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IEEE 802.11 TGv Meeting Minutes

10:30 – 12:30 am Monday Sept 18th, Melbourne

10:35am – Chair called the meeting to order

Ch: Our secretary is not present at this meeting. I have volunteers for all sessions except this one. Is there someone who will volunteer to serve as secretary at this meeting?

TG: Dorothy Stanley volunteers.

Chair presented the IEEE-SA Standards bylaws on Patents in Standards, Topics inappropriate for IEEE WG meetings

Ch: Are there any comments or questions on the patent policy?

TG: No questions

Ch: Let’s review the agenda, and get the document numbers for the presentations

Agenda modifications made based on the available presentations, new presentations 

Ch: Are there any other requests for time?

TG: No additional requests.

Ch: We have only one presentation on Wednesday. Is there any objection to moving that presentation to Tuesday and not meeting during the scheduled slot on Wednesday?

TG: No objection. 

Ch: Seeing no objection, we will not meet during the Wednesday slot.

Ch: Are there any other questions?

Henry: Can we try to get the power saving presentations together? 

Chair: Could move presentation to Thursday, but that is a conflict for Peter. Not really possible. Go with the proposed schedule.

Joe: Was there a discussion about swapping the k and v sessions on Thursday?

Ch: Yes, that was discussed, but the swap didn’t happen.

Ch  :Is there any other discussion?

TG: No further discussion.

Ch: Is there a motion to approve the minutes from the July meeting?

TG: Motion to accept the July meeting minutes: Moved by Allan Thomson, seconded by Dorothy Stanley

Ch: Are there any objection to passing this motion by unanimous consent? 

TG: Seeing no objections, the meeting notes are approved unanimously.

Ch: Review goals for the week: Goals are to consider revised normative text submissions, consider motions on proposals, and to review progress on the objectives.

TG: No further discussion on goals.

Ch: First presentation is 1447r0: TGv Schedule, Dorothy Stanley

Ch: I’ll take notes during Dorothy’s presentation.

Dorothy: Task groups are not intended to have an infinite lifetime. Current expiration is Dec 2008 - we have 2 years left. Dorothy would like to try to finish the task group's schedule within the agreed upon time. Extensions to PARs are possible, but they are generally viewed negatively by some people in the standards space. The current schedule already shows extending past the Dec 08 date (currently showing a March 09 date, including sponsor ballot process).

 

What do we need to do to complete on time. We need to pull up the WG letter ballot interval, as well as the sponsor ballot interval. The WG letter ballot needs at least 12 months (TGi took 18, while TGk took over 24). A sponsor letter ballot takes at least 5 months (TGi took 5, TGe took 12). The presentation includes additional details on all of the task groups that have gone through this process, and the duration. We can't assume it will take 6 or 9 months for WG letter ballot we are fooling ourselves, no other group has achieved this.

 

The proposal is to change the following (this assumes WG LB duration of 15 months, and Sponsor Ballot of 6 months). There are two proposal for new dates below:

Initial WG LB: September 07, Change to November 06 or January 07

Initial Re-circulation: January 08, Change to January 07 or March 07

Initial Sponsor Ballot: July 08, Change to January 08 or March 08

Recirculation Sponsor Ballot: November 08 , Change to March 08 or May 08

Final WG=Final WC: January 09, Change to July 08 or September 08

REvcom/Std Board: March 09, Change to September 08 or December 08

 

Looking at historical data, it is prudent to assume at least 5 months for sponsor ballot. The dates have to match up with Revcom meetings, so the current proposals of September or December 08 aligns with their meetings. Option two pushes us up to our deadline of December 08.

 

The bottom line is that we need to get with the program, get the document in a shape that allows us to review and comment on it. The TG wants to have an internal LB ballot. Dorothy's read of the schedule is the sooner the better. Recommend an internal document review, for informal comments, at this meeting. This would be open to all, not just TGv members. I would further suggest that we schedule an October ad-hoc to work on comment resolution. There is additional motivation for the adhoc, which is that comment resolution (e.g., keeping a spreadsheet, grouping, resolving) is a process that we need to step up and contribute to. The information process is a good place to start with all of this. 

