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1. Monday Morning Session, September 08, 2008
1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1030 hours.

1.2.1.3. Dorothy: I am Dorothy Stanley and my affiliation is Aruba Networks.  I would like Emily and Bob to identify themselves and to announce their affiliations.
1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Affiliations

1.3.1.1. Editor: Emily Qi - Intel Corporation

1.3.1.2. Secretary: Bob Miller - AT&T

1.3.2. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.2.1. Dorothy: I wish to read the IEEE patent policy [shows Slides 1, 2, 3, 4, and the optional slide of Patent Policy dated 25 March 2008] found in the agenda.  Let it be noted that the body was questioned regarding patent procedures that no one spoke to indicate lack of understanding or to notify the chair of relevant patents or patent claims.  
1.3.3. Agenda Review

1.3.3.1. Dorothy:  I show the agenda in 08/1041r0.  Today we will cover the plans for this meeting, and then continue with comment resolutions.    Bob Miller has asked for a presentation slot on Tuesday PM2.  Mike is not here for Frame Priority.  Roger, would you like to hold that slot?  No, November.

1.3.3.2. QiWang:  I am not ready with my presentation for today.

1.3.3.3. Dorothy:  Virtual AP is a category with multiple comments.  I’d like to get it moving.  Your preference?  Tomorrow morning?  Yes.
1.3.3.4. JariJokela: Sleep CID?

1.3.3.5. AlanThomson:  Need to schedule when the presenter is here.

1.3.3.6. EmilyQi:  I’d like to add Sleep (191) to Monday PM1.

1.3.3.7. Dorothy:  OK.  Allan, are your ready with AP Power Down for Monday AM2? OK.

1.3.3.8. JoeKwak:  Request on Wednesday for normative text for Event.  I’d also like a slot on Thursday afternoon for normative text in Frame.

1.3.3.9. Dorothy:  But you need to observe the 4-hour rule.  Suggest Thursday AM1. OK.
1.3.3.10. AllanThomson:  There was a presentation 08/1013?  Yes.

1.3.3.11. Dorothy:  Would someone like to move to adopt this agenda?
1.3.3.12. Move to adopt the agenda in 11-08-1041-00-000v-September-2008-agenda.

1.3.3.13. Dorothy:  Is there any objection to approving the motion unanimously?  None.  So moved and approved.

1.3.3.14. Result: Unanimous.

1.3.4. Status and Objectives for Meeting

1.3.4.1. Dorothy:  Draft 3.01 is available.  LB133 Comments are available.  Bob Miller will be discontinuing participation as secretary with this meeting, so we will need a volunteer for next time.   I show a list of documents relating to comment resolutions.   Suggest you review the comment resolutions created in Denver and on conference calls.
1.3.5. Approval of Minutes

1.3.5.1. Dorothy: We have two sets of meeting minutes to approve.  

1.3.5.2. Move to approve the meeting minutes in 11-08-0832-00-000v-July-2008-Minutes-for-Task Group-v and 11-08-0979-03-000v-TGv-August-September-08-telcon-and-ad-hoc-meeting-notes.doc.

1.3.5.3. Moved:  Darwin Engwer
1.3.5.4. Second:  Emily Qi
1.3.5.5. Dorothy: Is there any objection to approving this motion unanimously?  None.

1.3.5.6. Result: Unanimous.

1.3.6. Presentation of Document 08/1013r2
1.3.6.1. Allan Thomson (Cisco) presented document on Additional Diagnostics Edits, addressing normative text to respond to CIDs #133, #163 and #227.  The contribution addresses addition of a Collocated Link diagnostic sub-element ID values with related collocation link types.  
1.3.6.2. AlexAshley:  Does this cover all the possibilities?
1.3.6.3. PeterEcclesine:  We should say that we anticipate that 802.21 will be the issuer of numbers.

1.3.6.4. Allan: [resumes] Next is a comment on the device types.  Some devices like to show icons, a process which can be improved by adopt a device type.  These are taken from the Wi-Fi Alliance list. 
1.3.6.5. Emily:  Seems like there should be separate devices for GSM and EV-DO, UMTS, etc. 

1.3.6.6. Peter:  These are all from 802.21. Perhaps we should annotate the normative text to show that.

1.3.6.7. MarkHamilton:  How do we go to these definitions, then?

1.3.6.8. Dorothy:  It may be difficult the keep these cross-referenced going forward.…

1.3.6.9. QiWang:  Is there any definition regarding collocated like devices?

1.3.6.10. Allan:  Another radio in the same device.

1.3.6.11. Qi:  So that is the definition applied here?  Maybe we should add a reference to that effect.  Just looking at the text, it’s not clear right now.

1.3.6.12. Allan: How else would you define these?

1.3.6.13. Qi:  It could be in one device, a foot away, etc.  This could have a big performance effect.  Even today people interpret “collocated” very differently.
1.3.6.14. Peter: In 802.21 there will be definitions for collocated radios.  It would be better to have the definition at the source document.
1.3.6.15. Allan:  It will be your action item…

1.3.6.16. Emily: There is no device zero.  Also what is the difference between phone desktop and phone mobile?

1.3.6.17. Allan:  An 802.11 mobile can be any device, but a desktop phone seems like a fixed device.

1.3.6.18. Darwin:  Maybe “stationary” would be better than “desktop”
1.3.6.19. Emily:  I think so.

1.3.6.20. Mark:  This points out that we really don’t have definitions for these…  We can argue the definition of “stationary” forever.

1.3.6.21. Allan: We are talking about practical devices.  Many customers have asked that a separate device icon be shown to differentiate these devices.  It might seem trivial, but it seems important to customers.

1.3.6.22. JoeKwak:  I’ve never seen this done well.  This list seems arbitrary.  What are we trying to capture?  Is it the product being served or the station itself?  What’s your intent, Allan?

1.3.6.23. Allan:  I think it represents the product housing the station.

1.3.6.24. Dorothy:  The term “housing” seems like an acceptable differentiator.

1.3.6.25. Joe:  Are the peripheral devices commonly used with Wi-Fi all included?

1.3.6.26. Dorothy:  Let’s take this off-line.
1.3.6.27. Peter:  This seems like an enumeration table, not asking how we relate a radio to something else.

1.3.6.28. Allan:  The last change is to add an antenna count sub-element which contains the number of antennas. Comments on this one?

1.3.6.29. Emily: Going back to device type…  I feel that these are not really device classifications, but rather individual devices.  It seems like they are tied to application layer considerations.

1.3.6.30. [Discussion regarding above, then Allan resumes]]
1.3.6.31. Allan: We now discuss Comments in 898r1 on FBMS.  Comment CID #351.  Amplify TCLAS element  text.

1.3.6.32. BillMarshall:  Are there any number of FBMS request elements?

1.3.6.33. Allan:  Only one element.

1.3.6.34. BillMarshall:  Is there anywhere that more elements are allowed?  Shouldn’t we have text to include this possibility?

1.3.6.35. Allan:  Reason why single element is how would it be handled with multiple frames?  You are changing the dynamics of how this works.  It seems like too big a change.

1.3.6.36. BillMarshall:  But you still have the option of sending multiple action frames?

1.3.6.37. Allan:  Yes, but it won’t be additive.  It will overwrite the previous.

1.3.6.38. BillMarshall:  How about a different ID?  Yes.  Resolution OK.

1.3.6.39. Dorothy:  Similar comment in CID #353 relates to TCLAS elements…  [Allan brings up on screen]  This should have a similar resolution.  I show in TFS there is one comment CID #1364 remaining.  In FBMS CID #1275.  Document 998r0 by Allan Thomson addresses this comment.  Countered with added text to specify upper bound.  [Allan reviews recommended normative text changes].  
1.3.6.40. AlexAshley:  Can you show the text regarding the Max Delivery Interval [discussion] 

1.3.6.41. Dorothy: There are two remaining diagnostics comments that we shall discuss later today, right Qi?  Yes.
1.3.7. Presentation of Document 08/0759r1

1.3.7.1. Allan next reviews document 08/0759r1 covering Power Down Duration, adding a sub-element to Neighbor Report and add Power Down Delay option to BSS Transition Management Response frame.   08/947r0 covers the companion normative text, which was reviewed.

1.3.7.2. Allan: This does not address a comment, but is being offered as an improvement.

1.3.7.3. Emily: Shouldn’t power down duration be a “12”?  Yes.  Also, shouldn’t the Power Down duration be common to the Neighbor report?
1.3.7.4. Allan:  No the two durations may be different.

1.3.7.5. Emily:  So on your sub-element ID #4, this is included directly into the frame as a global information element, but is used by others? 
1.3.7.6. Allan:  You are assuming it is in a list of other sub-elements, which it’s not.  This is just a field.  We can take this off-line.

1.3.7.7. JoeKwak:  We should have a way to present the power down value in the Neighbor Report.  If we are going to post, we should be able to post a complete schedule.  You define the next power down event.  You could identify multiple elements, and that would better cover the fluctuations that normally occur over a period of a day or week.    We should have a power down schedule that repeats.  I don’t think we have captured that yet.

1.3.7.8. Dorothy:  Any other comments for Allan?  No. When do you want to have a motion?  Tomorrow.

1.3.7.9. We have completed our agenda items for this morning.  Joe, are you going to be able to cover the resolutions we didn’t finish at the ad-hoc?  Yes.  One relates to coding of time stamps.  The last one is Darwin’s suggestion.  

1.3.7.10. Darwin:  I won’t be at PM1.  CID #1364 is my comment on Traffic Filtering.  I had some wording and logistical concerns.  I suggest removing the word “incoming”.  Also, a single specification can’t work for both cases, as they are fundamentally different.  An MSDU is not a packet.  Filtering measurement frames is OK too, but they are different.

1.3.7.11. Allan:  We are not actually putting them together.

1.3.7.12. Darwin:  The text is better than it used to be.

1.3.7.13. Dorothy:  Are you suggesting that text be added to 11.20.14.1?  Yes.

1.3.7.14. Darwin:  Something like “A single TCLAS sub-element within a TFS Request element shall apply to either MSDU filtering or measurement frame filtering …” [Dorothy types into comment resolution suggested text].  It covers the case where a single filter can’t apply to both.

1.3.7.15.  Allan:  Suggest you add single TCLAS element qualifier:  “A single TFS Request element shall apply to either MSDU filtering or measurement frame filtering…”
1.3.7.16. Darwin:  This is an abstract issue and shouldn’t really be in line 45 after figure 7-107a in the proposed draft text.  We are broadening the text, so we need to clearly specify one or the other but not both.
1.3.7.17. Emily:  11.20.14 has similar language.

1.3.7.18. Dorothy:  The new language should follow on line 66, p194.

1.3.7.19. .We are out of time…

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. Dorothy:  If there is no objection, we shall recess, reconvening at 1330.

1.4.1.2. We are recessed.

1.4.1.3. Recess at 1230 hours.

2. Monday Afternoon Session, September 08, 2008
2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to Order

2.2.1.1. Dorothy: I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1330 hours.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Comment Resolution (cont.)

2.3.1.1. Dorothy:  Let’s discuss comment CID #250.  The relevant document is 08/883r3.
2.3.1.2. JoeK:  The station normally executes the request-response
2.3.1.3. Dorothy: We shall show as “decline”   The comment is CID #250, 883r3 as “decline” and comment CID #191, referencing document 08/986r3, “counter” Next we have the Event category, with document 08/987r1.
2.3.1.4. Joe Kwak.  There is a group of comments relating to the time stamp that dictates the response to others.  There is one other comment on the PICS.  Draft 3.0, page 48, discusses time stamp.  There is a suggestion that UTC should be used as a time stamp, and that this would allow disparate occurrences to be coordinated.  An IETF recommendation (339) covers time stamp on the Internet.  We shall compare ours to IETF339.  The number of octets is a question. CID #1332 covers this.  The RFC suggests use of numeric month.  CID #340 discusses resolution/representation of ms.  CID #1227 discusses resolution.  [discusses all comments]

2.3.1.5. Allan:  If you are exchanging information over multiple APs, then you need UTC.  Most stations are already using UTC today.
2.3.1.6. QiWang:  I disagree.  Our [STA] devices do not conform to “real” time.  Sometimes they are off by many seconds. APs handle translations satisfactorily now.  We don’t need absolute time everywhere.
2.3.1.7. Allan:  We need UTC and there is a standard so we should use it.

2.3.1.8. JoeKwak:  I propose we maintain UTC as a synchronizing agent for events.

2.3.1.9. Qi:  We are jumping to a conclusion I don’t agree with.  There is no reason to use UTC if it is not necessary, even if there is a standard.

2.3.1.10. JoeK:  It seems we agree that a method is needed.  If we do not use UTC, then we must develop an alternative that meets all the needs but is not UTC.  I don’t know what that might be.

2.3.1.11. Dorothy:  We have six comments relating to this.  We need to develop a resolution to deliver UTC compatible with TFS and bring it to the group.

2.3.1.12. PeterEcclesine:  I have a GPS that needs a “boot” time estimate so that it can develop a sync’d one.  It seems like the solution here could work the same.

2.3.1.13. Allan:  I think Joe is working on a reasonable compromise.  When I said most stations already use it I did not mean to imply all.  

2.3.1.14. JoeK:  Let’s keep UTC in there for each station for the time being, based on an established standard RFC (ISO-8601).  We shall say that it is not a station’s responsibility to certify the absolute accuracy (it just uses what it has been given). 

2.3.1.15. Qi:  The only thing I can accept is that all information is provided by the AP.  If the AP conducts translations anyway, why use UTC everywhere?  Let’s look at the text and think further upon it.

