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1. Thursday Afternoon Session, March 17, 2005

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to order

1.2.1.1. Richard: [Richard Paine]: I call the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. [Secretary’s note: Time notations will be made in 24 hour format, subject to new 802.11 guidelines.]

1.2.1.3. Meeting convenes at 1332.

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review Objectives for the Session

1.3.1.1. Richard: This afternoon we shall work on comment resolution, but also have a few presentations relating to this work.  These presentations are scheduled to begin at 1430.  Is there any objection?  None.  Very well, we shall proceed.

1.3.2. Overview of Presentations

1.3.2.1. Richard: I have been asked to allow a representative of 802.11p to address the meeting.  Is there any objection?  None.

1.3.3. Discussion of 802.11p Activities

1.3.3.1. Jeffrey Zhu: 802.11p is working on High Precision RSSI , would request “k” help developing fabric/ensuring coherence.

1.3.3.2. JoeKwak: You might be able to use “k” as foundation with tightened precision (currently +/- 5 dB in k).  I recommend that “k” should help with the “p” process.

1.3.4. Discussion of 802.11k Help to Other Groups

1.3.4.1. Richard: A number of other groups with activities underway have requested liaison/consultation regarding “k” interactions.

1.3.4.2. BruceKraemer: We have been through situations before where task groups have been asked to “stretch” to other domains, but they must be careful as if PAR is exceeded, the “help” might have to be “ripped” out.

1.3.4.3. JoeKwak: There are already interactions with “v”, some of which I have been pursuing.

1.3.4.4. Richard: (puts slide on screen suggesting options for ballot pool modifications during comment resolution, opening new ballot or recirculation discussion)

1.3.4.5. JoeK: We should improve the draft to the point of letter ballot of acceptability for the existing pool first.  We’re not going to short circuit requirements, but should stay in recirculation until 75% is exceeded.  New letter ballots will draw a bigger voter pool and more comments, which will slow the process.

1.3.4.6. FloydS: We should consult the IEEE rules on this.

1.3.4.7. Richard: I’ve put a representative motion on the screen, however we do not yet know the official results of that last ballot.  First, lets look at what we have to complete in this session: presentations, perform comment resolutions, and vote on teleconferences according to the agenda.  Until the presentations, lets talk about resolutions.  Many comments relate to the sheer bulk of the “k” draft. 

1.3.4.8. Floyd:  Many are repeats of previous comments by the same people.

1.3.4.9. SimonBlack:  The draft’s been around a while now, so a number of people in the room have entered a lot of comments with small things.  Generally, these are quick to solve.  A large number of comments doesn’t necessarily translate into a long resolution period.  There are a lot of comments that also repeat with different commenters.  Many comments looking for more clarity or questioning “Why have that?” over and over.

1.3.4.10. Richard: Every clarification is a lot of work

1.3.4.11. JoeK: Between the last ballot and this one, many responded with a lot of comments suggesting “take out” a feature, and we didn’t address these very well.  We should give better reasons, or add an appendix so as not to provoke more “no” comments.  We need to point to a document or annex to show that the measurements are useful and warranted for 802.11 networks.

1.3.4.12. Richard:  We should bring this to a close, but I must check on some rules before we make motions on the voter pool.  Perhaps use of the Powerpoint “pitch” to crisply describe what “k” is about would help to speed the process by showing those not familiar with the draft how we expect the measurements to be used.  

1.3.4.13. StephenWang: Many folks haven’t  paid attention to the details in the draft and made comments that do not allow precise treatment.  We should find a way to encourage suggested repairs, rather than putting the burden on us.

1.3.4.14. TimOlson: We have to discourage comments that say “just delete it”.  

1.3.4.15. Richard: Yes, we need to do that.

1.3.5. Presentation of Document 05/1637r4

1.3.5.1. On the server.

1.3.5.2. Presentation by Emily Qi.  Discussion of statistical measurements.   In this proposal additional QoS measurements are proposed to expand performance metrics on QoS sessions.  A new measurement type for QoS is defined.  Want to measure delay for video and voice, and need delay histogram.

