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Tuesday, January 18, 2005 1:30 PM
1. Chair calls the conference to order at 1:30 PM
2. Attendance

3. Review IEEE 802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules
a. Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Documentation – 4 hour rule for changes that are normative

d. Voting

e. Roberts Rules
4. Working from D1.2

5. Objectives for meeting

a. Validate Teleconference work

b. LB71 Technical Comment Resolution

c. Preparation for Letter Ballot

6. Work Approach

a. Notify teleconference work 05/0017r0
b. Kwak – RCPI 1 paper, pulls 4 papers to resolve other

c. Black – 3 papers

d. Deferred comment list (10 minute limit)
e. Votes first thing on Wed on minutes, RCPI, other, Primitives, TcP, and 04/1206

f. QoS Submission

g. Measurement frame resolution (05/1599r0)

7. Technical Presentation – RCPI Comment Resolution - Joe Kwak 11-05-0007r0(.xls) and normative text contained in 11-05-0009r0
a. Question – What is the format of the RPI report?  Answer – there is no format – it is RPI level for a given time interval.  
Motion
Move to instruct the editor to incorporate text from 05/0009r0 into next version of the IEEE802.11k draft. 

Moved: Kwak

Seconded: Klein

For: 14 


Against: 0


Abstain: 2
Motion Passes unanimously

8. Technical Presentation – Normative Text for Parallel Category Comment Resolution – Black – 11-05-0038r0
a. Address comments - 36, 62, 396, 397, 398, 400, 408, 410, 423, 426, 512, 516, 517, 520, 524, 525, 955, 987, 996, 1004
b. Simon will not bring a motion, because it has not been on the server for 4 hours.
c. Please review document and 11-04-1206r0.
9. Technical Presentation – Neighbor Report MLMEE Primitives – Black – 11-05-0041r0

a. Addresses comments - 1, 2, 3 and 4
b. Comment – the TBTT_OFFSET no longer exists.  We need to address in the entire document, unrelated to this submission.

c. Comment – there is an error on Page 3 “BSSInformationSet”

d. Simon will create an r1 and make a motion tomorrow.

10. Technical Presentation – TPC Related Comment Resolution – Black - 11-04-1120r0
a. Addresses comments 13, 19, 24, 37, 40, 273, 278, 786, 787, 821, 825, 826, 1027, and 1034.

b. Suggestion – that there should be an N/A support Column in PICs.  
c. Comment – that might still be discrepancies in the numbering

11. Deferred List comments Review 11-05-0964r33 (LB71)
a. Comment #13 (2:52 PM – 2:55 PM) – addressed but not voted by 11-04-1120r0
b. Comment #36 (2:55 PM – 2:58 PM) – accepted 04-1206r0 
c. Comment #35 (2:59 PM – 3:09 PM) – declined – Power save behaviour is clearly defined 11.2.14 in .11 standard.
i. We previously discussed 3 possibilities (1)  Need to leave it the same as it is now (if the device, leave it asleep)  (2) need to draft text to buffer the 11k request frame until the STA comes out of sleep mode and flag data waiting in the TIM, or (3) make measurement frames data frames.
ii. We someone to draft a proposal 

iii. Can’t we use TGe text regarding power-saving

iv. Question – what is the issue? 
d. Comment #37 (3:11 PM – 3:13 PM) – addressed but not voted by 04-1120r0

e. Comment #40 (3:11 PM – 3:13 PM) – addressed but not voted by 04-1120r0
f. Comment #52 (3:13 PM – 3:18 PM) – partially accepted with resolution of other comments has required responding to measurement requests with incapable, refused, measurement report mandatory see Comment #5
g. Comment #60 (3:19 PM – 3:25 PM)
i. It is informative 

ii. The power-save reference has been removed and resolved in D1.2

h. Comment #59 (3:27 PM – 3:31) 6 minutes remaining on this topic.
12. Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM

Tuesday, January 18, 2005 4:00 PM

1. Chair calls the meeting back to order at 4:00 PM
2. Resume deferred comments
a. Comment #59 (3:27 PM – 4:01 PM) – partially accepted - Change the first sentence of 11.7.2 to “a station shall determine the time between successive non-serving channel measurements”.  This overrides comment #55.
b. Comment #63 (4:07 PM – 4:08 PM) – withdrawn by submitter 
c. Comment #62 (4:10 PM – 4:10 PM ) – accept see document 04-11-1206r0

d. Comment #71 (4:11 PM – 4: 14 PM – decline the 1st sentence is clear in the opinion of the group
e. Comment #72 (4:14 PM – 4:20 PM) – Accepted – P46L39 D1.1  replace “ignored” with “refused”

f. Comment #93 (4:20 PM – 4:30 PM) – defer, it requires text
i. All 11h measurements should take precedence 

ii. 11h has 3  types basic, clear channel, and RPI – only basic is mandatory

iii. This requires detailed normative text

iv. Lru 

g. Comment #102 (4:30 PM – 4:30 PM) – defer, see comment #93
h. Comment #111 (4:30 PM – 4:40 PM ) –  decline – see motion results
i. The AP must have a coordination function so requests will be processed in some order.  

