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Abstract

Cumulative TGk conference call Minutes for January, February, and March 2004.
Detailed minutes follow:

Wednesday, January 21, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM
2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Olson, Johnson, Kwak, Klein, Black, Young, Kim, Qi
3. Agenda 
· Handling Technical Issues 
· Comment Resolution

Comment - Simon proposed to categorize an area and address each area on the conference calls.  We need to consider all comments with particular sections of the document like Beacon Report.

Richard - Requested that Simon categorize all comments related to Beacon Report for next conference call.  Simon accepts the assignment.

Comment – we need to do our homework prior to conference calls or meetings.  We should consider all comments and make a single recommendation.

Resolution of Comments
Review Clause 7.3.2.20.1 – Comment #194 – Kwak

Problem – Figure not consistent with list of definitions

Remedy – Change “Received Signal Power” to RCPI

Comment – procedural we need to keep accepted items separate, because they must be approved at the meeting.

Comment – Submit these in mass and vote on it early.  Submit the document a week early.

Resolution – accepted – must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.3 – Comment #105

Problem – Channel number indicates the channel number to which the frame report applies' … could be better said as 'Channel number indicates the channel on which the frame measurement being reported was performed'
Remedy – improve wording

Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review 7.3.20.2 – Comment #104
Problem – Measurement Duration subfield in figure 0-12 needs a border
Remedy – Add border
Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.20.3 – Comment #108

Problem – CCA Busy Fraction is missing from 0-13

Remedy – Add CCA busy fraction field

Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.2 – Comment #195

Problem – Figure 0-12 missing PHY Type and other items

Remedy – Add PHY type after BSSID, fix format of measurement, change quadruplet to quintuplet.

Question – does there need to be a PHY type?

Comment – need accompanying text if we are going to add PHY type.  The intention of original report was not to separate PHY type.

Question – why are you gathering frame-reports?

Comment – Beacon report contains PHY type.

Resolution – open – no assignee

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.4 – Comment #197

Problem – Sentence is not clearly written

Remedy – Change first sentence to “Identified in Table 0-8, as measured by RCPI in specified channel”.

Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting
Review Clause 7.3.2.20.4 – Comment #198 – Kwak

Problem – Refer to RCPI in table

Resolution – Change header 

Resolution – accept - must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.5 – Comment #301

Problem – Triplet should be doublet

Remedy – Change triplet to doublet

Resolution – accept - must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.5 – Comment #35

Problem – How does a station know another is hidden especially in IBSS?

Comment – there is text in the document that explains not receiving ACK indicates a hidden node 11.7.5.

Remedy – None

Resolution – decline – see section 11.7.5

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.5 – Comment #200

Problem – Sentence is unclear

Remedy – change # of frames is a count of the unique frames received (retransmissions not counted) by measuring STA which were addressed to the hidden node station …

Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.5 – Comment #199

Problem – consistent wording

Problem – change pair to doublet

Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.6 – Comment #110

Problem – Bin Offset not defined

Remedy – instruct editor to incorporate the bin offset definitions in the request 7.3.2.19.6 P7,8,9 into the histogram report just before “the medium time histogram contains” or the 8th paragraph
Comment – the definitions exist in the request and only needs to be copied.

Comment – Zhun was given the responsibility to rewrite the request area.

Resolution – accept – assigned to Zhun and must be approved by vote at next meeting

Review Clause 7.3.20.6 – Comment #202 – Kwak

Problem – Concept not well defined

Remedy – Zhun will clarify 

Resolution – pending – assigned to Zhun and must be approved by vote at next meeting
Next week we will start with Simon’s “beacon report” subject area report.  We processed 18 comments.  At this rate we will need 5 conference calls to complete comment resolutions.

Wednesday, January 28, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Kim, Black, Johnson, Olson, Peleg, Qi, Bagby
3. Agenda 

· Review Simon Black’s categorized report on Beacon Requests and Beacon Reports. 

· 
Comment resolution 
Comment - Most comments on Beacon Requests and Beacon Reports are processed and assigned.
Comment – We need to work off of draft .10, but it is not posted 
Review Simon Black’s Report
· Grouped into 8 major categories

· Periodic measurements is pending Joe’s new text

· Comments related to disassociation/re-association
· Clarification of scan modes – all comments processed in Vancouver

· Tim/Simon to provide addition text

· Comment 100 is not clear as to resolution.