1.3.6. Discussion on the Presentation  

1.3.6.1. General discussion about how metrics would be used: 

1.3.6.2. FloydS: The AP can make request of station and vice versa, but where would the information for both up and down reside?

1.3.6.3. TimO: The information can reside at the AP.

1.3.6.4. Discussion regarding what provisions are allowed with respect to request of information between APs and STAs, and what addresses appear in the request and reply. 

1.3.6.5. StephenW: There are also power save delay implications.  I wonder how useful the information will be given this uncertainty.  

1.3.6.6. TimO: Not every station will have power save.

1.3.6.7. StephenW: Still, I don’t understand what the measurement is useful for, given the complication different situations can cause.

1.3.6.8. TimO: It allows APs to monitor behavior of the network.  For example, one might want to monitor behavior of power-save clients, for example.

1.3.6.9. AmjadSoomro: This was an objective presentation of value.  Many good things were discussed.  However I’d like to know, “When are the measurements performed?”  “While traffic is in progress?” The AP has to know beforehand to issue the measurement to make it useful.

1.3.6.10. EmilyQ: The requester can ask for an autonomous report, ongoing.

1.3.6.11. AmjadS: Would prefer to see metrics kept over the lifetime of a session while the session is active, without an explicit start and stop.

1.3.6.12. SimonBlack: I have a presentation that speaks to this point.  I agree with Amjad, but Emily’s ideas are an important first step. 

1.3.6.13. JoeKwak: There is a selection of counters.  As a traffic stream measure this presentation adds detail about a particular stream.  But we could also get information from existing traffic stream counters.  Why not collect all of the counters and filter them?

1.3.6.14. SimonB: The counters here are the key ones that enable you to understand exactly why impairments are happening, rather than simply noting that they happened.  The suggestion here is to remove system overhead in the station to measure constantly.

1.3.6.15. [Unknown]: The “CF Polls Lost” counter is currently part of the measurement  suite.

1.3.6.16. SteveEmiott: Can you address anticipated usage in parallel with other measurement messages?  This could use a lot of resources.  Can this be used in conjunction with other measurements?  Can one keep measurements going in parallel?

1.3.6.17. TimO:  Every request must include all measurements, or existing will be canceled.

1.3.6.18. AmjadS: These are the right things to capture, but I have concerns about how statistics are defined in the draft.  It is important for QoS to measure delays of frames that went through, but also those that did not go through.  This measurement would give a rosy picture, because only shows successful packets.

1.3.6.19. EmilyQ: There are other counters that treat this problem.

1.3.6.20. AmjadS: It would be nice to make definition consistent including all packets, though.

1.3.6.21. SimonB:  For example, you know how many of the packets didn’t arrive due to lifetime.

1.3.6.22. AmjadS: Yes, but can’t know why they were discarded. 

1.3.6.23. JoeK: Our multiple retry count could have been clearer.  You currently lose in the counter how many were transmitted  2,3, or more times.

1.3.6.24. TimO: Each retry is not counted as a separate delay.

1.3.6.25. AmjadS: In the contention-based EDCA mode, retry count makes sense, but not so much in the HCCA where packets are at the mercy of the QAP.  Metrics depend on many poll characteristics.  I recommend more information captured in another parameter.

1.3.6.26. TimO: We are simply logging delay, not clear about what extra statistics are needed.

1.3.6.27. AmjadS: Having a large multiple retry count doesn’t necessarily imply trouble.

1.3.6.28. SimonB: There are currently no QoS measurements like this in “e”

1.3.6.29. StephenWang: Little difference between discarded and failed counts.

1.3.6.30. SimonB: Discard gives MDSUs due to lifetime or retry limits, but failed count shows “hits” due to retrys or long medium access delays.  I think these do give useful information.

