.2 Is there a difference to changing it now or in July?

6.7.4.3 Looking at the dates previously published vs Plan A, we would be putting it back to what it was before.

6.7.4.4 There is some urgency to change it, but there is some caution that may be used before just changing the schedule as the market ramifications of constantly changing the schedule.

6.7.5 What is the ramification of the TGw delays?

6.7.5.1 We would have to rewrite the plans.

6.7.5.2   The TGw draft must complete ahead of TGn
6.7.6 Straw poll 
6.7.6.1 Do you favor of changing the plan of record?

6.7.6.1.1 9 Yes  0 No  -- some not voting

6.7.7 Discussion of more possible alternatives that may or may not occur.

6.7.7.1 Plan B2 takes into account that there is a 10 day LB that the Standards Board will need after the RevCom continuous process.  Also with the delay in the Standards Board Approval, it pushes out the Publication date to most likely into Jan 10.

6.7.8 Straw poll
6.7.8.1 The net difference is that the Stds Board change from Sept 09 -> Nov 09

6.7.8.1.1 And Publication change from Nov 09 -> Jan 10

6.7.8.2 Do you favor Plan A vs Plan B2 schedule for publishing:

6.7.8.2.1 4 Plan A and 6 for Plan B2
6.7.9 Motion: Move to update the published TGn Timeline to indicate the events date shown for Plan B2: (Final WG/EC = Jul 09; Stds Brd: Nov 09; Pub: Jan 10)
6.7.9.1 Moved Rolf 2nd: Peter

6.7.9.2 Discussion

6.7.9.2.1 Only one option at a time can be on the timeline, what are the consequences of slipping or adjusting the schedule.  Is it worse to move up or move out the schedule to match the actual?

6.7.9.3 Voting: 12 Yes 2 No 2 Abstain -- motion passes.

6.7.9.4 Action Item: TGn Chair to get the new publication dates posted to the website.

6.8 Review to ensure that we have all the work completed for this Session.

6.9 TGn adjourned at 5:16pm
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Abstract


Executive Summary: 


TGn met for 5 time slots. During this session, the resolutions for comments from SB2 were resolved and a P802.11n D10.0 has been created and the draft shall be sent out for recirculation.  A plan for completion was crafted.  A new timeline will be published.  Contingency plans noting a path for completion, using various options was presented.  Dependency on TGw was documented as part of the contingency planning.
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