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1. Monday Morning Session, January 15, 2007
1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.
1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1030 hours.

1.2.1.3. PatC:  I show the pre-meeting information 07/0067r1 on the screen including our agenda.   

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 (07/0067r1).  [reads]  Are there any questions on the policy?  None. Does anyone know of any patents that the chair should be advised of at this time?  No. Let us proceed.

1.3.2. Review of Inappropriate Topics

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

1.3.3. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.3.1. PatC:  We shall continue to follow our agenda.  Does anyone wish to move to adopt the minutes from the last meeting? Yes.

1.3.3.2. EmilyQ:  I wish to move:

1.3.3.3. Move to approve meeting minutes in 11-06-1757-02-000v-minutes-tgv-dallas-meeting-nov-06.doc.

1.3.3.4. Moved: Bob O’Hara

1.3.3.5. Seconded: Dorothy Stanley

1.3.3.6. Is there any objection to accepting the meeting minutes unanimously?  No.  The motion passes unanimously.

1.3.4. Review of the agenda-scheduled presentations
1.3.4.1. PatC:  Let’s look at the agenda shown in 0067/r1.  We show a long list of documents.  Are there any comments or requests?

1.3.4.2. Ivan Reede: I suggest consideration of a location scheme I would like to present.

1.3.4.3. Emily: Some time for recess on comment resolutions is shown? Yes.
1.3.4.4. Dorothy:  Admission control?  Yes

1.3.4.5. Ashley:  Access point collaboration? Yes

1.3.4.6. Joe Kwak:  I have some presentations. OK.
1.3.4.7. Jeong:  I have a 0080 and 0081,

1.3.4.8. PatC:  We are going to letter ballot, so I don’t want to jeopardize that.

1.3.4.9. Emily:  I request 15 minutes for review of the comment resolution spreadsheet, 1615r8.  Do you want to do that in the “review comments” part of the agenda?

1.3.4.10. PatC:  The agenda is modified as shown, then, to show the additions. 
1.3.4.11. JoeK:  The new papers would seem to indicate that people feel that we are not yet ready to go to letter ballot.  I suggest that we reverse the order of priority from comment resolution to presentations.

1.3.4.12. BobO:  As we are developing the agenda, the group can decide what they would like to do.  A simple vote to approve the agenda would make this choice clear.

1.3.4.13. Emily:  We should also take a look to see if our objectives have been fulfilled.

1.3.4.14. Dorothy:  I will have a better sense of the comment resolution after today. 
1.3.4.15. Alan:  We discussed letter ballot last meeting.  We updated the schedule.  We should review it to see if we are on target.

1.3.4.16. PatC:  If we push out the letter ballot, we would need an extension.  
1.3.4.17. BobM:  I support JoeK and Dorothy’s comments:  New people join all the time, and I would like to make sure we understand the possibility of new value brought by the presentations.

1.3.4.18. PatC:  Is there any objection to approving the agenda in segments to see how it is going?  

1.3.4.19. BobO’Hara:  This is not part of normal 802.11 procedures.
1.3.4.20. PatC:  Are there any objections?  No.  

1.3.4.21. Kwak: I object since the chair has ignored my requests for additions.
1.3.4.22. PatC:  Please explain how I could accommodate.

1.3.4.23. JoeKwak: We have a lot of time allocated for comments.

1.3.4.24. PatC:  If we have too much time we can return to the agenda and modify it again. 

1.3.4.25. BobO’Hara:  I move to accept the agenda.
1.3.4.26. Dorothy seconds.
1.3.4.27. PatC: Any objections?  None.

1.3.4.28. Confusion regarding objection process, was the call for objections interpreted as approval of the motion?
1.3.4.29. PatC: OK let’s vote instead.
1.3.4.30. 6 For, 9 Against, 10 Abstain. The motion fails.  We do not have an agenda.

1.3.4.31. SteveMcCann:  How about just approving this session?

1.3.4.32. PatC:  OK.  Is there any objection to approving by slot (this slot)?  Any objection to this?  No.  Very well the agenda is approved for this slot.  We will revisit it at the end of today.
1.3.4.33. Dorothy:  I recall hearing that the objections regarded calling the question.

1.3.5. Review of the objectives document 06/0827r11

1.3.5.1. Emily:  Reviews TGv objectives in document 06/0827r11, with emphasis on remaining un-covered topics.  
1.3.5.2. PatC: [polls group] Any intent to submit on…

1.3.5.3. 1400 Access control? No.
1.3.5.4. 1410 Management Message Timeliness?  No.

1.3.5.5. 1500 Client Management Protocol? Yes, Joe Kwak.

1.3.5.6. 2010 Power saving? Currently being discussed, Emily.
1.3.5.7. 2020 AP Firmware?  No.

1.3.5.8. 2040 Deferred Management? No.
1.3.5.9. 2041 Spectrum Etiquette?  Yes. Floyd, but not this session.

1.3.5.10. 2050 Access Point Coordination? Yes, Alex Ashley.

1.3.5.11. 2080 Advanced Antennas?  No.

1.3.5.12. 2100 Adaptive Rate Control?  Emily indicates “yes”.
1.3.5.13. 2110 Frequent Handover Avoidance?  Yes.
1.3.5.14. PatC: 1400 review (reads).  Can someone help explain this?
1.3.5.15. Ivan Reede: An example: a client in the parking lot denied access past an “electronic fence”.  Any other discussion on objectives, with exception of ranging.  No.  Emily do you want to talk about station statistics?
1.3.5.16. JoeK:  You did not change the agenda to correspond with the objectives review.

1.3.5.17. PatC:  We shall do that after the new submissions.

1.3.5.18. Emily: 1937 Station Statistics.

1.3.5.19. PatC:  For those preparing submissions, please note that the template has changed.  Stuart is now at a new address.  stuart@ok-brit.com  Please change the submissions to reflect this.

1.3.6. Review Comment Resolution Progress
1.3.6.1. EmilyQ presents document 07/1937r0 showing the comment resolutions that have been incorporated into the draft.   The summary shows the comments that have been addressed.
1.3.6.2. BobO’Hara:  Question regarding field size.

1.3.6.3. Emily:  Not addressed here, but will add.

1.3.6.4. Allan:  Are you OK with this?  Yes.

1.3.6.5. Emily:  Continues with review of comment spreadsheet in document 06/1615 r8, providing details of comment resolutions.  Our current document is r7, which is a carry-over of r6, discussed at last session.  I have shown editor status on the spreadsheet, so that my progress incorporating changes can be understood. 

1.3.6.6. Dorothy Stanley comments on #331. OK for now.  #253 The number will be requested.  Will update before sponsor ballot.  What number would we like to use?

1.3.6.7. BobO:  Numbers are assigned at the SA level.

1.3.6.8. Dorothy:  A number of the other drafts have numbers, so there seems to be an inconsistency.

1.3.6.9. Emily:  #138 Improper labeling.
1.3.7. Review of Sub-Groups for Comment Resolutions
1.3.7.1. PatC:  I show a list of subgroups from 07/0067r1 with their participants.  Diagnostics is done and voted.  General is also done.  Have we voted on General?

1.3.7.2. Emily:  No.  Event also needs voting.  Both of the above to proceed to motion on Monday at 1930.

1.3.7.3. JariJokela:  Some discussion is needed on Multicast Diagnostics.

1.3.7.4. PatC:  Also discussion required on FBMS.

1.3.7.5. Roaming Management?  Emily?
1.3.7.6. Extended Channel Switch?  Poncini.  Wait for 11y and 11n first, revisit later this week.

1.3.7.7. PatC: Virtual AP? One deferred issue. Subbu?  OK
1.3.7.8. PatC:  We shall now go to ad-hoc mode to work on these.  Any objections?  No.  Groups are encouraged to maximize progress to allow more presentations.
1.3.7.9. The list of subgroups and updated directions was incorporated into 07/0067.

1.3.7.10. PatC: Roaming management still has quite a few issues.

1.3.7.11. Jari:  Would you like to go over Multicast Diagnostics before we recess to ad-hoc? Yes.

1.3.8. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 06/1847r0

1.3.8.1. Jari Jokela presents 06/1847r0 showing the comment resolutions that have been created for Multicast Diagnostics.  The resolution group proposes changing “service” to “capability” in responding to comment #296 by Dorothy.  Any objection?  No.  Dorothy?  OK.  Accepted.  #17 This one will be covered by a presentation.  #234 Multicast Diagnostic Report should be updated for “n”.  Change to two octets.  Any objections?  None.

1.3.8.2. PatC: Does anyone know if two is enough?

1.3.8.3. Floor says some comment resolutions adopted four octets.  Example 1819.

1.3.8.4. Emily: It is already in the new draft
1.3.8.5. PatC: Yes, that’s correct.

1.3.8.6. Jokela:  #366.  Text replacement shown.  If Dorothy could help explain the details?

1.3.8.7. Dorothy:  The first comment is just grammatical.  The alert comment was part of a more general comment, no need to distinguish between reports and alerts.  Both are really reports and should be so in the whole document.  The triggered alerting is an implementation conception.

1.3.8.8. Jari:  Do you want to remove the text before “QoS…”

1.3.8.9. Dorothy:  Let me look at that.

1.3.8.10. Jari:  In the same section, #371. Replace “any” with “one”.  Objections?  None.

1.3.8.11. PatC:  Allan, did you want to add a table? 

1.3.8.12. Allan:  Yes.  That is addressed in 07/0015r0
1.3.8.13. PatC:  Jari, you will post the new version?  Yes.

1.3.9. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 06/1918r1

1.3.9.1. Allan Thomson presented document 06/1918r1 showing the comment resolutions that have been created on the conference call, but not yet loaded to the server.  Allan calls attention to 07/0052, addressing definitions of in-motion that are ambiguous.  Not sure why we need “start of motion” and “end of motion” anyway.  However, maybe the proposer can provide an explanation.  Dorothy?

