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Abstract

This document contains the minutes from the TGz meeting in Denver, CO held on July 15, 16, and 17 2008.



TGz Meeting Minutes – Denver, CO 

July 15, 2008 AM1 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) @ 0805 CST.

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 08/0824r0.

Motion 1: Approve the Agenda

Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

Motion 2: Approve Denver Meeting Minutes in document 08/0824r0.

Mover: Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS)

Second: Jakub Majkowski (Nokia)

Result: Unanimous 

So moved and approved

Motion 3: Approve TDLS security proposal and related comment resolution.

Mover: Kapid Sood (Intel)

Second: Mike Montemoro (RIM)

Result: Unanimous 

So moved and approved

Motion 4: Approve proposed comment resolution in list document
Mover: Mike Montemoro (RIM)
Second: Kapil Sood (Intel)
Result: Unanimous 

So moved and approved

5. Menzo – there is still some discussion on the power save proposal and no members are ready to present this morning, so let work in adhoc mode and resolve comments.
6. Is there any objection to working in adhoc mode, non-expressed by the membership, so we are working in adhoc mode until the PM2 session.
7. 32 members present in this session.
July 15, 2008 PM2 Session

1. The chair has called the meeting to order @ 1602 CST.

2. 27 members present in this session.

3. First item on the agenda is Motion 5 in document 0824r2.

Motion 5: Approve TDLS Power Save Proposal and related comments
Mover: Michelle Gong (Intel)
Second: Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS)

Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

4. Jakub Majkowski (Nokia) will be presenting document 08/0853r1.

a. Michelle – Slide 7, there are 2 different wake up schedule procedures.  Is this what is in the draft now?

b. Jakub – yes doing either AP path or direct link.  This refers to when the schedule is deactivated.

c. Michelle – when it is deactivated, then you cant send anything.

d. Jakub – you could use one frame to wake up the other station.

e. Michelle – it is the same procedure but sending via AP or direct link.

f. Jakub – this proposes to the unify to a single path, not both.  The station would not have to check which path to select.

g. Michelle – your proposal is to restrict it to a single path?  For UPSD you differentiate based on AC, but not for Peer Power Save.

h. Jakub – do TDLS stations need to support PTI frame?

i. Michelle – no.

j. Menzo – the purpose for the PTI frame was the first frame, but there is another frame defined for this purpose.  The responding side needs to propose the schedule.

k. Michelle – the PTI frame was the first attempt to merge these 2 modes, which complicated things.  The PTI frame does not really fit in the TDLS framework.

l. Jakub – if you negotiate the schedule over the AP path, which would be longer than in the direct path.  I noticed the PTI frame in some documents, it was included in previous versions.  So this proposal makes it useful to use this frame and makes it unified.

m. Michelle – essentially you need to support one more frame and this does not fit in Peer power save.

n. Jakub – if we decide that the PTI frame is not needed, then we might not need this proposal.  This is an alternative of using the PTI frame in Peer power save mode?

o. Menzo – the membership was not very happy using the PTI frame.  I believe things are better now since we have removed the PTI frame.

p. Michelle – if you are the source, then your application will not overflow your own buffer.

q. Jakub – in some stations the buffer could be very limited.

r. Michelle – the alternative is the AP path.

s. Menzo – if the medium is busy then you will not be able to send packets to the peer or the AP.

t. Michelle – regardless you can send the data to the AP.

u. Jakub – then you could have problems with sequence numbers.  When do you discard/turn off the direct link.

v. Michelle – idle count and you can also send the tear down frame.

w. Jakub – if we are using PTI frame, then you could send that through the AP to trigger some intermediate time.

x. Srini Duvvuri (Atheros) – this could add latency, which could waste a lot of power.

y. Jakub – this could be faster then waiting for the next service period, but you are right.

z. Alexander – the purpose of PTI frame is to indidate to the different stations.  The situation in Slide 3 could happen, but could be the result of a wrong implementation.  I don't see this happening too often.  We are adding more complexity for a corner case.

