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Executive Summary (also see Chairs’ meeting doc 11-08-0748r5 and closing report doc. 11-08-0830r0):
1. Draft 5.0 passed recirculation ballot LB129 with 261 approve, 29 not approve, 23 abstain.
2. All of the 1112 comments from LB129 were resolved.
3. The task group requested that the working group issue a 15 day recirculation ballot on D6.0 based on the approved resolutions.
4. The timeline was modified from the March 2008 revision.  The new timeline anticipates publication in November 2009 instead of July 2009.
5. The task group is targeting September 3-5 for an ad hoc meeting to resolve comments from the recirculation ballot on D6.0.
Note 1: Relative to presentations, these minutes are intended to offer a brief summary (including document number) of each of the presentations to facilitate review and recall without having to read each of the presentations. Most of the ‘presentation related’ minutes are built directly from selected slides and therefore are not subjective. An effort was made to note obscure acronyms. As always Q&A is somewhat subjective on my part and therefore open to question.
Note 2: Only motions resulting in changes to the draft are specially numbered. This is done so that there is a cross reference between specific resolutions and session votes.
******************************************************************************
Detailed cumulative Session minutes follow:

Monday; July 14, 2008; 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM MDT [~59 attendees, ~4 new]
1. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 4:03 pm.
2. Chair’s (Bruce Kraemer) affiliation is Marvell.
3. Vice-chair’s (Sheung Li) affiliation is SiBEAM.  Also serving as secretary this week.
4. Technical Editor’s (Adrian Stephens) affiliation is Intel.
5. Chair’s opening report is currently 11-08-0748r0, closing document is expected to be 11-08-0830r0, minutes are currently 11-08-0828r0, editor’s report is currently 11-08-0792r1.
6. Primary meeting room is Capital 1.  Secondary meeting room is Capital 2. 
7. Patent policy was presented, including call for patent assurances.
8. Request for letter of assurance was issued in the opening plenary by Bill Marshall (AT&T).  There was also a request for patcom position on earlier comment resolutions.  This will be reported upon during the Wednesday plenary.

9. There was no response to the request for essential patent claims, or any questions on the patent policy.

10. Executive summary of the minutes of the May 08 meeting (as listed in 11-08-0505r1) presented.

11. Motion to approve May ’08 (Jacksonville) TGn minutes as contained in 11-08-0505r1.  Moved by Eldad Perahia (Intel), Seconded by Jon Rosdahl (CSR).  Approved by unanimous consent.

12. 20 day recirculation ballot LB129 on TGn Draft 5.0 closed June 12 with 1112 comments.  Passed with 261 approve, 29 not approve, 23 abstain.  539 Technical, 573 Editorial (1112 Total) comments.

13. Editor had posted a speculative D5.01 based on resolutions in 11-08-0459r0  

14. Focus of the week will be comment resolution and votes to adopt comments and update draft text.

15. Changes to agenda – as listed in 11-08-0748r1:  Tuesday AM1 will be GEN; AM2 will be MAC, PHY; PM1 will be Full, MAC, PHY.  Wednesday AM1 will be GEN; PM1 will be COEX (40 in 2.4, CCA, GF); PM2 will be Full, PHY.  Thursday AM1 will be Full, MAC, GEN; PM2 will be Full.
16. Motion to approve agenda as contained on slides 23-25 of 11-08-0748r1.  Moved by Eldad Perahia (Intel), Seconded by Matt Fischer (Broadcom).  Approved by unanimous consent.
17. Editor’s report in 11-08-792r1 is presented by Adrian Stephens (Intel).

18. As of the end of the pre-meeting, there are a total of 58 unassigned, 18 assigned (76 total) comments that remain to be addressed in this session, primarily in General.  The bulk of the 1112 comments were addressed during the pre-meeting.

19. TGn draft and redlines including speculative edits are now in a Draft 5.02, addressing defects in Draft 5.01
20. Currently at 92% approval, close to the 95% typically accepted as necessary for EC approval.
21. Darwin Engwer (Nortel Networks) asks if it is possible to rule many of the comments out of order and carry them forward to sponsor ballot given the scope of the changes made and the fact that this is a recirculation ballot.  Adrian notes that the Policy & Procedures does not permit this, and there is no mechanism to carry such comments forward.
22. Motion #336:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0714-01-000n-tgn-lb129-editor-comments.xls on the “Editorial comments” tab.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Eldad.
23. Discussion point from Bill Marshall (AT&T) – since TGk has been published, can CID 7713 be readdressed given its basis in TGk not being published.

24. Bill moves to amend the motion to exclude CID 7713.  This is seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.

25. Solomon Trainin (Intel) asks if table noting comments resolved needs to be amended.  Adrian deletes this informational text.

26. Motion #336 passed by unanimous consent.
27. Adrian presents the case that editorial motion #2 is in order given the nature of the changes.
28. Bill asks if the documents have met the four hour rule requirement, in particular, if the changes proposed in this motion have been posted for four session hours.  TGn Chair notes that this is not required for documents that were posted and available prior to the start of the session.  
29. Session is placed at ease for five minutes by unanimous consent to discuss next steps.

