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1. Monday Afternoon Session, January 16, 2006

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 1600 hours.

1.2.1.3. I show the agenda for today (06/0040r1).  Let’s examine it.

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Patent Policy

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

1.3.2. Review of Agenda

1.3.2.1. PatC: You see before you the proposed agenda from document  We shall continue the Q&A session from Vancouver, meeting until 6 this evening.  There was a mistake in the published schedule, which said there would be a TGv meeting this evening.  I have agreed with Richard that this evening’s meeting time will be assigned to TGk.  On Tuesday we shall continue our work to tee up draft text.  We shall also entertain new submissions, with accompanying presentations.  There will be a joint session with TGu to ensure that we remain synchronized with this work but do not overlap.  On Thursday we shall review draft text.  Are there any questions on the proposed agenda?

1.3.2.2.  MarianR:  Is this r1 or r2?

1.3.2.3. PatC: I’m showing it as r1, but it will be r2 on the server after I update it.

1.3.3. Approval of the agenda

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

1.3.4. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.4.1. PatC:  The November minutes are in document 05/1171r1.  May I have a motion to accept the minutes?

1.3.4.2. TimO: Move to accept.  RogerD Seconds

1.3.4.3. PatC:  Are there any objections to approving the minutes?

1.3.4.4. No.  The motion passes unanimously.

1.3.5. Questions on Document 05/1084r0

1.3.5.1. PatC:  We begin with Q&A on 11-05/1084r0 (11-05/1085r1) – Kwak (BSS Channel Switch)
1.3.5.2.   Would you like to give a summary of your submission?

1.3.5.3. JoeK:  I would rather simply ask if there are any questions.

1.3.5.4. PatC:  Very well, are there any questions on 1084r0?  None.

1.3.6. Questions on Document 05/1115r1

1.3.6.1. PatC: Next we have 11-05/1067r0 (11-05/1115r1) – Durand (Interference Detection)
1.3.6.2. Roger? We are ready to consider document 1115r1.  Want to give a quick summary?.

1.3.6.3. RogerDurand: This is a simple sampling technique to determine whether interference is present.  Are there any questions?  

1.3.6.4. TimO:  How often do you see taking these samples?

1.3.6.5. Roger: One could trigger on error events.  If you want to do interference detection, you might have to deal with stuff like microwave ovens, but you’d have to have some probability of “hitting” the pulse.  That might be 10-20 mSec if you want to characterize all possibilities.

1.3.6.6. TimO:  That makes sense.  It seems like  I would have to do some periodic sampling all the time, though.  

1.3.6.7. RogerD:  I had in mind responding to errors rather than doing continuous detection.

1.3.6.8. SunghyunChoi: Can you describe how you will measure the background interference?

1.3.6.9. Roger:  I see using quiet periods, etc. to sample the interference.  Does the group feel this is a good idea? 

1.3.6.10. JoeK:  This would seem to rely heavily on quieting the medium.  The major source of interference is 802.11 itself.  You’re saying, “let’s shut down our network for 30 seconds,” but in an operating 802.11 network this would not be practical. 

1.3.6.11. Roger:  I see gaps on the order of a few milliseconds, rather than periods such as you describe.  One could advertise that it is going to be done.  I think I see where you’re going with this.  I’m just trying to provide a tool.

1.3.6.12. JoeK:  This is unlike the prior proposal based on histograms made while traffic was ongoing.  Could we go from this to something that would collect data over longer periods?  It seems like this might require human interpretation as proposed.  How do you think this could be generalized to be machine interpreted.  

1.3.6.13. Roger:  I presented ways that the data could be interpreted previously.  For example, look for a peak, then look for strengths 12 db down and “frame” the interference signature.  As you point out it is possible to do longer-period sampling to determine the signature of interferers, but this is a very difficult thing to do---it is difficult to differentiate between pulses.  Quiet period tests allow better differentiation.

1.3.6.14. TimO:  Can you describe what is actually being reported with congestion?  Larry, do you have anything you could recall?

1.3.6.15. Larry:  This may have come from 11k.  Basically microwaves, Bluetooth devices and congestion are the main forms of interference.  I would not recommend that people sample periodically, but rather begin sampling after an interference event.

1.3.6.16. Roger:  Say, a 2 mSec quiet period would be enough. 

1.3.6.17. SudheerM: In an enterprise environment, even with NAV blocking, it is hard to quiet the channel.

1.3.6.18. RogerD: We were able to do it well enough in real systems.  

1.3.6.19. SudheerM: Were you able to detect continuous pulses?  Was the signature identification technique proprietary?

1.3.6.20. RogerD: It doesn’t take much, like I brought to the group already.

1.3.7. Questions on Document 05/1081r0

1.3.7.1. PatC:  We now cover questions on document 11-05/1081r0 (11-05/1081r0) – Epstein (Simple Diagnostics)
1.3.7.2. JoeEpstein:  What characterizes “simple”? Results should be human-readable.  This proposal suggests a diagnostic Log IE.  A Log Message Action Frame is also proposed.

1.3.7.3. SudheerM:  Does this happen manually or automatically?  One could take preventive action based on log messages like this but the messages could get verbose.

1.3.7.4. JoeE:  I agree.  The intent is to prove an extensible way to let folks implement logging.

1.3.7.5. Sudheer:  A client could say something, but would a table be needed to interpret it?  Or the same thing might mean two different things to two proprietary error identifications. 

1.3.7.6. JoeE:  You need extensibility to ensure that unforeseen conditions could be addressed that we are unable to specify now. 

1.3.7.7. TimO:  I agree with your points.  Perhaps we could have both generic and specific identifications.  As an implementer, though, it is difficult to keep pace with all of them.  I favor a syslog-type approach rather than this one.

1.3.7.8. JoeE: Two objections to syslog:  First the information is going to morph over time, and second I don’t like syslog because there are only a finite number of things that can be handled.  With this approach  additional information can be “piggybacked”.  Syslog doesn’t seem to be able to handle this additional information easily.

1.3.7.9. TimO:  Not sure I completely follow.  Are you saying that you need something special to interpret the information?  It sounds like you’re trying to build extensibility, but that it would require continual changes to the standard.

1.3.7.10. JoeE:  No, the information would only be decoded by a specific user.

1.3.7.11. TimO:  I still don’t see why the syslog format can’t do the same thing.  I could put a reason code on one end, then additional supplementary information that was special.

1.3.7.12. JoeE:  I’m trying to balance the framework with areas for growth.

1.3.8. Recap/Questions on Document 05/1087r0

1.3.8.1. PatC:  Now, let’s cover questions on document 11-05/1086r0 (11-05/1087r0) – Epstein (virtual AP)
1.3.8.2. JoeE:  I’d like to recap document 1087r0, Virtual AP  This is really a co-located BSS.  It can support multiple BSSIDs and different services without physical APs.  However it boosts network load.  How do we reduce the load?  Recognize that beacons can do many things in a “bundled” way.  What would be useful would be a group BSSID.  Clients could use a “root” BSSID, with an index to get to subs.  

1.3.8.3. TimO:  What about reporting measurements on multiple beacons?  Can I minimize my data collection with this?  If, for example I know that several BSSIDs belong to a single AP, how do I correlate the measurements.

1.3.8.4. JoeE:  The group ID preserves the linkage. 

1.3.8.5. PatC: Any other questions?

1.3.8.6. No.

1.3.8.7. PatC:  Does anyone have a question on any of the other presentations covered last time?  No.  Do you want to present your Virtual AP presentation now Emily? No, not at this time.

1.3.8.8. TimO.:  I think the general sentiment is that we can modify text later with a 75% bar.  Let’s just do a straw poll to determine how interested the group is in each of these.  We might want to encourage folks to produce a merged proposal in some areas, rather than voting specific ones in that cover the same material.

1.3.8.9. PatC:  Does anyone object to a motion on this?  No.

1.3.8.10. Sudheer:  A straw poll and a motion or just a motion?

1.3.8.11. TimO:  I suggest a straw poll and then a motion to insert text.

1.3.8.12. PatC:  You want a straw poll then the option of a motion?

1.3.8.13. TimO: Just a straw poll, if no interest, no motion.

1.3.8.14. PatC: The original process was that everyone that remained would propose text and then we would vote on inserting it.

1.3.8.15. Floyd:  If you already prepared the text, will there be a motion?

1.3.8.16. PatC:  My understanding is that the straw poll is optional.

1.3.8.17. Floyd:  There was originally some urgency.  How does this expedite the process?

1.3.8.18. TimO:  If we follow the process it requires that there be one integrated base draft.  The process will become extremely slow if groups have to merge on every proposal after the various text alternatives are inserted.

1.3.8.19. PatC: It seems like virtually all of the proposals overlap to some extent.

1.3.8.20. TimO:  Once you get multiple texts in there, it is not going to be easy to merge them.

1.3.8.21. JoeE:  We put a process in place to move forward, but now we have a group of people proceeding with good will.  It seems we are getting somewhere without applying the former process exactly.  For duplicates, we can vote on one or the other or both or suggest that they merge.

1.3.8.22. PatC:  I think we need to have something written down.  I am reluctant to change the process we agreed to use to move toward this.

1.3.8.23. JoeE:  So you’d like to see an updated process proposal?

1.3.8.24. Sudheer:  We can move forward after straw polls.

1.3.8.25. PatC:  There seems to be a lot of difference between what we had planned to do and what is being proposed now.

1.3.8.26. Sudheer:   If two proposals overlap but don’t agree, that’s a problem.

1.3.8.27. PatC:  We have that problem anyway.  You don’t have to merge if you don’t want to.

1.3.8.28. JoeK: Do I understand that you want to make a motion?

1.3.8.29. TimO:  I wish to move:

1.3.8.30. Move to rescind the TGv process as defined in 05/918r2 and to proceed by allowing merged proposals within a single TGv objective.

1.3.8.31. All merged proposals within a given objective may be added to the TGv draft based on the standard 75% approval rate.

1.3.8.32. PatC Reads the motion

1.3.8.33. Unknown: Has the motion been read?

1.3.8.34. PatC:  Yes  Is there comment on the motion?

1.3.8.35. RogerD:  You are trying to change the merger criteria?

1.3.8.36. TimO:  The only  issue is between the folks who are considering merging.  It’s up to you whether you want to merge, knowing that if you do you may have a better change of achieving adoption.

1.3.8.37. Roger:  In the past, the merging was guided by our own “rules”  It seems that we are eliminating this and forcing everyone to meet 75%.