2.3.1.16. Allan:  There are stations that already use UTC. Ultimately the stations should be able to do this.  

2.3.1.17. Dorothy:  We need to move on.  Let’s group Annex discussion separately.  I thank Joe for his work on this one.  I’d like to suggest we address TCLAS timing measurements.  Ganesh is not here, but I think we can leverage and extend what we did in the ad-hoc.  Document 08/956r6 shows the comments on STA statistics and TCLAS.   CID #1415 Triggered Statistics Request/Report should support the dot11CounterGroup3(MSDU) defined in the draft.  It was declined. CID #1307 is on TCLAS.  Document 08/966r6 addresses this.  It is currently declined. CID #1308 is “countered”. The commenter seems OK with the direction but is not yet comfortable with the exact text.

2.3.1.18. Allan:  We need to take this off-line with Ganesh.
2.3.1.19. Dorothy:  Next we have timing measurement comments and resolutions in 08/1011r0, with text in 08/842r2.  CID #56.  Proposed resolution is “accept”. CID #125 is accepted, with added detail.  CID #126 is “accepted” with definition added.  CID #259 is “accepted”. CID #358 is “accepted”. CID #359 is “accepted”. CID #360 is “countered”. CID #361 is “declined”.  CID #367 accepted. CID #1234 is “countered”. CIDs #1350, #1354 are “accepted”.  CID #1363 is “declined”.  CID #1415 is “declined”.  Any comments on Ganesh’s normative text?  Yes.
2.3.1.20. Allan:  I have comments, but I shall take them up directly.

2.3.1.21. Dorothy:  I still have to schedule TIM Broadcast, as there are a few unresolved comments left over from the ad-hoc.
2.3.1.22. Qi:  There was a comment relating to interference.

2.3.1.23. Dorothy:  Let’s refer to documents 08/1010r0 and 08/991r2.  CID #302 addresses a desire to signal if interference is transmission-caused.  Have you reviewed document 08/233r1 and you object to what they are asking for (discrimination of receive and transmit)?
2.3.1.24. Qi:  Yes.

2.3.1.25. Dorothy:  Then you are suggesting a “decline”, as there seems no benefit to differentiate between these two occurrences.  The argument the other way is “Are we doing harm?”  Some folks think this has value.  If it does not induce harm, would it be acceptable?

2.3.1.26. JoeK:  Qi may not understand that this could be useful to indicate that a device cannot transmit because another co-located radio in the device is also transmitting.

2.3.1.27. Dorothy:  I suggest you talk to Jon Rosdahl about this.   I think we could pull this out of the blanket motion.

2.3.1.28. Qi:  We can send an e-mail to determine how to proceed.

2.3.1.29. Dorothy:  On the 9/2 conference call, it was agreed to accept the proposal.

2.3.1.30. AliRaissinia (Qualcomm):  I am strongly in favor of this capability and I believe it has value.  I’d like it to remain in consideration.
2.3.1.31. Joe:  I suggest that at this stage, anything is open to any comment from anywhere.  This doesn’t seem a candidate for pulling out, because you can put in another comment at the next letter ballot.

2.3.1.32. Allan:  This would seem to be negligible overhead, but it does show that someone thinks it has value.  I think we should move on with it.
2.3.1.33. Dorothy:  Let’s do motions in PM2 tomorrow.  We are almost out of time.
2.3.2. Recess

2.3.2.1. Dorothy:  We shall reconvene at 1600. We are recessed.
2.3.2.2. Recess at 1527 hours.
2.4. Opening

2.4.1. Call to Order

2.4.1.1. Dorothy:  I call the session order.

2.4.1.2. Meeting reconvened at 1600. 

2.5. Process

2.5.1. Agenda Review
2.5.1.1. Dorothy:  In this session we have scheduled a presentation by Alex addressing resolution of some more comments.  Menzo is also here.
2.5.2. Presentation of Document 08/0963r1

2.5.2.1. Alex Ashley presented 08/963r1 on Multicast.  CID #301 in LB123 was resolved by adding a special address for this feature.  However, that value turns out to be an address that could actually occur in a real environment.  Accordingly, a new solution is needed.  A number of solutions are advanced in the document. 

2.5.2.2. JoeK:  I examined the encoding possibilities and disclosed yet another alternative.  [explains].  See the top of page 23 of the 802.11v draft.
2.5.2.3. Alex: But how do you manage the sub-elements in the available the fields? 

2.5.2.4. BrianHart:  The link is up there

2.5.2.5. Allan:  Option 3 would seem to be out.  You can just look for zero and then force a search of group addresses.

2.5.2.6. Peter:  Using the whole address as a “magic” value will lead to trouble, in my opinion.  And the one reserved for 802.11 would not be a candidate for use in this case.  

2.5.2.7. Dorothy:  Any other comments?  

2.5.2.8. Brian:  We’ve spent more time than it deserves since it was originally your comment that started the process.

2.5.2.9. Alex:  I lean to option 3.

2.5.2.10. Move to instruct the TGv editor to replace “The Group MAC Address field can be set to 7F-FF-FF-FF-FF-FE to indicate that all group addressed frames, apart from the broadcast MAC address, are requested.”
in sub-clause 7.3.2.21.10a D3.0 of the TGv draft with:

“A group MAC Address field with the LSB of the first octet set to zero indicates that all group address frames, apart from the broadcast MAC address, are requested.”

2.5.2.11. Moved:  Alex Ashley
2.5.2.12. Second:  Allan Thomson

2.5.2.13. Dorothy:  Discussion on the motion?  None.

2.5.2.14. For 12, Against 1, Abstain 5.  The motion passes.
2.5.3. Presentation of Document 08/0967r2

2.5.3.1. Menzo Wentink presented document 08/967r2 on TIM Broadcast.  This addresses a number of CIDs.  Included is proposed normative text.  
2.5.3.2. Emily:  I suggest that Figure V68 be modified with “0 or 1” and to say “Present when a TIM broadcast…” below. I also suggest a change to modify the TIM Broadcast Response in the table to “3 to10”.  [Emily and Menzo collaborate to modify the text in many places]
2.5.3.3. Allan:  [Comments on text] An AP should always respond.

2.5.3.4. Menzo: Is there ever a case when it wouldn’t?

2.5.3.5. Allan:  No.

2.5.3.6. Dorothy: The comments were addressed on the ad-hoc and this text was generated as a result.  CID #130 asks for time stamp (same as CID #270 which asks for a time stamp in TIM broadcast frame).  Those two want a time stamp.  On the previous letter ballot it was decided that clock drift would produce confusing time stamps.
2.5.3.7. Emily; I suggest we add a time stamp.
2.5.3.8. Menzo:  And I suggest we make it a management frame, not a management action frame.

2.5.3.9. Allan:  By adding an 8-octet value to this string (which is a high repetition rate transmission) you add a lot of overhead.  Maybe we could make it optional (in the request).  

2.5.3.10. Dorothy:  Emily will work toward resolution of the overall time stamp issue, and then we will work this sub-case.

2.5.3.11. [Emily and Menzo collaboratively edit normative text in concert with resolution text].  The comment CID #270 will remain unresolved.  CID #273 will be recommended as “declined”.
2.5.3.12. Dorothy:  Darwin, are you here?  Yes.  Can we resume CID #1364?  Do you have more on this?
2.5.3.13. Darwin:  Yes.  

2.5.3.14. Dorothy:  We identified two changes this morning.  The discussion was triggered by Allan’s comment regarding filtering.   Can someone explain how you would use the feature for management frames?

2.5.3.15. Allan:  TFS was introduced for a specific use case of mine.  This was designed to allow them to sleep for a long time.  The only packets a sleeping STA needs to hear are “wakeup” packets.  The intent was that if the AP sends a unicast management frame during sleep, it’s probably a bad implementation.  The idea is to “catch” only the wakeup packet.  Other people may have other reasons for using this feature however.

2.5.3.16. Darwin:  Another possible use was to determine if a station was still there and the security is still valid.

2.5.3.17. Allan:  It wouldn’t be awake to hear it either, though.

2.5.3.18. HenryPtasinsky (Broadcom):  This could also be used with group address frames.  You could also create an “engagement” filter.

2.5.3.19. Darwin:  What would happen if a station was using Directed Multicast to receive frames like that one.
2.5.3.20. HenryPtasinsky (Broadcom):  Everyone would have to agree to use the feature the same way.
2.5.3.21. Emily:  The order of the transmissions would be critical.

2.5.3.22. Darwin:  Thanks for those inputs.

2.5.3.23. Henry:  In TGw it came up that Power save in the regular standard apply vis-à-vis the new “k”-related provisions.

2.5.3.24. Darwin: It occurs to me that management messages could be fragmented.  So now, when applying a filter there could be complications as it could end up buried in another frame.

2.5.3.25. Dorothy:  Do you have these changes?  Yes.  Text in CID #1364 will be fixed in r3. Next we have document 09/966r7 on Statistics.  Do we know what the changes are?

2.5.3.26. Allan:  He [Ganesh] changed the TCLAS description…

2.5.3.27. Emily:  And did some edits on IPV4 vs. IPV6.

2.5.4. Presentation of Document 08/1031r0

2.5.4.1. QiWang presented document 08/1031r0.  This document addresses CIDs #67 and #1264 of LB 133 on Annex L.  The normative text makes Annex L consistent with the balance of the current draft. [reviews]  Comments?  None.
2.5.4.2. Dorothy:  This will aid us in going through the Virtual AP topic tomorrow morning.  [Dorothy goes  over document 08/1034r0, covering normative text recommended changes for Virtual AP, which resolves 11 comments.  Bob Miller, will AP Collaboration be ready?

2.5.4.3. BobM: Yes.  tomorrow PM2, with normative text uploaded tonight.

2.5.4.4. Allan:  I’d like to add a motion to the end of AM2 for Power Down.  Some people may not be able to attend later.  

2.6. Closing

2.6.1. Recess

2.6.1.1. Dorothy:  If there is no objection, we are recessed.

2.6.1.2. Recess at 1755.
3. Monday Evening Session, September 08, 2008
3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to Order

3.2.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1931 hours.

3.2.1.3. Dorothy:  I remind everyone to record attendance.

3.3. Process

3.3.1. Comment Resolution Review
3.3.1.1. Dorothy: We have covered the IP policies, and will continue with discussion of comments and resolutions from the last ballot.  We shall cover some of the General category comments.  These include CIDs #1239 and #1257, and well as #1246 and #1248 by Qi Wang.  Would anyone like to have a straw poll on these?
3.3.1.2. Allan:  I haven’t changed my opinion, and I believe she has not changed hers.

3.3.1.3. Dorothy:  Let’s discuss arguments for acceptance of the resolution...

3.3.1.4. Qi:  Not every station in all deployment scenarios will benefit from the features.  Some devices are more sensitive to power consumption than others, and therefore eliminate the requirement to implement non-essential features.  As a compromise, I propose to have implementation at the AP mandatory, and optional at the station.  The market will decide if the feature is useful or not.  The features are fully specified to ensure interoperability when implemented.  No additional mandatory constraint is necessary.  Power consumption is of greatest concern with the event request/report mechanism, (versus diagnostics and multicast diagnostics) because events must be continually monitored and logged.  Multicast diagnostics also involves performance monitoring and reporting.  
3.3.1.5. Dorothy:  Let’s have the other side.  Arguments to decline resolution...
3.3.1.6. Allan:  These features are related to diagnosing connectivity problems which apply to any 802.11 device in any environment.  In many cases, an 802.11 device used in one environment may be used in another environment and it is not practical to have two different software environments at the same time.  It is true that the market will decide, however this specification includes an indication of the importance of a feature to the market.  It does not mandate an implementer to implement the indicated feature.  If it is important for all AP devices to implement the feature, including home APs, then it must be important to have all stations in those environments support the feature.  Diagnosing of problems is in response to a client not being able to connect to a network.  This is usually not a regularly/frequently-occurring event.  Thus power saving impacts of the diagnostic feature, when it is activated, are not relevant.  Reliability of multicast traffic is a great concern in the marketplace, especially in high density client deployments.  Providing the tools to debug those environments is essential.  Multicast diagnostics can be used to provide data to the AP, and enable use of higher data rates for multicast traffic.  This will improve the power characteristics of the station.  It is expected that event reporting will be requested from a station when there are connectivity problems.  The station will need to record event data in any case.  It is not clear how much power this will consume. 

3.3.1.7. Dorothy:  OK, Let’s have a straw poll to sample the feelings of the group…:
3.3.1.8. The resolution to the comment for “diagnostics” should be “accept”. 3 votes.
3.3.1.9. The resolution to the comment for “diagnostics” should be “decline”. 7 votes.
3.3.1.10. Abstain 2 votes
3.3.1.11. The resolution to the comment for “multicast diagnostics” should be “accept”. 2 votes.
3.3.1.12. The resolution to the comment for “multicast diagnostics should be “decline”. 5 votes.
3.3.1.13. Abstain 4 votes.
3.3.1.14. The resolution to the comment for “event” should be “accept”. 3 votes.
3.3.1.15. The resolution to the comment for “event” should be “decline”. 2 votes.
3.3.1.16. Abstain. 7 votes.
3.3.1.17. Dorothy:  It seems we are convinced on the first two.  Accordingly, for CIDs #1246 and #1248, the proposed resolution by the group is “decline”.  On CID #1247 the conclusion is less clear. 

3.3.1.18. Qi:  I propose a compromise to accept the last one.

3.3.1.19. Allan:  So there seems to be no compromise, and next time there will be two comments, and so forth.

3.3.1.20. Dorothy:  A motion could be developed on the first two, but I believe this poll is sampling the direction of the group.

3.3.1.21. Allan:  The market will decide ultimately.
3.3.1.22. Dorothy:  Does anyone want a motion on the third one?

3.3.1.23. BillMarshall: Do you plan to resolve all comments?

3.3.1.24. Dorothy:  I believe we want to do that, and show that we made a good effort to investigate the issue.  This is your comment.  Do you want to use the information.  Do you want a motion?
3.3.1.25. Qi:  I propose that we accept and make a motion.

