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TGz Meeting Minutes – Orlando, FL 

March 18, 2008 AM2 Session

Daniel R. Borges (Apple Inc), the secretary, will be taking meeting minutes.

Meeting Minutes

1. Meeting called to order by the Chair Menzo Wentink (Qualcomm) @ 1035 EST.

2. The chair presented IEEE SA SB Patent Policy and Procedures (slides #1, #2, #3, #4 and #5).

3. The TG members did not (a) express any knowledge of essential patents that influences TGz and (b) any concerns/issues that the WG chair needs to be aware of.

4. The proposed agenda is found in document 08/0314r1.

Motion 1: Approve the Agenda

Mover: David Hunter, Panasonic

Second: Mark Jalfon, Intel

Unanimous consent, so moved and approved

Motion 2: Approve Taipei Meeting Minutes in document 08/185r1.

Mover: Yongho Seok, LGE

Second: Michael Montemurro, RIM

Unanimous consent, so moved and approved

Motion 3: Approve Teleconference Minutes in documents 08/217r0 and 08/313r0.

Mover: David Hunter, Panasonic

Second: Yongho Seok, LGE

Unanimous consent, so moved and approved

5. Presentation by Michael Livshitz (Metalink) – 08/309r0 – Issues with Off Channel TDLS

a. Menzo Wentink – there are other things that we improved in this TG that are not in the PAR, but we have addressed.  There is a path switch that is not in the PAR, not called out explicitly.

b. Michael – I could argue that the path switch could be part of the PAR.

c. Menzo – the PAR mentions power saving is to make sure that it got addressed.  This requirement had to be addressed, so it was called out in the PAR.

d. Michael – If the group decides to drop it, then we will still be accomplishing the PAR.

e. Menzo – the off channel transmission is a temporary thing.  When the transfer is done, then you go back to the main channel.  If you respond to probe requests, then it could confuse APs that are there.  The idea is that you plug empty gaps.  If there are empty channels, then you perform the exchange.  If the channel becomes busy, then you would not want to use those channels.  This is a dynamic, temporary exchange of traffic.  There is some text in the draft, but it is hard to mandate to use an empty channel.

f. Michael – I agree that the notion of using bandwidth temporary could be of use.  However how I see it, if you want to use the bandwidth, then you should be discoverable.

g. Leonid Epstein (Metalink) - Why temporary could be a video stream using .11n and 40 MHz?  Imagine another scenario, you can go to a channel and not detect anything.

h. Menzo – the idea is that is just 2 STAs doing the off channel transmission.

i. Leonid – there is no way to measure the channel capacity.

j. Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS) – do we have a tool to choose the off channel on the fly?

k. Menzo – that is another change in the normative text.  There is information on the channel you will switch to.  This was changed before Taipei.

l. Michael – we should have shalls in the document and not leave it as recommended practices.

m. Daniel R. Borges (Apple Inc) – you feel that normative text is not firm in this area and it is currently a recommended practice, but this should be specified?

n. Micahel – a coexistence mechanism should be developed and should be mandated.  If we will use this, then we should have a mandatory coex mechanism.

o. Mark –  .11k measurements allow your neighbors to find traffic without beaconing.

p. Michael – sure, true, we could use .11k for this purpose.  Legacy equipment may not support .11k.  We need to make sure we are friendly to the legacy devices.

q. Menzo – could we run by the normative text and then engage the discussion again.

r. David Hunter (Panasonic) – security is a concern.  You are authenticated on a BSS on a given channel, so what rights do you have to go on another channel?  .11k says you are a neighbor on the channel, so how do you know?

s. Menzo – the basic difference as how this intended is that it is not a permanent deal.  In IBSS, you will be on that channel and fixed.  The premis for the off channel TDLS is that this is a temporary presence.  It is better to do it direct, the next improvement is an empty channel.  If you don't find an empty channel or it becomes busy, then you will not want to do the off channel TDLS.  That is the fundamental difference.

t. Michael – the argument for temporary thing, I am not buying it.

u. Alexander – off channel is a temporal thing, but you could establish something for 1 hour.  On the other hand, if you planning to send beacons, then this is out of the .11 framework.  Maybe we can consider if a STA is doing a long transmission off-channel, then it could send probe requests and you receive something, then the channel is busy.

