July 2006

doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/1019r3

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	Minutes of 802.11 Task Group V

Wireless Network Management

San Diego, California

July, 2006

	Date:  2006-07-20

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	R. R. Miller
	AT&T
	180 Park Ave, Florham Park NJ
	973-236-6920
	rrm@att.com

	
	
	
	
	





1. Monday Afternoon Session, July 17, 2006

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to order

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

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600 hours.

1.2.1.3. PatC:  I show the pre-meeting information 06/927r2 on the screen.   

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 (06/927r2).  [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 Inappropriate Topics

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

1.3.3. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.3.1. PatC:  Does anyone wish to move to adopt the minutes from the last meeting? Yes.

1.3.3.2. To approve meeting minutes in Document 11-06/741r1

1.3.3.3. Moved: Emily Qi

1.3.3.4. Seconded: Floyd Simpson

1.3.3.5. PatC: Is there any objection to accepting the minutes?  No.  The minutes are accepted unanimously.

1.3.4. Approval of the agenda

1.3.4.1. PatC: Are there any comments regarding the agenda 927r2. Yes. We have a very full agenda, and presentations will consume much of our time.  We shall review our goals and objectives, and then move onto our text submissions.  Floyd would you be willing to swap with Marian Rudolf?  No.  Joe Kwak, how about a swap?

1.3.4.2. JoeK: I thought this was already all worked out.

1.3.4.3. PatC:  No, just the presentations, not the times.  I just plugged them in.  You are not prepared to present yours now?

1.3.4.4. JoeK:  No.

1.3.4.5. PatC:  Emily, are you ready?  No.

1.3.4.6. MarcEmmelman:  I am ready and can switch.

1.3.4.7. PatC:  Thank you.  By the way, for those of you who haven’t heard, Harry Worstell will be substituting for me tomorrow.  Alan, can you present tomorrow? Yes.

1.3.4.8. FloydBackes:  You want me tomorrow morning?  

1.3.4.9. PatC:  No, tomorrow afternoon.

1.3.4.10. PatC:  Does anyone know what prompted the ESIF item?  If we don’t have information on this we should think about dropping it.  Let’s look at Thursday (reviews).  Jari, how much time do you need?

1.3.4.11. JariJokela: 25 minutes

1.3.4.12. PatC:  Emily, how about your presentation?

1.3.4.13. Emily:  I need slot for 15 minutes, perhaps on Tuesday.

1.3.4.14. PatC: Are there any other changes to the agenda?  No.

1.3.4.15. Emily:  It looks as if Interference Diagnostics  has a mistake, ending at 1540

1.3.4.16. PatC:  Sorry (fixes)

1.3.4.17. Emily:  Also the title is Power Saving for DFS has a typo.

1.3.4.18. PatC:  OK Thanks. (fixes)  I now show the modified agenda,

Monday: 
Review IEEE patent policy 
•Approve minutes from last meeting 
•Approve Agenda 
•Review weekly goals & Objectives 
•TGv Text Submissions 
–16:10-16:55 - 11-06-0711-01-000v-managed-object-request-response (Kwak) 
–16:55 - Recess for the day
Tuesday: 
•TGv Text Submissions 
–13:30-14:15 - 11-05-1068-04-000v-multilevelrfpower (Backes) 
–14:15-15:00 - 11-06-0956-00-000v_Preferred_Channel_Power_Saving (Kwak) 
–15:00-15:30 - Prepare Response to ESIF sub-committee B (ATIS Emergency Forum) 
–15:30-16:00 - Break 
–16:00-16:30 - Prepare Response to ESIF sub-committee B (ATIS Emergency Forum) 
–16:30-17:15 - 11-06-0950-00-000v-WLAN Paging and Idle Mode (Qi) 
–17:15-17:45 – 11-06-0975-00-000v-Dynamic signaling of parameter for target network behavior and operation (Emmelman) 
–17:45 - Recess for the day 
Thursday:
  

•AM Session 
–TGv Text Submissions 
•08:00-08:45 – Time synchronization over 802.3 and 802.11 LANs for AV applications, with implications to TGv (Stanton) 
•08:45-09:30 – Management Unicast Extensions (Epstein) 
–09:30-10:00 Re-evaluate Milestones 
•PM Session 
–TGv Text Submissions 
•13:30-14:15 - 11-06-0947-00-000v-Broadcast and Multicast Enhancements (Thomson) 
•14:15-15:00 – Interference Diagnostics (Jokela) 

–15:00-15:30 – Plans for July 
–New/Old Business 
–Adjourn 

1.3.4.19. PatC:  Are there any objections to using this agenda?  None.  Very well, let’s proceed with the presentations.

1.3.5. Presentation of Document 05/827r8

1.3.5.1. Emily Qi places document 05/827r8 on the screen so that the group’s requirements can be reviewed.  

1.3.5.2. PatC:  I would like to review this document to see if item1400, Access Control Mechanism, has a sponsor.  Should we be working on this?

1.3.5.3. Floyd:  It does seem that this should not be in TGv.

1.3.5.4. PatC:  We just want to see if anyone still cares about this.  We shall not drop it, because the document is informational.

1.3.5.5. WalterBugas:  It seems like this would be a useful capability in TGv.

1.3.5.6. JoeK:  I’d be against taking anything out of this document.  It shows all the things that were viewed as “in scope” when we started.  

1.3.5.7. PatC:  My concern is that at the time of the internal review we need to know when we are getting close to the end.

1.3.5.8. JoeK:  I believe that we shall run short of time.

1.3.5.9. Straw poll:  Are people comfortable with moving these comments to an “inactive” section.  Is there any objection?

1.3.5.10. Floyd:  We should either get rid of them or leave them in.  We shouldn’t move them.

1.3.5.11. Sudheer:  1400 still belongs in there.

1.3.5.12. PatC:  Straw poll:  Do you want objectives for which no proposals have been presented, moved to “inactive objectives”, remove them from the document, or leave it as-is?

