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1. Tuesday Morning Session, May 16, 2006

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to order

1.2.1.1. Harry R. Worstell (Harry): I call the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. Secretarial Note: Harry Worstell substituting for Pat Calhoun as chair for May Jacksonville sessions.

1.2.1.3. Meeting convened at 0805 hours.

1.2.1.4. Harry:  I show the Pre-Meeting Instructions 06/722r0 on the screen.   I would like to read the Anti-Trust Statement [Reads] . Are there any questions on this? No.  

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.1.1. Harry: I would like to read the patent policy shown on the screen from document (06/722).  [Reads] Are there any questions on the policy?  None. Does anyone know of any patents that the chair should be advised of at this time?  No. Let us proceed.

1.3.2. Review of IEEE Member Pledge

1.3.2.1. Harry: I would like to read the IEEE member pledge as shown on the screen  from document (06/722).  [Reads] Are there any questions on the policy?  None.

1.3.3. Review of Inappropriate Topics

1.3.3.1. Harry: I would like to read a list of topics that will be forbidden in meetings.  [reads] Any questions?  No.

1.3.4. Review of Attendance Procedures

1.3.4.1. Harry: I’d like to review the automated attendance procedures (shows slides from 06/722).  Are there any questions on this? No. 

1.3.5. Review of Important Documents

1.3.5.1. Harry: I would like to call your attention to several documents important to TGv processes.  [reads] Are there any questions? 

1.3.6. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.6.1. HarryW:  Does anyone wish to move to adopt the minutes from the last meeting? Yes.

1.3.6.2. Move to approve TGv March 2006 minutes Document 11-060411-02-000v-minutes-tgv-denver-meeting-may-2006 agenda.ppt.

1.3.6.3. Moved: Marian Rudolf

1.3.6.4. Second: Jari Jokela

1.3.6.5. 10-0-1  Motion passes.

1.3.7. Approval of the agenda

1.3.7.1. Harry: Are there any comments regarding the agenda? Yes. Marian Rudolf wishes to present 06/711 and 06/712 documents, which have been uploaded to the server.  Emily indicates a presentation shown may not be available.  The chair suggests leaving the schedule intact until the presenter is sure.  The Rudolf presentation is added.

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

1.3.8. Discussion on Voting

1.3.8.1. Arnaud: I request that we schedule all votes for Wednesday.  

1.3.8.2. Harry:  How does the group feel about this?

1.3.8.3. Marian: I would like to see if we can finish today.

1.3.8.4. Emily: I suggest voting when presenters complete presentations.

1.3.8.5. Group decides to take votes when presenters complete.

1.3.9. Discussion on Goals for May 2006

1.3.9.1. Harry:  Shows goals from 06/722.  These slides were prepared by Pat.  Pat will not be present for this meeting.  [Reads]

1.3.10. Discussion on Submissions

1.3.10.1. Harry: Are there any new submissions? Yes. Emily Qi:  Power Saving 06/0656r0

1.3.10.2. Emily:  I may be able to show the latest draft.

1.3.11. Discussion of Draft Status

1.3.11.1. Emily Qi reviewed the current draft text and status of 05-0827r7.  The document has been color-coded to show revision versions.  Blue shows topics originally approved.  Yellow shows draft inputs in progress, and green shows those topics already voted into draft.  Uncolored areas represent areas that may require work or re-evaluation.

1.3.11.2. Amaud:  It seems that some have short definitions.  Does this indicate that these items may be insufficiently defined?

1.3.11.3. Emily:  The short descriptions mean that we did not make much progress  on these.  They could either be enhanced or dropped.

1.3.12. Presentation of Document 05/1065r4

1.3.12.1. Emily Qi presented Load Balancing, document 05/1065r4.  Document 05/1064r5 contains companion normative text.  This material has been presented before, and this presentation has been updated to include suggestions from others.  A flow chart on a recommended process is included, describing the frames that could be used.   



1.3.12.2. EmilyQ:  Can we have discussion on this?

1.3.12.3. [Unknown]:  I have some confusion regarding the AP’s recommendation of a roaming candidate.  Can the AP recommend itself?

1.3.12.4. Emily: Yes

1.3.12.5. Floyd:  If the station requested to move to a different AP, might it be told to go back to the original one?

1.3.12.6. Emily:  The mechanism provides a way for the AP to inform the station only.  If the station moves, it might subsequently try to move back.

1.3.12.7. Peyush: How does the AP decide if a station should be disconnected?

1.3.12.8. Emily: That isn’t the intent.

1.3.12.9. AlanThomson: An AP sends a request?

1.3.12.10. Emily:  Yes, but it is optional.

1.3.12.11. Dorothy:  Seems like this provides another mechanism for transferring neighbor report information, with some control information added.

1.3.12.12. Emily:  This report adds additional information to the neighbor report.

1.3.12.13. Dorothy:  I’m questioning the term “roaming”?  It is not consistent with terminology in 802.11r.  There was a big debate about the term roaming there.  You might want to change it to “Fast BSS Transition”?