30. Adrian continues the session by reviewing the remainder of the editorial motions.  Voting on these motions will take place later during this session.

31. Eldad Perahia (Intel) presents the Coex ad hoc report in 11-08-0778r2.  The latest version of the comment resolution spreadsheet is 11-08-0718r2.  Two motions will be brought tomorrow.
32. Joonsuk Kim (Broadcom) presents the Beam ad hoc report in 11-08-0808r0.  One motion will be brought tomorrow.

33. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) orally presents the MAC ad hoc report in 11-08-0745r5 with comments spreadsheet in 11-08-0744r5.  Three motions will be brought tomorrow.

34. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) presents the PHY ad hoc report in 11-08-0797r0.  Comments spreadsheet in 11-08-0800r0.  One motion will be brought tomorrow.
35. Joe Levy (Interdigital) presents the GEN ad hoc report, expects resolution in one and a half sessions.  The group did not meet during the pre-meeting session, and has not resolved any comments so far.

36. Motion #337:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0714-01-000n-tgn-lb129-editor-comments.xls on the “Minor Technical from MAC” tab excluding resolution for CID 7214.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Naveen Kakani.  Approved by unanimous consent.
37. Motion #338:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0714-01-000n-tgn-lb129-editor-comments.xls on the “Minor Technical from Coex” tab.  Oved by Adrian.  Seconded by Eldad.  Approved by unanimous consent.
38. Motion #339:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0714-01-000n-tgn-lb129-editor-comments.xls on the “Minor Technical from BEAM” tab.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Eldad.  Approved by unanimous consent.
39. Motion #340:  Whereas ad-hoc groups can, at their option, identify some comments as duplicates of others, and pass them to the editor and whereas the editor has identified those comments that are a character-by-character duplicate of some other comment, direct the editor to copy the “Resolution” and “Resn Status” fields from “original” LB129 comments to their duplicates,  identified by having a non-empty “Duplicate of CID” value that identifies the original comment.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Eldad.  Approved by unanimous consent.
40. Adrian presents 11-08-817r0 to review the PLCP state machine changes to address comments related to the operation of the signal extension.  Ed Reuss (Plantronics) asks if these changes affect the NAV.  Adrian notes that this is the case, and highlights an error in this document.

41. Harish Ramamurthy (Marvell) presents 11-08-805r1, which addresses the error that Adrian noted.  Adrian notes that this document does not quite fix the error.  Harish’s document will be updated as it is more up to date than Adrian’s.
42. Harish continues to present 11-08-805r1 in the five minutes remaining in the session.
43. TGn is recessed at 6:02 pm.

Tuesday; July 15, 2008; 1:30 PM – 3:30 PM MDT
44. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 1:36 pm.
45. Joonsuk Kim presents the Beam motions.

46. Motion #341:  Move to approve 7 comment resolutions contained in the tab labelled “Pending Motion #1” in 11-08-0737-02-000n-TGn-LB129-Beam-Comments.xls.  Moved by Joonsuk Kim (Qualcomm).  Seconded by Eldad Perahia (Intel).  Approved by unanimous consent.
47. Beam is the first group to be done for this session.

48. Eldad presents the Coex motions.

49. Motion #342:  Move to approve resolution of comments found on the tab labelled “coex pending motion set 1” in document 11-08-718r3.  Moved by Eldad.  Seconded by Adrian.
50. Bill Marshall asks about CID 7381, 40 MHz operation in 2.4 GHz – he reads that if two different STA are reporting, then 20/40 operation is not permitted.  Matt Fischer (Broadcom) notes that it’s not the number of STA, it’s if they are all operating on the same channel.  Bill understands this explanation.

51. Motion #342 approved by unanimous consent.
52. Motion #343:  Move to approve resolution of comments found on the tab labelled “coex pending motion set 2” in document 11-08-718r3.  Moved by Eldad.  Seconded by Doug Chan (Cisco).  Approved by unanimous consent.
53. Motion #344:  Move to approve resolution of comments found on the tab labelled “coex pending motion set 3” in document 11-08-718r3.  Moved by Eldad.  Seconded by Matt Fischer.  Approved by unanimous consent.
54. Coex has 10 CID’s remaining.  There are no motions pending for tomorrow, though there will be a Coex session tomorrow.
55. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) presents the PHY motions.

56. Motion #345:  Move to accept comment resolutions in spreadsheet 11-08-0800-01-000n-LB129-PHY-comment-resolution-spreadsheet.xls tab “PHY Motion Set A.”  Moved by Vinko.  Seconded by Eldad.
57. Bill Marshall (AT&T) asks about CID 7473, and believes that the proposed resolution text is not useful, and believes that the referenced clause should be a normative statement.  Vinko notes the philosophy of group in denoting whether clauses should be a “may” or “shall” and believes the treatment of this CID is consistent.  Adrian notes that 20.2.4 has appropriate text to address this issue.  Eldad also notes the limited scope that can be addressed by this clause.
58. Motion #345 approved by unanimous consent.
59. PHY has 2 CID’s remaining.

60. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) presents the MAC motions.

61. Motion #346:  Move to accept comment resolutions in 11-08-744r2 tab “mac_motion_129_a”  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Naveen Kakani.
62. Bill Marshall objects to three of the comments in this group: 7073, 7075, 7079.  The point of comment 7079 is that the aggregation of MSDU’s is a good thing, esp. for short VoIP packets.  Bill does not like the use of aggregation for HT PHY only.  Other features are available regardless of PHY.  Bill believes this resolution misses the point.

63. Matt notes that the rationale for this resolution is better discussed in 7073 – all three comments are related.  7073 resolution notes that the MAC and PHY are not fully decoupled, so that it is necessary to couple MAC aggregation behaviour to the use of the HT PHY.  Independently decoupling these features creates a large burden for testing and verification of the possible variations of features.

64. Bill responds that the coupling is not necessary in this case, and could create a problem for future amendments.  Also, this does not actually increase the number of test cases.
65. Matt notes cases where Bill’s argument does not hold.
66. TGn Chair asks if further discussion is necessary before addressing the issue of these comments.
67. Bill makes motion to amend to exclude CID 7073, 7075, 7079.  Seconded by Naveen.

68. Adrian opposes the motion to amend based on preference to couple this to reduce testing and to avoid side effects to areas such as the NAV.

69. Eldad believes that there has been sufficient discussion here, and there would not be any more information to be found by further discussion.
70. Vote to amend the motion to include the exclusions above is 1 approve, 16 against, 14 abstain.

71. Vote on motion #346 is 21 approve, 1 against, 6 abstain.  Motion is approved.
72. Motion #347:  Move to accept comment resolutions in 11-08-744-r5 tab “mac_motion_129_b”  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Naveen.  Approved by unanimous consent.

73. Motion #348:  Move to accept comment resolutions in 11-08-744r4 tab “mac_motion_129_c”  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Adrian.
74. Bill Marshall objects to 7080, 7081.  On 7080, PSMP would be generally useful in other application.  Though this is perfectly usable in other contexts, it needs to be advertised somewhere other than in HT capabilities.  On 7081, this argument also carries to Block Ack.
75. Matt responds that the rejection in 7080 includes additional text in the rejection.  PSMP does not stand alone but requires other capabilities, so bringing this in requires a complex matrix of other capabilities leading to the same test issues as noted above.  The resolution in 7081 includes counter text, so this is not a rejection.
76. Bill makes motion to amend to exclude 7080, 7081.  There is no second on this motion, so it will not be considered.
77. Vote on motion #348 is 25 approve, 1 against, 0 abstain.  Motion is approved.

78. MAC has 6 CID’s remaining.  There is a document in PHY, and one in MAC to address these CID’s, so the two groups are trying to make sure that there are no conflicts between these two documents.
79. The remaining business for both MAC and PHY is to address these issues, so the group will continue in full session with MAC leading this discussion.
80. Harish Ramamurthy (Marvell) presents 11-08-805r4 to resolve these remaining CID’s.
81. Adrian has received an e-mail from someone (identity not disclosed) who has found an obvious bug in the state machine diagram.  Unclear what to do since no one else has noticed this.  We may deal with this as a comment on a future draft.
82. Matt and Tomo Adachi (Toshiba) discuss how to make adjust the signal extension formula which currently uses MAC quantity with PHY parameter.  Advice is requested from Adrian who did not initially have any useful advice to add to this discussion, but this evolved to a recommendation to use the original terminology.  Tomo will work on this for the next half hour, so this matter may continue to Thursday.
83. Adrian elucidates on the e-mail about the state machine where the Bit Count text is incorrectly floating in space next to the wrong arrows.  This is corrected in 11-08-805r5 which is now uploaded.
84. Tomo is now working on document 11-08-796r4.  The session stands at ease so as to acquire ice cream while she completes the document.
85. The session resumes and Tomo proceeds to present 11-08-796r4, addressing 8069 and 8070.
86. Harish notes that his document addresses 8097 and 8098.
87. Matt asks for any objections to referring 796r4 and 805r4 to resolve 8069, 8070, 8097 and 8098.  There is no objection to this.
88. Eldad requests to modify Wednesday PM2 from PHY to GEN to give them more time since PHY should be done.  There is no objection to this.
89. TGn is recessed at 3:30 pm.
Wednesday; July 16, 2008; 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM MDT
90. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 4:00pm.
91. The call for new material yielded two presentations.  Tomo Adachi (Toshiba) will present 11-08-819r0 on slot timing.  Doug Chan (Cisco) will present 11-08-302r7 on GF/DFS.  Peter Loc (Ralink) wishes to make a presentation on PHY, though this may be deferred to the time when PHY motions come up for discussion.  None of these topics require a modification to the agenda.
92. Joe Levy (Interdigital) presents the GEN motions.
93. Motion #349:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0851r2 TGn-lb129-Gen-Comments.xls on motion tab #1.  Moved by Joe Levy.  Seconded by Adrian.  Vote on this motion is 20 approve, 1 against, 4 abstain.  Motion is approved.
94. A motion on 11-08-0851r2 on motion tab #2 was presented, and will be moved once the resolution document (11-08-0856r2) has met the four hour rule requirements.
95. Motion #350:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0851r2 TGn-lb129-Gen-Comments.xls on motion tab #3.  Moved by Joe Levy.  Seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.