· Comment 85 related to how to handle IBSS

· Miscellaneous Procedures


· Comment #81”serving channel” is not assigned

· Disassociation, Measurement Duration, Multiple Reports, 


Resolution of  Comments
Review Clause 7.3.2.20.7 – Comment #203
Problem – Missing Item

Remedy – Add dot11APServiceLoad to list of items in column 2, consistent with MIB.

Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting.

Review Clause 7.3.2.20.x – Comment #193

Problem – Paragraph numbering

Remedy – All of theses TGk requests should start at 7.3.2.22.4 for Beacon Report, and be sequentially numbered to fit into TGh 

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #285

Problem – Channel mapping scheme is inflexible
Remedy – Devise a more flexible mapping scheme

Resolution – accept/done – Already addressed by Simon Black in Vancouver 04/123 

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #287

Problem – There is no description that indicates what is the meaning of the individual bit in the channel map.
Remedy – Please add description
Resolution – accept/done – Already addressed in 04/123.
Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #303

Problem – figure 0-17, the regulatory domain should be 3 octets as defined in element ID 10, country code

Remedy – make regulatory domain 3 octets
Resolution – accept/done – We got rid of regulatory domain 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #302

Problem – Page 302 paragraph 32 figures 0-17 requires a length field
Remedy – Edit
Resolution – accept/done – Fixed with 04/123
Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #284

Problem – Wording is awkward
Remedy – How about “The AP Channel Element indicates where a STA could find an AP”.

Resolution – accept/done – resolution is reworded by 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #286

Problem – An individual Channel Report does not need to include ever channel supported in BSS.
Remedy – Clarify
Resolution – accept/done – resolution is reworded by 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #112

Problem – It improve efficiency of join and passive scan if the AP Channel Report element was included in beacon frames as well as Probable response frames
Remedy – Add Channel Report to Beacon Frames.
Resolution – accept/done – resolution is reworded by 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #204

Problem – Missing Length

Remedy – Add field length 

Resolution – accept/done – resolution is reworded by 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #205

Problem – Missing Length

Remedy – Add length field (1 octet) after Element ID
Resolution – accept/done – same as comment #302
Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #206

Problem – Incorrect references – can’t locate table

Remedy – Make reference unambiguous, provide Table title and location.

Comment – reference for channel numbering clauses 17 and 18 – 04/123 adds band.

Resolution – accept/done – resolution is reworded by 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #209

Problem – Need to resolve how to define different tables for different regulatory environments.
Remedy – Fix wording
Resolution – decline – resolution is reworded by 04/123 because we introduced a band ID.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #207

Problem – Table valid for US only

Remedy – Change title to “US”

Resolution – decline – resolution is reworded by 04/123 because we introduce a band ID.

Review Clause 7.3.2.21 – Comment #208

Problem – Channel numbers reused in each band. 

Remedy – Modify header for 2nd column.
Resolution – decline – fixed by 04/123.

Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #290

Problem – Description of ESS needs rewording.

Remedy – The ESS bit, if set, indicates that the AP represented by this BSSID supports the same SSID as the current AP

Resolution – accepted – must be approved by vote at next meeting.

Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #114

Problem – Poor wording and BSSID is already defined in the standard
Remedy – Reword 

Resolution – accepted – must be approved by vote at next meeting.

Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #38

Problem – BSS match status should include RSN capability bit

Comment – We can’t include TGi 

Remedy - None
Resolution – decline – no action needed – resolution will be address with future working group action.

Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #116

Problem – BSSIgD should be BSSID
Remedy – Correct spelling
Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting.
Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #115

Problem – The BSSID Match Status is a 2 octet field containing the following information.  The format of the BSSID Match Status as shown as follows.
Remedy – Reword “The BSSID Match Status field shall be two octets in length and shall contain the subfields as shown in figure 0-3.
Resolution – accept – must be approved by vote at next meeting.
Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #289

Problem – The text in the length description indicates the element describes an AP.  However, this actually describes an interface (or STA) within an AP.  Also, the sentence mentions BSSID Status and should be BSSID match.

Remedy – Reword insert AP interface instead of AP

Comment – we could delete “describes an AP and”

Resolution – accept – instruct the editor to delete “describes an AP and”.  Must be approved by vote at next meeting.
Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #288

Problem – If an AP supports different PHY types why would each PHY have the same BSSID.

Remedy – Update the description to indicate that there will be a separate quadruplet for each interface on the AP.
Resolution – accept – instruct the editor to change text as described.  Must be approved by vote at next meeting.
Chair – we are making enough progress to get through all of the resolutions.

