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07/19/05 PM1 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 16:00
1. Chair provided the standard IEEE policies and procedures.

a. Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Documentation and Presentation 

i. Simon Black – vote on the comment resolutions on ANA 05/0656 05/0655

ii. Simon Black – vote on the comment resolutions on PICs 05/0678 06/0679

iii. Joe Kwak – RPI

iv. Joe Kwak – RCPI

v. Vote on ad-hoc minutes

vi. Vote on ad-hoc minutes 
vii. Vote on teleconference minutes (Australia – San Francisco)

viii. Floyd Simpson – Misc. Comments

ix. Vote on Australia minutes

x. Vote on differences document

2. Reviewed Agenda

3. Approved Agenda
4. Technical Presentation – Removal of Neighbor Report from Association – Black – 11-05-0655r0 (normative text) 11-05-0656r0 (spreadsheet)
a. Discussion on which document resolves comments (the spreadsheets or the normative text documents). 
i. We should keep the comments which have been accepted but not voted on separate
ii. We are always vote on Normative Text.  The spreadsheet is a formality

b. Resolves Comments - 80, 83, 199, 205, 242, 337, 348, 349, 364, 366, 370, 413, 461, 474, 475, 490, 508, 524, 561, 583, 602, 626, 637, 640, 670, 671, 687, 697, 741, 776, 798, 799, 878, 1043, 1104, 1110, 1144, 1249, 1271, 1324, 1325, 1327, 1328, 1346, 1357
c. Motion
Move to instruct the editor to make the normative text changes 11-05-0655r0 in creating the next version of the 11k draft and close the comments therein. 

Moved: Black

Second: Lefkowitz


For: 19

Against: 0

Abstain: 2

Motion passes @ 100%

5. Technical Presentation – Revised 11k PICS – Black – 11-05-0679r0 (normative text) 11-05-0678r0 (spreadsheet)

a. Comment – MIBs are optional and if there is must be accessible via SNMP.
b. Comment – the MIB does not have to be accessed via SNMP.  MS implemented the data structures w/o exposing it to SNMP interface.

c. Comment – 11d (not sure if this is correct) is creating a get and set mechanism.

6. Technical Presentation – RPI Comment Resolution – Kwak – 11-05-0685r0 (normative text) 11-05-0686r0 (spreadsheet) 

a. Resolves Comments - 28, 86, 760, 1120, 1296, 1332, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492, 1503, 1504, 1505, and 1535
b. Motion

Move to instruct the editor to make the normative text changes 11-05-0685r0 in creating the next version of the 11k draft and close the comments therein. 

Moved: Black

Second: Lefkowitz


Discussion on Comments

Question – You still expect the radio to still function while this threshold is exceeded?  We have define this in section 12 RCPI during receive and RPI when not receiving.
For: 9

Against: 1

Abstain: 6
Motion passes 

7. Technical Presentation – RCPI Comments Resolution – Kwak – 11-05-0440r0 (normative text) 11-05-0441r0 (spreadsheet) 

a. Reviewing spreadsheet

b. Resolves Comments - 3, 12, 42, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 94, 99, 100, 111, 112, 152, 165, 169, 170, 204, 266, 267, 268, 269, 273, 274, 279, 286, 294, 333, 340, 341, 368, 373, 463, 464, 477, 478, 480, 485, 487, 522, 587, 591, 610, 611, 612, 614, 649, 659, 674, 695, 739, 826, 827, 829, 862, 863, 865, 870, 871, 892, 893, 901, 919, 920, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 982, 1105, 1106, 1117, 1130, 1158, 1209, 1210, 1256, 1270, 1313, 1326, 1331, 1362, 1363, 1412, 1415, 1440, 1444, 1454, 1472, 1488, 1509, 1510, 1519, 1523, 1524, 1525, 1540, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, 1587, 1598, 1600
Comments on take out RSSI

c. Comment – RCPI is not any better than RSSI.  Answer – RCPI is quantized.

d. Comment – RSSI of an 11b station and 11g station are not the same. 
e. Comment – I would prefer a solid measurement like RCPI in dBm.  Answer – we are not reporting RSSI; it is only used as a relatively condition for reporting a beacon in RCPI.
f. Comment – Noise level is implementation specific.
g. Comment – For people who use RF Path loss for location this will skew your results.

h. Comment – We should be able to use RCPI in all instances with today’s chip sets.