96. Motion #351:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-0851r2 TGn-lb129-Gen-Comments.xls on motion tab #4.  Moved by Joe Levy.  Seconded by Don Schultz (Boeing).  Approved by unanimous consent.

97. Motion #352:  Move to accept the comment resolution for CID 7448 in document 11-08-0851r2 TGn-lb129-Gen-Comments.xls on motion tab #5.  Moved by Joe Levy.  Seconded by Jon Rosdahl (CSR).  Approved by unanimous consent.
98. Only the motions on motion tab #2
99. Eldad Perahia (Intel) presents 11-08-780r2 on a submission for Coex CCA comments.  The changes noted in the document have been on the document server for at least one week.
100. Eldad, as an individual, not as the Coex ad hoc chair, makes a motion.
101. Motion #353:  Move to approve resolution of comments found in document 11-08-780r2.  Moved by Eldad.  Seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.
102. 8 CIDs remain for Coex.
103. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) presents the PHY motions.
104. Motion #354:  Move to accept comment resolutions in spreadsheet 11-08-0800-03-000n-LB129-PHY-comment-resolution-spreadsheet.xls tab “PHY Motion Set B”  Moved by Vinko.  Seconded by Adrian.

105. Peter Loc (Ralink) presents 11-08-900r1 to address issues in the diagram to describe signal extension.
106. Adrian notes that the diagram to define signal extension is currently correct, and asserts Peter’s proposal to move the signal extension block in changes the intent of the signal extension.
107. Solomon Trainin (Intel) argues that Peter’s proposal also violates the timing requirements of the TGn design.  Peter responds that his proposal is consistent with existing implementations of 802.11 (2007).  Solomon responds that this is not the case and that while the existing diagram may appear ambiguous, Peter’s proposal is incorrect by the basics.  Peter disputes this contention.
108. Matt calls the question.  Adrian seconds this.  There is no objection to calling the question.
109. Vote on motion #354 is 18 approve, 1 against, 15 abstain.  Motion is approved.
110. PHY has complete all of its comment resolutions for the session.
111. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) presents the MAC motions.
112. Motion #355:  Move to accept comment resolutions in 11-08-744r6 tab “mac_motion_129_d”  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.
113. Motion #356:  Move to resolve CID 8088 with the resolution as found in 11-08-744r6 under the tab “mac_misc”  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Tomo.   Vote on motion #356 is 11 approve, 1 against, 16 abstain.  Motion is approved.
114. 2 CIDs remain for MAC.
115. Tomo Adachi (Toshiba) presents 11-08-819r0 on slot timing with a proposal to strike out the phrase that is the subject of CID 6079.
116. Allert van Zerst (Qualcomm) questions if this change is necessary, and Tomo makes the case for this resolution of ambiguities in slot timing
117. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) weighs in that this this proposal is appropriate
118. Motion #357:  Move to accept the edits in 11-08-819r0.  Moved by Tomo.  Seconded by Peter.  Approved by unanimous consent.
119. Doug Chan (Broadcom) presents 11-08-302r7 on GF/DFS.
120. Joe Levy (Interdigital) and Brian Hart (Cisco) discuss the reasoning for how 11n and 11a devices would interact in their OBSS scans.  
121. Peter Loc (Marvell) asks if there is a conflict between this design and existing 9.13.3.4 text.  Doug believes that this is not the case and that there are appropriate references in clause 7 on this topic.  Tushar Moorti (Broadcom) remarks that this text resolves ambiguities on a low probability event, and this text is simple and works.  

