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Abstract

Cumulative minutes of the High Throughput Task Group meetings held during the IEEE 802.11 Plenary session in Dallas from November 10 through 13, 2008. The session was chaired by TGn chair Bruce Kraemer from Marvell.


Executive Summary (also see Chairs’ meeting doc 11-08-1297 and closing report doc 11-08-1252):
1. Draft 7.0 passed recirculation ballot LB136 with 276 approve, 17 not approve, 21 abstain.
2. All of the 48 comments from LB136 were resolved with no approved changes to the draft.
3. The task group requested that the working group approve a request for letter ballot and approved a package for the executive council to conditionally approve a sponsor ballot with the sponsor ballot pool approved during July/August 2008.
4. There were changes to the timeline anticipating publication in Mar 2010.
Note 1: Relative to presentations, these minutes are intended to offer a brief summary (including document number) of each of the presentations to facilitate review and recall without having to read each of the presentations. Most of the ‘presentation related’ minutes are built directly from selected slides and therefore are not subjective. An effort was made to note obscure acronyms. As always Q&A is somewhat subjective on my part and therefore open to question.
Note 2: Only motions resulting in changes to the draft are specially numbered. This is done so that there is a cross reference between specific resolutions and session votes.
******************************************************************************
Detailed cumulative Session minutes follow:

Monday; November 10, 2008; 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM CST [~56 attendees, ~4 new]
1. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 4:03 pm.
2. Chair’s (Bruce Kraemer) affiliation is Marvell.
3. Vice-chair’s (Sheung Li) affiliation is SiBEAM.  Also serving as secretary this week.
4. Technical Editor’s (Adrian Stephens) affiliation is Intel.
5. Chair’s opening report is currently 11-08-1297r0, closing document is expected to be 11-08-1252r0, minutes are currently 11-08-1251r0, editor’s report is currently 11-08-1246r0.
6. Primary meeting room is Landmark A.  Secondary meeting room is Cotton Bowl.  There will be no parallel sessions this week.
7. Patent policy was presented, including call for patent assurances.
8. There was no response to the request for essential patent claims, or any questions on the patent policy.

9. Executive summary of the minutes of the September 08 meeting (as listed in 11-08-1066r1) presented.

10. Motion to approve September ’08 (Hawaii) TGn minutes as contained in 11-08-0505r1.  Moved by Sheung Li (SiBEAM), Seconded by Jon Rosdahl (CSR).  Approved by unanimous consent.

11. 15 day recirculation ballot LB136 on TGn Draft 7.0 closed June XX with 48 comments.  Passed with XX approve, XX not approve, XX abstain.  XX Technical, XX Editorial (XX Total) comments.

12. Focus of the week will be comment resolution and votes to adopt comments and update draft text.
13. There will be no votes on COEX or PHY during the Tuesday PM1 session, so as to avoid conflict with the 802.19 meeting on 11n/40 MHz coexistence, and the agenda will be amended to show a full instead of an ad hoc session to allow for votes .

14. Motion to approve agenda as contained on slides 26-28 (with minuted amendments) of 11-08-1297r0.  Moved by TK Tan (GCT Semiconductor), Seconded by Adrian Stephens (Intel).  Approved by unanimous consent.
15. Editor’s report in 11-08-1246r0 is presented by Adrian Stephens (Intel).

16. The composite comments from all ad hocs are in 11-08-1208r2, though this is not as complete as the ad hocs’ individual reports.  The comments assigned to the editor are in 11-08-1209r0.

17. Currently at 94% approval, close to the 95% typically accepted as necessary for EC approval.
18. The process is to discover at some stage that no further changes are required to the draft, and all “part of a no” comments are rejected by TGn.  At this point, we may be at this stage except for three comments.  Document 11-08-1217r0 is the report on these unresolved no comments.

19. Assuming that this conditional approval is granted, then the sponsor ballot for the TGn draft will begin in January 2009.