ii. Is there a real-life scenario? Answer, in non IBSS cases it will be difficult to have 2 managers.  Unicast, multicast, and broadcast order. 
iii. The behaviour is already defined.
Motion

Move to decline LB71 comment #111

Discussion on Motion

Comment - This is not specific to wireless.  If you have 2 SNMP managers on your wired network they can mess up your routes by overwriting each other.
Comment – In all of our other services we don’t drop the request on the floor.  If I request something of you, you don’t ignore it.

Comment – Document that the MIB is a configuration register.

Marty calls the question.
For: 10

Against: 2
Abstain: 4
Motion Passes @ 83% (means comment is declined)
i. Comment #112 (4:49 PM – 4:50 PM) – defer, see comment #111
j. Comment #113 (4:51 PM – 5:01 PM) – partially accept – 11.7.6 P48L23 change so autonomous reporting is off by default and we can determine how to turn it on gracefully in the future.

i. It should be off by default, because it add unneeded traffic on the network
ii. Joe Kwak Requests a straw poll
Straw Poll

Do you support the change of autonomous reporting to be off by default?
Yes: 9

No: 3

Abstain: 2
k. Comment #153 (5:02 PM – 5:05 PM) – decline, Hidden Node Report is important for the scenarios stated below
i. Hidden node report has value for Mesh, VOIP, RTS/CTS

l. Comment #160 (5:06 PM – 5:17 PM) – decline, see Motion below
i. The tech states – we don’t define how the information gets into the MIB.  

Motion

Move to accept comment resolution for LB71 Comment #160. 

Discussion

Tim speaks against

Marty speaks for

Simon Barber speaks against

John speaks against

For: 1

Against: 10

Abstain: 4

Motion Fails which means defer or decline
m. Comment #161 (5:18 PM – 5:23 PM) – counter – sentence has been removed see comment #751
n. Comment #182 (5:25 PM – 5:27 PM) – decline, see comment #1049

o. Comment #193 (5:27 PM – 5:30 PM ) – pending - addressed but not voted in 11-05-0007 
p. Comment #222 (5:30 PM – 5:30 PM) – decline comment, see #1049
q. Comment #229 (5:30 PM – 5:31 PM) – decline comment, see #1049
r. Comment #243 (5:31 PM – 5:38 PM) – accept 
s. Comment #241 (5:38 PM – 5:39 PM) – declined in favor of approved Comment #243

t. Comment #249 (5:40 PM – 5:49 PM) - declined, the definition should be at the antenna connector because there could extensions to the antenna.
i. Not all antennas have connectors 

ii. We are not talking about external antenna – there is always a connector
iii. Could restate as the input of the receiver

iv. In baseline draft “measure at the antenna connector”

u. Comment #250 (5:49 PM – 5:50 PM) – accepted
v. Comment #258 (5:50 PM – 6:00 PM) – posted waiting on Marty’s input.  See next session’s notes.
i. Suggested new remedy - remove phrase P2L10 “with the results being stored in the MIB”.  Modify the following sentence to read “The resulting measurement information is then available locally for the STA and available for the upper layers via the MIB or MLME interface.”
ii. The MIB is mandatory

iii. The MIB is currently not mandatory, because we don’t have it defined in the PICs

iv. SME is required part of the 802.11 MAC

v. The MIB is not mandatory for a STA

3. Meeting in recess until 7:30 PM

Tuesday, January 18, 2005 7:30 PM

1. Chair calls the meeting to order at 7:30 PM

2. Resume deferred comments
a. Comment #276 (7:30 PM – 7:40 PM) – Pending 04-1120r0 – FCC 47 CFR 101.105 states that you shall not use more power than it takes to communicate (including 2.4GHz band)
3. Editor unresolved comments from D1.2

a. Style comments will be postponed until conversion to Frame maker #14

b. Comment #142 – Accepted and done
i. STA should be the standard for Station as approved in #125 – in all places

ii. Comment – Hidden Station Report should remain 

c. Comment #156, 158 (7:49 PM – 7:50) – accept 

i. All informative should go in an Appendix

ii. Clarification from Peter – Notes or footnotes can be included
d. Comment #228, 230, 236 (7:51 PM – 7:54 PM) – postponed until Frame maker conversion
e. Comment #50 (7:55 PM – 7:57 ) – postponed until after 11e is ratified
i. You must put in a consistent numbering system.
f. Comment #86 (7:58 PM – 8:01 PM) – Editor did not have context as to which sentence to add the text.  No objections to Editors insert.
g. Comment #162 (8:02 PM – 8:03 PM) – accept with not action for Editor