3.3.1.26. Dorothy:  That would be part of the blanket motion.  We did not develop resolutions at the ad-hoc and we seem undecided still.  [discussion]  We’ll continue to show CID #1247 as “deferred”.

3.3.1.27. Dorothy:  Document 08/889r2 on Multicast Diagnostics shows comment CID #1258.

3.3.1.28. Allan:  All administrative features can be disabled.  It may be necessary to change CID #53 as well.  
3.3.1.29. Dorothy:  I think the original disposition was triggered by another previous comment that caused a text change.  I suggest modifying the resolution text, because this is talking about diagnostics, not multicast diagnostics.

3.3.1.30. Allan:  I’d like to know why Alex views this one way, but TIM broadcast another.  I’d like to have some consistency.

3.3.1.31. Dorothy:  But there is another reason for rejecting this.

3.3.1.32. Allan:  We are arguing about what to do if you get a frame you are not expecting.

3.3.1.33. Dorothy:  So let’s change the text to qualify what an STA should do if it does not support the feature.  So multicast diagnostics spreadsheet will become an r3 because of the changed text on CID #53 and “countered”.  CID #1281 is OK.  CID #1258 will be “countered” as well.
3.3.1.34. MarkHamilton:  I’m still unhappy with the resolution text in CID #53.  It’s OK to say you should never receive a bad frame because it’s illegal to transmit it, but a good implementation in the receiving state machine should also ignore the message for robustness.

3.3.1.35. Dorothy: [re-crafts text for #53, working with Mark and Allan]  

3.3.1.36. Document 08/889r3 will have new resolutions for CID #53 and CID #1258.
3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. Dorothy:  If there is no objection, we are recessed momentarily. [Uploads]
3.4.1.2. Recess at 2118 hours.

3.5. Opening

3.5.1. Call to Order

3.5.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

3.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 2120 hours.

3.6. Closing

3.6.1. Recess

3.6.1.1. Dorothy:  If there is no objection, we are recessed until tomorrow.  No objections.

3.6.1.2. Recess at 2130 hours.

4. Tuesday Morning Session, September 09, 2008
4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to Order

4.2.1.1. DorothyStanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

4.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1030 hours.

4.3. Process

4.3.1. Review of Agenda
4.3.1.1. Dorothy: We shall be considering motions this afternoon in PM2, so in the recently updated 1041r2 agenda I’ve shown the motions and votes we shall conduct.  Please look it over in preparation.   Today in this session, we have items listed on the agenda (in 1041r2).  Are there any objections to following the agenda as shown?  No.
4.3.1.2. Qi Wang presented document 09/0993r1 on comment resolutions on Virtual AP.  CID #67 addresses TIM elements.  Document 1031r0 addressed Annex L issues which relate to this.  CID #103 regards shifting multicast from the TIM Element.  Proposed response is “decline” with text supplied.
4.3.1.3. Allan:  We are not really changing the existing mechanism.  I suggest modifying the text [works with Qi]

4.3.1.4. Qi:  CID #134.  Propose “counter” with supporting text crafted by Qi and Dorothy based on 1034r1, discussed yesterday.  CID #153 addresses the MIB.  Recommend “counter”. CID #192 is the same as #153, and is “declined”.   CID #258 is “countered”. [Allan, Dorothy, and Qi review text and draft impacts].  CID #278 is “declined”.  CID #316 regarding power is “accepted”.  CID #318 is “countered”. 

4.3.1.5. Allan:  I suggest “enabled” in the text.

4.3.1.6. RichardRoy:  Suggest clarifying language on BSSID singularity or multiplicity.

4.3.1.7. DarwinEngwer:  The BSSID reference is incorrect.  I suggest making it clear that it is the current action that determines the BSSID.
4.3.1.8. RogerDurand: We should clarify what the BSSID is vis-à-vis the MAC address…

4.3.1.9. Dorothy:  Two more comments.
4.3.1.10. Richard:  What does it mean to say multiple if there is one-to-one mapping?
4.3.1.11. Darwin:  It’s possible to build a product with multiple AP instantiations each of which as a unique BSSID.  So what’s shared is the PHY and lower component of the MAC dealing with timing, etc.  The unique part rides above that providing AP services that MAP BSSIDs to a particular distribution system.

4.3.1.12. Richard:  This needs more thought as to language.  For example, a single AP could announce the presence of other APs in the same box.  We should make the concept clear first.  

4.3.1.13. Qi:  We need to define the multiple BSSID feature?

4.3.1.14. Richard:  We need to revisit the multiple-AP architecture.

4.3.1.15. Allan:  [discusses issue]
4.3.1.16. JoeKwak:  This has always been difficult, and arose when the idea of putting multiple things in a box led to the virtual AP concept.  There can be many architectures that share various parts of the “box”.  We need to look at the definitions again. 

4.3.1.17. Darwin:  Many of the preceding comments treat a specific scenario, however my recommended view is to look at the problem as not mattering what components are in the “box”.   The AP is a construct, rather than a tangible thing.  

4.3.1.18. PeterE:  Looking in 802.11 the phrase occurs only a few times in “k”.  It would not be difficult to harmonize this to multiple BSSIDs.  Suggest changing here and 7.3.2.37 Neighbor Report.  

4.3.1.19. Dorothy: Let’s move on.   CID #318 still “unresolved”. 

4.3.1.20. Qi: CID #319 will be “countered”.  CID #320 is also “countered”, as is #321.    CID #322 is “declined” with supplied text.   CID #323 “declined”.
4.3.1.21. RichardRoy [commenter discussion regarding future services]

4.3.1.22. Qi:  If this future use is important the commenter should bring a contribution.
4.3.1.23. Richard:  I believe this is within the scope of the PAR.  

4.3.1.24. Dorothy:  CID #323 is “declined”.  CID #324 is “declined”.  CID #333 is  “declined”.

4.3.1.25. PeterE:  There are only elements and sub-elements.  If an element is also sub-element, then it is still an element.
4.3.1.26. Qi:  What is the third level?

4.3.1.27. Peter:  It, too, is called a sub-element, according to 802.11 convention.

4.3.1.28. Qi:  A sub-element can also be an element?

4.3.1.29. Peter: Yes.

4.3.1.30. Qi:  CID #334 is declined, then.   CID #389 is  recommended as “counter”  [shares relevant draft text]. The first two sentences cover this condition.  (line 44, “…if multiple BSSIDs are…”)   CID #391is “declined”.  CID #632 is  “accepted”.  CID #633 is  “declined”.

4.3.1.31. Peter:  We have a precedent for what should be in clause 7 and clause 11.  Trying to capture all of this in clause 7 is the essence of the comment.

4.3.1.32. Qi:  In practice, separating things into different places is more troublesome for understanding.  
4.3.1.33. Peter: I’d recommend moving to clause 11.

4.3.1.34. Qi:  Then we have to do that for the base standard as well.

4.3.1.35. Peter:  What you’re heading for is determining if 3.2.6 should be moved to clause 11.

4.3.1.36. Dorothy:  The question should be, “Where does the description go?”  The discussion here has been, “Do we need this text?”  “Where” is a separate question. ( CID #333 covers this).  We could have more discussion on #333.

4.3.1.37. Allan:  I’d like to discuss the UTC thing…
4.3.1.38. Dorothy:  Scheduled currently for tomorrow PM1

4.3.1.39. Allan:  TGu is addressing this.  Can we jointly address in PM2 today?

4.3.1.40. Dorothy:  There seems to be enough time.  Back to “Virtual AP”.   Let’s look at #333 again.  Does the group want to keep it all where it is, or move it?  Straw Poll?

4.3.1.41. Qi:  I do not recommend a straw poll, as I do not have time to generate a detailed new version.  I suggest if we want to move it, a contribution should be created by someone.

4.3.1.42. Dorothy:  Peter, if you’d like to bring a contribution handling the change, then we can consider.  Otherwise, we will probably stick with what we have.

4.3.1.43. Qi: So CID #333 and #318 are “deferred”.  CID #633 remains “declined”.  CID# 642  is “countered”.  CID #642 regards the equation and is “countered”, referring to the root resolution shown.  CID #643 is “declined”, as the existing text appears sufficiently illuminating.   CID #671 is “countered”.  CID #1220 is “declined”.  Qi is commenter on this one, and misread.  
4.3.1.44. Dorothy:  Let’s work on a motion…

4.3.1.45. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-947-02-000v-ap-power-down-notification.doc into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.46. Moved:  Allan Thomson

4.3.1.47. Second:  Daniel Borges.

4.3.1.48. Questions on the motion?

4.3.1.49. None.

4.3.1.50. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 5.  The motion passes.

4.3.1.51. Emily Qi presented documents 08/0049r3 and 08/0050r3 on Directed Multicast Service, aimed at client power saving by not requiring clients to awaken for multicast frames.  Frames to support the service are proposed.  Some changes were instituted responsive to comments received, including straw poll results indicating TGv vs. TGaa is the best venue for feature.  
4.3.1.52. BobMiller:  I generally support this, but could be better throttled using load sense rather than max number of APs associated?

4.3.1.53. Emily:  Yes, JoeK suggested this last time, and it is already in the normative text.

4.3.1.54. JoeK:  I speak against this, because the system created multicast for an important class of services.  There are already provisions in multicast to include individual addresses.  There are other options for multicast that already do what you would like to do.  You seem to be re-inventing these.  Also the power saving seems lost in the extra overhead and messaging.  [An example was cited with four stations]  I believe this is a reversal of the progress that led to multicast.  I feel this is the wrong way to go.  If implementers feel they have the resources to “waste” you already have an option to handle this through vendor-specific signaling.  I believe what you are proposing “pollutes” the standard.

4.3.1.55. Emily:  There are representatives here who believe it would be valuable. The AP determines whether this will be used.

4.3.1.56. Kapil:  I speak in favor.  Broadcasting video in enterprise applications would be enhanced and customers want this improvement, particularly for video.  This addresses what consumers are asking for.

4.3.1.57. Darwin:  Speak in favor.  This is not in the specification for optimization as currently stands (BC->MC) via 802.3.  In a wireless network something like this is needed.  It is well known that there has always been trouble with multicast in 802.11 environments.   Simple and effective.  I support.
4.3.1.58. BobMiller:  TGaa supports?  Yes.  I support.  Deserves a chance to be tried.

4.3.1.59. Move to incorporate the changes in 11-08-0050-03-000v-normative-text-for-directed-multicast into the TGv draft.

4.3.1.60. Moved Emily Qi

4.3.1.61. Second: Darwin Engwer

4.3.1.62. Questions?  None.

4.3.1.63. For 7, Against 4,  Abstain 5.  The motion fails.

4.3.1.64. Dorothy:  OK.  Back to Virtual AP comments…
4.3.1.65. Qi:  CID #1223 is recommended as  “countered” (equation fix).  CID #1264 is “accepted” per reference to CID #47.  CID #1287 is “accepted”.  CID #1290 is also marked “accepted”.  CID #1394 is “declined”. 
4.3.1.66. Allan:  What does the response say?
4.3.1.67. Dorothy: Look at 7.3.2.6.  We must settle the multiple BSSID issue.  Page 15, line 21 of TGv draft. 
4.3.1.68. Allan:  Why did the commenter make the comment then, reading that?

4.3.1.69. Dorothy:  We can contact the commenter, but moving ahead, I think we should just decline with explanatory text. [discussion]
4.3.1.70. Qi:  Like CID #334.  CID #1295 is “declined”.

4.3.1.71. Dorothy: We’ll pick up with CID #1296 in PM2.

4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. Dorothy:  We are recessed.

4.4.1.2. Recess at 1230 hours.
5. Tuesday Afternoon Session, September 09, 2008

5.2. Opening

5.2.1. Call to Order

5.2.1.1. DorothyStanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

5.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600 hours.

5.3. Process

5.3.1. Review of Agenda

5.3.1.1. Dorothy: I remind everyone to record attendance.  We will be following the agenda approved earlier in the week.  I show 1041r4, which calls for a vote of the comment resolution work we have done thus far.  In the discussion last night, we added text applying to all sections in diagnostics.  So we shall have a separate motion to cover those late changes.  On the blanket motion, I received a request to pull out some CIDs on Collocated Interference.  (#302, #303, #304, #305, #306, #307, #308).  We also shall handle some Event category resolutions separately.  Qi Wang would also like to withdraw #1367 from the Location category vote.  If you look at the comments we still have to go through in 1041r4, you can see the unresolved comments.  Qi, how about timing measurement?
5.3.1.2. Qi:  That will need more time.

5.3.1.3. Dorothy:  I had hoped to make a motion on that on tomorrow afternoon.  Identify which comments have issues, in your view.

5.3.1.4. Qi:  I’ll try…
5.3.1.5. Alex:  I’d like to pull out traffic generation CID #73, to learn how the resolution was reached.

5.3.1.6. Dorothy:  [Pulls up comment, reads]  Are you happy with that?

5.3.1.7. Alex:  I’d like more information.

5.3.1.8. Dorothy: So we’ll pull out #73.  Shall we deal with that tomorrow or Thursday?

5.3.1.9. Alex:  Yes, thanks.

5.3.1.10. Dorothy:  Let’s work some motions…
5.3.1.11. Move to adopt TGv Draft 3.01 as the current TGv draft.

5.3.1.12. Moved:  Allan Thomson

5.3.1.13. Second:  Qi Wang

5.3.1.14. Discussion?  None.

5.3.1.15. For 13,  Against  0,  Abstain 2.  The motion passes.
5.3.1.16. BillMarshall:  Diagnostics reporting are the ones we discussed last night in the motion?

