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1. Tuesday Afternoon Session, November 14, 2006

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.  The TGn MAC meeting is in another room.
1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1332 hours.

1.2.1.3. PatC:  I show the pre-meeting information 06/1702r1 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 (06/1702r1).  [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 the agenda

1.3.3.1. PatC:  Does anyone want to change the agenda shown in 1702/r1?  Yes [negotiates new agenda items].  Any other changes?  Joe Kwak wanted to present Thursday.  Emily, could you present today? No.  Any objections to approving the agenda.  No.  

1.3.4. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

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

1.3.4.2. EmilyQ:  I wish to move:
1.3.4.3. Move to approve meeting minutes in 11-06-1551-00-000v-tgv-minutes-september 2006-session.

1.3.4.4. Moved Emily Qi

1.3.4.5. Seconded: Victoria Poncini

1.3.4.6. Is there any objection to accepting the meeting minutes unanimously?  No.  The motion passes unanimously.
1.3.5. Review Objectives

1.3.5.1. PatC:  We shall be examining some contributions and will be moving forward with some motions.  Emily, are you ready with a motion?  Yes.

1.3.5.2. Motion:   Move to approve the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted” and “Counter” in spreadsheet document 11-06-1615r5.

1.3.5.3. Moved:  Emily Qi

1.3.5.4. PatC: Is there discussion before we second? Yes.

1.3.5.5. RogerD:  Emily, are you aware there is an updated revision on the server?

1.3.5.6. EmilyQ:  Yes for the later revisions, I went through the comments by category.  We are now up to R7.

1.3.5.7. PatC:  Is there any further discussion on the motion?  No.

1.3.5.8. Motion:   Move to approve the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted” and “Counter” in spreadsheet document 11-06-1615r5.

1.3.5.9. Moved:  Emily Qi

1.3.5.10. Seconded:  Allan Thomson

1.3.5.11. PatC:  Is there discussion? No
1.3.5.12. For 10, Against 0, Abstain 4

1.3.5.13. PatC: The motion passes. Let’s consider some presentations on technical comments.  Is there anything else someone would like to do this week? Yes.

1.3.5.14. Emily:  943r6 requires action.  I would like to add this.
1.3.5.15. PatC:  Very well, it has been added.  Let’s start the presentations…

1.3.6. Presentation of Document 06/1700r0
1.3.6.1. Qi Wang places document 06/1700r0 “Channel Switch Announcement with Extension” on the screen.  The presentation addresses one of the comments from the internal review process.  It treats the inclusion of a “secondary channel offset” and a new regulatory class IE.  If a channel switch is made it may require a change of regulatory class, which is now accommodated.  A secondary channel offset IE is also defined and appended to the existing frame body.  An Extended Channel Switch Announcement IE is proposed that can be variable in length.  The proposal reduces the number of CSA-related IEs, accommodates additional information in a CSA frame, and eliminates the need to define multiple CSA frames.  May I ask the group’s opinion?

1.3.6.2. Allan:  The proposal would replace the existing CSA?

1.3.6.3. Qi: Yes.

1.3.6.4. Allan:  It is meant to clarify how stations can implement the channel switch.

1.3.6.5. VictoriaP:  TGy is using the CSA in its work, so it may be prudent to harmonize.

1.3.6.6. Qi:  I welcome that.   However, I think the best approach is to include all the information necessary in one container. 

1.3.6.7. EmilyQ:  This would seem to support only TGn devices.  Could an a/b/g device also act on this?
1.3.6.8. Qi:  Yes, there is enough information, but a byte is wasted.

1.3.6.9. Sudheer:  In your normative text (1701r0) in the beacon format section, shouldn’t this be contingent on presence of an actual channel switch announcement?

1.3.6.10. Qi:  This must be appended, if necessary.  This is not enough all by itself.

1.3.6.11. Sudheer:  Shouldn’t this be specified in the normative text?

1.3.6.12. Qi:  How to use the information is defined in the normative text 7.4.1.4.5 which discusses the exact procedure.

1.3.6.13. Sudheer:  Is there no text regarding channel switching in 11?

1.3.6.14. Qi:  The channel switch is specified, but that’s all.

1.3.6.15. EmilyQ:  It seems like the relationship between TGn and TGv could result in de-synchronization between the two standards.

1.3.6.16. Qi:  If we have agreement in both TGv and TGn there is no problem, but some information in TGv may be lost.

1.3.6.17. Allan:  I suggest, as Victoria suggested, that TGy will finish before TGn, so harmonizing with that one first would seem prudent.

1.3.6.18. Qi: Perhaps a joint session?

1.3.6.19. PatC:  I don’t think a joint session would be appropriate.
1.3.6.20. Victoria:  We have several people liaising with TGn, so harmonizing with TGy would seem to accomplishing your goal. But I think a joint session might be a good idea.

1.3.6.21. PatC: I’ll discuss with the chair, but this seems like overkill.  Do you have a motion?

1.3.6.22. Qi:  I wanted to achieve a result by the end of this week, however I shall not offer a motion now (assuming I can do so later).

1.3.6.23. PatC:  Jari, you’re next.

1.3.7.  Presentation of Document 06/0646r7

1.3.7.1. Jari Jokela places document 06/0646r7 on the screen.  This presentation has been given earlier, but has been modified as a result of ongoing discussions with those who presented concerns.  It treats degradations that may arise as a result of dual radio operations in the same device.  It proposes an interference notification capability that allows a station to report if it is experiencing difficulty due to interaction between two radios operating concurrently.  A mechanism is included for rate-limiting reports.  The response fields have been identified showing a number of characteristics.  Highlights were presented on areas of normative text that have changed in companion document 06/0645r3.  Questions? 

1.3.7.2. BobM: Is this optional?
1.3.7.3. Jari:  No,  all stations must implement the feature.
1.3.7.4. BobM:  Can the AP suppress reports?
1.3.7.5. Jari:  Yes.

1.3.7.6. BobM:  Are the returned interference parameters measured?

1.3.7.7. Jari: No, they need not be.  They. can simply be fed from the other air interface via the device host processor.
JariJ:  I wish to move:

1.3.7.8. Move to include normative text in document 11-06-0645-03-000v-interference-diagnostic into the TGv draft.

1.3.7.9. Moved:  Jari Jokela

1.3.7.10. Seconded:  Jason Trachewsky

1.3.7.11. For 10, Against 2, Abstain 6 

1.3.7.12. PatC: The motion passes.

1.3.8. Presentation of Document 06/1688r0

1.3.8.1. Dong Hyun presented document 06/1688r0.  This presentation treats time reduction to acquire FBMS and achieve power efficiency.  It proposes that and association request/response frame be used to include FBMS.  The process for doing this is covered in the document.
1.3.8.2. PatC:  Do you have normative text?