h. Comment #169 (8:03 PM – 8:10 PM) – deferring to Emily
i. P34L9 – covers the no element

ii. 11.8.3 – needs to be rewritten

iii. Emily volunteers to rewrite 1st paragraph.
i. Comment #256 (8:11 PM – 8:12 PM) – withdrawn by submitter

i. Changed definition to Hidden Station and not Hidden Node

j. Comment #602 (8:13 PM – 8:14 PM) – partially accepted, because “Hidden Node” has been removed/redefined as Hidden Station.
k. Comment #603 (8:14 PM – 8:20 PM) – accepted see comment #604

l. Comment #261, 394, 515  (8:21 – 8:26 PM) – postponed until TGe is accepted
i. Suggest to declines these TGe comments, because we will have another Draft prior to 11e ratification

m. Comment #264 (8:27 PM – 8:28 PM) – accept Editor changes
n. Comment #265 (8:29 PM – 8:31 PM) – partially accepted – see resolution comment #258

i. 258 does not address this comment exactly

o. Comment #304 (8:47 PM – 8:47 PM) – decline because reference text is part of IEEE 802.11 19999 rev 2003.

p. Comment #334 (8:48 PM – 8:58 PM) – accept replace the note in 7.2.3.9 with 7.2.3.1 which align the text and the text in 7.2.3.1 is clearer. 
i. The published TGh introduced the inconsistency
ii. Note to Editor - fix TPC report 

q. Comment #346 (8:58 PM – 8:58 PM) – postponed until TGe ratification
r. Comment #359 (8:59 PM – 8:59 PM) – postponed until TGe ratification

s. Comment #368 (9:00 PM – 9:01 PM) – accept, we have non defined Comment #243

i. Reference Comment #243 which does not have resolution 

t. Comment #440 (9:02 PM – 9:05 PM) – accepted - see document 04-11-1390r1
i. Editor has already done this

u. Comment #258, #265 (9:07 – 9:12 PM) – partially accepted 
i. Rewording by Marty – “Wireless LAN Radio Measurements enable the stations of the BSS and ESS to automatically adjust to the radio environment in which they exist.  With Wireless LAN Radio Measurements, stations can make measurements locally as well as request measurements from STAs.  The resulting information is then available for both the station and upper layers.  It may be used by stations or applications for useful purposes such as radio resource management.”
v. Comment #608 (9:13 PM – 9:22 PM) – partially accepted not inclusive of Country IE
i. Repeating tuples is not consistent in the draft – it is defined in 3 methods K14, K15, K19

ii. Don’t use Country IE as a reference, because the information element had padding to ensure an even number of octets.

iii. Supported Rates Element is the closest

w. Comment #563 (9:23 PM – 9:28 PM) – declined, request test is present in 11.7.8.1 in D1.0
x. Comment #666 (9:29 PM – 9:30 PM) – will resume tomorrow at 8:00.
4. Simon Barber calls for orders of the day

5. Meeting in recess until 8:00 AM tomorrow

Wednesday, January 19, 2005 8:00 AM

1. Chair calls the meeting to order 8:00 AM.
2. Review Agenda
a. D1.2 Deferred Editor Comments

b. Deferred Comments

c. Vote

d. Vote on RCPI Accuracy

e. Comment Resolutions
3. Review presentations
4. Continue Unresolved Editor Comments from D1.2
a. Comment #718 (8:16 AM – 8:22 AM) - accept, add the following reference “The authenticator definition can be found in 802.11i and points to 802.1x [(Clause 3.6.7 in the published 802.11i (2004) definition section)] which is now part of t he baseline.”
b. Comment #756 (8:23 AM – 8:24 AM) – accepted - group approves the change “the security bit”
c. Comment #770 (8:24 AM – 8:31 AM) accept – D1.2, P49L20, change “shall” to “may” 
i. Section has moved to 11.7.8.1 

ii. Should we strike “definitive”?
d. Comment #773 (8:32 AM – 8:36 AM) – decline
i. Floyd Simpson proposed 1409r0, but a vote on the submission failed

e. Comment #796 (8:38 AM – 8:39 AM) – decline see comment #773

f. Comment #839 (8:39 AM – 8:40 AM) – defer to MIB conformance groups
i. MIB Team has started on draft

ii. MIB group will meet tomorrow morning

5. Editor Presentation – Deferred Editor Comments – Barber

a. Comment #268 (8:46 AM – 8:46 AM) – checking with 802.11 editor

b. Comment #283 (8:46 AM – 8:46 AM) – postponed (not sure if this correct comment) pg

c. Comment #488 (8:46 AM – 8:48 AM) -  use “xxx” for consistency
d. Comment #685 (8:47 AM – 8:49 AM) - deferred
i. Can we make 11k dependent on 11j?  Answer is “no”.