5.3.1.17. Dorothy:  No.

 
Move to adopt the comment resolutions for comments in the categories indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.
–         08-0889-02 (Multicast Diagnostics) - All accepted, counter and declined comments, except for comment category 53
–         08-0901-02 (Diagnostics) – All accepted, counter and declined comments, text changes in 08-0902-02
–         08-0990-01 (Traffic Generation) - All accepted, counter and declined comments, except CID 73
–         08-0986-01 (Sleep Mode) - All accepted, counter and declined comments
–         08-0985-01 (Channel Usage) - All accepted, counter and declined comments
–         08-0897-01 (Location) - All accepted, counter and declined comments, normative text changes in 08-946-01, except for 1367
–         08-0898-01 (FBMS) - All accepted, counter and declined comments
–         08-0956-07 (STA Statistics and TCLAS) - All accepted, counter and declined comments, with text changes in 08-966-07
–         08-841-02 (General) - All accepted, counter and declined comments, except for comments in comment categories 1274, 401
–         CID 241 as in 08-979-01 (Annex)
–         08-987-01 (Event) - All accepted, counter and declined comments except for CIDs 1332, 77, 340, 646, 1227, 1327, 1328, 1247, 193 and 1405
–         08-0991-02 (Collocated Interference) – All accepted, counter and declined comments, except for CIDs 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308
–         08-0967-04 (TIM Broadcast) – All accepted, counter and declined comments, with normative text changes in 08-1054-02, except CIDs 38, 164, 273
 
5.3.1.18. Moved:  Alex Ashley

5.3.1.19. Seconded: Bill Marshall

5.3.1.20. Discussion?  None.

5.3.1.21. For 13, Against 0, Abstain 3. The motion passes.
Move to adopt the comment resolutions for comments in the categories indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.
–         08-0889-03 (Multicast Diagnostics) – CID1258, comment category 53
–         08-0886-03 (TFS) – CIDs 353, 1364
–         08-0898-01 (FBMS) – CIDs 351, 1275
–         08-0883-03 (BSS Transition) – CID 248, 250
–         08-0986-03 (Sleep Mode) – CID191
–         08-0901-03 (Diagnostics) – CIDs 1246, 1248
–         08-0967-04 (TIM Broadcast) – CIDs 38, 164, 273 with text changes in 08-1054-02
 

5.3.1.22. Moved:  Alex Ashley

5.3.1.23. Second:  Allan Thomson

5.3.1.24. Discussion?  None.

5.3.1.25. For 10,  Against 0,  Abstain 3.  The motion passes.

5.3.1.26. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1013-03-000v-additional-diagnostic-edits.doc into the TGv draft and

· Resolve CIDs 163 and 227 as “counter” with a resolution of “Incorporate the text changes in 08-1013-03”

5.3.1.27. Floor: Request to review the definition of collocated devices.
5.3.1.28. Peter:  In “k” we defined this in geophysical terms---based on geolocation.  The same physical space then means “adjacent”.  For example, on a tower there can be separate antennas for different air interfaces that are “collocated”.

5.3.1.29. JoeK:  With that understanding, that’s a considerable expansion on the original idea.  Originally, we had in mind a device like a handheld phone that may have two devices operating concurrently.

5.3.1.30. Peter:  I have several phones on my person.  However, they are collocated.

5.3.1.31. QiWang:  Yesterday, Allan mentioned we might be able to use a pre-existing definition.  This would seem a significant departure from the original concept.  How does an 802.11 device get information and report it under this definition?

5.3.1.32. RogerD: I’m with Peter.  The original definition was too narrow, and unnecessarily limits the ability to deal with interfering devices.

5.3.1.33. Dorothy:  I prepared this motion opportunistically, and we can discuss, change, etc.

5.3.1.34. JoeK:  Without a definition for “space” ANY external interferer would be included as part of the scope of this report.  This goes back to TGk, where it was discussed many times.  There is no valid way to measure and report except if the station is part of the same device.

5.3.1.35. Peter:  If you changed “geophysical” to “physical” then all would be well.  This would be identical except for the idea of measuring and identifying the interference.

5.3.1.36. Qi:  Yesterday, when I asked for a definition, Allan suggested another reference in 802.16.  I would be agreeable to using an existing definition.  I think we need to limit this into a single device.
5.3.1.37. JoeK:  By making this change, we’ve lost internal and external.  I think we’re better by saying “physical device”.

5.3.1.38. Allan:  I can see external antennas being attached to a physical device. 

5.3.1.39. Ashati:  Why are you creating the list of device types?
5.3.1.40. Allan:  The purpose of device type is to announce what device is present for identification to the user.

5.3.1.41. Qi:  On Peter’s proposal, I’d like to add that the interference is known a-priori, without having to measure it.

5.3.1.42. Emily:  On the device type---This is application related.  Why is it necessary for layer 2?  Wi-Fi Alliance has these categories for certification purposes not to identify generic devices.  What happens when new devices arrive?  How do we maintain this table?  I don’t think the framework is extensible.
5.3.1.43. Ashati: There are multiple devices already defined at higher layers.  Why do we work this identification here?  

5.3.1.44. Allan:  This information is used by the AP, and the only protocol is between the AP and the client.  The AP may not have access to higher layers when the feature is used.
5.3.1.45. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-0419-02-000v-proposed-resolution-for-cid423-et-al-on-ap-collaboration.doc into the TGv draft, and 
–    Resolve CID 1274, as “accepted”, with a comment resolution of “Incorporate text changes in 08-0419-02” and 
–    Resolve CIDs 400, 1404, 1411 as “counter”, with a comment resolution of “see CID 1274”
 
Moved: Bob Miller
Seconded: Bill Marshall
Result 7-6-7 Motion fails
5.3.2. Presentation of Document 08/1059r0
5.3.2.1. Bob Miller presented document 08/1059r0 on AP Collaboration coupled to comment CID #423, proposing adoption of a framework to allow time sharing of the radio resource between APs on the same frequency.  Data was presented showing that using multiple APs on the same frequency within carrier-sense range using EDCA reduces overall system capacity significantly. It was asserted that optimization of frequency reuse assignments may result in such conditions due to propagation irregularities caused by building architecture, etc.  Discussion of the proposed comment resolution was provided, rebutting some of the observations in the resolution.  Bill Marshall reviewed companion document 08/0419r2 detailing normative text to allow MIB entries to set up the resource sharing.
5.3.2.2. Allan Thomson:  On the presentation slide 9, are all APs on the same channel?  Is this for home use or a managed environment?
5.3.2.3. BobM:  Managed environment.
5.3.2.4. Allan:  In enterprise use, why can’t we move everyone to different channels?  Why can’t reuse handle this?

5.3.2.5. BobM: In a managed environment, some APs may end up on the same channel due to unintentional cell coupling or insufficient reuse channel complement.  Frequency reuse reaches a point where two or more cells are coupled causing impairments.  This is a “safety valve” for “corner cases” where the 2D four-color map problem breaks down, for example with stairwells.
5.3.2.6. Roger:  This seems to match my measurements.  This would seem to be a problem that should be addressed.  I’d like to better understand the text part of the presentation.  Does this require a new MAC?
5.3.2.7. BobM:  No.

5.3.2.8. Roger:  What are the intervals?

5.3.2.9. BobM:  Tens of milliseconds.

5.3.2.10. Roger:  How is the information communication to clients?

5.3.2.11. BillMarshall:  The quiet element is used.  For example for a 20 millisecond codec, get a 40 millisecond quiet element.  The quiet element already exists in the standard.  The proposed text does not specify the algorithm used to reserve the intervals, only the use of the quiet period.

5.3.2.12. Ali:  Seems like the solution is a centralized scheme.  How quickly can you react to the needs of every traffic flow?

5.3.2.13. BobM:  This method does not attempt to rapidly follow traffic flows, but “hooks” can be adjusted by the radio resource coordinator.

5.3.2.14. Ali:  I am unclear on the usefulness.

5.3.2.15. BillM:  A centralized algorithm is easier to get right.  It can measure and then tell APs what to do, including accommodating sharing changes.  Distributed algorithms can become troublesome when attempting to perform the same function.

5.3.2.16. BobM:  This is similar to load balancing and would operate in a similar time frame.  The method is not TDMA.  It is simply a method to reduce interference by sharing time when other options have been exhausted.

5.3.2.17. PeterE: I have a question on page 4 of the document.  It would seem that there must be an entry in the MIB table for each device.  Two overlapping APs need 20 millisecond. periodic stream handling and would seem to require multiple entries.

5.3.2.18. For example, with 3 APs and voice service, all APs would seem to need 10 entries.  I’m concerned about the depth of the table; the table would seem to have arbitrary size.

5.3.2.19. BobM:  You have created a specific solution, but this is not necessarily the only solution.
5.3.2.20. BillM:  There are alternate ways to establish the sharing periods.  One could conceive of simpler ways to accomplish the same purpose, for example indexing.

5.3.2.21. JoeK: CSMA works well if frequency sharing is limited.  Most radio systems use a combination of frequency, spatial separation, and time.  I support this, and as I have discussed many times before, 802.11 needs this.  The future is in QoS, and this is a way to extend the CSMA technology toward ways of exploiting some of the advantages of TDMA-like technology
5.3.2.22. RogerD:  This is a MAC modification, and as such would seem to be a band-aid on a wound.  Industry is a victim of its own success.  I want to consider the proposal further.
5.3.2.23. BrianHart: I’d like to see more background.  Is there a scheduling mechanism for voice and video?  It would seem this doesn’t cover all the use cases we have in mind.  Why doesn’t having many channels handle this problem better.  Is there a performance proof?  Could we see simulations, results, comparisons?    

5.3.2.24. BobM:  There was even less proof for Spectrum Management, yet it was adopted.

5.3.2.25. Brian:  Wouldn’t there be packet loss at sharing transitions?

5.3.2.26. BobM:  No more than normal, certainly less loss/delay than with CSMA packet loss/delay under the same loading conditions.
5.3.2.27. Brian:  TGaa has been considering the OBSS problem with many APs, taking into account fairness questions. Maybe this problem is not solvable.

5.3.2.28. BobM:  The reason this proposal is being forwarded is than 0the problem is much more constrained compared to the generalized OBSS case.  Many discussions have occurred in 802.11 regarding the “big” OBSS problem dating back to 1999 when Wim Diepstraten made contributions.  That one, and many since, have failed to solve the unconstrained problem.  However in enterprise environments with more rigorous cell layouts and only a limited number of interfering APs, the problem is tractable.   All of the previous contributions have acknowledged that jitter and latency increase without controls on interference.
5.3.2.29. BillM:  This “hook” was created for radar silence periods.  There is no great background or understanding needed for that.

5.3.2.30. BobM: We have all seen the regular “beehive” cells of math analysis for cellular systems, however in the real world this regularity doesn’t happen---actual deployments can create a much more complex situation.  This is a simple solution that can address a wide variety of troublesome environments.

5.3.2.31. RogerD:  Is this optional or mandatory.

5.3.2.32. BobM:  Since the mechanism uses the MIB, I believe it would be mandatory, however, if a radio resource manager does not write to the MIB, then there would be no effect:  the feature would be “off”.

5.3.2.33. JoeK:  I speak in favor of this proposal as we need such a mechanism to de-overlap BSSs in time to make TGv successful.
5.3.2.34. Moved:  Bob Miller

5.3.2.35. Second:  Bill Marshall

5.3.2.36. Discussion on the motion?  None.

5.3.2.37. For 7, Against 6, Abstain 7.  The motion fails.

5.3.3. Presentation of Document 08/997r0
5.3.3.1. Gabor Bajko (Nokia) presented document Proposal for Native GAS Query for AP’s Date, Time and Time Zone Information relevant to task group “u” and “v” discussions on UTC.  The document proposes a framework for encoding time information.  

5.3.3.2. JoeK: We seem to misunderstand that 8601 family of specifications is just that---a family rather than an exact spec.  RFC relates to Internet and is more specific.  

5.3.3.3. Qi:  How does the AP obtain this information?

5.3.3.4. Gabor:  The station requests it; the AP provides it.  [continues]  The document shows individual fields and specifications for the information, based on the standard, which is based on UTC.  For example this proposal adds specifications for time zone UTC offset.  
5.3.3.5. Dorothy:  Table V6 shows the current TGv draft time fields.  

5.3.3.6. Allan:  I believe we also need time zone and offset. 

5.3.3.7. JoeK:  We have limited time to resolve this. UTC should be enough.
5.3.3.8. Roger:  I think we need time zone and offset as well.

5.3.3.9. Peter:  I thought Allan was asking binary or ASCII and evolving this to resolution. 

5.3.3.10. Allan:  I can’t endorse a format that is ASCII based.  It’s inefficient and hard to parse.
5.3.3.11. Qi:  the more is listen, the more I return to the argument I made before.  The proper reference here is upper layer to lower layer.

5.3.3.12. Paul: Why not just use network time?  
5.4. Closing

5.4.1. Recess

5.4.1.1. Dorothy:  We have reached the end of our time.  Let’s reconvene at 1930 hours, if there is no objection to recess.  None.
5.4.1.2. We are recessed.

5.4.1.3. Recess at 1800 hours.
6. Tuesday Evening Session, September 09, 2008
6.2. Opening

6.2.1. Call to Order

6.2.1.1. DorothyStanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

6.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1930 hours.

6.3. Process

6.3.1. Review of Agenda
6.3.1.1. Dorothy:  We are still operating on the IP rules read on Monday.  We shall hear a presentation by Brian on Channel Usage.  We’ll also hear proposed resolutions for Proxy ARP.   Is that OK?  Yes.
6.3.2. Presentation of Document 08/1098r0

6.3.2.1. Brian Hart presented document 09/1098r0 on Channel Usage.  This presentation addresses service differentiation.  A discussion of backoff behaviors was conducted referencing EDCA operation.  The proposal advocates sending the EDCA parameter set in probe requests.   Normative text in document 1095r0 was also summarized.

6.3.2.2. Qi:  The idea is to reduce scanning time and power, but it seems that this may cause higher loads in clients.  What is the expectation?
6.3.2.3. Brian:  This would seem beneficial to clients without constraining them.