1.3.8.3. AllanT:  I think this may already have been covered.

1.3.8.4. Dong Hyun: I do not know the process as I am not a voting member

1.3.8.5. PatC:  Someone can make the motion for you.

1.3.8.6. AllanT:  There is already a resolution logged into the comment spreadsheet covering this.  Comment 74 addresses this,

1.3.8.7. PatC:  Is there someone who will make this motion on Dong’s behalf?  Yes.  Allan Thomson volunteers.
1.3.8.8. Move to include normative text in document 11-06-1650-00-000v-Proposed changes to the 802.11v into the TGv draft.

1.3.8.9. Moved:  Allan Thomson

1.3.8.10. Seconded: Roger Durand

1.3.8.11. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 7

1.3.8.12. PatC:  The motion passes.  Since we have had our scheduled presentations,   may we start with assignment of comments?  Emily, you broke this down into categories?
1.3.8.13. Emily:  Yes.

1.3.8.14. PatC:  Would anyone object to addressing these by category?  No.  Can I get a show of hands on who would like to volunteer for the categories?  [Shows a list]
1.3.8.15. General – Emily Qi
1.3.8.16. Event – [No one volunteers]
1.3.8.17. Diagnostics – Bob Miller, Alex Ashley
1.3.8.18. Multicast Diagnostics – Jari Jokela, Subbu

1.3.8.19. Station Statistics – Emily Qi
1.3.8.20. FBMS – Allan Thomson, Qi Wang, Jari Jokela
1.3.8.21. Presence – Allan Thomson

1.3.8.22. Roaming Management - Joe Epstein, John Bahr,  Bob Miller
1.3.8.23. Extended Channel Switch – Allan Thomson, Qi Wang, Victoria Poncini
1.3.8.24. Virtual AP – Subbu, Joe Epstein

1.3.8.25. PatC:  Are there any other volunteers?  No.  Very well, is there any objection to recessing to an ad-hoc meeting until 4 pm?  No.
1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing until 1600. No.
1.4.1.2. Recess at 1500.

1.5. Opening

1.5.1. Call to Order

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

1.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1604 hours.   

1.5.1.3. PatC:  We shall resume presentations by those available.

1.6. Process

1.6.1. Presentation of Document 06/1672r0

1.6.1.1. Donghee Shim presented 06/1672r0 on STA Provided Location.  The document provides a mechanism for allowing an STA to forward its location to the AP. 
1.6.1.2. AllanT:  I believe the STA can provide its location via a presence response message.

1.6.1.3. Donghee:  There still must be a request from the AP. 

1.6.1.4. AllanT:  The protocol is bi-directional; the capability is already there.

1.6.1.5. DorothyS:  I’d like to understand what you are proposing that is in addition to what we already have.

1.6.1.6. Donghee:  What about the case where the AP knows its location and would like to include the STA location in a response in an unsolicited way.
1.6.1.7. Dorothy:  The way the request format is designed now, the descriptor is available, but not the actual location.

1.6.1.8. Donghee:  I’m advocating adding the actual location data.

1.6.1.9. Emily:  Why can’t you use the present response message?
1.6.1.10. Donghee:  The station cannot respond unless requested.

1.6.1.11. JoeK:  We have had similar suggestions before, in TGk for example.  It would be useful to have a way to transport the data in an unsolicited manner.  This feature exists for some measurements.

1.6.1.12. PatC:  I checked the text Dorothy/Emily suggested and found that the current text does not cover unsolicited responses.

1.6.1.13. Allan:  I understand unsolicited location for measurements, but not for location.  Why would a station need this capability?
1.6.1.14. Donghee: I attended a conference on emergency call procedures and this was marked as a useful capability.

1.6.1.15. Emily:  For emergency service, the station provides its info to an application, but not to an AP.

1.6.1.16. Donghee:  In UTRA the AP can send location data to the SSPN, for example.

1.6.1.17. BobM: Are there opportunities for misuse and privacy concerns?
1.6.1.18. Donghee:  It would seem that such misuse was possible, but the information might also be obtained with similar existing methods.

1.6.1.19. BobM:  Do you contemplate possible periodic or multiple “pushes”?

1.6.1.20. Donghee:  I haven’t considered this, but I guess it could be done.

1.6.1.21. Allan:  I’d like to call your location to Service Location Parameter Request.  In this case the return of information could be periodic.

1.6.1.22. Donghee: Yes but this is not unsolicited.

1.6.1.23. Allan: The station might be providing its location to an AP that did not want to get the information.

1.6.1.24. Dorothy:  We have the ability to set the presence bit, indicating interest in presence information.  So the AP can request the location.  I’m not sure I see the harm of adding this.  For an AP, it could provide information one message sooner.  I’d like to think about this.

1.6.1.25. Donghee:  So you think you need more time to consider?

1.6.1.26. Dorothy:  We didn’t consider this initially, but it might be valuable.

1.6.1.27. Donghee:  Perhaps I can have discussions with interested parties and then come back.

1.6.1.28. PatC:  Dorothy can work with you.  You want to hold your motion---or rather hold off asking someone to move for you.

1.6.1.29. Donghee:  Yes, I shall wait.

1.6.2. Presentation of Document 06/1671r0

1.6.2.1. Donghee Shim presented 06/1671r0 on Location Notification.  There are several positioning methods that can be used to determine location, but no way to notify the AP which one is being used.  Such knowledge could be valuable for negotiation of positioning method between STA and AP.  The presentation suggests that addition of capability parameters in the Presence Configuration Frame could be considered to accommodate this.  A table of identifier options is offered as an example.
1.6.2.2. Allan:  So the beacon and probe responses already have presence parameters.  Why did you not choose to look at these?

1.6.2.3. Donghee:  You are saying the presence parameter can provide this?
1.6.2.4. Allan:  It can provide the container for such information.

1.6.2.5. Donghee:  If that capability exists, then I should consider it.  But how can an STA advertise its capability.
1.6.2.6. Allan:  The information could be contained, for example, in an association request.

1.6.2.7. Dorothy:  We have the capability to ask for a location service, but we cannot ask explicitly an AP, “I want to use a certain method”.  Is this a non-AP STA, or all STAs?  What’s the difference between STA and STA-assisted?

1.6.2.8. Donghee:  Assisted means the AP can calculate the location, non-assisted means actual location is provided.

1.6.2.9. Dorothy:  This could be done, but we did not call out this capability.  The availability of such a feature would seem OK.

1.6.2.10. Allan: The AP can advertise what it’s capable of, so this could simply be re-applied to STAs.  Thus, any number of location formats could be supported.

1.6.2.11. Dorothy:  We would have to extend this to allow direct or assisted capabilities.
1.6.2.12. Allan:  We should take this offline.