1.3.8.38. Sudheer:  Has the motion been seconded?  No.  Would you like to say…

1.3.8.39. “All proposals merged or not within a given objective may be added to the TGv draft based on the standard 75% approval rate.

1.3.8.40. Tim accepts the suggested change.

1.3.8.41. JoeK:  I support this.  It gets us back to where we were before.

1.3.8.42. LarryStefani:  Tomorrow we are going to vote on text  that seems to have commonality with everything.  If this passes what are we doing tomorrow?

1.3.8.43. PatC:  If this passes, you can have a straw poll, or you can move directly to a motion?

1.3.8.44. TimO: Yes.

1.3.8.45. PatC:  If you feel you are ready, you form a motion and go for 75%.

1.3.8.46. LarryS: What would we vote on Thursday?

1.3.8.47. TimO:  If you believe your text is ready, bring it to a motion tomorrow.

1.3.8.48. EmilyQ:  Can we change a process we are already following?

1.3.8.49. PatC:  Yes, I think so.

1.3.8.50. Motion on the floor: Move to rescind the TGv process as defined in 05/918r2 and to proceed by allowing merged proposals within a single TGv objective.

1.3.8.51. All proposals merged or not within a given objective may be added to the TGv draft based on the standard 75% approval rate.

1.3.8.52. PatC: Any other comments?

1.3.8.53. Sean Coffey: Would this be procedural or technical? 

1.3.8.54. PatC: Procedural---50% required.

1.3.8.55. SeanC: I believe the precedent is that change to process was technical requiring 75%.

1.3.8.56. PatC:  I’ll check.

1.3.8.57. RogerD:  In the past, if the process referred to technical additions, then it was 75%.  We have to be careful about this.  I don’t like the motion, and the process appears to be working.  Why should we change?

1.3.8.58. TimO:  The process will be broken as of tomorrow.  We already have four people merging into a single proposal.

1.3.8.59. RogerD:  We are trying to gain consensus among various parties.  With the bar high at 75%, it seems we may not get much text adopted.

1.3.8.60. PatC:  Just because you’ve merged, doesn’t mean your text has been accepted.

1.3.8.61. RogerD:  Multiple parties that have merged have a larger probability of succeeding.  I think this could backfire, causing us to “restart”.

1.3.8.62. EmilyQ:  I am uncomfortable with this.  I don’t think we should change the process.

1.3.8.63. FloydB:  I understand there is text ready for a base draft?  When did this happen?

1.3.8.64. TimO:  You were part of the process that created the base text which has been presented in the last two meetings.

1.3.8.65. FloydB: So this is a roll up of all base text produced so far?

1.3.8.66. TimO:  For the last six months we have been putting together the framework for the objectives and drafting generalized text around it.  This is pretty much what we’ve been doing all along:  e.g. Action frame definition.

1.3.8.67. JoeE:  I understand Floyd’s concern, but the text is not complete.  The difference between this and what we have before is that anyone with text now could proceed immediately or could do a straw poll.  Pat Types r3 instead of r2 into the motion.  

1.3.8.68. Motion on the floor: Move to rescind the remaining steps in the TGv process as defined in 05/918r3 and to proceed by allowing merged proposals within a single TGv objective.

1.3.8.69. All proposals merged or not within a given objective may be added to the TGv draft based on the standard 75% approval rate.

1.3.8.70. Seconded by Joe Epstein

1.3.8.71. EmilyQ:  I propose a friendly amendment to change r3 to r2.  

1.3.8.72. PatC: Any objection for a friendly amendment to change to r2?  No. Tim accepts. Changed to r2  

1.3.8.73. Motion on the floor: Move to rescind the remaining steps in the TGv process as defined in 05/918r2 and to proceed by allowing merged proposals within a single TGv objective.

1.3.8.74. All proposals merged or not within a given objective may be added to the TGv draft based on the standard 75% approval rate.

1.3.8.75. JoeE:  Can you show the steps we are using now?

1.3.8.76. PatC: Shows steps on screen from previous process.  Step 2 Preliminary Substantive Text is tomorrow.  Simple majority to merge.  Remaining proposals are required to merge in Step 3, Substantive Text Merge Update (0918r2).

1.3.8.77. PatC:  I need to check if a process in progress change is technical.

1.3.8.78. JoeK:  I recall when we passed the procedural.  Then it was 50%  It passed at 75 or 76%, making the question moot.  It’s definitely a procedural vote to vote it out.

1.3.8.79. PatC: Richard, do you know?

1.3.8.80. Richard: No.

1.3.8.81. PatC:  I shall rule that it is procedural.  Are there any other comments on the motion?

1.3.8.82. No.

1.3.8.83. Motion on the floor: Move to rescind the remaining steps in the TGv process as defined in 05/918r2 and to proceed by allowing merged proposals within a single TGv objective.

1.3.8.84. All proposals merged or not within a given objective may be added to the TGv draft based on the standard 75% approval rate.

1.3.8.85. PatC:  We shall vote.  Please hold up your voting tokens.

1.3.8.86. 23 for, 3 against, 6 abstain, the motion passes.

1.3.8.87. PatC: We have 7 minutes left.  Is there any other business?

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. Simon Black:  I move to recess.

1.4.1.2. PatC:  Is there any objection to recess?  None.  Seeing none we are recessed until tomorrow.

1.4.1.3. Recess at 1751.

2. Tuesday Morning Session, January 17, 2006

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to order

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

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0806 hours.

2.2.1.3. I show the agenda for today (06/0040r2).  Let’s examine it.  We will today ask if anyone is ready with text.  If they wish they may bring text to a straw poll and motion.  Is everyone OK with this?

2.2.1.4. Yes.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Evaluation of Text for Inclusion into Draft

2.3.1.1. EmilyQ:  I do not wish to have a straw poll, and I do not wish to make a motion now.  I shall do so later.

2.3.1.2. PatC:  Roger, any desires on document 05-1126?

2.3.1.3. RogerD: Yes.  I request a straw poll.

2.3.1.4. Do you feel that submission 11-05-1126r0 should be considered for inclusion in the TGv initial draft text?  OK Roger?

2.3.1.5. Roger that is acceptable.

2.3.1.6. Yes 9, No 6, Abstain 2.

2.3.1.7. Roger: Can anyone who voted “no” share their reasons? No responses.

2.3.1.8. Floyd: What is the process for getting unapproved text into the draft?

2.3.1.9. PatC:  I think you have to work with others to build consensus toward 75%.  Roger, do you wish to act on Channel Selection?

2.3.1.10. Roger:  May I have a straw poll?

2.3.1.11. Do you feel that submission 11-05-1125-00 should be considered for inclusion in the TGv initial draft text?

2.3.1.12. Yes 7, No12

2.3.1.13. PatC: Anyone want to say why the voted no?

2.3.1.14. TimO:  I voted  “no” because the proposal is an attempt to make separate networks work together cohesively.  I am skeptical whether this is possible without exciting instabilities.  It could also be used to force channel plans by malicious or unauthorized entities.

2.3.1.15. LarryS:  There is nothing in the proposal that requires this ability.  It simply allows access points to inter-work to come up with a good channel map.  If people are voting “no” on this, if you can provide an alternative please do so.

2.3.1.16. PatC:  Shall we act on 05-1124 Diagnostics and Troubleshooting?

2.3.1.17. EmilyQ:  I do not request a straw poll or a motion.  I will defer until later.  We shall make a motion later on the document.

2.3.1.18. PatC:  Is this a Powerpoint or a text document?

2.3.1.19. Emily:  05-1070r3 is the text; the Powerpoint is 1124r3

2.3.1.20. PatC:  Tim, shall we act on Client Management?

2.3.1.21. TimO:  I did a straw poll before and do not wish another.

2.3.1.22. PatC:  Simon Black, any desire to act on Diagnostics?

2.3.1.23. SimonB:  I have already worked to merge with 05-1070, so no separate action is desired at this time.

2.3.1.24. PatC:  Roger, would you like to act on Dynamic Power Control?

2.3.1.25. RogerD:  I would like a straw poll on Dynamic Multilevel Power Control

2.3.1.26. PatC: Very well, let’s have a straw poll.

2.3.1.27. Do you feel that submission 11-05-1114r0 should be considered for inclusion in the TGv initial draft text?

2.3.1.28. Yes 7, No 7.

2.3.1.29. PatC: Does anyone want to comment on why they voted no?

2.3.1.30. Larry Stefani:  Of all the proposals, this one is important.  Please give a technical reason why “no” votes were cast.

2.3.1.31. EmilyQ: I have a comment on a previous one.

2.3.1.32. PatC:  Let’s finish this first.  Anyone with a reason for a “no” vote?  Please sit down with Larry and Roger to provide some feedback.

2.3.1.33. Simon Black:  There were some concerns about the stability of the process.  I do not feel that this issue was covered in enough detail.  We did a lot of power control in “h”, and it is complicated.

2.3.1.34. EmilyQ:  The document I discussed before is 1124r1, not r3 

2.3.1.35. PatC:  Does the owner of 1073r1 want to act?  

2.3.1.36. Jarkko Kneckt:  I’d like a motion on this.  Moved:

2.3.1.37. The substantive text in 11-05-1072r0 that addresses objectives 1300, 2010 and 2070 is worthy of inclusion in the base draft.

2.3.1.38. Second Jari Jokela

2.3.1.39. TimO:  I request that the text be reviewed for the body.

2.3.1.40. JoeEpstein:  I don’t see how this text reads on the issue.

2.3.1.41. Jarkko:  Advanced Power Save Support review, documents 05-1073 and 05-1072.  This is suggested to minimize power drain during transmit due to repeating collisions that happen as a result of periodic stream packet transmissions.  

2.3.1.42. TimO:  The editing instructions are unclear, so it is hard to know what has been added.  I assume this is related to the latest “e’ version, but the paragraph numbers don’t align.  I don’t think the editor will be able to determine where this goes.

2.3.1.43. Jarkko:  The new text is in red.

2.3.1.44. TimO:  This is not the convention, so it is unclear what the red text refers to.

2.3.1.45. Jarkko: I will withdraw the motion.

2.3.1.46. PatC: Would 05-1075 like to respond?

2.3.1.47. JariJokela:  Yes, I would like to move:

2.3.1.48. The substantive text in 11-05-1074r0 that addresses objective 2010, is worthy of inclusion in the base draft.

2.3.1.49. Moved Jari Jokela, Second Jarkko Kneckt

2.3.1.50. EmilyQ: I am concerned about the video management action frame.  I do not want it confused with radio spectrum management as defined in “h”.