1.3.9.2. Dorothy:  This was put in for initial applications of “k”.  End of motion means I am not moving any more. 

1.3.9.3. JoeK: I am not sure what the intent of the authors was.  Start motion and end motion are events.  It is not a state, but it is an event that may need to be communicated.

1.3.9.4. Allan:  Some vendors use this to determine if you are stopped, in motion, or slowing down so they can change behavior accordingly.

1.3.9.5. Dorothy:  The description is pretty accurate.

1.3.9.6. Allan: Joe, might you want to help with rewording with Dorothy.

1.3.9.7. Dorothy volunteers to take on #130.

1.3.9.8. Allan:  Comment #131.  Presence request frames.  Emily suggests text modification to remove the text that says these frames cannot be sent in an IBSS.  I disagree with that. 

1.3.9.9. Emily: Stations should be able to use the presence request.

1.3.9.10. Dorothy:  Why not leave it general, as what’s the harm?

1.3.9.11. Allan: Any objections to allowing it in IBSS mode?  No.

1.3.9.12. Allan:  #135 Field Response Requested.

1.3.9.13. PatC:  I recall the MLME had a field called out that wasn’t there.

1.3.9.14. Dorothy:  The field is in the MLME, but not in the text.

1.3.9.15. Allan:  The text doesn’t cover this properly.

1.3.9.16. Dorothy:  I want to look at that. 

1.3.9.17. Emily:  I think the field is needed.

1.3.9.18. Allan:  Why?  It should always be known whether a response is required.  Why to you need a field for this?
1.3.9.19. Emily:  You need to say “I’m here”, but not replying with data.

1.3.9.20. Dorothy:  Sometimes the client station wants to respond, and sometimes not.

1.3.9.21. Allan:  This should be implicit.

1.3.9.22. PatC:  Emily and Dorothy both think the field should stay in.  Everyone agree?  Yes.

1.3.9.23. Allan:  So we need a field, a figure and the text.  What should I change it to?

1.3.9.24. PatC:  Accept the suggestion to add the field in #135 and assign to Emily.

1.3.9.25. Emily:  I can add the field.

1.3.9.26. Allan: #136 management action pending…
1.3.9.27. Dorothy:  This one was intended to tell the station that it should not just go away, that there would be some upper-layer activity pending.

1.3.9.28. PatC:  When?  Some time in the future?

1.3.9.29. Dorothy:  The station should just not go away and be quiet.  The text is ambiguous, though.
1.3.9.30. PatC:  When you read the text, it doesn’t really seem to cover this.  Perhaps we need text clarification.  Dorothy, could you handle this?

1.3.9.31. Dorothy:  Yes.

1.3.9.32. Allan:  #138 is similar to #136.  It should also be deferred.  #139 No description of STA operation… The conference call suggested more text is needed.  Dorothy can I assign this and the next one (#141) to you?

1.3.9.33. DongheeShim:  I already began to assemble some input on this.

1.3.9.34. Allan:  The next is similar to the “motion” one.  This would also seem to be appropriate for Dorothy’s attention.

1.3.9.35. Emily:  I suggest we change to “receive presence frame”.

1.3.9.36. PatC:  Any objection to changing “presence request frame” to “presence frame”?  No.
1.3.9.37. Allan: #248 and #249.  DongheeShim and another floor member will handle.  #350 where the group needs to agree on a comment and text support.  Table v33 and V23 appear similar.  Dorothy says she will handle.  Does the group agree they should be combined?  Yes (silent acquiescence).  All the rest are accepted or declined.  I will post these to the server.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing until 1930? No.
1.4.1.2. Recess at 1230 hours.

2. Monday Evening Session, January 15, 2007

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to Order

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

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1930 hours.
2.3. Process

2.3.1.1. PatC:  We should approve the agenda for this “slot”.

2.3.1.2. Request secretary to read the agenda approval process from previous session (reads).  

2.3.1.3. Emily:  What presentations do we have?

2.3.1.4. PatC:  If you give me a moment, I’ll show them.  Shows documents to be presented, slide 10 of 0067r1.

2.3.1.5. Emily:  I think we should weight presentations equally with comment resolutions.

2.3.1.6. PatC:  I suggested we should devote maximum time to comment resolution, and then present documents in the time we find is leftover.  Is Jari here for Multicast Diagnostics?  No.  Allan, are you ready to present comment resolutions?
2.3.1.7. Dorothy:  I need offline time to work on comment resolutions.

2.3.1.8. PatC:  Roaming Management?

2.3.1.9. Emily: I have 5 remaining comments.

2.3.1.10. PatC:  So we could review these?  Yes.

2.3.1.11. Emily:  Also request an extra 15 minutes for Ganesh.

2.3.1.12. Jari arrives.

2.3.1.13. PatC:  Are you ready with Multicast Diagnostics?  Do you need to discuss anything with the group?

2.3.1.14. Jari: No.  Requires off-line work.

2.3.1.15. PatC: So, summarizing….

2.3.1.16. Presence is ready to discuss? No.
2.3.1.17. Multicast Diagnostics needs off-line time

2.3.1.18. FBMS is not ready, needs time to present

2.3.1.19. Presence has two presentations requiring ad-hoc time to prepare

2.3.1.20. Roaming management can review Monday PM, Normative text (Ganesh)

2.3.1.21. Extended Channel switch needs to wait for “y” and “n” first, then revisit later this week.

2.3.1.22. Virtual AP has one deferred issue.

2.3.1.23. Allan:  On Multicast Diagnostics there are a number of issues that will require off-line time.

2.3.1.24. PatC:  I estimate we need all of tomorrow to complete these.

2.3.1.25. Emily: In case people want to present, you should let them know what time.

2.3.1.26. PatC:  In the event comments are not complete, what shall we do?  Do you want to stop comment resolution and then have presentations?
2.3.1.27. IvanReede: I suggest adding an agenda item to “Review Agenda” at 1930.

2.3.1.28. PatC:  Is there any objection to having Jari come up while I work on the agenda?  We are skipping a step…  Decides to complete agenda.
2.3.1.29. Any objection to adopting the agenda as shown? No.

2.3.1.30. The agenda reads:

Monday

10:30-12:30 Session 

–10:30-10:37 - Review IEEE patent policy 

–10:37-10:42 – Session Objectives 

–10:42-10:47 -Approve minutes from last meeting (11-06/1757r2) 

–10:47-10:54 - Approve Agenda 

–10:54-11:09 - Review weekly goals and objectives 

–11:09-11:30 – 11-07-1937-00-000v-comment-resolution-sta-statistics (Qi) 

–11:30-11:45 - 11-06-1615-08-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-submissions 

–11:45-12:30 - Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•19:30-21:30 

–19:30-19:45 - 11-07-0066-00-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text 

–19:45 - Review and Approve Agenda 

–19:45-20:05 - 11-07-0052-00-000v D0.5 Comment Resolution 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

 Tuesday 

•08:00-10:00 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•16:00-18:00 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess

Wednesday

  •08:00-10:00 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess

Thursday 

•08:00-10:00 

–08:00-08:45 – 11-06-0350-04-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs (Qi) 

–08:45-09:30 - 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request (Stanley) 

–09:15-10:00 - Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 

–13:30-14:15 – 11-07-0084-00-000v-access-point-collaboration-enhancing-qos-and-spectrum-efficiency (Ashley) 

–14:15-15:15 – Address Internal Review Comments 

–15:15-15:30 – Plans for March 

–Adjourn

2.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0065r0

2.3.2.1. Jari Jokela presented document 07/0065r0 on CIDs 186, 206, and 211 with comment resolutions.  On #186 the proposed resolution is to modify normative text 7.3.2.33 using a framework introduced by 802.11e.  ADDTS request and ADDTS response is used also for FBMS.  We remove “optional” also.  I’d like to move on these changes….
2.3.2.2. Motion:  Move to include normative text (Part 1) in document 11-07-0066-00-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.

2.3.2.3. Allan:  Could you point out the #211 resolution?
2.3.2.4. Jari:  This motion addresses only #186.

2.3.2.5. Move: Jari Jokela

2.3.2.6. Second:  Dorothy Stanley

2.3.2.7. PatC:  Any discussion?   No.

2.3.2.8. 8 For, 0 Against, 6 Abstain.  The resolution is accepted.
2.3.2.9. Jari: The next one is related to why multicast address is needed.  I have no normative text, but I propose to remove it.  (see 0065r0 slide 6 for reasoning). 

2.3.2.10. Dorothy:  That field was added back in September to increase the air efficiency.  Refer to the two proposals from that time.

2.3.2.11. Jari:  But why is it needed?

2.3.2.12. Dorothy:  To indicate the multicast address that you are receiving (FBMS status element).  This tells which multicast address the diagnostic refers to.

2.3.2.13. Allan:  Isn’t that communicated by the TSPEC?

2.3.2.14. Dorothy:  There may be more than one FBMS.

2.3.2.15. Allan:  But you describe each one individually.

2.3.2.16. Jari:  In the request element, we have a field identifying the service, along with other information that identifies the exact service.  

2.3.2.17. Dorothy:  I’d like to check with Subbu on this…

2.3.2.18. PatC:  We shall hold on this one then.

2.3.2.19. Jari:  The last one is CID #211, which addresses the case of non-transmitted BSSIDs (11.15.5) which is not defined.  If we have this case, we have no way to send the description element matched to the ID.  I propose to add an information element to address this case.