 

It is advantageous to complete within the PAR. A couple of years ago, Andrew Myles gave a presentation on how the standards process is taking too long. The documents aren't getting out in time for people to be able to use. Working on a plan that pushes out 5 years is not good planning, and not how we should be approaching it. There will always be "one more thing" someone wants to add, but at one point, the funnel needs to narrow. Going out to letter ballot does not mean no changes can be made, people can still add new features, subject to the will of the torking group. It does mean that we are in the finalization phase of the document - the bar is raised.

 

Allan: Generally agree with you. Should try to meet he dates, but there were many discussions in the last meeting on where the group though we were, and they didn't believe we were ready. Agree we want to stick to the dates, but has something changed in the group's mind?

 

Dorothy: One discussion that has occurred is that it's not sure everyone realizes there's a deadline, and the impact of moving the dates .The second point is the discussion revolved around the objectives (should they be mandatory, should be included, etc). Dorothy's read is that people were not willing to rule out any objectives. Its one thing to say not wanting to meet an objective, but it is ok to say that now that we've created 130 pages of material, it is ok to move forward. Maybe we won't address all objectives, but that's ok too. If we identify an area that we didn't address, we can start a new PAR. We didn't have a view of the whole process in front of us. 

 

Joe: I appreciate doing through the research on what's realistic in .11. As we get more experienced in the engineering realm, management expectations change.. Just thinking that we can get sooner doesn't mean we can. Perception is that long term schedules are unknown. The thing we see the clearest is the next step. At the last meeting, we tried to define the metric of the next step, which is holding a vote on when we through we were ready for the letter ballot. We can then track on a meeting basis on whether we feel we are ready. iI is counter productive to try to change the schedule. It will end when we, as a group, feel it is done. If it takes longer, it will take longer. Modifying the schedule does not help, but hinders from work going on. Disagree to change the schedule once more, especially with the initial assumption that the current schedule is a red flag event. Most task groups extended their PAR routinely - it's standard procedure.

 

Dorothy: TGj, TGg, TGi TGh did not extend their PAR. TGa, b, f did not either. TGe and TGk did extend their PARs. The movement into March of 09 is just the beginning of the red flags that end up being raised. What this is saying is that the interval that we have from Sept 08 to July of 08 shows 9 months in the letter ballot phase - which has never been achieved. So this says that instead of March 09, it would push the date out to October 09. This is still optimistic. If we miss this, we are then in 2010. Agree the group has the best visibility into what's coming next, but you need to have a view into the mountains/stages ahead. We as a group have an obligation to the standards community to finish a document on time. You may have issues, such as TGe where high controversy pushes out dates, but this group doesn't suffer from this issue. 

 

Henry: Some of the comment on when we are ready, we need to keep in mind it's not just this task group that is responsible for making progress, it's up to the WG as well. If we ask for an extension, we need to justify this to the WG. They could say no. If the work is no longer valuable when the extension request gets in, they could decide not to. If the WG decides we are not making enough progress, they could revoke our PAR. They could take the decisions out of our hands.

 

Emily: Would like to thank Dorothy for driving this discussion. This has been a topic we've discussed many times, to no result. Joe has discussed many schedule issues, but I fully support an internal review sooner (such as this month, of November). Given TGv 0.04 already has 150 pages, we have enough content to being an internal review. 

 

Dorothy: Going to an informal document review this session (September 06), at the appropriate time (on Thursday), will bring a motion to do that. The schedule dates should be done as a motion. Could we schedule time on Thursday to discuss the internal review. We should plan for success. We have lots of good material, so let's do it.

 

Dorothy is back to being secretary...