e. Comment #860, 861, 862, 863

f. Comment #876 (8:53 AM – 8:54 AM) – Should refer to 7.3.2

6. Resume Deferred comments

a. Comment #306 (8:56 AM – 9:05 AM) – decline, because the value proposition of supporting reason codes does not meet the complexity of requirements does nor put in mechanism for negotiating range capabilities
i. We already have the ability to cover the key case

ii. Why do you care what the reasons for not performing?

b. Comment #310 (9:06 AM – 9:16 AM) – accept - P4L9 Delete the last sentence from the notes column for AP Channel Report in table 5.
i. This has been addressed in D1.2, but there is a flaw in the fix.  In a Beacon/Probe response sent in an IBSS you would include a channel report.

ii. Seems redundant in D1.2, because we changed the prior sentence
c. Comment #331 (9:16 AM – 9:16 AM) – accept see comment #310

d. Comment #335 (9:17 AM – 9:17 AM) - accept see comment #331

e. Comment #384, 383 (9:18 AM – 9:21 AM) – defer pending presentation by Simon 
i. Should be approved

ii. Reclassified to Req/Rpt

f. Comment #421 (9:21 AM – 9:21 AM) – deferred Joe Kwak will present

g. Comment #449 (9:22 AM – 9:30 AM) – declined, clarification is provide in section 11.7.8.1
i. Refers to Comment #130 which was declined

h. Comment #486 (9:31 AM – 9:38 AM) – Deferred to Joe Kwak 
i. We produced document 1010r0, but never voted on it. (Steve Emeott)
ii. Similar to comment #781 submitted by Peter

iii. Duplicate of 547

i. Comment #519 (9:38 AM – 9:45 AM) Accept – assign to Floyd Simpson and Steve Wang will provide proposed table.
i. The submitter wants a table to detail the scenarios

j. Comment #570 (9:46 AM – 9:56 AM) – defer – Steve Wang will address in presentation.
i. This is another RSSI comment

ii. Some devices (handset) manufacturers would like to implement portions of TGk and utilize RSSI instead of RCPI.  Example set a bit so it reports “RCPI”, “RSSI”, or something else.
iii. Will this address Beacon and Frame Report?  Answer – Only the Beacon report.

iv. We should be consistent

k. Comment #638 (9:57 AM – 9:58 AM) – deferred awaiting Amjad’s paper

l. Comment #648 (9:58 AM – 10:00 AM) – decline, see clause 7.3.2.25 
7. Meeting in recess until 1:30 PM today

Wednesday, January 19, 2005 1:30 PM
1. Chair calls the meeting to order 1:30 AM.

2. Motion to approve Teleconference Minutes

Motion

Move to accept the minutes of the San Antonio-Monterey Teleconferences in document 05/0017r1.


Moved: Kwak

Second: Klein

For: 4


Against: 0


Abstain: 4

Motion passes unanimously

3. Motion to accept the “Accepted” and “Declined” comments form the teleconferences

Motion
Move to accept the “Accepted” and “Declined” Comments of the San Antonio-Monterey teleconferences as documented 05/0017r1

Moved:  Kwak
Seconded: Klein 

For:4  


Against:0   


Abstain: 4

Motion passes unanimously

4. Motion to accept Neighbor Report Primitives 
Motion
Move to accept the “Neighbor Report primitives” from document 05/0041r1 into the next version of the TGk draft.

Moved:  Black
Seconded: Qi

For: 8  


Against: 0   


Abstain: 4

Motion passes unanimously

5. Motion to accept TPC Comment resolutions
Motion

Move to accept the “TPC” comment resolutions as documented in 04/1120r0 into the next version of TGk draft. 

Moved: Black
Seconded: Klein 


For: 8  


Against: 0   


Abstain: 4
Motion passes unanimously

6. Motion to Adopt Normative Text from 05/0038r0
Motion
Move to instruct the editor to apply the normative text in document (05/0038r0) addressing approved comment resolutions from 04/1206r0 into the next version of the TGk Draft. 

Moved: Black
Seconded: Pope 

For: 10     

Against: 0   

Abstain: 5

Motion Passes Unanimously

7. Joe Kwak’s Motion related to comment #191
Motion

Move to instruct the editor to modify the RCPI accuracy from +/-5dB to +/-4dB in all places in the next version of the TGk draft

Moved: Kawk
Seconded : Gray

Discussion

Question - Why these numbers?  Answer – we are going to step through and see what everyone likes

Speak in favor
Speak against  +/-5 is sufficient 

Question – Is this absolute accuracy? Answer –yes it is absolute.