1.3.6.31. SandeshG: Should delay for failed MSDUs should be taken into account for average delay?

1.3.6.32. JoeK:  You can compute this.

1.3.6.33. SandeshG: Can one AP request this of another AP?  

1.3.6.34. EmilyQ: It depends on policy.  There is a comment about this.

1.3.6.35. FloydS: Struggling with use cases  I have questions regarding reports and where they reside based on who asked?

1.3.6.36. TimO: This is why measurements are needed.  An example is “Is the trouble with the wireless network or the whole network?”  One can look at just wireless with these measurements, so one can partition problems.

1.3.6.37. AmjadS: I have a statistics-collection question.  Average delay is important, but you need a lot of samples for accuracy, perhaps 4-5 seconds for long packets.  This is a long measurement time, so the process must continue running causing much overhead.  We might need  a simple measurement scheme running all the time looking for problem rather than this method.

1.3.6.38. EmilyQ: more complicated…

1.3.6.39. AmjadS: Not necessarily.

1.3.6.40. SimonB: We need to get the measurement properly defined as a first step.

1.3.6.41. TimO: I’m confused. It seems like a measurement for 5 sec is better than all the time in background.

1.3.6.42. AmjadS: But it could preclude other measurements at same time.

1.3.6.43. TimO: “k” allows that.  How is this different, as it seems like same measurements are still being done.

1.3.6.44. AmjadS: Simple counter updates are less overhead than interpretive (e.g. average measurements). 

1.3.6.45. SteveE: A question regarding STA-STA measurements:  Can a station ignore the request if it doesn’t have an association?

1.3.6.46. TimO: The STA only does it according to the table in the draft.  There were many comments about the station-to-AP case.  STA-STA cases are only allowed in IBSS currently.

1.3.6.47. Richard:  Is there a motion connected to the presentation? Yes.

1.3.6.48. “Move to instruct the editor to include 11-05-1637r4 in the next 11k draft”

1.3.6.49. Moved Emily Qi

1.3.6.50. Second: Simon Black

1.3.6.51. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion?

1.3.6.52. TimO: I speak in favor.  System manufacturers have trouble debugging VoIP phones, and can’t partition trouble because of no measurement capability.  Even if this isn’t the right solution, they still need something.

1.3.6.53. AmjadS: I agree with Tim, such a measurement is needed.  After this goes into draft could it be modified?

1.3.6.54. JoeK: I speak in favor: As a group we recognized that VoIP time-domain measurements were important.  So far we haven’t adopted any time-based proposals.  We should put this into the draft to fix a hole and encourage improvement.

1.3.6.55. Richard:  Is there any further discussion? No.  Seeing none, we shall vote.  The vote passes unanimously: 13 “For”, 0 “Against”,  6 “Abstain”.

1.3.7. Presentation of Document 05/294r0

1.3.7.1. SimonB: This presentation, on the server, treats a new twist on autonomous measurements, and fits well with previous discussion.  We need a QoS measurement scheme that runs continuously but alerts only when needed.   The idea needs a triggering mechanism, though.  This idea sets up measurement with a “trigger condition”.  The QAP has knowledge of the setup, format, and results.  However it needs to define the trigger using new trigger fields.  Trigger thresholds specifications are described. 

1.3.8. Discussion on the Presentation 

1.3.8.1. FloydS: How do you cancel the process?

1.3.8.2. SimonB: One could send another measurement command or DELTS.

1.3.8.3. StephenWang: Could you turn on and off the measurement keyed to the TSPEC?  What happens to the measurement if a TSPEC is overridden by another?  Does the measurement change?

1.3.8.4. SimonB: One would have to modify the measurement if one wanted to do that.

1.3.8.5. Stephen: If I first set up a TSPEC, then send another for say power save or HCCA?

1.3.8.6. SimonB:  One would send another measurement condition.

1.3.8.7. SteveE: This sounds similar to conditional reporting. Might we want to adopt similar nomenclature?

1.3.8.8. SimonB: Beacon reporting conditions work only at the time when the condition is met, this is a requested periodic measurement that reports whenever the condition is met.