Ch: Next presentation is 1390r0 by Allan Thomson et al, Extended Channel Switch Announcement. The presentation is in document 06/1394r0.

Allan: Existing channel switch announcement applies only to .11a.

TGv should provide a mechanism to provide Channel Switch Announcement (CSA) for all regulatory classes. .11h defined CSA IE,  and an action frame.

The proposed new solution extends .11h capabilities. Add a regulatory class octet to the IE and frame. Extended CSA used for all TGv compliant STA channel switching. Optionally, .11h CSA may be used when switching in the same band. A new Supported Regulatory class IE and an Extended Channel Switch Announcement information element are proposed.

Allan reviewed the normative text, showing changes to the beacon, probe response and action frames.

Joe: Can you explain the switch mode field on slide 5?

Allan: That field is defined in .11h.

Ch: If we add a field between two existing fields in the information element, how is backward compatibility handled?

Allan: We will use .11h for backwards compatibility.

Emily: This is a new IE, with no backward info.

Allan: Right.

Joe: For backward compatibility, would you send both old and new CSA?

Allan: That would only work with OFDM. It is questionable about how much backward compatibility is actually needed. 

Allan: If .11h is used, use the existing (old) channel switch announcement. Legacy STAs won’t know about the channel switch.

Joe: Use to switch announcement to change a channel, for non-tgv STAs, send old and new CSAs. 

New STAs will understand the old information element too. When changing regulatory class, this is used. AP has to change regulatory class, want to take as many STAs as possible with me; extended CSA would work for .11b STAs also.

Joe: Found need for managed change of regulatory class, not necessarily channel switch.

New regulatory classes have overlapping channel sets. 

Ch: That means a band change.

Joe: Uncertain about how this will work with legacy devices. Understand duplicating the info in the beacons. Haven’t thought about need for regulatory class change. Don’t understand the author’s intent with how this will work with the old channel switch announcement.

Ch: If decide to change channels in the 2.4 band – can’t do this today, 

Joe: In TGv and TGh capable terminals, the  IE processing is band specific.

Ch: TGh applies to 5GHz only.

Allan: Want to reiterate that the CSA scheme was targeted to 5GH, now we want to target all bands, and add changes to do regulatory classes – for all new ones – e.g. TGy.

Peter: Good example is Japan –ch 13-14, have regulatory classes in ISM bands. In 5.8 is ISM, have 3 regulatory classes nearby and overlapping. The device will have to change a channel and a regulatory class.

Joe: In 2.4GHz, no CSA, this is the only mechanism. In 5GHs, recommend to broadcast both.

Allan: This is up to the implementer, could use new mechanism or both. Want TGv STAs to follow the AP. 

Joe: Intent is not to provide a seamless channel awitch for all STAs, intent for TGv only STAs

Allan: Intent is for TGv clients to understand this. Today, only 5GHz clients use TGh. Channel switch capabilities.

Joe: See a compatibility issue – in normative text, indicate that both IEs are sent in the beacon.

Allan: The current normative text does not modify the existing CSA.

Henry: No restriction is placed on the CSA operation. AP can send both

Joe: .11h was done for regulatory reasons.

Peter: No, .11j was for Japan 4.9, created regulatory class. .11h finished first, only in 5.47 in Europe.

Joe: No, .11h has “regulatory” all over the text.

Allan: The text in 11.9.7.1, should this be a “must”.

Henry: Don’t require old CSA unless restrict to European specifications. Many applications in the future will build upon TGv , and will understand the new mechanism.

Peter: IEEE 802.11Rev-ma has generalized the regulatory classes. .11k has added for all bands and classes.

Joe: New item in csa from a regulatory point of view might be risky. Change the old one, use a shorter IE, to announce a regulatory switch. Don’t want to hit regulatory issues.

Shorten the new IE to regulatory class switch only; don’t tie it to the CSA. This is an Interesting concept, change regulatory class without changing the channel; would be a major benefit.