Speak in favor of the proposal so we can more accurately configure these networks.  The radios must be more accurate
Question – will this keep us from being backward compatible?  Answer – it is important, but we have no mandate to be backward compatible.  Other standards bodies have made +/-5dB the line in the sand.
Victor calls the question.

No objections to calling the question.

For: 5


Against: 10

Abstain: 2

Motion fails @ 33%

8. Resume deferred comment resolution

a. Comment #316 – deferred see comment #570
b. Comment #191 – declined based on TG vote 
c. Comment #194 – declined see  comment #191

d. Comment #195 – declined see comment #191

e. Comment #212 – declined see comment #191

f. Comment #936 – declined see comment #191

g. Comment #597 (2:09 PM – 2:10 PM) – accept 
9. Motion to accept RCPI comment Resolutions 
Motion 
Move to instruct the editor to accept the RCPI comment resolutions in document 12-05-0007r0:

22, 26, 172, 175, 181, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 192, 193, 196, 198, 200, 201, 204, 208, 209, 210, 211, 213, 214, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 232, 233, 234, 235, 237, 238, 247, 338, 430, 431, 459, 476, 484, 491, 552, 774, 781, 926, 961. 

Moved: Kwak
Seconded: Qi

For: 9 
    


Against: 0    


Abstain: 5
Motion Passes Unanimously

10. Resume deferred comment resolutions

a. Comment #170 (2:18 PM – 2:27 PM) – partially accept – in the first paragraph change “accepting” to “receiving” plus change “one or more neighbour report elements” to “zero or more neighbour report elements”

i. Comment – if we change “accepting” to “receiving” we are going against our standard.
ii. Comment – In a Neighbor Report Frame, we always send a Neighbor Report Element.  We don’t need to make the change.

b. Comment #648 (2:27 PM – 2:30 PM) – decline, because Clause 7.2.3.25 does say that “The AP Channel Report element has a list of channels where a STA is likely to find an AP.”  Clause 7.2.3.25 also says other things that confirm the declination of the comment.
c. Comment #651 (2:31 PM – 2:32 PM) – deferred
d. Comment #653 (2:33 PM – 2:33 PM) – declined same as Comment #648

e. Comment #654 (2:34 PM – 2:34 PM) – declined same as Comment #648

f. Comment #655 (2:35 PM – 2:37 PM) – declined, 7.3.2.25 does not refer to channel load report
g. Comment #656 (2:37 PM – 2:39 PM) – declined, the AP Channel Report does not require a STA to be associated with AP and it is not restricted to nearest neighbour.
h. Comment #659 (2:40 PM – 2:40 PM) – declined, same as Comment #648
i. Comment #660 (2:41 PM – 2:43 PM) – withdrawn be submitter
j. Comment #662 (2:44 PM – 2:46 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0
k. Comment #664 (2:47 PM – 2:47 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

l. Comment #671 (2:47 PM – 2:47 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

m. Comment #673 (2:48 PM – 2:48 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

n. Comment #695 (2:49 PM – 2:49 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

o. Comment #697 (2:49 PM – 2:49 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

p. Comment #698 (2:50 PM – 2:50 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

q. Comment #699 (2:50 PM – 2:50 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

r. Comment #700, 701, 702, 704, 706, 707, 708 (2:50 PM – 2:51 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

s. Comment #711 (2:52 PM – 2:52 PM) – accepted see document 04-1403r0

t. Comment #714 (2:53 PM – 2:53 PM) – decline, modified approach 04-1403r0

u. Comment #722 (2:53 PM – 2:58 PM) – accepted see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
v. Comment #723 (2:58 PM – 2:59 PM) – accepted references have been removed
w. Comment #734 (2:59 PM – 2:59 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
x. Comment #742 (3:01 PM – 3:01 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
y. Comment #744 (3:01 PM – 3:01 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
z. Comment #749, 754, 799, 1025, 1026 (3:03 PM – 3:03 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
aa. Comment #760 (3:03 PM – 3:05 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
ab. Comment #765, 766, 767, 768 (3:05 PM 3:05 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
ac. Comment #784 (3:06 PM – 3:11 PM) – decline – group was unable to evaluate content of 993r0
ad. Comment #795 (3:12 PM – 3:13 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
ae. Comment #808 (3:13 PM – 3:13 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
af. Comment #809 (3:13 PM – 3:13 PM) – decline, see document 04/1213r0, normative text in 04/1403r0
ag. Comment #874 (3:14 PM – 3:16 PM) – decline, MIB information servers as an option for the upper-layer interface
ah. Comment #879 (3:15 PM – 3:19 PM) – defer to Paul Gray

ai. Comment #882 (3:20 PM – 3:22 PM) – defer pending TGe approval
aj. Comment #885 (3:23 PM – 3:30 PM) 
i. Parts of 11k MIB are mandatory, but not all of it.  This is similar to base standard
11. Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM

Wednesday, January 19, 2005 4:00 PM

1. Chair calls the meeting to order 4:00 AM.

2. Resume deferred comment resolution
a. Comment #885 (4:00 PM – 4:02 PM) – decline, because MIB servers as interface to upper-layers
i. Suggest using traps instead of storing the data in MIB

ii. Traps will require a new text and submission

b. Comment #886 (4:04 PM – 4:06 PM) – deferred to Tim Olson’s presentation
i. Tim has submitted at TGk conformance MIB 05/0068r0
c. Comment #897 (4:07 PM – 4:13 ) – deferred assign to Tim

d. Comment #921 (4:14 PM – 4:14 PM ) – deferred until periodic presentation

e. Comment #940 (4:15 PM – 4:15 PM) – deferred to measurement frame presentation 05/1599r1

f. Comment #957 (4:17 PM – 4:18 PM) – deferred until presentation 05/1607r1 (Peter/Tim)
g. Comment #969 (4:18 PM – 4:20 PM) – accepted, see comment #113

h. Comment #989 (4:21 PM – 4:22 PM) – deferred until tomorrow (Simon Black will review)

i. Comment #1038 (4:25 PM – 4:25 PM) – accepted, see document 04-11-1120r0

3. Address Blank  Comments

a. Comment #1,2,3,4 – accepted and resolved in comment 11-05-0041r0

b. Comment #13 – accepted and resolved in document 11-04-1120r0

c. Comment #15 – accepted valid range now defined by reference see document 11-04-1120r0
d. Comment #19 – accepted and resolved I document 11-04-1120r0

e. Comment #22 – accepted and resolved in document 11-04-1120r0
f. Comment #24 – accepted and resolved in document 11-04-1120r0

g. Comment #25 (4:35 PM – 4:39 PM) – declined, Fast Scan will be addressed in 11-04-1599r0.

h. Comment #33 (4:39 PM – 4:43 PM) – declined, the faster response does not justify the bandwidth cost of the multiple unwanted probe responses.
i. Comment #49 (4:44 PM – 4:46 PM) - accept
j. Comment #63 (4:47 PM – 4:48 PM) – withdrawn by submitter

k. Comment #65 (4:48 PM – 4:50 PM) – deferred, Joe and Steve will develop text

l. Comment #80 (4:51 PM – 4:52 PM) – accepted 
m. Comment #90 (4:53 PM – 4:53 PM) – accepted and change has been made in D1.2

n. Comment #92 (4:54 PM – 4:58 PM) – decline, there are not rules on ordering of measurement reports, the token in the report matches the measurement requests.

o. Comment #95 (4:49 PM – 4:49 PM) – accepted, see comment #113
p. Comment #104 (5:00 PM – 5:01 PM) – declined, best effort is the approach
q. Comment #106 (5:02 PM – 5:02 PM) – accepted, see comment #113

r. Comment #111 (5:03 PM – 5:03 PM) - accepted, see comment #90

4. Open comment Review related to document 05/0009r0 and 05/0007r0
a. Comment #143, 144, 147 (5:03 PM – 5:05 PM) accepted, see document 05/0009r0 

i. Noise Histogram is no longer dependent on CCA

b. Comment #145 (5:06 PM – 5:07 PM) – declined, the Noise Histogram is based on 11i histograms and is the only standardized way for TGh to have a noise measurement.

c. Comment #146 (5:08 PM – 5:11 PM) – accepted, fixed in 05-11-0009r0.  Noise is only measured when virtual CS indicates idle channel.

d. Comment #148 (5:11 PM – 5:12 PM) accepted fixed in 05/0009r0.
e. Comment #152 (5:12 PM – 5:15 PM) – deferred pending Amjad’s input
f. Comment #166 (5:16 PM – 5:19 PM) - accepted, corrected in D1.2

g. Comment #175 (5:19 PM – 5:19 PM) – accepted and addressed 05/0007r0

h. Comment #181 (5:20 PM – 5:20 PM) – partially accepted and addressed in 05/0007r0.

i. Comment #184 (5:21 PM – 5:21 PM) –accepted and addressed in 05/0007r0.

j. Comment #185 (5:22 PM – 5:22 PM) – declined see 05/0007r0.

k. Comment #188 (5:22 PM – 5:22 PM) – declined and addressed in 05/0007r0.

l. Comment #189 – declined and addressed in 05/0007r0.

m. Comment #190 – declined and addressed in 05/0007r0.

n. Comment #192 – declined and addressed in 05/0007r0.

o. Comment #196 – declined see document in 05/0007r0.

p. Comment #198 – partially accepted and addressed in 05/0007r0.