1.3.12.14. Emily  Yes, I will do that.  I’d like to review one more thing: Roaming candidates.  The submission proposes some new report information elements and sub-elements.  

1.3.12.15. Marian: There is probably no reason to take the terminology too seriously, but should be corrected sooner or later: 

1.3.12.16. Arnaud:  11.15.4.3, Page 21. Question.  Roaming management response.  What does this involve at the station?

1.3.12.17. Emily:  The document outlines the process may be used.  The station has to do some things.

1.3.12.18. Arnaud:  I’m confused.  Is this mandatory or optional? What happens if the station isn’t available?

1.3.12.19. Emily:  If the current station is unavailable, then the frame can’t be sent.

1.3.12.20. Arnaud:  This seems like it would slow down the handoff.

1.3.12.21. Emily: No, I do not believe it will be a significant overhead.

1.3.12.22. Marian:  The response message is optional regarding whether the station received the previous message.  You want a very high degree of reliability here.  It will require a solid process between the STA and AP.  

1.3.12.23. BobM:  It seems like the QoS reservation part of the process closely parallels the  ADDTS.  I would like to make sure the handoff delays are minimized.  Would it be possible to simply rely on forwarding of ADDTS?

1.3.12.24. Floyd: Seems like this is just a suggestion. ADDTS seems like it has to be satisfied.  Consequently, this protocol seems that isn’t really needed.

1.3.12.25. Marian:  Do we really need to specify the load balancing algorithm?  

1.3.12.26. Floyd:  Yes I’d advocate that, but more importantly, I believe you have to predict the behavior.

1.3.12.27. Marian:  It follows a paradigm well-proven in 3G.  3G broadcasts neighbors, then an algorithm chooses the most attractive of them.  A fixed algorithm would be discouraged by most implementers.

1.3.12.28. Floyd:  If I was a vendor trying to implement, I could not do the right thing because there’s not enough information.

1.3.12.29. Marian:  Very different algorithms can be used and still work OK.  A station only has to know that if I reassociate with this AP I can get service.

1.3.12.30. Floyd:  If a station were to obey the suggestion to go to another AP, how long does it stay?   What happens if the STA tries to go to the first AP again?

1.3.12.31. Kevin:  This is an example of the “The puppet or the boy analogy”  Is the station following directions or making its own choices?  

1.3.12.32. Floyd:  But what happens if an STA goes to an AP and then has to go back?

1.3.12.33. Harry:  Do other questions in the queue apply directly to the presentation?  If not, lets get back to the thread.

1.3.12.34. JariJokela:  Regarding the roaming management request.  Is it mandatory or optional?  In diagram it’s shown as optional, but in the text mandatory.

1.3.12.35. Emily: It is based on the connection condition.

1.3.12.36. Alan:  Would it not be better to simply do a roaming request, using an explicit behavior?

1.3.12.37. Emily:  But this is not roaming.

1.3.12.38. Alan:  It would be good to have an explicit response.

1.3.12.39. Marian:  In the current response message is there something that shows whether a response happened?

1.3.12.40. Kevin: If the station took the advice immediately, it might have no further duty.

1.3.12.41. Alan:  If the AP doesn’t want to provide a recommendation, then it should have the option to say that.

1.3.12.42. Kevin:  I agree, the AP should not be forced to do a MAC match if it doesn’t need to.

1.3.12.43. Emily:  I will modify the draft and come back later.

1.3.13. Presentation of Document 06/0498r1

1.3.13.1. Floyd Backes presented Dynamic Multi-Level Power Control, document 06/0498r1.  Companion normative text may be found in 05/1068r5. This presentation extends detail, discussion, and agreement provided previously to allow frames to be transmitted subject to specified power limits.  The presentation advocates addition of a Transmit Power Management field value that carries the Transmit Power IE. 

1.3.13.2. Kevin:  What frames are affected?

1.3.13.3. Floyd:  Management frames are transmitted at regular power, this only applies to data frames.

1.3.13.4. Allen:  What happens if the station can’t comply?

1.3.13.5. Floyd:  Then it doesn’t have to.  It is optional to support the information element if the station doesn’t have the capability.

1.3.13.6. Emily:  Shouldn’t it be mandatory for effectiveness?

1.3.13.7. Floyd:  Yes would be happy to change that.  I used “optional” for legacy reasons.

1.3.13.8. Emily:  I am not clear about the units of the transmit power limit.

1.3.13.9. Floyd:  Seems like dB is explicit.

1.3.13.10. Marian:  I believe this derives from 11h?

1.3.13.11. Floyd:  Yes.

1.3.13.12. Emily:  Referring to page 120.  I would rather see “milliwatts”.

1.3.13.13. Roger:  Right now everyone works with decibels.

1.3.13.14. Floyd:  The confusion results from use of relative or absolute regarding the regulatory limit precedent.

1.3.13.15. Roger:  I am more interested in “mandatory” or “optional”.

1.3.13.16. Alan:  Is the intent to parallel “h”?  Is everything the same?

1.3.13.17. Floyd:  11h constrained power for regulatory reasons.  This works for all bands and all frames and is not for regulatory reasons, but rather to control interference.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. Harry:  We have nearly reached our break time.  Is there any objection to recess? No. Very well, let’s pick up where we left off after the break.

