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1. Monday Morning Session, September 19, 2005

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to order

1.2.1.1. Pat R. Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1034 hours.

1.2.1.3. Please pull down document 914r1 from the server so we can begin, as we have no ability to project the document until a video cable arrives for the projector.

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Agenda

1.3.1.1. PatC: You see before you document 0914r1.  Please go to page 3.  We’d like to go over the pending items, and also to review Emily’s objectives in addition to getting up-to-date text.  Specific work is detailed in document 796r1.

1.3.1.2. EmilyQ: My document is 827r0.

1.3.1.3. PatC:  We anticipate some presentations.  We have a presentation on 891r0.  We also have a proposed TGv process by Emily in 0918, and another on diagnostics and troubleshooting requirements. Roger Durand also wishes to present 0946 on Spectrum Etiquette.

1.3.1.4. SimonBlack: I would like to present tomorrow on Coexistence in multi-radio devices as well.

1.3.1.5. JoeEpstein: Shall we have the diagnostics presentation tomorrow?

1.3.1.6. JoeKwak: I shall also present 280r2 on Advanced Antennas tomorrow.

1.3.1.7. PatC : OK.  [Reviews agenda].  Task groups “k” and “v” had conflicts so I gave Richard our slot for TGk.

1.3.2. Approval of the agenda

1.3.2.1. PatC: Is there any objection to accepting the agenda as shown?  None.  The motion to approve the agenda passes unanimously.

1.3.3. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.3.1. PatC: I would like to read the patent policy shown on the screen.  Are there any questions on the policy?  None.  Let us proceed.

1.3.4. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.4.1. PatC:  I call your attention to the minutes recorded in document 05/0725r1.  May I have a motion to approve the minutes?

1.3.4.2. Bob O’Hara: I so move.

1.3.4.3. Motion: To accept the minutes as shown. 

1.3.4.4. PatC: Is there a second?

1.3.4.5. Paul Gray seconds.

1.3.4.6. PatC: Is there any objection to passing this motion?  None.  The minutes are approved unanimously.

1.3.5. Review of Attendance Procedures

1.3.5.1. PatC: I have been asked to review attendance procedures for this meeting.  Sign up sheets are available each day at the registration desk.  You must sign up between 8am and 5 pm stating your percentage of 802.11 attendance.  Are there any questions? None.

1.3.6. Review of Document Submission/Retrieval  Procedures

1.3.6.1. PatC:  10.0.0.10  is available for document downloads.  Try to use the local server rather than the 802WirelessWorld server to ease demands on the network.

1.3.7. Review of Objectives

1.3.7.1. PatC:  Emily, is 732r0 text available on Client Management Protocol. Yes.

1.3.7.2. PatC:  Let’s look at document 0796, and review presentations that were action items.  Spectrum etiquette:  Roger, Simon? Yes.   Necati, do  we have location based management?  No.  Joe Kwak, how about Antennas?  Yes.  Diagnostics and Troubleshooting, Joe Kwak will wait to see if Emily covers.  Tim Olsen, “SNMP or not to SNMP”?.  Yes for Thursday.  Fault Tolerance/Management.  Anyone want to present on fault tolerance?  In San Francisco it was suggested that these networks are becoming critical and so must be fault tolerant.  No? OK.  AP MIB, Paul?  You said you might be interested.  No. Anyone else interested?  No.  We will declare non-scope.  Home Area? No.  Client control and Operation?  Necati says ”no”.  Active Management Technologies? No.  SME interface? No. Roaming etc?  No.  IBSS/802.11b? No.  Advertising Service Capabilities have transitioned to TGu, so no.  Control Framework for TGv?  Joe, do you know about this, as it seems this should be active?  Marian, do you remember why this is “no”?

1.3.7.3. Marian:  We need to move this back up.

1.3.7.4. PatC: We shall move this back up into the active list.  I’ll update this document on the network.  Stuart, do you believe you will be addressing location-based management?  Not sure.  

1.3.7.5. JoeK:  What do we do with IBSS?  What does this mean?  Does this mean we’re going to ignore IBSS?  Or shall we take a position similar to “k”: if there’s no reason it can’t be applied to IBSS, it would be OK.  I’m concerned about putting in a non-work item for IBSS, we might give the impression we are not having anything to do with IBSS.

1.3.7.6. PatC:  You raise a good question.  What do you all think?

1.3.7.7. JoeK:  I’d like to get opinions on what mesh is doing separately rather than using the IBSS foundation.  There’s not much implementation of IBSS.  Ongoing, should we continue to support?

1.3.7.8. BobO’Hara:  I remember this task group was to do network management extending to the station device.  Is the station a network?  I come down on the side that IBSS is not a network.

1.3.7.9. JoeEpstein: I do not think IBSS is completely irrelevant.  I can’t come up with a specific instance, though.

1.3.7.10. RichardH: Almost no one uses the IBSS functionality.  I think what’s happening is that IBSS is not being used.  If we see functionality that could fit, as we work on infrastructure mode, we should include it.

1.3.7.11. DarwinE:  IBSS is important and should not be excised.  Reaching directly into a neighbor’s PC is not a good thing to do, however.

1.3.7.12. JoeK:  Looking at the other work items, there are many things that also address IBSS.  Why wouldn’t power control apply to ad-hoc networks?  Why would moving frequency not be used in IBSS?  I resonate with those that say let it go, but if an item addresses it, it should be allowed to do so.

1.3.7.13. TimO:  Extend the work done in 11k.  If we are extending k measurements, etc..  If it’s covered in “k”, we should consider it, but otherwise no.  Not covering it at all could produce comments.

1.3.7.14. PatC:  I’m unsure of what conclusion we should come to.

1.3.7.15. Kevin:  I suggest we consider three paths:  Promote it, demote it, or eliminate it  Perhaps we can have a straw poll.  Let’s have a straw poll to “promote to active work item”?

1.3.7.16. PatC: [typing] Straw Poll Text:  How do we want to deal with IBSS.

1.3.7.17. 1.  Promote it as active work item

1.3.7.18. 2.  Consider it out of scope completely

1.3.7.19. 3.  On a case by case basis as other objectives are developed.

1.3.7.20. JoeK:  Suggest for (3) “Consider IBSS functionality for all work items.”

1.3.7.21. PatC:  Everyone agrees on language? OK.  Please vote only once.

1.3.7.22. #1-1 vote, #2-4,  #3-20

1.3.7.23. Stuart, I believe your presentation is next. 

1.3.8. Presentation of Document 05/891r0

1.3.8.1. Stuart Golden, Intel presents “Enabling Localization in WLAN by Time-Stamp Differences (TSD)” Localization suggests addition of high-accuracy location using time-stamp difference.   GPS doesn’t work indoors.  It would be helpful if indoor wireless LANs could function the same way.  Shows 4 minute video demonstrating application.  Covers signal strength, time difference of arrival, time of arrival, discusses benefits/liabilities of each.

