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1. Monday PM2 Session, July 14, 2008
1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Chair of the Task Group called the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 16:00 hours.

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Affiliations

1.3.1.1. Chair: Dorothy Stanley - Aruba Networks

1.3.1.2. Editor: Emily Qi - Intel Corporation

1.3.1.3. Acting Secretary: Harry Worstell - AT&T

1.3.2. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.2.1. The Chair presented slides 1 thru 4 of the IEEE Patent Policy to the group. The instruction slide for the IEEE patent policy was shown. The Chair asked if anyone has any questions on the patent policy of the IEEE and no one responded.
1.3.3. Agenda Review

1.3.3.1. The Task Group needs volunteer to take over as secretary for the group after September session. Anyone interested should contact the Chair of the Group.
1.3.3.2. Agenda for this meeting is located in document 11-0700-01-000v-july-2008-agenda.ppt
1.3.3.3. The agenda was reviewed and a call for presentations was made, listed and times and days for presentations scheduled.

1.3.3.4. The agenda was adopted by the Group by unanimous consent. 

1.3.4. Status and Objectives for Meeting

1.3.4.1. The meeting will consist of presentations and comment resolutions of the recently closed letter ballot.
1.3.4.2. The TGv Draft 3.00 is available in the member’s area of the web site.

1.3.4.3. The results were given for Letter Ballot 133 which closed on July 13, 2007

1.3.4.3.1. Voters Pool         213

1.3.4.3.2.  Approved Votes 106 (69%)

1.3.4.3.3. Disapprove Votes 47 (31%)

1.3.4.3.4. Abstentions          28 (15%)
1.3.4.3.5. Return Ratio         85%

1.3.4.3.6. The Letter Ballot failed to meet the 75% threshold for passing.
1.3.4.3.7. Due to the ballot failing the Chair ask that the timeline be revisited. 

1.3.5. Comment Resolution Process
1.3.5.1. Document 08/801 contains a complete list of comments from the ballot.

1.3.5.2. The Group reviewed the structure of the comment spreadsheet. 

1.3.5.3. Volunteers will be asked to address each of the major area in the categories listed.
1.3.5.4. Document 08/841 is on the server and is a spreadsheet of the “General” comments.

1.3.5.5. 200 comments are listed for the deletion of capabilities in the draft due to being out of the scope of the TG. This was the largest of the group listed of comments. The group will need to address the scope of the PAR to address these comments.

1.3.5.6.  The group will need to speak with Bill Marshall on certain comments.

1.3.6. Approval of Minutes Motion
1.3.6.1. Move to approve the meeting minutes in 11-08-0569-01-000v-minutes-tgv-11v-Jacksonville meeting minutes.doc.

1.3.6.1.1. Moved:  Ganesh Venkatesan, Intel
1.3.6.1.2. Second:  Junling Hu – Huawei

1.3.6.1.3. No discussion

1.3.6.1.4. The motion was adopted by unanimous consent. 
1.3.7. Presentation: Document 08/763R1 “Location Coordinates Inquiry”  by Hu Junling of Huawei Technologies 
1.3.7.1. “For a navigation application, coordinates (longitude, latitude, altitude) information is more convenient than civic address ( city, street, building, room…)  information.    This document proposes to add a measurement type of Measurement Request element for a STA requesting location coordinates of itself or remote target and its responding report. “
1.3.7.2. Comments: 
1.3.7.2.1. Agree - it is a valid need and 11k has the information located at 7.3.2.21.9 for Location request in the TGk Draft
1.3.8. Comment Resolution
1.3.8.1. In document 08/841, sort on technical then sort on 251 in column “l”. 6 comments are found.   The group reviewed comments on priority.
1.3.8.1.1. C- The previous comment on the last draft was declined
1.3.8.1.2. C- I would rather it be setup as best effort.
1.3.8.1.3. C- Management frames in base standard are the highest priority; we have no QoS on management frames.
1.3.8.1.4. C- Does 11 k has this specified?
1.3.8.1.5. C- No, TGk Uses the base line priority scheme.
1.3.8.1.6. C- The customer should decide the priority.
1.3.8.1.7. C- I support the idea, you must setup T-Spec’s in infrastructure mode or you will have problems.
1.3.8.1.8. C- Differences in the interpretation in this group is causing problems, I would like the network to behave in predictable manor. 

1.3.8.1.9. C- Verbiage is unclear. How does the AP decide what priority is used? 
1.3.8.1.10. C- You must decide what priority goes with what traffic 

1.3.8.1.11. C- Should the priority be configurable?

1.3.8.1.12. C- You must do a complete job on all management frames, not just in “v”

1.3.8.1.13. C- We can not specify in TG “v” to address this because is out of scope of the master document. Either bump the decision up or under take the change in the group. It is a worthy of discussion. 