122. Michael Livshitz (Metalink) asks for clarifications on how this operates with 40 MHz channels, and these are made by Doug and Eldad.  Michael asks if there is evidence for how this operates with 40 MHz or only with 20 MHz.  Brian Hart (Cisco) responds that this has not been done but theory supports the proposed text as being correct behaviour.
123. Joe Levy asks if this operation is necessary for DFS only, and Doug responds that this is the case.
124. A straw poll on who would support the edits in the document leads to 26 approve, 0 against, 8 abstain.
125. Doug expects to return with a motion on this topic at the end of AM1.
126. TGn Chair notes that WG19 believes that there was insufficient discussion of coexistence matters on 40 MHz in 2.4 GHz and has adopted a directed position opposing the move of TGn to sponsor ballot.
127. Eldad Perahia notes that there has been an update to this, and the 802.19 chair recognizes that the vote to adopt a directed position did not have a necessary 75% majority.
128.  TGn Chair plans to invite the 802.19 chair to discuss appropriate remedies to avoid opposition on the sponsor ballot approval of TGn.  This will be during the first portion of Thursday AM1.
129. The agenda is updated to be Thursday AM1:  Full TGn (with WG19 followed by MAC discussion).  Thursday PM2 will be Full TGn.
130. Bill Marshall (AT&T) notes that the rejection of some comments included a request for more text, and this resolution may be insufficient if the intent is to move to sponsor ballot.
131. TGn chair acknowledged that this may be the case.
132. TGn is recessed at 5:49 pm.
Thursday; July 17, 2008; 8:00 AM – 10:00 AM MDT
133. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 8:02 am.
134. The plan for the first half hour is to define lab tests to definitively determine how to determine the impact of 40 MHz operation at 2.4 GHz on various wireless technologies.
135. John Barr (Motorola) states that the resolutions on the 40 MHz on 2.4 GHz comments were not discussed with the commenters or anyone else.  Eldad Perahia (Intel) responds that this is not the case.
136. TGn chair notes the details of the process of sharing comments and their resolutions, and that this is not core to the debate.  The chair then reviews the two presentations of this, so far, including both simulation and tests, but were not considered definitive.  He notes the opinion within WG11 that tests are considered superior to simulations in determining interference effects.
137. John Barr wants to remind everyone that the tests include conditions that are not typical.  Eldad also wishes to remind people of issues with simulations.
138.  Eldad requests over-the-air tests.
139. Steve suggests 802.19-08/18r1, which is a simulation parameters document started by Steve and edited by Vinko.  This was based on one or two conference calls on this topic.
140. Bruce asks if there are topologies in that are relevant to over the air tests.
141. Steve notes that this was a simulation document, but it includes traffic and topology models relevant to tests
142. Bruce requests straw polls on simulations vs. over-the-air tests.  Over-the-air: 22.  Simulation: 0.
143. John requests a combination of the two.  Poll on combination:  9.  Simulation includes parameters that may not be part of over-the-air.
144. Steve notes a third combination – a live test with cable to allow control of signal-to-noise ratio, but this may be problematic given the need to build equipment to support both wired and wireless tests
145. John opines that a sample of what is needed includes:  (1) over-the-air is good as long as there is measurement of spectral maps to evaluate who is using what and what is happening.  (2) Packet error rates, as seen by sniffers that can see Bluetooth and measure the effect on other types of devices, not just zigbee but other types.  (3) evaluate the system with and without alternative coexistence methods (system in lab has coex methods on one side so that .11 systems avoided the Bluetooth system, but did not measure the opportunity taken away from devices by a single other device) – is this fair?  (4) Need to look at in the simulation the typical applications and their characteristics and how they would be affected, and not arbitary error rates and how they would be affected
146. Bruce asks what are typical apps; John replies typical is a mono Bluetooth headset on a device and how they would be affected, then stereo and how affected, then laptop with Bluetooth keyboard and mouse. Then, there are combinations of these operating at the same time.
147. Eldad requests the completion of this standard in this decade so that the scenarios can be defined as those that can be done in a short time – for example, 99% of Bluetooth is headset, what matters, just audio quality, so let’s test this and move on.  There will be measurements on both sides and opinions therein.
148. Steve notes that one method is to do a recorded audio before and after 40 MHz .11 is enable.  Obviously, MOS scores can be taken, but this can all be brought in.
149. Eldad asserts that this is not objective.
150. John responds that a test like this only shows one small case and does not show what is typical or is real.  If there is a good, robust system that can respond to errors, then it will get the amount of traffic it can out of the air.  Bluetooth is robust and will work, but doing this will leave no availability of traffic (sic) for anything else.  Everyone else in the area that may be using Bluetooth will not have an opportunity to do anything else
151. Bruce notes that .11 affect each other all of the time
152. John requests that this be done with an .11 device.  If this works then it works, if it doesn’t, turn it off.
153. Jim Portaro (rf Works) says that there are lots of tests that do this all the time.  If a Bluetooth stream works, it is possible to add enough interference that it doesn’t.  Need to define number of clients and conditions as to whether it works or not.  What is typical – to do a single headset (like a Plantronics), or is it something else like a keyboard.  This needs to be defined and there needs to be some type of medium (sic) to define this.
154. Bruce responds that this is sort of a generic comment, are there examples to share?
155. Jim replies that there is no reason to believe that this cannot be defined – with the number of devices and what can be there.  Bluetooth and 40 MHz will be there – it will be possible to define criteria to wipe each other out.
156. Ed Reuss (Plantronics) pipes that we have vested interest in this and that is fine – we want a test and a valid test, not one that shows a 20 MHz 11g device will fail.  Only concerned with normal operating scenarios that will be seen.  What are the kinds of use cases and situations that people can typically see?
157. Bruce responds with the same question as asked of Jim; that is, what are typical scenarios?
158. Ed remarks that Eldad’s scenarios are good, but the issue is with using SCO links or using TCP for voice.  These are valid concerns and there is the question if using these applications but if there is a neighbour using a Bluetooth headset with A2DP profile and what will happen to them.  If number of hoppable channels is squeezed then they will eventually have a problem.  There’s a reason why one hops over 79 channels in an empty band to avoid hopping on one another.  If you squeeze enough, then take away 40 channels with 40 MHz, then this squeezes down from 79 to 39, and maybe 2 devices will hop upon one another.  Ed wants to enhance the tests to include this extra scenario.  He can’t talk as to HID devices (like keyboards and mice).