1.6.2.13. PatC:  Let’s move JoeK to Thursday.  Does anyone need any more time to present?  Joe, do you understand this rescheduling and approve?  Yes.  Is this agenda change acceptable to the body?  Yes.  I have placed the modified agenda on the server as 1702r2 as shown below

· Review IEEE patent policy

· Approve Agenda 

· Approve minutes from last meeting 

· Review weekly goals and objectives

· TGv Text Submissions

· 14:09-14:39 – 11-06-1700-00-000v-channel-switch-anouncement-with-extension

· 14:39-15:09 - 11-06-0645-02-000v-interference-diagnostic

· 15:09-15:30 - 11-06-1650-00-000v_proposed-changes-to-802-11v-draft

· 15:30 – Break

· TGv Text Submissions

· 16:00-16:45 – 11-06-1672-00-000v-sta-provided-location

· 16:45-17:30 - 11-06-1671-00-000v-location-capability-negotiation

· 17:30-18:00 -

· 18:00 - Recess
1.6.2.14. PatC: Are there any objections to going to ad-hoc mode to continue with comment resolution? No.

1.6.2.15. DorothyS:  I shan’t need 45 minutes for my presentation on Thursday.

1.7. Closing

1.7.1. Recess

1.7.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing for the ad-hoc? No.  We are recessed.

1.7.1.2. Recess at 1649.

2. Wednesday Morning Session, November 15, 2006

2.2. Opening

2.2.1.1. 
Secretarial note:  The secretary would like to extend thanks to Dorothy Stanley for recording notes at the Wednesday morning TGv meeting in the secretary’s absence.
2.2.2. Call to order

2.2.2.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.
2.2.2.2. Meeting convened at 0804.
2.2.2.3. PatC:  I would like to remind you to record your attendance on the server.  We shall now begin our scheduled presentations.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Presentation of Document 06/0943r6
2.3.1.1. Emily Qi presented document 06/0943r6, Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs.  This presentation has been given previously, but incorporates updates including Added Paging Service Protection for Idle Mode Request/Response, a terminology change from Paging Domain to Mobility Domain, alignment of the Paging Server with the PMK-R1 key holder, and other improvements.  Motivation is to provide an additional mechanism for power save, minimizing the "awake" time at DTIM and Listen Interval, and eliminating unnecessary BSS Transition scenario.  Today, a mobile station must transition and associate to every BSS it traverses.  We did some experiments in our office location, with an ultra-light phone. Standby hours for the [802.11] phone is 53 hours. Average enterprise use – walk around for 5 minutes per hour, standby time dropped to 45 hours. This is typical enterprise usage. Other applications – e.g. nurses walking around will use more.  The presentation introduces a “deep sleep mode” – the entire device is idle – radio and OS.   Paging is introduced to provide a mechanism to tell the STA that a frame is waiting for it.  Some concepts have been reused from 3GPP and [802.16] paging services. A Paging Group is a group of APs in which a STA can be paged. STAs will re-associate when it moves between paging groups. An example of WLAN paging architecture and deployment options is included. The protocol includes a paging capability and service discovery via changes in the Beacon and Probe Response.  Idle Mode Request and Response are used to enter and exit idle mode and to provide updates. For advertising and discovery – one bit has been added in the wireless network management capability. A Paging IE has also been added with four new fields which indicates when the next paging info will be delivered. A new Paging indication element – similar to the TIM was added, as were Idle Mode Request and Response frames.

2.3.1.2. PatC: Why is the update needed?

2.3.1.3. EmilyQ:  For the STA to update the network of its status.  The infrastructure knows where the STA is.  [802.16] uses a similar location update: the STA sends out idle mode updates.

2.3.1.4. EmilyQ: [resumes presentation]  The proposal also includes a keep-alive timer, prompting the STA to send out update messages.  Paging service key hierarchy was reinstituted, since there were concerns here.  This is used to protect idle mode request and response frames from forgery.  An example of message flow is provided, along with an idle mode and paging scenario.  In summary: Idle mode extends the mobile device standby time as well as a paging service.
2.3.1.5. Floor: Question on slide 9. Paging groups have physical proximity. Can Paging groups overlap?

2.3.1.6. EmilyQ: Yes. This chart gives an example.

2.3.1.7. Floor: If it is allowed, then how would that improve things?  The STA will see multiple paging groups, and then re-associate. 

2.3.1.8. EmilyQ:  The STA doesn’t reassociate until it loses sight of the paging group, which still significantly reduces the number of roams.  Slide 11, 14 – paging Server ID, a paging server can serve multiple paging groups.

2.3.1.9. Floor: I’d like to understand how the keys are derived. On Slide 14, no unique identification of the group ID is shown. Is there a protocol used for the exchange? 
2.3.1.10. EmilyQ: Yes, the Idle Mode request and response.

2.3.1.11. Floor: Is this a 3 message exchange?

2.3.1.12. EmilyQ: No, this is a 2-message exchange.

2.3.1.13. Floor: This is the first time looking at the slides. 

2.3.1.14. EmilyQ: Communication is between an STA and the Paging Server. Paging groups are handled within a paging server. Paging Group ID defines them. There is a dependency on the TGr mobility domain. The paging group defines the area that a STA can be paged in. But the protection is between the STA and the Paging Server.  A power consumption analysis has been conducted. Consider the use cases and test cases. We looked at determining the effect on standby time. Assumptions include the number of roams per hour, the wake-up interval, the roaming awake time, periodic background scanning time and power consumption.  The study examines a range of 0-30 BSS transitions per hour.  Device usage ranges from 100 to 800 ms of wake time.  We assume that the system is always active. Also, 802.11r does not cover the discovery and scanning time – it only addresses the actual transition time.  Periodic background scanning time has a range of 50-500.  Referring to Slide 21, Paging mode compared with the Legacy PSM. The benefit at 0 roams gives 10% improvement in standby time. Grows to 20% with increased number of roams.  In Slide 22, compare with Legacy PSM, with background scanning

2.3.1.15. Floor: Was there any comparison done with a TGv client with FBMS?

2.3.1.16. EmilyQ: This scenario assumed that no broadcast or multicast was involved. The two are orthogonal. FBMS – your prerogative. This assumes that you stay awake 0 time for broadcast. 

2.3.1.17. Floor:  Let me see if I can summarize this… Have a salt and pepper arrangement. If I run around like a maniac, this will help, saving 8%. If I send real traffic, I have 4% improvement. I am concerned that we have a lot of complexity as well as potential security concerns.

2.3.1.18. EmilyQ:  That’s not true. 24/7, the [802.11] phone is connecting to every AP that you hit. If you are in a contiguous work area, now you don’t have to do the associations. In-call power saving is an already-solved problem. 

2.3.1.19. Floor:  I accept the fact that there is benefit to this if one receives one call per day and stay in the same area.  Suppose it is 10 %, though.  I see the additional complexity, beacon bloat, mean complexity cost.  We need to evaluate this for what appears to be a tiny gain. I see this as marginal.