v. Michael – it would be better to do that, mandate and make sure the channel is empty.  It does not cover the problem that you are not detectable.  Another issue is the use of DFS channel.

w. Menzo – it would be impossible to use the DFS channel, since you have to do the CAC, in service monitoring, etc…  Because of the CAC, we would not want to go off channel to one of the DFS channels.

x. Michael – this is not spelled out in the normative text.  Why not?

y. David – you go off channel, and another AP starts a BSS on the same channel.

z. Menzo – in practice that would trigger it to go away.  We could detect that and move off channel and we have an easy way to switch.

aa. Michael – how are you detectable by the neighbor AP.

ab. Menzo – this is the fundamental premis is that you are not detectable.

ac. Leonid – how can you say that you are detectable?

ad. Michael – we should be friendly to our neighbors.  To me what is spelled out is that we can misbehave in a channel.

ae. Menzo is putting up the normative text 07/2762r4 to add to the discussion.

af. Alexander – you could have a better connection on the off channel since the main channel is occupied by the BSS.

ag. Menzo – if the off channel is heavily loaded, then you don't want to go there.  Lightly loaded may be only when you see a few beacons.

ah. Daniel Camps (NEC) – my problem is lightly loaded.  If there is a neighboring AP with ACM, then do I need to observe this information?  So when you say lightly loaded, then it is up to the implementor.

ai. Menzo – if you go to BSS using ACM, then you would not want to be on that channel.  If AC_VO or AC_VI is used, then you cannot use these.

aj. Daniel – are you being managed by the APs on the off channel.  Which setting do I use?  The ones on the off channel or the one of the main channel.

ak. Leonid – ACM priorities not to use.  All of a sudden a STA from another channel jumps in.

al. Menzo – if you see an ACM beacon being mandatory then use the non AC based queues.

am. Mike – why are we trying to do the coex mechanism?  Their operation is not fair to the neighbors.  In order to be a good neighbor, then you should avoid them.  I believe there is a reason to consider what we do in off channel is not completely fair to our neighbors.  If we see legacy network, then we shall not use it.  This avoidance of legacy brings some coex mechanism.

an. Menzo is displaying the information on the channel switch request.  Channel and regulatory class is shared between pairs.  Supported regulatory class is included.  This simplified the off channel operation.

ao. Michael – maybe we should do a straw poll on coex issues with off channel DLS.

ap. Menzo – my preference would be to put this in the draft and then take it to letter ballot and resolve the coex issues.  Lets do a straw poll to adopt the text as is.  If we go to letter ballot, then this will come up with no votes and comments.  We should put this in and deal with the comments that follow.  We have some documents with normative text and my idea is to approve these different motions, which are our normative text.

aq. Michael – how does this relate to my presentation?  I am okay with these changes and we are going the right way.

ar. Menzo – I would like to go to LB with a full draft with all the features.  He is displaying the changes to the normative text, which include the off channel DLS material.

Strawpoll 1, which is displayed on Motion 4 of 08/0314r0

Yes – 2

No – 5

Abstain – 7

as. Michael – I think that coex mechanism that is necessary here will take some time.  I see the only way to go to LB is to remove the off channel TDLS.  This could be quite complicated.

at. Tom Tsoulogiannis (Neesus Datacom) – once you go off channel for 2 hours, then will you just go off for that total period?

au. Daniel – you will need to go back to the parent channel in order to maintain your association with the BSS.

av. Menzo – lets move on to the power saving presentation by Alexander.

6. Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS) will be presenting 08/0070r2.  Normative text for this is found in document 08/0071r3.

a. Daniel – in mode 2, there is nothing on schedule.  A peer can wake up at any time.  This imposes buffering requirements on STA1.  If they don't agree on any schedule, then STA2 can just wake up at anytime and STA1 will not know.

b. Alexander – we discussed scheduling and WG is not very happy.  If STA1 wakes up, then it will send PTI to wake up the peer.  This is through the AP.  Data is buffered by the STAs.  You can send an indication that you have data for that STA.

c. David – your peer does not know how much the other peer can buffer.

d. Menzo – if the other side does not wake up and the buffer is filled, then you would drop packets.

e. Daniel – it would be good to know the capability of the STAs in terms of buffering.

f. Michael – STA1 goes to sleep, then STA2 goes to sleep to.  Then if the STA2 cannot buffer, then it should not go into power save.