Peter: Most of the time, when changing a regulatory class, change channel number. Want a countdown for both channel switch and regulatory class with one countdown.

Allan: We considered keeping them separate, but decided to combine them.

Ch; Do you want to make a motion? Joe, you have the BSS switch. Hold off motions until you make your proposal?

Joe: That may make sense, but is not required. There is considerable overlap between this and the BSS switch proposal; adds more data in the IEs. Leave it up to the author. No seamless acknowledgement of the switch from all STAs. Context on new channel when no STA in the BSS.

Henry: Question on .11h channel switch. What happens to the association data? 

Ch: The data is not carried over.

Henry: The text is not explicit that associations are terminated. 

Allan: Motion: Move to include normative text in document 11-06-1390-00-000v-extended-csa into the TGv draft.
Discussion:

Joe: Good, except for overlap. Suggest merging with another proposal later in the week. 

A good chunk of your work doesn’t resonate. Want to add what we need, nothing that we don’t need.

Ch: Any other discussion?

TG: No further discussion.

Mover: Allan Thomson

Second: Emily Qi

Vote result: 12/2/2 Motion passes.

Ch: Are there any additional presentation requests? 

TG: No additional requests made.

Ch: I will post current updated agenda in about 10 minutes. We are done until 4:00 pm.

Remind everyone to register for attendance. 
We are in recess until 4:00 pm.
IEEE 802.11 TGv Meeting Minutes

16:00 – 18:00  Monday Sept 18th, Melbourne
Meeting called to order, request for a temporary security to take the minutes.  Nanci volunteered.

Pat indicated that a motion had been passed that had not been on the document server for 4 hours, and therefore was not invalid.  It would need to be voted on again and should that occur during this session. 

Joe recommended that the vote on the motion should be delayed in order merge the two overlapping channel switch proposals.

Alan agreed with the delay, indicating that tomorrow would be better to vote on both proposals that had been presented together for purposes of comparison, though he doesn’t want to see the presentations combined but uncertain. 

Emily’s preference is to hold the votes together.

Emily presented WLAN Paging and Idle Mode, document 0950r4 for normative text in support of Power Saving objective in accordance with REQ2010.

Andrew:  several assumptions were being made on this table, but don’t you just have to pick a sufficiently good AP, not the best one?  Emily countered that.  Andrew:  In the idle case it’s not clear why you wouldn’t want to find the best AP and in the legacy case why you wouldn’t want to just find just a sufficiently good AP.  The goodness of the solution is dependent on the assumptions of strategic choices, not clear that those presented are valid. They agreed to take this off line.

Alan: why the maximum was only three for average channels scanned for both 5GHz and 24GHz?  Emily: for the beacon to send at a lower data rate, can cut it in half, go from 6 to 3.

Rajneesh: implementation complexity with the whole scheme, where you went into idle mode, who maintains the state of that station?  Please walk through one VoIP call, a simple implementation.  Emily:  The paging server and switch to be in the same box.  Explained how the incoming call was routed through the roaming with idle mode scenario.  Pat:  paging server 

Thomas:  Active Scanning, how do you derive the 30ms value?  Emily: that was the value when we monitored. 

Qi: Are the paging intervals among the AP’s synchronized well enough?  Emily: no, the paging interval is not synchronized.  Qi:  then there is a problem.  What if this station keeps roaming, moving to different paging groups, the paging server can never find the roaming station because it take a maximum of one paging interval to find it?  It’s always one paging interval behind.  Emily:  active scan includes paging indication.  Proactive way to minimize the delay.

Andrew:  active probing is illegal in some 5GHz band channels, only allowed to do passive scanning.  Having to scan all the channels all the time to find any AP when there is no AP is a high cost feature. This proposal is a tiny tweak doesn’t solve the bigger problem.  Emily: send a probe request only if it’s allowed in the regulatory domain.