1.3.5.13. Move to “inactive objectives”: 1

1.3.5.14. Remove them from the document: 9

1.3.5.15. Leave the document as-is: 13

1.3.5.16. PatC:  We shall leave the document as it stands.

1.3.5.17. Accordingly, we shall discuss the deltas from last meeting to this.  I’d like to go through the open ones just to see who will be submitting:

1.3.5.18. Access Control Mechanism  None

1.3.5.19. Management Message Timeliness:  Sudheer Matta

1.3.5.20. AP Firmware Updates: None

1.3.5.21. Deferred Management None

1.3.5.22. Access Point Coordination  None (Timing, QoS, etc.)

1.3.5.23. Advanced Antennas

1.3.5.24. PatC:  JoeK, will you be presenting any more on advanced antennas?

1.3.5.25. JoeK  There may not be anything further.

1.3.5.26. PatC: Are there any other comments on the objectives?

1.3.5.27. JoeK:  Should we be considering TGk updates?

1.3.5.28. Sudheer:  We left that open.

1.3.5.29. PatC:  Anyone bringing new requirements? No.

1.3.5.30. Floyd:  Algorithms?  Should we consider algorithms a requirement?

1.3.5.31. PatC:  Would that be a new objective?  Probably not.

1.3.5.32. Emily:  The presentation on Tuesday on “Direct Link” may carry with it a new objective.

1.3.5.33. DavidGreenstein:  AP Coordination would be absolutely required.

1.3.5.34. PatC: But, discussing algorithms, It is very difficult to get vendors to agree on a common approach.

1.3.6. Presentation of Document 06/975r0

1.3.6.1. Marc Emmelman presented document 06/975r0  concerning dynamic signaling of parameters for target network behavior and operation.  The goal is to provide a coherent upper layer interface for network management.  Different vendors will employ their own algorithms; algorithms with different aims may hinder each other and may cause poor performance.  This presentation recommends signaling of the optimization criteria.  Thus APs could infer what other APs may choose to do.  APs could also negotiate common optimization criteria.  So providing mechanisms only for network management could result in unintended network behavior as different vendors might use them for different purposes employing different criteria.  The presentation seeks to standardize announcement of “optimization criteria” or “negotiation” capability.

1.3.6.2. Dave:  The negotiation is an interesting one.  You must have a mechanism to coordinate APs. You have demonstrated the need, but AP coordination is required.

1.3.6.3. Marc:  There are several ways by which this could be accommodated.

1.3.6.4. FloydB:  I suggest that agreeing on the objectives is sufficient to prevent network collapse.  For spectral etiquette for example, it may be necessary to actually use the same algorithm.

1.3.6.5. Marc:  I believe that that this is another step along the way.  I think a goal is the minimum sufficient level to standardize.  If you choose an algorithm, I believe that I can make the network collapse.

1.3.6.6. JoeK:  I think this an interesting paper from a theoretical view, but I think you are implying that a standard can resolve conflicting algorithms, and I think this is intractable.  Your example using self-sizing algorithms itself demonstrates that many algorithms can be used.  This turns to an N x N problem, which would have to be integrated into the standard.  Either that or you end up with a lame attempt to announce the policies.  We should concentrate on defining the problem, and standardizing a simple solution.  I think this is just too complex to implement.

1.3.6.7. Marc:  I am not trying to resolve conflicts between algorithms.  The important thing is to get the algorithms to agree on the goal.

1.3.6.8. JoeK:  If the algorithms know the goal, they will still conflict.  In the end you will have to manage the network.  If you can identify particular conflicts, then these should be addressed.

1.3.6.9. PatC:  Do you wish a straw poll? Yes.

1.3.6.10. Do you feel that the ideas described in 06/0975r0 should be considered in scope for TGv?

1.3.6.11. Yes  7

1.3.6.12. No 10

1.3.6.13. PatC: We could move a presentation up.  Emily, are you ready? No.

1.3.6.14. Jari? No not ready.  Anyone? No.  Are there any other topics anyone would like to forward?  Otherwise we shall adjourn.

1.3.6.15. Emily:  There is an item on Tuesday.  Emergency calls.

1.3.6.16. JoeK:  I thought Steve McCann was handling this?

1.3.6.17. PatC:  Let me see if I can find the document.  There was a meeting between Steve and myself.  We decided that we would work on location components.

1.3.6.18. JoeK:  I found it: 06/0557r0

1.3.6.19. PatC:  But this letter seems to show nothing within our PAR scope.  It would seem we do not actually have to work on this.   This will save us some time.  Let me rearrange the agenda.  [Works with group to rearrange presentations and lengthen allotted times.  I show the modified agenda on the screen. 

Monday: 
•Review IEEE patent policy 
•Approve minutes from last meeting 
•Approve Agenda 
•Review weekly goals & Objectives (11-06/0827r8) 
•TGv Text Submissions 
–17:10-17:55 - 11-06-0975-00-000v-Dynamic signaling of parameter for target network behavior and operation (Emmelman) 
–17:55 - Recess for the day 
Tuesday: 

•
 TGv Text Submissions 
–13:30-14:15 - 11-05-1068-04-000v-multilevelrfpower (Backes) 
–14:15-15:00 -11-06-0947-00-000v-Broadcast and Multicast Enhancements (Thomson) 
–15:00-15:30 - Interference Diagnostics (Jokela) 

–15:30-16:00 - Break 
–16:00-16:30 - 11-06-1012-00-000v-Power Saving for DLS 
–16:30-17:15 - 11-06-0950-00-000v-WLAN Paging and Idle Mode (Qi) 
–17:15-17:45 – 11-06-0711-01-000v-managed-object-request-response (Kwak) 

–17:15-17:45 – 11-06-0711-01-000v-managed-object-request-response (Kwak) 
–17:45-18:00 – Open for now… 

–18:00 - Recess for the day
Thursday:
  

•AM Session 
–TGv Text Submissions 
•08:00-08:45 – Time synchronization over 802.3 and 802.11 LANs for AV applications, with implications to TGv (Stanton) 
•08:45-09:30 – Management Unicast Extensions (Epstein) 
–09:30-10:00 Re-evaluate Milestones 
•PM Session 
–TGv Text Submissions 
•13:30-14:15 - 11-06-0956-00-000v_Preferred_Channel_Power_Saving (Kwak) 
•14:15-15:00 – BSS Channel Switch (Kwak) 

–15:00-15:30 – Plans for July 
–New/Old Business 
–Adjourn 
1.3.6.20. PatC: Is this agenda OK with everyone?  Yes.  Accepted unanimously.  Is there any further business?  Otherwise we shall adjourn.

1.3.6.21. Floyd:  Need to correct closing time on Tuesday.

1.3.6.22. JoeK:  Don’t forget to sign in on Newton.

1.3.6.23. PatC:  Shows login procedure.  Thanks, Joe, for reminding me of this.  All members make sure you update your attendance on the server.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing until tomorrow? None.

1.4.1.2. Recess at 1705 hours.

2. Tuesday Afternoon Session, July 18, 2006

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to order

2.2.1.1. HarryWorstell (HarryW): I call the meeting to order.  I will be chairing this session, since Pat is not available.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1334 hours.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Agenda Review

2.3.1.1. HarryW: Let’s review the agenda.  Is everyone OK with this?

2.3.1.2. Sudheer:  I would like to fill a last slot for the day. (1745 -1800)

2.3.1.3. HarryW:  Please place this on the server.  Can we approve this agenda change?

2.3.1.4. Move Al Petrick

2.3.1.5. Second Floyd Backes

2.3.1.6. HarryW:  Is there any discussion. No.  Are there any objections? No.  Is there any objection to approving the agenda change by unanimous consent? No.  Adopted unanimously.