2.3.1.51. JariJokela:  It should be renamed, but that is a simple editorial change.  We can handle this later. 

2.3.1.52. FloydB: I suggest that we should not pick apart text for editorial reasons, but instead respond just on technical content.

2.3.1.53. JoeE: We had a long discussion about this in Vancouver.  This kind of proxy reference is new to 802.11.  Any device can be proxied, and this is not actually representative of a bridge function.

2.3.1.54. Jari:  I think proxy processing is difficult to realize.  This could be valuable  for handling broadcast and multicast in the future.  

2.3.1.55. TimO:  I echo Emily’s thought that this should follow the template of the radio management action frame.  I think this is not an editorial change that can be made by the editor alone.  We should clean it up before acting.

2.3.1.56. JoeE:  I realize this is difficult because it has been a while since we heard the proposal.  I am uncomfortable with information that’s lost in the mapping when the conversion is done.

2.3.1.57. JoeE:  In layer 2 when you send a multicast frame, you have control of address information about that frame.  When you replace it with a multicast frame, that information is lost.  One should have another address field to keep this information from being lost.

2.3.1.58. JariJ:  If you are using IP multicast services this is the case.

2.3.1.59. TimO: Seems like the AP would have to know whether layer 2 multicast should be used, and this will be hard to do. 

2.3.1.60. Jari:  One can choose about whether to use legacy multicast or the mapped version.

2.3.1.61. TimO: How do I tell which multicast group the transmission is coming from?

2.3.1.62. Jari:  The multicast address will be used instead.

2.3.1.63. JpeE:  I appreciate where you’re coming from seeking a solution, but even if the station and AP will only ever use IP, on most networks there are a host of protocols being used.  I am uncomfortable about putting this into a transport standard.

2.3.1.64. BobM: I am concerned about mixing transport and content functions.  I believe doing so limits the standard and will cause mistakes in practice.

2.3.1.65. PatC:  Any more comments on the motion?  No.  OK, let’s vote.

2.3.1.66. Yes  4, No 16, Abstain 3

2.3.1.67. PatC:  Joe, any action desired on BSS Channel Switching?

2.3.1.68. JoeK:  No straw poll needed on BSS channel switch at this time.

2.3.1.69. PatC:  Roger, any action on Interference Detection?

2.3.1.70. Roger: I request a straw poll. 

2.3.1.71. Do you feel that submission 11-05-1115r1 should be considered for inclusion in the TGv initial draft text?

2.3.1.72. Yes19, No 0

2.3.1.73. Roger:  Based on the straw poll results, I wish to make a motion.

2.3.1.74. “The substantive text IEEE 802/11-05-1067r1 Interference Detection addressing objectives:  degradations caused by contention or other issues, channel selection and dynamic channel selection, site survey mode, access point coordination, and neighbor learning process is worthy of inclusion in the base draft”

2.3.1.75. Moved Roger Durand,  Second Sudheer Matta

2.3.1.76. TimO:  I believe that we need to be more definitive, but this is an excellent start.

2.3.1.77. Simon Black:  This is good for discussion, and I agree with it in principle, but it needs more work to define it better.  I think some of the ideas in some of my papers might be used to improve it.

2.3.1.78. EmilyQ:  I speak against the motion because of the 20 mSec sensing requirement, and am concerned about how the information can be used to identify interference. 

2.3.1.79. Roger:  This is the beginning of the document , so I am open to replacement of text with additional information that will allow the editor to act.  WiFi devices are tested for CTS NAV, etc and obey, and can be used to make a quiet periods.  For 11h, the radar interval is standardized.  I would be willing to change substantive to informative text.  I’d also like to exclude congestion from the vote.

2.3.1.80. PatC:   Very well, we shall change the text to:

2.3.1.81. The text IEEE 802/11-05-1067r1 Interference Detection addressing objectives:  degradations caused by contention or other issues, channel selection and dynamic channel selection, site survey mode, access point coordination, and neighbor learning process is worthy of inclusion in the base draft”,  While removing any references to congestion.

2.3.1.82. PatC: Any comments on the motion? No. Voting tokens only, please. 

2.3.1.83. Yes 12, No 9, Abstain 8  

2.3.1.84. PatC:  The motion fails, as it must reach 75%.  Comments were given during the discussion.

2.3.1.85. TimO:  I encourage Roger and Simon to work the details and return.

2.3.1.86. PatC:  JoeEpstein, do you wish any action on Simple Diagnostics, document 1081r0?

2.3.1.87. JoeE:  Nothing at this time. I am merging into 05-1070.

2.3.1.88. PatC: Is any action contemplated on 05-1086r0 Virtual AP? 
2.3.1.89. JoeE: Nothing at this time, but I would like to discuss for a minute.  There are discussions off-line with other groups.  The proposals out there are looking at relating BSSs to each other and restructuring .  There are security implications for doing this.  These are good ideas, but I’d like to formalize the proposal further to take care of backward compatibility, security, etc.  We need more discussions, it is too early in the process.

2.3.1.90. PatC: That wraps it up for this part of the meeting.  We still have 45 minutes.  Anyone want to present 2100 moved-up?

2.3.1.91. JoeKwak:  Now that the straw poll section is done, we’d like to move toward first draft.  The diagnostics and troubleshooting worked on by many companies is a good candidate for inclusion as a skeleton for other functions to be added.  We should consider Diagnostics and Troubleshooting ASAP so that the others that may be approaching readiness for vote can use it as a template.  I propose that Tim and Emily move Diagnostics and Troubleshooting actions up  so we can work them ASAP.

2.3.1.92. Sudheer:  I can move up 1930 if that would be OK.

2.3.1.93. PatC:  Any objections to modifying the agenda?  None.  Tim, do you want to present now?

2.3.1.94. TimO: There are a few changes put up after 2130 yesterday, but r3 has not been on the server for enough time.

2.3.1.95. PatC:  We can wait until the end of the day.  We could present now and vote later, but it seems better to do both contemporaneously.

2.3.1.96. FloydB:  When people put up material on the server, it would be helpful for them to provide an e-mail to notify folks that a change has been made.

2.3.1.97. PatC:  Anyone object to moving the agenda to accommodate the agenda change to allow Sudheer to present?  No.

2.3.2. Presentation of document 06-0036r0 

2.3.2.1. Sudheer Matta (Trapeze Networks) presents 06-0036r0 Reliable Multicast in 802.11.  802.11 multicast is unreliable, with video impractical.  Multicast-to-unicast conversion is costly and overkill.  Application solutions solve the problem at the wrong layer.  Previous proposals have not solved the problem.  This proposes an acknowledgement-based solution.  We suggest a fourth address field for the unicast that will facilitate the acknowledgement.  Implementation can be left to vendors, and techniques that have emerged to improve unicast management can be reused.

2.3.2.2. JoeE:  One of the nice things about this is randomization.  You have changed the process.  Are you wanting to measure channel loss effects?  Do you have simulations about how this would work vis-à-vis loss rate?

2.3.2.3. Sudheer:  Yes we are working on this, but it is complex.

2.3.2.4. JoeE:  Randomization will be needed for this, and so I think it’s important that we understand it better.  I suggest you reverse addresses 1 and 4 to ease hardware implementation of filtering and acknowledgement.  

2.3.2.5. LarryS:  I like the idea that we are keeping the broadcast address.  I have concerns about how this would be implemented.  The hardware would repeatedly transmit the packet until the station responds.  That could be a problem.

2.3.2.6. Sudheer:  There is no way to avoid this until the entire network is 11v compliant.

2.3.2.7. LarryS:  Those involved in wireless chipsets need to look at this carefully because it has to deliver an ACK for this special case.

2.3.2.8. Sudheer:  One way to do this without changing the order is to create a new sub-type that will identify this separately.

2.3.2.9. JariJ:  Will this work with various schemes such multiple multicast conditions where you may need to have multiple ACKs?

2.3.2.10. Sudheer:  I don’t want to get into this, with multiple ACKs in the same frame.  This about packet loss due to collision.

2.3.2.11. JoeE:  One must balance hardware ACKs and filtering.  My comments on reversing addresses 1 and 4 were illustrative only.

2.3.2.12. Sudheer:  Yes I agree.  One could allow implementers to opt-out.

2.3.2.13. JoeK:  I support the general thrust of the proposal.  “n” is discussing another more complex technique, but this is simpler.  In your view, would this approach support retransmission or simply log the number of failed ACKs?

2.3.2.14. Sudheer:  One could use rate control, power control, etc. to improve the goodput, so I endorse retransmission.

2.3.2.15. JoeK: This may not be the right approach for legacy PHYs where we cannot change the header.  The mechanism shouldn’t be in the header, but rather somewhere else.   Also retransmission could be problematic for interpretation of the addresses.

2.3.2.16. Sudheer:  Comments well taken.  The only advantage here is flexibility on per packet basis over compatibility with legacy.  Every frame in .11 has a sequence number.  Today there is no reason why you couldn’t retry multicast if you want to.  The way you filter is the key.

2.3.2.17. Mike Moreton:  This is not a software change for legacy devices?

2.3.2.18. Sudheer:  No.

2.3.2.19. JoeE:  I assume you mean that there is no way to know based on sequence numbers that everyone received the packet.  One way to fix this would be to use statistics which would feedback this information rather that with explicit ACKs.  Have you evaluated this tradeoff?

2.3.2.20. Sudheer: Totally disagree.  Statistics at higher layer crosses layer boundaries and ruins simplicity.  We need to retry on a per-packet basis.  It is desirable to to use the same layer to solve the problem as to detect the problem.  Substituting unicast for multicast at a higher layer is overkill.  This is in between.

2.3.2.21. JowE:  This is actually a conversion scheme too, it just allows intermediate layer  “snooping”.  Collisions are detected at the receiver, not the transmitter---so this solution doesn’t necessary cover that problem.

2.3.2.22. Sudheer:  I agree on most of that.  Not questing for 100% reliability, just trying to improve the situation.

2.3.2.23. JoeE;  Some simulation on this using say, a push-to-talk voice app, would be helpful.

2.3.2.24. Mathilde:  Intelligent algorithms for detecting how reliable the ACK might be could improve the performance of this scheme?

2.3.2.25. Sudheer:  I am trying not to increase the complexity too much.

2.3.2.26. Mathilde:  It might help this group to show such algorithms, even if not in the standard.

2.3.2.27. Abhijit Choudhury: I like the idea of making multicasts more reliable, but currently you are not expected to look for a 4th address in .11.