Mathilde: don’t have to be as rigorous in selecting a channel but the penalty is that the beacons are longer, as the paging group consists of multiple APs .  The approach has merit but increases the size of all beacons and there is additional overhead to maintain a paging server.  Emily:  Maximum is 256 and that element only sent at the paging interval, not every beacon.

Thomas:  in some of the implementations beacon size is limited to 512 and may have a problem here.   Emily: I will find out more about the beacon size implementation.  Depends on how you define the paging level.

Alan:  relating to the scale of the solution, for a typical enterprise environment, define number of APs.  The paging server has to send a copy of the message to all APs, that packet has to go to all the APs and this represents a huge amount of traffic.  Emily:  paging group can be 20, but could range anywhere form 1 to 200, up to the administrator to define.  The data packet is sent to the station, set that bit to 1.  In that beacon paging interval, the paging server schedule is going to send out indication messages at each interval is there’s one to send out.  Alan:  so if paging server sends out indication, the packet is ready and then when have another packet ready, queued up but need to send out another indication.  How long is the server supposed to keep them?   Emily:  need to define the paging interval, the data is not going to keep coming because there was not reponse. 

Rajneesh:  scalability of the solution.  Don’t have a control, would be introducing a box to keep track.  A switchbox, thereby increasing complexity.  Emily:  agree but thinks it makes the infrastructure much easier.  

Mathilde:  is the paging server supporting all the APs in the paging domain?  Emily:  yes.

Alan:  is there any simulation data for the Awake Time Comparison   Emily:  not yet, working on that.

Mathilde:  what happens when mobile users are close to the boundary of two paging groups?   Emily:  channel to receive page indication, find the beacon to listen to.  Once it hears the beacon not in the paging group.

Jari:  idle mode, is there any security issue?  Emily: yes, this frame and idle mode request and the response can not be protected if send at a state 1. 

Roger:  regarding slide 14, the key to success is how fast client can transition across idle groups, the time it takes for a client to wake up, update the idle area, determine the presence of traffic, scan the neighborhood associate and then pull down buffered traffic is crucial to the success of this proposal. If that time is fast then power savings can be substantial.  Is there a timeout mechanism, will the server continue hitting the clients forever?  Emily:  there is a keep alive timer, if a station misses two or three idle mode update the paging server assume the idle mode station move out of the paging domain. Station had to send the idle more update before the timer expires.  

Joe:  why is this beneficial?  Standard upgrade procedure, when add to the standard due analysis cost vs. benefit.  Added complexity that is redundant.  What does it offer compared to what we already have in our current sleep mode which saves 98% power.  This enhances mobility but gives only about another 1 or 1.5% improvement.  Is this a good trade-off when it adds additional complexity for minimal power saving.  What does the WNIC chart really mean? 

George:  It doubles the power savings, take a STA with a one hour battery life when always on, then 98 per cent power saving yields 50 hours, and 99 per cent yields 100 hours which is a very significant gain. 

Roger:  we need to think about what happens when the client exits the network with this mode turned on.  It is a tenfold improvement, 

Joe:  we are doing all of this for 1.5% more.

Roger:  this chart, roams in idle mode, it’s not a one for one. I interpret Emily’s data as comparing 2 percent to 0.2 percent that is ten times difference. The improvement might be greater given longer idle times as oscillating roams and panic scans will be reduced.

Alan: how is roaming going to be less than normal case?

Roger:  present mode, any intervening, depending on how the client does his roaming will be over longer time periods, more than one roam..

Dorothy:  Station only needs to wake up and associate with a fraction of the APs.

Andrew:  there are many scenarios where there is no AP but looking for any AP, much less one that you really want, is very costly.

Dave:  Waking up every two seconds.  The roam rate is driven by user mobility rather than the wake time.  Showing percentage, in a two second sleep interval, client will only move about 8 feet which is still in the range of the same AP.  Chart showing percentage of time client was asleep, can you convert percentage of sleep to standby time would be a better metric.  Emily: she will try to come up with that.  