2.3.2.20. Allan:  Bob (O’Hara), does “ma” say broadcast or multicast?

2.3.2.21. BobO: Broadcast is a special case of multicast.

2.3.2.22. Jari:  So you’d like to remove the broadcast reference?  Yes.

2.3.2.23. Dorothy:  Do you want text?  Yes.  “The AID0 Descriptor shall be included if the Multiple BSSIC element is included in the beacon frame and the TIM field indicates there are buffered multicast frames for the non-transmitted BSSID”.  Then similarly in 9.2.7.1.1.  We should work this off-line.
2.3.2.24. Jari:  We’ll come back to this later.

2.3.2.25. PatC:  We shall revisit this tomorrow.  I show the modified Wednesday agenda (slide 7 of 0067r1).

2.3.2.26. Emily:  I want to add a document number for a presentation on Paging Power Saving Analysis.

2.3.2.27. PatC:  Do you have a document number for Preferred Channel? No.  Now I show the modified Thursday agenda (0067r1).  Is there any objection to accepting the agenda as shown?  None.

2.3.2.28. The Wednesday agenda reads:

08:00-10:00

08:00-08:15 –  (Donghee)

08:15-08:35 – 11-06-1725-01-000v-normative-text-proposal-qos-aware-load-balancing (Fujio)

08:35-09:20 – 11-07/0058r0 Paging Power Saving Analysis Update (Qi)

09:20-10:00 – 11-07/0111r0 Ranging (Reede)

Recess

13:30-15:30

13:30-14:00 – Channel Switch Announcement (Kwak)

14:00-14:30 – Preferred Channel (Kwak)

14:30-14:50 – 11-07-0081-00-000v-normative-text-proposal-traffic-generation-information-proactive-load-management (Moo)

14:50-15:20 –  (Donghee)

15:20-15:30 – Address Internal Review Comments

Recess
2.3.2.29. The Thursday agenda reads:
08:00-10:00

08:00-08:45 – 11-06-0350-04-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs (Qi)

08:45-09:05 - 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request (Stanley)

09:05-09:25 – Donghee
09:25-09:45 – Donghee
09:45-10:00 – Address Internal Review Comments

Recess

13:30-15:30

13:30-14:15 – 11-07-0084-00-000v-access-point-collaboration-enhancing-qos-and-spectrum-efficiency (Ashley)

14:15-14:45 – Management Objects (Kwak)

14:45-15:15 – Address Internal Review Comments

15:15-15:30 – Plans for March

Adjourn
2.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0052r2

2.3.3.1. Allan Thomson presented document 07/0052r2 Normative Text for Document Resolutions.  #72 refers to 11.15.2.  Allan shows proposed text, with the table at the end of the section.
2.3.3.2. There is protracted discussion on this proposed text between Emily, Dorothy, and Allan regarding the Table line referring to ESS showing Allowed = No.
2.3.3.3. Dorothy:  When a station is trying to gather data on another station, the data is either valid or it is not.

2.3.3.4. Allan:  Emily is arguing that in the case of direct link this is allowed…  Richard, do you have any suggestions?

2.3.3.5. Richard:  I would have to check.

2.3.3.6. JoeK:  The direction of allowed communications without direct link applies only to infrastructure mode.

2.3.3.7. Allan:  Is there a “k” session tomorrow?  Yes.  I shall make a note and defer this one.  The next one is #17 on 7.3.2.22.11.  The paragraph isn’t clear, so we need to come up with some normative text on Diagnostics.  The suggestion is to delete the paragraph with Table XX Measurement Duration Field, including Performance Measurement and Report Timeout Trigger.

2.3.3.8. PatC: Comments?  No.

2.3.3.9. Allan: #23 There is no description in section 11.2.1.6. “Proxy ARP function is beyond the scope of this standard…” is in 0052r2.

2.3.3.10. Dorothy:  Are we talking about the DS or the AP?

2.3.3.11. Allan:  We could say “and/or”.

2.3.3.12. Dorothy:  The intent seems right.  Suggest changing DS to AP. 
2.3.3.13. Jari:  In 7.3.2.35 the proxy service talks about the AP.

2.3.3.14. Dorothy:  I have some grammatical touches as well.
2.3.3.15. Allan:  OK, I have to re-publish anyway.  Next we consider #67 and #68.  The diagram doesn’t show all new services and features of TGv.  The 10.3.25 should be moved.  Figure V100 will be copied into 10.3.26, and marked illustrative.  A similar change for Diagnostic Reporting Process.  Added diagrams for Presence, Presence Configuration,  FBMS Setup, and Extended Channel Switch.  Next is #116 addressing 7.2.2.40.10.  I marked the field as non-optional, changed length from four to two, and explained the fields more completely.  Comments?  None.

2.3.3.16. Dorothy:  If the location is unknown or zero, we should treat that case.

2.3.3.17. Allan:  You want me to add this?  Yes.  Makes a note to add.  Next, #128 in 11.15.4.3.  The text does not actually make much sense, and has cut/paste errors.  I cleaned up whole section.  I also added “configuration” as it was missing.  I added text on the Presence Status sub-element.  Any comments?  
2.3.3.18. Dorothy will forward any comments she has.

2.3.3.19. Allan: #32 and #33 coupled to 7.3.2.36. Changed Table V4.  Added new sub-element for RSNA filter sub-element.  Comments?  No.  Next is #37 and #38 and also related.  #103. Text is incomplete in 7.3.2.40.  Removed existing paragraph with IEs.  The paragraph was rewritten and a figure included to describe the information element.  The existing table remains. #126 and #127 for beacon for Probe Request and Response.   Suggest we cover in the beacon section.   The sub-elements excluded are called out, e.g. presence and motion sub-elements.  Comments?  No.  That concludes the last two comments in this document.

2.3.3.20. PatC: Any other comments on the document?  No. 
2.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0053r1

2.3.4.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/0053r1 Roaming Management Comments.  The first one will be covered tomorrow.  The second one, #22, has a resolution suggested by Subbu.

2.3.4.2. Dorothy:  There is a typo 8 lines down… “Roaming”.  Two words before it as well “if the roaming candidate is known…”     
2.3.4.3. The TG members do a further “group edit” on the text.
2.3.4.4. Emily:  The next is deferred as Ganesh will elaborate tomorrow.  The next is #180.  Discussion on this (Allan).  #241 was deferred as was #284.  #288 refers to neighbor report information element. (Dorothy says fine for now, but should revisit load element).

2.3.4.5. Emily: Tomorrow Ganesh will deal with the load element.  #360 is countered, but mostly accepted the suggested resolution.  Move 10.3.2.

2.3.4.6. Allan:  Doesn’t this “break” my comment?  We were going to keep this informative even though in normative text.

2.3.4.7. Dorothy:  Suggest accept wording changes and don’t move to Annex.

2.3.4.8. Emily: OK.  #427. Suggest the resolution shown.  That concludes my review. 
2.3.4.9. Motion:  Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1863-02-000v-00-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment resolution-event-log.
2.3.4.10. Move: Emily Qi
2.3.4.11. Second: Allan Thomson

2.3.4.12. PatC: Discussion? None.

2.3.4.13. For 8, Against 0, Abstain 4.  The comment resolutions are accepted.
2.3.4.14. PatC:  We shall continue tomorrow.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

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

2.4.1.2. Recess at 1930.

3. Tuesday Morning Session, January 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 0806 hours.
3.3. Process

3.3.1. Comment Resolution
3.3.1.1. Emily:  I wish to make a motion to adopt comment resolutions previously discussed.

3.3.1.2. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1851-01-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment-resolution-event-log.
3.3.1.3. Move: Emily Qi

3.3.1.4. Second: Allan Thomson
3.3.1.5. PatC: Discussion? None

3.3.1.6. 8 For, 0  Against, 1 Abstain.  The resolutions are accepted.
3.3.1.7. Emily:  I wish to move on a second group of comments.

3.3.1.8. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-07-0072-00-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-submissions-sta-statistics.
3.3.1.9. Move: Emily Qi

3.3.1.10. Second:  Allan Thomson

3.3.1.11. PatC: Discussion?  None.
3.3.1.12. 11 For, 0 Against, 0 Abstain.  The resolutions are accepted.
3.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/1937r1
3.3.2.1. Emily briefly covers updates to normative text.
3.3.2.2. Move to include normative text in document 11-07/1937r1 into the TGv draft.
3.3.2.3. Move: Emily

3.3.2.4. Second: Bob Miller

3.3.2.5. PatC: Discussion? None.

3.3.2.6. 9 For, 0 Against, 2 Abstain.  The text is included.
3.3.2.7. PatC:  Discusses readiness of sub-teams to present comment resolutions and normative text.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 06/1847r1
3.3.3.1. Jari Jokela described comment resolutions for Multicast Diagnostics with updates.  

3.3.3.2. PatC:  Any discussion?  No.  We shall wait with motions to allow appropriate time.

3.3.4.  Presentation of Document 06/1856r1
3.3.4.1. Allan Thomson covered FBMS spreadsheet comment resolutions.  On #169 we want to see what other groups have done.  I’d like to see other examples of how this was handled.  The next two, #174 and #175 are accepted.  The next #186, is addressed by 07/0066.  For #206 refer to document 07/0065.  On #207, Subbu will provide text.  #211 Jari has loaded 0066r1 with a normative text recommendation.  For #219 text is being prepared.  #412 Allan and Qi say commenter withdrew comment.  #414 Commenter withdrew.  #420 (Meylan) 

3.3.4.2. PatC:  We can accept and offer new sentence, or decline saying that there is enough introductory text.  I recommend the second.  AgReede.

3.3.4.3. Allan:  #442, 443, 444, 445.   The question regards an optional feature (FBMS) whose Event Log is mandatory, suggesting this too be made optional.  But they are unrelated.  All are declined on the basis that the comment is undecipherable.