2.3.2.28. Sudheer:  I suggest a new sub-type that legacy stations would ignore.

2.3.2.29. Abhijit Choudhury: If the address is carried with somewhere else, I’m OK with that.

2.3.2.30. PatC:  Would you like a straw poll?

2.3.2.31. Sudheer: Yes, I request a straw poll.  

2.3.2.32. Do you feel that submission 11-06-0036r0 should be pursued further, taking into account the comments made?

2.3.2.33. Yes 23, No 4, Abstain 6

2.3.2.34. PatC: We are at 10 o’clock. Emily, a comment?

2.3.2.35. Emily:  I would like to say that we include the specific objective number on this activity.

2.3.2.36. Sudheer:  We have already covered this in another presentation (Jokela’s)

2.3.2.37. PatC: Please work this off-line.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing?

2.4.1.2. No.

2.4.1.3. PatC: We are recessed.

2.4.1.4. Recess at 1000 hours.

2.5. Opening

2.5.1. Call to Order

2.5.1.1. PatC:  The meeting is re-convened.

2.5.1.2. Convened at 1032 hours.

2.6. Process

2.6.1. Presentation of Document 05-1263r2

2.6.1.1. Presentation by Sunghyun Choi on A Novel Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11, document 05-1263r2.  Recent 802.11 work has centered on reducing handoff delay or power saving.  This needs Idle Mode operation to support idle mobile hosts without active traffic.  The technique can improve standby time and reduce signaling costs. Current power saving keeps clients associated, has long handoffs, and insufficiently reduces power use.  IP Paging is also inefficient, and is redundant if MAC-level paging is supported.  Proposed instead is a new idle mode protocol. with paging, idle handoff, and delayed handoff.  The presentation introduces Delayed handoff, AP reselection, Home-Node (node a client signals to enter idle mode), and Most-Recently Associated (MRA).  Preliminary performance measurements are also included.

2.6.1.2. I would like a straw poll.

2.6.1.3. PatC:  We shall handle that later; right now we need to move along with presentations.

2.6.2. Presentation of Document 06-0010r0

2.6.2.1. Dorothy Stanley (Aruba Networks) presented Location Presentation, document 06-0010r0. Companion text is contained in document 06-0009r0.  The presentation seeks to enhance location for a variety of end devices, algorithms, location based services, and support insecure and secure reporting  mechanisms (pre- and post- association).  Applications include asset tracking, emergency services management of equipment in the field, and applications will proliferate.  Introduces new Presence Reporting Parameters Element. and Presence Action Frames.

2.6.2.2. Dorothy:  I will bring a motion forward later on this.

2.6.2.3. RichardP:  Are you addressing privacy? Are you familiar with GeoPriv? This has an authentication server for handling location information.  It should be integral to address this.

2.6.2.4. Dorothy:  We are handling layer two information only here.

2.6.2.5. RichardP:  In “k” we dealt with it by saying location can be released to you but no one else.

2.6.2.6. Dorothy:  This does not address network to customer, but rather client to network only.  The controls would be on the other direction.

2.6.2.7. Richard: This still sounds like layer 2 problem.

2.6.2.8. Sungyuhn Choi:  Does this cover wireline too?

2.6.2.9. Dorothy:  No.

2.6.2.10. SunghyunChoi:  Do you think this should be handled in say, IETF instead?

2.6.2.11. Dorothy:  Perhaps TGv work could be extended to APs, which would form a basis for higher layer approaches.

2.6.2.12. Sunghyun: Do you believe that such protocols should be defined in 802 eventually?

2.6.2.13. Dorothy: Perhaps.

2.6.2.14. TimO: You created the Presence Information Element, which can contain other IDs?

2.6.2.15. Dorothy: Yes

2.6.2.16. RogerD: Modification of beacons to include channel information in presence support: why is it there?  It seems like the channel would always be known.

2.6.2.17. Dorothy:  To allow an AP to listen to devices on multiple channels in background.

2.6.2.18. Roger:  So this supports multiple channel APs?

2.6.2.19. Dorothy:  Just trying to maximize ability to handle lots of eventualities.

2.6.2.20. TimO:  Is the next step to add clause 11 normative text?

2.6.2.21. Dorothy:  That is the next step.

2.6.2.22. PatC:  I ask the boty to read the text so we can vote on this motion later.

2.6.3. Presentation of Document 05-1287r2

2.6.3.1. Feng Li presented a normative text proposal for Adaptive Rate Control.  This is designed to allow a receiving STA to signal a request for an operating rate change during the (re)association process using an “ARC Capability Exchange” feature. Only the transmitting and receiving STAs having the capability would utilize it.

2.6.3.2. PatC:  Comments?

2.6.3.3. JoeE:  Why are the rate identifiers in the header?

2.6.3.4. EmilyQ: Let me try to respond. It is In the header to promote quicker response, and can be used with any frame e.g. RTS/CTS.

2.6.3.5. JoeE:  It may take longer to determine the appropriate rate than the actual signaling.  For a data response, one could envision a slightly slower, but nevertheless effective, process.  I think the general idea is good, but I have concerns regarding the extra information fields.

2.6.3.6. Sudheer: Is there a policy in TGv regarding hardware or software upgrades?  What is the advantage of doing this?

2.6.3.7. Emily:  The presentation was given at a prior meeting: improved performance and throughput.

2.6.3.8. Sudheer: I don’t know if there is a per-packet reason to do this.  How about using action frames, etc.  This is very low level.

2.6.3.9. TimO:  It is desirable to have a low impact mechanism, with the capability to tell the other end to go up or down.

2.6.3.10. Sudheer:  This seems too low level with all legacy equipment.

2.6.3.11. Simon Black:  I see value in the feedback, but making this mandatory worries me.  Under periodic interference conditions, it might be better to use other techniques.

2.6.3.12. Roger:  I don’t understand the value.  It seems like the radios already auto-adapt.  There is nothing in the existing document that it is required to handle all speeds.  Moreover, I don’t see what gains could be achieved.  This requires multiple exchanges, and conditions could rapidly change due to multipath, etc.  It seems like making the determination on only one end of the duplex link might be limiting in performance.  I am unconvinced that this would work.

2.6.3.13. Emily:  Mandatory vs. optional could be discussed by the group.  The mechanism allows the receiver to request a particular rate.

2.6.3.14. TimO:  Today you don’t have a good way to adapt the rate because you have no information about the other end, particularly when ratcheting “up”.  I could think I could go up by trial and error, but this is not good.  This mechanism could tell how far to ratchet more effectively.

2.6.3.15. JoeE:  It is obvious that the scheme won’t work if the rate is already too high.  As the receiver, you judge that you can go higher and by how much.  In fact, I would suggest this, as well as observing there is no way to ratchet down.  Radios don’t actually have the ability to predict how much up or down “room” there is at any particular time.  Maybe just a bit to say “enough margin”, or “not enough” is better.

2.6.3.16. Emily:  This acts in a single TXOP, so fast enough to be of value.

2.6.3.17. JoeE:  Yes, but the receiver would find it hard to predict how much margin it has at any particular time.  Sort of an “uncertainty principle”.

2.6.3.18. Roger:  Rate adaptation is usually fast down, but slow up.  Overall the 802.11 world is cautious relative to rate.  Here you seem to be trying to speed up the system.  Perhaps a feedback in the ACK mechanism is what you really want, but this would excite criticism.  You want to keep error rate below about 1%, and with this error rate may be increased.

2.6.3.19. Sudheer: There is already feedback on success: the ACK. 

2.6.3.20. TimO: This doesn’t tell you much about ability to go up or down, though.  In order to use ACKs you’d have to experiment constantly.  Moreover, there may never be any stimulation to go to a higher rate. This just provides a little more information.  However, I am not sure this should be mandatory.

2.6.3.21. Sudheer:  Now the APs are determining the rate.  It seems like here we are trying to make it the destination determine it. 

2.6.3.22. Sungyuhn:  Both open and closed loop are used now.  This closed-loop approach could be better, but “n” has this already or is likely to have it.  This would seem to work only with legacy devices.  If it is easy to upgrade legacy devices, then OK.  But if not, I am not sure of the value going-forward.

2.6.3.23. AdrianMatthews: I have comments both “for” and “against”.  Rate feedback has proven effective in 11n, but I’d like to see performance results before we would move on this.  Putting info in the service field is dangerous because it is not error-protected.  Errors could induce problems.  

2.6.3.24. JoeE:  Would you consider going from rates to link margins.  Also perhaps a negative acknowledgement?

2.6.3.25. PatC:  I suggest you take this off-line.  Let’s have a straw poll

2.6.3.26. Do you feel that the submission 11-05-1287r2 should be pursued further, taking into account the recommended rate would be changed to the suggested rate?

2.6.3.27. 12 For, 21 Against

2.6.4. Presentation of Document 05-1219r3

2.6.4.1. Ponnuswamy et al presented 1219r3 on Virtual APs.
2.6.4.2.   This presentation advocates support of several virtual APs per physical AP supporting  hidden SSIDs in beacons, multiple SSID probe responses and multiple SSID probe requests.  Presentation outlines changes to beacons, probe responses, and requests to accommodate the feature.  Legacy support in beacons is preserved, while multiple BSSID-aware STAs can use the feature.

2.6.4.3. Ponnuswamy: I will offer a motion on this later.

2.6.4.4. PatC:  Questions?

2.6.4.5. DorothyS:  Where do we go from here?  The virtual AP discussion in TGv is continuing, and we should head toward one proposal.   In TGw and other TGs there is also discussion on Virtual APs.  However beacon protection is an issue.  The fields of the beacon that change might be sent in a protected part of the frame.  This might be the best way to get security taken care of in the beacon.  Is it time to move to a new model?  What purpose do we want the beacon to serve?  What is the best mechanism to solve the beacon evolution problem across multiple groups?

2.6.4.6. PatC:  That  is a good question.  We need a coherent solution.  Maybe an ad-hoc is the best way…

2.6.4.7. Emily:  I request the joint session between TGu and TGv discuss this.

2.6.4.8. LarryS:  I see value in both VAP presentations.  Some vendors already have reference designs that support multiple SSIDs.  But there may be scalability issues going-forward.  I have concerns about legacy stations vis-à-vis this.  

2.6.4.9. JoeE: If Emily brings this up in the joint session, how would we consider a new beacon model?  This spans multiple groups.

2.6.4.10. TimO:  This is a good proposal, but I request that you consider wild card probe request effects, and TGk beacon report bloat.  You don’t have to measure RCPI for each of them.  You should also consider effect on neighbor beacon request measurement timing.

2.6.4.11. PatC:  No more questions.  Then I recommend we recess until the joint session this afternoon.

2.7. Closing

2.7.1. Recess

2.7.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing?