2.3.1.7. HarryW:  Floyd, are you ready with your presentation?  Yes.

2.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/0498r2

2.3.2.1. Floyd Backes presented document 06/0498r2, Multi-Level Power Control.  This material has been presented several times, and is being presented again to review changes precipitated by discussion at the last meeting.  The submission is intended to provide the capability to adjust the power of data frames for all or selected stations in a BSS (including before they transmit for the first time).  The technique could be used for dynamic or static power control.  A new IE for “Transmit Power Limit” is created, with a new Action Frame, which may be broadcast or unicast.  Last minute additions include change of “Transmit Power Limit” to “Relative Power Limit”, and add a response frame to explicitly acknowledge a directed Transmit Power Limit Request.  Given the fullness of the agenda, I would like to accommodate the changes by explicit mention in my proposed motion:

2.3.2.2. Move to include the substantive text in document 11-05/1068r6, with the addition of changing all instances of “Transmit Power Limit” to “Relative Power Limit” and the addition of a Relative Power Limit Response frame into the TGv draft.

2.3.2.3. Sudheer: I suggest  you offer the motion without the changes first.

2.3.2.4. FloydB:  Harry, if I bring this motion, can it be brought again in July?

2.3.2.5. HarryW:  Only if it is a motion for reconsideration. 

2.3.2.6. JoeK:  I believe you should move for the document on the server and if it fails, bring it to the floor later in the week. 

2.3.2.7. RogerDurand:  I believe this is a significantly different motion (converting to relative power control).  Also, all management frames, including RTS/CTS should be included.  Otherwise, more interference will result causing more problems.   RTS/CTS is uncommon.

2.3.2.8. AlanThomson: This motion is significantly different, so I would like to see draft text.

2.3.2.9. Floyd: Hearing the mood of the group, I would like to remove the action frame from the motion and go ahead:

2.3.2.10. Move to include the substantive text in document 11-05/1068r6, with the addition of changing all instances of “Transmit Power Limit” to “Relative Power Limit” into the TGv draft.

2.3.2.11. Moved:  Floyd Backes

2.3.2.12. Second: Sudheer Matta

2.3.2.13. HarryW  Is there discussion on the motion?  No.  Is there any objection to calling the question?  No.  Please hold up your voting tokens. 

2.3.2.14. 14 For,  9  Against, 14 Abstain  The motion is technical requiring 75%, and the motion fails.

2.3.3. Presentation of Document 06/1030r1

2.3.3.1. The presentation by Alan Thomson is in document 06/1030r1 on Broadcast and Multicast Enhancements focusing on battery power saving in devices.  A Flexible Broadcast Multicast Service (FBMS) message framework is introduced, with request and response and advertisements.  

2.3.3.2. MikeMontemurro: Why can’t this be done from the AP?

2.3.3.3. Dave: This saves more battery power.

2.3.3.4. HenryPtasinski:  If the AP wanted to use the value provided by the second station can follow-on exchanges occur?

2.3.3.5. Alan: Yes.

2.3.3.6. Henry: Would the same frames be sent twice?

2.3.3.7. Alan: No.

2.3.3.8. Henry:  Would any stations entering the coverage area have to engage?

2.3.3.9. Alan: Yes.

2.3.3.10. Emily:  I refer to document 06/0947r0, with normative text. For the information element on page 5, 7.3.2.43 shows the TCLAS element as optional.  May I conclude it may be present or not? The delivery interval is mandatory, right?  Yes.

2.3.3.11. Alan: This is congruent with TCLAS usage in TGe.

2.3.3.12. Emily: How big is the TCLAS information element?  I’m worried about the size.  What is the maximum size?

2.3.3.13. Alan: This should not pose a problem.

2.3.3.14. Sudheer:  How do I delete these things?

2.3.3.15. Alan:  If you want to remove one or all, just send a request with the new set.

2.3.3.16. Sudheer: Yes, that is on the station side.  The AP will be stuck with it, though.  

2.3.3.17. Alan: The AP will notice that the station is no longer active.

2.3.3.18. Sudheer: If you can add language to that extent in the draft it would be good.  Second, similar to Henry’s question:  The legacy STAs seem to be suffering.  

2.3.3.19. Alan:  There is a policy where if you know you have legacy in network you can have a policy override to request values.  Ultimately there is nothing to stop what a client requests, but the AP has to protect the network. The idea is to protect the network from rogue clients requesting anything.

2.3.3.20. Sudheer:  This could happen at management level, but not at AP level.  What is the TCLAS restriction capability?  To maintain a table with all stations will be pretty hard to maintain.

2.3.3.21. Alan:  This will be necessary anyway to restrict what a client can actually request.

2.3.3.22. HarryW:  Any further discussion.  No.

2.3.3.23. Alan:  I wish to move:

2.3.3.24. Move to include normative text in document 11-06-0947-00-000v-bc-and-mc-enhancements into the TGv draft.

2.3.3.25. Moved:  Alan Thomson

2.3.3.26. Second:  Jari Jokela

2.3.3.27. HarryW:  Is there any discussion?  No.  [Reads motion].  Is there any objection to calling the question? No.  The question is called.  Please raise your voting tokens.

2.3.3.28. 15 For, 4 Against, 23 Abstain.   The motion passes.

2.3.4. Presentation of Document 06/0646r4

2.3.4.1. Jari Jokela presented document 06/0646r4, Co-Located Interference Diagnostics.  The presentation proposes interference detection and diagnostics located in terminals having multiple radios.  Normative text may be found in 06/645r1, which was reviewed with emphasis on changes since the last version, eliminating triggering and simplifying frame formats.  A mechanism is outlined by which an STA could indicate its current interference situation to an AP, as bursts from other services running concurrently on the device could degrade performance.   

2.3.4.2. AlanThomson:  The response seems tailored to only one signature?

2.3.4.3. Jari: Yes.  You would need two responses for two interferences.

2.3.4.4. Alan: How would that be done?

2.3.4.5. Jari: One could have a field that describes the item number of each response.

2.3.4.6. HarryW:  Any further discussion or questions?  No.

2.3.4.7. Jari: I wish to move:

2.3.4.8. Move to include normative text in document 11-06-0645-01-000v-interference-diagnostic into the TGv draft.

2.3.4.9. Moved:  Jari Jokela

2.3.4.10. Second:  Alan Thomson

2.3.4.11. HarryW:  Is there any discussion on the motion?  No.  Is there any objection to calling the question? No.  The question is called.

2.3.4.12. 9  For,  5 Against, 22  Abstain  The motion fails.

2.3.5. Presentation of Document 06/1012r0

2.3.5.1. Emily Qi presented document 06/1012r0, Power Saving for DLS.  DLS was proposed in 802.11e, and now part of 802.11REVma.  DLS does not currently support power saving, however, because of the bi-directional nature of the link.  

2.3.5.2. Alan:  What is opinion of REVma group?

2.3.5.3. HarryW:  Please repeat the question using the microphone?

2.3.5.4. KevinHayes:  I will repeat the question. [repeats]

2.3.5.5. Emily:  Did you attend “ma”?

2.3.5.6. Kevin:  No. but this seems to belong where the protocol is designed.

2.3.5.7. Emily:  When I attended, a solution suggested was to convert to unidirectional, but this seems to avoid rather than fix the problem.