Chair – we need to work on the 5 procedural issues (like duration of measurements, multiple reports, etc).
Wednesday, February 4, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Shraga, Kwak, Black, Johnson, Olson, Haisch, Barber, Wortsell, Bagby
3. Agenda 

a. Comment resolution 
Resolution of Comments

Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #37

Problem – Figure 0-13, 16 bit value should be shown as 2 octets

Remedy – start at bit 0 and number up to 15, so we can get a 16 bit value.  Copy of the capability information bit Figure 27 in base standard indicating the meaning of all bits.

Resolution – instruct editor to make the changes describe.  Must be approved by vote at next meeting.
Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #210

Problem – Figure 0-2 is missing band

Remedy – Add field for “Current Band” after Current Channel. 

Comment – Editing action need as defined in 04/123.

Resolution – Use 04/123 as the base and rework – pending assigned to Simon Black

Review Clause 7.3.2.22 – Comment #211

Problem – Missing band
Remedy – Add Current Band definition

Resolution – accepted - Refer to comment #210

Review Clause 7.3.2.9 – Comment #271

Problem – Descriptive text should be more specific about what a RRM capable AP is

Remedy – Resolved by 04/123

Resolution – accept – no edit action needed resolved by 04/123.
Review Clause 7.3.2.9 – Comment # 270

Problem – This section is already defined in standard as Country information element.

Remedy – move to proper section 7.2.3.9

Resolution – accept - resolve with h-group, work must be approved next TG meeting

Review Clause 7.3.2.9 – Comment #71

Problem – The notes column for Probe Response is not complete
Remedy – Change notes field
Resolution – accept - Resolve by 04/123 – no editing needed

Review Clause 7.3.2 – Comment # 158

Problem – The draft should only show AP Channel Report and AP Site Report using IDs 51 & 52
Remedy – Change to show new IDs 51 & 42
Resolution – accept – editor to verify in D.10.

Review Clause 7.4  – Comment #291

Problem – most of  this text in the standard already with TGh
Remedy – Please update with TGk additions only 

Resolution – accept - pending task group h work
Review Clause 7.4.1.1 – Comment#117
Problem – Measurement Report and Action Frames are already in the draft from TGh

Remedy – Consider reusing TGh
Resolution – pending task group h work
Review Clause 7.4.1.1 – Comment #214

Remedy – Incorrect Reference

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to change text

Review Clause 7.4.1.2 – Comment #215

Problem – Incorrect reference
Remedy – Change to 7.3.1.11
Resolution – accept – instruct editor to change text

Review Clause 7.4.1.3 – Comment #305

Problem – Page 37, line 16, does the dialog token only need to be non zero or should it be zero or auto-incrementing value
Remedy – Edit

Resolution – pending task group h – section will disappear from k
Review Clause 7.4.1.3 – Comment #216

Problem – Figure 24 bad format

Remedy – Format like table 23

Resolution – Accepted  - This has been corrected in draft 10

Review Clause 7.4.1.3 – Comment #217

Problem – Error 
Remedy – Change to “…equal to 3 (representing Radio Measurement).”
Resolution – accept – The section has been updated in draft 10.

Review Clause 7.4.1.4 – Comment #219

Problem – Missing paragraph 7.4.1.5 for channel switch

Remedy – copy section from TGh and change Category definition, consistent with previous sections

Resolution – decline – no action needed because channel switch is not part of TGk.

Comment – Simon Barber has taken information from TGh and made edits for draft .11 as of Vancouver.  The functional group h submitted a document that was incorrectly labeled .11.

Comment – Which document is on the server? .11 will be on the server. 

Comment – Simon is not able to resolve comment #78.  

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #292

Problem – site report description indicates that it is DS related information, should it be?

Remedy – Remove reference to DS related info.

Resolution – accept – must be approved at next meeting
Review #118 – see comment 292

Resolution – no action needed

Review Clause 7.4.1.6  #119

Problem – Need to reword the SSID field text

Remedy – Improve wording 

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to change text as described – must be approved at next meeting.
Chair – we have resolved 25 comments today. We progressing well for Orlando
Wednesday, February 11, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance

3. Agenda 

a. Continue through comment resolution 
4. Conversation
Comment Resolution

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #120

Problem – Figure 0-4 SSID IE should say SSID ‘IE’ is unnecessary

Remedy – Remove ‘IE”

Resolution – accept - instruct editor to make the changes describe

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #40

Problem – ‘DS related information’ it should be ‘DSS’

Remedy – Reference to DS was deleted in prior comment

Resolution – Pending – see Comment #292

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #39

Problem – Who is the STA allowed to send the message to?