1.3.8.1.14. C- Cerate an exception to the rule for TGv management frames.

1.3.8.1.15. C- Beacon is best effort until QoS. There are so many management frames that it can flood the network and we should address the ones that are necessary

1.3.8.1.16. C- How do you test for this?
1.3.8.1.17. C- Some frames have exceptions I control frames in the spec. How does Rogers comment 255 overlaps with the others

1.3.8.1.18. C- TGw will still need to work properly if we go this route.
1.3.8.1.19. C- Can we change the name of the TGv management frames to control framed and is it in scope of TG “v”?
1.3.8.1.20. C- Don’t mess with the legacy frames.

1.3.8.1.21. C- Can the commenter be asked to restrict this for TG “v” Frames only?

1.3.8.1.22. C- This is very serious and needs to be done. We should not shy from it. You must distinguish between different frames. 

1.3.8.1.23. C- These are action frames and all action frames are management frames. Can they be distinguished? 

1.3.8.1.24. C- The loads of TGk were never intended to disrupt the traffic. The designers would decide whether to use them or not. I want the ability to set TG “v” Management frames as different. 
1.3.8.1.25. C- What group would this be pushed up to? This would add 18 months to resolve.

1.3.8.1.26. C- Making changes just to Clause 9 is not sufficient to do the job.

1.3.8.1.27. C- This will be a major contribution and not just a quick change.

1.3.8.1.28. C- TG “w” did not work on prioritized management frames.

1.3.8.1.29. C- There is an assumption here that the management frames would overload the traffic but the reality is the AP controls or management loads and will be properly balanced for the BSS. The AP is in control of the management traffic. Commenter does not agree this is a real problem.

1.3.8.1.30. C- This commenter disagrees with every thing just stated by last commenter.

1.3.8.1.31. C- We need to build a more robust system here.
1.3.8.1.32. C- To have this group to take on this work to find a solution, it would take a major effort.
1.3.8.1.33. C- The general philosophy was that the management frame needed to be highest priority in order to be able to get them through to repair a problem.

1.3.8.1.34. Chair to summarize

1.3.8.2. Chair look at 7.2.3 comments (is present vs. shall be present) 
1.3.8.2.1. C- This should be for the TGmb group.
1.3.8.2.2. C- Comments were filed in 11n. What was their resolution? Chair will check.
1.3.8.2.3. Chair looked at mandatory vs. optional in 5.2.11.1 comment 329.
1.3.8.2.4. Chair will Check with Bill Marshall
1.3.8.2.5. C- A decline might be due to counter. I agree but disagree with remedy. The paragraph is correct.
1.3.8.3. Comment 1239
1.3.8.3.1. C-1/3 of description is called out and depends on the MIB variables.
1.3.8.3.2. C- This is not mandatory or optional but shall or may.
1.3.8.3.3. C- Qi had same comment in last ballot, should work with Qi to correct this because it will keep coming back. Have Qi identify the clauses.
1.3.8.3.4. C- I would prefer shall or may. Chair will propose text changes to be made.
1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess
1.4.1.1. Next session is AM2 Tuesday at 10:30 Capitol 6.

1.4.1.2. Will continue with comment resolution

1.4.1.3. The group work in Ad-Hoc mode

1.4.1.4. The group recessed at 17:55 hours by unanimous consent. 
2. Tuesday AM2 Session, July 15, 2008
2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to Order

2.2.1.1. The Chair called the session to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting reconvened at 10:30 hours.
2.2.1.3. Log your attendance

2.2.1.4. We are still covered by the IPR Policy. Any questions-none

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Presentation: Document 08/0844 “Link Layer Performance Test” – Sudheer Matta of Trapeze Networks
2.3.1.1. Discussion:
2.3.1.1.1. C - Some concern about changing the operation mode from normal traffic like working 20 MHz vs. working 40 MHz channels.
2.3.1.1.2. R-  Want to change only the length of packet etc. No security. I would like to start with a large list and reducing it down to only what is necessary.
2.3.1.1.3. C- Agree with the concept. Can’t you do a test only from an AP 
2.3.1.1.4. R- You don’t want windows firewall or other items above the MAC to affect the test. This adds another factor to the list of known performance such as RSSI for information.
2.3.1.1.5. C- I am still concern with other parameters. Is it a DFS channel? What is the list of parameters needed? 