2.3.1.20. EmilyQ:  For an [802.11] phone, “standby hours” is a critical requirement. This proposal addresses that.  I would like to make a motion: 

2.3.1.21. Move to include normative text in document 11-06/0943r6 into the TGv draft.

2.3.1.22. Mover: Emily Qi

2.3.1.23. Seconder: Roger Durand

2.3.1.24. For 13, Against 5, Abstain 3

2.3.1.25. PatC:  The motion fails

2.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/1783r0
2.3.2.1. Kevin presented document 06/1783r0, “Timing Measurement Enhancement for Synchronization of AV streams”. The motivation for this presentation is support for [802.11-equipped] speakers. There is a mix of wireless and wired speakers. There is a lot of demand for [802.11-equipped] speakers.  Use cases are portable speakers with coverage of the home.  Such applications need 10ms of synchronization accuracy. Lip synchronization is easier. The application needs to regenerate the clock locally if you don’t buffer a lot locally. Example: Media push application.  Implementations above the MAC don’t have the facility to get the required level of accuracy.  There are other initiatives including P802.1AS – Time Synchronization, and other groups for Stream Reservation Protocol, Traffic Shaping, and potential recommended practices.  Slide 5 shows how presence works today. Requestor sends a Presence Request, records ACK times, then the Presence Response sent, and time differences can be used to determine the link delay. 

2.3.2.2. Floor:  This assumes the transmit and receive delay are constant.  These also may not be the same.

2.3.2.3. Kevin: Yes this accounted for, as the stamp is taken at same point so biases are built in.

2.3.2.4. Floor: In different implementations, there may be different delays.

2.3.2.5. Kevin:  The same issue applies in wired cases.  By sampling in both directions, one can see this, and also take multiple samples.  Accuracy of timestamps is typically within 40 nanoseconds, with multiple samples per second.

2.3.2.6. Floor: What level of accuracy is required?

2.3.2.7. Kevin: Clock quality, microseconds. 

2.3.2.8. Floor:  In WLANs you are looking at variability in the access delay. I’m not sure you’ll get meaningful results with the formula. 

2.3.2.9. Kevin: The stream itself is independent of the timestamps.  The ends agree on the “Time it is” with this measurement, and synchronize the clocks. IEEE 1588 uses this for automation control.

2.3.2.10. Floor: For video streaming – not sure if this will work.
2.3.2.11. Kevin: This is getting the clock distributed. The intended use is high quality audio, which needs 11ms. To regenerate a clock which is derived from another clock, then one needs to look at the accuracy of clocks.  It is very important where the timestamp is taken – on the output of the MAC, not in 802.1. For Fast Ethernet rates – 40ns, Fast Ethernet takes the measurement is at the bottom of the MAC.

2.3.2.12. Floor: Even for the location, need to take the measurements close to the PHY.

2.3.2.13. Floor: If we want 40 ft of accuracy, then you’ll meet your requirements.

2.3.2.14. Floor:  The problem is that a hardware change is going to be required. With location, we assumed that special devices would be used.  Such devices would be needed on both sides.

2.3.2.15. Floor: Ethernet switches will have to support this. All devices in the cloud will need to be compliant. 

2.3.2.16. Kevin: [continues] Changes to the text are optional. Inserted a new Report Interval Units field in the Presence element, to provide less than a one second interval.  Add a timing Offset Measurement element, indicated as an option in the Presence Request Option field. Add an Ingress Timestamp field to the Timing Measurement Field, formatted in a consistent manner with 802.1AS.  Then text for procedures. 

2.3.2.17. Kevin:  I wish to move
2.3.2.18. Motion: Move to include the normative text in document 11-06/1614r0 into the TGv draft, replacing microseconds with milliseconds in table v1.

2.3.2.19. Mover: Emily Qi

2.3.2.20. Seconder: Allan Thomson

2.3.2.21. PatC:  Is there discussion on the motion?  Yes. 

2.3.2.22. Floor: The 802.1QAV PAR builds upon 802.1AS timestamping.

2.3.2.23. Kevin: Comments on the PAR from the 802.11 vice chair specifically asked for 802.11 support to be included.

2.3.2.24. PatC:  Is there any more discussion?  No.
2.3.2.25. For 11, Against 0, Abstain 10

2.3.2.26. PatC: The motion passes.

2.3.3. Presentation of Document 06/1461r2
2.3.3.1. Peter Ecclesine presented document 06/1461r2, “Null Beacon Energy Conservation concept”.  This presentation focuses upon the need to minimize power being used when the radio is on. Idle time is when the devices are not being used. A lot of power could be saved by small or larger changes in beacon processing, for example if one processes the beacon, and just the address fields. This is the absolute minimum beacon that could be processed.   The null beacon says “there is nothing happening” and uses less energy to process.  Companion normative draft text may be found in document 06/1728. The proposed Null Beacon is generated when the TIM is empty, with no channel switch announcements, and no buffered traffic.

2.3.3.2. Floor: Can you comment on backward compatibility?  When is this sent? 

2.3.3.3. PeterE: When there is no activity.

2.3.3.4. Floor: Are you sure that by changing the size of the beacon that you are really saving something?

2.3.3.5. PeterE:  I am assuming that power consumption is related to traffic. I have no measurements to back this up.

2.3.3.6. Floor:  You made a claim of 50% power saving. Compare this to reducing the number of beacons. Can you provide data here?

2.3.3.7. PeterE: I would like to do this. Manufacturers should be looking at reducing power consumption. There are no measurements on power consumption in 802.11k, or 802.11v.
2.3.3.8. Floor: Adaptation to diurnal human behavior should also be considered.

2.3.3.9. Floor: Have been going through power saving analysis with Idle mode. Need to see some analysis on this proposal. 

2.3.3.10. PeterE: Measurement pilots were supposed to have done this. 

2.3.3.11. Floor: Would it save more power if you double the DTIM?  That reduces the beacons?

2.3.3.12. PeterE: I understand that. Less energy in the air, less energy at the receiver and transmitter.

2.3.3.13. Floor: Time you spend in the process of waking up to capture the beacon dominates.

2.3.3.14. PeterE: Agree completely.

2.3.3.15. Floor: One job of the beacon is time synchronization, the other is to deliver information. I am concerned [with compatibility] for legacy device.  The STA also uses the beacon to know where it is.

2.3.3.16. PeterE: Beacons are unacknowledged. Every device has to provide for a beacon being missed. Count on the fact that beacons will not be received all the time.

2.3.3.17. Floor: If the BSS has no associated STAs, and there is no buffered data, then every beacon is a DTIM.  STAs doing passive scanning would not receive any beacons.

2.3.3.18. PeterE: Suggest a statement to add. Power saving is not the only argument. Also want to be efficient over the air.  It also lowers interference.

2.3.3.19. Floor: Separate the physical from logical elements, via user management frames. Assuming now that there are no VLANs, not acknowledging this.