1.3.8.2. [Discussion regarding turn-around delay in 802.11 devices, scope of use considering areas where GPS doesn’t work, resolution]

1.3.8.3. Darwin Engwer:  GPS can work indoors with repeaters.

1.3.8.4. Stuart: Yes, that’s true.  However the repeaters must transmit in the GPS band, which the FCC doesn’t allow.

1.3.8.5. DarwinE: I was addressing the comment that it’s not possible.  On slide 7 you say the client’s TSD is between probe request and acknowledgement.  Are you talking about frames or packets?

1.3.8.6. Stuart: Frames.

1.3.8.7. DarwinE:  Is this viable and is there test data?  I can point to test data that shows this is viable.  By taking several measurements one can get accuracy.

1.3.8.8. Schlomo: Discussion of details on whether several APs have to interact over the wired network to make the idea work, and how a client knows the location of each AP. 

1.3.8.9. Stuart:  One would have to identify the location of access points.  If one downloads a list, then each AP location would be known to the client. 

1.3.8.10. JoeEpstein: Suggest that you need to use the last bit of the preamble, because start of preamble depends on when sync occurs.

1.3.8.11. BobO’Hara: I agree. 

1.3.8.12.  Darwin:  Stuart is suggesting that the AP include its delay in the message. 

1.3.8.13. JoeE:  There may also be jitter which is hardware dependent, which may make the approach inappropriate for standardization because it will not work with all implementations if just in the MAC..

1.3.8.14. TimO: Describe how the actual process works.  Concerns about the number of access points that can “hear” client, and how client must change frequencies to get to all of them.

1.3.8.15. JoeK:  I suggest you come back with more specific analysis of ranging mechanism and error analysis.  We are attempting to focus on MAC-level approaches only. 

1.3.8.16. Darwin:  I think what Stuart is proposing requires precision timers and filters, etc.  I could present on this…

1.3.8.17. BobM:  I presume all measurements made with same APs and STAs?

1.3.8.18. Stuart: Yes.

1.3.8.19. Stuart: I’d like to request straw poll

1.3.8.20. PatC:  I’d like to postpone your poll and do this one, instead:

1.3.8.21. Does TGv want to include in its objectives to support higher precision ranging?  20 Yes, 0 No

1.3.8.22. PatC: On Tuesday 1230-1430 we shall discuss this along with Darwin’s work? Group agrees.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. PatC: I believe we have only about 5 minutes left, so I suggest that we recess..  Is there any objection to recessing?  Hearing none, we are recessed.

1.4.1.2. Recess for the day at 1225.

2. Tuesday Morning Session, September 20, 2005

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to order

2.2.1.1. [The secretary wishes to acknowledge and thank Pat Calhoun and Jesse Walker for taking minutes during his absence]

2.2.1.2. Pat R. Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.3. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Presentation of  Document 05/0918r1

2.3.1.1. Emily Qi presented document 05/0918r1 proposing a baseline draft creation process. The document was updated in response to the discussion, to apply only to the creation of the base draft, and to correct some errors made in the text.

2.3.1.2. PatC:  There is a motion:

2.3.1.3. TGv shall use the process defined in doc# 11-05-9182r2 (Step 1, 2, 3, and 4) for the substantive text selection to produce the base draft.

2.3.1.4. Moved: Emily Qi

2.3.1.5. Second: Joe Epstein

2.3.1.6. PatC:  Is there discussion on the motion?

2.3.1.7. [Discussion: Con: A process isn't necessary to create a base draft. Pro: We need a way to a baseline the draft. The alternative is completing full proposals, which isn't going to happen.]

2.3.1.8. Question called.

2.3.1.9. PatC: Is there any objection? No objection to the calling question.

2.3.1.10. Vote: 13-3-6, motion passes

2.3.1.11. Discussion on a motion that Jesse Walker intends to present, which is to allow updates to the Objectives document by a 3/4 vote, but allow the chair to rule proposals out of order if it does not address one of the objectives.  An objection is raised that it would be appropriate if TGv had adopted an objectives document, but it has not. Jesse agrees to delay motion until TGv adopts an objectives document.  Request made to schedule a vote on the objectives document during TGv’s final session this week.

2.3.2. Presentation of  Document 05/0905r0

2.3.2.1. Emily Qi presents document 05/0905r0 on Diagnostics and Trouble-Shooting.
2.3.2.2. [Discussion: Observation that Alerts correspond to SNMP traps. “Extensible” in the presentation means that it should be easy to add new messages to the protocol even after the standard is published.]
2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. PatC: I suggest that we recess.  Is there any objection to recessing?  Hearing none, we are recessed.

2.4.1.2. Recess for the day at 1030.

2.5. Opening

2.5.1. Call to order

2.5.1.1. Pat R. Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

2.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1100 hours.

2.6. Process

2.6.1. Presentation of  Document 05/0945r0

2.6.1.1. Presentation of document 05/0945r0 by Joe Epstein on Diagnostics.  The document is a follow-on to the May presentation (11-05/0505r0).  It addresses a special mode of operation where APs with overlapping AP coverage can exchange messages to automatically perform the task. APs can then adjust their RF parameters to help optimize coverage. Neighbor learning process slide: Allowing APs to automatically detect their neighbors.  Report Sharing: is a way for an AP (or other device) to receive ongoing copies of specified reports (over the air).  

2.6.1.2. [Discussion: Site survey seems to suggest 2 mechanisms for APs to coordinate with each other and a way for them to share the results. Report sharing suggests that an AP share with another the contents of its stations reports.]

2.6.1.3. PatC:  We need some straw polls to determine if diagnostics should become an active item for TGv.

2.6.1.4. Straw poll: TGv should support extensions for APs to collaborate their scanning or report-taking behavior, including a possible site survey mode.

2.6.1.5. Yes 11,  No 6.

2.6.1.6. Straw poll: TGv should support extensions for AP to register with other APs (or STAs) for copies of some reports responses they receive.

2.6.1.7. Yes 3, No 7.

2.6.1.8. Straw poll: TGv should support extensions for APs to request reports from each other. 

2.6.1.9. Yes 3, No 7.

2.6.1.10. PatC: This item should go back to TGk

2.6.1.11. PatC: Let’s revisit Diagnostics and Troubleshooting (11-05/0905r0). Emily Qi (follow on from previous discussion, straw poll only).  We need to take straw polls for objectives related to diagnostics.

2.6.1.12. Straw poll: TGv should support MAC extensions to improve wireless network diagnostics and troubleshooting.

2.6.1.13. Yes 15,  No 2

2.6.1.14. [Discussion: This information can be gleaned already from the beacon report. This work should have been done in TGk. There is no mechanism for an AP coordinate with another AP  (it is outside of TGk’s scope).  This appears to be outside the scope of IEEE altogether if it assumes infrastructure communication.]

2.6.1.15. Straw poll: TGv should provide a mechanism to allow STAs to report alerts when a failure occurs or performance degrades.

2.6.1.16. Yes 15, No 3.

2.6.1.17. Straw poll: TGV should provide an extensible framework for STAs to report event log and diagnostics data as AP requested.