3.3.4.4. #169 Emily shows the TGv  draft version 5.  She recommends combining two tables for V44 and 2nd table on page 64.  This requires normative text.
3.3.4.5. #206 is still deferred.  #207 and #211 have been addressed.  #219 was assigned to Dorothy.   We have three remaining. 

3.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0065r1
3.3.5.1. Jari Jokela presented document 07/0065r1  showing updated normative text covering multiple BSSIDs in a beacon frame.

3.3.5.2. Jari:  I wish to move…  
3.3.5.3. Move to include normative text (Part 2) in document 11-07-0066-01-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.

3.3.5.4. Move:  Jari Jokela

3.3.5.5. Second: Allan Thomson

3.3.5.6. PatC: Discussion?  None.

3.3.5.7. 7 For, 0 Against, 4 Abstain.  The text is included.
3.3.5.8. PatC:  Reviews comment sub-group presentations and estimated timing.

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC: I propose that we recess to ad-hoc to allow work on these activities.  Is there any objection?  None.

3.4.1.2. Recess at 0858 hours.

4. Tuesday Afternoon Session, January 16, 2007
4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to order

4.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

4.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600 hours.
4.2.1.3. PatC:  We shall resume our comment resolution activities. (Reviews and updates slide 15 of 07/0067r3 to respond to available sub-group work product)
4.3. Process

4.3.1. Adoption of Comment Resolutions
4.3.1.1. JariJokela:  I wish to move on some resolutions previously brought before the group…
4.3.1.2. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1847-01-000v-comment-resolution-multicast-diagnostics.
4.3.1.3. Move: Jari Jokela

4.3.1.4. Second: Allan Thomson

4.3.1.5. PatC: Discussion?  None.

4.3.1.6. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The resolutions are adopted.
4.3.1.7. AllanThomson:  I wish to move…

4.3.1.8. Move to adopt the TGv internal comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1918-03-000v-tgv-d5-0-comment-resolution-presence

4.3.1.9. Move: Allan Thomson

4.3.1.10. Second: Dorothy Stanley

4.3.1.11. PatC: Discussion?  None.

4.3.1.12. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 3.  The resolutions are adopted.
4.3.1.13. PatC:  You had a presentation, Allan?  Yes.  Dorothy? Yes.

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0052r3
4.3.2.1. Allan Thomson presented document 07/0052r3, reviewing comment resolution normative text changes.  7.3.2.40.10 was changed responding to Dorothy’s comments.  7.4.6.4 has a changed table.  7.4.6.5 has text added on presence configuration.  11.2.1.5 has text added responding to Dorothy’s comments.

4.3.2.2. PatC: Any discussion?  None.
4.3.2.3. Allan:  I wish to move…

4.3.2.4. Move to include normative text in document 11-07/0052r3 into the TGv draft.

4.3.2.5. Move: Allan Thomson

4.3.2.6. Second: Emily Qi  

4.3.2.7. PatC: Discussion?  None.

4.3.2.8. For 10, Against 0, Abstain 3.  The text is included.
4.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0123r1
4.3.3.1. Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/123r1 resolving six comments.  For #348 she described changes in Table V10 to collapse some elements: instead of 4 elements we now have six plus reserved.  #350. In the current draft Table V23 and V33 have the same exact values (duplicated).  The suggestion is to change and generalize this and title it “status field” and delete V33.  Also change V23 “Diagnostic Report Status” to “Status Values”  #130. Questions regarding the definition in the motion indicator values, which were ambiguous.  The proposal is to insert text below the table to add detail.
4.3.3.2. Allan:  I think there needs to be a statement of “how long ago”

4.3.3.3. PatC: This is the response to a “now” query.

4.3.3.4. Allan:  But are you stationary and now moving, or have you been moving for 5 minutes?

4.3.3.5. Dorothy:  I think that is an implementation issue.  I am reluctant to over-specify this to provide flexibility, and to specify every kind of possible motion.

4.3.3.6. Allan:  How am I supposed to standardize what the devices will report? 

4.3.3.7. Dorothy:  There is other information (e.g. time stamp) to further distinguish what is happening.

4.3.3.8. DongheeShim:  We cannot specify all of the cases.  

4.3.3.9. Allan:  I suggest a time field, so that it can be applied to any application, locking the condition to a time.

4.3.3.10. JoeE:  Is the assumption that a device in motion had to pass through a start of motion?  Is it always a known sequence?

4.3.3.11. Dorothy:  The text doesn’t now mandate all of those transitions.  We are providing information, but not explicitly tracking the sequence.  The comment said “start motion” and “in motion” are ambiguous.

4.3.3.12. PatC:  This is different from how it is interpreted.

4.3.3.13. Dorothy:  Maybe we should look at other presence parameters.

4.3.3.14. PatC:  Need a “close parenthesis” on that page in the added text.

4.3.3.15. Dorothy:  #135 put some text back into 7.4.6.5

4.3.3.16. PatC:  Comments?  No.

4.3.3.17. Allan:  If an STA requests a response, but it is not a valid response, what happens?  That’s ambiguous.

4.3.3.18. PatC: Do we have a case where the response is not valid?  Can you give an example?
4.3.3.19. Allan:  What is the behavior if the request is unacknowledged, but you set the field incorrectly?

4.3.3.20. PatC:  There must be an error condition.

4.3.3.21. Allan:  It would provide a more robust system to nail down this case.

4.3.3.22. Dorothy:  I suggest we take this offline.  The other changes on #135 are minor text revisions.  Comment #136 in 7.4.6.6.  Add a paragraph to describe the action related to the field in question.  #141 Radio Information is present in both fields.  Text added to clarify 11.15.4.2.
4.3.3.23. PatC:  How do we handle this?
4.3.3.24. Dorothy:  We should handle all of the changes except the one Allan is concerned about.  I wish to move…

4.3.3.25. Move to include the normative text in document 11-07/00123r1 into the TGv draft.

4.3.3.26. Move: Dorothy Stanley

4.3.3.27. Second:  Emily Qi

4.3.3.28. PatC:  Discussion? None.

4.3.3.29. For 11, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The text is included.
4.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0122r0
4.3.4.1. Dorothy presented document 07/0122r0 covering two comments, adding a paragraph in timing measurements in 11.15.4.1 addressing #139.  11.15.4.2 Presence Response text has been modified.

4.3.4.2. This requires more work, and I shall return later with r1.  So #139 and #140 still remain.  #207 and #219 also remain, but have been discussed.
4.3.4.3. PatC:  Emily, you had issue on #169 on FBMS.

4.3.4.4. Dorothy:  Working on that.

4.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0093r0
4.3.5.1. Ganesh Venkatean presented document 07/0093r0.  Version r0 is on the server, but r1 is not.  The version r0 on Ganesh’s computer is not the same as the r0 on the server.  It addresses comments #22, #244, #192, #241 and #284. 

4.3.5.2. Allan: The document on the server has a lot of TGk-related content.

4.3.5.3. Emily;  The TGk material is already in the TGv draft.

4.3.5.4. PatC:  So all of the change-tracked items in the document on the screen are intended to be in the draft.

4.3.5.5. Ganesh: #22 All of these have to do with the neighbor report.  The elements were not originally developed in TGk, but were subsequently added.  1.3.2.37 modifies “Optional Extensions” in Table 43B.

4.3.5.6. Allan:  So the new table has a gap?
4.3.5.7. Ganesh:  No

4.3.5.8. Dorothy:  You have added measurement pilot interval?

4.3.5.9. Emily:  The added items are in sub-element IDs 2,3,4,and 5.

4.3.5.10. Dorothy:  How can we renumber things in TGk?

4.3.5.11. Ganesh:  “k” included only 0, 1, and 2, so no renumbering needed; measurement pilot interval was already put in by “k”.

4.3.5.12. Dorothy:  So we are adding another element ID to “k” which they didn’t previously have?
4.3.5.13. Ganesh: Yes.

4.3.5.14. PatC:  Given that “k” is going into a ‘final’ recirculation ballot, what happens if it adds another number?

4.3.5.15. Richard:  These numbers are a problem.  We are trying to hold off on numbering to the very last thing.
4.3.5.16. PatC:  OK let’s accept this for now and address the exact numbering in the letter ballot.  However this has to be fixed.
4.3.5.17. Ganesh:  A paragraph has also been added following the table to further explain.

4.3.5.18. Dorothy:  I suggest we reword the paragraph to explain that what is contained in the table is an element that has to be unpacked.

4.3.5.19. Ganesh:  #244’s resolution removes 7.3.2.37.3 because it is already described in TGk.  #192 addresses QBSS admission capacity. 11k has this element, and we have added more granularity.  This comment calls for using what is in 11k.  In this case, “k” responded to a need in “v”.  #241 the definition of admission capacity was different in “v” and “k”.  The resolution sync’s them.  #284 recommends not using QBSS and suggests BSS (same as #22).
4.3.5.20. PatC:  So you will come back with r1 for voting?  Yes.

4.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/0053r2
4.3.6.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/0053r2 reviewing comments addressed except #192.  Following the review Emily shows a motion…
4.3.6.2. Move to adopt the internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter”, and “Declined” in document 11-07-0053-02-000v-tgv-roaming-comment-resolution, changing the resolution of issue 192 from counter to deferred.

4.3.6.3. Moved Emily Qi

4.3.6.4. Seconded Allan Thomson

4.3.6.5. BobM:  I suggest a friendly amendment to change the motion to:

4.3.6.6. Move to adopt the internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter”, and “Declined” in document 11-07-0053-02-000v-tgv-roaming-comment-resolution, changing the resolution of issue 192 from “Counter” to “Deferred”.