2.3.5.8. Kevin:  I would not like to see the protocol split into “now” and “later”.  They should be in one protocol.

2.3.5.9. HenryPtasinski:  Since there is much activity in REVma, I think it should be done all in one place.  This may also impact security.   “ma” may not be the right place, but it should all be done in the same place.  

2.3.5.10. HarryW:  Is there any further discussion?  No.

2.3.5.11. Emily: May I have a straw poll?

2.3.5.12. Is Power Saving for DLS in scope of TGv?

2.3.5.13. 6 Yes, 31 No.

2.3.6. Presentation of Document 06/0950r0

2.3.6.1. Emily Qi presented 06/0950r0 WLAN Paging and Idle Mode.  This is a joint proposal with companion text in 06/0943r2.  The requirement is #2010.  This was first presented at a previous meeting, but has been modified.   The goal is to extend the standby hours for handheld devices and Ultra-Mobile PC (UMPC) devices.  It addresses power-dissipation issues arising from having to receive BC/MC messages, scanning overhead for AP selection, and handling BSS transitions while roaming (including key management).  Idle mode is introduced, wherein the client “deep sleeps” if there is no outgoing/incoming traffic.  During sleep, STA wakes at longer sleep intervals (e.g. seconds).  WLAN Paging and Idle mode concepts are introduced including Paging Domain, Paging Group, and Paging Server.  The associated procedures are described, including paging capability advertising and discovery, entry/exit/update of STA idle mode, AP broadcast of Paging Indication, and awakening of STA to receive the paging indication.

2.3.6.2. HarryW:  We are running close to the break.  Is there any objection to recessing until 1550  Yes.  

2.3.6.3. AlanThomson:  If every AP is quiet while radar is transmitting, doesn’t this cause problems for radar detection?

2.3.6.4. Emily:  The STA would not receive any paging indications 

2.3.6.5. Alan: Because the APs have suppressed transmission.

2.3.6.6. Emily:  I don’t see why this is different from regular operation.

2.3.6.7. Alan:  Did you resolve in the text how packets queued are handled?

2.3.6.8. Emily: For this proposal it seems out of scope.  This is up to the implementer (forwarding queued packets seems a system issue).

2.3.6.9. ArnoW:  Performance numbers provided by Samsung in January would seem to indicate only 2% power saving.  What is the use case we are addressing?  This would seem to provide only 10 minutes of saved operating time in a typical battery scenario.  In a roaming situation this doesn’t seem worth it.

2.3.6.10. Emily:  I am unaware of these numbers, but it seems that one could calculate how many “roams” could usually happen in 10 minutes, this would seem a rare case.  

2.3.6.11. Arno: Are we talking about enterprise cases?

2.3.6.12. Emily: Yes.

2.3.6.13. Sudheer:  I remember some of the numbers.  There are three phases going from one AP to another.  You are still doing all of the discovery phases, right?

2.3.6.14. Emily:  No.  The scan is not required unless you find you are in a different area.

2.3.6.15. Sudheer:  I think you have to because when you move away from an AP you will have to scan to find a new AP.

2.3.6.16. Emily:  You only want to hear messages, not associate.  

2.3.6.17. Sudheer:  After discovery, there are more exchanges.

2.3.6.18. RogerDurand:  I was expecting you to reply to Sudheer’s comments.  I am a little confused by not reassociating with the AP you’ve roamed to.  It seems cumbersome.  I don’t see the value of this to save power.  How do I know who to send a packet to if the STA has not reassociated?  I’m not sure this will work. 

2.3.6.19. Emily:  The beacon paging process allows this to work.

2.3.6.20. RogerD:  It seems the process could require a long time (minutes) to complete.  You have to respond in a reasonable time.

2.3.6.21. Emily:   We’ve assumed 5-8 seconds.  Association is fast, if it is required.

2.3.6.22. RogerD:  In two or three seconds I can walk behind a wall in the building, and that would cause confusion about who to send the call to.  I am not yet associated.

2.3.6.23. Emily:  The old access point would notify the server that the STA is gone.

2.3.6.24. Durand:  I believe STAs should reassociate while moving.  I don’t trust the network to reconnect me after I break.

2.3.6.25. HarryW: Let’s save questions until after the break, which is overdue.

2.3.7. Call to order

2.3.7.1. HarryWorstell (HarryW): I call the meeting to order.

2.3.7.2. Meeting convened at 1605 hours.

2.3.7.3. HarryW:  Emily, are you ready ? Yes.

2.3.7.4. Emily:  Outlines the normative text.

2.3.7.5. HarryW:  Are there any questions?  No.  May we have Marian’s paper now?

2.3.7.6. JoeKwak:  Marian was called away suddenly, and asks that the contribution be rescheduled for next meeting.

2.3.7.7. HarryW  OK, Sudheer?  Yes

2.3.8. Presentation of Document 06/1046r1

2.3.8.1. Sudheer Matta presented document 06/1046r1 Broadcast Probe Response.  Probe requests are sent for many reasons: to find a network, to find a “better” network, for rogue detection, for location. and many others.  Probe requests are sent as often as an application needs or the developer feels is appropriate, with a range of 20 mSec to much longer times.  This presentation advocates enhancing probe requests to let everyone receive them, expanding to broadcast applications.  It is suggested that if all probe responses could be heard by all devices, it can minimize the total number of probes that must be handled by the network.  Legacy devices would probe normally, but 802.11v devices would probe with the broadcast probe capability indication set.

2.3.8.2. AlanThomson:  I don’t see anything preventing stations from decoding today’s unicast probe responses.

2.3.8.3. Sudheer:  Today this is not done.

2.3.8.4. Alan:  Agree, but there is nothing preventing it.

2.3.8.5. Sudheer:  The reason is that filtering of packets is done.

2.3.8.6. Alan:  You need to process the header anyway, so why not?

2.3.8.7. SunyhunChoi:  What about using beacon scanning?

2.3.8.8. Sudheer:  This could be done, but if the probe broadcast technique was standardized, it would provide a common protocol so that all vendors would adhere to it.

2.3.8.9. Sunyhun:  I think this can be done with today’s capabilities.

2.3.8.10. Sudheer:  The probe response is of value even when the overheard one didn’t belong to the channel.  If we don’t have to add this, then perhaps we could provide a standardized way we could handle “overhearing” unicast responses.

2.3.8.11. AlanThomson:  The state machine built into some legacy clients may not allow this.

2.3.8.12. Sudheer:  I agree

2.3.8.13. Alan:  If you hear a probe response not on your channel, and you know it’s not on your channel, what happens?

2.3.8.14. Sudheer:  The channel number is in the response, so you could ignore it.

2.3.8.15. RogerD:  I think there is some value on this.  Some might call it a promiscuous mode, but the power dramatically increases that way.  Right now, clients are selfish and this approach could improve the situation.