2.6.1.18. Yes 9, No 6

2.6.2. Presentation of  Document 05/0280r2

2.6.2.1. Joe Kwak presented “Advanced Antennas”, document 05/0280r2 reworked from its original contribution.  The presentation outlines procedures that could be used special uplink and downlink beam-directing coordination via the MAC.  This was presented 2 meetings ago (Cairns). Look at the uplink and downlink Pointing Problems, add an update on antenna tracking suggestions. Without some management features/functions in the standard, the companies investing in advanced antennas cannot realize the full advantages of these systems. 

2.6.2.2. Uplink Problem: Issue is an AP does not have any a priori knowledge of who will transmit when. So the location of the next transmitter is not known, and therefore it cannot select the right antenna for the station. Even if it did know, the person could have moved from the location. So the issue is for the AP to select the correct directional antenna when an ad-hoc or contention based access is used in order to determine who is allowed to transmit. The solution presented in Cairns was for an AP to only use OMNI mode for uplink frames, but that doesn’t allow for the advantage antenna to be used. Perhaps a complex receiver technology could allow all beams to be used simultaneously, but cost is prohibitive. Alternatively, some scanning technology could be used, but that would be hit/miss, but this would lead to lots of retransmissions when a station that had access could not find the AP’s antenna train. Alternatives that include PHY changes have been ruled out of scope of the TG. Having the STA use RTS/CTS prior to sending frames would work, but is inefficient. 

2.6.2.3. Proposal: STA decides which uplink transmission needs advanced antenna, e.g. any large uplink burst, any uplink burst requiring high data rate or low latency, etc.
2.6.2.4. •  STA transmits RFA frame which contains a requested AP antenna ID (one which provides this STA with the best downlink signal).  NAV is set to cover time period for the data transmission or first fragment.

2.6.2.5. •  AP receives RFA frame and switches to the requested antenna.

2.6.2.6. •  STA sends the uplink frame with updated NAV timer set to cover the ACK for the next fragment.

2.6.2.7. •  RFA is a Management Action Frame which is used to define a new frame exchange sequence similar to use of CTS for NAV distribution purposes.

2.6.2.8. Downlink Problem:  Allows a station, during association process and afterwards for mobility tracking, to determine which downlink beam is appropriate for the AP. The suggestion solution is the same as in Cairns. During the probing process, when detecting the candidate AP, the STA would request the AP to use one of each of its available antennas.  Each probe would include an antenna ID. This allows the station to measure on each beam and determine which one is best. For mobility purposes, a link measurement request would discover/configure the best AP antenna. The AP sends a link measurement report with an antenna ID, and again the STA determines the best one.

2.6.2.9. [TGv secretary resumes minutes]

2.6.2.10. Recommendation: The 802.11 lacks support for advanced antennas. This is just a proposed solution that would have to be refined by the TG. These MAC layer solutions should be adopted as objectives in TGv. A straw poll is requested to obtain approval for making this an active work item.

2.6.2.11. PatC:  Is there discussion?

2.6.2.12. RogerD: RTS/CTS is normally used for such circumstances.  

2.6.2.13. JoeK:  Under some circumstances, one could use these procedures if RTS/CTS is not in use.  This is a middle approach between RTS/CTS and nothing.

2.6.2.14. JoeE:  I think the RFA changes how we accomplish the “reservation”.  Do you contemplate creating a new control frame or modifying CTS? Up until now you can implement on standard hardware, but this proposal may require either a new control frame, or a management frame that using different interframe spacing. 

2.6.2.15. JoeK:  I believe the approach I’ve outlined is less-impacting.  There are 3 options: inventing a new control frame, redefining CTS, or suggesting a management frame with a different inter frame sequence. It appeared that the third was the simplest one to implement. This could be argued as a different method to perform fragmentation. This would require that we go down the path of changing the behavior of ACKs as well.

2.6.2.16. JoeE:  We’d have to make modifications at the channel access layer to implement this.

2.6.2.17. JoeK:  This is really nothing more than changing the fragmentation approach.

2.6.2.18. EmilyQ: On slide 15, the straw poll, I am confused about what the work item actually is.  The straw poll is not sufficient, and must include recommended text for the objectives document. 

2.6.2.19. JoeK:  This addresses only adding this as a work item, not detailing how the capabilities will be established.

2.6.2.20. TimO:  I like the idea of improving antenna selection, but this covers only multiple omni or sectorized antennas.  What about support for diversity antennas?  It’s not clear whether we can come up with something detailed enough to cover all types. How can you do this without adding significant overhead? Further, antennas could change all the time with roaming devices, so how do you keep up with dynamic environments.

2.6.2.21. JoeK: There is no requirement to switch mid-stream. The protocol is just for the provisioning to determine, which is the preferred antenna. This does not degrade performance in the omni case.  Each omni or sector antenna would have an idenitifier to make sure that each antenna can be addressed independently.  The CTS handshake is also still available.  This antenna is low-overhead way to signal a preferred antenna.  The approach is intended to be general.

TimO:  How could one keep pace with constantly changing diversity antennas.  The antenna could change on every packet.  It seems like there would be tremendous overhead. Presumably, this only works with sectorized directional antennas, and not with 2 diversity antennas. In the case of the 2 sectorized antennas, it’s not clear that any messaging is any different from using the ACKs to determine which antennas are better, which is what existing systems to today.

JoeK: The approach is general, and each antenna would have a separate ID. When probing for the first time, each omni would be used in the response, and the STA would use one vs. another. It includes multiple directional in the same directions. However, it only provides the intermediate step, and the full CTS/RTS is still available. The gain is better with directional sectorized antennas. This simply allows  preference information to be transmitted. It is not an attempt to continuously follow or command antenna changes.

2.6.2.22. TimO:  How would this be better than a simply watching how the ACKs behave?

2.6.2.23. JoeK:  That may be an alternative.  A combination of probing and link measurements seems sufficient for downlink.

2.6.2.24. Simon:  I’m trying to work out exactly how this would work.

2.6.2.25. JoeK:  This was intended only to show possible solutions and to allow us to adopt it as a work item.  Normative text would follow as we improve the ways the idea could be standardized.  The last time this was presented, we had no solutions.  This time we have possible solutions.

2.6.2.26. TimO: This proposal assumes this occurs during probing time, but what about after association.?

2.6.2.27. JoeK: The proposal assumes the probe for downlink, but you could use other frames as well. If the probe is not sufficient, we can use some other mechanism. You could do it with data frames too if you wanted to, but it’s probably not required.

2.6.2.28. SimonB: Many details, but general statements, were made.

2.6.2.29. JoeK: This is a conceptual paper to help decide on the work item. There are solutions available, and some were presented, but we would have to follow up with normative text. The last time there was no appropriate solution, this time around some proposed solutions are included.

2.6.2.30. RogerD:  I support this because 11n might use them.  We’re trying to guess what such proposals would be.  Many of the items you brought up would be valuable for them to consider.  Are we going to support 11n?  If so (and I think so) we should support this work item.  However, we may not be able to work on it until 11n firms up.