4.3.6.7. PatC: Emily, do you accept this friendly amendment?

4.3.6.8. Emily:  Yes.

4.3.6.9. PatC:  Very well, is there discussion on the motion? None.
4.3.6.10. Ganesh:  What is the difference between Counter and Deferred?  Pat explains.

4.3.6.11. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The resolutions are adopted.
4.3.6.12. PatC:  Can we move on FBMS at all? 
4.3.6.13. Allan:  Yes, those items in 06/1856 that do not involve Dorothy or Subbu.  Accordingly, I wish to move…
4.3.6.14. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1856-03-000v-comment-resolution-tgv-fbms.

4.3.6.15. Move: Allan Thomson

4.3.6.16. Second: Jari Jokela

4.3.6.17. PatC:  Discussion?  None.

4.3.6.18. For 8, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The comment resolutions are adopted.
4.3.6.19. PatC recaps what comments are still outstanding and coordinates with those responsible to addressing.

4.3.6.20. PatC: Emily, are you ready?  Yes.

4.3.7. Presentation of Document 06/1615r8
4.3.7.1. Emily Qi presented document 06/1615r8 reviewing a comment that was previously discussed, but delegated for editor action.  This addresses comment  #53.
4.3.8. Comment Resolution
4.3.8.1. Pat shows 1819r2.  #76 This is a Allan Thomson/Bob O’Hara comment.

4.3.8.2. BobO’Hara: Talks about what happens when more than one request happens.
4.3.8.3. Dorothy:  Why were multiple responses disallowed in “k”?  Is there something different about these requests?

4.3.8.4. Ganesh:  You would cancel the first and respond to the second.
4.3.8.5. Dorothy:  Why don’t we restrict to one?

4.3.8.6. Allan: Why not allow it to be more than one?

4.3.8.7. BobO:  If we accept this, these action frames would be different from all other action frames.

4.3.8.8. Allan:  I favor consistency.  I suggest we decline #76.

4.3.8.9. PatC asks the editor to prepare a draft showing only deltas.

4.3.8.10. Pat modifies slide 15 in 0067 to review and highlight outstanding comments and coordinate resolutions from individuals responsible.  This will be posted to the server as r3.

4.3.8.11. Dorothy:  How many are open?

4.3.8.12. PatC:  19

4.4. Closing
4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing for the ad-hoc? No.  We are recessed.
4.4.1.2. Recess at 1750 hours..

5. Wednesday Morning Session, January 17, 2007

5.2. Opening

5.2.1. Call to order

5.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

5.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.

5.2.1.3. PatC:  We shall have some presentations, and handle comment resolution reviews afterward.

5.3. Process

5.3.1. Presentation of Document 06/1726r3
5.3.1.1. Lei Du presented document 06/1726r3 on QoS Load Balancing...  The presentation describes considerations for large offices entertaining voice service with many terminals.  In such scenarios, where many terminals may register with one AP, some may be active, but others inactive.  Load balancing thus requires an awareness of load represented by both types of terminals.  The presentation urges amplification of load awareness to include AC station count with both.

5.3.1.2. Emily:  What happens with both VoIP and video conferencing?

5.3.1.3. JoeK:  Slide 17.  You would like to know how many are active and inactive in each access category?  It’s like telling what you would like to do in your unused time.  How can you count this?  Will a QoS terminal be logged by its QoS functions even when it is operating only with data?

5.3.1.4. LeiDu:  The count of inactive means “ready to be active”
5.3.1.5. JoeK:  Yes, but how does this tie in with many access classes?  I may be inactive in all categories.

5.3.1.6. LeiDu:  We tried to differentiate between voice and data, we would have to expand to include four categories to address the other classes;
5.3.1.7. RogerD:  I think the presenter is referring to devices that may be sensors or data-only.  If all devices are QoS-only, then all of the categories would have to be filled.

5.3.1.8. AllanThomson:  Are you suggesting that there will be devices that will not be supersets?

5.3.1.9. Roger:  Yes, there may be devices that do not have all capabilities.

5.3.1.10. PatC:  Is there a motion?  No.
5.3.1.11. Straw Poll

5.3.1.12. Is Task Group V supportive of 11-06/1725r1 and interested in having author draft normative text for inclusion into TGv draft?

5.3.1.13. Yes 21

5.3.1.14. No 5

5.3.1.15. Abstain 7

5.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0058r1
5.3.2.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/10058r1 on Power Saving.  This provides a power saving analysis in support of the scheme discussed in document 11-07-0069r0.  The motivation is to provide additional standby time for Ultra Mobile PCs in support of VoIP phones, Instant Messenger, or push e-mail services.  When a station is in standby, the station has to wake up reassociate with visited APs.  This causes power-using functions to activate, draining the battery.  In the suggested idle mode, however, the device can save energy, be paged (awakened) to receive a packet. This analysis addresses legacy Power-Saving Mode and the contributed Paging Mode, and provides an assumption foundation to allow a comparison of the two techniques, with assumptions of timing of “average” WLAN systems.  Cell radius and walking speed assumptions are also provided, along with some usage scenarios. A consumption comparison is presented for the range of 0 to 60 roams.  
5.3.2.2. Allan:  Slide 4.  Although you are trying to help the devices shown, you are also affecting all devices that are sharing the network.

5.3.2.3. Emily:  Power efficiency should benefit all devices.

5.3.2.4. Allan:  What about all the people who will not be using paging.  Paging increases beacons, so all devices will have to listen to these longer beacons.

5.3.2.5. Emily:  The paging ID is very short, but supports many stations, perhaps 10-12 bytes.  This shouldn’t be important.

5.3.2.6. PeterE: The TIM requires that you map the beacon information.  Also we have 3 bands.  The characteristics of scanning must be taken into account for each separately, as functions like radar scanning will make it different (as well as active vs. passive scanning).

5.3.2.7. SunyhunChoi:  Is the scan time represented in your spreadsheet analysis?

5.3.2.8. Emily:  The spreadsheet can take that into account.

5.3.2.9. Jari:  What is the Idle Mode Notification Interval?

5.3.2.10. Emily:  It is a variable in this analysis.  It’s set to zero here.

5.3.2.11. BobM:  Couldn’t get the spreadsheet to come up by double clicking.

5.3.2.12. MarkHamilton:  On slide 9, on your number of triggered scans/hour?  Why is this less than the roaming rate?

5.3.2.13. Emily:  It has to do with the data rate as a result of the distribution of users at various distances with assumed overlapping coverage (see slides 17 and 18). 

5.3.2.14. BobO:  You seem to be giving an advantage to devices smart enough to know when to drop into idle mode.  However, you are not considering the case where a regular device could also examine the application and take alternative power-saving action.

5.3.2.15. Emily:  That is a possibility.  However, with the paging scheme you don’t have to associate.
5.3.2.16. BobO:  What about if traffic has to be communicated?

5.3.2.17. Emily:  What happens to traffic if no association occurs?

5.3.2.18. BobO:  Slide 8.  You put some assumptions in place about beacons a device has to wake up to hear.  The sleep time allowed for the station is inferred.  You’ve allowed 2 seconds, but you could have up to 6-1/2 seconds.  This could dramatically change the power saving of legacy mode.

5.3.2.19. Emily:  Thank you for that input.  You’re right, that could change the analysis.

5.3.2.20. BobO:  Slide 10.  You assume a certain amount of roaming not in a cell.  How did you come up with 25% for the hospital and fab examples?

5.3.2.21. Emily:  I just sampled people in those locations, examining a variety of usage situations.

5.3.2.22. BobO:  In a fab facility, for example, you have corridors that may be covered under a single AP all the time.

5.3.2.23. Allan:  Slide 7.  The most basic question is that legacy and paging wake up at the same time (2 seconds).  The only difference is what the devices do when they wake up.

5.3.2.24. Emily:  When the station wakes up, it has to check for incoming traffic.  It may also have to determine if roaming is necessary (or not).

5.3.2.25. Allan:  Slide 9.  Why is there a waiting time after association?  What is that for?

5.3.2.26. Emily: This accounts for the station figuring out what other things it must do after associating before going into PSM again.

5.3.2.27. Allan:  I don’t understand why the number is so large.

5.3.2.28. Emily:  What number would you suggest?

5.3.2.29. Allan:  Smaller than that.  Slide 10.  You assumed coverage radius of 40’.  What is the rate at that distance?

5.3.2.30. Emily:  I don’t remember that.

5.3.2.31. Allan:  The rate may affect the idle time.  Does 40’ represent the active or idle radius?  The difference is important because it differently affects the two modes.

5.3.2.32. Emily:  I am not sure regarding this data.

5.3.2.33. Allan:  You will probably see APs much further away than you show.  How far can you walk in 5 minutes?

5.3.2.34. Emily:  4 ft/s would be perhaps 400 meters?

5.3.2.35. Allan: That’s a long way.

5.3.2.36. Xavier:  This technique is interesting for us.   It is very useful not to have to know whether you have service in an area when roaming.   You can save a lot of time (power) by not checking constantly for packets and having to reassociate.