Remedy – Change wording to make more general “any A
P”

Resolution – Deferred to Discussion on 11.7 and 11.8.  You can send action frames to any AP so specification should be more general. 

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #121

Problem – Poor wording  “the STA is a member of ESS, not an SSID”  use “will” in place of “shall”

Remedy – Rephrase

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the changes describe

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #220

Problem – Figure 0-4 Activation Delay not needed

Remedy - Delete
Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the changes describe

Review Clause 7.4.1.6 – Comment #221

Problem – Figure 0-4 Activation Delay no
t needed

Remedy – Delete paragraph defining Activation Delay field
Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the changes describe

Review Clause 7.4.1.7 – Comment #123

Problem – Reference to categories field values is incorrect

Remedy – correct references

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the changes describe

Review Clause 7.4.1.7 – Comment #124

Problem – What is max # of site report elements?

Remedy – Add max size limit

Comment – What is the max size?

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the changes describe – see 7.4.1.2 (lines 6 – 8)
Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #307

Problem – “to” should be “of” 

Remedy – change text

Resolution – accept – no action needed correct in draft 12

Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #58

Problem – “rroaming”  should be “roaming”
Remedy – change text

Resolution – accept – see Comment #307

Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #306

Problem – minimum is misspelled

Remedy – change text

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the changes describe

Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #294

Problem – It will be difficult for an AP to accurately fill in the activation delay portion . . .

Remedy – No activation delay required

Comment – we should decline this, because we need some predication mechanism

Comment – we should accept the comment

Comment – the timing does not have to 100% accurate – we should accept

Resolution – defer – discussion in Orlando

Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #293

Problem – Disassociate imminent is out of scope of TGk

Remedy – Remove 

Resolution – defer – reference comment #294

Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #222

Problem – Figure 0-6 Dialog Token not needed

Remedy – Remove Dialog Token field
Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the change described

Review Clause 7.4.1.8 – Comment #223

Problem – Figure 0-6 Dialog Token not needed

Remedy – Remove paragraph defining Dialog Token field.
Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make the change described

Review Clause 7.4.1 – Comment #212

Problem – Spectrum management not in this section

Remedy – Change to 8-action frame formats are defined for Radio Measurement purposes
Resolution – open – Functional task group h

Review Clause 7.4.1 – Comment #213

Problem – The wording is not clear

Remedy – make wording clear “differentiates the various frame formats”
Resolution – accept – 

Review Clause 7.4.1 – Comment #159

Problem – AP Channel report is not defined

Remedy – Change AP Channel Report to “AP Channel Report Element”

Comment – the text has already changed

Comment – the change can still be incorporated into the text

Comment – the Channel Report is not defined in the draft

Resolution – open – Joe Kwak will present at next meeting

Review Clause A or 11 – Comment #139

Problem – Parallel measurements and Noise Histogram should  be O or optional
Remedy – Fill in the TBDs

Comment – we will not get resolution on this comment

Resolution – open – assigned measurement procedures group – see comment #304
Review Clause A or 11 – Comment #6

Problem – Parallel measurements and Noise Histogram should be O 
Remedy – Fill in the TBDs

Resolution – open – see comment #304s
Review Clause A .11 – Comment #7

Problem –Noise Histogram should be M and O status

Remedy – Fill in the TBDs

Resolution – open – see comment #304
Review Clause A.11 – Comment #242

Problem – Complete the set of references for 11a in a specification in this PICs
Remedy – Change “17.3.10.6” to “17.2.3.5, 17.3.10.6, 17.5.4.3”
Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make changes as described
Review Clause A.4.6 – Comment #243

Problem – Duplicate section to A.11

Remedy – Delete sections A.4.6 – A.4.9

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make changes as described
Review Clause A.4.8 – Comment #244

Problem – Duplicate section to A.11

Remedy – Delete sections A.4.6 – A.4.9

Resolution – accept – see Comment #243

Review Clause A.4.8 – Comment #245

Problem – Duplicate section to A.11

Remedy – Delete sections A.4.6 – A.4.9

Resolution – accept – see Comment #243

Review Clause Annex A – Comment #140

Problem – PICs needs updating to match draft, e.g. contains no MIBs or TPC references

Remedy – Update

Comment – MIBs missing cross-reference for the PICs

Resolution – open – deferred to Orlando meeting
Review Clause Annex D – Comment #146