2.3.8.16. TomT:  There is value here.  However, you appear to have violated rules with the MAC header address format.  Are you really wanting to dictate limits on probes to ensure that unnecessary probing isn’t done---as opposed to making probes more complicated.

2.3.8.17. Sudheer:  The address format is reflected in other frames…

2.3.8.18. TomT:  Yes but not management frames.

2.3.8.19. Sudheer:  But the hardware can handle 4 addresses, though.  If we don’t enforce this in the standard, no one will do it.  No one will implement a “sniffer”

2.3.8.20. HarryW:  Is there anything further on this? No. 

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. HarryW We have concluded our business for today.  Is there any other business?  No.  Is there any objection to recessing until Thursday?  No.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 1644

3. Thursday Morning Session, July 20, 2006

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to order

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

3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0802 hours.

3.3. Process

3.3.1. Agenda Review

3.3.1.1. PatC:  Joe Epstein, are you ready to present?  No.

3.3.1.2. FloydB:  I would like to present.

3.3.1.3. PatC: Is there any objection to changing the agenda?  No. [changes, removing JoeE and adding FloydB].  As a reminder, please remember to register you attendance.  Let us move forward with the presentations.   

3.3.2. Presentation of Document 11/06-0984r0

3.3.2.1. Kevin Stanton presented Time Synchronization for AV Applications Across Wired and Wireless 802. LANS  11/06-0984r0.  Aimed at applications that require rigorous time synchronization, such as remote speakers (an application that appears to be highly desirable to home network users).  These applications need synchronization for simultaneous “start” and long term drift as well as 11μSec for stereo and 15-45 mSec for lip sync.  The 802.1AS – Time Synchronization standard is based on the emerging IEEE 1588 version 2 for industrial time synchronization.  

3.3.2.2. AlanThomson:  What is the accuracy assumption?

3.3.2.3. Kevin: 100 ppm

3.3.2.4. JoeEpstein:  Please talk about variability, jitter, etc.

3.3.2.5. Kevin: This is handled by a crystal oscillator.

3.3.2.6. DavidGreenstein:  100 nSec not possible with standard crystal.  
Have you separated accuracy and drift?

3.3.2.7. Kevin:  Yes, and I believe you will see this in the balance of the presentation. [continues] Protocol is run on each link using a master-slave scheme.  A packet is sent by the master.  Time stamps are taken based on local clocks to determine link delays, and then a difference is calculated to determine the offset.  

3.3.2.8. BobOhara:  If the device is mobile, is that a problem?

3.3.2.9. Kevin:  No, would have to be moving very fast to disrupt accuracy.

3.3.2.10. Alan:  Requires line of sight, though?

3.3.2.11. Kevin:  Yes, it requires definition of the start of the signal, so multipath could distort reading.  The accuracy does not require strong measures however. [continues] The presentation examines application of 1588 messages directly to 802.11, modifying TGv presence response (requires some location reference and bi-directional use or supplementation of link delay measurement with 1588-like sync message timestamp in hardware), or use TSF time.  The presenter urges that 802.11 and 802.3 work together to develop and standardize a common approach.

3.3.2.12. JoeE:  You need how many nSec for link?

3.3.2.13. Kevin: 40-100 nSec of accuracy in timestamp itself is required.

3.3.2.14. JoeE:  With wireless you have about 10 nSec just due to range, so negligible link transit delay.  This results in microsecond-range TSF.  How are you doing sync across layers of the hierarchy?

3.3.2.15. Kevin:  The delay across tiered boxes?

3.3.2.16. JoeE: Yes.

3.3.2.17. Kevin:  The protocol operates on single link at a time, so each link knows its individual delay. This can be shared with other nodes.

3.3.2.18. JoeE:  Then an intermediate link in the system must report separate delay times to other participants?

3.3.2.19. Kevin:  This works with relative timestamps for each link.  Accumulated offset is communicated separately.

3.3.2.20. DavidG:  Before 1588 there was a standard that used “double loop”  You assume all links are stable (not wireless), and you have not included processing time, etc.  Also how often do you sync between nodes?

3.3.2.21. Kevin:  Processing time determines how quickly info passes through tree.  Our simulations use tens of updates per second to avoid errors due to crystal drift.  Wireless devices typically have better accuracy and drift than Ethernet devices.

3.3.2.22. DavidG: Is the rate part of the standard?

3.3.2.23. Kevin: An update rate is contemplated for each media type in the standard.

3.3.2.24. Miller: Have you considered synchronization over POE?  This allows optional synchronization, with arbitrary location of synchronizing master.  Using such a system, the time would be continuous rather than sampled, and could include time-of-day.

3.3.2.25. Kevin:  Yes and most speakers could use the powering.

3.3.2.26. JoeK:  This is a very complex approach.  For example, why would you not combine the stereo streams in a single coded message. Then they could easily be rendered coherently.  Regarding coordination between speakers with broadcast mechanism it seems that that scope is a lot broader than it needs to be.  

3.3.2.27. Kevin: 1588 was intended for industrial control, and it carries the burden of complexity.  We’ve tried to prune this with a simplified master synchronizer discovery process, transparent clocking, and simplified sub-domain partitioning.  We also eliminated layer 3 and 4 headers.  The hardware is very simple.

3.3.2.28. JoeK: But you’ve created a system that could sync from NY to Hong Kong.

3.3.2.29. Kevin:  No, actually.  When a router is reached the process will not propagate.

3.3.2.30. JoeK:  There is also a plug and play problem.

3.3.2.31. Kevin:  The plug and play is being considered now in the Plug and Play community of interest. 

3.3.2.32. JoeK:  I suggest you work with the new AV study group in 802.11.

3.3.2.33. FloydB:  I’m glad to see you working on this and simplifying the approach.  I believe that Bob Miller’s POE has limitations because many installations will not include distributed powering.

3.3.2.34. EdwardReuss: Using the maxim, “Encoding is expensive decoding is cheap” I applaud Kwak’s suggestion. Also, it appears to need a bridge between 1588 and home infrastructure.  Also, how about USB?

3.3.2.35. Kevin:  All useful suggestions (USB is being worked).  

3.3.2.36. PatC:  Would you like to conduct a straw poll? Yes.

3.3.2.37. Is there interest in time synchronization inTGv?

3.3.2.38. Yes 27

3.3.2.39. No 7

3.3.2.40. PatC:  Floyd, are you ready?  Yes.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 11/06-1068r7

3.3.3.1. Floyd Backes presented document 11/06-1068r7 Dynamic Multi-Level Power Control.  On Tuesday, the document was presented, but additions received at the last minute made it difficult to move forward.  I anticipate no motion here, but wanted to share the improvements.  We now show changes to the beacon format, relative power limit, addition of an IE to association response, probe response format, etc. which enables the information to be actionable before association.  We added an additional action field value as well.  The power limit frame request body has an added dialog token, as well as the response frame.  The “transmit power limit” is now called the “relative power limit”

3.3.3.2. PatC: Questions? Comments?

3.3.3.3. ArnaudMeylan:  Need to examine management and control frame coverage, for example effect on RTS/CTS.

3.3.3.4. Floyd: Yes, I would welcome more detailed discussion on this.

3.3.3.5. JoeK:  This is comment about Arnaud’s point of view.  This seems not a problem since no one uses RTS/CTS unless there are interference problems, and in this case you would want to clear a wide area (higher power) anyway.