20. Motion #381:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-08-1209-00-000n-tgn-lb136-editor-comments.xls on the “Editorial comments” tab.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Don Schultz (Boeing).  Approved by unanimous consent.
21. Motion #382:  Direct the editor to copy the “Resolution” and “Resn Status” fields from “original” LB136 comments to their duplicates, identified by having a non empty “Duplicate of CID” value that identifies the original comment.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Eldad Perahia (Intel).  Approved by unanimous consent.
22. Eldad Perahia (Intel) and Matt Fischer (Broadcom) clarify points in the schedule including a desire to cancel the Monday evening session given the low number of comments.  Peter Loc (Ralink) agrees with this.
23. The meeting continues with TGn full in session.  General comments, then MAC comments will be reviewed with the understanding that there will be no vote this session.  At the end of the comment review, the group will determine if an evening session is required.
24. Adrian Stephens (Intel) continues to discuss General topics.

25. For CID 10002, the proposal based on the ad hoc telecon is to reject.  There is no discussion of this point or objection to moving the proposed resolution into the comment spreadsheet.

26. For CID 10023, the proposal based on the ad hoc telecon is to reject.  There is no discussion of this point or objection to moving the proposed resolution into the comment spreadsheet.

27. For CID 10042, the proposal based on the ad hoc telecon is to reject.  There is no discussion of this point or objection to moving the proposed resolution into the comment spreadsheet.

28. For CID 10043, the proposal based on the ad hoc telecon is to reject.  There is no discussion of this point or objection to moving the proposed resolution into the comment spreadsheet.

29. This completes the review and ad hoc approval of all General comments with the approval to come to a vote on Tuesday PM1.
30. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) continues to discuss MAC topics.

31. For CID 10040, the proposal based on the ad hoc telecon is to reject.  John Barr (Motorola) and Matt discuss sufficiency of using 0 to represent false, and the potential to address this in the future during the sponsor ballot process.

32. For CID 10024, the proposal based on the ad hoc telecon is to reject.  Peter, Adrian, and Matt discuss the complexity involved in this resolution.

33. The group holds a straw poll on the change proposed in CID 10024.  There are 2 in favour and 7 against the proposed change.  Discussion will continue during the vote in the full group scheduled for Tuesday PM1 

34. There is no further discussion requested for CID 10004, 10017, 10018, 10009, 10038, and no further MAC topics.
35. Bruce asks if there is any objection to releasing the Monday Evening time slot for ad hocs.  There is no objection.

36. Bruce asks if there is any objection to recessing TGn until the Tuesday AM2 ad hoc session.  There is no objection.
37. TGn is recessed at 6:02 pm.

Tuesday; November 11, 2008; 1:30 PM – 3:30 PM CST [~29 attendees]
38. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 1:36 pm.
39. Adrian Stephens (Intel) presents the General motions.
40. Motion #383:  Move to accept the comment resolutions in 11-08-1219-02-000n-lb136-gen-comments.xls on the “General – MIB” and “General – PICS” tabs.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Jim Petranovich (FireSet).  Approved by unanimous consent.
41. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) presents the MAC motions.

42. Motion #384:  Move to accept comment resolutions in 11-08/1220r3 tab “mac_motion_136_a”  Moved by Matt.  Seconded by Adrian.  Approved by unanimous consent.
43. Adrian reviews the conditional sponsor ballot package for the EC in 11-08-1217-01-000n-p802.11n-working-group-letter-ballot-report.doc.  This report was drafted and the EC informed of its existence approximately 30 days ago, and will be updated with the results from letter ballot 136.

44. TGn is recessed at 2:36 pm.

Wednesday; November 12, 2008; 8:00 AM – 10:00 AM CST [~51 attendees]
45. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 8:06am.
46. This session will function as a joint session with 802.15 and 802.19 to review matters of 40 MHz operation at 2.4 GHz.

47. There will be four presentations in the agenda 11-1101r5 and 19-08-0034r1 by John Barr (Motorola), 19-08-0035r1 by Steve Shellhammer (Qualcomm), 11-08-1360r0 by Eldad Perahia (Intel).

48. Three of the members present were part of the 802.19 session where Eldad had previously presented 11-08-1360.  At John’s urging, Eldad will repeat his presentation.