Problem – dot11APServiceLoad concerns me (1) integer and (2) not standardized 

Remedy – Clarify intended use

Resolution – open – assigned to Joe Kwak for presentation in Orlando
Wednesday, February 18, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Olson, Johnson, Klein, Monteban, Zhong, Pope, Kwak, Barber, Black, Bagby
3. Agenda 

a. Continue through comment resolution 
Comment Resolution

Review Clause Annex D – Comment #146

Problem – service load should not be an integer and not sure how it would be used

Remedy – Clarify intended use

Resolution – open – assigned to Joe Kwak to clarify service load use in practice

Review Clause Annex D – Comment #145

Problem – some MIB attribute descriptions duplicate standards texts – example dot11BeaconRqsMode

Remedy – short description and not a duplication of the body of the draft

Comment – This helps when only using a MIB browser – good descriptions help

Resolution – decline – no action needed, because MIBs should stand alone from a documentation perspective
Review Clause Annex D – Comment #138 – use 140 as reference

Problem – MIB has no conformance statements

Remedy – 

Resolution – pending – see comment #140

Review Clause Annex D – Comment #137

Problem – What is the interaction between the MIB and the primitives?
Remedy – Clarify
Resolution – open – moved to procedures functional group


Review Clause Annex D – Comment #247

Problem – Missing AP Service Load

Remedy – Add new line to end of sequence list 

Comment – this is an editorial omission

Comment – is this comment about to how evaluate the information

Comment – we can’t quantify now, but we should include just like we did RSSI – it is valuable no precise 

Editor – not sure where to append this information, because this comment references the .doc and not .pdf

Resolution – 
pending – editor to do – Joe will present a paper on where ServiceLoad belongs

Review Clause Annex D – Comment #246

Problem – Request should include Start Time consistent with measurements already defined in TGh
Remedy – Insert Element for Measurement Start Time
Resolution – decline – already to determine to go a different direction

Review Clause General – Comment #324

Problem – Understand why this group is focusing on measurement and not management

Remedy – Clarify text

Comment – early documentation would be useful in the voting process, maybe an Annex which could be dropped

Comment – this comment states that we should focus on measurements, but explain management – does not make sense

Resolution – pending – assigned to Richard.
Review Clause General – Comment #282

Problem – RCPI, PSNI, and TBDs in document

Remedy – Define and reconcile the TBDs
Comment – Simon believes there are a few TBDs still in draft .12, mainly in the PICs

Comment – RCPI has been defined, PSNI needs to be removed

Comment – Simon deleted PSNI in draft .12

Resolution – accept – refer to comment #6 and #7 – already fixed in D.12
Review Clause General – Comment #153

Problem – standard way of making received power measurements

Remedy – decide on measurement method

Resolution – decline – Johnson will make a presentation.

Review Clause General – Comment #147

Problem – table of content formatting 

Remedy – fix TOC 10.3.12 and 7.3.2, 7.4

Resolution – decline– Simon has to transition document to FrameMaker

Review Clause General – Comment #276

Problem – TGk will be making a scheme change for channel map from 4Ghz to 6Ghz
Remedy – Update the channel mapping scheme used by TGj
Resolution – accept - 04/123 resolves this issue – no edit action needed

Review Clause General – Comment #248

Problem – Need PHY link signal quality measure?
Remedy – Need to converge on text wording for PSNI and PICs for PSNI, then add to text in numerous places
Resolution – open – Joe will bring alternate proposals to the meeting

Review Clause General – Comment #157

Problem – Many TGh paragraphs incorporated into the text without change - confusing

Remedy – Need to base TGk amendments on the 1999 Reaff(2003).

Resolution – accept – no action need, because draft .10 cleaned this up

Review Clause General – Comment #157

Problem – Many TGh paragraphs incorporated into the text without change - confusing

Remedy – Need to base TGk amendments on the 1999 Reaff(2003).

Resolution – accept – no action needed, because draft .10 cleaned this up

Chair – we are at the end of the comments.  We need a faster mechanism to address comments.  The major thing to be done for Orlando is to incorporate TGh text into the draft.  Is there any way to move these inclusions into the weekly conference call? 

Chair – we need to cover a draft annex into the conference calls prior to Orlando.

Chair – can Simon/Simon provide a status on TGh prior to next week’s conference call?
Wednesday, February 25, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Olson, Black, Bagby, Haisch, Worstell, Pope, Kwak, Black, Bagby, Johnson, Qi
3. Agenda 

· Review the following categories (with assigned teams) and their associated comments and what have been processed and assigned by the TGk draft 0.9 comment review. The comment identification numbers will be available in the pdf document 11-04-0067-07. 
Comment – we need to affirm the modifications in Orlando meeting.  Simon Barber will then integrate these affirmations.