6.3.2.4. Qi:  What is the source of the information?
6.3.2.5. Brian:  It would be a probe response from an AP.

6.3.2.6. BobM:  Can response be unsolicited?

6.3.2.7. Brian:  Yes.

6.3.2.8. BobM:  Seems like a good idea.  Benefit with low overhead.
6.3.2.9. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1095-00-000v-normative-changes-for-channel-usage.doc into the TGv draft and

· Resolve CID 97 as “counter” with resolution of “Incorporate the text 
       changes in 08-1095-00”

6.3.2.10. Moved:  Brian Hart

6.3.2.11. Second: Allan Thomson

6.3.2.12. For 9, Against 2, Abstain 5.  The motion passes.

6.3.2.13. Dorothy:  Now let’s on work sleep mode. [shows comment sheet].  The first CID for consideration is #397.  We shall show it “countered” with added description.  CID #692 is also “countered”. CID #693 was the original one, which is also “countered”.  
6.3.2.14. NancyCam-Winget:  This gets back to an encryption problem.  If you have 11w you will always have encryption.  If not, you have no wrapper, but still have protection.

6.3.2.15. JouniMalinen:  However these exchanges could happen before encryption is established (after waking up).

6.3.2.16. Nancy:  You are saying that we allow communication before there is a context?
6.3.2.17. Jouni: Yes.

6.3.2.18. Allan: That may be what the current draft says, I’m but not sure it would happen.

6.3.2.19. Dorothy:  Should this be double-encrypted.?  That seems a separate issue.  How shall we resolve the comment and make the text correct?
6.3.2.20. Allan:  If we don’t require some of these fields, then a lot of the comments go away.  If we don’t address the real problem, then we’re just wasting time.

6.3.2.21. Dorothy:  I’d like to respond to Jouni’s comment.  The topic of discussion is these three comments.  There are larger questions, and there is value to discussing them, but I believe we need to resolve the comments.

6.3.2.22. Allan:  In TGv we need to solve root problems.  If we want to play political games, we can do that…

6.3.2.23. Jouni:  I do not believe there is a double-encryption problem.

6.3.2.24. Nancy:  The people commented because of the wrapping.  I think this requires a broader discussion on the permutations of what is negotiated to engage the security.

6.3.2.25. Jouni:  Vendor-specific solutions can already solve this.

6.3.2.26. Nancy:  If there is a way to keep the management frames, you can keep them by default.

6.3.2.27. Jouni:  Vendor-specific solutions can fix this.

6.3.2.28. Dorothy:  I’d like to get agreement on the issues.  I’ve heard general agreement on wrappers, but there seems to be polarization on the exact way it is implemented.

6.3.2.29. Nancy:  This is a question of whether we need encryption or not.  If we do then we can do the wrapping.

6.3.2.30. Jouni: As long as we use e-wrapping we have a problem.

6.3.2.31. Dorothy:  I’d like to hear a discussion about the pros and cons of double encryption.  

6.3.2.32. Jouni:  On the pro side, using double may produce less security.

6.3.2.33. Paul:  There is not a clear security need for double encryption.

6.3.2.34. Henry:  Where is the key wrapper happening?   

6.3.2.35. Nancy:  Technically I agree with Henry.  If we were talking about layered encryption you are right.  But when you talk about wrapping you have a “wash”.
6.3.2.36. Henry:  The keys are used at the MAC layer anyway.  The authenticator can wrap them if it wants.  It’s not like the MAC can choose.

6.3.2.37. Nancy:  You are not really protecting anything in that case: you are not actually improving anything.

6.3.2.38. Allan:  Based on the conversation, was there a conclusion?
6.3.2.39. Nancy:  I don’t have a conclusion.  From the security aspect you’re not adding anything, but from a computation viewpoint you a picking up a lot of overhead.

6.3.2.40. Henry:  I’m not sure there’s a compelling case for double.  Is there a text submission on this?

6.3.2.41. Dorothy:  No. This discussion will simply guide the direction of the text we shall write in the resolution.  Do we want double encryption?

6.3.2.42. Nancy:  NIST has approved several wrapper implementations.
6.3.2.43. Henry:  In a sense both keys would be the same.

6.3.2.44. Jouni:  I favor choosing the wrap depending on the situation.

6.3.2.45. Dorothy:  I’m hearing the double encryption is not really needed.

6.3.2.46. Henry:  If we take out the double encryption, we are not revealing anything to the AP and we are not affecting “w” or anything.

6.3.2.47. Jouni:  I don’t see any difference.

6.3.2.48. Nancy: If you want to protect something you’d better not wrap it the way we’re wrapping it now…

6.3.2.49. Dorothy:  So I’m hearing that we don’t really need this but that we could add it in the future?

6.3.2.50. Jouni:  When is the next vote?

6.3.2.51. Dorothy:  Thursday.  We could keep the double encryption and ask the commenter to bring text for a change.  If we choose to remove it, we should be very sure of ourselves.  We need to move on.  In the meantime perhaps Jouni could look at these three comments and work with folks to identify the minimum number of changes that would answer the comment.  The three are CIDs #397, #693, and #692 in document 0986r3.

6.3.2.52. Dorothy:  OK, let’s rejoin Virtual AP again.

6.3.2.53. QiWang:  We return to document 0993r1.  We begin with CID #1296.  We show it as a recommended “decline”.  In practice it is unlikely that more than two octets would be needed.  CID #1299 is also a proposed “decline”. CID #1312 is recommended as “countered”.  CID #1313 is also “countered”, as per similarity to #1312.  CID #1314 is “countered”. 

6.3.2.54. Allan:  Can you bring up that document?
6.3.2.55. Dorothy: Yes.  [Dorothy shows document clause 11.1.3]  13.1.3 needs to be modified.

6.3.2.56. Allan: Are you looking for feedback?

6.3.2.57. Qi: Yes.  

6.3.2.58. Dorothy:  The inputs are the different parameters.

6.3.2.59. Qi: CIDs #1316, #1317, and #1318 are all “countered” by the same reasoning.  Dorothy shows the text for relocation in each case in the draft.  CID #1319 is also “countered”.  CID #1320 is “countered”.  CID #1321 is “countered”.  CID #1331 is “countered”.  CID #1339 is accepted.  CID #1331 is “declined”, the same as #633.  CID #1339 is “countered” with a document reference. CID #1361 is “declined”, as it is essentially the same comment with same “decline”.  CID #1370 is “deferred” ,sending it to “location”.  CID #1385 is “accepted”.  CID #1403 is “declined”.  The next is CID #1408 which is “countered”.
6.3.2.60. Dorothy:  We pulled out CIDs #318 and #333 this morning.  They remain unresolved.

6.3.2.61. Qi:  I believe all the information should be kept together.  Dorothy proposed that all of the text that we added should be moved to clause 11.  The baseline text should point forward to that location.  [Dorothy explains the proposal and rationale for moving]  A new sentence would be added to the third paragraph directing to 11.2.1.2.  

6.3.2.62. Qi:  If you separate the paragraphs, you really divide something whose meaning is harder to understand when divided. 
6.3.2.63. Dorothy: But the material we added should also not be split…

6.3.2.64. DavidHunter:  I believe this text is close to procedural.

6.3.2.65. Peter:  Please display 7.3.2.6?  Yes.

6.3.2.66. Qi:  The sentence starting “Specifically, an AP…” fits very well.

6.3.2.67. DavidHunter:  One is part of a definition and one is “you shall do it”.  “Shall” means you are requiring, not teaching.

6.3.2.68. Dorothy:  It seems like this is either a “decline”, or we need new text that directs the procedural material to the right place.

6.3.2.69. Peter:  People with a bias will vote again and again, if they feel the use of objectionable words like “shall” is in the wrong place.

6.3.2.70. Dorothy:  So we should fix the “shalls” in any case?  Yes.

6.3.2.71. Peter:  This isn’t something you decline.  You should counter…
6.3.2.72. Brian:  It may not be sufficient.

6.3.2.73. Dave:  Wordsmithing will be a transparent ruse.

6.3.2.74. Dorothy:  So we should counter rather than decline.  Additional proposals beyond that can extend the understanding.  Anything else on this item?  No.  CID #318 remains deferred and #333 is marked “countered”.  We still have time to discuss the e-wrapping…
6.3.2.75. Jouni:  I have some suggested resolutions, I am uploading. 
6.3.2.76. [Dorothy displays]  The text removes all signs of e-wrapping. [Jouni describes each change]. 

6.3.2.77. Dorothy: Comments?

6.3.2.78. Henry:  Could you call up the AP procedures?  I thought I saw e-wrapping there.

6.3.2.79. [Dorothy searches draft]  11.20.15.3, 11.20.16. 

6.3.2.80. Henry: Go to 15.1?  Nothing?  In 15.2, then?
6.3.2.81. Nancy:  I am trying to understand.  If you are in a “w” environment, why do you need a new trigger?

6.3.2.82. Jouni:  There is going to be a new group key for everyone.  

6.3.2.83. Henry:  I think it’s fine the way it is.

6.3.2.84. Dorothy: Any other discussion? Yes.

6.3.2.85. Nancy:  In 7.4.11.18 we are distributing…?

6.3.2.86. Jouni:  Everything.

6.3.2.87. Nancy:  Key data could be anything.

6.3.2.88. Jouni:  Key data is defined here exactly.

6.3.2.89. Henry:  Could you show page 104 of the draft?

6.3.2.90. [Line 58-62 studied]
6.3.2.91. Dorothy:  Our direction is to resolve the comment via pasting these instructions into the resolution?  Yes.  When we meet tomorrow we shall act on a motion covering what we discussed today.  Some corrections are being made to the event timestamp field.
6.4. Closing

6.4.1. Recess

6.4.1.1. Dorothy:  If there is no objection, I suggest we recess.  

6.4.1.2. Recess at 2130 hours.  

7. Wednesday Afternoon Session, September 10, 2008

7.2. Opening
7.2.1. Call to Order
7.2.1.1. Dorothy:  I would like to reconvene the group.

7.2.1.2. Reconvened at 1330 hours.

7.3. Process

7.3.1. Comment Resolution

7.3.1.1. Dorothy: I show document 1041r6 on the screen.  [reviews agenda, and motions, and works with attendees to isolate unresolved comments].  OK, let’s act a motion…
Move to adopt the comment resolutions for comments in the categories indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.
 
–      08-0986-03 (Sleep Mode) – CIDs 397, 692, 693
–      08-993-02 (Virtual AP) - All accepted, counter and declined comments,

 normative text changes in 1034-01
–      08-0990-01 (Traffic Generation) -  CID 73
–      08-0866-00 (Proxy ARP) –  CID 1285
 
7.3.1.2. Moved:  Alex Ashley

7.3.1.3. Second: Allan Thomson

7.3.1.4. Discussion on the motion?  None

7.3.1.5. For 10, Against 0, Abstain 3.  The motion passes.
7.3.1.6. JoeKwak: I’d like to review 987r2 on Event.  The only remaining comments are shown on the screen.  There are only 10 comments with 6-7 on time format, with 1 relating to UTC.  The remaining ones refer to the whole of the event category.  CIDs #1332, #77, and #340 are recommended as “accepted”.  CID #646 is “declined” in favor of binary approach in comment #77.  CID #1227 relates to complexity.  For this letter ballot we shall “decline”, with resolution stating that the comment is unclear.
7.3.1.7. Qi:  I object to the “decline” on this comment.  I believe the concerns raised by this comment are valid and worthy of further discussion.

7.3.1.8. JoeK:  There was no text for the draft which could be acted upon.

7.3.1.9. Qi:  The direction was clear.

7.3.1.10. JoeK:  It seems that you would actually have to define in detail a solution.

7.3.1.11. DaveBagby:  I know of no formal requirement that the commenter has to provide alternative text.

7.3.1.12. Peter:  It is offered that a commenter may provide a suggestion we agree with, but does not provide sufficient direction.  Moreover, this has to be concluded in a timely manner.  It is up to the group.

7.3.1.13. Allan:  I agree with Peter.  Qi has not provided a concrete proposal, although it is suggested that she will supply more detail later.

7.3.1.14. Qi:  We have a number of comments still unresolved.  This issue takes time to resolve.  We need to be appropriately deliberative.

7.3.1.15. Allan:  There are many people who believe UTC is the correct approach.  These people don’t see this as a problem.

7.3.1.16. Qi:  I was not the only one to raise concern on this matter, and you acknowledged problems with the time event as well.

7.3.1.17. Dorothy:  We’ve visited this issue a number of times, and I think the group has already deliberated.  It is my opinion that this is not worthy of holding up a ballot.  

7.3.1.18. Qi:  I’d like to point out that this is not the only issue open, and many of the open ones are not mine.  We seem to be in rush to go to ballot again.  We have to balance the speed at which we work against quality.

7.3.1.19. Dorothy:  We can have that discussion tomorrow, given the work that is already done.
7.3.1.20. Qi:  I object to declining this comment.

7.3.1.21. Dave:  I believe that this rush to letter ballot makes me uncomfortable.  If you have a situation with multiple outstanding comments it is the chair’s responsibility to produce quality responses before considering balloting.

7.3.1.22. Allan:  We have many products on the market based on specifications that are incomplete.  This is being forwarded by an individual who feels this is a problem, but there are other views.

7.3.1.23. Peter: It is important to recognize that the draft has not received 75% approval yet.  There is a separate process for drafts that are not yet approved.  This is about accuracy, not UTC itself.

7.3.1.24. Qi:  I am not the only individual on this issue.  Up to this point the time reference has been very different.  We have to carefully consider how we will proceed on something so important.

7.3.1.25. Dorothy: We were hoping to evaluate comments on their merits.  Joe has other comments that appear OK.  CID #1227 seems to be the only trouble spot.