2.7.1.2. No.

2.7.1.3. PatC: We are recessed.

2.7.1.4. Recess at 1228 hours.

***************************************************************************

Secretarial Note:  The following are minutes taken at the joint session of TGv and TGu on Tuesday, January 17th
***************************************************************************
3. Tuesday Afternoon Session, January 17, 2006

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to Order

3.2.1.1. Stephen McCann (Stephen):  This joint meeting of TGv and TGu is called to order.

3.2.1.2. Convened at 1332 hours.

3.3. Process

3.3.1. Review of Joint Meeting Agenda

3.3.1.1. Stephen: Virtual AP and E911 are major discussion topics (reviews agenda).  Are there any other presentations that should be on the agenda?

3.3.1.2. No.

3.3.1.3. Mike Moreton: Shall I provide some background?

3.3.1.4. PatC: Yes

3.3.2. Presentation of Document 06-0013r1

3.3.2.1. Mike Moreton discussed “What is 802.11u?”  802.11 assumes that you are pre-authorized to use the network; TGu considers the case when this is not assumed.   You could enroll on the network, you could use the network to access the one that you do have credentials for, or you could find a network that is advertising that it will give you service without credentials.  With 802.11u you will know: what networks are free, what networks you can use based on our local subscriptions, what networks you could enroll on, and which networks don’t provide public service (so you cannot use them).  TGu seeks to provide a unified way of overcoming the patchwork developed for current hot-spots using a variety of methods and layers.

3.3.2.2. PatC:  I have no capsule review for “v”, but I shall give a short verbal summary:  TGv is the complement to TGk, and provides the “push” to TGk’s “pull”.  Today’s enterprise access point networks require (for example) better management in order to provide better service (e.g. load balancing).  Also needed: MIB access and dynamic channel selection.  We also have virtual APs.  Virtual APs make multiple BSSIDs that change the “neighbor” concept.  Dorothy Stanley will have a presentation that opens the opportunity for dialog on this.  TGv also provides diagnostics and troubleshooting, because it is are difficult to isolate problems in these networks.

3.3.2.3. Stefano: TGv has reached the conclusion that Virtual APs are needed.  Was a discussion conducted to determine if there were other ways of addressing the issues solved by Virtual APs?

3.3.2.4. PatC:  Folks are already using virtual APs, so this is in the mainstream.

3.3.2.5. Sudheer: I’d like to hear from TGu why you are dealing with this.

3.3.2.6. MikeMoreton:  You have multiple networks you’re trying to access, so the AP is already becoming a “multiple”.  We just have to address this systematically between the two groups.

3.3.2.7. Stephen:  Virtual APs are only one method that TGu has been formulating to address the issue.  TGu is not actually mandating Virtual APs.

3.3.2.8. MikeMoreton:  In TGu the issue is being approached from a philosophical level.

3.3.2.9. Sudheer: It seems that the beacon structure is really the centerpiece.

3.3.2.10. Stephen: TGu is investigating ways of making the beacon handle virtual-AP-like operations.

3.3.2.11. PatC:  Some discussions I’ve had with Stephen and Stuart Kerry actually may recommend that we take this into a larger group, rather than in individual task groups.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 06-0038r0

3.3.3.1. Emily Qi (Intel) presented document 06-0038r0  Beacon Content Protection.  The beacon contains valuable information about the BSS.  But it is subject to forgery.  There is no current protection for beacon frames.  The beacon contains both static (capability and network data) and dynamic (TIM, STA configuration and BSS data) information. The presentation recommends a four-way handshake to protect the static information in beacons and send dynamic information in a “Maintenance” beacon.  TGw would provide this as an optional feature exercised by advertising the capability in a bit in the RSN IE Capabilities field.   The presentation proposes new beacon formats and information elements for the maintenance function.

3.3.3.2. PatC: Any questions?

3.3.3.3. MikeM:  Separating the information you need to associate seems like a good idea.  It may be difficult to remove all of the dynamic information from the beacon.  It might be better to protect certain bits.

3.3.3.4. Stephen:  I also believe this is an excellent suggestion, but TGu may need an intermediate solution, since it may take some time to formulate this.

3.3.4. Presentation of Document 05-1120r3

3.3.4.1. Dorothy Stanley presented [TGv] Requirement 2060 – Virtual Access Points.  The marketplace already contains products that use a single AP to create several apparent APs.  However, this can get out of hand and should be controlled.  This and 05-1086 are TGv methods of approaching the problem.  Since the November meeting, we have made some progress in specifying a framework that would deliver the benefits without causing difficulty for legacy equipment.  A particular issue, though, is presence of a non-transmitted BSSID.  The presentation also contains some data on how today’s multiple BSSID approach does not scale well.  We solicit TGu’s input to improve the concept .The other TGv work is trying to improve the security of the beacon.  The combination of the thrusts evokes a larger meta-question regarding the future architecture of the beacon itself.

3.3.4.2. MikeM:  This is a good presentation and it aligns well with TGu work. What we want to avoid is two separate solutions for the same problem.

3.3.4.3. Stefano:  This presentation was of value.  I would consider this a subset of what TGu is trying to solve:  If you have stations of an operator that want to provide service to different access subscriber types.  This results in an explosion of SSIDs.  Are we sure we want to keep the burden of choosing a particular BSSID with the client?

3.3.4.4. Dorothy:  The things we discussed don’t solve all the problems.  There are more things that have to be taken care of to make a final solution.

3.3.4.5. Stephen:  An SSID is a loosely-coupled idea, not directly a 1:1 mapping.  We split those so as not to use SSIDs as access network identifiers.  When we talk about Virtual SSIDs, we don’t necessarily mean multiple BSSIDs.

3.3.4.6. PatC:  The sentiment seems to be that we are trying to address the same problem, but differently.

3.3.4.7. JoeE:  Do you picture different security methods for the different networks?

3.3.4.8. Stephen:  There may be a variety of different methods carried over higher layers.

3.3.4.9. Stefano:  I disagree that we are solving the same problem.  We are working on different subsets, and have to cover the larger picture.

3.3.4.10. PatC:  Do you see TGu in the lead here?

3.3.4.11. Stefano:  Yes, we put it into our process early and have moved forward.

3.3.4.12. MikeMoreton: On authentication, I don’t think we will change from 11i, but the rest will go back to your home network.

3.3.4.13. PatC:  The next topic is E911.  How will we divide the tasks on this?  Some do not seem even to belong in IEEE.  We were actually discussing a liaison with others.  We have E911 in our TGv objectives, but there are issues with unauthenticated networks.  Perhaps this would be good for TGu to work on.

3.3.4.14. Stephen:  If we can come to a conclusion based on the components on the agenda list, that would seem useful.

3.3.5. Presentation of Document 05-1096r2

3.3.5.1. Mike Moreton presented Emergency Call Support, document 05-1096r2.  Cellular networks often allow anyone with a suitable phone to make emergency calls.  Initially US operators were reluctant to allow this.  Wireless VoIP will probably require this feature.  We must prevent an individual network from placing calls feigning an emergency.    Avoiding this loophole is hard.  One can’t use access network independent VoIP services, and thus it may be necessary to have VoIP services part of the wireless network, at least for emergency calls.  

3.3.5.2. Stephen:  Are we all happy about this?

3.3.5.3. Stefano:  Should we be talking about solutions or rather the problems?

3.3.5.4. TimO:  This E911 call capability has been talked about in other task groups.  The format of location capabilities is also important.

3.3.5.5. MikeM:  If the network is the wireless gatekeeper, then location is easier to handle.

3.3.5.6. Dorothy:  The solution for TGv should support more than E911, it’s just one location-based service.

3.3.5.7. TimO:  Mike’s idea is one solution, but it may be necessary for the client to get the AP’s location.

3.3.5.8. MikeM:  Also access to the network and pre-authenticated access is important too.

3.3.5.9. PatC:  Dorothy’s point about E911 and location is a good one.  We view location as a generic  problem.  Perhaps TGu could handle admission control and TGv could handle the location.  Perhaps a straw poll would help.

3.3.5.10. Emily:  Location would be well-handled by TGv.

3.3.5.11. Stefano:  Admission Control is a bad term for this.  It’s really advertisement of network capabilities.

3.3.5.12. PatC:  We shall change the slide to “location” and “unauthenticated access to a secure network for E911 purposes and advertisement of such service”.

3.3.5.13. TimO  I’d hate to see us move away from a single solution.

3.3.5.14. Dorothy:  A solution should not duplicate the solution that TGv is coming up with.  E911 needs information so it should look to what TGv provides, or we should agree that it all belongs in TGu.

3.3.5.15. Stefano:  We need to be careful that location is just an emergency issue.  We need to cooperate, but I don’t see that the solution has to closely tie TGv and TGu provisions together.

3.3.5.16. MikeM:  The time of the location is also important.

3.3.5.17. Stefano:  Whatever solutions are created, they should allow for compatibility with other standards and parties.

3.3.5.18. MikeM:  We need to work together on this one.  We may have a division of labor, but eventually we’ll have to come together.

3.3.5.19. Stephen: Perhaps a motion is in order…

3.3.5.20. Move that TGn and TGv consider the emergency call issue with the following division of labour:

3.3.5.21. TGv: General Purpose Location Services

3.3.5.22. TGu: Unauthenticated access to a secure network for E911 purposes and advertisement of such services.

3.3.5.23. Stephen: Are there any comments?

3.3.5.24. TimO:  Prioritization of calls may also be important, but I don’t know which it belongs under.

3.3.5.25. MikeM:  I think that’s out of scope for both.  We can throw off existing calls for this one.

3.3.5.26. Dorothy:  The term “location services” is confusing.  I don’t know what services means.  I would suggest facility instead…

3.3.5.27. Motion on the floor changed to: Move that TGn and TGv consider the emergency call issue with the following division of labour:

3.3.5.28. TGv: General Purpose Location Facility

3.3.5.29. TGu: Unauthenticated access to a secure network for E911 purposes and advertisement of such services.

3.3.5.30. Emily:  Earlier we mentioned admission control.  Since we have removed it from this motion, perhaps we should discuss whether this is in the scope of 802.11.  This seems like it’s aligned with TSPECs.

3.3.5.31. Mathilde:  I believe E911 can be solved easily with bandwidth reservation, but this was not addressed in TGe.  I think TGv would be a good place to discuss it.