1.4.1.2. Recess at 0959

1.5. Opening

1.5.1. Call to order

1.5.1.1. Harry R. Worstell (Harry): I call the meeting to order.

1.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1032 hours.

1.6. Process

1.6.1. Discussion on Document 06/0498r1

1.6.1.1. Harry:  We now pick up where we left off with Floyd Backes’ presentation and subsequent discussion.

1.6.1.2. Floyd: Is there any more discussion on this? Yes.

1.6.1.3. Emily:  On page 8, last paragraph.  Beginning “Radio Management Action Frame…”   This has changed to Wireless Network Management Action Frame.

1.6.1.4. Floyd:  So noted.  Will make a note of it.  Also, I checked and at last meeting we agreed to change the limit to dB relative to maximum power.

1.6.1.5. Arnaud: I believe I asked for documentation on performance of this at the last meeting.

1.6.1.6. Floyd:  I’m sorry, I forgot to follow through.  I will send it to you.

1.6.1.7. Harry:  Floyd has asked for a straw poll…

1.6.1.8. Should Task Group v make the text in the document “Dynamic Multi-Level Power control number 11-05/1068r5 mandatory in the TGv draft?

1.6.1.9. Roger:  I would like to urge that we move on this.

1.6.1.10. Harry: Any objection to doing the straw poll first?

1.6.1.11. Emily:  I would like clarification on the mandatory designation.  Is this mandatory in the draft  or mandatory that stations follow it?

1.6.1.12. Roger:  I’d like to say the vendors that do not support it would cause problems that would degrade the value of the control.  I urge that we make it mandatory.

1.6.1.13. Sanjiv: Is this per station control or the entire set of stations?

1.6.1.14. Floyd: Both

1.6.1.15. Sanjiv:  I have concerns about per-station power control.

1.6.1.16. Marian:  There has been a lot of discussion about per-station power control.  Its performance has been well documented.

1.6.1.17. Roger: If a product is capable of switching on a per-packet basis there is much benefit to be gained, but per station is a valuable compromise.

1.6.1.18. Harry:  Let’s vote.

1.6.1.19. Arnaud:  If we included this would it be optional or mandatory?  

1.6.1.20. Modify straw poll:

1.6.1.21.  Should Task Group v make the text in the document “Dynamic Multi-Level Power control number 11-05/1068r5 mandatory if included  in the TGv draft.

1.6.1.22. Vote is 10 for, 8 opposed

1.6.1.23. Floyd I wish to move:

1.6.1.24. Move to instruct the Editor to include the text in the document “Dynamic Multi-Level Power Control” number 11-05/1068r6 into the TGv draft.

1.6.1.25. Moved: Floyd Backes

1.6.1.26. Second: Bob Miller

1.6.1.27. Bob Miller:  I speak in support of the motion.  Power control is well documented as a means of better exploiting the radio resource, and this proposal would provide a means to access that benefit.

1.6.1.28. Sanjiv:  I believe that rate control can also be used.

1.6.1.29. Harry:  Call the question.  Is there any objection to calling the question?  No. Very well, we shall vote..

1.6.1.30. 9 For, 6 Against, 0 Abstaining.  The motion fails.

1.6.1.31. Floyd:  Does this preclude further action this session?

1.6.1.32. Harry:  If one of the people who voted against it desires that it be brought forward again, it can be reconsidered.

1.6.2. Presentation of Document 06/0646r3

1.6.2.1. Jari Jokela presented Interference Detection and Diagnostics, document 06/0646r3.  This presentation has been made several times previously.  Companion text is shown in 06/0645r0.  The presentation advocates addition of capabilities for a station to determine time-interval interference.  Such knowledge is said to allow improved operation, e.g. better transmission scheduling.  With increasing multi-radio usage, allows simultaneous use of other air interfaces with 802.11 without interference between radios in the same device.  The proposal advocates instantiation of a co-located interference diagnostic.  A diagnostics request format is advanced, with a suggested response. 

1.6.2.2. Alan:  If a vendor wishes to implement a vendor-specific trigger, is that possible?

1.6.2.3. Jari:  Yes that should be possible, as there are spare bits.

1.6.2.4. Emily:  What happens if the reserved bits are used?   Would they be coded for specific vendors?

1.6.2.5. Jari: Yes, if we find that it must be vendor-specific.

1.6.2.6. Jari: [continues with presentation]  

1.6.2.7. Alan:  Is there an acknowledgment that the station is complying with the request?

1.6.2.8. Jari:  Perhaps that should be included as a status field.

1.6.2.9. JohnDunbar:  How does the AP know there is a co-located radio?

1.6.2.10. Jari:  There is a management capability management information element.

1.6.2.11. Emily:  It appears that a similar measurement exists in 11k.

1.6.2.12. Jari:  That could be.

1.6.2.13. Emily: We may want to include a channel number and/or band.  If a microwave oven is operating, how would one know the difference between local and external interference?