7.3.1.26. JoeK:  I suggest that this be deferred.  The reason should be that there is not enough detail to proceed.

7.3.1.27. Qi:  That would be acceptable.
7.3.1.28. Dorothy: CID #1227 will be deferred.

7.3.1.29. JoeK: CID #1327 is a repeat of #77 above and is “accepted”.  CID #1328 is “declined”.  CID #193 is “deferred”.

7.3.1.30. MarkHamilton (Polycomm):  I wasn’t able to make it to the ad-hoc and so don’t know what led to this, but I feel there is not enough rationale for this decision.  I don’t understand why the feature is in here.  [Refers to CIDs #193, #255, #1405]
7.3.1.31. Dorothy:  OK let’s summarize that.  We could summarize and have a straw poll, or you could work offline until tomorrow. 

7.3.1.32. Allan:  It’s about what is available to retrieve from the station.  If you are trying to get an IP address, for example.  Typically that would be diagnosed through syslog.  But if you don’t have a L3 connection, then the info may be unavailable.

7.3.1.33. Mark:  I understand the point of view.  But as a MAC/PHY standard we are trying to fix a higher layer problem.   The L1/L2 may be OK.

7.3.1.34. Allan:  Buffer overflow on a radio and authentication failure are other examples, if you don’t have an IP address.

7.3.1.35. Mark:  But if you can’t get an address, you won’t get authenticated.  It says in the text authentication is assumed.  You should go directly to the device.

7.3.1.36. Allan:  But going to the device may be impractical.

7.3.1.37. Dorothy:  Let’s take this offline.

7.3.1.38. Qi:  I’d like a clarification on CID #1227.

7.3.1.39. Dorothy:  It is “deferred”.  We’ll act on all of the resolutions except #1227 tomorrow.

7.3.1.40. JoeK:  [Joe concludes] Document 1117r0 incorporates all the text changes for the Event category.  [reviews with group]
7.3.1.41. Allan:  I am concerned regarding the determination of “better” AP.

7.3.1.42. JoeK:  Low RSSI is more specific, but someone thought “better” was better.

7.3.1.43. Brian:  Low RSSI seems only one of a number of metrics that would determine the decision for changing channels.

7.3.1.44. Kapil:  I agree with you.

7.3.1.45. Mark:  I am concerned because I believe “better” covers all of the metrics.  I think it is fine the way it is.

7.3.1.46. Allan:  I guess I don’t care one way or the other.

7.3.1.47. JoeK [concludes review]
7.3.1.48. Dorothy:  Everything is included from the ad-hoc that wasn’t held out, so I think we are ready for a motion.

7.3.1.49. Move to adopt the comment resolution for comments in the categories indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.

7.3.1.50. 08-987-02 (Event) –CIDs 1332, 77, 340, 646, 1227, 1327, 1328, marking CID 1227 as “deferred”, and including the normative text changes in 08-1117-00.

7.3.1.51. Moved:  Joe Kwak

7.3.1.52. Second: Alex Ashley

7.3.1.53. Discussion? None.

7.3.1.54. For 7, Against 1, Abstain 5.  The motion passes.
7.3.1.55. Dorothy:  Menzo, do you have resolution text for CID #130 and CID #270 on TIM Broadcast?  Yes.  
7.3.2. Presentation of Document 08/1147r0

7.3.2.1. Menzo Wentink presented document 08/1147r0, TIM Frame with Optional Timestamp.  This updated contribution follows a suggestion from Allan to add the timestamp feature.   The changes necessary to add the timestamp to the normative text were summarized.
7.3.2.2. Dorothy: Questions? None.  You are uploading r1 with a correction? Yes.

7.3.2.3. Allan:  I think there is a table…

7.3.2.4. Menzo:  No.  [discussion, no problem]
7.3.2.5. Dorothy: We next visit the General category with the “401” group of comments.  Referring to document 841r3, we have a large number of comments relating to items that are cited as out-of-scope.  We discussed this on the ad-hoc conference call, but Bill Marshall felt uncomfortable addressing these unilaterally, and said he would like to have them reviewed while Bob Miller was present.
7.3.2.6. BobM:  Thank you.

7.3.2.7. Dorothy: [shows comments and reads common response]

7.3.2.8. BobM:  Would you like a response from me?

7.3.2.9. Dorothy:  OK.

7.3.2.10. BobM:  There were a number of commenters from AT&T who responded, and they did so individually by weighing the text against the PAR.  Several of them have attended TGv but not continuously.  I believe that the PAR is clear and that the scope of TGv was to act as an extension of the work of TGv to provide a “control” complement to the TGk measurement amendment, which was fairly well formed at the time TGv was started.  The reason the measurement/control was split was to provide manageable “bites” to realize a complete radio resource management capability for 802.11, keeping the amount of work to a reasonable size and near-term focus for each group.  Moreover, the objectives document mentioned in the resolution was not an official document like the PAR.  After protracted discussions on several occasions the document was recognized by the group as a guide for work people wanted to do, and status on the progress of those works. [Dorothy writes points on screen]

7.3.2.11. Dorothy: Are there comments against this?

7.3.2.12. Allan:  I was not there, but I believe that the PAR is broad enough to include the work we have done, and the work was viewed as important by the group.
7.3.2.13. Peter:  I recall that the origin of the Task Group was a presentation by Zoran Kostic in WNG, which envisioned a complete radio resource management structure for 802.11.  The study group subsequently developed the PAR for TGk.  Later TGv was formed to carry forward the measurement foundation to produce the management portion of the vision.
7.3.2.14. BobM:  AT&T initiated discussion which led to the formation of TGk by Harry Worstell.  Harry also championed the formation of a TGv study group when the TGk framework was substantially formed.  The PAR for TGv was viewed as an extension of the TGk work, and that is why it is stated in the PAR.
7.3.2.15. Peter:  Zoran was from AT&T.

7.3.2.16. BobM:  Yes.

7.3.2.17. JoeK:  Peter’s and Bob’s recollections track my mine.  And I believe that Harry Worstell launched the study groups some time after Zoran had delivered his vision. I joined [TGk] soon after Harry Worstell made it clear that it was a two-pronged approach to put in place measurement first and control later.  I would also like to add, that the only door that appears open to admit the items cited under the existing PAR is power management.  I believe that this might pull in all of these.  This seems somewhat strained, however.  It is popular today to think about battery saving, so it is natural that the group would try to address this problem using a networked approach.
7.3.2.18. Allan:  It doesn’t really matter as to history.  We should concentrate on what the PAR says. 

7.3.2.19. Peter:  In the days when this PAR was written you were allowed only a limited space in the first part.  The detail is in the later section…

7.3.2.20. Kapil:  I agree that PAR appears very broad.  I see the PAR as broad enough to encompass these items.  Power management seems part of wireless network management to me.  

7.3.2.21. Bob:  Don’t want to take a lot of time…
7.3.2.22. JonR:  I think that this speaks to a need to consider modifying the PAR.  Today it would be easy to change the PAR.  The PAR template has changed since this one was written.  RevCom might say this PAR has to be modified anyway.  

7.3.2.23. Dorothy:  We were due to expire in 2008 and extended to 2010 a little while ago.

7.3.2.24. JonR:  So you started at a particular point with a PAR, and the work evolved.  It may be possible to change the PAR to address this issue.
7.3.2.25. DaveB:  This doesn’t impinge on what people talked about at the time of the PAR.  You can only look at the document in front of you.  You have to view it as an extension of TGk.  The resolution says, as frequently happens in 802.11, we are simply going to continue the way we have been going.  This is a difference of opinion regarding what members feel is part of the expressed PAR.
7.3.2.26. AndrewMyles:  We have a poorly written PAR.  The working group approved it, however.  At face value, a reasonable interpretation is that it is very broad and was conducted with a semi-formal process over a long period of time based on the objectives document.

7.3.2.27. Allan:  The PAR doesn’t say anything about extensions of TGk.  This is not a valid issue, and I think we all know what it is really about.  I’d like to have a motion [to accept the resolution].

7.3.2.28. Dorothy:  [types motion] 

7.3.2.29. Bob:  Point of order regarding need to announce the motion that may affect text in the draft.

7.3.2.30. Dorothy:  That only applies to resolutions that actually change the draft.  This one doesn’t change text in the draft.

7.3.2.31. BobM:  But if the cited items are out-of-scope the draft would be impacted.

7.3.2.32. Dorothy:  I believe that prior notice is not required for this motion.

7.3.2.33. Move to resolve comment category 401 as “declined”, with the resolution in 11-08-0841-03.

7.3.2.34. Moved:  Allan Thomson

7.3.2.35. Second:  
7.3.2.36. [Dorothy changes r6 on TGv working document to r7 and uploads new document].

7.3.2.37. Bob: What was the intent of that change and upload?
7.3.2.38. Dorothy:  I wanted to get the motion on the server.

7.3.2.39. Second:  Brian Hart

7.3.2.40. Discussion on the motion?  None.
7.3.2.41. Please raise your tokens high.
7.3.2.42. For 8, Against 2, Abstain 11. The motion passes.

7.3.2.43. Dorothy:  OK, let’s continue.  In Location we have one comment.  The resolution is agreed.  The Virtual AP comment has one remaining.  [Reviews other comments up to and including #1274]
7.3.2.44. BobM: The CID #1274 comment resolutions seem inappropriate, based on yesterday’s presentation.  It appears that in many cases the responders misunderstood the contribution.  Many of the points cited in the resolution do not even apply.
7.3.2.45. Dorothy: I encourage the group to e-mail me with inputs so that we can update the resolution.  The goal is to help the commenter develop improvements.

7.3.2.46. [Continues the review of items ready for vote or resolution].  Allan, will you have a motion for CID #1013?  Yes.  Collocated Interference has also been pulled out.  Jon, are you ready with updates?
7.3.2.47. JonRosdahl:  Yes.
7.4. Closing

7.4.1. Recess

7.4.1.1. Dorothy:  We have reached the end of this session.  If there is no objection, I suggest we recess.  No objection.

7.4.1.2. Recess at 1532 hours.  

8. Thursday Morning Session, September 11, 2008
8.2. Opening

8.2.1. Call to Order

8.2.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

8.2.1.2. Meeting called to order at 0800 hours.
8.3. Process

8.3.1. Discussion of Agenda

8.3.1.1. Dorothy:  The agenda for today is a presentation on document 1041r8, which is on the server.  I remind attendees that our work continues to be subject to the IP rules we read previously.  We continue with comment resolutions.  The motion on slide 26 covers discussions yesterday. [reads]

8.3.1.2. Emily:  I’d like to talk about CID #270 and recommend an a resolution of “see CID #130”.

Move to adopt the comment resolutions for comments in the categories indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.
 
–         08-0897-02 (Location) -  CID1367
–         Virtual AP – CID 318
•          Resolve CID 318 with “counter” and a comment resolution of “It is stated in 7.3.2.46, line 5, page 39 of 11v_D3.0,  that "the reference BSSID is the BSSID of the frame.”
–         08-841-03 (General) – CIDs 251, 252, 253, 254, 313 
•          Resolve CID 251 with a resolution of “deferred”, and the resolution provided in 08-841-03
•          Resolve CIDs 252, 253, 254, 313  with a resolution of “see CID 251”
–         08-841-04 (General) CID 269 – 
•          Resolve with “decline”, The TG considered 08/0050r3, the vote was 7-4-5 on a motion to adopt the indicated normative text. Thus the text was not adopted. Concerns include scalability.
–         08-1147-01 (TIM Broadcast) CIDs 130, 270
•          Resolve CID 130 with “counter” and a comment resolution of “Incorporate the text in 08-1147-01.”
•          Resolve CID 270 with “counter” and add “See CID 130” to the comment resolution
 
8.3.1.3. Moved: Emily Qi

8.3.1.4. Second: Alex Ashley

8.3.1.5. Discussion?  None.

8.3.1.6. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 0.  The motion passes.
8.3.1.7. Dorothy:  I show items where motions needed.

8.3.1.8. Qi:  I am ready with document 1122r0

8.3.1.9. JoeK:  1138r0 is available on Event,

8.3.1.10. [Dorothy works with participants summarize comments/resolutions]

8.3.1.11. Emily:  Is there progress on Event UTC?

8.3.1.12. Dorothy:  Still deferred and could go into ballot that way.

8.3.1.13. QiWang: I show document 1122r0.  Text submission for LB#133 CID-1247 resolution. 
8.3.1.14. Peter:  The version on the server is unreadable.

8.3.1.15. [Qi works on loading a good version to the server]

8.3.1.16. JoeK:  Annex Q has the management interface SNMP items.  Document 1138 covers integration with TGv features.  Some TGv features are not management features (e.g. TFS).  Features whose communication does not require transmission over the wider network are not included (e.g. Power Management).

8.3.1.17. Peter: the inner boxes of the diagrams still say RRM, and should say WNM to match your other edits.

8.3.1.18. JoeK:  The request structure is much simpler than the response structure, similar to “k”.  The network entity using MIB get/set will set up a management request available to an AP would be actionable.  Annex Q is a tracking aid to make sure that variables remain in sync with other variables used by other amendments in the master document.
8.3.1.19. Peter:  This seems to say that measurement will stay there and wireless network management will go on.  Scroll back one page.  Is there a change?

8.3.1.20. JoeK:  No.  I don’t know how that happened, but there is no change even through there appears to be [colored text].

8.3.1.21. Dorothy:  Any questions?
8.3.1.22. Emily:  You changed RRM to WNM.  Does that reflect a “k” change?

8.3.1.23. Joe: The MIB is now expanded to house both the measurements and the controls, so this document covers only WNM---The complete document is untouched.  This only appears in our amendment.

8.3.1.24. Emily:  How do we differentiate between optional and mandatory?  11v has some dependency on “k”, but not the other way around.  

8.3.1.25. Joe:  Everything you’ve said is true, but this is just to cover MIB items attributable to 802.11v.

8.3.1.26. Peter:  Going to the top of the page.  I suggest you add an “and” to join Measurement and Management.
8.3.1.27. JoeK:  Maybe we can pick a new name.