159. Steve refines that the topology from Eldad was nice, but sees two changes:  (1) Turn AFH off because it works very well, because only 50% of headsets use this and the others don’t.  (2) Requests traditional Bluetooth voice, either SCO or eSCO as they don’t use data link.
160. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) doesn’t want to change too much of the test plan but:  (1) Wants test plan co-located with laptop, so this can be cut off by setting the intolerant bit.  (2) Someone walking with BT headset in WLAN environment, in this case, it is a regular headset with the voice.  If one walks into the environment, then there will be multiple channels occupied.  If one doesn’t have a problem with multiple 20 MHz channels occupied, then they don’t have problems with 40 MHz.  If here in the meeting room, this is the case.  This is the case with Vinko’s home and many neighborhoods.  There are only three channels, and they are always occupied.  Maybe set one access point close and another far away.   Spectrum is always occupied.
161. Eldad notes that interested participants are in this room.  He ran the first tests on this, and asks for a straw poll to see who will run the tests.
162. Straw poll as who will run the tests – John Barr, Ed Reuss, Steve Shellhammer (will ask).  John is speaking for BT SIG who will do such tests. 
163. Ed speaks to the headset issue.  He makes BT headsets, but uses wired because of interference issues in these rooms.  He is primarily interested in whether 40 MHz devices have significant influence on BT devices as compared to 20 MHz as interference is well-known.  Ed can generate headsets that provides various combinations of AFH, eSCO, etc., but to make this work, then it is necessary to find those that provide draft N silicon.  Providing BT only is only half of the solution.
164. John points out that the situation here is that the TGn task group wants to get a standard approved, and that this is not possible without coexistence with other technologies being proven, so the onus is on the bodies that serve this to do tests.
165. John asks if Wi-Fi requires that 40 MHz in 2.4 GHz not be used.
166. Jim notes that several universities have Masters programs that do this type of testing, and they should be contacted as they would be unbiased.  These universities will step up if they are funded.
167. Steve had a comment but forgot it.
168. TGn chair notes that 99% of the conversation is related to Bluetooth as that is what people use here or try to use here.  There was one comment related to Zigbee and asks for straw poll on this.
169. Straw poll on the number interested in 802.11 vs. Bluetooth:  18.  802.11 vs. 15.4:  4.  The tests will focus on Bluetooth first, and if there is extra capacity (not sure if there will be such), Zigbee.
170. Clarification from Andrew Myles (Cisco), who does not believe Wi-Fi bans 40 MHz in 2.4 GHz.
171. John brought up the issue with the types of legacy devices killed by 40 MHz.  In particular, legacy 802.11 devices.
172. John points out that Ivan had some scenarios where this was the case.
173. David Bagby (Calypso Ventures) remarks that there are different definitions of coexistence, though shalt not interference at all or the degree of interference.
174. Steve, the master of coexistence, will have the final word, which is a question as to whether the group wants to develop a test document.  If this is the case, then this will be run the way that people want it to be run from within 802.19.
175. Steve asks if people want to have conference calls to develop this document.
176. TGn chair then asks who would be interested in 802.19 assisting to develop this – 11 people respond.  There is enough critical mass to make this happen.
177. Joe Levy (Interdigital) asks for Steve’s opinion to David’s question; that is, is there a definition that people are satisified.  Steve replies that there are certain parameters that are indicative of the level of interference acceptable, for example, MOS scores are subjective and there is no a priori level.
178. David suggests this is a problem because 802 mandates a level of coexistence.  Steve responds that this is not the case.  David believes that this will be a problem philosophically to ever getting a resolution.
179. TGn chair requests minuting that Steve will buy beers tonight.
180. Steve asks for TGn meetings on this to be well-scheduled to allow avoidance.
181. John asks if resolution of these comments will be deferred.  TGn chair notes that this will not be the case.  Resolutions will be made based on the current wisdom of the group.
182. The meeting will proceed to comment resolutions for the next 30 to 40 minutes, whatever it takes.  This topic is done, with respect to what will be done in the future.
183. 2 motions remain in Coex for this morning.  2 motions in GEN.  0 motions in MAC.  The group will convert to MAC ad hoc.
184. Doug Chan (Cisco)’s document was posted at 3:30 pm.  The chair rules that break time is included in the 4 hour rule, so that it may be motioned by 9:30 am today.
185. Joe Levy (Interdigital) presents the Gen motions in 11-08-893r3.
186. Motion #358:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-851r4 TGn-lb129-Gen-Comments.xls on motion tab #2.  Moved by Joe.  Seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.
187. Motion #359:  Move to accept the comment resolution in document 11-08-851r4 TGn-lb129-Gen-Comments.xls on motion tab #6.  Moved by Joe.  Seconded by Jon Rosdahl (CSR).  Approved by unanimous consent.
188. GEN is done for this meeting.
189. Coex requires more time to craft its motions, so MAC will take the floor.  There will be two presentations.
190. Tomo Adachi (Toshiba) presents 11-08-761r3 and its proposed resolutions, engendering discussions that lead to a straw poll.  Those in favour of option 1 in the document is 0, option 2 is 6, 3 have no opinion.
191. Adrian requests a motioning of the document to accept option 2.  This is in order as the document has been posted since Tuesday.
192. Motion #360:  Move to approve document 11-08-761r4 option 2 as the comment resolution to CID 8085.  Moved by Tomo.  Seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.
193. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) presents 11-08-833r3 as resolutions to CIDs 8075 and 8076.  This is a trimmed down version of an earlier proposal on block ack security.
194. Adrian asks if this will be presented as normative text, given the cascading of four hour rules both on this motion and any new text that needs to be moved 
195. Sandesh Goya (Marvell) and Solomon Trainin (Intel) request clarifications on this proposal which are provided by Matt and Nancy Cam-Winget (Cisco).
196. Solomon believes that the proposal is the same as last time.  Nancy asserts that this is not the case given the difference in encapsulation mechanisms, though Solomon argues their equivalency.
197. Matt comments that these CIDs will reappear if the mechanism is rejected.
198. Straw poll on the acceptability of this text is 4 for this text and 11 against.  2 are unsure.
199. Matt requests approval of resolutions to two CIDs, which are rejects.
200. Motion #361:  Move to resolve CIDs 8075 and 8076 with the following resolution:  Reject – the group is unclear as to whether the issues cited by this CID are significant enough to warrant a change to the draft.  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Solomon.  Vote on motion #361 is 9 approve, 1 against, 14 abstain.  Motion is approved.