q. Comment #199 – accepted see 05/0009r0
r. Comment #200 – accepted seed 05/0007r0

s. Comment #209 – accepted see 05/0007r0

t. Comment #210 – declined see 05/0007r0

u. Comment #211 – declined see 05/0007r0

v. Comment #213 – accepted 05/0007r0
w. Comment #214 – declined see 05/0007r0
x. Comment #224 – declined see 05/0007r0
y. Comment #225 – partially accepted see 05/0007r0

z. Comment #226 – accepted see 05/0007r0

aa. Comment #227 – declined see 05/0007r0
ab. Comment #232 – accepted see 05/0007r0
ac. Comment #233 – declined see 05/0007r0
ad. Comment #234 – declined see 05/0007r0
ae. Comment #235 – declined see 05/0007r0
af. Comment #237 – declined see 05/0007r0
ag. Comment #238 – accepted see 05/0007r0
ah. Comment #244, 245 – partially accepted see 05/0009r0

ai. Comment #247 – partially accepted see 05/0007r0
aj. Comment #273 – partially accepted, see 04/1120r0
5. Open discussion about how to proceed to letter ballot

6. Meeting in recess until 1:30 PM tomorrow.

Thursday, January 20, 2005 1:30 PM

1. Chair calls the meeting to order 1:30 AM.

2. Review Agenda

a. 04/1637r1 – Qos (Qi)
b. 05/0011r0 and 05/0012r0 - QoS Counters & Load (Kwak)
c. 05/0074r0 - QoS Stats

d. 04/1607r0 – Location

e. 05/0071r0 – Repeated Measurement Requests

f. 05/1599r1 – Measurement Pilot Frame Comment Resolutions 

g. 05/0068r0 - Conformance MI
h. Noise Histogram Resolutions
3. Agenda is approved unopposed
4. Technical Presentation – QoS – Qi – 04/1637r2 (Normative Text) & 04/1615r2 (PPT)
a. Addresses Comments #928 and #933
Motion

Move to instruct the editor to incorporate text from 05/1637r2 into next version of the IEEE802.11k draft with the following modification:

Change text in all places “and until the start of the last transmission attempt” to “the end of the last successful transmission attempts of the MPDU.”


Discussion
Why did you broaden to include non-QOS type stations?  Why can’t they use the PeerSTAStatistics?  Answer – the counter is per traffic and per stations.  

The 11e MIB has been enhanced to included additional statistics on per destination.  It expands the statistics to measure delay.
It would help if we knew if Frame Loss Count was based on MSDU lifetime or Retry limit.
What is the purpose of transmit delay?  Answer – to measure end-to-end delay for VOIP.  
How is the transmit delay different the Maximum Lifetime MSDU delay?  Answer – it is the only thing that can measure over-the-air jitter.  It could also be used to check MSDU lifetime setting.
Speak against because it is not combined with 11e.

Speak for because 11e is not in the base standard and we could eliminate TID components.


Moved:  Qi
Seconded: Kwak

For: 3       

 
Against:  3   

Abstain: 2
Motion Fails @ 50%

5. Technical Presentation – BSS Load – Kwak - 05/0012r0 (Normative Text), 05/0079r0 (PPT)
a. Question - Is BSSLoad optional yes?  The PICs does not reflect this.  Answer – must update the PICs “Status” to Optional
b. Question - How does the vendor know to only implement for AP and not STA?  Answer – we need to add normative text to specify that.
c. Question – Why is the load a single byte?  Answer - That is adequate for what we have.

d. Question – is this for a QAP AP?  Answer – yes it should be reporting to the lowest priority user in the QAP?  If all users are Voice, then the AP Service Load would be of the voice user priority.
e. Question – What happens with a fragmented burst of traffic?  Answer – you are actually measuring the contention time.  If there is no contention then you don’t measure.  For fragment you start and stop the timer.  
f. Question – Does this supersede 11e QBSSLoad?  Answer – no.
g. Comment – This is only for a serving AP.
h. Question – If you have interference you would increase the timer from 5 usec to 20 usec to account for Microwaves.
i. Comment – ECDF is not always the lowest priority.
6. Technical Presentation – STA Statistics Requests - Joe Kwak - 05/0011r0
a. Comment – It is not easy to implement, on retries you don’t know where the packet came form.

b. Comment – 11e already has the counters.
c. Comment – 11e is an optional part of the standard.  This document implies that 11e is there.
7. Technical Presentation – QoS Statistics – Simon Black - 05/0074r0
a. Requests a Straw Poll

Straw Poll

Do you support the general approach proposed in 05/0074r1 as the basis for QoS metrics in 11k?