1.6.2.14. Jari:  It could become quite complex.  An attempt was made to simplify by communicating only information relevant for the current operating condition.  I acknowledge that it might be useful to have more information about what is causing the interference, but it may be difficult to provide.  I believe there should be enough information available, however, to provide benefit.

1.6.2.15. Emily:  We don’t know where the measurement comes from.  If the channel isn’t quiet, it seems like a signature may be hard to get.

1.6.2.16. Jari:  The interference characteristics will change, and it is unknown how much change will occur.

1.6.2.17. BobM:  Can you assure me that the accuracy of the measurement is sufficient to properly constrain the interference interval?  I’m also concerned about use of this with scheduled delivery.  The drift of the frames of two desynchronized systems will cause the interfered-with time interval to move through the superframe.  It would be very hard for the scheduler to keep up with this, particularly if there are many devices asking for the capability.  It could result in poorer use of the radio resouce and add a lot of complexity to the scheduler. 

1.6.2.18. Jari:  I agree with the complexity issue.  Think the measurement can be made quite accurately.

1.6.2.19. BobM:  I agree that the measurement can be made accurately, but I would like to be assured that the fields in the returned frame can accurately enough represent the measurement.

1.6.2.20. Jari:  I believe there is sufficient resolution.

1.6.2.21. BobM: Is this optional (in the sense that an AP can choose not to use the capability)?

1.6.2.22. Jari:  Yes.

1.6.2.23. Alan:  You are not detecting interference of any other radio?

1.6.2.24. Jari:  This would integrate interference caused by other radios to WLAN receiver.

1.6.2.25. Alan:  You don’t see a reason to go the other way?

1.6.2.26. Jari: No.

1.6.2.27. Roger: I am unclear on triggered interference:  What triggers it?

1.6.2.28. Jari:  Using this field, the access point can explore level at which trouble occurs.

1.6.2.29. Roger: Does that imply a power measurement on the channel?

1.6.2.30. Jari:  If you know what performance degradation you experience from co-operation, you can modify the transmission time.

1.6.2.31. Roger:  You don’t say anywhere exactly what metric triggers the measurement.

1.6.2.32. Jari:  Threshold field determines this.

1.6.2.33. Roger:  What is the trigger condition, though?  Is this a power measurement?  the trigger condition seems to be what makes you do this.

1.6.2.34. Jari:  Interference trigger field is an RF power level.  

1.6.2.35. Roger:  How do you know the interference isn’t coming from nearby?

1.6.2.36. Jari:  I need to fix this.

1.6.2.37. Marian:  Do you consider transmission harmonics or switching spikes to be a bigger problem.  Is this from GSM frequency correction?

1.6.2.38. Jari:  Transmission harmonics.

1.6.2.39. Marian:  I am familiar with this effect.  The first spike comes from the fact that GSM timing and frequency correction function is active.

1.6.2.40. Jari:  I’m not sure about that.

1.6.2.41. Marian:  How precise is the measurement?  The interference that appears on a regular traffic channel occurs at the slot rate.  If you measure power levels perhaps 4-5 dB accuracy is possible.  Is that enough?

1.6.2.42. Jari:  That is information I would have to get.

1.6.2.43. JoeKwak:  On slide 8, I understand the problems of co-located radios, and understand your drive to make this work well.  But I don’t understand why your proposed solution is to figure out how to fix a radio problem.  Wouldn’t it better to tell the AP to send the GSM timing assignment directly to the AP?

1.6.2.44. Jari:  That’s just what we’re doing.

1.6.2.45. Joe:  Why use a measurement to tell what the co-located radio already knows?

1.6.2.46. Jari:  The AP may not care…

1.6.2.47. Arnaud:  If the AP doesn’t care, whether it’s a measurement or a status is immaterial.

1.6.2.48. JoeK:  As soon as you have the GSM info, you can send info relative to the beacon.  You can do that with a management report, which the AP can choose to  use or not.

1.6.2.49. Jari:  I understand. 

1.6.2.50. Arnaud:  Yes, but all of this pushes the need for intelligence to the AP to get improvement.  Have you explored ways the device can address the problems more directly?

1.6.2.51. Jari: This is hard to do.

1.6.2.52. [Unknown] I believe there are already mechanisms to address this.

1.6.2.53. Roger:  It seems like the client should do something to mitigate the problem and it is not far reaching and surmountable.   On the other hand, microwave ovens are very prevalent, so I believe this is a big problem.  This is not an access point problem.  Bluetooth is not designed to operate in a scaleable manner, for example.  Its use of radio resource is largely uncontrolled, and APs don’t make special provisions for it.