49. John presents 11-1101r5 on the impact of 40 MHz devices on Bluetooth and Zigbee devices.

50. The TGn chair asks if it would be possible for a detailed specification for AFH to be provided to the task group by Bluetooth to allow for improved development of coexistence mechanisms.  John notes that this is possible, and that the implementation of AFH is optional but if it is implemented, the hopping sequence should operate in a particular way.  The algorithms underlying this are proprietary to each implementer.
51. John further clarifies that what he is looking for are the items in slide 8 and slide 9 of his presentation.

52. Brian Hart (Cisco) asks if this presentation is considered to be a prerequisite for sponsor ballot, or an attempt to get the discussion going before sponsor.  John confirms this interpretation.

53. Brian is concerned that this scanning mechanism does not provide what John is looking for.  John responds that item 3 on slide 9 (the ongoing scan) is what he is looking for.

54. Brian notes that the CCA mechanism already in 802.11 already provides for coexistence with other 2.4 GHz radios, and it is the inability for Bluetooth to coexist with itself in a ~20 MHz channel that creates the problem.  The idea of continuing to support 1970’s technology frequency hopping technology in the 21st century will relegate 2.4 GHz to a junk band.  John responds that the real issue is the change in the 802.11 usage model that Bluetooth has relied on.  It is hard to walk away from the legacy of two billion 2.4 GHz devices.  John further notes the inadequacy of CCA to detect low power Zigbee devices.
55. Brian responds that this depends on the exact placement of devices, and he remains unconvinced that there is an possibility of interference to Zigbee devices.  The parity of recommended practices for coexistence in both Bluetooth and 802.11 that currently exists meets needs.  John responds that 802.11 needs to do more, because it is introducing something new.  Brian would be more sympathetic to this if Bluetooth showed an evolutionary path.
56. Steve presents 19-08-0035r1 on robust Bluetooth detection using a 802.11n energy detector, which enables the detection of strong Bluetooth signals representing a Bluetooth piconet, and requiring only software changes to 802.11.
57. TGn asks if there are any questions for John.  If not John, then Steve.
58. Adrian asks about the adequacy of this mechanism to enable coexistence with other types of 2.4 GHz interferers.  Steve responds with time domain-based and other methods of coexistence assurance.

59. Brian reiterates his previous point that he would be more sympathetic to these new Bluetooth mechanisms if Bluetooth showed an evolution path.  Consequently, it only makes sense to enable coexistence with AFH devices, and not legacy, original 1920’s(sic)-style Bluetooth.  Steve responds that his work was based on the lack of interest on AFH-based analysis.  He further refuses to be minuted on what should or should not be protected.

60. Vinko Erceg (Broadcom) asks if this mechanism should be mandatory or optional.  Steve believes that doing detection depends on the will of the working group and will be subject to negotiation.  Any algorithm to do this work should definitely be optional.

61. Vinko responds that it only makes sense to make a coexistence mechanism mandatory in 802.11 if the corresponding mechanism in Bluetooth is also mandatory.  Steve believes that the lack of mandatory AFH in Bluetooth is based on the amount of legacy devices that predate AFH, and this situation will change over time.
62. Tushar Moorti (Broadcom) asks how he envisions this mechanism rolling out given the likely of tripping false detection from legacy 802.11 devices.  Steve and Tushar agree that some quieting mechanism is necessary to make this work.
63. Brian holds that there will be no need for these mechanisms on a single devices operating three 20 MHz radios, but only one a single device operating a single 40 MHz radio.

64. Steve asks for feedback later from the group on whether this is worth doing.
65. John presents 19-08-0034r1 on listen before talk issues with corrections based on yesterday’s discussion in 802.19.

66. Eldad points out that all of the 802.11 speakers (from Cisco, Intel, Marvell, etc.) have made it clear that 802.11 does energy detect on any signal whatsoever within the filter band regardless of its signal width, and that John’s presentation is not correct.
67. Adrian notes that the industry does not find any ambiguity in the definition of listen before talk, and that John is showing himself to be a neophyte and should listen to industry.