2.3.3.20. PeterE:  A Multiple BSSID proposal addressed this. I don’t disagree that using less airtime is good. But when a phone is scanning for beacons, now it  has to wait longer, and for passive scanning this also Increases the amount of time waiting. 

2.3.3.21. Floor: Get a neighbor report, then know the area.

2.3.3.22. PeterE: Reducing beacon availability will hurt those guys.
2.3.3.23. Floor: Need more qualifications.

2.3.3.24. Floor: The problem is that you’re mandating operation. People may find better alternatives. The standard does not mandate 100ms---the market simply settled there.

2.3.3.25. PeterE: I appreciate the feedback. I shall come back in January with data, as well as present a better understanding of the benefits.
2.3.3.26. Secretarial note:  The regular secretary resumed minutes at this point.

2.3.4. Review of Comment Resolutions
2.3.4.1. PatC:  Can we have any information on ad-hoc progress?

2.3.4.2. AlexA:  Diagnostics completed all items, but have deferred many back to the group.

2.3.4.3. AllanT:  I think we should re-enter ad-hoc mode.

2.3.4.4. Emily:  We should think about putting the comments into the master spreadsheet.
2.3.4.5. Dorothy:  We should put everything into one document, and should be careful about the four-hour rule.

2.3.4.6. Allan:  There are a lot of comments to work through.

2.3.4.7. Emily:  We already voted on the editorial comments.

2.3.4.8. Dorothy:  The only other option is to create another document.

2.3.4.9. PatC:  If we have more documents, we’ll have a merge problem.

2.3.4.10. Emily: I suggest that each group trim the spreadsheet to that group’s list and use that document as a working document.

2.3.4.11. PatC:  Are there any objections to going into ad-hoc mode?  No.
2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing for the ad-hoc? No.  We are recessed.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 0940.

3. Wednesday Afternoon Session, November 16, 2006

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to order

3.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1330.

3.2.1.3. PatC:  We shall now resume our scheduled presentations.

3.3. Process

3.3.1. Presentation of Document 06/1705r0
3.3.1.1. Brian Wells presented 06/1705r0, Medium Congestion Control (MCC).  This framework proposes control of local congestion using the MAC.  The concept differs from other congestion control methods, as it uses no signaling which can be problematic in congested systems.  For ad-hoc operation, such as in mesh and WAVE, this approach could have value.  The proposal measures channel utilization, measures STA contributions to congestion, and provides measurements to clients.  A client-server architecture is modeled  with a client (e.g. SME) and with a server (e.g. MLME).  Some examples of measurements are included. 

3.3.1.2. Question:  These are snapshots, not averages right?

3.3.1.3. Brian: Yes.  The MCC program handles averaging them.  Control can be either basic or adaptive.  The control process sets up a loop between the SME and MLME that orchestrates measurements and adjustments.  Companion normative text may be found in 06/1706r1.  I welcome questions.

3.3.1.4. AllanT:  Is there a way of establishing client policies?
3.3.1.5. Brian: We are not supplying an algorithm, but rather encouraging different implementations using the method.

3.3.1.6. AllanT:  On the Basic Control slide, you’re suggesting policy.

3.3.1.7. Brian: No we are really only treating the MLME part embodying the measurement and control interfaces.

3.3.1.8. PatC:  Brian, would you like a straw poll? Yes.

3.3.1.9. Straw Poll #1:

3.3.1.10. Is the proposed MCC Framework appropriate and relevant to TGv?

3.3.1.11. PatC: Anyone can vote

3.3.1.12. Yes 4, No 3

3.3.1.13. Straw Poll #2

3.3.1.14. Should TGv include appropriate normative text describing the MCC Framework in the TGv draft?
3.3.1.15. Yes 1, No 5

3.3.1.16. Straw Poll #3:

3.3.1.17. Should TGv include the text in 802;11-06/1706r0 to be used as a baseline for text to be included in the TGv draft?

3.3.1.18. Yes 0, No 5 

3.3.1.19. Any comments?

3.3.1.20. BobM:  As long ago as Berlin, TGv members indicated emphasis of effort would be directed to infrastructure mode service with large systems.

3.3.1.21. DorothyS:  Would this be [more] useful in mesh and WAVE?

3.3.1.22. Brian: Yes, I think so.
3.3.1.23. DorothyS:  I recognize there are many flavors of mesh, for example but it would seem many of these envision a 1-tier mesh as a replacement for a BSS.  It seems like the fit in such an area would be good.

3.3.1.24. JoeK:  TGk includes many similar features.  What is new here?

3.3.1.25. Brian: Many of those measurements are over the air.  I believe that these supplement the TGk over the air framework.

3.3.1.26. JoeK:  With TGk the interface to upper layers is specified.

3.3.1.27. Brian:  This operates within the MLME, it can all be done locally.

3.3.1.28. JoeK:  It can still be done locally.

3.3.1.29. Brian:  This is all inside one device.  It doesn’t go over the air.  It allows a local station to monitor it’s perception of congestion and then adjust its behavior.  We don’t want to impose additional messaging. 

3.3.1.30. JoeK: But TGk reports many of the parameters (e.g. queue depth).  I need to understand what’s new.

3.3.1.31. PatC:  We are out of time.  Perhaps this can be discussed off-line.  Is there any objection to continuing the ad-hoc activity? No.  Alex would you like to summarize the work of the Diagnostic sub-group? OK.
3.3.2. Review of Comment Resolutions
3.3.2.1. Alex Ashley presented document 06/1819r0, “comment-resolution-tgv-internal-review-diagnostics-category” with suggested comment spreadsheet resolutions for the “Diagnostics” subgroup.   These are results of going through the comments in the diagnostic sub-group of Alex Ashley and Bob Miller.

3.3.2.2. Secretarial note:  The following is an abbreviated record of the dialog on these comments.  It is suggested that members review the detailed spreadsheet resolutions for better understanding.

3.3.2.3. Comment 47: Accepted, reduce to 1 octet.  OK Alan? Yes.

3.3.2.4. Comment 49: This is one of several similar comments.  Table rearrangement to put reserved at bottom.  Deferred because of consistency with other uses.  Group recommendation is to accept commenter’s approach: Instruct editor to rearrange table to put “reserved” on bottom, “none” on top and move those in the middle down.

3.3.2.5. Comment 50:  Abort reason 0 is strange.  We countered with “unknown”. Allan suggests “unspecified” No objections.
3.3.2.6. Comment 51: The profile ID appears to refer to the programmed characteristics of a device.  Seems to require a contribution, with Tim Olsen or Bob O’Hara encouraged to respond with a contribution (nominated by chair). 

3.3.2.7. Comment 53: Similar to previous table rearrange.  A lot of discussion and conjecture.  Agreement this section needs work.  Emily volunteers to address.  Similar to 199, also directed to Emily.