2.3.1.1.6. R- You only use a very limited set of parameters to use (# packets, Length of Packets, time)
2.3.1.1.7. C- “V” and “K” have a lot of diagnostics and some of them already can give you a lot of what this provides. “V” and “K” have even more evaluation performance diagnostics.
2.3.1.1.8. R- There is no mechanism today, even in “K” that lets you have triggers for the AP to do this.
2.3.1.1.9. C- The issue of testing is complicated. There is a tendency to over simplify these test. The results you get back can be a result of many factors. It is hard to predict if the result is meaningful. TGk put in place “hooks” for upper layer applications to be able to test. There is no easy button. You do bring up a good point that there is no test at layer 2 that we could use. These are things we should look at.
2.3.1.1.10. R- There are applications that do many tests but none of them provide this test because they can’t get to that layer to do a loop-back test.  This was not done in “K” because only measurements were permitted and no control was permitted.
2.3.1.1.11. C- “K” gives you a lot of information but does not provide the bi-directional link 
2.3.1.1.12. C- There are too many features in TG “v” and we can’t pass a ballot. Why are we adding more features?
2.3.1.1.13. R- The bar needs to be very high for adding new features at this point but that should not stop good ideas.
2.3.1.1.14. C- Are we sending data frames for this test and, if so, will you need to send many frames for this test?
2.3.1.1.15. R- This is up to the implementer to do it correctly.
2.3.1.1.16. C- This is a good idea, will help and does something concrete. It will help to minimize the length of diagnostics.
2.3.1.1.17. C- The frames can be bounded nicely and useful for all.
2.3.2. Straw Poll
2.3.2.1. Question: I would like to see normative text created from 11-08-0844r1.
2.3.2.2. Results: Yes-14      No-2         Abstain-9
2.3.3. Comment resolution:
2.3.3.1. Update 
2.3.3.1.1. Jing Zhu will help with collocated interference category comments.
2.3.3.1.2. Ganesh Venkatesan will help with SAT Stats category comments.
2.3.3.1.3. See Slide 6 of 08/0700r1 for an up-to-date list.

2.3.3.1.4. Are there any comments someone would like to discuss? – none

2.3.3.1.5. The group will recess until 4 PM while the group works in ad-hoc mode for comment resolution.
2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. The group will recess until 16:00 hours for ad-hoc comment resolution work.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 11:30 hours.

3. Tuesday PM2 Session, July 15, 2008

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to Order

3.2.1.1. The session was called to order by the Chair.

3.2.1.2. Meeting reconvened at 16:00 hours.

3.2.1.3. Log your attendance

3.2.1.4. We are still covered by the IPR Policy. Any questions and are there any patents – none  
3.2.1.5. The Chair has proposed resolutions to all the Proxy ARP category comments and would like the participants to review them in 08/866.
3.3. Process

3.3.1. Presentation:  Document 08/0787r0 “Table of Neighbor APs Adopting the Same Channel”  By Ruijun Feng of China Mobile

3.3.1.1. Discussion:
3.3.1.1.1. C- Need some clarification on the proposal.  

3.3.1.1.2. R- This proposal is to locate external AP interferers. Wants to show the requirement.
3.3.1.1.3. C- This can be in beacon report or frame report to solve the problem
3.3.1.1.4. R- I’m not sure these reports can work for these measurements

3.3.1.1.5. Beacon report already does this. Look at Annex Q in the TG “k” standard.

3.3.1.1.6. C- The AP neighbor has the AP information and will show the AP and strength

3.3.1.2. Straw Poll

3.3.1.2.1. Do you think it meaningful to add such kind of measurement and reporting parameters to keep the network more controllable, if there is not such kind of definition in 11K or 11V?
3.3.1.2.2. Yes   5    No  1   Abstain  12

3.3.2. Presentation: Document 786r2 “Devices Interference with Current Channel AP” by Ruijun Feng, China Mobile

3.3.2.1. Discussion:

3.3.2.1.1. Clarification: when setting up a threshold, what are you measuring, Energy? To what degree do you need to identify?
3.3.2.1.2. R- Wants to measure the interfering signal – just a measurement of RSNI

3.3.2.1.3. C- Is there some specific signal you are looking for. To report an RSNI, I need to know what the signal is. What is the signal you are looking for?

3.3.2.1.4. R- It is not a dot 11 signal so you are just measuring energy. 

3.3.2.1.5. C- This is not RSNI. Is there a thought about the duration of the signal? Is it an Impulse or longer period signal?
3.3.2.1.6. R- We are looking for a degradation of the network.
3.3.2.1.7. C- Looks very close to radar detection and may not be a trivial thing to do. You are almost asking for a spectrum analyzer here.