1.6.2.54. Marian:  W.r.t. Bluetooth:  Many implementations have claimed to fix this problem.  I have not heard of such problems.  Bluetooth is going UWB anyway, right?  Will this be a solution that would persist past GSM?

1.6.2.55. Alan:  How does the AP know it has to activate the measurements? And shouldn’t the device determine when the info is needed?

1.6.2.56. JohnBarr: Is this something the system should worry about?  Should we be trying to address this?  Should (is) this within the objectives?

1.6.2.57. Emily:  What about peer/peer connections?  I’m also concerned about the accuracy of the report.  I also worry about the trigger conditions.

1.6.2.58. Jari:  I believe in the time domain the accuracy is enough.

1.6.2.59. BobM:  This seems to apply well to GSM interference, but will this work in the future where 3G, for example, the packets may be less synchronous?  This works well for GSM, but what about the future?

1.6.2.60. Jari:  Characterizing the exact signature was dropped for just that reason.

1.6.2.61. Marian:  There are big differences between radios.

1.6.2.62. Jari:  Yes this could be useful across many differences.

1.6.2.63. Harry:  Any other actions?

1.6.2.64. Jari:  No actions now.

1.6.2.65. Roger:  I’d like to thank Jari for bringing forth the presentation.  It was useful to understand the problem, and the discussion will stimulate further thought.

1.6.2.66. Harry:  Floyd had a question regarding reconsideration.  [shows Robert’s Rules on screen, and describes]. Reconsideration takes into account a changed situation.  Motion for reconsideration can only be made by the prevailing side.  The motion is subject to time limits as well, and may depend on whether the motion for reconsideration is during a multi-day session or a single-day meeting.  In this case, the motion must be made on the same day, or the next session, so a motion could be brought today or tomorrow only.  Is there anything that can be done in the remaining time before the end of this session?  No.

1.7. Closing

1.7.1. Recess

1.7.1.1. Harry I suggest we break now for lunch.  Are there any objections?  No.  Let’s recess until 1330 on the dot.

1.7.1.2. Recess at 1210

2. Tuesday Afternoon Session, May 16, 2006

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to order

2.2.1.1. Harry R. Worstell (Harry): I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1330 hours.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Presentation of Document 06/0636r0

2.3.1.1. Arnaud Meylan presented document 06/0636r0, Standby Power Saving Improvements.  This presentation is a continuation of an earlier one in Denver.  Currently WLAN phones have about a third the standby time of GSM and 3G phones.  That is because the wake frequency is too high.  This proposal suggests use of DTIM and MTIM to separate management and user broadcast traffic planes (with MTIM longer).  

2.3.1.2. Kevin:  I thought there were already mechanisms, e.g. VLAN tags, to do this.  It seems that this is unprecedented.

2.3.1.3. Arnaud:  This could be the first usage case. [continues presentation]  Simulations are offered to demonstrate value of the proposal.  

2.3.1.4. Emily:  On slide 8, If you are roaming, after 2.5 seconds you will have moved out of AP range…

2.3.1.5. Arnaud:  Yes, but you could wake up more often.

2.3.1.6. Arnaud: [continues] We suggest that the AP advertise a maximum listen interval to allow the concept to work reliably with STAs who would otherwise not know what it is.

2.3.1.7. Emily:  Can you elaborate on the maximum listen interval?  Could the neighborhood report be used as a mechanism for this?

2.3.1.8. Arnaud:  Perhaps, but sometimes no neighbors exist.

2.3.1.9. Emily:  On slide 10, case 3…  When compared to slide 9, I am confused by the scenario.

2.3.1.10. Arnaud:  There is no roaming assumed.  It is important to note that the phone will not always be roaming, for example when sitting in place in standby mode.

2.3.1.11. Menzo:  There are other mechanisms to accomplish the same thing.  Rather than moving multicast traffic, an alternate approach could be to keep control traffic in DTIM and move the other traffic elsewhere.

2.3.1.12. Arnaud:  I chose this way to allow legacy compatibility. 

2.3.1.13. Menzo:  If a steady stream of video traffic is being transmitted, the entry of a single power save legacy device would cause rearrangement of all traffic. 

2.3.1.14. Arnaud:  One can choose the ratio for DTIM and MTIM so that legacy traffic would ignore the new distinction.

2.3.1.15. Alan:  What about group traffic that can’t be delayed?

2.3.1.16. Arnaud:  There is not so much group traffic to be sent.

2.3.1.17. Allen:  I’m worried about ARP traffic.

2.3.1.18. Arnaud:  There are other ways to accomplish the same result.

2.3.1.19. Emily:  If legacy traffic works to the same beacon, there will be problems, such as duplication.

2.3.1.20. Arnaud:  I believe implementation choices can alleviate these problems.  I’d like to show some normative text in document 06/478r1.  There are changes in the beacon frame, association and reassociation frames, as well as the MLME.  