3.3.2.8. Comment 76: Suggests that diagnostics should not be limited to 1 at a time. BobM says precedent exists in TGk.  Allan argues that if station can support nesting, why not?  Agreement: Take offline with Emily, Joe Kwak, and Allan.
3.3.2.9. Comment 77:  Suggests removal of STA-STA diagnostic capability.  Some feel channel load, etc. could be useful.  Others, including BobM and Allan feel that in infrastructure mode there seems little reason for this to be used. Resolution: Counter: Import table 79A from TGk outlining permissible STA-STA measurements and duplicate service for diagnostics. Emily will add table.  Dorothy:  Since we are an amendment, we could reference the table instead of pasting.  Allan: The TGk schedule may change, though.  Dorothy:  This is a reference to a non-approved amendment.  We believe it will be available though.  Agreed: Allan will provide normative text.

3.3.2.10. Comment 198: Resolution is to assign to Bob O’Hara (assigned by chair), since Abort Reason is not used elsewhere.

3.3.2.11. Comment 227:  Resolve to incorporate TGn rates: Expand number of octets.  Granularity rounding not an issue with expanded field.  OK with group? Yes.
3.3.2.12. Comment 232:  Assigned to Bob O’Hara by chair

3.3.2.13. Comment 233:  “Radio channels” does not specify regulatory class.  Accepted.  OK?  Yes.

3.3.2.14. 246:  Regulatory domain.  Dorothy: This has to do with much proprietary stuff.  All part of same section.  What are operating parameters and where are they defined?  They seem to be like manufacturer model string, OIY, etc.  PatC: Section is not labeled well.  Dorothy:  All of these are in Diagnostic Information Elements.  When client asks for 7.3.2.39.1, this defines which DIEs are used for a client report.  I also found this confusing.  The client report for manufacturer information is 9 items, then operating parameters is another 9, so a subset of all items. Subbu: This is decided by AP anyway, the client can’t choose these. Should reject comment, as regulatory domain is determined by the AP. 
3.3.2.15. Comment 330: Accepted.  Recall on phone conference the names were said to be confusing.  OK? Yes.

3.3.2.16. Comment 332: Accepted. OK? Yes.

3.3.2.17. Comment 333: Accepted. OK? Yes

3.3.2.18. Comment 334:  Dorothy:  I was referring to the heading, which seems better characterized by “Diagnostic Information Element”.  PatC:  That’s pretty lengthy.  Dorothy: Yes, but accurate.  Emily:  Originally Diagnostic Information Element was meant to refer only to things mentioned in TGv.  Dorothy:  The language is very overloaded…element, sub-element, etc.  Deferred and Assign to Emily, who will make this consistent with other edits.  
3.3.2.19. Comment 335: Change “Abort Reason” to “Reason Code” Accepted.  OK? Yes. 

3.3.2.20. Comment 337: Change client to STA everywhere. Accepted. OK? Yes.

3.3.2.21. Comment 341: Accepted. OK? Yes.

3.3.2.22. Comment 344: Accepted. OK? Yes.

3.3.2.23. Comment 348.  Some feel layering is a good thing.  Dorothy:  This doesn’t use many of the 255 states, and it seems reasonable to migrate the client report breakouts directly into the parent table.  Dorothy agrees to create a recommended structure as a contributution.

3.3.2.24. Comment 396: Accepted.  OK? Yes.

3.3.2.25. Comment 299: Moved to Roaming Management Group. OK? Yes.  Emily:  Yes this was an error, and I will move it to the correct category.   
3.3.2.26. PatC:  This completes review of the comments on Diagnostics.  Shall we recess to ad-hoc groups?  No objection.   
3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing for the ad-hoc? No.  We are recessed.
3.4.1.2. Recess at 1518

4. Thursday Morning Session, November 16, 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 0800 hours.

4.2.1.3. PatC:  Today, we shall begin with scheduled presentations, and then address comments.
4.3. Process

4.3.1. Review of Agenda

4.3.1.1. PatC:  JoeK, you will be presenting first?

4.3.1.2. JoeK:  Yes.

4.3.1.3. EmilyQ:  I will need some time for a presentation this afternoon.

4.3.1.4. PatC: OK.

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/0956r2
4.3.2.1. Joe Kwak presented document 06/0956r2, “Preferred Channel for Power Saving”. The concept was developed primarily for low-power (e.g. dual mode) devices.  This presentation has been updated to include European rules for using fixed channels, which disallow non-uniform channel allocations.  Accordingly the new submission moves the channel each day.   The presentation identifies currently-specified channel space, but choice of channel is not fixed.  Passive scanning by stations is used to determine which channel is active at a particular time.  

4.3.2.2. PatC:  What happens if radar is detected on one of the channels?
4.3.2.3. JoeK:  The AP would have to detect the presence of the radar via passive scanning or other information, and not use the channel.

4.3.2.4. Paul:  What if the radar disappears?  How do you know?
4.3.2.5. JoeK:  The channel is cleared by the AP.  Periodically the AP revisits the channel.  If the radar is no longer present, the channel can be used again.
4.3.2.6. JoeK: [resumes] A preferred channel set is provided.  The channel to be used is determined by the RC-4 random number generator, also used by WEP.  The seed is based on the date.  The Preferred Channel Order is used to indicate the chosen channel to STAs. [802.11] phones use more power than regular handsets currently, and coverage of [802.11] is more spotty than cellular.  Accordingly, the approach results in perhaps 80% power saving.  An STA can “bootstrap” into the network by listening for a channel where the NetAd (Net Advice) information is present from other STAs (or from an AP).  The APs control the process of NetAd transmission by STAs. 

4.3.2.7. DavidHunter:  Legacy devices couldn’t do this?

4.3.2.8. JoeK:  Only 802.11v and beyond devices.  The AP will instruct at least one STA currently in use to transmit the NetAd frame every beacon period to ensure that entering STAs will hear it when scanning.  A “baton pass” procedure is used to spread the NetAd transmission duty among all participating STAs.  The method eliminates the need to have a separate AP to transmit NetAds.  The presentation shows how STA states are maintained for NetAd “duty”.  Companion document 06/1462r1 contains proposed normative text. 

4.3.2.9. BobM:  What happens at the edge of two cells?
4.3.2.10. JoeK:  The STAs may advertise “across the edge”, but since the channel will be the same, there shouldn’t be a problem.

4.3.2.11. AlexA:  Can you explain how different channel selections are made since this is a random process?
4.3.2.12. JoeK:  We are just encouraging randomness on the channel determination, however since the seed is based on the date, the channel chosen everywhere will be the same.

4.3.2.13. AlexA:  Then it’s really just a hash on the date?

4.3.2.14. JoeK: Yes.

4.3.2.15. DavidH:  I’m concerned about legacy stations.  Will they ignore these frames, but otherwise be unaffected?

4.3.2.16. JoeK:  Yes, but of course they will not benefit either.
4.3.2.17. Subbu: Would this work with IBSSs?

4.3.2.18. JoeK:  No, I don’t believe so.  It’s really only for network-connected systems.

4.3.2.19. AllanT: I’d like to understand the randomization function.  A set of APs will choose the same channel for all of them?