3.3.3.6. Arnaud:  I agree with this, but going forward 11n will use this more extensively.  I suggest that we reserve it.

3.3.3.7. FloydB:  Would specifying specific control frames solve this?

3.3.3.8. Arnaud: I must think about it.  In general, I would like to preserve the option to let the station decide.

3.3.3.9. Dorothy:  We are representing as individuals, so we would rather hear comments by individuals rather than companies.

3.3.3.10. RogerD:   I understand some of the changes since the original presentation, but for example if two adjacent cells share the medium, an approach that adjusts power relatively may result in tiny cells.  But this creates coverage holes and throughput difficulties.  Thus it is useful to separate management power from control power as this allows adjustments based on how far away adjacent access points are.  

3.3.3.11. Floyd:  In previous work on the subject, I have found great value in separating management and control frames and allowing individual control of power.

3.3.3.12. PatC:  Any questions or comments for Floyd?  No.

3.3.4. Review of Timeline (06/927r3)

3.3.4.1. PatC:  I’d like to review the timeline and see when the group expects to finish.  We previously discussed that we would address objectives, and have an internal review in November.  [Shows current web-page timeline on screen]  We show a working group letter ballot in March 07, so if we still have contributions coming in September we should worry that we might not finish according to the timeline.  

3.3.4.2. JoeK:  The process thus far has actually has worked well:  We’ve coalesced contributions in some areas to mature them and others have not moved due to lack of support.  This has acted as a good filter.  The problem is that we have had some problems moving forward on some active topics due to insufficient support to reach 75%.  We have had to keep improving contributions incrementally, and this will make us extend our timeline. 

3.3.4.3. Emily:  We should keep the current schedule and have ad-hoc meetings to prepare contributions before the September meeting.  It’s taking too long because we are moving forward with modifications at two-month intervals. 

3.3.4.4. Arnaud:  It seems that some proposals can never make the 75%.

3.3.4.5. PatC:  That is why I’ve been trying to urge for definite objectives---so we can know when to finish.

3.3.4.6. Arnaud:  Can we propose a “no new topics” motion?

3.3.4.7. Floyd:  Clearly some objectives are more important than others.  We should triage the objectives to order them.  There are some topics that are much needed, but we just haven’t had time to work on them.

3.3.4.8. BobM:  I underwrite Floyd’s comment.  There are some topics that are very important that have not been detailed yet.  Closing them out due to inactivity is not appropriate.

3.3.4.9. DavidGreenstein:  The chair can tailor the objectives as part of his office.

3.3.4.10. Alan:  I suggest that we can go through the open issues.

3.3.4.11. Arnaud:  I recommend a show of hands.

3.3.4.12. PatC:  How can we filter the existing ones?  Low, medium, high priority? [shows document on screen].  Let’s go through these and have straw polls, for the white and yellow topics.  Hands up for priority declaration.  Anyone can vote.  [The following are a series of individual straw polls on the topics marked white and yellow in document 05/827r8.  The votes represent “yes” for high priority for work, “no” for low priority]

3.3.4.13. 1400 Access Control Mechanism  Yes 1 No 24

3.3.4.14. 1410 Management Message Timeliness Yes 0  No 23

3.3.4.15. 1500 Client Management Protocol  Yes  6   No 13 (Marian Rudolf is working on this, and was going to present this meeting, but is not currently available) 

3.3.4.16. 2000 Dynamic Channel Selection  Yes 21  No 6

3.3.4.17. 2010 Power Saving  Yes 25 No 6

3.3.4.18. Alan:  Does this overlay CAP/WAP IETF.

3.3.4.19. PatC:  Perhaps, but not germane to this vote.  Next is AP firmware update.

3.3.4.20. JoeK:  Why did we restrict to APs only?  I don’t remember.

3.3.4.21. 2020 AP Firmware Update  Yes 1 No 31

3.3.4.22. 2040 Deferred (Deferral) Management Yes 9 No 13

3.3.4.23. 2041 Spectrum Etiquette Yes 15  No 9

3.3.4.24. 2050 Access Point Coordination  Yes  17  No 12
3.3.4.25. Pat:  Next is Contention…

3.3.4.26. Alan: What does this do?

3.3.4.27. PatC: [Moves to section and reads description]

3.3.4.28. 2071 Contention  Yes 22  No 9

3.3.4.29. 2080 Advanced Antennas  Yes  0  No 23

3.3.4.30. 2100 Adaptive Rate Control Yes 6  No 19

3.3.4.31. 2110 Frequent Handover Avoidance  Yes  17   No 9
3.3.4.32. PatC:  2120, Multicast Enhancements was previously addressed in the current meeting, and so has been acted upon)

3.3.4.33. Floyd:  This isn’t binding.  Can we make it so?

3.3.4.34. PatC:  We’ve tried before, but 75% is required and the group has not endorsed this..

3.3.4.35. Floyd:   We should try again.

3.3.4.36. BobM:  I submit that the process is working as a good filter, and that the document (with the straw poll votes) will become part of the record with today’s votes.  Eventually, topics that do not draw contributions will be eliminated as a matter of course.  We need not have a governing list.

3.3.4.37. JoeK:  I suggest that we adopt Arnaud’s “no new topics” approach.

3.3.4.38. Emily:  I support a “no new features” cutoff time.

3.3.4.39. Alan:  We have a list, the timeline should reflect work necessary to finish the list.

3.3.4.40. Victoria:   I suggest a new document with listed prioritized objectives going forward.

3.3.4.41. PatC:  We have tried to promote such a document before, but the group did not support the idea. 

3.3.4.42. EdwardR:  I suggest we prioritize and consider reducing the number, though.

3.3.4.43. PeterEcclesine:  Some activities are not represented here, as their supporters are attending other meetings (e.g. Advanced Antennas).  They are not represented, yet their interests could be closed.

3.3.4.44. TomT  We must nevertheless prioritize things. 

3.3.4.45. JoeK:  We are again arguing cutoffs.

3.3.4.46. BobM:  This is a volunteer body, with a group of talented people who are working hard on topics they believe are important.  However, they have competing responsibilities and are moving as fast as possible.  This standard cannot be run as a company process where contributors are “managed” to complete on time.  The process is working, and will complete when the contributors have had a chance to finish the topics they have signed up to work on.  The deadline in the timeline is thus artificial.  We should, however, take steps to prevent “creeping featurism” by limiting entry of new topics (by group poll at each meeting).