2.6.2.31. PatC:  Let’s go back to the straw poll:

2.6.2.32. TGv will define a management approach to support Advanced Antennas.  For example the mechanisms defined in 11-05/0280r2 would be one approach.

2.6.2.33. Yes 9, No 3.

2.6.3. Presentation of  Document 05/0952r0

2.6.3.1. Darwin Engwer, Nortel,  presented “Viability of Location Determination”, document 05/0952r0.  In a previous session, we discussed location techniques.  As Darwin had done some work on this in the past, he thought it might be useful to share it.  Presentation discusses various ways of locating and their accuracies.  Outlines a statistical method for reducing inaccuracies for time-of-flight measurements due to MAC response time.  Golden’s method uses a measurement of the MAC response delay directly and transmitting it along with the reply.

2.6.3.2. RogerD:  If one needs 3 foot resolution, one needs 3 nSec resolution, which seems to require a 300 MHz clock.  This would seem to require a precision timer.  The RTS/CTS timing is not specified in the standard.

2.6.3.3. Darwin:  The MUP value does not change very much because the CTS/RTS turnaround is a low-level MAC function slaved to the state machine clock ticks.  That time is very predictable.

2.6.3.4. RogerD:  I’m still concerned about various implementations.

2.6.3.5. JoeEpstein:  Referencing the previous presentation, would it be reasonable to provide specific implementation information?

2.6.3.6. Darwin:  One could have a totally asynchronous machine that would obviate the method.

2.6.3.7. JoeE:  One could have a capability bit to flag support for this application.

2.6.3.8. Unknown:  One could also tell by manufacturer

2.6.3.9. DarwinE: Yes one could tell from the MAC address and have a table look up to correct the delay for a particular manufacturer’s unit.  Using the statistical approach one can look for clusters of delays that match to get a good approximation.

2.6.3.10. TimO:  What kind of variability can be tolerated?  e.g. how much does processing time change from exchange to exchange.

2.6.3.11. Unknown:  Tim is looking for variability across manufacturers.

2.6.3.12. Darwin:  The measurement of delay you use is actually the lowest delay.

2.6.3.13. JoeE:  How do you measure further than 40 feet with a 44 MHz clock?

2.6.3.14. JoeK:  The baseline assumption is that the processing time is invariant.  Because the clocks are not locked together, so one gets dithered measurements that can be statistically culled to get the resolution needed.

2.6.3.15. Darwin.  Yes.

2.6.3.16. PatC:  Let’s bring up Stuart’s text from earlier.

2.6.3.17. Proposed text for TGv objectives.

2.6.3.18. Add the following text to the objectives document

2.6.3.19. • TGv should provide measurements to support higher accuracy localization over signal strength using TOA and TDOA methods.

2.6.3.20. • Provide Time-Stamp Differences (TSD) to enable both TOA and TDOA approaches.

2.6.3.21. The next slide addresses the question:

Should we modify the TGv objectives to support higher accuracy localization using TOA and TDOA methods?

Emily:  TOA doesn’t require ranging?

JoeK:  They all require ranging.

TimO:  I suggest different straw poll language.  I feel uncomfortable with putting something of unknown accuracy.

PatC:  Can I suggest putting together a group to reword and bring back the straw poll later?

RichardRoy:  The only way this can be handled is specific designation of how you measure the range.  That’s the only way it can be implemented.

PatC:  Is it reasonable to work out some new language from Thursday.

RichardRoy:  I encourage everyone to think about good ways of doing TOA/TDOA directly.

PatC:  I believe it is time to recess.

2.7. Closing

2.7.1. Recess

2.7.1.1. PatC: I suggest that we recess..  Is there any objection to recessing?  Hearing none, we are recessed.

2.7.1.2. Recess at 1230.

3. Thursday Morning Session, September 22, 2005

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to order

3.2.1.1. Pat R. Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.

3.3. Process

3.3.1. Agenda Review

3.3.1.1. Other than the presentations already logged, do we have others?  Yes. Simon Black indicates his contribution is not ready for presentation and will have to be postponed until the next meeting.

3.3.1.2. Emily Qi: We need a straw poll on Location.  I also have presentation 827r3 on TGv objectives.

3.3.1.3. Are there any other presentations? No.

3.3.2. Presentation of  Document 05/0906r0

3.3.2.1. Presentation of document 05/0906r0, “Spectrum Etiquette”, by Roger Durand, Autocell.  Spectrum etiquette will be necessary to ensure good spectral sharing as 802.11 networks expand.  “e” uses temporal priority, but there are other ways of sharing.  The rules for sharing are necessary because spectrum is finite and because it is a “common” resource.  The 802.11 standard doesn’t currently well-support sharing, and this leads to so-called “blue-on-blue” interference.  How might access points work at the “super-system” level  to improve spectral cooperation?  Radar was addressed in 11h, but didn’t work the overall problem.  The combination of channel selection, load balancing, power control, and timing issues taken together can produce better performance with overlapping coverage zones compared to any of these individually.

3.3.2.2. •  Channel selection:  Accomplished either by using a default channel (varies by brand), Near Static (at boot-up/install), or dynamically and/or in real time.  Cellular re-use with power control and good channel selection can materially improve total capacity of the network.  802.11v has accepted “dynamic channel selection” as being possibly in scope.

3.3.2.3. •  Load Balancing: The default is none or clients go to strongest channel by SSID.  Post past temporal usage can be gauged, it is not a good predictor of future consumption.  Post number of associations or clients is another way to balance.  Load balancing has ripple effect on other etiquette variables.  802.11v has accepted “load balancing” as being possibly in scope.

3.3.2.4. •  Temporal Coordination in Overlapping RF coverage Zones.  Need to perform time-slicing to preserve 802.11e applications.  Should be capable across physical deployment boundaries (could have security implications).  Temporal coordination increases need for network-level communications.  802.11v has accepted “time coordination” between APs” as possibly being in scope.

3.3.2.5. Transmitter power control:  Accomplished by default power (usually maximum), fixed vs. dynamic with one power level, or fixed vs. dynamic power control (multiple levels).  802.11v has accepted “transmit power control of station/client” as possibly being in scope.  The 802.11v task group has not yet considered adjusting transmit power on the access point.  This is a very important variable, since it determines coverage areas of APs.  Multilevel power control is useful to ensure that only enough power is used to communicate, but not enough to build interference unnecessarily.

3.3.2.6. Good Neighbor vs. Rogue:  It is not reasonable to treat neighbor APs like rogues.  Unlicensed devices must accept interference, but “jamming” is illegal.   It  may be necessary to have a degree of cognition, sanity, and security awareness in exercising this coordination.