2.3.1.21. Roger:  Can I dynamically change the MTIM interval?

2.3.1.22. Arnaud:  I believe you could do that.

2.3.1.23. Alan:  If we are duplicating traffic, will not the network suffer?

2.3.1.24. Arnaud: Yes.

2.3.1.25. Alan:  Would it not be better to have a broadcast/unicast approach?

2.3.1.26. Arnaud:  At a hot spot, many devices may be on power save.  We could make the MTIM a multiple of DTIM.

2.3.1.27. BobM:  I am sympathetic to this idea because it is like bundled paging, which is well known to save power.  However, I would discourage copying of data in favor of adopting the convention that MTIM is a multiple of DTIM to prevent waste of radio resource.

2.3.1.28. Harry:  Do you request any other actions now?

2.3.1.29. Arnaud:  Not at this time.

2.3.1.30. Harry:  Emily, are you ready with your presentation on Idle Mode?

2.3.1.31. Emily:  We are not ready on this.

2.3.1.32. Harry: We’ll defer.  Joe Kwak, are you ready? Yes.

2.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/0388r1

2.3.2.1. Joe Kwak presented BSS Channel Switch, document 06/0388r1.  This was presented at last meeting, and received comments suggesting that components be removed that competed with TGh methods.  Diagnostic alerts can also provide triggered measurements that could prompt a BSS switch.  The presentation has been considerably modified from before.  We have added a Link Diagnostic Alert to detect the need for a BSS switch, and have substantially simplified the switch protocols.  Document 06/387r1 contains companion normative text.  Joe described a typical situation. The AP has the option to ask for triggered alerts, and when the conditions are met, the triggered alert is issued.  After receiving the alert, the AP may or may not act.  If it chooses to act, it sends a BSS switch message, containing the information necessary to execute the switch.  Some stations may choose not to execute the switch, and may take alternate action before the BSS switch time.  Several trigger options are available.

2.3.2.2. Alan: If I am an AP and don’t care about responses, do I have to send the requests?

2.3.2.3. JoeK:  No.  It just means we can use regulatory-mandated switching capabilities on all bands using the same primitives.

2.3.2.4. Alan:  Is this capability necessary?

2.3.2.5. JoeK:  This produces a coordinated switch.  It is useful for making sure that the context of all stations connected to the network is preserved.  Also it allows a positive acknowledgement to ensure that stations intend to switch.

2.3.2.6. John:  What if there’s interference or the station is asleep?

2.3.2.7. JoeK:  It’s better than what’s there now.  If it is a broadcast request, you’re not sure who’s receiving it.  At least this provides an ACK to ensure that no one gets “lost”.

2.3.2.8. [Unknown]: What is the time frame?

2.3.2.9. JoeK:  Channel switch announcement time is 256 beacon intervals.  There is also a timeout value for the response.  By the way, if a station is streaming before it switches  it doesn’t have to ACK, since it will begin streaming again.

2.3.2.10. Menzo:  Will disassociation occur for stations that don’t switch?

2.3.2.11. JoeK:  This may happen, but it is not the intent of this process.  The condition you mention is covered in Emily’s contribution.

2.3.2.12. Emily:  Not clear to me why we need a triggered alert.  In the case of microwave interference for example, it seems like the system could get complicated.

2.3.2.13. JoeK:  The suite of channel measurements allows the AP to sample conditions in various parts of the coverage area.  Moreover the parameters measured can be directly connect to communication quality.

2.3.2.14. Emily:  Could not you use TGk measurements to do this?

2.3.2.15. JoeK:  Tim Olsen and Simon Black agreed that there are no methods in “k” that could do this.

2.3.2.16. Emily: Channel load reporting could be used.

2.3.2.17. JoeK:  This is not a trigge-capable measurement.

2.3.2.18. Emily:  The trigger threshold in Figure x2 is confusing, can you explain?

2.3.2.19. JoeK:  The first parameter is filled with the trigger conditions listed in Table x1.  

2.3.2.20. Emily:  Figure x1.  The title needs correction.  Also I suggest that a reference be added for “ma”.

2.3.2.21. JoeK:  I couldn’t find any restriction in “ma” for spectral management.

2.3.2.22. Emily:  It is in the beacon format.

2.3.2.23. JoeK:  Yes, I believe your are right.

2.3.2.24.  Emily:  I believe you might want to address action frames as well.

2.3.2.25. JoeK:  I’d like to thank Emily for her suggestions, all of which are valuable.  We’ll not be voting now on this.  We will make changes and return tomorrow.

2.3.2.26. Victoria:  If there are a number of possible channels for a switch, is there a process for picking the best of them?

2.3.2.27. JoeK:  The AP would do this.  The station’s suggestion for an alternate could be ignored.

2.3.2.28. Victoria:  What if the channel switch announcement doesn’t contain target information.

2.3.2.29. JoeK:  The mechanism can be used to determine which stations would prefer not to come along, and may choose an alternate target channel.