8.3.1.28. Peter:  Line 8 and line 11.  Join them with an “and”

8.3.1.29. JoeK:  I’d suggest Management MIB.

8.3.1.30. Peter:  I suggest we make the title of “Q” to better handle the fusion of “k” and “v”.

8.3.1.31. JoeK:  Do I have time to revise this?

8.3.1.32. Dorothy:  Yes.

8.3.1.33. Emily:  On page 3.  We may need to modify...

8.3.1.34. JoeK:  As editor you can modify anything, but that was Peter’s comment.

8.3.1.35. Emily:  I reviewed the document, but this document is about 35 pages.  802.11v is now about 200 pages.

8.3.1.36. Qi:  I’ve uploaded version 1122r2.  [discusses].  This adds the capability to make event handling an on/off function.  
8.3.1.37. Allan:  If you are making this optional, you need a MIB object.  You need to include language to say “a STA with dot11MgmtOptionEventsEnabled is set to true and receives….”

8.3.1.38. Joe:  I read the change, and I don’t understand the intent.  The sentence doesn’t seem to add anything.  It would appear it can never be set to false at an AP.  There is a general bit that says Management Enabled.  If it is enabled (code present) it doesn’t mean that any feature is actually enabled, each controlled by a separate bit.  You have to toggle these bits to actually turn on a feature.  Your change says that at an AP, you can’t set it to zero.

8.3.1.39. Allan:  When you have a feature you have an implemented feature that is optional, you have to make the understanding of what the bit means clear:  Implementation vs. on/off.  I suggest you work off-line and return.
8.3.1.40. Emily:  I don’t think we need to get into option issues here.

8.3.1.41. Peter:  In 3.01 “event reporting” is in lower case.  The convention is to capitalize this.  You need to accept the fact that it not a single thing, but a complex group of things.  Suggest you consult the style guide.
8.3.1.42. JoeK:  I think after working on Events and Diagnostics, there is complexity here. In the PICS, we are making a recommendation of what is core to the amendment.  Event Reporting’s value would seem to justify a non-optional status.  In the PICS there is a yes/no for each feature.  In my opinion this is core.  We should not make this optional.
8.3.1.43. Dorothy:  How do we get an accurate text representation for Qi?

8.3.1.44. Peter:  The optionality discussed here is just a reflection of previously admitted text.

8.3.1.45. Emily:  The 4th column in the table under A.4.18 indicates optional.  Just change the event reporting frame.  [Qi makes edits with input from Emily, Allan, and Peter].

8.3.1.46. Allan: Presents CID #193 response (document  1155r0).  Allan met with Mark Hamilton on Normative Text for Events CIDs #192, #255, and #1405.  This text proposes a replacement for “syslog” with a name more specific:  “wireless log”.  This document changes all the occurrences of syslog accordingly, with updates for the related explanatory text.

8.3.1.47. Peter: I think it should be “NMWirelessLog”.  I think “wireless log” is too general.  

8.3.1.48. Allan:  How about “WNMlog”?

8.3.1.49. Peter:  I like that.

8.3.1.50. Emily:  clause 7.  You need to put “syslog” back in 7.3.2.63.6.

8.3.1.51. JoeK:  Did you delete references to RFC?  No.  It seems like you’ve renamed syslog, and then used exactly the same function.

8.3.1.52. Allan:  But in the past we have misused syslog.  We tried not to just rename syslog.

8.3.1.53. JoeK:  Where is the function that will populate this, then?  It seems like there is now no way to get the information into it via the upper layer.

8.3.1.54. Allan:  What is your true objection here?  Syslog is an IP layer thing.  It may have a superset of contents.  You are somewhat right and somewhat wrong.  We want WNMLog be similar in many aspects but not the same.  Your complaints are somewhat valid, but there are people who look at this who may misunderstand what this is to do.  I’ve added text to explain it better.

8.3.1.55. Joe:  So you can filter the syslog to get the same information.  But where does the information come from and were is the function that does that?
8.3.1.56. Allan:  But we don’t do that for syslog.

8.3.1.57. JoeK:  But syslog is already established and well-known.

8.3.1.58. Allan:  Any software entity that wants to report issues.

8.3.1.59. Joe:  Then what is the difference between this and vendor specific?

8.3.1.60. Allan:  The difference is that “vendor specific” doesn’t have common reporting in human-readable form.  Do you have an objection to this?  You are criticizing this.  Do you have an alternative proposal?
8.3.1.61. Joe:  We have objecting comments on everything.  We are not obliged to change everything just because there is a comment on it.  If you look at the history of the comments, I’m not sure how to proceed.

8.3.1.62. Allan:  Your understanding that this is copy of syslog is incorrect.  I know how this arose.  Your basis is your view, not mine.  I don’t understand what’s unclear. The intent of these changes is to clarify what is different between syslog and this.

8.3.1.63. Dorothy:  Any more input on this?  No.  Make sure this gets on the server.  Our collective understanding of syslog seems to be evolving and this can be one step in that evolution.  We can talk more about this…

8.3.1.64. Allan: Next up for discussion is document 1013r4 on Diagnostics, which is on the server.  We have reworked the definition.
8.3.1.65. Qi: What is the objection to including the wording I suggested?

8.3.1.66. Dorothy:  I suggest that Allan walk through the document before we have comments.

8.3.1.67. Allan:  [Reviews].  In the Manufacturer’s Information Table, the values are updated to string values.
8.3.1.68. Qi:  On 2. Definitions, I’d like to add “detection or characterization in the 802.11 STA” to the end of the sentence.
8.3.1.69. Allan: That doesn’t make any sense.  [Gives example of a device using the feature]
8.3.1.70. Qi:  I see a difference.  The management system knows there are multiple devices.  I don’t want unknown devices to complicate the process.  It should be known ahead of time by the management system.

8.3.1.71. Roger:  I’d like to see that characterization kept loose.

8.3.1.72. Peter:  These things come to be known, without knowing how or why.  It is unspecified.  I don’t think collocated needs a hyphen.

8.3.1.73. Qi:  I believe we are opening some new significant functionality.  We are requiring 802.11 stations to know what other devices are collocated. 

8.3.1.74. Allan:  You think a management entity should already know, but if it did you wouldn’t need the collocation feature at all.  This is the definition of a collocated device, not a feature. You can’t constrain a definition.  You restrict the feature instead.

8.3.1.75. Peter:  Collocated doesn’t have a hyphen.  The only application is in the report.

8.3.1.76. Emily:  My concern is about device type.

8.3.1.77. Qi:  I disagree with Allan.  If you have a loose definition, you don’t have a future.

8.3.1.78. Dorothy:  I hear from Qi a concern that no additional burden should be placed on the device.  It may be an interpretation issue.

8.3.1.79. Allan:  How about “may or may not be known”?

8.3.1.80. Qi:  How do I implement the feature?  802.11 would have to find a way to know it.  I don’t agree.

8.3.1.81. Allan:  Then you are opposed to the feature completely.  Qi wants everyone to view it the way she does.  Why force her view on everyone?

8.3.1.82. Peter:  What’s really here is that we are reporting on a device you know about.  You don’t have to say how you know.  There is an “unknown” category.

8.3.1.83. Qi:  I’d like to point out that the original presentation covered the difference between the two views.  Originally, we talked only about known devices.  This is a very significant extension of 802.11.

8.3.1.84. Dorothy:  Let’s separate collocated devices from device types.  The collocated devices relates only to the radio.

8.3.1.85. Qi:  I understand, same thing.  Look at GSM, WiMAX, etc.

8.3.1.86. Dorothy:  We have 15 minutes left.  You read the text and believe there is extra capability required.  There should be more discussion on what it means.  I’d like to give Emily a chance.

8.3.1.87. Emily:  I have an editorial comment on collocated device.  On device type, in an offline discussion I have reached the conclusion that device types include the need for extensibility. Who is going to modify/maintain the list of devices and how they are referenced?  Can we wait for SA to work this issue?

8.3.1.88. Allan; We can send a letter to the Wi-Fi Alliance asking them to work this issue.

8.3.1.89. Alex:  Perhaps it would make sense to have a hierarchical table, e.g. phones with sub-entries followed by “other”.
8.3.1.90. BobM:  I think this tracking needs a clearinghouse.  I’m also worried about a device announcing in more than two entries or in a wrong one.  It could confuse systems, management entities, and even result in software upgrade mistakes.  I think more discussion/thought is needed.

8.3.1.91. Peter:  I believe just the opposite. Wi-Fi alliance has the list and ANA is prepared to handle.

8.3.1.92. Dorothy:  866r2 is on the server for Proxy ARP, addressing comment CID #1322. [shows spreadsheet].  The comment is “countered” with updated text. The commenter requested to change from ARP request to ARP reply.  The service translation label issue remains as it is until an improved understanding can be gained of this detail.  I shall upload 866r3 to reflect changes.

8.3.1.93. Dorothy:  We are at time.  You must post any text submissions by 1100. [reviews unresolved and resolved from this morning]. 

8.4. Closing

8.4.1. Recess

8.4.1.1. Dorothy:  We are recessed.
8.4.1.2. Recess at 1000 hours.

8.5. Opening

8.5.1. Call to Order

8.5.1.1. Dorothy Stanley (Dorothy): I call the meeting to order.

8.5.1.2. Meeting called to order at 1330 hours.  We are still under the IP policy read previously.
8.6. Process

8.6.1. Status Review

8.6.1.1. Dorothy:  We are at version 1041r10.  [shows]  I have pulled together the motions and ordered them accordingly to time on the server. 

8.6.1.2. The first ones we will act on are the ones with no changes to the text.  [Dorothy confirms when the ones that did change the text went on the server].

8.6.1.3. Peter:  There is also 842r4 update.  Is there also a 1011r5?  No.

8.6.1.4. Dorothy:  Let’s have a motion on 1274…

8.6.1.5. Move to resolve comments in General comment category 1274 as “declined”, with the resolution of

8.6.1.6. The TG considered adopting the text in 08-0419-02; The motion to adopt the text failed, 7-6-7. Concerns include:

8.6.1.7. Synchronous voice and video will be suppressed, without the ability for codecs to compensate. Codecs improve performance to adapt to the links.

8.6.1.8. Legacy 2.4 GHz STAs (including dual-mode cell phones) will not honor the Quiet element, and many do not have a dot11SpectrumManagementEnabled MIB variable.

8.6.1.9. No provision for asynchronous MIB changes among the APs is provided - with bad radio links, how do the incremental MIB changes affect BSS operation during the MIB changes - how does QoS work while the dot11APCEntry suppression tables are being changed, and when  dot11xxxAPCollaborationEnabled changes value, how to calculate and communicate the new TCLAS?

8.6.1.10. No exceptions to suppression in order to meet regulatory requirements like E-9-1-1

8.6.1.11. No exceptions to suppression when operating in shared bands - to report radar, change channel, DSE, etc.
8.6.1.12. Moved:  Peter Ecclesine

8.6.1.13. Seconder:  Joe Kwak

8.6.1.14. Discussion?  None

8.6.1.15. For 9, Against 0,  Abstain 4. The motion passes.
8.6.1.16. Move to

8.6.1.17. Resolve General category CIDs 1239 and 1257 as “deferred” with a resolution of “No technical changes are proposed.  The commenter is invited to prepare the proposed text changes”

8.6.1.18. Moved: Qi Wang

8.6.1.19. Second: Roger Durand

8.6.1.20. Discussion?  None

8.6.1.21. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 6. The motion passes.

8.6.1.22. Dorothy: Timing measurement is next.  My current understanding is that there is an r5 on the server which has changes to r4.  [Shows a summary developed from Ganesh going from version 3 to version 4]  Where are we now?  I have a proposed motion for accepting r5.
8.6.1.23. Allan:  R5 has progressed but it is not done.  

8.6.1.24. Qi:  I have questions about r5 at this point.  We can get into a discussion if we want.  I would not be comfortable with importing all of r5 as it now stands.

8.6.1.25. Emily:  I agree with Qi that r4 and r5 are improved but do not solve all problems.

8.6.1.26. Allan:  The comments by Ganesh were based on conversations with Brian Hart.  I think there is still work to be done.  I’d like to review r5 in the group.  The changes required indicate that we are not ready for letter ballot.  We should work on it for November and ensure it is ready for letter ballot.

8.6.1.27. Qi:  I would be uncomfortable to adopt the text.  We should work on it first and then get it into the draft right.  There are improvements but in some areas, I believe the document is still lacking.

8.6.1.28. Emily:  Do we include or not?

8.6.1.29. Qi:  I have technical comments and concerns.  I need to be convinced that there is actually no problem.

8.6.1.30. Allan:  I don’t think discussion now will help.  The discussion has to be broader.

8.6.1.31. Emily:  I believe a broad review by the group is needed.
8.6.1.32. Dorothy:  There seems to be agreement that r5 is not done.  We either want to include it in the draft or we do not.  If we incorporate it now, we would have to do more work on it in the future.  There are not enough people present to fully vet this revision.

8.6.1.33. Allan:  We have been working with Ganesh to update the document.  From our perspective, it is an improvement.  You may think it is not an improvement.

8.6.1.34. Qi:  I said it appears incomplete.

8.6.1.35. Allan:  Is any version in the draft now?

8.6.1.36. Dorothy:  No.

8.6.1.37. Brian:  I think this is pretty mature.  We should put this into 4.0.

8.6.1.38. Allan:  If you are not going to accept r5, would you accept r4?

8.6.1.39. Qi:  I don’t think so.  If we want we can discuss in depth, but I believe that would not be fruitful at this time.

8.6.1.40. Dorothy:  We have about 10 minutes to talk about areas of primary concern now, but usually we solve such questions with a motion.  [Dorothy puts r5 on the screen].  If the discussion can be productive, we could break at 2:15 for the other motions.