3.3.4.47. PeterE: We need to announce what will be in the draft

3.3.4.48. BobO:  We should be able to agree on the objectives of the group and deliver draft content on these objectives.  However, I also agree that this is a volunteer organization.  We should say that it is impossible to meet the current timeline if we believe it so.

3.3.4.49. Alistair:  You want to limit the scope of a standard, but not eliminate good ideas.

3.3.4.50. Floyd:  Yes, we need to limit the scope.  I would like to bring a motion.

3.3.4.51. PatC:  We are out of time.  You may want to bring such a motion this afternoon when we have agenda time reserved for discussion on the work progress topic.

3.3.4.52. BobM:  If we entertain votes on scope definition or downselection of topics, the vote time should be fixed and the chair should send notification to the mailing list so that members attending other TGs can be available.

3.3.4.53. PatC:  I will do that…

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC: We have reached the time limit of this meeting.  Is there any objection to recess?  No.

3.4.1.2. Recess at 1000 hours.

4. Thursday Afternoon Session, July 20, 2006

4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to order

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

4.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1330 hours.

4.3. Process

4.3.1. Presentation of Document 06/0956r0

4.3.1.1. Joe Kwak presented document 06/0956r0, Preferred Channel for Power Saving.  This presentation introduces an idea for using a preferred channel to reduce the number of channels which must be scanned for network discovery.  Scanning only one channel instead of the whole set can save substantial power (on the order of 80 percent savings).  Outlined are the definition, use, power-saving advantage, and implementation of the preferred channel concept.  The proposal defines one channel in each regulatory class as the “preferred channel” that STAs can find by scanning passively.  If an STA senses activity on the preferred channels it can retrieve Net Advice. APs themselves may transmit Net Advice, or may designate STAs that take turns transmitting Net Advice frames.  It will be necessary to take into account emerging requirements (currently in Europe, but probably later in other places) to avoid radar which may operate intermittently on preferred channels.  A “baton-passing” technique is proposed to share the burden of Net Advice duty for STAs.

4.3.1.2. PatC:  [Questioning as TG member, not chair]  I like the idea, but it may be awhile before the technique is pervasive.  So if you don’t find anything on a preferred channel, you might have to scan all channels.  Then have we really made any difference?

4.3.1.3. JoeK:  This is the problem with all new features.  However in new metro areas, as soon as someone commits to implement it will begin adding value.  As adoption builds, then load on individual STAs will lessen.

4.3.1.4. PatC:  I am unsure how this dovetails with TGw, since it will not be encrypted.  Are we worried about malicious use?  I guess that would be true of beacons too…

4.3.1.5. JoeK:  It might produce DOS attacks due to competitive network advertisement, for example.

4.3.1.6. PatC:  If STAs are advertising on behalf of networks, will service providers trust devices to do the right thing?

4.3.1.7. Sudheer:  A good idea, (particularly for radar), but the STA part may be too complicated.  If one used dedicated APs instead of STAs, then Net Advice would be comprehensive and available even more often than beacon intervals.  

4.3.1.8. JoeK:  A good comment, but this is allowed by the procedure outlined using the STA NetAdEnable bit.  We would have to argue about the default state of the bit, though.  I believe this actually allows more flexibility.

4.3.1.9. Sudheer:  I like this, but if you simplify by just specifying a frame to do it, then you would get the benefit without the complexity.

4.3.1.10. RogerD:  The first slides seem to convey the idea of a channel “pecking order”---a “poor man’s” channel selection.  

4.3.1.11. JoeK:  This actually allows more sophistication and options, I believe.

4.3.1.12. RogerD:  So this comes from the STAs?

4.3.1.13. JoeK:  It could be provided by STAs or APs.

4.3.1.14. RogerD:  The STA apparently knows the channel is OK from a radar/regulatory standpoint?  How does it know?

4.3.1.15. JoeK:  That is part of the uncertainty of the idea.  STAs would have to determine if radars are present before transmitting.  In some cases, the only way this may work well is using a dual-radio AP.

4.3.1.16. RogerD:  I understand how it works with radar, but I’m concerned if STAs are transmitting without first associating.  Do STAs repeat advice from other stations.

4.3.1.17. JoeK:  The baton passing is shown in the diagram.  All off-duty STAs must check the preferred channel to “report in” for Net Advice “duty”.

4.3.1.18. Arnaud:  On slide 6, at 5 GHz, why are only 8 channels shown?

4.3.1.19. JoeK:  In the USA there are11 regulatory classes.  The common channels that “spread” across the regulatory classes are listed, and there are 8 of them.

4.3.1.20. Arnaud:  If the Net Ad frame is replaced by the neighbor report, is any functionality lost?

4.3.1.21. JoeK:  This is not a replacement for the neighbor report.

4.3.1.22. Arnaud:  But could the neighbor report be substituted, since it already exists?

4.3.1.23. JoeK:  We could transmit everything, but the desire is to keep it simpler.

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

4.3.1.25. Do you support use of Net Advice on designated Preferred Channels to improve STA power savings?

4.3.1.26. Yes 13, No 2

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/388r3

4.3.2.1. Joe Kwak presented document 06/388r3 with companion normative text in document 06/0387r3 on BSS Channel Switch.  This presentation has been modified to acknowledge suggestions spawned by previous presentations.  Channel switch request and response have been added, with timers to handle channel switching execution.  Optionally, the station can specify an alternate channel number.  The idea is used for organized and coordinated channel switching, such as would be required for moving a whole BSS intact.

4.3.2.2. AlanThomson:  I like the idea of announcing the channel switch but I remain unconvinced the request/response is needed. 

4.3.2.3. JoeK:  The primary reason this is in there is for coordination, and how to reinitialize services on the new channel.  We already have 5 GHz “spray and pray”.  If you feel this is enough, then you wouldn’t implement this.  Otherwise, you would need this.

4.3.2.4. PatC:  [questioning as TG member, not chair]  What if the level of noise is too high for response reception?

4.3.2.5. JoeK:  If the channel becomes blocked and jammed, then “spray and pray” wouldn’t be needed either.

4.3.2.6. PatC:  But stations would be better served by not waiting for the response that could be masked.

4.3.2.7. JoeK”  Yes, I think that’s a point, but I’d like to get it in so we can work it as a draft for improvement.

4.3.2.8. RogerD:  In the past, folks didn’t support it because there was no acknowledgement.  Now that’s in there, but there appears to be no way to make awaiting an acknowledgment optional.  I would rather send the message out for the longest time practical to ensure that as many get it as possible, and then go.

4.3.2.9. AndrewMyles:  How often do you expect that this will happen in real life?  If this is infrequent, it may not be necessary.  In practice 11h doesn’t actually use this, except as a “quiet the channel”  function.

4.3.2.10. VictoriaP: I like the channel switch for interference avoidance, and my company has done some private work to implement a similar function. We used the “spray and pray” as a backup at the lowest rate and maximum power.