Yes: 16


No: 0 


Abstain: 4

8. Technical Presentation – Location Configuration Information – Peter Eccclesine – 05/1607r1 (normative text), 05/0072r0 (PPT)

a. Question – Why does this need to be a management frame? Answer - A Management Report is saved by the AP in the MIB.
b. Comment – A station can always respond with I don’t know.
c. Comment – This is any-to-any STA-to-STA or AP-to-STA or AP-to-STA.
9. Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM.
Thursday, January 20, 2005 4:00 PM

1. Chair calls the meeting to order 4:00 AM.

2. Resume Technical Presentation – Location Configuration Information – Peter Eccclesine – 05/1607r1 (normative text), 05/0072r0 (PPT)
a. Comment – This conveys a cube and can be based on resolution 
b. Comment – A STA that does not know where he is can ask the AP and he can tell you where you are at

c. Other methods of location are RF Path Loss and Time Offset

Motion
Move to instruct the editor to incorporate text from 05/1607r1 into next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved:  Ecclesine
Seconded: Durand


For: 9


Against: 1
     
Abstain: 6
Motion Passes @ 90%

3. Technical Presentation – Periodic Measurements – Joe Kwak - 05/0071r0
a. Addresses Comments #86, #466 and #921
b. Comment – make all measurements periodic, simplifies

c. Comment – I am sceptical of any periodic measurements in wireless

d. Question – When is time measured top of the PHY, top of the MAC?  Answer – none of our other measurements do not specify an exact time or location.

e. Question – Shouldn’t this be at the frame level and not at element level?  There is a measurement request frame contains multiple measurement requests elements.  Periodicity is only at the frame level.  The pause element is for delay between elements or measurements.
Motion
Move to instruct the editor to incorporate text from 05/0071r0 into next version of the IEEE802.11k draft without including the changes in 7.3.2.21 and related changes in 11.7.7.

Moved: Kwak 
Seconded: Olson

Discussion
Speak in favor of the motion, because it simplifies Periodic measurements and provides periodic capability to all measurements

Speak in favor because it captures our intent from San Antonio

Note to Editor take out wording in 11.7.7 that refers to the Periodic Bit 


For: 15

Against: 0
     Abstain:  2
Motion Passes Unanimously

4. Technical Presentation – Measurement Frame Proposal – Emeott – 05/1599r1 (Normative Text), 04/1425r0 (PPT)
a. Address Comments #466, #940
b. Question – Can you describe Noise Floor?  This is the Noise Floor of the transceiver and not a measurement.

c. Comment – Is it worth cluttering the air to speed up initially joining a BSS (50ms an 500ms)?  Answer – It does matter when roaming from cell to 802.11.

d. Question – what are the addresses, this a broadcast.   Answer – yes and it is in the document.  When you are on a foreign system and doing passive scans to try and join an 802.11 network, you want to save battery.
e. Comment – The new primitive LINKMARGIN.request should be renamed to LINK CEILING.request.  
f. Question – How often do you see these things going out and what kind of traffic do you think it put on the network?  Answer – 10ms.

g. Comment – APs are now going to be putting a great deal more Beacon frames if when they are idle for benefit of Passive Scanning when you are not already associated. 
h. Question – Why didn’t you include SSID?  Answer – we did not want overload the frame.  

Straw Poll
Straw Poll 
Do you support the concept of the Measurement Pilot Frame?

 Yes: 9


No: 7      

Abstain:  3
5. Technical Presentation – Conformance Mib – Olson – 05/0058r0
Motion
Move to instruct the editor to incorporate text from 05/0068r0 into next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved: Olson 
Seconded: Kwak 


For: 16


Against: 0
     
Abstain: 0
Motion passes unanimously
6. Motion of Empowerment of Teleconferences
Motion

Move to request the Working Group to empower TGk to hold weekly teleconferences (Wednesdays at 11:30am Eastern Time) through 2 weeks after the Atlanta plenary as required to conduct business necessary to progress the Letter Ballot process, including creating and issuing drafts for Letter Ballots and handling other business necessary to progress through the IEEE standards process.
Moved: Kwak

Seconded: Eastlake

For: 15 


Against: 0


Abstain: 2
Motion passes unanimously

7. Motion to Create Letter Ballot
Motion

Move to request the Working Group to authorize 40-day Letter Ballot of 802.11 TGk 2.0 to conclude no later than 03/15/05.
Moved: Black
Seconded: Qi
For: 16


Against: 0 


Abstain: 1
Motion Passes unanimously
8. Motion to Empower the Editor

Motion

Move to empower the TGk editor to produce a Letter Ballot draft (D2.0) based on approved documents from the Monterey meeting.

Moved: Black

Seconded: Durand

For: 17


Against: 0


Abstain: 0
Motion Passes unanimously
9. Motion to adjourn until Atlanta 

Moved: Black

Seconded: Barber

Motion passes unanimously

10. Meeting adjourned at 6:00 PM.
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