4.3.2.20. JoeK:  Yes, they will all choose the same channel because they will all use the same seed.  The date produces the seed.

4.3.2.21. AllanT:  Then two separate networks side-by-side would choose the same channel?

4.3.2.22. JoeK: Yes.

4.3.2.23. AllanT:  But you don’t really want that, right?

4.3.2.24. JoeK:  Yes you do.  Everyone uses the same preferred channel.

4.3.2.25. Jari:  This seems a good idea.  However, I have concerns regarding distributed NetAd.  How can an AP know how STAs will distribute the information?  Should the AP use baton pass or perhaps another method?
4.3.2.26. JoeK:  Thanks, Jari.  I believe it is premature for adoption of text.  I’d like to work further on this concept.  Other considerations may also have to be taken into account for STA duty assignments.  Features must also be in place to read STA MIB variables.

4.3.2.27. BobM:  Can a station refuse “duty” if it is very busy?

4.3.2.28. JoeK:  Yes, if it is too busy to transmit a NetAd in a frame, it may skip a frame or more, for example, with no real effect on STAs seeking the preferred channel other than a little delay.  Real time activities in the STA always take precedence. 

4.3.2.29. BobM:  Does this impact frequency reuse in adjacent cells?
4.3.2.30. JoeK:  No, it shouldn’t.  It simply tells what the preferred channel is.

4.3.2.31. QiW:  How do two networks resolve channels from day to day?

4.3.2.32. JoeK:  All of the STAs will be competing for NetAd duty, and it is up to the AP to choose whether the advertisement will be turned on or off.

4.3.2.33. Subbu: But if turned off, you still have to go through a virtual information process? 

4.3.2.34. JoeK:  APs may choose that they don’t want to advertise the channel, and then the channel would have to be deduced.  STAs have to listen.  

4.3.2.35. PatC: Is there a Straw Poll?  Yes. 
4.3.2.36. Do you support use of Net Advice on designated Preferred Channels to improve STA power saving?
4.3.2.37. Yes 11

4.3.2.38. No 6

4.3.2.39. Abstain 13

4.3.2.40. Sudheer:  If you took a straw poll but left out the STA duty-sharing, would that be valuable?

4.3.2.41. JoeK:  That option is available already.

4.3.2.42. Sudheer: No, I mean no STA transmissions.

4.3.2.43. JoeK:  OK, I see.

4.3.2.44. PatC: Joe, do you want another poll?  Yes.

4.3.2.45. Do you support use of NetAd on designated Preferred Channels by APs to improve STA power savings?

4.3.2.46. Yes 12

4.3.2.47. No 1

4.3.2.48. Abstain 12

4.3.2.49. JoeK: The only issue with this is that it could take some time for TGv APs to propagate the information, and the default state of the enable bit could be a problem.
4.3.2.50. PatC:  Joe, we’re out of time on this one.  Have you another?

4.3.3.  Presentation of Document 06/0388r5
4.3.3.1. Joe Kwak presented document 06/0388r5, “Extended Channel Switch Response”.  This presentation proposes to add provides a simple response frame to address TGv objective #2000, Dynamic Channel Selection.  This requires a switch with no interruptions.  It augments the announcements in beacons and in the stand-alone frame adopted in the last meeting, providing a needed feedback mechanism to ensure continuity of service.  The response is optional.  We add the optional dialog token to invoke a response before the STA switching.  Document 06/1485r1 provides companion normative text.  Extended Channel Switch Response (6) state is added to the operative Extended Channel Switch Announcement Frame field. The STA can also indicate that it is switching, but will not sustain the session. The response feature is particularly important for QoS streams, for which transfers are made more seamless and reliable. 

4.3.3.2. Sudheer:  Was there another channel switch proposal in this session?

4.3.3.3. PatC: Yes, it focused on consistency with TGn and TGy.

4.3.3.4. Sudheer:  The TGy one is doing a little more than this one.  I suggest that you coordinate with the other authors.

4.3.3.5. AllanT:  An AP can learn which stations will go with him.  What does this add on top of that?

4.3.3.6. JoeK:  Channel Switch was never intended to treat availability or desirability of the channel for switching.  This allows TGk to make measurements of prospective channels to aid in the choice.  This is a very rare event, but needs to be reliable.

4.3.3.7. AllanT:  In Rev 802.11ma rev9, there already seems to be a mechanism.  JoeK:  The decision to switch the channel may not be preceded by an extended process of data gathering such as expressed in that procedure.  

4.3.3.8. BobM:  May I understand that two important applications might be for radar and channel reuse reorganizations when you have to bring sessions along.

4.3.3.9. JoeK:  Hadn’t actually thought a lot about the applications, but I guess that’s so.

4.3.3.10. PatC:  Do you want a straw poll?  Yes
4.3.3.11. Do you support the addition of an Extended Channel Switch response to improve seamless channel switching?
4.3.3.12. Yes 9

4.3.3.13. No 2

4.3.3.14. Abstain 14

4.3.3.15. PatC:  Any other business, Joe?  No.

4.3.4. Adjustment of Agenda

4.3.4.1. PatC:  Emily, you wanted to reserve time?

4.3.4.2. Emily:  Yes 5-10 minutes.  I also need another slot.

4.3.4.3. PatC:  Would 1630 to 1640 be OK?

4.3.4.4. Emily:  Yes

4.3.4.5. Donghee:  I also need 20 minutes. For two documents.

4.3.4.6. PatC: OK.  Emily, what’s your document number?

4.3.4.7. Emily: 06/1851

4.3.4.8. PatC:  Very well, I have modified the agenda as shown:

TGv Text Submissions 
– 08:00-08:45 - 11-06-1462-00-000v-Preferred Channel Power Saving 

– 08:45-09:00 – 11-06-0387-01-000v-BSS Channel Switch 

– 09:00-09:40 – 11-06-1828-00-000v-admission-control-traffic-request 

– 09:40-10:00 – 11-06-1851-00-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment-resolution-event-log (part 1) 

• 10:00 – Break 
• TGv Text Submissions 
– 16:00-16:30 – 11-06-1725-00-000v-normative-text-proposal-QoS-aware-load-balancing 

– 16:30-16:40 – 11-06-0943-06-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs 

– 16:40-17:00 – 11-06-1836-00-000v-sta-provided-location 

– 17:00-17:05 – 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request 

– 17:00-17:30 – 11-06-1851-00-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment-resolution-event-log 

• Address Internal Review Comments 
• Timeline Chart Discussion 
• Objectives Review 
• Plans for November 
• New/Old Business 
• Adjourn 
4.3.4.9. PatC:  Does everyone approve these changes?  Yes.