aa. Jakub – this could improve the energy conservation of the station too.  Its not a big complexity, but it could provide some benefit.

ab. Michelle – the outcome is that STA2 will trigger a service period, which is not necessary.

ac. Jakub – this could be improved, but the idea was to have an element indicating this.

ad. Mathilde Benvesite – if we allow this to happen, then we are forcing the implementors to terminate a service period with a single ACK.  Will the implementors have the same objection as seen 5 years ago.

ae. Jakub – the strawpoll is about supporting power save for both stations.

af. Mathilde – to do this you need a mechanism for terminating the service period.  If you don't have the ACK, then you would need to use a special frame.

ag. Jakub – triggering and terminating the service period is always the same.

ah. Menzo – I think it is correct; this is not broken.

ai. Alexander – is this unidirectional or is this bidirectional.  When you have a symmetric case, then who owns the service period.

aj. Menzo – so how does one station, that has waken up, go back to sleep.  we need to define this in the draft.

ak. Mathilde – why do you have to send 2 PTIs.

al. Jakub – this is not the optimal solution, but does allow for both stations to go to sleep.  this is a special case that we should address and see the groups opinion.

am. Michelle – the solution has problems, so there are some alternatives and we should explore them.  If you are not happy, then you can tear down the direct path and use the AP path.

an. Jakub – if there is this kind of race condition, then you could just tear down the direct path.  Lets run the strawpoll to get the feedback from the membership.

Strawpolls in this document in 08/0853r1
Does the group support the proposed framework to address outdated PTI frames?

Yes 1

No 3

Not sure 14

Does the group see the need to address Peer U-APSD use case where both the STA are in PS mode to ensure completeness of the Peer U-APSD mechanism?

Yes 3

No 1

Not sure 16

Does the group see the need for a wake up schedule negotiation procedure using PTI frame and PSM request/response exchange over the direct link path?

Yes 1

No 3

Not sure 15

Does the group support using the PTI frame to have a fall back mechanism to address data loss or too high delays?

Yes 1

No 3

Not sure 12

5. Menzo – on process, we are done with all the comments.  I will verify all the comments to make sure all of them are addressed.  Hopefully tomorrow I will have a new draft.  Depending on the state of affairs we might have a motion to go to letter ballot.

6. Kapil – did we address all comments in this ballot.

7. Menzo – I believe so, but there might be 1 or 2 comments that have been omitted.  I will update the comment resolution spreadsheet and make sure all the comments are resolved.

8. Menzo – so we recessed and working in adhoc mode.

July 16, 2008 PM2 Session

1. The chair has called the meeting to order @ 1604 EST.

2. The agenda has been displayed on document 08/0824r4.

3. We will be addressing comments on our letter ballot that have not yet been resolved.

4. Menzo is presenting document 08/0773r1.

a. Any discussion or comments on what is presented in this document and comment resolution.

Motion 6: As documented in 08/0824r4
Mover: Jakub Majkowski (Nokia)
Second: Michelle Gong (Intel)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

5. Next topic is the PTI frame format fix in document 08/0888r0.

a. Any discussion or comments on what is presented regarding the PTI frame format.

Motion 7: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS)

Second: Mike Montemorro (RIM)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

6. Moving on to some missing security related comments.

Motion 8: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS)

Second: Mike Montemurro (RIM)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

7. Moving on to some remaining CIDs in 08/0904r0.

a. We cannot make a motion on these CIDs since it has not been on the server for 4 hours.

b. Discussion on CID 211, 214, and 225.  Resolution has been captured in document 08/0904r1.

c. Moving on to CID 212.  Counter and changes will be made to the draft.

d. Moving on to CID 215.  Accepted, no changes necessary.

e. Moving on to CID 216 and 217.  Counter and changes will be made to the draft.

f. CID 218, 219, 220, 222, 223, 224.  Accept and changes will be made to the draft.

g. CID 221.  Rejected and reason noted in the letter ballot comment sheet.

h. CID 477. Rejected and reason noted in the letter ballot comment sheet.

i. CID 664, 2, 3, 7, and 10. Counter and changes will be made to the draft.