g. Menzo – you can disable the direct receive path and transfer through the AP.

h. Alexander – there is a difference when there is a single STA in power save and when there are 2 STAs that go into power save.  There are 2 different capabilities – AP mode or client mode.

i. Tom – does the text describe how to recover if a last frame is lost.

j. Alexander – according to U-APSD if the last frame is lost, then you need to retransmist it.

k. Liwen Chu (STMicro) slide 6, you have 2 modes, if STA2 goes to sleep, then what mode is he in?

l. Alexander – both STAs should support both modes.  In this case they are in client mode.

m. Liwen – In your negotiation procedure, you have the AP mode indication.

n. Alexander – you may not want to indicate your capability to be in client mode.  We reuse the U-APSD behavior.

o. Daniel – slide 4, if you running out of buffering, if there is a field that could indicate this.  Maybe wake up more urgently or switch your path with the AP.

p. Junling Hu, Huawei – this mode is just like normal mode as in .11 protocol, but STA2 is in PS mode in frame number 4 maybe this frame can be transferred through the AP.

q. Alexander – PM bit cannot be tunnelled.  If you have already sent peer traffic indication, if you peer wakes up receives your indication and now your peer is awaken.

7. The chair has recessed for lunch.  We will meet again in the PM1 session.

March 18, 2008 PM1 Session

1. The chair has called the meeting to order @ 1330 EST.

2. Menzo presented the document 08/0314r2 with changes regarding the MIC.

Motion 4 on document 08/0314r2

Mover: David Hunter (Panasonic)
Second: Henry Ptasinski (Broadcom)
Unanimous, so moved and approved
Motion 5 on document 08/0314r2

3. Discussion on Motion 5.

a. Jakub Majkowski (Nokia) – Is it possible a STA be in PS towards the peer STA and the AP?  Wouldn’t this be confusing for the STAs to use a single bit.

b. Alexander – first you go to PS with AP, then he will not disturb you.  Then you go into peer PS mode and exchange frames with the peer.

c. Jakub – You are using the same bit.

d. Alexander – yes.  First PS mode with AP, then you can have a choice.

e. Jakub – You have the same bit, but you change it based on the link.  You don't have a bit specific to the different link.

f. Alexander – we tried to simplify the process.  With each STA or with AP you use the same bit.  You use the same bit, but different MAC addresses.

g. Henry – the bit is local to the destination.  I don't see it as an issue.  These are all unicast directed frames.

h. Menzo – if there is an AP and there is 20 STAs sending traffic to you.  AP can see the information from the client and set based PS state for that STA.  You have to implement the U-APSD part of it and the AP side.   You have to look at the PM bit to see if it comes from an AP or STA.

i. Junglin – slide 5, in this use case STA2 must keep active, so as I suggest the frame number 4 maybe transferred through the tunnel traffic.  If it is tunnelled, then STA2 could also be in PS mode.

j. Alexander – in this case STA2 does not sleep.

k. Junglin – this method is just like unscheduled APSD.  The next slide is just like normal mode.  These 2 methods are different and they cannot be substituted with each other.  In first use case, STA2, should also be in sleep mode.

l. Alexander – there are 2 slides to demonstrate when single STA is sleeping and another one where 2 STAs go into PS state.  The method is the same, but these are 2 different use cases.  Frame 4 can be used in both cases.

m. Daniel – related to this discussion if you go to slide 1, STA2 sends this PTI to STA1, STA1 could trigger the other STA from time to time.  You could send the trigger frame.  This is pretty much like U-APSD.

n. Alexander – this is based on U-APSD, but it is Peer PSM.  Frame 4, this serves as the beacon in the U-APSD message flow.

o. Junglin – I suggest not to combine these 2 methods since it could be a problem with legacy STAs.

p. Daniel – In option1, STA1 has control of the relay of the STAs.  My concern is that if STA2 would go into PS mode, then STA1 has lost control.  It could be better to do a negotiation before they go into this Peer PSM.  Do we need another action?  You need to negotiate something with the peer STA for when this will all happen.

q. David – I think there is no way for STA1 to slow down STA2.  STA2 will do it at its own rate.

r. Matt Smith (Atheros) – I am looking a slide that details all the problems sending it through the AP.  Slide 4.

s. Alexander – the problem in the current is to go into PS or use direct link.  We are enabling this operation.

t. Matt – How do you synchronize these 2 STAs when they are both asleep.

u. Menzo – the case of 2 STAs being asleep was added recently by request of the membership.

v. Naveen Kakani (Nokia) – in case you are trying to sychronize 2 STAs and you are using Tspecs, then couldn’t you use the AP?

w. Menzo – the idea is to be independent of the AP.  You can also use U-APSD even if the AP does not support it.