201. Eldad presents Coex motions in 11-08-778r4.
202. Joe Levy (Interdigital) asks for how the resolution to CID 8111 being discussed addresses the main text.  Eldad responds that this is a counter, and not a reject with a related page of text that changes the draft.
203. Jon Rosdahl (CSR) points out issue with a reconsideration resolution, and suggests the text to motion #362 (not yet on the floor) with that given below.  There is no objection to this.
204. Motion #362:  Move to approve resolution of comments 7002, 7004, 7005, 8103, and a new resolution for 8111 with document 11-08-302r7.  Moved by Eldad.  Seconded by Matt.  Approved by unanimous consent.

205. Motion #363:  Move to approve resolution of comments found in document 11-08-779r1.  Moved by Eldad.  Seconded by Matt.

206. John Barr (Motorola) notes that the resolution points to an informative section of the standard and nothing needs to be done to ensure coexistence with billions of devices in the world.  In addition, the sections referenced are focused on the protection of existing 802.11 devices.  Thereby, this recognizes there are interference issues with items in the normative sections of the document.  In effect, recommended practices in 802.15.2, which was a recommended practice made jointly between 802.15 and 802.11 are being ignored.  The testing done to support the contention of no interference has no merit.  By one measure of coexistence, if a single device prevents an existing device by more than 50%, then this is not a valid definition of coexistence.  There are billions of devices out there, with tens of millions of new devices every week that will be harmfully affected by this new standard.  John asks the group to think about it, because there is lots of impact.
207. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) responds that this situation is no different than what’s happening today where multiple 20 MHz devices already occupy all of the channels already.  Measurements should be done to analyze this interference, but there is no difference between the two scenarios.
208. Ed Reuss (Plantronics) speaks against the motion for many but not the same reasons as John.  Coexistence relates to providing service which is a subjective measure.  Ed is concerned that this is an informative clause and there is no burden (sic) on any manufacturer to implement this.  There may be cases where 40 MHz in 2.4 GHz may be used.
209. The vote is called.  John calls for orders of the day.  TGn Vice Chair notes that this motion may not be made per the rulings made earlier in the CAC meeting, and the vote proceeds.  
210. Vote on motion #363 is 16 to approve, 3 against, 9 abstain.  Motion is approved.

211. Meeting is recessed at 10:08 pm.
Thursday; July 17, 2008; 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM MDT
212. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 4:00 pm.
213. The AM1 voting procedure will be reviewed, followed by any remaining comment resolution approvals, status of draft 5.04, motions for letter ballot, the requirements for sponsor ballot, timeline, ad hoc in September, then teleconferences.
214. Adrian Stephens (Intel) needs to make a motion under the remaining comment resolutions item.
215. Jon Rosdahl (CSR) reviews the requirements for the orders of the day, as made earlier, noting that orders of the day could be called at any time, but they were not in order when it was called earlier today, so the vote stands.
216. Adrian presents 11-08-792r2 and issues related to editorial motions; in particular, the deferral of the resolution of CID 7713 to change “sub-element” to “subelement,” and the declared baseline of documents.  The editorial board has instructed Adrian not to be slavish with respect to churning the document based on baseline text.  This leads to a motion to resolve CID 7713 as follow:  “Reject – The declared baseline of P802.11n is currently TGk D13.  The cited text is consistent with this baseline.”
217. Joe Levy (Interdigital) asks if the baseline will be reset, and Adrian responds that this will be done as editorial changes to follow the next version of the draft.
218. TGn Chair asks how the text will deal with the pending notification of the availability of TGr.  Adrian responds that this will be done as convenient.
219. Motion #364:  Move to resolve CID 7713 as follows: “Reject – The declared baseline of P802.11n is currently TGk D13.  The cited text is consistent with this baseline.”  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Joe.