3.3.2.7. TimO:  Concerns about internal network vs. external network organization.  Which do you support?

3.3.2.8. Roger: Both, as anything used externally would be useful internally, and vice-versa.

3.3.2.9. TimO: Concerns about overlap coordination and security.  1% of hackers cause all of the trouble.  

3.3.2.10. BobM: I think this is a thoughtful and important presentation.  It touches on many of the issues discussed before the PAR formation for “v”.  How far do you see the standard extending? Do you support means for cooperation, control language, or rules.

3.3.2.11. RogerD: Language (protocol).

3.3.2.12. JesseW:  This is an interesting and important presentation.  However, I do see some cross-domain issues.  Devices in one domain need to be identified to devices not necessarily under its control.  Issue is known or unknown device, and how to interact.  Worried about making sure rules are obeyed with some local logical constraints.

3.3.2.13. Emily:   I suggest you also consider peer channel assessment and energy detection.

3.3.2.14. Roger:  I agree on the energy threshold.  CCA can be determined by loading.  However, moving threshold for CCA isn’t a substitute for power control.  Should use power control first.

3.3.2.15. AndrewMyles:  Anxious to know more details on power control.  TGh designed a  “pinging” power control tool. Do we need any more than that?

3.3.2.16. RogerD:  Yes.  I think it addresses only one power level.

3.3.2.17. AndrewM: Stations A & B can adjust power between them.  

3.3.2.18. RogerD:  I thought this works only with one power level.

3.3.2.19. AndrewM:  It allows you to arrive at any optimum power level below the maximum.

3.3.2.20. RogerD:  I view it as more complex than that.  I’d like to re-read 11h.

3.3.2.21. AndrewM:  Wouldn’t the mechanism I’ve described be enough?

3.3.2.22. RogerD:  No, I think not.  APs have to control all stations to prevent generating hidden nodes.

3.3.2.23. SimonB: Remember power control is both individual station power control and group power control.  Individual power control is harder.

3.3.2.24. Marian: Is this an output from 11b or from several groups?

3.3.2.25. RogerD: I think 802.11b output with participation of other groups.

3.3.2.26. TimO:  Can you give some examples of load-balancing interactions between two networks?

3.3.2.27. RogerD:  We can know what traffic conditions are being handled between cells, allowing load balancing.. Offset beacons would be an example.  I advocate listening rather than talking to determine loading.

3.3.2.28. TimO:  We would create normative text “you shall listen to neighbor beacon  so as to ensure beacons will not to collide? 

3.3.2.29. RogerD: Yes we could specify how to “walk the beacons”, etc.

3.3.2.30. TimO:  Can you share models that can show that this is worth doing.  I’ve seen some studies that show the benefits only appear at low loading levels, and that adjusting power at high loadings result in clients that can no longer communicate effectively with the base stations, and produce more repeats, thereby offsetting the benefits.

3.3.2.31. RogerD:  Our studies show that the benefit can appear at higher loads as well.

3.3.2.32. SimonBlack:  I’m confused about exactly what the power control protocols would control.

3.3.2.33. RogerD:  Individual power control for clients.

3.3.2.34. FabianVaras: I think TGv would be a good place to generate spectrum etiquette.

3.3.2.35. EmilyQ:  I am concerned about the hidden node problem.

3.3.2.36. RogerD: There are ways to handle this.

3.3.2.37. EmilyQ:  This would not seem to be protocol design..

3.3.2.38. RogerD: I view it as up to the group about how far to go.

3.3.2.39. AndrewM:  You want to control station power too?

3.3.2.40. Roger: Yes, no one does it now.

3.3.2.41. MartyL:  It would seem that these votes are not necessary, because these items are already in scope.

3.3.2.42. Roger:  Multilevel control isn’t spelled out.  If each is addressed individually, it’s not the same as putting them together.

3.3.2.43. PatC:  Let’s proceed to some straw polls

3.3.2.44. “That 802.11v terminology relative to “transmitter power control” be specifically enhanced to include the aspects of dynamic, multi-level transmitter power control”

3.3.2.45. PatC:  Folks can vote without a voting token.

3.3.2.46. Yes 21, No 5.

3.3.2.47. “That 802.11v consider within the scope of its work on power control to specifically include both access point and station dynamic multilevel power control, to include scenario specific neighbor overlapping RF coverage zones.”

3.3.2.48. Roger: This only addresses station overlapping power control.  The1st straw poll passed, so first part of the second one is redundant.

3.3.2.49. Yes 18, No 6

3.3.2.50. “That 802.11v consider within its scope an “Etiquette Document” that will enhance and extend the use of the commons presuming it addresses: Channel Selection, Load Balancing, Power Control, and Timing Issues at the super system/network level.

3.3.2.51. KeithAmann: It appears to me that TGv has enough work ahead of it, let alone working on material this complex.  

3.3.2.52. Marian: I am afraid of wasting a year defining algorithms.

3.3.2.53. Yes 7, No 15

3.3.3. Presentation of  Document 05/932r0

3.3.3.1. Presentation of document 05/0932r0 “Coexistence in multi-radio devices” by Simon Black, Nokia.  The talk covers coexistence as not about sharing same band, but instead sharing between two radios within the same device.  The presentation is based on a paper presented to TGk in Cairns.  This item is in the pending work list, but is awaiting a tentative TG decision based on representative presentation.

3.3.3.2. PeterE: This covers unlicensed spectrum?

3.3.3.3. SimonB: Yes. In a multi-radio device such as GSM next to a WLAN, one could experience interference/noise floor degradation.   It would be useful to exchange information regarding multi-use device performance degradations.  Examples are rate adaptation, and scheduling.  It may be better to reschedule for non-overlapping bursts rather than lowering the rate.  In a constant noise case, it would be better to adapt the rate.  In TGk we looked at ways to signal noise via the noise histogram, measured during channel inactivity.  I suggest adding station performance indicator showing degradation due to a co-located radio.  802.19 might not cover all coexistence issues.  Signaling STA receiver performance provides valuable info to the AP.

3.3.3.4. TimO: First, I’d like to hear a usage case for both radios working at the same time.  Most devices would not seem to be operating simultaneously.

3.3.3.5. JariJokela: A good example would be the middle of a GSM call while preparing for handoff to WLAN.

3.3.3.6. TimO:  GPRS could be use a mix of time slots at any time.

3.3.3.7. SimonB:  Yes but it would still be periodic.

3.3.3.8. TimO:  But it could be using all eight time slots but filling only half of each.

3.3.3.9. PeterE: In 3GPP one of the bands is in 2.1 GHz.  Also, it’s TDMA.  We saw this with radar systems when it was found necessary to put satellite transmissions “in between” radar interruptions.  This would be great down the road in dealing with periodic interference.  We have to deal with licensed and unlicensed, not like coexistence task group (19) which covers only unlicensed devices.