68. John asks if the 40 MHz intolerant bit can really be sent by any product regardless of it being associated.  Eldad and Tushar respond that the answer is yes, it can be sent in a probe request for any of many types of frames.
69. Tushar reiterates that there are no loopholes in the 802.11 energy detect mechanism.  Any signal, regardless of whether it is Bluetooth, Zigbee, or whatever, will be detected.  He is further concerned that the mechanism that Steve presents cannot be implemented.

70. Eldad reluctantly presents the most entertaining parts of 11-08-1360r0.
71. TGn is recessed at 10:05 am.

Wednesday; November 12, 2008; 1:30 PM – 3:30 PM CST [~25 attendees]
72. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 1:42 pm.
73. This session will focus on the remaining Coex issues, in particular a vote on the 7 remaining unresolved CID’s.

74. Adrian Stephens (Intel) reviews the status of unresolved CID’s.  Only the 7 from Coex remain.

75. Motion #385:  Move to approve resolution of comments found on the tab labelled “coex pending motion set 1” in document 11-08-1237r1.  Moved by Eldad Perahia (Intel).  Seconded by Vinko Erceg (Broadcom).  Approved by unanimous consent.
76. Four CID’s remain open.  These are the ones (10005, 10021, 10025, 10047) pertaining to 2.4 GHz coexistence.

77. Adrian presents 11-08-1400r0 as a submission to resolve the open 2.4 GHz comments.  This presentation will be modified to r1 to clarify earlier misunderstandings on the CCA mechanism.
78. Motion #386:  Move to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-08-1400-01 as the comment resolutions of this group.  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Don Schultz (Boeing).  14 approve, 1 oppose, 1 abstain.  Motion is approved.
79. The group stands at ease for 15 minutes starting at 2:38 pm.

80. The group reconvenes at 2:56 pm.

81. Adrian reviews the status of comments reviewed at this meeting.  35 comments were rejected, and 13 were withdrawn.  There have been no approved requests to change the text.

82. Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from LB136 on P802.11n D7.0, move to begin as soon as possible, a 15 day working group recirculation ballot asking the technical question “Should P802.11n Draft 7.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”  Moved by Adrian.  Seconded by Jon Rosdahl (CSR).  14 approve, 0 oppose, 0 abstain.  Motion is approved.  
83. An informal show of hands shows that the majority of the group will be present at the Thursday PM1 session.  There is an expectation that the afternoon session will be abandoned, though the approval of this will not be made until Thursday AM1 in the event that the session will be necessary.

84. Jon asks if we can conclude logistical activities today.  TGn chair responds that we are not prepared to do so.

85. Meeting is recessed without objection at 3:09 pm.

Thursday; November 13, 2008; 8:00 AM – 10:00 AM CST [~31 attendees]
86. Meeting is called to order by TGn chair at 8:03 am.

87. Adrian Stephens (Intel) reviews the updates from this week to the EC report in 11-08-1217r2.
88. Matt Fischer (Broadcom) is unclear if the requirements for the EC package require the analysis by affiliation.  TGn chair is not familiar with any history of doing this, and Matt is not requesting any specific action.
89. Jon Rosdahl (CSR) has no objection to the table from section 6 of the report showing affiliation, but is concerned with section 7 showing comments by company as individuals do not represent the views of the company.  Matt supports this view.

90. Adrian notes that the sections in question have been reviewed before and no comments provided until now.
91. John Barr (Motorola) believes that it is inappropriate to show affiliations as views of individuals to not reflect those of their affiliated bodies.  He has not seen this in an EC package before.
92. Eldad Perahia (Intel) disagrees with John and notes from previous presentations by IEEE staff that chairs have been encouraged to be pro-active in reviewing and discussing the affiliations of members.  The tables being proposed for the EC presentation show useful information on the history of TGn.  Eldad is happy with Matt’s comment requesting to show both names and affiliation.
93. Adrian notes that all of the information shown is publicly available.