Comment – somebody should go over what has been done editorially, because not everyone has attended the conference calls.

Chair – would like to see each person/group making modification give a short presentation in Orlando.

Chair – How should we handle Simon Barber’s changes?  Should Simon present in Orlando?

Comment – we need make a list of all of the comments that were closed before the end of the meeting.  Next, make a list of new items so we can address in Orlando.  These have been assigned and are in process.
Chair – other groups refer to a group of comments with a presentation and resolve it with the presentation.

Comment – in TGe they would take time and break up into groups – we have done this by assigning groups in the conference calls. 

Comment – we should not make decisions on conference calls.

Comment – publish the results of the calls and inform the entire TG of our intentions. 

Comment – we must get these submissions in on the first day, so we in compliance with the 4 hour rule.
Review of Richard’s Annex document IEEE_AnnexK_11k_Specifications_2-23-04.doc.  Richard suggests looking at the TGj Annex.

Comment – we can add normative in the Annex.

Comment – there has been some criticism of adding normative text in Annex – TGj.

Comment – Our intention is that this Annex not be included in the final draft.  

Wednesday, March 3, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Olson, Black, Haisch, Worstell, Kim, Kwak, Zhong, Shelton
3. Agenda 

· Review Richard’s 5.4.2 services document.

· Review functional group h input for submission
Review Service Document

Comment – where is the appropriate place to add this?

Comment – it seems sufficient, but not sure where to put it in the document.

Comment – TGh added their stuff in 5.4.4 (Spectrum Management Services) – maybe you should add it to 5.4.5

Comment – if we include this in section 5, then we should not need an Annex.

Comment – there is more flexibility by including the services in the Annex.

Comment – there was not much push back in TGh on section 5.4.4

Richard will submit his Services document on the website.

Simon was not on the call so we are cutting the meeting short, because he has all of the functional group h changes.
Wednesday, March 10, 2004 – 8:00 AM PST
1. Chairperson called the conference call to order at 8:00 AM

2. Attendance - Paine, Gray, Olson, Black, Haisch, Worstell, Kim, Kwak, Zhong, Shelton
3. Agenda 

· Review Orlando Meeting Schedule.

· Review functional group h input for submission 

Orlando Meeting Schedule
We have Monday afternoon, Tuesday morning, nothing on Wednesday, and all day Thursday 
Simon’s Modifications
Comment – we should remove the extra complexities that overlap TGh.  

Response – what do you mean by overlap?  The measurements are completely different.

Comment – You can’t mix measurements in the same frame.  TGh measurements will probably have to take precedence over TGk for spectrum management.

Comment – There are several disadvantages to combine the measurement specifications of TGk and TGh.  One of which is how do you distinguish between TGh and TGk.  If the MAC does not support TGk, but supports TGh then what is it supposed to with the frame.  Another disadvantage would be if we going to introduce security extensions in TGk, then we not be able retroactively tell TGh to support security on action frames.

Comment – The AP beacon will tell you what the AP supports.   So client should not be sending TGk frames to TGh only AP?
Comment – It is the AP’s responsibility to know how to communicate to each station.  If the station’s capability is unknown then AP would 

Comment – you can mix the TGh&TGk measurements in the same frame.

Question – what is gained by mixing the measurements in the same frame?

Comment – we are putting a flag in the frame to notate that it is a TGk or TGh action frame.

Comment – TGh left out a great deal in the specification.  The editor of TGh suggested that we go back and fix TGh.

Comment – we are modifying the base document and it is well within our right to make modifications – even if they are TGh items.

Chair – TGh integration is fundamental for our submission for letter ballot, because it will answer some of the procedural questions that have been nagging us.  We had talked about doing TGh integration and include it into draft .13.  We do not have the procedures assigned to individuals.

Chair – We need to vote on submissions on Monday and then work on new draft “.13: on Tuesday and Wednesday.  We will work off of new draft on Thursday.

Chair – We need people who are going to present to send in a request for schedule.  Walter, Joe, Simon, and Emily are going to make presentations.

Chair – Are we OK with doing another Task Group review based on the new draft including TGh modifications.  We would start the review the week after the Orlando meeting.

Chair – Emily and Jesse will make a technical presentation on “Cut & Paste”
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