1.3.8.9. SteveE: See this as similar.  Is there any “duration” in this concept? 

1.3.8.10. BobM: Is there a problem if many clients running this all report at once in a synchronized “storm”?  Could this bring a system down or violate parameterized traffic guarantees simply by reporting?

1.3.8.11. SimonB: Perhaps, the AP should probably not have this running on a lot of clients at once.

1.3.8.12. JoeK: Suggest that we adopt similar nomenclature for similar things to simplify the draft.  We probably also need to describe the priority of measurement processes.  We might need to limit measurements as separate with exceptions for parallel measurements.  If one runs in background, it implies implicit parallelism.  We may trigger objections raised before.

1.3.8.13. SimonB: Some periodic measurements force radio to go to another channel, but this doesn’t fit in the same category.  These are not inherently disruptive to channel processes running at the time.  Before, you could have conflicts with in-process operations that interfere.

1.3.8.14. TimO: I support this concept.  I see a difference between this and beacon periodic measurement.  This could run for total length of stream.  A better solution than setting arbitrary periodicity. 

1.3.8.15. JoeK:  If this could be done in background always on serving channels, we might also be able to do this for other measurements that can be done on channel.  For example could we have two types of measurements: “1 frame only”, and “permanent” on a channel?.  Let’s not confuse this with “autonomous”.

1.3.8.16. SimonB: This runs continuously, but triggers only when something abnormal happens.

1.3.8.17. BobM: So this is a debugger?

1.3.8.18. SimonB: Well, yes, sort of.

1.3.8.19. FloydS: It appears that the time between the trigger condition and report could affect usefulness.

1.3.8.20. SimonB: These are simple measurements, not likely to cause this trouble as autonomous might.

1.3.8.21. Richard: Can we continue with Simon’s straw poll?  We are out of time.  I suggest we pick up with the poll after the break.  Simon is that acceptable?

1.3.8.22. SimonB:  Yes

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. Richard: Is there any objection to recess for the break? None.  Hearing none we are recessed until 1600.

1.4.1.2. Recess at 1532.

1.5. Opening

1.5.1. Call to Order

1.5.1.1. Richard: I call the meeting to order.

1.5.1.2. Meeting reconvened at 1600.

1.6. Process

1.6.1. Process and Comment Resolution

1.6.1.1. Richard: Is there any objection to adding a vote on the minutes to the agenda? None. Hearing none, it is so added. Is there any objection to having Simon’s straw poll at this time, continuing the process from before recess?   None.

1.6.1.2. SimonB:  I would like a straw poll:

1.6.1.3. “Do you support the concept of Triggered QoS Measurements?”  Yes, No, Abstain.

1.6.1.4. Vote 11 “Yes”, 4 “No”, 1 “Abstain”

1.6.1.5. BobM: Just want to point out that triggered reports can produce an internal denial of service attack if misused.

1.6.1.6. Richard: I think Simon can work that.

1.6.1.7. Victor: Should map down to smaller set of mandatory measurements, with others optional.  Would encourage implementers to choose to implement some rather than being daunted by complexity and never implement anything.

1.6.1.8. Richard: Let’s extend thinking on that.  Perhaps we should define a “core set”.  What would be make mandatory and what optional?

1.6.1.9. SimonB:  We already have few mandatory, more optional.

1.6.1.10. Victor: Many may not be aware of this partitioning, I suggest education.

1.6.1.11. Richard: I need to hear the group’s preference: Shall we recess now until 5:30 have votes then finish up?  Agreement.

1.6.1.12. SimonB: Before we break, I’ve uploaded some information that I would like feedback on. Document 252r1 addresses comments from 191r12. 