Jari made a presentation, document 0646r6

Mathilde:  Is the intention to create something like a TSPEC for the interference?  Jari: Intention of the scheme is how the device having co-located radios can report the interference.

Alan:  Is the assumption that single interference can be reported one time, if there are multiple instances, does the packet record all of them or is it one packet per interference.  Jari:  Yes, current proposal is limited to single interference type per each report. However, the proposal can be extended to cover multiple interference reporting. This can be done either by allowing multiple response fields or using some kind of hybrid signature.  Alan:  is there a positive acknowledgement that the AP received the report?  Jari:  No, No, just normal ACK.

Brent:  a specific example, lot of stations out there and an external device like a microwave could cause interference.  Are all the stations going to report interference?  Jari: No, with this scheme only co-located interference is reported, not external.

Mathilde:  Can you control AP downlink transmissions by going into power save mode to prevent this interference?  Jari: not possible in all cases.  Want to receive downlink transmissions from the AP, buffer the downlink, by using this it is not possible to control.  It is not necessary to stop the downlink transmissions; the interference level is not very high it can try to use rate adaptation.

Henry:  confused as to how the device knows about this interference.  How from a .11 standpoint, where does that information get derived?  ?  Jari:  If you have those 2 radios operating in the same system you will know what is the interference level the systems are causing each other when operated simultaneously.  Henry:  no standard interface for providing this information to the .11 MAC.  Jari: No, the interface can be proprietary.

Brent:  when the interference starts, do you characterize it and send for a few ms or continuously?  Jari: STA can send the report immediately.

Alan:  wondering why restrict the mechanism just to co-located interfaces?  Why not include 802.11 interference source.  Jari:  this was discussed but it will open up too many other issues, better to have a simpler scheme.  If extend to external interference, then it means the STA has to perform real measurement.  Alan: why can’t you apply to 802.11?  Jari: Have to do real measuring.

Malthide:  if collocated radios are used, the station can send the notice to the AP before the interference even starts.  

Joe: TGk was unable to come with a solution, TGv has an opportunity to define a measurement for external interference.  V would supplement what K has done.  

Jason: how does the client know how severe the interference problem is?  A system may actually offer little interference.  Jari: It is assuemed that the device knows what is the level of interference caused by other radio system if operated simultaneously.  Jason: maybe different coupling levels from product to product due to variability, could report a problem when there really isn’t one.  Some measurement of the problem would be useful.

Roger:  It is unclear how to fill the interference level field out for bluetooth given different levels of interference dependent on if the bluetooth transmission is in channel or not.  Jari:  interference level indicates the highest interference level.

Motion to include normative text in document 0645 into the TGv draft.  Jari moved, Dan Harkins seconded.  13 for, 16 against, and 8 abstain.  Motion failed.

Meeting was adjourned at 6:00pm.
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10:30 – 12:30  Tuesday, Sept 19th, Melbourne
Call to order 10:34

Allen Thompson and Emily wants motion

Swap agenda item Managed object response with power save concepts

Moved motion because late on 4 hour rule yesterday

Motion 
Move to include normative text in document 11-06-1390-00-000v-extended-csa into the TGv draft 

Moved: Allen Thompson

Second:  Emily Qi

Approve 27       Do Not Approve 2      Abstain 6  

Motion Passes

Motion  
Move to include normative text in document 06/0945r5 into the TGv draft.

Move:  Emily Qi

Second:  Kapil Sood 

Approve 19     Do Not Approve 16     Abstain  4

Motion Fails

Presentation:   Joe Kwak  - 11-06-1485-00-000v BSS-Switching (merged document)

80% of 2 papers 1390r0 and 387r3 were the same and has been merged.

Allen Thompson would like his name removed from the document due to not being able to review the document prior to it being presented. 