3.3.5.32. PatC:  We will [in TGv] collect and provide location information.  The way TGu uses it is up to TGu.

3.3.5.33. Stefano:  I think the QoS comment is good, but should we talk about hypothetical requirements?

3.3.5.34. Mike:  How to access points know how much bandwidth will be taken by these emergency calls?  I don’t feel ownership of this in TGu.  If TGv wants to look at this, I’d be happy.

3.3.5.35. TimO:  I’m surprised that Mike thinks that this would be something we wouldn’t want to tackle.  But we have to prioritize calls to make it work.  TSPECs are a good solution, and it will be needed by 802.11.

3.3.5.36. Mathilde:  One should not require TSPECs for E911 calls.  All others should use TSPECs, but not E911.  It is the statistical issue that we should consider for carrying E911 calls.  

3.3.5.37. MikeM:  We may be confusing two cases:  unauthenticated and authenticated E911 calls.  We may need to separate them.

3.3.5.38. PatC:  I suggest under TGu, create a way for a station to signal it has an emergency call.

3.3.5.39. Stefano:  I agree

3.3.5.40. Emily:  I think we should make admission control part of this.

3.3.5.41. Mike:  Perhaps we should add admission control via QoS to the mix.

3.3.5.42. Motion on the floor:

3.3.5.43. Move that TGn and TGv consider the emergency call issue with the following division of labour:

3.3.5.44. TGv: General Purpose Location Services

3.3.5.45. TGu: Method for STA to signal an emergency call.  Unauthenticated access to a secure network for E911 purposes and advertisement of such services.

3.3.5.46. Stephen:  May I have a mover and a seconder?

3.3.5.47. Moved: Marian Rudolph  Second Stefano

3.3.5.48. Stephen: Call the question.

3.3.5.49. Yes 36, No  0, Abstain 8  The motion passes.

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC:  We have covered all of the items we had planned to address in this joint session.  Is there any objection to recessing?

3.4.1.2. No.

3.4.1.3. PatC/StephanM: TGv and TGu  are recessed.

3.4.1.4. Recess at 1511 hours.

***************************************************************************

Secretarial Note:  This concludes minutes taken at the joint session of TGv and TGu on Tuesday, January 17th
***************************************************************************
3.5. Opening

3.5.1. Call to Order

3.5.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC):  I call this meeting of TGv to order.

3.5.1.2. Convened at 1605 hours.

3.6. Process

3.6.1. Presentation of Document 06-0001r0

3.6.1.1. Bin Wang presented Load Balancing, 06-0001r0.  This presentation defines “dot11Load Difference” to initialize the Load Balancing process.  Load balancing should cover both Neighbor and ESS.  With neighbor balancing, the load difference is determined, then the AP implements exchange of neighbor information.  The STA then makes the roaming decision.  In the case of ESS balancing, the candidate AP selects and creates the candidate list, then it passes the load to the AP that is not fully loaded.  The  process continues until the load is balanced within the limits required.

3.6.1.2. PatC:  So neighboring APs exchange load information over the air?

3.6.1.3. BinW:  Yes.

3.6.1.4. Emily:  The roaming list is used to accomplish the transfer.

3.6.1.5. TimO:  I refer to the ESS load balancing on slide 10.  You move the load from 1 to 5 and 6?  How?

3.6.1.6. Emily: [Describes process]

3.6.1.7. TimO: What is the difference between ESS and neighbor balancing?  What else could you do other than transfer to neighbors?

3.6.1.8. Emily;  You use STAs in the overlapped areas to relieve load.

3.6.1.9. TimO: Then ESS load balancing is just multiple neighbor balances?

3.6.1.10. Emily: Yes.

3.6.1.11. JoeE:  I believe that this may not converge.  Also only load in two overlapping areas can be managed.

3.6.1.12. BobM:  Although the presenter has specified part of the process, the key part is the algorithm, since that would guarantee convergence with stability.  I recall that Floyd had presented an auctioning algorithm last meeting that attempted to specify this.

3.6.1.13. TimO:  Does the load on each AP need to be similar?

3.6.1.14. Emily:  Similar?

3.6.1.15. TimO:  This means the same value.  If you don’t assume this, then the process may result in a very unbalanced network.

3.6.1.16. Larry:  One comment we got early regarding load balancing was that specification of a specific algorithm might cause difficulty.  However, I am pleased that folks here believe a specified algorithm might be valuable.

3.6.1.17. PatC:  We shall move to the next presentation to stay on schedule.

3.6.2. Presentation of Document 05-1280r1

3.6.2.1. RogerD:  Although the file on the server is 1280r0, the document is labeled r1.

3.6.2.2. Bin Wang presented document 05-1280r1, Frequent Handover.  This presentation examines the Frequent Handoff problems caused by the time-varying wireless environment.  If an STA requests too many handovers, the AP imposes a policy to limit the frequency of handoffs, taking into account results of a measurement request transmitted within the handoff request frame.   The presentation offers frame specifications to implement the feature, and suggests how the AP can invoke a specific policy based on a variety of data gathered from the AP during handovers. 

3.6.2.3. PatC:  This is to eliminate the “ping-pong” effect.  Why is a new frame required for this?  The goal seems laudable, but I am not sure this is the right way to do this.

3.6.2.4. JoeE:  In trying to solve the problem, you must either tell the client he can’t leave his old AP, or can’t join a new one.  If he is moving he may not be able to stay with the old one.

3.6.2.5. Emily:  I believe this is an interesting area.  We should have a measurement to detect handoffs that are two frequent.  This is also tied to load balancing.

3.6.2.6. JoeE:  If a station doesn’t support this, it can’t get access from the service.

3.6.2.7. TimO:  Interesting area.  Ping-pong detection and doing something about balancing are both interesting.  Client handoffs can also be throttled by hysteresis.  This might be a good alternate approach.

3.6.2.8. LarryS:  Much of avoiding ping-pong derives from RCPI measurements that drive handoffs if only small differences occur.  Ultimately, the station should decide when it needs a handoff.  But providing a candidate list with limited options does not provide good performance.  This could lead to the 11r problem that happens if the network provides too small a list of candidates.  You can’t tell the STA to go to an AP that it can’t reach.

3.6.2.9. JoeE:  Can we in the network constrain an STA?  As long as it remains connected to the network adequately, it is reasonable to impose limits.

3.6.2.10. LarryS:  We must define and treat cases where clients are behaving badly.  There must be some controls to maintain good network operation.

3.6.2.11. Roger:  I am generally in favor of this idea.  However STAs usually only respond to signal strength, not network load.  Consequently, it is necessary to provide capabilities much like load balancing..

3.6.2.12. Straw poll

3.6.2.13. Should TGv consider frequent handover (a.k.a. ping-pong events) detection and perhaps avoidance, as a new objective?

3.6.2.14. Roger: I don’t like detection part.

3.6.2.15. BobM:  Neither do I.  Moreover, both open and closed loop methods are available for controlling handoffs.   I favor open loop rather than closed loop due to intensified processing possibility. Tim’s hysteresis method could be very effective, and offer low overhead---and was very well proven in cellular.  When applied on a per-cell basis it could be quite effective at moderating handoff intensity.

3.6.2.16. Should TGv consider frequent handover (a.k.a. ping-pong events) avoidance as a new objective?

3.6.2.17. Yes 17, No 4, Abstain 4

3.6.2.18. PatC: There was a request to change the agenda from JoeK. Is there any objection to this changing the agenda as shown?

08:00-09:15 - Hold motions 
10:30-12:30 – New Presentations/Submissions 
09:20-10:00 11-06-0036-00-00-000v-Reliable Multicast 
10:30-11:00 11-05-1263-00-00-000v-A Novel Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs 
11:00-11:30 11-06-0009-00-00-000v-Location Proposal.doc (substantive text) 
and 11-06-0010r0-00-000v-Location Presentation.ppt 
11:30-12:00 11-05-1286-00-00-000v-adaptive-rate-control 
12:00-12:30 11-05/1120-02-00-000v-Virtual AP.doc (substantive text) 
and 11-05/1119-01-00-000v-Virtual AP.ppt 
13:30-15:30 Joint TGu/TGv session (Topics: E911, Virtual APs) 
16:00-21:30 – New Presentations/Submissions 
16:00-16:30 11-06-0001-00-00-000v-load-balancing 
16:30-17:00 11-05-1280-00-00-000v-frequent-handover 
17:00-17:30 11-06-0032-00-00-000v-AP Neighbor Learning (substantive text) 
17:30-18:00 11-05-1084-00-000v-normative-text-bss-channel-switch 
19:30-20:00 11-05-1070-03-000v-normative-text-proposal-diagnostics-and-troubleshooting (05/1124r1) 
20:00-21:30 – Q&A/Motions on new substantive text 
3.6.2.19.  No objections to the change.

3.6.3. Presentation of Document 06-0032r0

3.6.3.1. Dorothy Stanley  presented document 06-0032r0, AP Neighbor Leaning Proposal normative text.  This proposal includes text that describes ways that STAs can learn about neighboring APs:  Listening to beacons, Neighbor lists from “k”:, etc.  This adds a neighbor broadcast or unicast as a probe.  By adding one information element to the probe response, this information can be obtained from an AP by an AP.  

3.6.3.2. PatC: Questions?

3.6.3.3. LarryS:  A lot of APs send out probes for probe detection

3.6.3.4. Phil:  Can you specify when the beacon will be transmitted providing the ability to synchronize?

3.6.3.5. Dorothy: Yes, we can consider this.

3.6.3.6. TimO:  This is good.  Background scanning and beacon reports are good ideas, and we considered this in “k”.

3.6.3.7. JoeK:  Is it your opinion that legacy APs might respond to this as well?

3.6.3.8. Larry:  Management frames are ignored.

3.6.3.9. Arnold:  A beacon report could be included.

3.6.3.10. JoeE:  Is there a more indirect way of doing the same thing.  Could you use a client as an intermediary?

3.6.3.11. Larry:  One could do this, but one could not sample.

3.6.3.12. Roger: Can you explain the Antenna ID?

3.6.3.13. Dorothy: This is believed to be in ”k” also.

3.6.3.14. TimO:  In the beacon report, you can get other forms of information as well.

3.6.3.15. ParC:  The beacon report does not necessarily deliver a neighbor, though.

3.6.3.16. TimO:  Yes

3.6.3.17. Subu:  The intention is to get a frame from an AP?

3.6.3.18. PatC: In theory you could do this using “k”.

3.6.3.19. JoeK:  The beacon request, beacon reply could be used, but one could get better information directly.

3.6.3.20. TimO:  If you want an accurate picture of neighbors, you can ask for a neighbor report, and you can take all the info from a number of neighbors and put it together.