3.3.2.1.8. C- Problem does exist. It is either 802.11 signals or noise and the noise histogram report will give you this. What we don’t have is a trap to report if the trap is set. Add a reporting condition for the histogram report.
3.3.3. Presentation: 08/0789r2 “Times of an AP refusing associated requirements” by Ruijun Feng, China Mobile
3.3.3.1. Discussion:

3.3.3.1.1. C- Seem that you are asking for better load balance mechanism. Counter will not give the exact information you are looking for. This refusal can be caused by many reasons.
3.3.3.1.2. C- The counters in the current MIB are roll over counters. When the counter hits “0” doesn’t mean there are no refusals.
3.3.3.1.3. C- We will need to add counters for each of the types.
3.3.4. Straw Poll
3.3.4.1. Do you think it meaningful to put the NumRefusedAssociationReq counter and related SNMP notification counters into the MIB to facilitate some service and network quality statistics?

3.3.4.2. Results: Yes  5     No  1    Abstain  10

3.3.5. Presentation: 08/0788r2 “The management requirement for embedded remote reboot” by Ruijun Feng, China Mobile

3.3.5.1. Discussion:

3.3.5.1.1. C- Seems to be out of scope of this group as it is an application and not a MAC and PHY issue.
3.3.5.1.2. R- We want to send signal to clients to change APs before power down.

3.3.5.1.3. C- Power cycling only masks the problem and doesn’t really fix the problems.

3.3.5.1.4. Periodic reboot may be useful. 

3.3.6. Straw Poll 
3.3.6.1. Do you think it meaningful to add the embedded reboot and related notification parameters to keep the network recovery more quickly?
3.3.6.2. Results: Yes 3    No 7    Abstain 3

3.3.7. Presentation: Document 08/0759r0  “AP Power Down Notification” by Allen Thomson, Cisco

3.3.7.1. Discussion:

3.3.7.1.1. C- I do not understand how to do solution 2. 

3.3.7.1.2. R- We need to add elements to “k” to implement this.

3.3.7.1.3. C- The first solution seems good and a natural way to implement the notion. I have the same concerns about the neighbor report. We can add normal service hours to neighbor report but can’t see a way to use the report without a major change to the neighbor report.

3.3.7.1.4. R- Understand that the neighbor report is dynamic and not just static. 

3.3.7.1.5. C- I support the idea for this notification. What is the client impact? If the device moves and gets a sleep for a long period, how does it come back from the long sleep mode?
3.3.7.1.6. R- This is a vendor implementation. You can manually override the sleep mode. This part is out of scope for this group.
3.3.7.1.7. C- Why should the synchronization be mentioned in the spec?

3.3.7.1.8. R- This is a current deficiency in the spec. 

3.3.8. Straw Poll 1
3.3.8.1. Do you think a normative text proposal on AP Power Notification should be considered for inclusion in TGV?

3.3.8.2. Results: Yes  14  No  0 Abs  3
3.3.9. Straw Poll 2 

3.3.9.1. Solution1 BSS Transition Management   13 voted
3.3.9.2. Solution 2 Neighbor report     0 Voted 
3.3.9.3. Solution 1 & 2    2 Voted
3.3.9.4. Other solutions   0 Voted
3.3.10. Comment Resolution:

3.3.10.1. Review of agenda moving forward
3.3.10.2. The Chair asked if CID 163 should be accepted. No conclusion.
3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. Recessed at 18:00 hours by unanimous consent.

4. Wednesday AM1 Session, July 16, 2008

4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to Order By the Chair
4.2.1.1. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.

4.2.1.2. Log your attendance

4.2.1.3. We are still covered by the IPR Policy. Any questions and are there any patents – none

4.3. Process
4.3.1. Comment questions, concerns and feedback:

4.3.1.1. [Secretarial Note:  The reader is encouraged to read the detailed comment review recommendations in the appropriate documents, as the minutes contain only abbreviated descriptions]

4.3.1.2. Comments on 7.3.2  
4.3.1.2.1. This is suggested to be declined due to a discussion with Bill Marshall. This will cover 17 comments.

4.3.1.3. CID 1219 
4.3.1.3.1. Proposed is to decline changing the draft. 
4.3.1.3.2. C- The Editors Group suggested that “is” and “can” be used in Section 7. Shall and May is for normative text as in section 11 and should not be used in Section 7. Section 7 should be only descriptive and not normative. 
4.3.1.3.3. C- To be consistent with TGn use, “is present” is used. “Is optionally present” should be used instead of “may be present”. The group is tabling the issue for now.

4.3.1.4. CID 347 
4.3.1.4.1. Suggested to leave as is. 
4.3.1.4.2. C- No disagreement

4.3.1.4.3. The group suggested it be declined. This will be voted on this and all other resolutions later.

4.3.1.5. CID 690

4.3.1.5.1. C- This text is consistent with all other sections of the draft.  The dialog token field is set to a nonzero value chosen by the STA sending the Location Configuration Request to identify the Request Response Transaction. This is Identical to language in TFS.
4.3.1.6. Comment 100

4.3.1.6.1. This applied to more than one section. There was a similar comment last time. See page 165. Before, it was determined that it was not needed in the protocol exchange. Are there any opinions?
4.3.1.6.2. C- These are informative and not normative text.