1.6.1.13. JoeK: I’d like some clarification on the process for comment resolution.  We need to ensure efficient partitioning of comments with no overlap.  Currently, we’ve divided the comments into sub-groups with highlighted treatment on a master, work on them separately in sub-groups, and then bring them back to the larger group.

1.6.1.14. Richard: In Austrialia I would like to see recommended blocks of “easy” comments that could be acted upon, but would also like resolutions for the “hard” ones.

1.6.1.15. JoeK: About 40% appeared to have simple responses.

1.6.1.16. Richard: I think it will be worse going-forward.

1.6.1.17. JoeK: But how do we divide them?  QoS comments refer to many areas of the text, not just a particular section.  Who has the clause-to-category relationship?

1.6.1.18. SimonB: That should be in r12.

1.6.1.19. Richard: I need to know the result from Harry before we can act responsibly.  I expect that 10% of comments will have to be moved.

1.6.1.20. FloydS: Could lead to a lot of “orphaned” comments.

1.6.1.21. JoeK: I favor only one clearinghouse for comments.

1.6.1.22. SteveE: I created a new spreadsheet offering suggestions for moves.  Is there a standard way we want to do that?

1.6.1.23. SimonB: That’s why I did the Powerpoint, so that many comments were treated as a logical group.

1.6.1.24. Richard: So you have enough comments that aren’t going to change.  The others could be treated later.

1.6.1.25. JoeK: I can take a first cut and then give them to you.  We need a single master list.  Paul and I will work out a list of categories and comments that belong to them.  

1.6.1.26. TimO: Addition of suggestions for treatment currently prevent sorting.  I suggest deleting them to re-allow sorting.

1.7. Closing

1.7.1. Recess

1.7.1.1. Richard: Is there any objection to recess until 1730? None.  Hearing none we are recessed until 1730.

1.7.1.2. Recess at 1637.

2. Thursday Evening Session, March 17, 2005

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to order

2.2.1.1. Richard: I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1730.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Agenda Items

2.3.1.1. Richard:  We must accept the teleconference minutes.  We had only one conference.  Would someone like to move.

2.3.1.2. “Move to accept the Monterey-Atlanta teleconference minutes 05/0230r1”

2.3.1.3. Moved Joe Kwak. Seconded Simon Black

2.3.1.4. Richard: Is there any objection to accepting the minutes? None.  The minutes are accepted.  I show a motion:

“Empowerment for Teleconferences

Move to request the Working Group to empower TGk to hold weekly teleconferences (Wednesdays at 1130 Eastern time) through 2 weeks after the Cairns interim as required to conduct business necessary to progress the Letter Ballot process, including creating and issuing drafts for Letter Ballots and handling other business necessary to progress through the IEEE standards process.”

2.3.1.5. Moved Simon Black, Seconded John Klein

2.3.1.6. Richard: Is there any discussion on the motion? None.  Seeing none, is there any objection to passing this motion?  None.

2.3.1.7. Vote is unanimous (13 members present)

2.3.2. Comment Resolution

2.3.2.1. Richard: I was not able to get a hold of Paul.

2.3.2.2. SimonB: I have been successful in getting the spreadsheet to sort correctly again.

2.3.2.3. Richard: I deleted the troublesome lines, but could not contact Paul.  The only thing left to do, is to prepare the closing report, document 05/186r3.  On the server it will be r4.  I show r3 on screen [shares some edits].

2.3.2.4. Richard.  I show for the membership that the next Telecom is on 03/23/05  as shown in the previous motion and the r4 document, for the purpose of editorial resolution.

2.3.2.5. Richard: We shall wait for Harry’s vote tally, and I shall craft an appropriate recirculation strategy.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. Richard:  Is there any more business? No.  Do I hear a motion to adjourn? Yes. Moved Black/Tim Olson.  Is there any objection to adjourning? None. Hearing none, we are adjourned.

2.4.1.2. Meeting adjourned at 1753.
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