3.6.3.21. Subu:  It would be hard to find how far away the responder is.

3.6.3.22. Larry: The only way for an AP to judge whether another AP is operating on channel right now is to do reciprocal requests.  “I am measuring you as…, how are you measuring me?”

3.6.3.23. Emily: TGk required association, though.  Is there a corresponding requirement here?

3.6.3.24. TimO:  Yes, this is a consideration, but there are many alternatives.

3.6.4. Presentation of Document 05-1084r0 and 05-1085r2

3.6.4.1. Phil:  Are the documents on the server?

3.6.4.2. JoeK:  Yes, just loaded.

3.6.4.3. Joe Kwak presented 05-1084r0 and 05-1085r2, BSS Channel Switch.  Many people did not attend in Vancouver, so Joe Kwak presented this again.  This presentation covers porting the TGh radar-avoidance function to TGv.  It allows an AP to command all STAs to follow the AP when and where it moves, and then confirms that the STAs have moved.  The steps of the switching protocol are covered along with frames and field formats to pass the necessary information.

3.6.4.4. JoeK: I would like to have a vote on including this in the draft.  If adopted, it would require more detail to be added to these “skeletal” elements.

3.6.4.5. PatC:  We could work this at 1930 hours.

3.6.4.6. JoeK:  Do we leave it up to the editor to merge these, or shall we work the issues before?  This is the only BSS channel switch proposed.  There was another one contributed by Backes et. al., but this was a way for a network to establish initial frequency selections.  This is orthogonal to that one, since it only allows for changes after network operation has begun.

3.6.4.7. SimonBlack:  Is r0 the current text?

3.6.4.8. JoeK: Yes

3.6.4.9. SimonB: There are a number of issues in the normative text, and they are addressed in an imprecise way.

3.6.4.10. JoeK: f we adopt the skeleton, we can build on that.  I view the normative text as complete, but the final result in the draft will undoubtedly be different.

3.6.4.11. BobO’Hara:  What is solved here that is not solved by the TGh channel switch? 

3.6.4.12. JoeK: In TGh the motivation is only radar in the 5GHz band.  This is a more generalized mechanism for any band, prompted by any interference.

3.6.4.13. BobO:  Couldn’t you just remove the  5GHz constraint in the TGh and reapply it?

3.6.4.14. JoeK:  I view this as representing a more generalized approach and having the ability to coordinate the switch more completely.

3.6.4.15. Bob:  But is the mechanism in the standard actually incapable of handling this?  Is there a problem worth solving here?

3.6.4.16. JoeK:  That is a general question and it can be applied to every management frame.

3.6.4.17. BobO: Yes, and I apply this test to every management frame.  The 8i02.11 spec is now approaching 1300 pages…

3.6.4.18. JoeK: Every contribution is incremental in nature, and an improvement over what’s there in the spirit of making 802.11 better.

3.6.4.19. Larry:  I thought this was trying to address the case where you’re the only AP in town and I have a problem and need to get transferred?

3.6.4.20. Roger:  I think this needs a scenario.  In 11h there was a debate on if an AP and an STA. need to coordinate a move.  We need this to allow such moves.

3.6.4.21. BobM: In the life of all networks you have to change conditions while the system is operating.  There has to be a method to move the system while it’s operating and without losing sessions. 

3.6.4.22. PatC: But this seems like TGh radar does this.

3.6.4.23. JoeK:  TGh just says “I am dropping service”, not actually an organized approach that preserves order.

3.6.4.24. BobM:  The radar is a tactic not a strategy.

3.6.4.25. Andrew Myles: This seems like a low probability event, and seems inappropriately complex to handle such and infrequent problem.

3.6.4.26. JoeK:  I am disappointed that the commenters have not attended all of the meetings and have not been able to absorb all of the motivation for designing such as capability.

3.7. Closing

3.7.1. Recess

3.7.1.1. PatC:  It is 1800 hours, and time to recess.  Is there any objection?

3.7.1.2. No.

3.7.1.3. PatC: TGv is recessed.

3.7.1.4. Recess at 1800 hours.

4. Tuesday Evening Session, January 17, 2006

4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to Order

4.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC):  I call this meeting of TGv to order.

4.2.1.2. Convened at 1935 hours.

4.3. Process

4.3.1. Presentation of Document 05-1124r1

4.3.1.1. Emily Qi (Intel) presented document 05-1124r1, Proposal for Diagnostics and Troubleshooting.  This document incorporates input (Part 1 and Part III) of 05-1076r0 (Black et. al.).  It also combines Alert Report with Event Log and STA Statistics.  It completes work-in progress items from 05-1124r0, and includes some additional updates to improve the draft.  The merged proposal includes Wireless Network Management Capability, Triggered Measurement Base Alerts, Event Logging, and Diagnostics. 

4.3.1.2. PatC: Questions/Comments?

4.3.1.3. TimO:  We seem to be in agreement regarding an action class for Wireless Network Management.  Within TGv there are enough features that a generalized method is required.

4.3.1.4. RogerD:  In 1070r3 the normative text seems to include more than the presentation covered.  Can you tell what is mandatory and optional and what takes 53 pages to cover?

4.3.1.5. TimO:  Most of this is the same as presented before.  

4.3.1.6. SimonB:  A lot of it is for triggered measurements that I imported from TGk work.  There are also a lot of fixes that took care of outages.  

4.3.1.7. Floyd:  I appreciate all of the work, but I would like to see how it actually meshes together.

4.3.1.8. Emily:  So you want to review in more detail?

4.3.1.9. Floyd:  Yes, I’d like to wait until March so that I could digest.  It looks like this was created by a group, but not shared until now as a “framework” for the draft.  I am concerned.  When did this become a framework?

4.3.1.10. PatC:  It is not a framework.

4.3.1.11. TimO:  People created a location program off-line as well that I  didn’t see, but that’s what they agreed to do, so I’m OK with it.

4.3.1.12. Floyd: I don’t review the drafts every day.

4.3.1.13. JesseWalker:  But it is your responsibility to do so.

4.3.1.14. LarryS:  I think of this as a base for other proposals, and it seems good to have an extensible information element.  If this were accepted tonight there would still be chances to fix it.

4.3.1.15. TimO:  Yes.  The foundation part is not very big, and we could change or remove any part of this going-forward.

4.3.1.16. Sudheer:  The layer management material could be used by STAs and APs, but what is being conveyed “up” seems thin.  There appears to be little reference to MLME material. 

4.3.1.17. Emily:  But in the 11k draft we started the same way.

4.3.1.18. SimonBlack:  Some of this comes from my paper, and so is just a framework that used the “k” MLME material.  For setting up triggers, one would use MLME, for example.

4.3.1.19. Sudheer:  Yes the 11k process was good, and you modified whatever you wanted.  However there is brand new material here as well, not apparently related to “k”.

4.3.1.20. SimonB:  I would agree.  There are things that need to be added.  However the MLME interface is a foundation.

4.3.1.21. Sudheer:  What is the utility of the multicast report here?  It seems that all it does is count frames.  It seems complicated for the value added.

4.3.1.22. SimonB:  It tells you when you are not receiving multicast frames.

4.3.1.23. Sudheer:  Is the count over 1 minute, 1 day?

4.3.1.24. Simon: That is specified in the request (report timeout).

4.3.1.25. Floyd:  Tim, this may need editorial changes.  But I recall that you voted against Roger’s power control, which passed unanimously, because of editorial issues.  

4.3.1.26. TimO:  That was actually interference measurement, but I felt that that text was more descriptive than this.  In my judgment it needed considerably more attention than here.

4.3.1.27. Floyd:  I’d like to review this and really approve of it rather than just going on the presentation content.

4.3.1.28. Henry:  On security reporting in 19, 20, and 21:   Why are we not using the 11i process?  Related to the tables, there are entries for WPA, TKIP, etc. that don’t appear in the standard.

4.3.1.29. TimO:  I agree we should reuse as many tables as we can.  We actually created our own structure for the diagnostic report.  

4.3.1.30. Henry:  11i  went to much trouble to create a fabric.  We should reuse it.

4.3.1.31. Roger:  Everything looks mandatory for Wireless Network Management.  Seems like this could be quite a burden to low-MIPS handheld devices.

4.3.1.32. TimO:  In the PICS we haven’t actually identified particular diagnostics.  All that’s required for you to support is the framework for an event log.  From straw polls, we wanted to have a way to run diagnostics.

4.3.1.33. Roger:  Would you be willing to consider different level of compliance, rather than a simple one-zero?  It could be a lot more flexible.

4.3.1.34. Tim:  But it would cause problems if you support some provisions while not supporting others.

4.3.1.35. SimonB:  We didn’t want to make these items single bits.

4.3.1.36. TimO:  We ought to add specific capabilities.

4.3.1.37. Henry:  Also those terms are not in any other document.

4.3.1.38. PatC:  Who wants to get a motion done?  Dorothy? Want to work in the order they came in?

4.3.1.39. Dorothy:  Emily is up there, so she can start.

4.3.1.40. Emily:  I wish to move:

4.3.1.41. Move to include the normative text in document 11-05-1070-03-000v-normative-text-proposal-diagnostics-and-troubleshooting.doc into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.42. PatC: Any friendly amendments before we second?

4.3.1.43. Sudheer:  Should we add a statement excluding the troublesome table elements?

4.3.1.44. TimO:  This is easy to add by the editor.

4.3.1.45. Dorothy:  I suggest we modify to add specific elements.

4.3.1.46. Floyd:  I suggest we not edit the document in a motion.

4.3.1.47. PatC: Any other comments?

4.3.1.48. Motion modified: Move to include the normative text in document 11-05-1070-03-000v-normative-text-proposal-diagnostics-and-troubleshooting.doc and remove the references to non-standard key management definitions in table v21 into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.49. Moved TimO. Seconded Simon Black

4.3.1.50. Sudheer:  In some cases terms are not explained well.  For example the term WLAN means nothing in the context of the 2003 spec.  “Roaming in” from cellular is also not referenced elsewhere in the standard.  We all know these terms, but they can cause confusion in a standard.

4.3.1.51. Henry:  Some other tables contain information the MAC doesn’t know and can’t get.  How can we include this (page 22, tables v13 and v6).  How can the MAC get this information?

4.3.1.52. TimO:  Yes we haven’t included any way to get this info.  A fair comment.

4.3.1.53. JoeK:  This is a good document and I would like to speak for the motion.  I know the authors and they are competent to work forward on this.  I think this is a good starting point, with many companies cooperating on a small area.