Joe Kwak indicated that the majority of the paper is the work of Allen.

Joe then continued to show the differences between the documents.

Discussion

Emily: would like to see a difference document between documents 1390r0 and 0387r3

Allen agreed with Emily but fundamental difference is one to a notification and the other is a response

Andrew: This is a complex protocol so what is the benefit of the protocol

Joe : there is only one addition which is one response

Andrew: would like to know how often it is used

Joe: only has to happen once.

AP has no knowledge of switching and would be acting on false pretenses. A simple ACK after the switch would be a benefit and prudent at best.

Chair:  Case already exists

Joe: 100% of STA will ACK

 Will give a better option and knowledge 

This adds the regulatory class

Broadcast switch announcement is optional and in both proposals but some people don’t feel it’s needed. (Is the response required?) These are tool box giving operators the choice to use.

Andrew: Characterize the difference of proposals

Joe: the only difference is the response frame

Same function different names.

Chair: Document posted 9:45am today

Motion will be done this afternoon

Presentation: Marian Rudolf - 06/1469r0 Multi Level Power Control

Has been on server since last meeting

Marian also went over document 06/1068r7.

Discussion:

None

Motion  
Move to include the substantive text in normative text submission 11-05/1068r7 into the TGv Draft

Move: Marian

Second: Rodger Durand

Approve 7      Do Not Approve  8     Abstain 17

Motion Fails

Joe Epstine has next presentation---not in the room

Any request for time

Agenda is complete for this time slot

Chair: is ther any objecton to resess until 4:00PM today.

None

The group is recessed.

Minutes for the TGv Tuesday 4:00-6:00 meeting

Chair:  Call to order

06/0711 object request response is being pulled from the agenda and the authors are not going to pursue the subject anymore.

Presentation:  Dorothy Stanley 06/1454r0 Air efficiency and reliability enhanced multicast frames.

Draft text is document 06/1398r0

Discussion:  

Allen do you require individual stations use the same data rate

Dorothy: No it is not required. The AP decides if duplication is used.

Allen:  if multiple strean and rf varies the AP does a lot of work 

Dorothy:Give the AP of the rate of reception 

Dave; What Services to be carried by a higher rate and what changes are being bmade to power save

No changes to Broad cast services, provides AP and STA to communicate at higher rate and less time on air.

Allen: DTIM limits air time

independent variable of system that must be adjusted.

Allen: characteristic of MDBF is power save aren’t your requiring the STA to report back

Dorothy No they are not, 

Joe: replication of multi cast is a step in the wrong direction. The chart is misleading because is dosent show the benefit. All streams will not be in the rate of the highest data rates due to probability. Added efficiency only in the 5-10% area.

Dorothy: Perfect world replication would not be needed. At higher data rates shows effiecncy

Joe;  there is never benefit to replication.

Dorothy depends on deployment. offers significant value

Qi  in favor of retransmission 

Dave does this break the rule of multicast

Rodger Durand;   AP an already do this if it keeps track of clients. always gain to transmitting at higher rate

James: Use of sequence number?

Dorothy: Identify the interval to the AP Client know the number of frames it receives.

Allen:  if you miss the seq number how does the sta report to AP

Dorothy if frame is missed the sta doesn’t receive the frame not something being reported

Henry: Might have some value and some areas it will work. The rates are not linier. 

Beam forming is an example

Motion

Instruct the editor to include the changes in the document 11-06-1398r0-air-efficiency and reliability enhancements multicast into the TGv draft

Move: Dorothy

Second; Thomas Kuehnel

Approve 10  Disapprove 9  Abstain 7

Presentation  Peter Eccelsine 1461r0  Speculative Power Save 
Discussion: 

Joe:  Productive idea. easy to implement.  if in header it is not as reliable. extension of adaptive windowing might be useful trade off. This could have the APs go to sleep during night time periods. Long intervals could have unreliable wakeup times.