Moving along to Motion 5 on document 08/0314r2

Moved: David Hunter (Panasonic)
Second: Yongho Seok (LGE)
Discussion:

x. Matt – spoke against the motion due to the complexity.

y. Menzo – the complexity is in U-APSD.

z. Mike – I want to add that this is in the PAR of this group so this proposal is trying to resolve this question.

Yes: 11

No: 4

Abstain: 4

Result: 73%, Motion fails.
a. Alexander – I would like to make a Strawpoll for the first use cases.  
Strawpoll: Would you support this proposal when it is simplified to use case 1 (one station always awake, one station going to sleep, using U-APSD sevice periods to receive traffic).
Yes: 16

No: 0

Abstain: 2
Strawpoll Passes
4. Menzo – next topic on the agenda 08/311r0 Path Switch Clean-up.
a. Naveen – Adding qualification for the first data frame sent?  What is the time reference to when you switch your path?

b. Menzo – you will get a path switch response.  There is one frame saying you want to switch and a response.

c. Mike – you have directly linked path and AP path.  Why call it Rx path, instead of DL path?

d. Menzo – the traffic may be asymmetric.

e. Leonid – the reason for Tx request is reques to the other STA to stay awake.

f. Menzo – there is one message says wake up and another one that is disable the Rx path.

g. Leonid – if you are using aggregation, then you need re-order which will be done by the transmitter address.

h. Henry – the sequence number is tied to the transmitter address.

Motion 6 on document 08/0314r2

Mover: Liwen Chu (STMicro)
Second: Richard van Nee (Qualcomm)
Yes: 12

No: 0

Abstain: 2

Motion Passes

5. Liwen Chu (STMicro) will be presenting 08/289r0 Avoid Frame Re-ordering.

a. Menzo – do you mean data frame in the first paragraph?

b. Liwen – yes.

c. Henry – there might be low priority data frames that may be stuck in one path.  I get the concern, but with normative text saying shall, then possibly, is not well done.

d. Menzo – there were 2 options here.  One solution was voted down, so the second solution was proposed.  That is what this says.  This could happen, but we don't want a heavy weight message transaction to deal with it.

e. Mike – this is sort of a repetition to me.  What is the difference?

f. Liwen – the second one is after you have setup the session key.  You should not use TDLS path switch request/response you should use setup key message.

g. Menzo – you can modify it, put it on the server, and will be continued on our next session on Thursday.

6. Menzo has recessed the meeting.  We will meet again on Thursday March 20, 2008 PM2 session.

March 20, 2008 PM2 Session

1. Meeting called to order by Menzo @ 1600 EST.

2. There are 2 topics on the agenda today:

a. Peer Power Save Proposal – 08/0070r2

b. Off Channel TDLS Proposal – 07/2762r5
8. Menzo has prepared 4 speculative drafts

a. 08/0404r0 – this document has the text that was approved on Tuesday meeting.

b. 08/0406r0 – this document contains the same as the previous one with the Peer Power Savings.

c. 08/0407r0 – this document is the same as the first one with diff from previous version with Peer Power Saving.

d. 08/0408r0 – this document contains the same as the first with Peer Power Save and Off Channel TDLS Proposal.

e. All these documents have been on the server for more than 4 hours and we are looking at moving one of these to our first Letter Ballot.

f. Menzo will be going over these changes and then trying to move forward with one of these documents, approved by the group, to go to LB.