3.3.3.10. Jan: Is this coexistence or dealing with interference?

3.3.3.11. SimonB: I view it as dealing with devices in close proximity.

3.3.3.12. PeterE: 802.19 is saying Bluetooth and 802.11, for example.

3.3.3.13. TimO:  This might include info saying when not to send?

3.3.3.14. TomT: Yes, but it should say how to coordinate.

3.3.3.15. SimonB: I was trying to do it in the style of previous contributions.

3.3.3.16. MartyL:  Is it an objective or a requirement?

3.3.3.17. Simon: I view it as an objective.

3.3.3.18. PeterE: I’d suggest replacing “coexistence” with “contention”.

3.3.3.19. BobM:  Does the group feel “contention” covers scheduled conflicts as well?

3.3.3.20. PeterE:  Yes scheduling is just time, but contention covers more dimensions: frequency, time, etc.

3.3.3.21. PatC:  Any objection to substituting “objectives” for “requirements”. No.

3.3.3.22. Straw Poll

3.3.3.23. “Add the following requirement to the TGv requirements [objectives implicitly understood] document:

3.3.3.24. ‘TGv shall provide a mechanism for notification of performance degradation due to contention issues in multi-radio devices’

3.3.3.25. Yes 21, No 0

3.3.4. Presentation of  Document 05/927r0

3.3.4.1. Presentation of document 05/0927r0,  “Control Request Frame” by Tim Olsen, Cisco.  This covers the next level of detail of a protocol we might use in TGv.  It is not a complete proposal, and I would welcome input.  I suggest Action Frames in TGk format: Action category and action (frame).  

3.3.4.2. The presentation suggests new action frames under the “Spectrum Management” category.  Examples include: Managed Object Request, Managed Object Response, Control Request, Diagnostic Request, Diagnostic Response, and Reserved.

3.3.4.3. • Managed Object Request:  STA to STA, as well as any combo of AP and client STA  for specific MIB data.  Can be rejected if not supported or if security not assured.  Shows example frame format. and elements similar to SNMP.

3.3.4.4. • Managed Object Response shows frame, elements, and fields similarly. 

3.3.4.5. • Control Request : Roaming, Power Change, Other

3.3.4.6. A MLME Interface proposed, with flow diagram and functional block signaling traversal.

3.3.4.7. Security should be covered, and multiple mechanisms must be available, with a generic IE capable of multiple streams e.g. community string, shared secret, certificates, etc.  IE can be included per Managed Object Request.

3.3.4.8. Other options:  SNMP over Ethernet (RFC1089), which would mean running SNMP between AP and client using data frames formed directly in the AP or client STA.  All existing SNMPv2 or v3 protocol constructs could be supported.

3.3.4.9. EmilyQ:  This presentation covers the next level down from last time?

3.3.4.10. TimO:  Yes, I went to more detail.

3.3.4.11. TomT:  You would have to annotate strings to make this work?

3.3.4.12. TimO: Yes.  If we do it ourselves we wouldn’t have to adopt everything in SNMP, which would lighten the load.

3.3.4.13. MartyL:  Why have you referred to “client management” since this  term is not used in the standard.  I  suggest either “radio” or “station” instead.

3.3.4.14. TimO:  But we’re not doing just radio or station.  I would be interested to hear from the security folks for suggestions.

3.3.4.15. PatC:  If the content were in a data frame, anyone could route these requests, requiring no additional security.

3.3.4.16. TimO: Whether data or control we’d still need layer 2 protection.  Layer two doesn’t authorize access to all parameters though.  Perhaps some parameters might not need such security, but others might.

3.3.4.17. NancyCW: Seems like your asking for application vs. link security.

3.3.4.18. TimO: Yes.

3.3.4.19. Unknown: Would this be available over both unicast and broadcast?

3.3.4.20. TimO:  We might have to include provision for broadcast for some parameter requests, as under some circumstances this would be useful.

3.3.4.21. TomT:  Who originates the frames?

3.3.4.22. TimO:  Each frame type can be designated, but in my view it’s anything to anything.  However entities can refuse response.

3.3.4.23. MartyL:  What’s the logic of making it look more like SNMP vs. TGk?  No station uses ASM.1  From an implementation standpoint no one uses it.

3.3.4.24. BobOhara:  The discussion seems irrelevant.  In the standard, a MIB is mandatory.

3.3.4.25. PatC:  The standard doesn’t talk about exposing the MIB, though.

3.3.4.26. MartyL:  There appears to be no over-the-air get/set process being discussed.  This is like SNMP, not like “k”.   TGk has get and set.

3.3.4.27. SimonB:  TGk does not offer a “general” get, though.  It’s specific for particular parameters.

3.3.4.28. TimO:  This would hopefully migrate people toward a more generalized approach.

3.3.4.29. MartyL:  This is different for all other ones.

3.3.4.30. PatC:  Should we have a straw poll  on support for SNMP or K-like?

3.3.4.31. TimO:  I’d rather have a different poll.

3.3.4.32. PatC:  Lets recess until 1030, at which time Tim Olsen will have formulated his strawpoll.  Then we’ll have a location straw poll, and then work the objectives.

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC: Is there any objection to recessing?  Hearing none, we are recessed.

3.4.1.2. Recess at 1000.

3.5. Opening

3.5.1. Call to order

3.5.1.1. Pat R. Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

3.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1030 hours.

3.5.2. Process

3.5.2.1. Emily:  I believe we already did a straw poll on Location.

3.5.2.2. PatC:  No.  We chartered a group to cast a straw poll proposal.

3.5.2.3. BobOhara:  [To TimO] Both action frames require association.  Is this task group going to tackle management of the station before association?

3.5.2.4. TimO:  Only Post association because these only deal with the MIB.

3.5.2.5. PatC:  So let’s have the straw poll on Tim’s item.

3.5.2.6. “In order to facilitate STA to STA 802.11 MIB access, should TGv provide an Action Frame based protocol or [No] should TGv support use of RFC 1089 (SNMP over Ethernet)?”

3.5.2.7. Yes 23, No 1

3.5.2.8. PatC:  Is there a straw poll on location put together by the group?

3.5.2.9. TimO: Yes.

3.5.2.10. RichardH: Does this have a privacy issue associated with it?  I believe this is a huge issue.  

3.5.2.11. JesseW:  I think this is confidentiality vs. security.

3.5.2.12. JoeE:  We have bigger issues than this.

3.5.2.13. RichardH:  This is bigger than 802.11, it extends to IETF and a variety of other SDOs.

3.5.2.14. RogerD:  I think the security part is beyond our scope; we are simply considering putting in the mechanism to obtain the information.  Whether it is used or how it is used is not up to us.

3.5.2.15. RichardH:  I think nevertheless that a location security mechanism should be part of the work. 

3.5.2.16. TimO:  We do have a general “Security” objectives category.

3.5.2.17. PatC:  So let’s have the “Location” straw poll

3.5.2.18. “Should the following text be added to the TGv Objectives document 

3.5.2.19. ‘TGv will provide a mechanism to coordinate the gathering and possibly generation of data to support various location methods such as the time of arrival, time difference of arrival, and signal strength’ ?”