2.3.2.30. Roger:  I am in favor of this, but I do have a concern about getting acknowledgments before the switch.  You might consider doing a channel switch by “preloading” the target channel.

2.3.2.31. JoeK:  Sounds like “r” all over again with “pre-registration”, I but haven’t thought this through.   This was never meant to get into the complexities of backups for tough switches.

2.3.2.32. Harry:  You’re next for power save.  Do you want to hold the floor?

2.3.2.33. JoeK:  The presentation is not ready.

2.3.2.34. Harry:  Very well, may we have Managed Object Request Response from Marian?  No, not present.

2.3.2.35. Harry:  Is there any objection to rearranging the agenda to accommodate some other presentations? None. I have “Additional Normative Text Proposal 2” on the agenda.  Does anyone know what Pat had in mind about this one?

2.3.2.36. Floyd:  I think it was just an opportunity to allow people to add text if they had it.

2.3.2.37. Harry: It seems we have not a lot to do until Marian is available.  Does anyone else have any suggestions?

2.3.2.38. Emily:  Can I get a presentation slot after 1700 with a motion?

2.3.2.39. Arnaud:  I would like to make a motion tomorrow morning.

2.3.2.40. Harry:  OK, let’s rearrange the agenda…  Joe is Power Saving deferred?

2.3.2.41. Joe:  Please remove it from the agenda.

2.3.2.42. Harry: How about DLS Management?

2.3.2.43. Joe: We presented this to WNG.  We are not clear about proceeding at this time.  I suggest you remove it from the agenda for now.

2.3.2.44. Harry: Emily, what is the name of your contribution?

2.3.2.45. Emily:  05/1064r6, Load Balancing.  I will need to schedule this for after1700 in order to meet the 4 hour rule for a motion.

2.3.2.46. Might we have a discussion regarding the objectives?

2.3.2.47. Floyd:  I would recommend doing that at the next meeting, since many participants would like to know that topic was being addressed.

2.3.2.48. Harry:  Let’s have a straw poll…

2.3.2.49. Straw Poll

2.3.2.50. Who would like to postpone objectives discussion until next meeting? 

2.3.2.51. 7 For, 0 Against, 4 Abstain

2.3.2.52. Harry: Therefore I recommend that we defer this discussion.  Let’s recess now, and return at 1600, have Marian’s presentation, rearrange the agenda, wait for Emily’s presentation and then recess for the day.  Tomorrow we can meet to clean up anything left over and plan the agenda for next meeting.  Does anyone have an objection to treating it this way?  No.

2.3.2.53. [Unknown]:  I am confused.  It seems that Emily’s paper has been on the server long enough to present immediately.

2.3.2.54. Emily:  So enough time has elapsed? Yes (4 hour rule includes break/lunch time).

2.3.2.55. Harry:  Very well, let’s follow through with the plan.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. Harry:  Is there any objection to recessing until 1600? No.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 1526.

2.5. Opening

2.5.1. Call to order

2.5.1.1. Harry: I call the meeting to order.

2.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1607 hours.

2.6. Process

2.6.1. Agenda examination

2.6.1.1. Harry: Is there any objection to changing the agenda to accommodate some presentations now? None. Very well, the agenda modifications are approved.

2.7. Process

2.7.1. Presentation of Document 05/1064r6

2.7.1.1. Emily Qi presented document 05/1064r6, discussing Load Balancing.  This document was presented earlier today, but has been updated to include suggested modifications.  Emily identified the changes.

2.7.1.2. Emily: I would like to move:

2.7.1.3. Move to include the normative text in document 11-05/1064-06-000v-normative text proposal load balancing.doc into the TGv draft.

2.7.1.4. Moved: Emily Qi

2.7.1.5. Second: Joe Epstein

2.7.1.6. 10 For, 1 Against, 1 Abstain, The motion passes.

2.7.2. Presentation of Document 06/0711r1

2.7.2.1. Marian Rudolf presented document 06/0711r1, Managed Object Request/Response.  Normative text may be found in 06/0712r1.  This proposal advocates introduction of a new action frame pair to act as a generic wrapper for SNMP protocol units.  It is believed to deliver SNMP over WLAN effectively, providing simple SNMP access to an 802.11 client, even when no agent is implemented.   A managed object request frame with elements is proposed, complemented by a managed object response frame. MLME interface primitives are also supplied.  

2.7.2.2. Emily:  This proposal seems at odds with TGw.  I feel that we should have an access control mechanism in place before doing this.

2.7.2.3. Marian: You’re right: This does not solve the access control problem and a solution will be required.  We will have to carefully weigh which solutions we consider and choose wisely to make this work right.