j. CID 11.  Rejected and reason noted in letter ballot comment sheet.

k. CID 12, 13.  Accepted, no changes necessary to the draft.

l. CID 87.  Rejected and reason noted in letter ballot comment sheet.

m. CID 89.  Accepted as part of previous editorial resolution.  Reference to the clause was added.

n. CID 122.  Accepted, reason codes have been added.  There are probably new reason codes to be added and Michelle and Darwin Engwer (Nortel) will be providing a submission for this purpose in the next face-to-face meeting (Hawaii).

o. CID 132.  Accepted, no changes necessary to the draft.

p. CID 133.  Accepted and changes will be made to the draft.

q. CID 134.  Rejected and reason noted in letter ballot comment sheet.

r. CID 139.  Rejected and reason noted in letter ballot comment sheet.

s. CID 175.  Accepted, no changes required to the draft.

t. CID 194.  Rejected and reason noted in letter ballot comment sheet.

u. CID 658.  Accepted and changes will be made to the draft.

v. CID 659.  Counter and no changes required to the draft.

w. CID 957.  Counter and changes will be made to the draft.  For Peer STA is not necessarily the TDLS responder.  Further information provided in letter ballot comment sheet.

8. We will be making a motion on the CIDs that do not require changes to the draft.

Motion 9: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Daniel R. Borges (Apple Inc)
Second: Mike Montemurro (RIM)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

9. Chair has recessed and we will continue in adhoc session resolving comments on the TGz letter ballot.

July 17, 2008 PM1 Session

1. Meeting called to order by Menzo @ 1335 EST.

2. Menzo is presenting the agenda in document 08/0824r5.

3. 2 speculative drafts have been posted.  One of them reflects all the editor instructions.  The second one makes 2 additional changes based on the security proposal.  These changes were not explict editor instructions, but they were implied by the security proposal.

4. Menzo had a discussion with Kapil to make sure that these additional, implicit changes were correct and Kapil confirmed this.

5. Menzo will go over these changes so the membership is aware and agrees.

6. Menzo is now presenting the letter ballot comment resolution sheet 08/0904r2.

a. CID 985.  Accepted, no changes required to the draft.

b. CID 990.  Accepted, no changes required to the draft.

c. CID 1003.  Accepted, no changes required to the draft.

d. CID 1008.  Accepted, no changes required to the draft.

e. CID 1032.  Counter, no changes required to the draft.

f. CID 1038.  Accepted, no changes required to the draft.

7. Menzo is now presenting 08/0912r0.

a. CID 226.  Counter, no changes required to the draft.

b. CID 227.  Counter, no changes required to the draft.

8. All the resolutions are captured in detail in the comment resolution sheet mentioned in this document.

9. Menzo is now presenting the 2 draft 08/0911r0 and 08/0911r1.

a. r0 is the speculative draft that executes the explicit editing instructions.

b. r1 is the speculative draft that removes 2 sections that were implicit by the security proposal by Kapil.  This has been confirmed with Kapil.

10. We will now make a motion to approve the remaining CIDs that have been discussed.

Motion 10: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Daniel R. Borges (Apple Inc)
Second: Dalton Victor (Broadcom)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

11. Now moving on to the motion to approving the draft.

Motion 11: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Michelle Gong (Intel)
Second: Dalton Victor (Broadcom)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

12. Now moving to the motion to taking the draft 2.0 to the 802.11 WG for 30 day letter ballot.

Motion 12: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Alexander Safonov (IITP RAS)

Second: Michelle Gong (Intel)
Y 10

N 0

A 1
13. Next topic on the agenda is teleconferences.  We are looking for 2 teleconferences after the 30 day letter ballot.  The candidate days are August 26th and September 2nd.

Motion 12: As documented in 08/0824r5
Mover: Daniel R. Borges (Apple Inc)
Second: Michelle Gong (Intel)
Result: Unanimous
So moved and approved

14. 12 members attended this session.

15. Any other business to address, seeing none.

16. The chair has adjourned the meeting.
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