7. Menzo went through Motion 5 that showed that the grouped approved Peer Power Save when a single STA goes to sleep.

8. The normative text on both STAs going to sleep was removed.

9. Menzo is going over the document 07/2762r5 with changes in order to get approval from the group.

a. There have been 2 changes to this document in the spirit of addressing the issues presented with this proposal.  Menzo is going over these changes.

b. Kapil Sood (Intel) – how do we enforce the 5 minute criteria?

c. Menzo – you can test it?

d. Kapil – if it is a shall, then there should be a way to guarantee this.

g. Menzo – the other STA can reject this.

h. Kapil – even though this sounds like a good idea.  If you move your AP a feet or 2, then things can change drastically.  I am worried about the ping-pong effect.

i. Menzo – it is implementation specific on how you select the channel.

j. Kapil – I think it will deteriorate the conditions of the channel

k. Solomon Trainin (Intel) – what happens if another pair of DLS STAs will go to the same channel?

l. Daniel – this is not allowed since the channel should be empty.

m. Tom – but you do have a 5 minute window.

n. Solomon – the channel should be empty, so you will not go there.

o. Menzo – it could be empty, but there is a 5 minute collision window.

p. Guido – it is not collision window.  We are still using contention rules, we are sharing the medium under 802.11 rules.

q. Mike – I wanted to provide some history/bankground on this issue since there are new faces.  There was a strawpoll on this and there wasn't approval for this off channel feature.  This triggered discussions and we are trying to resolve this issue based on compromises.  We have an option of having this draft without this functionality.

r. Jarko Kneck (Nokia) – 2 issues, this off channel shall be empty, so only beacons.

s. Menzo – no, any frames.

t. Harish – how are the data frames detected?

u. Menzo – if you see data frames on that channel, then it is not empty.

v. Jarko – this concept of empty channel is not properly defined.  The other issue is if you get probe request, then if you are transmitting something, then what exactly is the content of this probe response.  Why is this necessary?

w. Menzo – this is a way to make the off channel activity detectable.

x. Jarko – I think this is quite simple procedure.  I would recommend a friendly content of the probe response be defined.

y. Daniel – this could be something that could be defined in LB.

z. Mark – passive scanning on that channel would not see that traffic.  Another thing is you have not specified a way of how much traffic of type of traffic being used in that channel.  It may be difficult to scan the off channel while remaining connected.  Maybe we should not use 40 MHz, this should be more specific.

aa. Menzo – it would be great to use 40 MHz if you are going to a channel where you can use your better capabilities.

ab. Tom – I like the way this solves one of the problems, but there is still an issue with legacy STAs.  You may have issues that legacy STAs may want to connect with this network, since there was a probe response.

ac. Menzo – there is something to be said for an IBSS probe response.

ad. Tom – the beacon that will kick you out would be both IBSS and BSS beacon.  You could get a following effect of IBSS networks.

ae. Menzo – this is a good point, you should only defer to beacon from AP, not IBSS.

af. Sasha Topin (Intel) – how does this proposal deal with overlapping channels on 2.4 GHz?  You should also scan overlapping channels.

ag. Mike – on the point of overlapping channels, if this could happen on channel 3, it could be found to be free, since there is actually no traffic on that channel 3, when there is BSS’s on channel 1 and 6.

ah. Menzo – you can setup a network at any time on any channel.

ai. Mike – I would like to clarify, 40 MHz we should not use this.

aj. Daniel – even in 5 GHz we should not use 40 MHz?

ak. Mike – you need to make sure you are not overlapping with other networks.

al. Jim Petranovich (ViaSat) - there is confusion on empty channel, so maybe some contribution on how we can define scanning and off channel.

am. Mike – I am eching Jim’s comment.  A way forward would be the agreed text with Peer PS and then work on the off channel stuff later.  Lets get this approved and not include the off channel proposal.

an. Eldad Perahia (Intel) – 2 points.  This needs to change to 802.11 2007, editorial comment.  Second point is before diving into 40 MHz, keep in mind we had 500-1000 comments on using 40 MHz in TGn letter ballot.  There is a lot of normative text regarding 40 MHz operatioin, so a word of caution.  You are allowed an IBSS operation in 40 MHz, but you are not allowed to switch back to 20 and 40 MHz.

ao. Menzo – if this is allowed in IBSS, then why not use it here?  There are rules already defined on how this should operate.

ap. Jungling – if 2 there are 2 STAs in a direct link, what about if a third STA wants to join the TDLS.

aq. Menzo – there is a setup request/response exchange that takes care of this.  The frame exchange does not allow you to synchronize with 3 STAs.

ar. Menzo – if you have more than 2 direct links, then they would be done on the main channel.

as. Solmon – I have a concern on the emptiness of the channel.  There is no definition on the scanning.  There could be different modulation CCK or OFDM on the channel, so it could not necessarily be empty if a different modulation is being used.

at. Mike – we need consensous on DFS channels.  Current version on the draft does not explicitly call it out.

au. Daniel – it is impractical to go to a DFS channel due to the 60 CAC requirement.  This is not explicity mentioned for that reason.  But there could be people that would like to mention this explicitly in the draft.  I think it is not necessary.

av. Harish (Marvell) – one quick question can one peer decide to leave the channel once they have negotiated the off channel activity.

aw. Daniel, Apple – there are clearly issues with off channel.  Lets table this discussion and maybe have some strawpolls to see the main issues.