5.3.2.37. BobM:  I urge caution regarding application-sensitive power saving in Legacy devices, as many applications and protocols become more persistent as they adapt to perceived flow effects.  When combined with an adaptive power save scheme responsive to applications, instabilities and poor performance can occur.  Using intuition to determine what the application requires is not wise.  A PHY/MAC technique that is independent of application is to be preferred.
5.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0111r0
5.3.3.1. Ivan Reede presented document 07/0111r0.  Observing that modern devices can measure PHY and timing characteristics, the option of using information-gathering such as this for ranging is opened.  In an OFDM receiver for example, it would be possible to range using only information that can be obtained by maintaining the link. The means to range are the links themselves, the inter-station distances, and the inter-AP distances.  The presentation shows 802.22 channel measurements and models.  In a 6 MHz channel, 1 meter resolution could be obtained, and with 802.11 even better.  The OFDM carriers are all related harmonically, and start at the beginning of a symbol, end at symbol end and change on carrier zero crossings.  Each carrier can be independently modulated.  The amplitude and phase of each carrier is known, as are the pilots.  The phase demodulator requires that phase lock be achieved, with various modulation constellations requiring (and yielding) different timing resolutions.  When a pulse is emitted, it characterizes itself in terms of time and distance effects at the receiver.  Using the receiver’s internal clock, one can resolve to 2.08 km resolution, for example.  The uncertainty is contributed by slip in the guard interval of OFDM.  Using both (or multiple) pilots, one can balance range and resolution (because different frequencies are used).  An example is provided showing typical cases.  The transmitter and receiver can establish a “space-time frame” that allows them to derive the transit time (phase).  A receiver gets a pulse from the transmitter and decodes a symbol “image”.  After a known delay time, the symbol information is retransmitted back to the original transmitter’s receiver.  The information can be processed to reveal the “space-time” relationship between the two devices, producing the time of flight.  Three points would normally be required for geo-location.  Claimed benefits: simple, fast and precise, can use processing gain to improve range and precision, needs no external technology (e.g. GPS), and uses the same radio resources as the system.  Guard intervals have to be controlled to make the system work accurately, and this consideration is examined.  Methods are presented to compute the “slop” to provide a better estimation of exact symbol boundary time.  The technique can accommodate real time operation, and OFDMA channel resource sharing.  In poor channels, many more pilots may be necessary to maintain performance, however.  The technique can also be used to better-characterize the RF environment.  A proposed MAC-to-MAC primitive is covered, along with OFDMA “hooks”.  Simulations are provided using assumed availability of 802.11 source and reply elements for a range of “good” to “poor” delay-spread channels. 
5.3.3.2. Brian:  You described something that basically is an implementation problem.  TDOA methods vary, this is only one of them.  There may also be a security hole.

5.3.3.3. Roger:  You came to this venue because we were probably directed to us because we are a “live” group.  “n” is working on a lot of channel issues, and even though we may not be technically-capable of assimilating all of the detail, the technique appears unique.  I’d be interested to know the opinion of chipmakers.

5.3.3.4. Brian:  This isn’t “free”.  It would require some hardware.

5.4. Closing

5.4.1. Recess

5.4.1.1. PatC:  We have run out of time.  Is there any objection to recessing?  No.  We are recessed.

5.4.1.2. Recess at 0958 hours.

6. Wednesday Afternoon Session, January 17, 2007

6.2. Opening

6.2.1. Call to order

6.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

6.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1331 hours.

6.3. Process

6.3.1. Presentation of Document 07/120r1
6.3.1.1. Joe Kwak presented document 07/120r1 addressing Preferred Channel for Power Saving.  This feature is recommended to reduce the number of channels that must be scanned, speeding network discovery.  The technique is said to reduce channel scanning up to 85%. The preferred channel is chosen at random based on the date, and is the same everywhere for that date.  For dual-mode STAs in metro coverage areas with isolated “hot spot” coverage areas, significant power is saved since devices would be scanning almost constantly.  In a previous presentation a distributed coordination procedure was offered, but now the APs have been tasked to select the preferred channel and monitor activity.  Consequently there is no need for any client to listen on the preferred channel and also reduces the load on APs.  The Net Advice Frame is transmitted by an AP or AP-designated STA to convey the required information.  An STA that detects radar on the Preferred Channel may scan other channels in that regulatory class.  There is an AP-transmitted Net Advice Enabled bit to advertise that it is transmitting information.  Otherwise it sets an enable bit in a designated STA.  Document 07/0018r0 shows the companion normative text for the contribution.  The Network Advice frame is detailed and procedures are outlined.

6.3.1.2. Peter:  You have to monitor a lot of channels to ensure contemporaneous operation.
6.3.1.3. JoeK:   There is no timeliness required.

6.3.1.4. Allan:  You removed the distributed part, but you confused me regarding the idea that an STA can relay network advice.
6.3.1.5. JoeK:  No handoff, no decision.  If the AP sets the bit in an STA, the STA handles the transmission.  Otherwise, it is done by the AP. The AP has the option.

6.3.1.6. Xavier:  I like this idea, however I am not clear what happens if you have some access points that do not support the feature and some that do.

6.3.1.7. JoeK:  In the beginning, no APs may do this.  What I would recommend, is that as more and more STAs enter with the capability, rely on regular scans, but use the feature if it is available as a second scan.  Eventually, as more devices having the capability pervade, the benefits will accrue.
6.3.1.8. Xavier:  What happens with frequency reuse?

6.3.1.9. JoeK:  It is the responsibility of the system frequency planner to make sure that at least one AP provides the information on each channel in the reused channels.

6.3.1.10. Xavier:  How do you decide which STA are eligible for duty?

6.3.1.11. JoeK:  That is an implementation issue.  If, for power saving purposes, we have to use that feature, stations that are not busy and have plenty of power would be the best candidates. Normally we don’t specify those details.

6.3.1.12. Emily:  Would we specify regulatory class?  In the future that there will be a regulatory class for each AP?

6.3.1.13. JoeK:  We have defined an environment where every channel requires a regulatory class before you can access any particular channel number.  Older APs may have no knowledge of regulatory class.

6.3.1.14. Emily:  There is no regulatory class requirement for current equipment.

6.3.1.15. Peter:  802.11h, for example, didn’t have any.  They could blow up.  “j” put in the regulatory class to fix this problem.

6.3.1.16. Henry:  Looking at frame format, I’m confused by what info can be obtained.  APs are all sending this information.  STAs get this info and go to the advertised channel.  If it’s not the right one it looks for another AP?

6.3.1.17. JoeK:  You are talking about the case where you are already in a hot spot.  This technique is useful in areas where you are outside of the hot spot.  In a hot spot the process devolves to be the same as before.
6.3.1.18. Henry:  When the AP is implementing,  it must monitor the preferred channel.  Since anyone sending these is sending asynchronously with respect to other APs, how does this work?  How do they make sure they are sending non-conflicting information?
6.3.1.19. JoeK:  The AP that finds the channel has the duty to report.

6.3.1.20. Henry:  But APs have to wait for a beacon interval in order to make this work.

6.3.1.21. JoeK:  This is no less effective than regular passive scanning.

6.3.1.22. Henry:  Are the network advice frames sent with fixed timing?

6.3.1.23. JoeK:  No.

6.3.1.24. Henry:  So the AP might have to stay on the channel for a while.

6.3.1.25. PatC:  Time is running short.  Can we have a straw poll?
6.3.1.26. Do you support the use of Net Advice on designated Preferred Channels to improve STA power savings?

6.3.1.27. Yes 9, No 13, Abstain 4
6.3.1.28. JoeK:  I’d like to understand some details regarding the  “no” votes.

6.3.1.29. AndrewMyles:  You may have to wait a long time for a STA in a radar environment as it cannot transmit without scanning.  This could take up to 14 seconds.  Moreover, every time the AP detects radar it would have to wait 10 minutes before transmitting again.

6.3.1.30. JoeK:  The AP would not be able to enable any stations.

6.3.1.31. Andrew:  There would be no value.

6.3.1.32. JoeK:  Not true.  The AP could go to another regulatory class (another coupled band) and resume operation there.

6.3.1.33. Mark:  To make this work, the STA would have to infer the regulatory class to get to a new channel set.  If an AP is set up to use this, and a station wanders in, how does it know the regulatory set.

6.3.1.34. JoeK:  We can define cases other cases where this won’t save power, however in many locations it will help a lot.   The exceptions shouldn’t deter acceptance. 
6.3.1.35. Mark:  I am concerned about APs that may be handling QoS and have to stay off the air for long periods.

6.3.1.36. JoeK:  That’s why we added the delegation capability.  I wish to move…
6.3.1.37. Move to include 07/0118r0 into the next version of the TGv draft.

6.3.1.38. Move:  Joe Kwak

6.3.1.39. Second:  Roger Durand

6.3.1.40. Discussion? No.
6.3.1.41. Roger:  I am concerned about the radar implications.

6.3.1.42. For 9, Against 11, Abstain 2

6.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0117r0
6.3.2.1. Joe Kwak presented document 07/0117r0 Extended Channel Switch Response with companion descriptive Powerpoint document 07/0120r0.  The proposal is to replace the “spray and pray” procedure with a coordinated transfer of all STAs, while confirming success using channel switch acknowledgments to confirm completion if the STA is idle (if the STA is not idle, success is implicit).  The text allows STA intention to be communicated before the switch and also provides several types of confirmation.  
6.3.2.2. Allan:  Why would the channel switch be necessary?
6.3.2.3. JoeK:  If you don’t care about the state of the system after the switch, then this is not needed.

6.3.2.4. Allan:  Case in point: You change channels, and then the AP sees some STAs didn’t follow.  What do you do now?

6.3.2.5. JoeK:  You will know which STAs intend to transfer ahead of time.

6.3.2.6. Allan:  But after?

6.3.2.7. JoeK:  You tear down the STAs that choose not to come along.

6.3.2.8. Roger:  I have done some experiments with “radar roams” showing they are really disruptive.  It would be very good to have this coordinated switching feature.
6.3.2.9. PatC:  Have we a motion?  Yes.

6.3.2.10. Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0117-00-000v-normative-text extended-channel-switch-response into the TGv draft.

