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April 8, 2010 Teleconference
Agenda:
1. Call to Order, Patent Notification

2. TG Status

3. Presentation on 3rd party location
4. Adjourn


Please review the documents at the following links prior to the call:

-  IEEE Patent Policy - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
-  Affiliation FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html
-  Anti-Trust FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf 
-  Ethics - http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf
Notes – Thursday, April 8, 2010
Attendees: Gabor Bajko (Nokia), Leo Estevez (TI), Bill Marshall (AT&T), Emily Qi (Intel), Dorothy Stanley (Aruba Networks), Qi Wang (Broadcom), Harry Worstell (AT&T).
1. Chair called meeting to order: 1405 Eastern
Chair called attention to the patent policy slides. Are there any questions on the slides?

None

Chair asked: Are there any patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard? 
None brought forward

Are there any additions to the proposed agenda? No changes proposed.
2. TG Status
The second recirculation Sponsor Ballot is currently underway, closing on April 13th. 
3.  Presentation 3rd party location – Gabor Bajko (Nokia), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0086-03-000v-3rd-party-location.doc .
· Gabor reviewed the proposed text changes. Discussion on the document:

· Should the term “LCI” be used in Table 29l to be consistent with the other entries? Was discussed in earlier presentations. The term “LCI” should be changed in the TGk base. Gabor has a TGmb comment to do this. Use the correct term for the new entry, and 11 mb will correct the base.

· Why is the Requestor Address field needed? Wouldn’t this be the same as the MAC address field in the frame header? Yes, it is the same value, but propose to add the field so that the frame contents can be forwarded to the third party by the AP without the field value being lost.
· Bottom of page 5, Table should be changed so that existing text is unchanged.

· In clause 11 text, change from “sub-option field” to “field”.

Next con call: April 15th, 2pm Eastern. Agenda: Ballot comment resolution, review any additional changes to 10-0086.
Bridge info: 1-719-457-6209
Code: 712-821-8641
2 hours
4. Adjourned at 1430 Eastern. 
April 15, 2010 Teleconference

Agenda:

Call to Order, Patent Notification

TG Status

Presentation on 3rd party location

Comment Resolution

Adjourn


Please review the documents at the following links prior to the call:

-  IEEE Patent Policy - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
-  Affiliation FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html
-  Anti-Trust FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf 
-  Ethics - http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf
Notes – Thursday, April 15, 2010
Attendees: Gabor Bajko (Nokia), Peter Ecclesine (Cisco), Leo Estevez (TI), Padam Kafle (Nokia), Bill Marshall (AT&T), Emily Qi (Intel), Jon Rosdahl (CSR), Ian Sherlock (TI), Dorothy Stanley (Aruba Networks), Allan Thomson (Cisco), Qi Wang (Broadcom), Harry Worstell (AT&T).

1. Chair called meeting to order: 1405 Eastern
Chair called attention to the patent policy slides. Are there any questions on the slides?

None

Chair asked: Are there any patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard? 
None brought forward

Are there any additions to the proposed agenda? No changes proposed.

2. TG Status
The second recirculation Sponsor Ballot closed on April 13th, the comment resolution spreadsheet is posted, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0474-00-000v-sb-recirc-2-comments.xls .
3.  Presentation 3rd party location – Gabor Bajko (Nokia), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0086-05-000v-3rd-party-location.doc .

· Gabor reviewed the changes to the document.

· Discussion on renaming “requestor” to “target” in the frame field. AP may respond, potentially use a new error code to indicate an AP-determined failure.

· Edited additional text for a note on privacy, to be added to 11.22.4.1 and 11.10.8.6, 11.10.8.9, 11.10.8.10

 “User Applications should not send location information to other stations without the express permission of the user. User agents acquire permission through a user interface, unless they have prearranged trust relationships with users, as described below. Those permissions that are acquired through the user interface and that are preserved beyond the current browsing session (i.e. beyond the time when the BSS connection is terminated) are revocable and receiving stations should respect revoked permissions.”
“Some user applications may have prearranged trust relationships that do not require such user interfaces. For example, while a social networking application might present a user interface when a friend performs a geolocation request, a VOIP telephone may not present any user interface when using location information to perform an E911 function.”

· Discussion on adding text restricting sending such a frame to WNM stations only – no way for a non-AP STA to know characteristincs of the other non-AP STA.
· Gabor will revise the document to incorporate the agreed changes, and post an updated version. Adoption of the document will resolve CIDs 22, 1142 and 1157 in the current ballot.
4. Discussion of Initial SB comments from Peter Ecclesine , see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0474-00-000v-sb-recirc-2-comments.xls .
· CIDs 272, 273 – Reviewed wording change, agree that adopted wording change addresses the concern. Question on text in 7.3.2.84, P 100L49. The indicated time could be in the past. Potentially, would be a corner case and has to be considered in context of the additional information provided. Mechanism supports periodic and non-periodic reporting, no different than the UAPSD-Coexistence that was introduced. Peter to review.

· CID 278 – Reviewed Timing Measurement primitives figure in Clause 10, follows example of other sections. Agree that there is no issue.

5. Discussion on Event, Diagnostics, Time Advertisement and DMS comments, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0474-00-000v-sb-recirc-2-comments.xls .
· Event CID 278 – Agree that “optional” should be added to each of the noted elements, also add instructions for the editor to make consistent throughput the draft.

· Diagnostics CID 1171 – Agree with proposed resolution.
· CID 9 – Disagree, the antenna count field indicates the number of antennas of the indicated type. See 11.22.3.3.
· CID 8 – Disagree, there may be no antenna configured.
· Time Advertisement CID 6 – Agree, as in comment.
· DMS CID 1173 – Agree that the value is used to indicate both conditions. Discussion on alternative ways to disambiguate the cases. Use the prior value for the first case, or use bits 0-3 as a flag field. Qi to review and propose a preferred mechanism.
· CID 1169 – Disagree, the Dialog Token field is present in the frame formats.
· CID 1168 – Agree, as in comment.
· CID 21 – Agree that the text has been removed. Agree to remove the MIB variables.
· CID 16 – Disagree, the text is clear – a single value is assigned by the AP throughout the BSS.
· Pick up next time with CIDs 15 & 14.
Next con call: April 20th, 2pm Eastern. Agenda: Ballot comment resolution, review any additional changes to 10-0086.

Bridge info: 1-719-457-6209
Code: 712-821-8641
2 hours
4. Adjourned at 1600 Eastern. 
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This document contains the meeting notes from the TGv teleconference held April 8 and15, 2010.
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