94. Jim Petranovich (FireSet) strongly urges that this report is kept in its present form as it provides useful information to its intended audience.  It is not intended as a press release.
95. John responds to Eldad’s comment, but reminding us that the legal people only say that it is necessary to point out bias if suspected.
96. TGn chair responds that it is not appropriate to say that there are any legal comments, just comments from the standards association.

97. John suggests listing the number of comments provided, resolved, and remain from all of the companies listed in table 6, and believes the presentation is biased.
98. TGn chair remarks that this would show a table of several hundred entries.

99. Adrian believes that it would not be possible to rework this document of twenty-odd pages live.

100. Jon holds that the subtlety of what he is asking for has been lost in the conversation, and this document addresses all of the possible questions that the EC may ask.  It is necessary to have information readily available for the EC discussion and not just somewhere.
101. David Bagby (Calypso Ventures) is not surprised that the document appears skewed, because the EC only cares about the unsatisfied comments.  David would like to do what is appropriate to move this along.
102. Adrian responds that the group can stand at ease for 15 minutes if the group wants to make changes to show individuals by affiliation, and asks for a straw poll to determine what the group wishes to do.
103. Matt asks if the chair is comfortable with the scope of changes proposed for the straw poll.

104. Straw poll on whether the document would be improved by modifying section 7 to highlight individuals while still retaining grouping.  3 believes that this will improve the document, 2 believe that it will not.  The conclusion is that the group does not feel strongly about this point.
105. John believes that grouping comments by company is too far, and TGn chair is not clear as to what the requested changes are.
106. Jon sees from the actual words that the text of the draft goes into the individuals making the comments. 

107. Move to approve document 11-08-1217r2 as the report to the 802 executive committee (EC) on the requirements for conditional approval to forward 802.11n to sponsor ballot.  Moved by Jon Rosdahl (CSR).  Seconded by David Bagby (Calypso Ventures).  17 approve, 1 oppose, 0 abstain.  Motion is approved.
108. Eldad is unclear on the need for a recirculation ballot given the lack of changes.

109. Adrian clarifies that the only unsatisfied comments from the last round of balloting are subject to recirculation ballot.
110. Jon and David debate the proper interpretation of the conditions for moving to sponsor ballot.
111. Bob Grow (Chair of the Standards Board Chair) believes that Adrian’s interpretation is the one that he had for many years, but currently believes that the entire set of unsatisfied comments can be the basis of changing any vote.
112. Matt asks at what point can the balloting end.   Bob clarifies that it is possible to close after this recirculation because new no votes are not considered valid new no comments, but only act to pile onto previously identified.  Only changes in the text or a move below 75% approval would negate the ability to move to sponsor ballot.

113. Adrian stands corrected.  Bob holds that his statements are recitations of recent events and not official pronouncements of the Standards Board.  Official interpretations must be directed to Procom.

114. Peter Loc (Ralink) asks what he should do on the next letter ballot given that he was one of the unsatisfied commenters.

115. TGn chair responds that he should vote yes on the letter ballot.

116. Peter asks what he could do on the next letter ballot.

117. TGn chair responds that he could change his vote or comment.
118. TGn chair reviews the best prediction of the TGn timeline.  While the current approval is for a November 2008 initial sponsor ballot leading to November 2009 publication, the most likely initial sponsor ballot will be in Jan 2009, leading to March 2010 publication.

119. Jon believes that there are more advanced opportunities to have phone-call based approvals and have an earlier publication date.

120. TGn chair notes that the PAR of TGn ends on December 2009, and that extension of the PAR will be necessary based on the likely schedule.

121. Mike Kipness (IEEE Staff) points out that it may also be necessary to reconstitute the sponsor ballot pool.
122. There is no opposition to approve the TGn telecom schedule shown in slide 55 of 11-08-1297r4 or the TGn timeline shown on slide 58 of 11-08-1297r4.
123. Jon reminds the group to request a PAR extension and to decide an extension date by July 2009.
124. There are no other actions from the table or the floor.
125. TGn chair adjourns TGn for the week at 9:45 am.
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