4.3.1.6.3. C- We don’t define a time out value. Page 156 10.3.56.2.3 is an example. In the TG “k” standard there are no time out value specified. Section 10.3.4.1 has a time out specified.
4.3.1.6.4. C- There seems to be a very high bar applied to TG “v” by some.

4.3.1.7. Comment 401

4.3.1.7.1. Need to have the commenter in the room for this one.
4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. Will now work in an ad-hoc fashion and reconvene at 13:30 Hours. 

4.4.1.2. We are recessed.

4.4.1.3. Recess at 08:54 hours.
5. Wednesday PM1 Session, July 16, 2008

5.2. Opening

5.2.1. Call to Order

5.2.1.1. Call to Order By the Chair

5.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 13:300 hours.

5.2.1.3. Log your attendance

5.2.1.4. We are still covered by the IPR Policy. Any questions and are there any patents – none

5.3. Process

5.3.1. Comment Resolution:

5.3.1.1. CID 345 and 346
5.3.1.1.1. Should we move most of 11.20.3 to 7.4?

5.3.1.1.2. C- We don’t have elements in the Diagnostic frame. Vendor specific is in places in the contents itself.

5.3.1.1.3. C- No strong opinion

5.3.1.2. CID 654 to 658 and 1330 and similar

5.3.1.2.1. Group agreed that the Resolution is truncation.
5.3.1.3. CID 37 (TFS)

5.3.1.3.1. Accept comment

5.3.1.4. CID 161

5.3.1.4.1. Accept Comment
5.3.1.5. CID 204

5.3.1.5.1. Accept Comment
5.3.1.6. CID 205

5.3.1.6.1. Accept Comment
5.3.1.7. CID 353

5.3.1.7.1. This is deferred for now.
5.3.1.8. CID 614

5.3.1.8.1. Accept Comment

5.3.1.9. CID 615

5.3.1.9.1. Accept Comment

5.3.1.10. CID 682

5.3.1.10.1. Counter comment. Suggested Text: Change to “The TFS ID field is assigned by the STA and provides a unique identifier for the set of traffic filters specified in the sub-element.”

5.3.1.10.2. No conclusion to this text, deferred.
5.3.1.11. CID 683

5.3.1.11.1. Suggested to Accept by adding a table of sub-elements which is similar to v25.

5.3.1.12. CID 684 

5.3.1.12.1. Deferred

5.3.2. Presentation: Document 08/0049r2 “Directed Multicast Service” by Emily Qi, Intel
5.3.2.1. Discussion

5.3.2.1.1. Normative text is 08/0050r2
5.3.2.1.2. C- Offered several changes to the proposed nominative text
5.3.2.1.3. C- What happens if it gets the frame twice?

5.3.2.1.4. R- Non-AP STA must be kept in the group address.

5.3.2.1.5. C- Believe this is a wasteful solution and am very concerned to adopt these items. We need further restrictions on this. This could choke streaming traffic. Benefit is power saving but we have that already and were not going to permit traffic filtering. Multicast decision is made by the others but not in our scope.
5.3.2.1.6. Chair is limiting time to 10 more minutes.

5.3.2.1.7. C- Won’t help power save. 
5.3.2.1.8. This proposal needs more clarification, Deferred.
5.3.3. Presentation: Document 08/0891r0 “Timing Measurement” by Ganesh Venkatesan, Intel

5.3.3.1. Discussion:

5.3.3.1.1. Normative text is located in 80/842r0. This text is not complete and the author is looking for input.
5.3.3.1.2. C- Slide 6 shows the limitations of this proposal. The receive signal doesn’t have the same modulations. Modulation heading out has 132 times of arrivals and you need a calibration for each.
5.3.3.1.3. C- Slide 3, If used for location, what kind of resolution are we looking for with respect to sync.

5.3.3.1.4. R- This will vary, 40 nS accuracy.

5.3.3.1.5. C- What is the usage case for this?

5.3.3.1.6. R- Audio Engineering Society has a requirement that needs this.

5.3.3.1.7. C- If we talk in uS, we already have that in place with TSF.

5.3.3.1.8. C- What is the timing accuracy required?
5.3.3.1.9. R- 40 nS

5.3.3.1.10. C- Is that achievable today? I believe that it is not possible today.

5.3.3.1.11. C- I am confused why 40 nS is the spec specified. See document 1783r0.
5.3.3.1.12. R- The consumer grade audio is 20 uS. Some companies are stating it must be tighter. To meet that the time stamp’s accuracy needs to be 40 nS.