8.6.1.41. Qi:  Let’s start by discussing the comment in 1011r4, comment 361.  It says standard deviation is no longer computed for time-of-arrival.  There is no definition on computing the standard deviation in r5, for example.  There is no error bound.

8.6.1.42. Brian:  In some implementations the time of arrival is known to sufficient accuracy by measurement.

8.6.1.43. Qi:  For this type of measurement, accuracy must be quite good.

8.6.1.44. Brian:  In “k” there are many ways to interpret how you would make the measurement, using both a spec and a procedure.

8.6.1.45. Qi:  This measurement is significantly different from other “k” measurements.  This is not specified well enough in this case: we need error bounds.

8.6.1.46. Brian:  Pragmatically there is not a requirement.

8.6.1.47. Henry:  I see notes that recommendations by the authors that have seemingly included this.  Refer to 7.4.11.23.  Comments gv1 and gv2 need discussion.  There is a field still there.

8.6.1.48. Brian:  Draft 5 was in the nature of a working document.  Rev 4 is more appropriate for introduction into the draft.  
8.6.1.49. Qi:  I agree that it is a working document; it is not done. In draft 3.0 we used nanoseconds for the resolution requirement.  As at last meeting the requirement is about 10 nanoseconds.  The resolution has now been changed.  Now it is a nanosecond or part of a nanosecond.  Why the change?  I don’t understand.  If we specify this, it should be application related.

8.6.1.50. Brian:  The sole reason for these resolutions was the hardware.  We should dialog with the author on that.

8.6.1.51. Qi:  I agree that resolution and std deviation are coupled, but these are essential requirements for this feature.

8.6.1.52. Emily: Of r3, r4, and r5.  Are you comfortable with any of them?

8.6.1.53. Qi:  No in this respect they are all the same.

8.6.1.54. Dorothy:  We probably should stop here.  I suggest we take this conversation under advisement.  We’ll come back to this if we have time.

8.6.1.55. Move to resolve Proxy ARP category CID 1322 as “Counter” and include the text changes indicated in 08-0866-03.

8.6.1.56. Moved: Allan Thomson

8.6.1.57. Second:  Alex Ashley

8.6.1.58. Discussion?  None.

8.6.1.59. For 7, Against 0, Abstain 5. The motion passes.
8.6.1.60. Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the Event category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft. 

8.6.1.61. – Resolve CID 193 as “counter”, with a resolution of “Incorporate the text in 08-1155-00”

8.6.1.62. – Resolve CIDs 225, 1405, as “counter”, with a resolution of “See CID 193”

8.6.1.63. Moved:  Allan Thomson

8.6.1.64. Second:  Mark Hamilton

8.6.1.65. Discussion on the motion?  None.

8.6.1.66. For 8, Against 0, Abstain 6.  The motion passes.

8.6.1.67. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1013-05-000v-additional-diagnostic-edits.doc into the TGv draft and

8.6.1.68. – Resolve CIDs 163 and 227 as “counter” with a resolution of “Incorporate the text changes in 11-08-1013-05”

8.6.1.69. Qi:  Can we discuss this?

8.6.1.70. Moved:  Allan Thomson

8.6.1.71. Second:  Peter Ecclesine

8.6.1.72. Dorothy: Is there discussion?  Yes.

8.6.1.73. Qi:  For those not present last time…  Antenna count and height are good.  I believe this adds a lot of burden to 802.11 devices.  I think it should be narrowed to limit the necessity of devices to find out what other devices are nearby, it is a massive increase in functionality.

8.6.1.74. Henry:  I have a question in V13a on page 8.  Are those reserved by .21?

8.6.1.75. Peter.  Yes.  We start our numbers at 40.

8.6.1.76. Henry:  What if they want to add?

8.6.1.77. Peter:  There are “padders”.

8.6.1.78. Henry:  Are they going to change it?

8.6.1.79. Peter:  Not likely.

8.6.1.80. Henry:  Did they ANA?

8.6.1.81. Peter.  No.

8.6.1.82. Allan:  We are not requiring anything in detection.  It is a simple statement.  I call the question.

8.6.1.83. Peter: I second the motion to call the question.
8.6.1.84. For 7, Against 4, Abstain 2.  The motion fails.

8.6.1.85. Qi:  Allan made the comment that we are not requiring action.  Then what is the reluctance to say that?  If you don’t know you can’t respond.  How else could you know?
8.6.1.86. Allan: Your statement interprets this incorrectly.  In a standard we should allow that to be achievable.  You would rather deny the ability to do this if they want to.  This definition seems open.

8.6.1.87. Peter: There is no language in here that says a measurement is needed to determine what devices are “around”.  This is only an index into extra information.  You’re worried about misuse, but possible misuse is in the future.  You should narrow it when the feared result is realized.
8.6.1.88. RogerDurand (RIM):  If a person carries multiple devices, each of these devices might have a different radio.  With the previous definition all of the radios had to be in the same box.  That is an unnecessary restriction.  It should be allowed that radios within a certain radius should be logged.  I speak in favor.

8.6.1.89. MarkKobayashi (Broadcom):  Question on 3.22a.  The links that you are suggesting are confusing and seemingly incomplete.  In the document the table mentioned wired links.

8.6.1.90. Dorothy:  This is about link characteristics.

8.6.1.91. Qi:  We are writing a standard.  We need to consider the future.  By not specifying the definition clearly we are adding significantly to the burden of devices.  There are always devices that can do more.

8.6.1.92. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1013-05-000v-additional-diagnostic-edits.doc into the TGv draft and

8.6.1.93. – Resolve CIDs 163 and 227 as “counter” with a resolution of “Incorporate the text changes in 11-08-1013-05”

8.6.1.94. Moved:  Allan Thomson

8.6.1.95. Second:  Peter Ecclesine

8.6.1.96. For 10,  Against 5, Abstain 3. The motion fails.
8.6.1.97. AndrewMyles:  The rules to call the question appear to be 50%.

8.6.1.98. Dorothy:  Jon Rosdahl is here. This is motion to adopt CID #1247 as “countered”.
8.6.1.99. Qi reviewed these changes this morning (to make optional event measurements).

8.6.1.100. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1122-00-000v into the TGv draft and

8.6.1.101. – Resolve Event category CID 1247 as “counter” with a resolution of “Incorporate the text changes in 08-1122-03”

8.6.1.102. Moved:  Qi Wang

8.6.1.103. Second: Henry Ptasinski

8.6.1.104. Dorothy:  Discussion?  Yes.

8.6.1.105. Allan:  I speak against the motion.
8.6.1.106. Qi:  Event measurements mean a lot of complexity.  We compromised regarding optional or mandatory.  Some devices would be burdened, and we want to make it optional to spare them.  I took all suggestions from the floor this morning.

8.6.1.107. JoeK:  Event detection is an important tool, and the place it needs to be mandatory is in the station.  I speak against the motion.  Qi seems to be confusing the PICS with the standard.  Things are normally not optional in clauses 7 and 11.  We believe this is core and believe it should be mandatory.

8.6.1.108. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1122-00-000v into the TGv draft and

8.6.1.109. – Resolve Event category CID 1247 as “counter” with a resolution of “Incorporate the text changes in -8-1122-03”

8.6.1.110. Moved:  Qi Wang

8.6.1.111. Second: Henry Ptasinski

8.6.1.112. For 6, Against 7, Abstain 4.  The motion fails.

8.6.1.113. Move to incorporate the changes in document 11-08-1138-01-000v-normative-text-annexq.pdf into the TGv draft.

8.6.1.114. Moved:  Joe Kwak

8.6.1.115. Second:  Peter Ecclesine

8.6.1.116. Discussion?  None.

8.6.1.117. For 8, Against 0, Abstain 10.  The motion passes.
8.6.1.118. Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the Timing Measurement category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.

8.6.1.119. Mark:  Did that go up yet?

8.6.1.120. Dorothy:  No.  Let’s wait.

8.6.1.121. Jon Rosdahl: Point of order.  If you are going to skip agenda items, you go to the next one.  I’d like to take that issue up.  I’d like the chair to adjust the agenda to bring that up now.

8.6.1.122. Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the Collocated Interference category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.

8.6.1.123. – 08-0991-02 (Collocated Interference) – CIDs 302, 303, 304, 305,306,307, 308,
8.6.1.124. Moved:  Jon Rosdahl

8.6.1.125. Second:  Emily Qi
8.6.1.126. Qi: Can we put up the document?

8.6.1.127. Jon:  I believe the mover can speak first.  We brought forward papers in March and July, with a lot of discussion on the conference call.  This is different than that originally brought to the group, but it represents a good compromise.  You are simply changing bit 7 out of the reserve to identify this indicator.  Many more major issues have been less-discussed.

8.6.1.128. Qi:  This is basically redundant information.  When you send the report by definition, you are experiencing interference.  I don’t understand what additional information is supplied by this.  I am willing to continue working on this, but I object to adopting as it is.  It seems to offer no technical value.

8.6.1.129. Henry:  The new text means something, but I don’t understand what scenarios where this would be useful.

8.6.1.130. Roger:  I agree with Qi and Henry.  It seems redundant.

8.6.1.131. Emily:  This is one bit for indication.  The text here is clear.

8.6.1.132. Henry:  1 means is there, 0 means isn’t there.  But zero means nothing, hence no new information.

8.6.1.133. Roger:  [reads] If it’s set to one not a problem, if it is set to zero it is ignored.

8.6.1.134. Jon:  If collocated, devices may experience received interference [reads and interprets].  The bit allows differentiation as to whether the interference is due to transmit OR receive.
8.6.1.135. JoeK:  I heard the arguments, I am not opposed.  All of the parameters are receive-related.  It’s easy to misunderstand that the parameters cannot be separated.  The other parameters would seem related only to receive inhibition.  The example in the text seems a poor one.  I think this needs additional work.

8.6.1.136. Qi:  In the context of 802.11 devices we need to talk about this some more.

8.6.1.137. Dorothy:  Someone to speak for?  No.

8.6.1.138. Jon:  I would have been happy before, it’s the compromise that generated the concerns about interpretation.  The compromise was crafted by multiple people.  If you want to back to the proposal in document 233r3. that would be fine.

8.6.1.139. Roger: In the future, I’d like documents to tell what things do.  I don’t like things that require decoding to figure out how they work.

8.6.1.140. Jon:  The issue seems thoroughly discussed.  Call the question.

8.6.1.141. Dorothy: Any objection to calling the question?  None

8.6.1.142. If you are in favor of calling the question…
8.6.1.143. For 6, Against 6, Abstain 6.

8.6.1.144. Jon: I think we should remove the collocated interference feature and accept the comments. I would like to so move.

8.6.1.145. Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the Collocated Interference category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.

8.6.1.146. – 08-0991-02 (Collocated Interference) – CIDs 302, 303, 304, 305,306,307, 308, as “accepted” with a resolution of “as in comment”

8.6.1.147. Moved:  Jon Rosdahl

8.6.1.148. Second:  Peter Ecclesine

8.6.1.149. Discussion? Yes.

8.6.1.150. Roger:  This would seem to resolve the comment by adopting the document we just referenced.

8.6.1.151. Jon:  I think this is OK

8.6.1.152. Dorothy:  I think this is in order.

8.6.1.153. Henry: Point of order.  I think you want “suggested remedy”

8.6.1.154. Dorothy:  This is our normal convention.

8.6.1.155. JoeK:  This is already in the draft.  It is good example of how collocated interference can be mitigated.  The key is knowing about the interference.  The feature is valuable.  It is a valid solution for receive interference.  We agree that it doesn’t treat transmit interference.  Let’s not throw the baby out with the bathwater.

8.6.1.156. Emily:  I speak against the motion.  This has in there for a year.  It provides value.

8.6.1.157. Dorothy: Is there a “for”?

8.6.1.158. Qi:  I’d like to understand the value of this motion.  Why try to remove it now?

8.6.1.159. Jon:  The paper in May discussed the benefits and holes in collocated interference we attempted to fix with two bits.  I am convinced that the function of the bits is not understood, and probably will be a hindrance going forward for the draft.  I call the question.

8.6.1.160. Dorothy: Any objection?  No.

8.6.1.161. For 6, Against 8, Abstain 3.  The motion fails.
8.6.1.162. Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the Timing Measurement category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.
8.6.1.163. – 08-1011-04 (Timing Measurement) – All accepted, counter and declined comments, normative text changes in 0842-05

8.6.1.164. Moved:  Allan Thomson

8.6.1.165. Second: Emily Qi

8.6.1.166. Discussion? None.

8.6.1.167. For 7, Against 5, Abstain 6.  The motion fails.
8.6.1.168. Move to instruct the editor to

8.6.1.169. – Close any remaining unapproved comments with the disposition Declined and the Resolution “TGv believes that it needs additional input through a WG Letter Ballot”

8.6.1.170. Allan:  Go to motion for decline…I think we need an internal review.
8.6.1.171. Clint:  I don’t think this is valuable.

8.6.1.172. Qi:  I think an internal review would be good.

8.6.1.173. Henry:  How many remaining comments?

8.6.1.174. Dorothy: 1400 received, with  900 from one individual, about 500 from everyone else.  There were 50-60 people commenting individually.  

8.6.1.175. Henry:  Are “deferred: separate? Yes.

8.6.1.176. Dorothy:  There are probably about 11 left.

8.6.1.177. Henry: It varies from group to group whether an internal review works or not.  I think that an internal review may be valuable.

8.6.1.178. Dorothy; We have done three of them, and they were of value.

8.6.1.179. Floor:  You showed 3 motions.  Are we going to act on any of these?

8.6.1.180. Dorothy:  We are out of time.  However, before we adjourn, I’d like to acknowledge Bob who has served as secretary for four years.

8.6.1.181. We are adjourned.

8.6.1.182. Adjourn at 1530 hours.
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