3.5.2.20. Yes 26, No 0

3.5.2.21. PatC: Emily, you’re next.

3.5.3. Presentation of  Document 05/0827r3

3.5.3.1. Emily:  I show document 0827r3, “TGv Objectives”.  This document has included text from many contributors.  Version 2 has been on the server since yesterday.  Version 3 adds Requirement 2041 Spectrum Etiquette, Requirement 2071  Contention, and  Requirement 2090 Location.  The presenter explains the sections of the document, along with its organization.

3.5.3.2. Marian:  Could we merge 2040 and 2041 to remove readability?

3.5.3.3. PatC:  Would welcome you to contribute text.

3.5.3.4. RogerD: There are differences in these.  One builds upon the other. I’d prefer not to.

3.5.3.5. Marian:  Can we remove 2041 then?

3.5.3.6. RogerD:  I’d like not to do that.

3.5.3.7. BobM:  I suggest we keep it as it is, to preserve traceability to the individual straw poll votes in the minutes.

3.5.3.8. PatC:  Emily, do you propose to create a motion? Yes.  
3.5.3.9. TGv shall adopt doc# 11-05-0827r3 as TGv Objectives Document
3.5.3.10. Moved: Emily Qi

3.5.3.11. Second: [No second]

3.5.3.12. Rationale: Limit TGv’s scope to a well-defined set of objectives

3.5.3.13. BobM:  I congratulate Emily for doing an excellent job as editor in putting this document together, but I also feel that this motion is unnecessary.  We discussed the nature of this document at length several meetings ago, and concluded that it is already an “official” document on the server, established by the editor to organize and facilitate movement toward the draft.
3.5.3.14. MartyL:  There’s no end to this.  I don’t understand the timeframe for closing out contributions.  Everything else not already in could be ruled “out of order”.

3.5.3.15. PatC: That’s not clearly the case, as things could be added with ¾ vote.

3.5.3.16. MartyL:  The original purpose of the document was just to get objectives organized, but this goes beyond that.

3.5.3.17. SimonBlack:  Friendly amendment.  Can I suggest that we adopt the work “initial” before “objectives document” perhaps?
3.5.3.18. PatC:  Would that be OK, Emily and everyone?  Shall we change the motion to “initial TGv objectives document”?

3.5.3.19. RichardH: I support the motion. This would produce a framework for working forward.
3.5.3.20. Emily: I want to change the motion to:
3.5.3.21. “TGv shall adopt doc# 11-05-0827r3 as initial TGv Objectives Document.”
3.5.3.22. Moved: Emily Qi

3.5.3.23. Second: [No second]

3.5.3.24. JoeKwak:  In previous discussions regarding governing this document we differentiated “informational” from “governing”, and the membership advocated by a large margin keeping the document as a working, non-governing document.  I agree with BobM, we don’t need another governing document.
3.5.3.25. PatC:  We formulated the document as a method of organizing our work.

3.5.3.26. BobM:  But if made a governing document, it would also pose an additional barrier to entry of work items.
3.5.3.27. EmilyQ:  In the past meeting, we approved this as an organizational document.

3.5.3.28. RogerD:  If TGv desires to reduce it’s scope, it should redo the PAR.

3.5.3.29. BobOhara:  It appears to me that the task group is unwilling to set any boundaries for itself.  The work thus far addresses the outer bounds of the work, but does not focus toward details.  The task group’s refusing to use the word “requirements” is indicative that the TG is not finding a process that leads to closure that will produce a draft in a reasonable time.  The problem is indicated by the comments regarding “I don’t want to be limited in what I can bring in”.  The group needed a process to be open-minded,  but should now narrow its focus.  Corporations use firm requirements mandated by bosses to maintain control and do not proceed without requirements.
3.5.3.30. PatC:  We still have a motion on the floor:  Do we have a second?
3.5.3.31. “TGv shall adopt doc# 11-05-0827r3 as initial TGv Objectives Document.”
3.5.3.32. Moved: Emily Qi

3.5.3.33. Second: Jesse Walker

3.5.3.34. PatC:  Is there discussion on the motion?

3.5.3.35. JoeKwak:  Please tell me whether you consider the document in the motion informational or governing.
3.5.3.36. EmilyQ: Governing.

3.5.3.37. JoeK:  Friendly amendment.  Let’s change the motion to clearly indicate “governing”.  I suggest language such as:
3.5.3.38. “…which will be a governing document used to limit further introduction of contributions.”
3.5.3.39. MartyL:  I’d like to respond to Bob O’hara’s comment.  The process by which TGn is working may not be necessary here.

3.5.3.40. BobM: I, too, wish to respond to Bob O’Hara’s comment.  Everyone who has been contributing to TGv as we have moved forward has followed the process we’ve been using.  The fact that it has not depended upon a formal governing document has not been an impediment.  Although I agree with Bob that corporations need top-down organization, this is a standards organization and accordingly operates on a more collaborative model.
3.5.3.41. JoeE:  Does it make sense to create the document with 50% vote,  should it be a 50% vote to insert text as well?

3.5.3.42. RogerD:  We always use the same vote to approve and amend so doing this is asking for a protest.
3.5.3.43. BobOhara:  The bar is now at 50%.  You’re would seem to be asking to change the bar to 75%.

3.5.3.44. Schlomo:  In order to get a requirements document one has to have a set of requirements.

3.5.3.45. JesseW:  Go back to the original motion on the screen, not the second one showing ¾ vote to change the document.  I have a question as seconder. I understand that this is intended to be a governing document.  My understanding of JoeK’s amendment is that we explicitly say this is a governing document.  But I’m confused.  The amendment seemed friendly, trying to clarify the motion, was not endorsed as friendly.  If someone wants to amend a motion, normally it’s up to the mover.  But I observe that the chair has allowed amendments in many task groups to be changed by consensus rather than the approval of the mover to speed the process.
3.5.3.46. PatC:  In my opinion, the proposal that Joe made clarified the motion, and was coherent with your original intent.

3.5.3.47. JesseW:  Would the group like to accept the change?

3.5.3.48. PatC: Would anyone object to changing the motion indicating that it is a governing document used to limit contributions to be considered by the group?
3.5.3.49. JesseW:  Let’s try to get Joe’s language in there.  Then we can see if the group is willing to accept that.

3.5.3.50. PatC: OK  Would you add text after what’s there?
3.5.3.51. JesseW:  Let’s start with Joe’s text.
3.5.3.52. Emily: “TGv shall adopt doc# 11-05-0827r3 as initial TGv Objectives Document to limit TGv’s scope to a well defined set of objectives.”
3.5.3.53. Moved: Emily Q

3.5.3.54. Second: Jesse Walker

3.5.3.55. PatC:  Joe, does that do it for you?

3.5.3.56. JoeK:  A good start, but I don’t think it’s complete.  I am concerned about the chair ruling contributions out based on the document.  We are voting on limiting the scope of what goes in.
3.5.3.57. Keith:  We have a motion on the floor to amend.  We are seemingly engaged in collaborative rewording.

3.5.3.58. PatC:  Joe thinks its not enough.  How do others feel?

3.5.3.59. MartyL:  Will this allow the chair to deny material entry to the document.

3.5.3.60. PatC:  In my opinion, that is the correct interpretation of what this motion says.
3.5.3.61. Marian:  I think we could make more progress if we instead discussed the rules for modifying the document before we have this motion. 