Brian: Vendors might have user that bit for proprietary reasons.

Rodger: Great idea.

Straw Pole

Move to create normative text describing SPS for inclusion into the TGv draft

in favor     20     not 9

Completed agenda

Recess
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16:00 – 18:00  Thursday, Sept 21th, Melbourne
Chair:  Call to order

Presentation: Joe Kwak  11-06/1460r1 Preferred Channel Power Saving(11-06/956r1)

Normative text 1462r0   Using cellular-like techniques for a pseudo-control channel

Discussion:

Bob O: 5GHz band regulatory req for uniform spreading and it will not be permitted to be used (random channel selection) Directly in conflict to regulations

Joe: this is not required for all cases

Bob : other areas in a densely populated area the AP can not deliver the same service of the other APs.

Chair: we are out of time
Straw Poll: Do you support use of Net Advice on designated Prefered Channel to improve STA power saving.

2-8-13

Presentation: Dorothy Stanley 1447r1 TGv Schedule

 Update to discussion on Monday

Discussion

Rodger Durand: Does the editor feel it is possible;

Editor yes

Allen Thompson: In favor doing informal comments 

Presentation: Dorothy Stanley: 1454r1 and 1398r1 Air Efficiency (Normative text)

Modified/Updated from earlier in the week

Discussion:

Do we add explicite text to prevent a sing mc strea from being transmitted 

Rodger; Support this now one area of concern how does a new client gets added to new stream 

Dorothy AP receives the message and uses the policy in use at the time and can denies the sta or moves the rate to new rate.

Can the STA trigger this mechanism?
STA would send the element in action frame 

Allen: if AP decides to change rate everyone gets updated?

Dorothy AP says sorry-no or lets the STA in and adjusts rate

Co Author: can alwasy send stream at constant rate

Allen send as new rate and update

Dorothy not mandated

How does the sta can receive at a highr rate?
1 diag report or fdms request element can be sent

No other questions

Motion

Instruct the editor to include the changes in document 11-06-1398r1-air efficiency-and-reliability-enhancement-multicast into the TGv draft.

Move: Dorothy 

Second: Rodger Durand

Yes   13    No   1     Abstain   5

Motion Passes

Dorothy Stanley: on document 1447r3

Motion 

Instruct the editor to create a TGv Draft 0.5, incorporating accepted text from the September 2006 meeting.
Move: Dorothy

Second: Allen Thompson

Yes   18   No  0   Abstain    0

Motion Passes

Motion

Request informal comments on the Draft D0.05 beginning on or before September  29th, 2006 and continuing for 30 days completing on or before October 30th, 2006”
Move: Dorothy Stanley

Second:  Allen Thompson

Approve   17   Do Not Approve   0   Abstain    1

Motion Passes

Motion
Move to empower a TGv teleconference on the following dates:

October 31st, 11:00 EST

November 7th, 11:00 EST

Move: Dorothy Stanley

Second: Henry Ptasinsky

Approve Unanimous consent

Motion

Move to recommend that the TGv  to recommend the TGv chair adjust the published schedule dates to complete within the current PAR

· Initial Working Group Letter Ballot : January 07

· Re-circulation Working Group Letter Ballot : May 07

· Form Sponsor Pool: July 07

· Initial Sponsor Ballot: March 08

· Recirculation Sponsor Ballot:May 08

· Final EG/EC approval: November 08

· Revcom/Standards Board Approval: December 08

· IEEE Publish: January 09

Moved: Dorothy

Second: Hanry Ptasinsky

Yes   14    No    0    Abstain   2

Chair reviewed the Objectives

Yellow is progress

Blue is progress

2 changes

Client management should become white REQ 1500(not Done)

Channel Selection is completed

Plans for November

Review see slide 26 1430r4 insert next steps

New Business

none  

Old Business 

none

Adjourned
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