4.3.2.11. TimO:  I think this is valuable, and that’s why I voted to put it in at 5 GHz.  The only new thing I see is the confirmation frame when the client arrives on the new channel.  Wouldn’t any data frame work as well?

4.3.2.12. JoeK: Duty cycle is whatever it will be.  This allows the switch to be executed when necessary. Duty cycle is orthogonal to need.  This is compatible with approaches that do not require the acknowledgement.  As Victoria said, if broadcast works well enough, then you might not need it.  However, if a network operator has trouble with edge interference, edge stations may “disappear”.  This may be important.

4.3.2.13. TimO:  There are things we have already put into 802.11k to do this.  Can you comment why you need a special frame if you’re streaming.

4.3.2.14. JoeK:  The method allows you to simply resume the stream as an alternative.

4.3.2.15. RogerD:  This supplements capability already in TGh.

4.3.2.16. Sudheer:  When an AP goes to a new channel now, the STA has no idea what happened.  So I speak in favor of this idea.  I think the frame is useful to command the switch.

4.3.2.17. AndrewMyles:  There is an impact with “spray and pray”, but if the problem doesn’t happen often---why be so concerned with this?

4.3.2.18. JoeK: This has to do with seamless service provisioning and network quality, not how often a trouble happens.  Moreover, it is dependent on the environment in which you are operating.

4.3.2.19. Sudheer:  There are many instances where customers will ask, “What happens when my neighbor buys an new AP?  If I’m on a phone call when he turns it up, what happens?”  I speak in favor of this,

4.3.2.20. PatC:  OK let’s have a motion

4.3.2.21. Move to instruct the editor to include normative text for BSS Channel Switch in 06/0387r3 into the next version of the TGv Draft.

4.3.2.22. Moved:  Joe Kwak

4.3.2.23. Second: Victoria Poncini

4.3.2.24. PatC:  Is there discussion on the motion?  No.

4.3.2.25. 17 Yes, 7 No, 8 Abstain  The motion fails.

4.3.2.26. Alan:  I’d like to thank Joe.  I think the proposal would be better if confined to 2.4 GHz with request/response only.

4.3.2.27. PatC:  OK, next on the agenda is planning for next meeting.

4.3.3. Review of Work for September Meeting

4.3.3.1. PatC:  I show document 06/927r2 again, and we have reached the point in the agenda where we shall discuss the work for the next meeting.  We have previously looked at our non-binding working document (05/827r8) and I direct your attention to the items we discussed this morning.

4.3.3.2. Sudheer: I’m not sure work on this document will serve us going forward since it is non-binding.

4.3.3.3. JoeK:  This document is serving well to track and queue our work activities.

4.3.3.4. Floyd:  If you don’t have a clear definition it is a difficult to forecast a timeline.

4.3.3.5. Sudheer:  I am not against this document.  We should continue to use this “live”.  Every session we can take a vote to see how close we are to letter ballot.  

4.3.3.6. BobM:  You have all the information you need to estimate a timeline.  One could construct a Gantt chant with the existing document and the work priority indications of the group this morning.

4.3.3.7. Floyd:  I want to disagree with the driving a stake in the ground at a particular time, though.  We should not stop at a particular time, e.g. November.

4.3.3.8. TimO:  The process of presentations voting things into the draft is part of the IEEE process, and this can happen at any time.  The votes themselves are the foreclosure of adding more things.

4.3.3.9. RogerD: We should amend the PAR to narrow the scope, then.

4.3.3.10. Floyd: Can we modify the PAR?

4.3.3.11. PatC:  Yes, but could be a protracted process.

4.3.3.12. Sudeer:  The vote to submit a draft for voting is the milestone.

4.3.3.13. PatC:  Let me present a draft straw poll…

4.3.3.14. Arnaud:  Since I requested the poll, I’d like to frame it:

4.3.3.15. TGv will no longer accept proposals for topics that have not been presented before or during the November 2006 meeting.

4.3.3.16. Yes:

4.3.3.17. No:

4.3.3.18. TimO:  It may be possible to throttle new material via meeting time allocations instead…

4.3.3.19. New rewording:

4.3.3.20. TGv will no longer provide meeting time for topics that have not been presented before or during the November 2006 meeting.

4.3.3.21. Roger:  I do not think the rules allow this.

4.3.3.22. Floyd:  I think we should eliminate the requirements that did not achieve sufficient support as discussed this morning.

4.3.3.23. PatC: Nevertheless, lets do a vote

4.3.3.24. TGv will no longer provide meeting time for topics that have not been presented before or during the November 2006 meeting.

4.3.3.25. Yes  2  No 27 

4.3.3.26. Floyd: Do you want to continue? No.

4.3.4. Discussion of Possible Ad-Hoc Meeting

4.3.4.1. PatC:  Is there anyone who doesn’t think an ad-hoc meeting would be valuable?

4.3.4.2. JoeK:  Let’s understand what is entailed by an ad-hoc.

4.3.4.3. Emily:  The meeting would cover all objectives and prepare modifications of proposals currently active in preparation for November.

4.3.4.4. JoeK:  The BSS Channel Switch shows headway, and will not require much extra work.  We are now at 71%.  This is a “hard room” to play to…  An ad-hoc should be used for special acceleration.

4.3.4.5. BobM:  The innovation process cannot be “driven” by ad-hocs.  Communities of interest must get together and get it right the first time before presenting in an environment with so many good people view contributions.  I don’t think an ad-hoc will accelerate the process materially.

4.3.4.6. PatC:  Don’t see a whole lot of impetus for an ad-hoc.  I’ll extend our timeline for and extra 6 months, just to keep us honest.  I do ask that you communicate with me to better reserve time at the meeting for presentations, etc. so that our meetings can be better-organized.  I need to know who will be bringing proposals so I can ask the chair for meeting time. [The group lists envisioned presentations and owners]

BSS Channel Switch (Kwak)

Multi-Level Transmit Power (Rudolf)

WLAN Paging and Idle mode (Qi)

Preferred Channel Power Saving (Kwak)

(Placeholder) Interference Measurement (Kwak)

Co-located Interference Diagnostics (Jokela)

Measurement Pilot Rules (Durand)

Managed Object Request Response (Rudolf)
4.3.4.7. PatC:  Is there anything else?  No.  Very well, is there any new business?

4.3.4.8. DavidGreenstein:  I will not be in Melbourne, so it would be useful to have a teleconference capability.

4.3.4.9. PatC: Let’s have a straw poll on this…

4.3.4.10. How many will not be attending in Melbourne? 13

4.3.4.11. And also…

4.3.4.12. How many of those would dial in? 6

4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any old business?  No.  Any new business?  No. Since we have completed our work, is there any objection to adjourning TGv?  No.  Thank you all, and see (most of you) in Melbourne….

4.4.1.2. Adjourn at 1524 hours.
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