4.3.1.54. Floyd:  Table v18, the encryption definition.  What does TKIP mean?

4.3.1.55. PatC: v21 also has this problem.

4.3.1.56. Floyd:  Could we say that all references to specific terms will be removed? 

4.3.1.57. Friendly amendment proposed: Move to include the normative text in document 11-05-1070-03-000v-normative-text-proposal-diagnostics-and-troubleshooting.doc and remove the references to non-standard elements into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.58. Tim, Simon OK with this?

4.3.1.59. Tim: Yes.

4.3.1.60. Simon: Yes

4.3.1.61. Motion on the floor:

4.3.1.62. Move to include the normative text in document 11-05-1070-03-000v-normative-text-proposal-diagnostics-and-troubleshooting.doc and remove the references to non-standard elements into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.63. PatC: Any more discussion? No.  Let us vote.

4.3.1.64. Yes 24, No 22, Abstain 10.  The motion fails.

4.3.1.65. Floyd:  I would like to acknowledge the hard work evident by the team that put this together.  I believe as we work forward, this will make a good addition to the draft.

4.3.1.66. PatC:  Dorothy, would you like to proceed?

4.3.1.67. Dorothy:  Yes, I wish to move:

4.3.1.68. Move to include the substantive text in document 06/0009r0 into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.69. Any friendly amendments before seconding? No.

4.3.1.70. Moved Dorothy Stanley,  Seconded Roger Durand.

4.3.1.71. Any comments on the motion?

4.3.1.72. JoeE: I think this is good in principle, but I want to understand where the bar is for entry into the draft.  I think everything has been good, but how do we more to the next step?

4.3.1.73. Dorothy: Clause 11 check.  I can add this.

4.3.1.74. Simon:  What you’ve got here seems good, but I think it’s a collection of structures, some more complete than others.  There seems to be little regarding how this all fits together.  It seems like a partial proposal.

4.3.1.75. Dorothy:  It is what it is.  It provides direction. Action frames are specified.  My comments stand.

4.3.1.76. TimO: There is no clause 10.  There is a battery element. with no apparent way to get this into the MAC.  We seem to have set the bar to require that these details are ironed out.

4.3.1.77. JoeK:  We have gone over this basic approach before, and we are making primarily MAC changes.  As nearly as I can see, you have included the appropriate fields, but are we getting any closer to seeing whether this can be implemented without PHY changes?  I suggest Stuart Golden address this issue.

4.3.1.78. Dorothy:  Stuart suggested this parameter to support hardware improvements in the future.  Right now it’s in 10ths of nanoseconds, but if you can’t support that, it would be OK.

4.3.1.79. StuartG:  You could go all the way to a second.

4.3.1.80. Dorothy: The second question asks whether these methods are actually viable.

4.3.1.81. StuartG:  These are optional. You can put it in if you want to.

4.3.1.82. JoeE:  I like the direction, but if the clock granularity exceeds several nanoseconds, the technique becomes useless.  I also don’t understand the concept of “motion” and how it can be used.  It is a new concept to the standard, but I don’t see where we go with it.

4.3.1.83. Richard: Don’t think that this proposal needs time-based data and you can take several measurements if you wish.  Could be used for power-based measurements and other things as well.  One could know direction and velocity and different types of measurements.

4.3.1.84. JoeE:  I see where you’re going but without the missing sections, I am uncomfortable.

4.3.1.85. TimO:  We need to specify when these frames can be sent.  Unassociated or associated, etc.
4.3.1.86. Dorothy:  [Describes conditions for various measurements]  When these frames can be sent (e.g. prior to association) is also covered. Consult the action frame list.  All the information you asked about this morning, Tim, is in here.  7.4 talks about action frame details.  The fields are optional, and usage seems to be explained individually .  In 5.4.3.7 more description may be found.  In 7.4.x.2 Notification Frames are discussed.  Presence request and response are covered in 7.4.x.3. It seems like all of them are covered, and the document seems largely complete in this respect.

4.3.1.87. TimO:  I still believe there are some missing things.

4.3.1.88. Keith: Everything seems to focus on the location of the station.  There is one piece that seems orthogonal to location, though: battery condition.  If you are doing location, then why cover battery status.

4.3.1.89. Richard: If the battery goes dead, you won’t find the device.

4.3.1.90. BobO’Hara:  These outages and frame definitions appear out of place and are inappropriate.  All that should be done is to describe the bits and bytes, but the information needs to be placed elsewhere.  “Shall” and “may” also needs treatment.  

4.3.1.91. Dorothy:  It’s hard to be perfect…

4.3.1.92. Bob:  I’ve just spent months cleaning up 802.11.  I apologize, but I do not think this is ready.

4.3.1.93. Dorothy: Moving to clause 11 is straightforward, it seems.  It would be easy to adopt this with some edits.

4.3.1.94. Bob:  The clause 10 and 11 material is not there.  Tell me how to invoke the action frames, for example…

4.3.1.95. Roger: What the document is trying to do is reasonably well communicated.  I really don’t care what the number is.  We may as well start with something.  

4.3.1.96. SimonB: Could you describe the Motion Element for me?  How does it get set and what frames can it appear in?

4.3.1.97. Dorothy:  All of the fields in the element are optional in all places that it appears.  Typically it would be included in a presence notification or request to indicate the location of the device.

4.3.1.98. BobO:  I take issue with the language Roger used.  We are creating a standard and the language must be precise.  To say “we have to start somewhere” is a gross misstatement.

4.3.1.99. PatC:  Let’s move forward…

4.3.1.100. Emily:  The draft would seem to have enough things defined that we could proceed without too much difficulty.

4.3.1.101. PatC:  Let’s do the motion…

4.3.1.102. Motion on the floor:

4.3.1.103. Move to include the substantive text in document 06/0009r0 into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.104. Moved Dorothy Seconded Roger.

4.3.1.105. Yes 8, Against 23, 16 Abstain  The motion fails.

4.3.1.106. PatC: Joe, are you ready?

4.3.1.107. JoeK: Yes I wish to move:

4.3.1.108. Move to include the substantive text in document 05/1084r0 into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.109. PatC: Friendly amendments?

4.3.1.110. Keith I suggest we remove the word “substantive” from the motion.

4.3.1.111. PatC: We have been using this for the last several meetings.

4.3.1.112. JoeK:  It’s OK to make the change.

4.3.1.113. Edited motion:

4.3.1.114. Move to include the text in document 05/1084r0 into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.115. JoeK:  We have to start somewhere.  This text is such a start.

4.3.1.116. Moved Joe, Second Marian Rudolph.

4.3.1.117. SungyhunChoi: Could we have a refresh on this?

4.3.1.118. JoeK:  Please refer to 1085r2 for all of the summary descriptions.  This is a coordinated channel switch triggered by interference.

4.3.1.119. TimO:  You’ve created a new action, but you’ve called it  a radio action frame.  See the 7.3.1.11 Action Field.  

4.3.1.120. JoeK:  The new field is Radio Management.

4.3.1.121. TimO:  Do you think it makes sense to maintain the exact “k” framework?

4.3.1.122. JoeK:  I think this is more flexible.

4.3.1.123. PatC: More comments?  No.  Let us vote.

4.3.1.124. Move to include the text in document 05/1084r0 into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.125. Yes 17, No 30 , Abstain 15  The motion fails.

4.3.1.126. PatC: I believe that concludes the motions.  The result changes our agenda for Thursday dramatically.  We shall apparently not need our 8-to-11 slot.

4.3.1.127. LarryS:  Is there any value to inserting the basic framework of anything so we could have a 0.1 draft for consideration Thursday?  I want to get past trivial concerns on terminology.

4.3.1.128. Roger:  I believe we made a mistake abandoning the process we were using, and I suggest we reinstate it.

4.3.1.129. Sudheer:  I voted against Emily’s proposal, but it appeared most complete.  I’d like to see a pared-down version of this that others could piggyback onto.

4.3.1.130. TimO:  Roger, the process we had would not have changed this.

4.3.1.131. Simon:  I suggest my Part 1 as a simple candidate to build upon.

4.3.1.132. PatC: Remember, we are not meeting tomorrow.  Let’s have a straw poll regarding willingness of the group to collaborate on creating a generalized normative text framework.

4.3.1.133. Straw poll

4.3.1.134. Who would vote in favor of a basic framework document as the initial TGv base draft on Thursday?

4.3.1.135. Floyd: I suggest:

4.3.1.136. “Who would like the opportunity to vote on a basic framework document as the initial TGv base draft on Thursday?”

4.3.1.137. Change in straw poll language accepted.

4.3.1.138. In favor 26 , 2 against

4.3.1.139. Sudheer:  I suggest we collect volunteers to help Emily.

4.3.1.140. PatC:  Show of hands.  Please gather after the meeting to arrange to work together.

4.3.1.141. SungyhunChoi:  I would like a straw poll.

4.3.1.142. PatC:  We asked before, but apparently you were not here.

4.3.1.143. Sungyhun: I suggest…

4.3.1.144. Do support defining an Idle Mode operation (not particularly the presented one) as part of 11v in support of Power Saving objective I accordance with REQ 2010?

4.3.1.145. Unknown:  It seems you are trying to solve the mobility problem.

4.3.1.146. Sungyhun:  No.  This is simply to reduce the number of frames you have to receive to just beacons.  

4.3.1.147. Keith:  A wireless station acts as a telephone.  Someone wanders around the network.  How does someone call the phone?

4.3.1.148. Sungyhun: That’s why it is a paging system.

4.3.1.149. Sudheer:  If a packet arrives for the client in a paging area.  Unless this is propagated, how do you get the packet to thr right AP considering the STA amy move while in idle mode.

4.3.1.150. Sungyhun:The information will be directed  from the AP to the “home” AP

4.3.1.151. Sudheer: How is the paging conveyed through the beacon?  Is this conveyed over the network?

4.3.1.152. Sungyhun: Yes.

4.3.1.153. Straw poll on the floor: 

4.3.1.154. Do [you] support defining an Idle Mode operation (not particularly the presented one) as part of 11v in support of Power Saving ojective I accordance with REQ 2010?

4.3.1.155. 23 for, 2 against.

4.3.1.156. Sungyhun:  I’d like a second poll…

4.3.1.157. Do you support defining an Idle Mode operation based on this presentation  as part of 11v?

4.3.1.158. Yes 10, 6 Against.

4.3.1.159. Sungyhun:  I would like some feedback.  Please give us input.

4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. PatC:  It past time to recess.  Is there any objection?

4.4.1.2. No.

4.4.1.3. PatC: TGv is recessed until Thursday.

Recess at 2135 hours.
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