5.3.3.1.13. C- Slide 6, I don’t understand this diagram with respect to the 40 nS. There should be another entity on the left.

5.3.3.1.14. R- +/-40 nS is how much they can drift.

5.4. Closing

5.4.1. Recess

5.4.1.1. We are recessed.
5.4.1.2. Recess at 03:32 hours.
6. Thursday AM1 Session, July 17, 2008
6.2. Opening

6.2.1. Call to Order

6.2.1.1. Call to Order By the Chair

6.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 08:00 hours.

6.2.1.3. Log your attendance

6.2.1.4. We are still covered by the IPR Policy. Any questions and are there any patents – none
6.2.1.5. The Chair reviewed the agenda for the day.
6.3. Process

6.3.1. Review of Comment Resolutions

6.3.1.1. Comments in document 883r1

6.3.1.2. CID 244

6.3.1.2.1. Add sentence At P191L9: The sub-elements that are included in the neighbor report shall have same accuracy as these are provided in the beacon frame

6.3.1.2.2. C- I don’t like the “shall” here.
6.3.1.2.3. C- There may be some latency in the information. I don’t like using the word accuracy. It should be a may.
6.3.1.2.4. C- Aren’t there always qualifiers around all the time? It is a descriptive statement then.

6.3.1.2.5. C- The information is valid for only a limited period of time and depends on how the neighbor report is generated.

6.3.1.2.6. You are making an assumption on the presentation. It is how good you implement it.
6.3.1.2.7. There is no direct connection when collecting information from a network that is not your own. The client can’t differentiate. The latency can be anywhere.

6.3.1.2.8. Neighbor Report to me is a single report on my network (BSS) I manage.

6.3.1.2.9. There is no information on how the report is generated so it needs a roaming algorithm that works everywhere

6.3.1.2.10. I believe that it is built in the system.

6.3.1.2.11. Do we want to keep some qualifying statement here?

6.3.1.2.12. We need to speak with someone from K to find out their intent.

6.3.1.2.13. It was never intended to be 1 BSS. The reachability bit helps to determine if it is in your BSS.
6.3.1.2.14. This feature is most useful in a single BSS. What is the back end system in 2 different BSSs. There seems to be a disconnect here. We should counter the comment.
6.3.1.2.15. Can we add some language to satisfy the commenter?

6.3.1.2.16. Do we know or should we say your mileage will vary? 

6.3.1.2.17. Can we add the text “The accuracy of the sub-element included in the neighbor report is best effort” to the present text?

6.3.1.2.18. I agree with the commenter on this issue. We don’t know the accuracy of the information. No STA will transition to an AP not in the neighbor report. TG “k” considered the neighbor report as a hint of what is there.
6.3.1.2.19. Moving forward we need to be very careful in putting in information.

6.3.1.2.20. Agree with 6.2.1.2.18 above. The correct response should be “accept”.

6.3.1.2.21. What is the value of the neighbor report? 

6.3.1.2.22. If an STA needs to roam quickly, it needs to know where. It will do a last check to get better information on RSSI. 

6.3.1.2.23. The report does have sub-elements in it. The implementer can add information. The report can be for one room or a whole city. The neighbor hood is not bound. 
6.3.1.2.24. All the information is optional.

6.3.1.2.25. Getting better accuracy is very hard to do.

6.3.2. Straw Poll

6.3.2.1. Which Solution do you prefer to resolve CIDs 244, 245?

6.3.2.2. Solution1: Add qualifying sentence “info about the neighbor AP is best effort. Current Info is in the Beacon”

6.3.2.3. Solution 2: Delete Available Admission Capacity and BSS Load from the neighbor report.
6.3.2.4. Results:  Solution 1:     2      Solution 2:    11
6.3.2.5. This resolution will be proposed accepted.

6.3.2.6. CID 244 , 245 

6.3.2.6.1. Proposed Accepted

6.3.2.7. CID 246

6.3.2.7.1. Will add to list when discussion on load generation

6.3.2.8. CID 248

6.3.2.8.1. Decline TG “v” still needs it for BSS transition Candidate preference sub-element

6.3.2.9. CID 250

6.3.2.9.1. Suggest Decline 

6.3.2.9.2. Allow preference to be included in neighbor report.
6.3.2.9.3. AP could trigger a transition.

6.3.2.9.4. We are going down a dangerous path with this.

6.3.2.9.5. The discussion has been going on a long time. This is to give me better assistance in making a decision and the neighbor report doesn’t so this could help.