220. TGn Chair asks about the current status of the draft.  Adrian responds that until motion #364, all CID’s were resolved except for one.  Now, all CIDs have been resolved and edits are with the editor.
221. Adrian reviews the status of the TGn Draft 5 dot revisions (5.00 was last balloted, 5.01 was editorial, 5.02 was minor technical, 5.03 was some of the approved technical contents, 5.04 was all the approved changes).  D6.0 was same as D5.04 with comment tracking tags removed and cross-reference style switched to IEEE standard.
222. TGn Chair presents the motion for a letter ballot.
223. Motion that having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from LB129 on Draft 5.0 and having prepared Draft 6.0 containing all of the approved comment resolutions, move to begin as soon as possible, a 15 day working group recirculation ballot asking the technical question “Should 802.11n Draft 6.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Matt Fischer (Broadcom).  Approved by unanimous consent.
224. Jon notes that procedurally that such motions must be counted.  TGn Chair recognizes this as a procedural error, and the vote proceeds.
225. The vote on the TGn D6.0 working group recirculation ballot is 35 approve, 0 against, 0 abstain.  Motion passes.

226. Minor debate ensues on whether a vote to first adopt D6.0 as the task group draft is necessary, concluded by a ruling from the chair that this is not necessary.  Matt Fischer notes that this lack of necessity is based on an error by the editor.
227. TGn Chair reviews the approval sequence and requirements for a sponsor ballot.  Given the expectations of the EC and the nature of recent comments, he believes that the task group is not qualified for a conditional approval for sponsor ballot.  This would lead to a reset of the timeline leading to publication in November 2009 instead of July 2009 per the current timeline.
228. Matt asks if this timeline is a prediction of what will happen at EC or a guide for future actions.  TGn Chair responds that this is something of both, and will serve as an update of the status to the EC.  The Chair asks if there is any objection to adoption of the noted text as the new timeline.  There is no objection.
229. The estimated posting of the ballot is July 22, 2008.
230. TGn Chair presents the teleconference schedule in slide 62 of 11-08-748r4, noting its providsion of .19 discussions.
231. The group proceeds to discussion of the ad hoc meeting, tentatively scheduled for September 3-5.  The anticipated location will be the Kauai Hilton Beach Resort, as an alternative to the repeated visits to the Hilton Waikaloa by the group.  David Bagby (Calypso Ventures) notes that there will be little difference in airfare to go to Kauai in addition to Waikaloa.
232. A straw poll of the number of people going to the ad hoc yields 7.  Of those going to the ad hoc, none want to go to Waikaloa, 3 of these expressed a preference for Kauai.
233. Donald Eastlake (Motorola) remarks that TGs and TGu are also planning to have ad hocs; thereby, creating additional reason for people to be present.
234. Eldad asks if three days of ad hoc are necessary given that all comments were resolved in two days.  Adrian responds that he may not have as much time to prepare editorial resolutions as at the last meeting.  Eldad defers to the esteemed editor.
235. Donald notes the amount of time used by other groups to resolve their comments.  TGn Chair notes that this may not be correlated to TGn’s work.
236. Adrian asks for informational purposes what is wrong with an additional day at the pool, and Eldad responds with the trouble this raises with his wife.
237. Move to request authorization for TGn to hold an ad hoc on dates September 3, 4, 5 in Hawaii, US with the venue of choice being the Hilton Kauai for the purose of resolving comment received during LBxx on Draft 6.0  Moved by David Bagby (Calypso Ventures).  Seconded by Jon Rosdahl.  Approved by unanimous consent.
238. Bill Marshall (AT&T) asks if a motion is necessary for Adrian to submit this draft to IEEE editorial staff for mandatory coordination.  Adrian believes that this is not necessary given the status of the document for sponsor balloting.  Bill recommends that D6.0 be brought to EC given the time required.  
239. Adrian asks Bill for an assessment of the level of pain in this process given the latter’s experience in TGr.  Bill reviews the types of things such as copyright date checking that must be done by the editorial staff prior to submission to sponsor ballot.  After further discussion, no motion is necessary for this procedural action.
240. Jon Rosdahl moves to adjourn TGn.  Don Schultz (Boeing) seconds this motion.  There is no objection to adjourning.
241. TGn adjourns at 5:00 pm.
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