6.3.2.11. Discussion?  None.

6.3.2.12. For 11, Against 9, Abstain 3.  The motion fails.
6.3.2.13. PatC:  OK, let’s move on to clear the resolved comments acceptance queue…

6.3.2.14. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-07-0146-00-000v-comment-resolution-from-internal-review-diagnostics-category-changes-since-dallas-meeting.

6.3.2.15. Move: Alex Ashley

6.3.2.16. Second:  Allan Thomson

6.3.2.17. Discussion?  Yes.
6.3.2.18. Emily:  this has been on the server for the required period?  Yes.

6.3.2.19. Other questions?  None.

6.3.2.20. For 15, Against 0, Abstain 7.  The resolutions are adopted.
6.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0080r1
6.3.3.1. Moo Ryong Jeong presented document 07/0080r1 on Traffic Generation Information for Proactive Load Management.  The proposal examines Reactive and Proactive Load Management, with examples.  If we apply load management without enough information, a VoIP phone could associate with an AP already full of associated phones, rather than another AP with overlapping coverage that is subscribed with lower QoS-class traffic. It is suggested that knowing the number of inactive terminals can allow balancing with lower blocking probability.  The proposal advocates identification of voice terminals with little overhead.  Additionally, the Traffic Generation Information allows management by blocking probability.
6.3.3.2. Mark:  You haven’t specified how the AP would use this information.
6.3.3.3. Moo:  There could be temporal change of number of voice terminals in a particular area.
6.3.3.4. Mark:  You could seem to piggyback on the Load Admission Capacity element. 
6.3.3.5. Xavier:  Slide 9.  There will be many services for which you need to control admission.  Why do you have several options?  Why not just always use Option 4?
6.3.3.6. Moo:  Unless you use HCF, you still don’t have this information.

6.3.3.7. Xavier:  Is it really necessary to know for admission control the timing of stream entry for dual-mode devices?
6.3.3.8. Moo:  Yes it helps.

6.3.3.9. Dave:  How does the AP use that information? The device is using very little capacity when it is not in a call.  So how/why would you need load balancing?

6.3.3.10. Moo:  The number of phones will affect the capacity.

6.3.3.11. Dave:  The issue is “offered calls” not associated devices.

6.3.3.12. Moo:  You can do balancing with other methods, but this advocates proactive management.

6.3.3.13. Dave:  This doesn’t seem to address co-channel operation.  You might very well have an AP with many devices but little activity on one channel and fewer phones on another but all active.

6.3.3.14. ThomasKnuehel:  It’s not just phones anymore, it’s also video, games, etc.  This seems voice-centric.

6.3.3.15. Moo:  I’d like a straw poll…
6.3.3.16. Identification of voice terminals within 802.11 standard is necessary.

6.3.3.17. Xavier:  I’d suggest “useful” rather than “necessary”.

6.3.3.18. Moo: Accepted:  Straw poll now reads…
6.3.3.19. Identification of voice terminals within 802.11 standard is useful.

6.3.3.20. Yes 16, No 3, Don’t Care 8

6.3.3.21. Moo:  Can I request another straw poll?
6.3.3.22. Vote for option preference on slide 20 of document 07/0080r1.
6.3.3.23. Option 1-0, Option 2-0, Option 3-2, Option 4-14

6.3.3.24. PatC:  Very well, can we have a motion to accept the ad-hoc minutes?

6.3.3.25. Emily: Yes.

6.3.3.26. Move to approve December 14th, 2006 and January 11th, 2007 meeting minutes in 11-07-138-00-000v-minutes-tgv-Dec-06-and-Jan-2007adhoc-minutes

6.3.3.27. Move: Emily Qi

6.3.3.28. Second: Allan Thomson

6.3.3.29. Discussion? None.

6.3.3.30. For 14, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The minutes are approved.
6.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0040r2
6.3.4.1. Donghee Shim presented document 07/0040r2, proposing STA Location Capability.  The contribution discusses capability for allowing an AP to send its location capability in the Presence Request procedures.

6.3.4.2. Allan:  Is this optional?  Yes.

6.3.4.3. Donghee: I would like to move, but am not a voter.

6.3.4.4. Move to include normative text in document 11-06-0112-00-000v-STA-location-capability into the TGv draft.
6.3.4.5. Move: Allan Thomson (on behalf of Shim)

6.3.4.6. Second:  Roger Durand

6.3.4.7. Discussion?  None.

6.3.4.8. Dorothy: Point of Order.  The wrong year is shown in the document number.

6.3.4.9. Corrected year to 07 in document number.

6.3.4.10. PatC: Is this correction acceptable to everyone?  Unanimous acceptance.

6.3.4.11. Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0112-00-000v-STA-location-capability into the TGv draft.
6.3.4.12. Any further discussion?  No.

6.3.4.13. For 10, Against 0, Abstain 6.  The text is included.
6.3.5. Comment Resolution Progress Query
6.3.5.1. PatC: Does anyone have comment resolutions to present?
6.3.5.2. Emily:  Yes

6.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/0143r0
6.3.6.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/0143r0, covering proposed resolutions for CIDs #169, #191, and #199.  First we examine #169.  This is my comment addressing FBMS reason and status codes separately.  These can be combined.  So in section 7.3.2.46,  the  reason field has been removed and combined into the status code.  On #191, section 7.3.2.27 was changed to include an information element to Table x-1 showing an extra bit added for Wireless Network Management.  On #199, there is no power save sub-element in the draft.  In 7.3.2.38.5.21 text was added and Table V25 modified.
6.3.6.2. Ganesh: Instead of “awake” I suggest “always awake”

6.3.6.3. JoeK:  I suggest “none”.

6.3.6.4. Emily:  OK.  I would like to move….

6.3.6.5. Move to include normative text in 07-0143-00-000v-comment resolutions-cid-169-191-199 into the TGv draft, changing “Awake” for “None” on page 4 in Table v21.

6.3.6.6. Discussion?  None.

6.3.6.7. Move: Emily Qi

6.3.6.8. Second: Allan Thomson

6.3.6.9. For 12, Against 0, Abstain 3. The text is accepted, with the qualification.
6.3.7. Comment Resolution Progress Tracking
6.3.7.1. PatC reviews progress on slide 16 of 0067r4 showing sub-group work.

6.3.7.2. PatC:  Subbu, have you received anything from Patrick?

6.3.7.3. Subbu:  Nothing.  We should decline.

6.3.7.4. PatC: We have run out of time.

6.4. Closing

6.4.1. Recess

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

6.4.1.2. Recess at 1531 hours.

7. Thursday Morning Session, January 18, 2007

7.2. Opening

7.2.1. Call to Order

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

7.2.1.2. Meeting convenes at 0800

7.3. Process

7.3.1. Presentation of Document 07/0061r0
7.3.1.1. Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/0061r0 on Idle Mode and WLAN Paging.  This document covers items updated from previous issues.  The paging service protection has been removed, and linkage to Mobility Domain has been removed. Motivation for the proposal is to extend standby time of portable devices, reduce the network load as STAs traverse BSSs, and to enable paging services to support common applications in multi-radio devices.   Devices today must reassociate with each AP as they move, even if they do not require service at the moment.  A typical scenario is shown and reviewed.  STAs can enter “deep sleep” if they have no outgoing/incoming traffic.  They can be awakened by a “page” if necessary.  The paging is accommodated by establishing a paging group, whose paging services are orchestrated by a “paging server”.  A paging bit in Beacon and Probe Response frames serves to inform STAs that paging is implemented. Idle Mode Request and Response Action Frames are used to allow STAs to transition to sleep.  When it receives a page after “sniffing” at extended intervals, an STA awakens and reassociates.  An example message flow is provided.  The proposal text is in document 07/0060r1.  Comments received have included considerations of implementation such as complexity, system signaling overhead and Layer 3 issues, which are examined.
7.3.1.2. Rajnish:  Once you lose the STA, you cannot guarantee that contact can be reestablished.

7.3.1.3. Floyd:  Do you have data on power saving?

7.3.1.4. Dorothy: Yes (shown yesterday as 07/0058).

7.3.1.5. Allan:  I think the key question is how much savings can be achieved vs. complexity.   I believe the power-saving benefits do not justify the complexity, and the concept would be difficult to realize.
7.3.1.6. Dorothy:  I don’t believe the power saving is negligible, and I believe that the perceived difficulty to realize this service is not reasonable.  Paging systems are well established in use, and are not viewed as particularly difficult to implement.

7.3.1.7. PatC:  With people in the queue, and in order to preserve time for other speakers, I’d like to limit discussion.

7.3.1.8. Dorothy:  I have another presentation, and I shall allow its allocated time to be used.

7.3.1.9. Emily:  The back end implementation is not difficult, moreover the TGv group early-on identified this as a service-level improvement.
7.3.1.10. KingWeiChow:  Have you taken into account IETF recommendations of 10 seconds for service keep-alives?  I believe that this recommendation does not allow proxy. Have you taken this into account?
7.3.1.11. Dorothy:  Many of these recommendations were derived from wired applications, and will have to be “tuned” as wireless moves to the mainstream.

7.3.1.12. QiWang:  Is this optional at the STA and AP?
7.3.1.13. Dorothy:  Optional in both places.

7.3.1.14. MarkHamilton:  You can bridge across paging groups?  For example the server can do this “bridging”?

7.3.1.15. Dorothy:  Not part of the baseline, but can be done.

7.3.1.16. Mark:  Would data be lost?

7.3.1.17. Dorothy:  When you roam across boundaries, you may lose data, though.

7.3.1.18. Mark:  This is another complexity issue.

7.3.1.19. Dorothy:  Not in the scope of 802.11

7.3.1.20. Rajnish:  You will have to use something like a 15 second keep-alive for SIP.  I disagree that SIP has not been mindful of wireless implementations.  SIP is, not broken, however it is entertaining improvements.