10. Moving off the Off Channel TDLS discussion and moving on to Peer PSM.

a. Kapil – implementation burden on doing U-APSD on the STA.  At least one STA is going to sleep, and it could be the wrong STAs.

b. Menzo – we are addressing one of the requirements that is in the PAR.

c. Mike – we have multiple discussions on the power save.  This is the simplest possible proposal that have been presented to the group.  What we have now is the simplest solution and has been agreed by the group.

d. Kapil – how do you decide which one is the AP and STA?  if you have the wrong STA acting as the AP.

e. Menzo – there is a way for you to go to sleep and you can cancel the DLS traffic.  There are ways to define this here.

f. Kapil – there are lots of things that can be done, but I am worried about the complexity of this proposal.

g. Sasha – is this mechanism is mandatory or optional?

h. Menzo – this is optional.

i. Michelle Gong (Intel) – does this actually send out beacons?

j. Menzo – this is the AP side of the U-APSD functionality.

k. Michelle – the 2 peer solution is more complex and one has to act as an AP.

l. Kapil – so does one STA buffer the frames for the other and how do you know to deliver it?

m. Menzo – I will explain the peer power save operation.

n. Kapil – thank you for the explanation.

o. Jarkko Kneckt (Nokia) – do they have to use TSpecs to use this solution.

p. Alexander – you can use TSpecs based on the enabled AC.

11. Menzo – I would like to have strawpoll on the speculative drafts to see if there is approval from the group to move forward with one of them.

Strawpoll – which one of these speculative documents would your support.
Document 08/0404 – 14

Document 08/0406 – 17

Document 08/0408 – 6

None of the Above – 2

Motion 7 as displayed in document 08/314r4

Mover: Jim

Second: Mike

Yes: 17 

No: 3

Abstain: 4

Motion Passes.

Motion for teleconferences as displayed in document 08/314r4:

Mover: Jarkko
Second: Allert

Unanimous

Approved by unanimous consent.

12. Moving forward with the agenda, Junling will present the proposal in document 08/0304r1:

Strawpoll 1 as defined in document 08/0304r1
Yes: 4

No: 4 

Abstain: 22
a. Most people abstained, because they don't understand what is being proposed and it is quite new.

b. Junling will discuss the problem again, so that the groupbetter understands the problem and solution proposed.
c. Daniel – if the other STA is in PS, then I will not send it a frame.
d. Junling – a trigger must be sent first in order to do this.  The frame must be used.
e. Jarkko – this general mechanism to wake-up a PS STA is important.  Why is this link quality measurement needed when there is no traffic between the STAs?

f. Liwen – before the STA can receive this RCPI request, the STA must be awake.

g. Jarkko – if there hasn’t been any traffic, then if you send an RCPI report, then you know the quality of the link.  If there is traffic, then link adaptation could be used.

h. Alexander – when STAs wake up, they need to make a decision on which link to use, direct or through the AP.

i. Menzo – all the cases, PS, Peer Power save are addressed and you want to measure the link quality.

j. Daniel (NEC) – the link may change over time, so this could be done periodically.

k. Running the strawpoll again since now there is better understanding from the group.

Strawpoll 1, again, as defined in document 08/0304r1
Yes: 8
No: 6
Abstain: 12
13. Menzo – any other business, heard none, so we are adjourned for the Orlando, FL meeting.
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Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures <� HYPERLINK "http://%20ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf" \t "_parent" �http:// ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf�>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard."  Early disclosure to the Working Group of patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication.  Please notify the Chair <� HYPERLINK "mailto:stuart@ok-brit.com" ��stuart@ok-brit.com�> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under patent application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group. If you have questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <� HYPERLINK "mailto:patcom@ieee.org" \t "_parent" �patcom@ieee.org�>.
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