6.3.2.9.6. Deferred

6.3.2.10. CID 256, 364

6.3.2.10.1. Suggest to Accept

6.3.2.11. CID 363 

6.3.2.11.1. Commenter made same comment all through the draft. Is one table or multiple tables preferred?
6.3.2.11.2. I prefer to keep reason codes local.
6.3.2.11.3. I like the single table

6.3.2.11.4. This should be unified.

6.3.2.11.5. How was this done in “K”?

6.3.2.11.6. Indicate it is a global issue and bump it to TGmb. Consider leaving it for now and tell commenter that he is correct. 

6.3.2.11.7. Some reason codes are local.

6.3.2.11.8. Counter to accept for transition reasons but not everything else. 

6.3.3. Straw Poll

6.3.3.1. Results:

6.3.3.1.1. Keep thing the way they are.    5      Change   0

6.3.3.2. Declined

6.3.3.3. CID 593
6.3.3.3.1. Proposed Accept – Change to transition.

6.3.3.4. CID 638, 640, 641, 739, 1383

6.3.3.4.1. Proposed Accept

6.3.3.5. CID now still open are 246, 250.So far this meeting to consider for motion this afternoon: TFS (886r1), BSS Transition (883r2), Proxy ARP (866r0), 

6.3.4. Presentation: Document 08/884r1 “Normative text for link layer performance test” by Sudheer Matta, Trapeze Networks

6.3.4.1. Discussion:
6.3.4.1.1. Presenter wants constructive feedback on the text.
6.3.4.1.2. Need so slight text changes and would like to make this a mandatory. 

6.3.4.1.3. Please highlight changed text and underline required areas.

6.3.4.1.4. No ACK policy for QoS frames.

6.3.4.1.5. Need to call it a layer 2 link test for clarity. We can’t just discard with no ACK. Should allow the ACK capability. You should be able to collect counters for this test. You should have some ramp of packet sizes. 
6.3.4.1.6. Would like to put the basics in the draft and work on the extensibility later.

6.3.4.1.7. Are we extending TG “v” PAR further? Do we now want to take on the testing? 

6.3.4.1.8. This is a management issue and not a test issue.

6.3.5. Straw Poll 

6.3.5.1. I agree with basic building blocks used for Link Test Performance Measurement, as defined in the normative text in document 11-08-0852/r0.

6.3.5.2. Results: Yes   10    No  2      Abstain    6
6.4. Closing

6.4.1. Recess

6.4.1.1. We are recessed.

6.4.1.2. Recess at 10:02 hours
7. Thursday PM1 Session, July 17, 2008
7.2. Opening

7.2.1. Call to Order

7.2.1.1. Call to Order By the Chair

7.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 13:30 hours.

7.2.1.3. Log your attendance

7.2.1.4. We are still covered by the IPR Policy. Any questions and are there any patents – none
7.2.1.5. The Chair reviewed the agenda for the day.
7.3. Process

7.3.1. Presentation: Document 08/910r1 “MAC Component Breakdown Topics for Discussion “ by Mike Montemurro, Research in Motion
7.3.1.1. Discussion:

7.3.1.1.1. Priority in frames is a good idea. I heard the QoS header won’t work.

7.3.1.1.2. This is not covered today by TG “w”. 

7.3.1.1.3. How do you make sure that the requester will not over come the problem he caused?

7.3.1.1.4. I am not sure how to do this and have not thought through the whole issue.

7.3.1.1.5. Many of the frames are generated by non-APs, How do you deal with that?

7.3.1.1.6. Yes, you can have that happen but we have nothing now.

7.3.1.1.7. This is a very complicated subject and I am not sure TG “v” should do this.
7.3.2. Straw Poll
7.3.2.1. Is adding priority to RMM and WNM frames an important issue?
7.3.2.1.1. Yes  14    No  2  Abstain    6

7.3.3. Straw Poll

7.3.3.1. Should this problem be resolved in TG “v”?

7.3.3.2. Results: Yes    5    No  6    Abstain    8

7.3.4. Straw Poll

7.3.4.1. Approach difference (chose one):
7.3.4.2. Results:
7.3.4.3. QoS header    6 

7.3.4.4. Duty Cycle      0
7.3.4.5. Priority of response   2

7.3.4.6. None of the above     4
7.3.5. Presentation: Document 08/0050r3 “Directed Multicast” by Emily Qi, Intel 

7.3.5.1. Discussion:

7.3.5.1.1. I only see a very small, if any, advantage to this proposal.
7.3.5.1.2. We have seen this be effective on a larger scale.

7.3.5.1.3. These advantages are not advantages at all. The thing you are proposing not using multicast and only use unicast. You get better reliability in unicast. You don’t need to put this into the standard as a stop-gap procedure. The user can just not use multicast.