3.5.3.62. PatC:  The motion on the floor doesn’t cover that, though.  When I interpret the motion it is a governing document.  If you try to bring in a contribution, it can be ruled out.
3.5.3.63. BobM: Point of order, motion on the floor, with a friendly amendment in process.

3.5.3.64. TimO:  Need to take a vote on amending the original motion.
3.5.3.65. PatC:  We need a majority vote on the amendment.  Alternatively, are the mover and seconder OK with language as stated?  Undecided.  Very well we shall vote on amending the motion: Yes 17, No 7 Abstain 2.  The motion passes.

3.5.3.66. PatC:  The main motion is now on the floor.  Is there discussion on the motion?
3.5.3.67. TimO:  I call the question.

3.5.3.68. PatC:  The question has been called.  We shall vote on calling the question.
3.5.3.69. Vote is Yes 13, No 15, Abstain 1; the motion fails, the question is not called.

3.5.3.70. RogerD:  I am concerned about a number of things:  Our intention is to impose rules via an objectives document.  Acceptance criteria needs to be documented.  When this document attempts to be amended the criteria will have to be met again, or protests will result.  I support the thrust, if we can do it successfully.  I suggest we clarify the rules for modifying the document.
3.5.3.71. Marian:  We need to clarify how this document would be changed.

3.5.3.72. KeithA:  I have a problem with this.  The PAR should be limiting this, not this document.  I don’t disagree with the intent, though.
3.5.3.73. BobO:  By adding the amendment, it appears to me that this limits the content of the draft.

3.5.3.74. NancyCW:  The intent has been made clear by the chair of why the document is needed and how we shall proceed with it.  We have to address Marian’s concerns  I call the question.
3.5.3.75. BobO:  My opinion is that this document would limit the content of the draft.  So this is a technical motion.
3.5.3.76. PatC:  Is there an objection to calling the question?  No.  We return to the motion. [Reads the motion]

3.5.3.77. The vote on the motion is: Yes 23, No 9 Abstain 2.  The motion fails.
3.5.3.78. JesseW:  I wish to move…

3.5.3.79. “To request the WG to request the EC to rescind TGv’s PAR.”.
3.5.3.80. Moved: Jesse Walker

3.5.3.81. Seconded: Clint Chaplin

3.5.3.82. PatC: Is there discussion on the motion?

3.5.3.83. JesseW:  I move this because the discussion we have had over this week and the last few meetings has failed to make any progress toward creating a defining document.
3.5.3.84. HarryWorstell:  I disagree.  We are working though the process, and it has been effective, but needs more work to emerge as a guideline going forward.  Motions like this only disrupt the process.

3.5.3.85. JoeE:  Agree with Harry

3.5.3.86. MartyL:  Roberts Rules and IEEE rules form a sufficient process, this document is inappropriate.
3.5.3.87. BobM:  I repeat my previous statement:  This document is in the official record and has served as an effective framework for moving forward. Making this a governing document seems unnecessary.

3.5.3.88. EmilyQ: I speak against the motion.  There is a good motion toward the process and the framework in the document has been working.
3.5.3.89. Nancy:  Limiting the scope is necessary, but limiting is different from defining it.  I speak against the motion.  There have to be some boundaries, but it doesn’t have to limit.

3.5.3.90. JesseW:  I would like to respond to the statement made earlier, “we should go to the PAR and put limitations in there.”  After you defeat this motion, you should reconstruct the PAR to improve it.  I think a better way to proceed as the body of work grows is to shrink its objectives breadth as it approaches the target.
3.5.3.91. RogerD:  I would rather that we would have amended the PAR, acknowledging the objectives to constrict us to specific elements.  I am in favor of this motion.

3.5.3.92. TimO.  I speak against the motion.  However, we do need to have objectives. I call the question.

3.5.3.93. PatC:  Is there any objection to calling the question? No. Very well, we shall vote on the motion.

3.5.3.94. The vote is Yes 8 No 22 Abstain 2. The motion fails.

3.5.3.95. JesseW:  I would like to thank the TG for rejecting the motion, but feel it was useful in focusing on the necessity for moving requirements forward.
3.5.3.96. Schlomo:  Maybe we should have a motion to amend the PAR.

3.5.3.97. PatC:  We would not be able to complete that in the time remaining.  Besides, we have other work we must complete.   I would like us to review the proposed timeline.  I propose to tell the WG that we are putting together a call for proposals for November 06…
3.5.3.98. KapilSood:  I’m not clear what these targets represent.  This is a collaborative effort, and is hard to predict this way. 

3.5.3.99. MartyL:  This is not like TGr and TGn, its more like TGk.  There is a scope in TGk. 

3.5.3.100. RogerD:  I have to concur, because we didn’t approve the objectives document, and so it’s not clear what the proposals would be “on”.
3.5.3.101. RichardH:  There was no call for proposals in TGk.  We had a diverse group of ideas, and it would not have been practical.  

3.5.3.102. KapilSood:  Leveraging TGk experience, we should have adopted objectives sooner.  The proposals do not seem to be definite enough to provide structure.
3.5.3.103. PatC:  I call for a show of hands.  Should we interpret an “Internal” Call for Substantive Text  as a TG or WG action.

3.5.3.104. JesseW:  A third possibility exists: no call for text.

3.5.3.105. PatC:  That would appear to be counter to the process we adopted on Tuesday, which I believe you prescribed?
3.5.3.106. JesseW:  Yes, you’re right.

3.5.3.107. EmilyQ: Let’s propose a framework for a draft for next time.

3.5.3.108. SimonBlack:  The last vote appeared to reject not the requirements document, but rather the way of managing and editing the requirements.  What we need to do is work the requirements process.
3.5.3.109. Dorothy:  What if you say none of the above.  

3.5.3.110. PatC: Let’s get a view of the text source vote as a straw poll:
3.5.3.111. TG 10, WG 5

3.5.3.112. Jesse:  This seems like a closed process.  I prefer and open one.
3.5.3.113. PatC: Not so, all voters are on the e-mail.

3.5.3.114. Dorothy:  Is there a description of the process?
3.5.3.115. EmilyQ: 0918 details this.

3.5.3.116. PatC: We have only 2 minutes remaining.  I suggest as goals for November:

3.5.3.117. • Load Balancing and Power and Rate Control, and  “to SNMP or not to SNMP” via Tim Olsen/Simon Black 0629r0

3.5.3.118. • Presentations and associated word document text that addresses objectives (0827r3), based on the process defined in 0918r2
3.5.3.119. • Close on objectives in TGv

3.5.3.120. The vote to endorse these items was 23 Yes, No 1

3.6. Closing

3.6.1. Recess

3.6.1.1. PatC: I see that we have come to the end of our time.  Is there any objection to recessing?  Hearing none, we are adjourned.

Adjourn at 1230.
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