2.7.2.4. Emily:  I do not believe this will be useful without an access control mechanism.

2.7.2.5. Marian:  I agree with you.  An association is not enough.  It will require a special authentication mechanism.

2.7.2.6. Alan: If we are going to support SNMP, why don’t we just accept SNMP?

2.7.2.7. Marian: A valid question.  Practice has shown that full-blown implementation of SNMP is daunting.  We sought ways of defraying the penalties of full implementation.

2.7.2.8. Victoria: When we originally wrote the PAR, we considered this and thought we might avoid a full implementation.

2.7.2.9. Marian:  This proposal simply provides a way of implementing it by stripping off the wrapper making a special interpretation of just the needed bits.

2.7.2.10. JoeK:  We discussed this extensively over the last two years, and many large vendors were concerned that a requirement for SNMP would be unwelcome due to complexity in products.

2.7.2.11. Peyush: Can you elaborate on SNMP support with MIBs?

2.7.2.12. Marian:  One of the more elegant features of this proposal is the fact that it allows manipulation of objects in the MIB.  It would allow support for virtually any MIB that could be defined.

2.7.2.13. Peyush:  But if data frames are expected instead of management frames it could cause problems..

2.7.2.14. Marian:  I believe this can be minimized.

2.7.2.15. RohanMahy:  I am concerned about access to the MIB

2.7.2.16. JoeK:  This is for the AP, not the station.

2.7.2.17. Harry:  We have reached the end of our agenda for today.  We now must decide whether we want to release our time tonight and finish tomorrow, or wrap up our work tonight.

2.7.2.18. RohanMahy:  I’d like to give a presentation, if possible.

2.7.2.19. Harry:  Would you like to move to change the agenda?

2.7.2.20. Rohan:  I cannot, as I am not a voting member.

2.7.2.21. Harry:  Would a voting member be willing to make a motion on Rohan’s behalf?  Yes.

2.7.2.22. Motion to add presentation to the agenda.

2.7.2.23. Moved Joe Kwak

2.7.2.24. Second Emily Qi

2.7.2.25. Harry: Is there any discussion?  No.  Is there any objection to modifying the agenda as shown? No.

2.7.2.26. Unanimously approved.  The agenda now reads:

1 Meeting Call To Order

2 Review IEEE 802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules

3 Chair's Welcome, Status Update and Review of Objectives for the Session

4 Review and Approve Minutes

5 Approve or Modify Agenda

6 Review Objectives

7 Load Balancing - Qi

8 Break

9 Multi-Level Power Control - Backes

10 Interference Diagnostics - Black

11 Lunch

12 Idle Mode Operation - Kim - Not Present

13 BSS Channel Switch - Kwak

14 Power Saving - Kwak - Deferred until next meeting

15 Break 

16 DLS Management - Kwak - Deferred until next meeting

17 NAV - Salloum - Not present

18 05/1064r6 Load Balancing – Qi

19 Stand-by Time Improvements -Meylan

20 Application Layer Location Protocols - Mahy

2.7.3. Presentation of Document 06/0737r0

2.7.3.1. Rohan Mahy presented document 06/0737r0, Application Layer Location, which is not yet on the server.  The presentation talks about some of the factors that could affect the method used for location, for example taking into account mechanisms like GEOPRIV.  Application layer location protocols complement layer 2 location protocols such as the one accepted in TGv.  Application layer location mechanisms could be useful when location data is to big to fit in a single data frame, when the location data is specifically bound to an application layer identifier (e.g. URI), when private location data cannot be privately sent and layer 2, when a user with no layer 2 authorization relationship wants to access the data, or when asynchronous notification is more efficient than polling for the target application. 

2.7.3.2. Rohan:  Are there any questions?

2.7.3.3. Richard:  You are accessing some MIB location information?

2.7.3.4. Rohan:  You mean information provided by “k”.  The HELD protocol does not describe how the information was obtained. 

2.7.3.5. Richard:  How is this related to layer 2?

2.7.3.6. Rohan:  You could do it today over the wireless interface, but would be a bad use of the wireless medium.  Using this technique, you could get the information much more efficiently.

2.7.3.7. Richard:  What does the location generator do?

2.7.3.8. Rohan:  It generates the location in PIDF-L format via Geopriv.

2.7.3.9. Richard:  Some of that can be available through the “k” measurement.

2.7.3.10. Harry:  Perhaps the balance of these comments/questions could be handled off-line.  Would the membership like to finish tonight or tomorrow?  We still have a presentation and a vote to complete. 

2.7.3.11. Roger Durand:  I wish to move.

2.7.3.12. Motion to recess for this evening

2.7.3.13. Move: Roger Durand

2.7.3.14. Second: Marian Rudolf

2.7.3.15. Discussion?

2.7.3.16. Arnaud:  This means we will meet tomorrow?

2.7.3.17. Harry Yes.   Any more discussion?  None.

2.8. Closing

2.8.1. Recess

2.8.1.1. Harry: Is there any objection to approving the motion to recess? No.  The motion passes unanimously.  We shall meet again at tomorrow morning’s session.

2.8.1.2. Recess at 1710.
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