7.3.5.1.4. This is a good solution that provides high reliability. No one solution fixes all problems.

7.3.6. Motion:
7.3.6.1. Move to incorporate the changes in 11-08-00550-03-000v-normative-text-for-directed-multicast-into the TG “v” draft.

7.3.6.2. Move: Emily Qi
7.3.6.3. Second: Genesh Venkatesan
7.3.6.4. Results: Yes   8     No     5    Abstain     11

7.3.6.5. Motion Fails

7.3.7. Motion

7.3.7.1. Move to authorize TG “v” teleconferences

7.3.7.2. August 12 (Tuesday)
7.3.7.3. August 26 (Tuesday)
7.3.7.4. September 2 (Tuesday)

7.3.7.5. at 12:00 Hours Eastern time for 2 Hours.
7.3.7.6. Any objection to make the time at 13:00 hours?

7.3.7.7. Change the 13 and 26 to 13:00 hours.

7.3.7.8. Any objection by mover or seconder - none
7.3.7.9. Results:   Yes  15   No  0   Abstain   6

7.3.8. Motion:
7.3.8.1. Move to authorize a TG “v” Ad-hoc meeting August 18-20 and in the Santa Clara, hosed by Intel.
7.3.8.2. Move: Allen Thomson
7.3.8.3. Second: Ganesh Venkatesan
7.3.8.4. Results: Yes  11  No   0  Abstain   7
7.3.8.5. The group must wait until 13:13 hours to vote on next motion.

7.3.9. Comment resolution:
7.3.9.1. Document 866r1

7.3.9.2. CID 291

7.3.9.2.1. See proposed solution in document.

7.3.9.2.2. Propose Accept

7.3.9.3. CID 1285

7.3.9.3.1. Propose Accept

7.3.9.3.2. Pulled out of the next motion text and differed
7.3.9.4. CID 1322

7.3.9.4.1. Proposed Accept

7.3.9.4.2. Not included in motion text and differed

7.3.9.5. CID 1285 and 1322 Differed
7.3.9.6. Any other comments to go over – none

7.3.9.7. Chair Posted 08/0901 and 08/0902 for diagnostics and we will go over them now.
7.3.9.8. CID 163 
7.3.9.8.1. There was discussed and concern in adding the element. Those who have concerns should see commenter

7.3.9.9. CID 194

7.3.9.9.1. Propose Accept

7.3.9.10.  Cid 227 is a duplication of CID 163

7.3.9.11. CID 228

7.3.9.11.1. Propose Accept

7.3.9.12. CID 309, 1229, 1369 same text related

7.3.9.12.1. Propose counter -Change text - see document. The group is satisfied with change.
7.3.9.13. CID 343 
7.3.9.13.1. Propose decline

7.3.9.14. CID 344

7.3.9.14.1. Propose accept as per comment

7.3.9.15. CID 345, 346, 386, 549, 605, 649
7.3.9.15.1. Propose accept as commented
7.3.9.16. CID 650

7.3.9.16.1. Propose Accept – Change the sentence.

7.3.9.17. CID 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 657, 658
7.3.9.17.1. Propose Accept as commented
7.3.9.18. CID 659, 661, 689, 733, 734, 736, 737, 738
7.3.9.18.1. Propose Accept as commented 

7.3.9.19. CID 735

7.3.9.19.1. Propose counter - change text to” an association diagnostic”
7.3.9.20. CID 1330
7.3.9.20.1. Decline - language can very per vendor.

7.3.9.20.2. Some concern as to text change

7.3.9.20.3. Differed

7.3.9.21. CID 1388

7.3.9.21.1. Propose Accept as commented 

7.3.9.22. The Group revisited CID 1365 for explanation purposes.

7.3.9.22.1. Due to power levels described as EIRP or power at the transmitter, this will cause a problem. 

7.3.9.22.2. This should be the maximum power level used.
7.3.9.22.3. Defer and revisit later. 
7.3.9.23. It is now passed 13:13 Hours and the vote on the motion is appropriate.

7.3.10. Motion:

7.3.10.1. Move to adopt the comment resolution for comments in the categories indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TG “v” draft.

7.3.10.2. -- 08-0886-01 (TFS) – All accepted, countered and declined comments

7.3.10.3. -- 08-883-02 (BSS Transition) – All accepted, counter and declined comments

7.3.10.4. -- 08-0866-00 (Proxy ARP) – All Accepted and countered comments, except CID 1285

7.3.10.5. Moved: Alex Ashley
7.3.10.6. Second:  Allen Thomson

7.3.10.7. Results:   Yes 8   No   0 Abstain     5
7.3.10.8. Motion Passes
7.4. Closing

7.4.1. Adjourn 
7.4.1.1. The group was adjourned at 15:27 hours.
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