7.3.1.21. Dorothy:  I didn’t say it was “broken”, but rather that it might require changes to make it more “wireless-friendly”.

7.3.1.22. SunyhunChoi:  The keep-alives should be possible through other means, e.g. with a SIP proxy server.
7.3.1.23. Rajnish:  You can’t do that.

7.3.1.24. Xavier:  My company is doing dual-mode handsets.  Battery is an important consideration.  This is a function found in virtually all established networks (e.g. cellular, 3G, etc.).  This is not something new.  It is not a valid criticism.  Most of the critics are discussion layers above the wireless LAN.  These are not within the scope of wireless LANs.  The power-saving criticisms are based on assumptions that strongly couple to degree of mobility.  If you have a lot of mobility, you have more savings.

7.3.1.25. AndrewMyles:  In an enterprise atmosphere.  There is a “salt and pepper” problem.  There are many separate systems (e.g. domain separation).  Would this system be able to cope with such layouts?

7.3.1.26. Dorothy:  I don’t see that this would be a problem.

7.3.1.27. Andrew:  You may have a situation where there are many paging groups which may be disparate.  How do you know which group to page?

7.3.1.28. Dorothy:  I do not see this as a problem. 
7.3.1.29. PatC:  We are running out of time.  May I suggest we move on?   

7.3.1.30. Dorothy:  Very well, I wish to move…

7.3.1.31. Adopt normative text in 11-07-0060-01-000v into TGv draft 0.07.

7.3.1.32. Move: Dorothy Stanley

7.3.1.33. Second:  Bob Miller

7.3.1.34. Discussion? Yes.
7.3.1.35. Allan:  I am against the motion. I have several comments, which might require a presentation based on document 07/0179r1.

7.3.1.36. Objection regarding presentation. 

7.3.1.37. PatC:  I believe it is not against the rules to have a presentation as a comment.

7.3.1.38. Floyd:  In the old days of overhead projectors, you could write on a foil.

7.3.1.39. PatC:  Harry Worstell, is this OK?

7.3.1.40. Harry:  I don’t see why not.

7.3.1.41. PatC:  Continue.

7.3.1.42. Allan:  The presentation examines where the battery savings come from, how often STAs are mobile, discusses applications, and examines complexity. [begins presentation] 

7.3.1.43. Point of Order from Floor

7.3.1.44. PatC:  I believe the commenter has the floor without limiting debate.

7.3.1.45. BobO:  There has been no motion to limit comment time, and Allan has the floor.

7.3.1.46. Allan continues with presentation to its conclusion.

7.3.1.47. Point of order:  Is there someone to speak “for” the motion?  Floor suggestion that “against” and “for” comments be interleaved.
7.3.1.48. PatC:  We’ll balance time for “for” and “against” [collects list of commenters, Epstein is first for “for”]

7.3.1.49. JoeEpstein:  I move to limit discussion to 2 minutes per person.

7.3.1.50. PatC:  Is there any discussion on this motion? No.

7.3.1.51. BobO: This requires a 2/3 vote.

7.3.1.52. For 34, Against10, Abstain 3.  The motion carries; discussion is limited to two minutes per person.
7.3.1.53. JoeEpstein:  I think it matters what applications you are considering, and for some environments is valuable.  I also feel some points regarding implementation difficulty are spurious.  There isn’t a lot of complexity in this.

7.3.1.54. Rajnish:  Paging works in other networks.  Cellular instituted “flooded” paging because it does not know where clients are.
7.3.1.55. BobM.  With respect to cellular, paging was adopted to save power (e.g. GSM bundled paging).  Large cell systems use registration to notify the system of location of mobiles.  Paging and Power Saving have been important work of the TGv membership directed toward Infrastucture Mode services and networks.   As a service provider, my company believes that this proposal would enable a valuable new service now and a platform for other future applications that have not yet been envisioned.  
7.3.1.56. BobO:  The assumption that higher layers will handle the slack in this is wrong.  One can always promise that efficiencies can be had if systems are revamped.  But considerations of deployment difficulty must always be considered.  Support costs can go up as a result of difficulties.

7.3.1.57. TimTowell:  I call the question.

7.3.1.58. Second: Bob O’Hara

7.3.1.59. PatC: Are you in favor of calling the question?  No debate.
7.3.1.60. For 44, Against 2, Abstain 1.  The question is called.    

7.3.1.61. The Stanley motion is under consideration.  The question is called.
7.3.1.62. PatC:  Let us vote.

7.3.1.63. Uncertainty about “yes” vote count.  Count is retaken for “yes” votes.
7.3.1.64. For 32, Against 14, Abstain 4.  The motion fails.
7.4. Process

7.4.1. Presentation of Document 07/0115r1
7.4.1.1. Donghee Shim presented document 07/00115r1 on Leader based Multicast.  The proposal is based on improving multicast operation by nomination of a Leader to acknowledge multicast packets on behalf of the multicast group.  The designation of leader is enabled by protocol additions, which are outlined.  The presentation also includes an experimental setup with some measurements to show the benefit of the approach.  Claimed benefits include better throughput than legacy multicast, better characterization of VBR test video, and improved performance on loaded networks, while it is simple to implement.  Companion text is shown in 07/0144r2.
7.4.1.2. Dave:  Slide showing results.  Do you have a reference line showing offered throughput?
7.4.1.3. Donghee:  You mean sending throughput?

7.4.1.4. Dave:  Yes.  I can’t understand the context of the graph.

7.4.1.5. Donghee:  The reference is effectively the leader based trace.

7.4.1.6. Dave:  What is the throughput for the other four stations, while the graph shows the fifth leader-based throughput?
7.4.1.7. Donghee:  Similar offered throughputs.

7.4.1.8. Interruption from floor

7.4.1.9. JesseWalker: Request minutes record that there are at least two members who report that their counts differed the chair’s on the “no” votes of the last motion.

7.4.1.10. BobOhara:  Are you one of those members?
7.4.1.11. Jesse: No.  Perhaps these members will announce themselves.

7.4.1.12. Roger Durand volunteers, and the other member is not willing to rise.
7.4.1.13. BobO:  Then one member counted differently.

7.4.1.14. Dorothy:  I counted 12, but it doesn’t change the result.

7.4.1.15. Alex: I have concerns regarding the text.  You set the duration longer than it should be to allow an acknowledgement.  I don’t believe that is what you meant to say.  That requires the leader to break 802.11 rules.  See page 6 of 07/144.  The process outlined seems to require the leader to abandon its NAV setting.

7.4.1.16. Sunyhun:  A similar proposal was already made some time ago.  That advocated dynamically-assigned leadership. This one seems simpler, but still valuable for those who need an ability to better-ensure multicast delivery without building overhead.

7.4.1.17. PatC:  Any action? (e.g. straw poll?)

7.4.1.18. Donghee:  I have a proposed motion…

7.4.1.19. Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0144-02-000v-normative-text-leader-based-multicast.doc into the TGv draft.

7.4.1.20. Move:  SunyhunChoi (on Donghee’s behalf)

7.4.1.21. Second: Emily Qi

7.4.1.22. Discussion Yes.

7.4.1.23. MenzoWentink:  If there are retransmissions there will be duplicates in legacy stations.  How do you treat this?

7.4.1.24. Donghee: The application will ignore them.

7.4.1.25. PatC: Any more discussion? No.

7.4.1.26. Count on “no” votes is repeated due to uncertainty of initial count.
7.4.1.27. For 10, Against 9, Abstain 7.  The text is not adopted.

7.4.1.28. PatC:  I suggest Donghee rework the proposal to improve it. 

7.4.1.29. Allan:  We can vote on extended channel switch. I wish to move…
7.4.1.30. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-07-0091-01-000v-tgv-d5-comment-resolution-ecsa

7.4.1.31. Discussion?  None.

7.4.1.32. Move:  Allan Thomson

7.4.1.33. Second:  Alex Ashley

7.4.1.34. Uncertainty on abstain vote count; recount.

7.4.1.35. For 13, Against 0, Abstain 12.   The comment resolutions are adopted.
7.4.1.36. PatC:  Subbu, is the comment you were working on ready?

7.4.1.37. Subbu:  Yes, shown as declined.

7.4.1.38. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1834-02-000v-comment –resolution-virtual-ap
7.4.1.39. Moved Allan Thomson (On Subbu’s behalf, as he lost voting rights)
7.4.1.40. Second Todor Cooklev

7.4.1.41. For 10, Against 0, Abstain 10.  The resolutions are adopted.
7.4.2. Presentation of Document 07/0131r0
7.4.2.1. Alex Ashley presented document 07/0131r0 on Proposed Resolution to Comment 232 – Clarification of Radio Channels sub-element. The original document didn’t list current channel or channel the STA would be using.  There is already a list of channels the STA could operate on, so the resolution recommends making the radio channel variable the one the STA is operating on.currently.
7.4.2.2. Floor:  This would seem to be redundant.  There would be two transmissions saying the same thing. 

7.4.2.3. Alex: Perhaps a better option would be to delete it.

7.4.2.4. JoeK:  “y” talks about a solution to this.  Perhaps we could look into it.
7.4.2.5. PatC:  Any other questions?  No.

7.4.2.6. Alex:  I wish to move…

7.4.2.7. Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0121-00-000v-proposed-resolution-to-comment-232-clarification-radio-channels-sub-element into the TGv draft.

7.4.2.8. Move:  Alex Ashley

7.4.2.9. Second:  Mike Ellis

7.4.2.10. For 2, 6 Against, 12 Abstain.  The motion fails.

7.4.2.11. PatC:  Our time allocation has expired.

7.5. Closing

7.5.1. Recess

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

7.5.1.2. Recess at 1000 hours.
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