4.3.5. Presentation of Document 06/1828r0
4.3.5.1. Dorothy Stanley presented document 06/1828r0, “Admission Control Traffic Request”.  This is a proposal for the addition of capability for a station to indicate a traffic request via a probe response and determine if such traffic entry would be granted.  This is meant to be a “pre-association” method for determining if resources are available and admission would be granted.  Now stations have to infer whether a specific request for service would be granted; this would provide a more direct method.  This is shorter than a TSPEC.  
4.3.5.2. AllanT:  In 802.11k there is an Admission Class Compatibility Element, which includes the category 7.3.43 in 11k, at the bottom of page 53.

4.3.5.3. DorothyS: 802.11k works on an aggregate basis, not as specific information.  There is no guarantee that if the 11k response is received that the entry would be granted.

4.3.5.4. DaveStephenson:  You are asking the AP to say what could happen in the future.  This seems superfluous in light of the availability of the 11k information.

4.3.5.5. Dorothy: But this does not require association.

4.3.5.6. Sudheer:  I have semantic suggestions, however I think the idea is good.  I suggest the word “query” or “indication” rather than request.  I agree with the general comment regarding the 11k feature.  Why don’t you include the available admission capacity instead of a new metric?  

4.3.5.7. DorothyS: This is not a guarantee, but is a specific response to an STA.

4.3.5.8. Sudheer:  We should not say, “the STA shall reserve the medium…”

4.3.5.9. JoeK:  This could be useful to gather pre-“r” information.  It would be useful if we could coordinate all of these “beacon things”, though.  The beacons are getting overloaded.  It would help to package loading, latency, and other information into a separate “package”, perhaps such as this.
4.3.5.10. Sudheer:  This is also allowed in probe response.

4.3.5.11. JoeK:  The probe response would be a good way to do this.

4.3.5.12. Dorothy:  The proposal is here, and I am not interested in rolling all of this together.  I just want feedback on this specific piece.  I’d like to ask Pat for10 minutes this afternoon to present the wording change.

4.3.5.13. PatC: Would 5 minutes suffice?  Yes.
4.3.5.14. BobM:  What does the AP return, a real value, or just an indication?
4.3.5.15. Dorothy:  Codes that show various conditions.

4.3.5.16. DaveS: Even if this were to happen, there is no guarantee that when the station associates, the resource would be granted.   Also I’m confused about the use case.  The aggregate information has been mentioned, but I can’t foresee a case where this different information would be valuable.

4.3.5.17. DorothyS:  There are many things that could happen to change the conditions.  

4.3.5.18. DaveS: There are many factors which contribute to BSS load.  I worry about accuracy.

4.3.5.19. BobM:  That’s why I asked about a real value, or just an indication.

4.3.5.20. Dorothy:  This is just to help the STA get information with less complexity than forwarding a TSPEC.

4.3.5.21. DaveS:  I thought you made a statement that the aggregated basis is not enough information.  What case would require otherwise?

4.3.5.22. DorothyS:  The station might need information to respond a specific request.

4.3.5.23. Nehru: Use of beacons could affect interoperability.  This also puts a load on the AP for computing the response.  This could impact service.
4.3.5.24. BobM:  For HCCA, this is just an abbreviated scheduler request.

4.3.5.25. Sudheer: I have a problem with probe requests.  Also the available medium time is now presented in a variety of ways:  admission capacity, load element, etc.  Your request and TSPEC request are enough different so that there could be a conflict that might produce a different interpretation for the STA. 

4.3.5.26. DorothyS:  Let’s work on the reason codes.  I do not think we introduce multiple definitions of the same parameter.

4.3.5.27. Sudheer:  We could simply put in, for example, available admission capacity.
4.3.5.28. Dorothy:  I don’t think that accomplishes what we had in mind.

4.3.5.29. PatC: OK.  Is anyone here from DoCoMo? He was here yesterday, but not now.  OK let’s look at comments resolutions.  Emily, are you ready? 

4.3.6. Review of Comment Resolutions
4.3.6.1. Emily Qi presented the latest TGv informal comment resolution spreadsheet, 06/1851r0.  If you have any concerns about the accepted comments, make note of them.  Let us view primarily deferred and countered…
4.3.6.2. Secretarial note:  The following is an abbreviated record of the dialog on these comments.  It is suggested that members review the detailed spreadsheet resolutions for better understanding.

4.3.6.3. Comment 312:  suggests remove “filter”. Emily: OK? Yes.  
4.3.6.4. Comment 314: “associated” APs are also confusing.  Dorothy: suggest leave as “source” for now, and reject.  PatC: reject how? Dorothy: (it’s her comment) It’s as good as “associated”.

4.3.6.5. Comment 317:  Counter.  PatC:  Everyone OK with recommendation? Yes.
4.3.6.6. Comment 318:  OK with response?.  Objections? None.

4.3.6.7. Comment 326:  The field would be included only when needed, but there are new ATMs coming.  Generalization would be valuable.  Decline and let 11r publish.  PatC: OK? Yes.

4.3.6.8. Comment 70: If STA is incapable of generating event report, the STA shall return “incapable”. AllanT:  If STA does support the feature but can’t respond to that one, fine.  But shouldn’t we have another one if STA isn’t equipped to support any? Emily: Maybe just at that moment the STA can’t report right away.  AllanT:  your extensions make sense if the client can support, but if not able to respond on any, then he shouldn’t advertise the capability.  If that is in the text OK, otherwise it should be added.  Emily:  I think this is in the document.  Page 135, lines 39-41.
4.3.6.9. Comment 72: Emily: On 72, Allan are you going to take that one? Allan: Yes, I will accept..

4.3.6.10. Comment 73: Line 22, 11.15.2.2 Group examines sentence in comment.  PatC: That seems to cover it.  Allan, is that not what it means to you? Yes, OK.

4.3.6.11. Comment 236: Declined.  Request type is a needed thing.  AlexA: OK, agree. 

4.3.6.12. PatC: We have reached 1000 hours, so we must stop.  I think we may be able to finish this afternoon, but we won’t be able to vote on anything.
4.3.6.13. EmilyQ:  We haven’t changed anything, so we may be able to vote these in.

4.3.6.14. DorothyS:  We learned from Bob O’Hara yesterday, that things that direct the editor to change the draft have to be approved subject to the 4-hour rule.

4.3.6.15. PatC:  I shall check with Bob O’Hara.  We also may have to authorize an ad-hoc.
4.3.6.16. AllanT:  For the record - FBMS shows 100 mSec.

4.3.6.17. Joe:  Emily, In your next draft will you be publishing red-lines?

4.3.6.18. Emily:  Yes.  There will be information on resolutions and adopted material.

4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing? No.  We are recessed.

4.4.1.2. Recess at 1003 hours.
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