8. Meeting in recess until PM2 19:30 tonight
07/19/05 PM2 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 19:30

1. Continue Technical Presentation - RCPI Comments Resolution – Kwak – 11-05-0440r0 (normative text) 11-05-0441r0 (spreadsheet) 

a. Reviewing the normative text

b. Comment – the is a error in reporting condition table

c. Comment – the declined comments are included in the document
d. Question – Is table k3 is labeled correctly?  Answer – yes it is.

e. Question – why did you go back to “10” beacons?  Answer – because of comments received.

f. Comment – The reports will only work where there is “to” and “from” address.

g. Joe will fix the four errors and resubmit.

2. Continue Technical Presentation - RCPI Comments Resolution – Kwak – 11-05-0440r0 (normative text) 11-05-0441r0 (spreadsheet) 

a. Reviewing the normative text

b. Comment – the is a error in reporting condition table

c. Comment – the declined comments are included in the document

d. Question – Is table k3 is labeled correctly?  Answer – yes it is.

e. Question – why did you go back to “10” beacons?  Answer – because of comments received.

3. Approve the Brisbane Ad-hoc minutes 

Motion

Move to accept the Brisbane Ad Hoc minutes found in 05/658r0.

Moved: Srini

Second: Black

For: 10

Against: 0

Abstain: 2

Motion passes

4. Approve the SF Ad-hoc minutes 

Motion

Move to accept the SF Ad Hoc minutes found in 05/697r0.

Moved: Gray

Second: Srini
For: 8

Against: 0

Abstain: 3
Motion passes

5. Approve the teleconference minutes 

Motion

Move to accept the teleconference minutes June and July of the teleconference between Carins and San Francisco 05/637r0.  Change 3rd line on first page from Mar-May” to “Jun-Jul”
Moved: Srini
Second: Jan
For: 6

Against: 0

Abstain: 5
Motion passes
6. Approve the Cairns minutes  

Motion
Move to accept the Carins Minutes 11-0-0508r0
Moved: Srini

Second: Kwak
For: 6

Against: 0

Abstain: 4
Motion passes

7. Discussion on 
Motion

Move to accept the teleconference minutes June and July of the teleconference between Carins and San Francisco 05/637r0.  Change 3rd line on first page from Mar-May” to “Jun-Jul”

Moved: Srini

Second: Jan

For: 6

Against: 0

Abstain: 5

Motion passes

8. Comment Resolution for misc.

Comment #805 – Clause 7.3.2.21.X and 7.3.2.22.X - Chaplin
Problem - What are these measurements to be used for?
Remedy - Some sort of possible use of the measurements would be nice.
Resolution – deferred – assigned to Richard Paine
Comment #813 – Clause 7.3.2.21.X and 7.3.2.22.X – Chaplin

Problem – Most of the draft seems to imply that the normal way to use the measurements is by request/response pairs.  However, in a few places the point is made that measurement reports may happen without a request.  How is such a response set up and administered, or when should such an autonomous measurement be expected?
Remedy - I cannot suggest text; this comment points out a deficiency in the draft such that it is unclear what the intent is.
Resolution – deferred – assigned to Simon Black

Comment #815 – Clause 11.8.1 - Chaplin
Problem – IEEE 802.11F is only Trial Use, and it is not obvious that it will remain.

Remedy - Remove reference to IEEE 802.11F

Comment – we have addressed this in the prior LB.

Resolution – accept – P56 L18 – Remove “such as IEEE 802.11F”

Same #981, #353, #1404
Comment #816 – Clause General - Raissinia

Problem - What is the need for autonomous reporting in 802.11k? I understand it was useful in the context of 802.11h to inform other STAs regarding the presence of a RADAR but for 11k, measurement reports should be generated only in response to specific requests so what is the point in generating and sending the reports if the receiver has no use for it ? As an exception, it may be OK to allow autonomous neighbor report to be broadcast by an AP to all STAs in the BSS since this is useful information which could be used by the STAs for scanning and roaming optimizations.
Remedy - Remove autonomous reporting from 11k completely or just allow its use for neighbor reports
Resolution – deferred – assigned to Simon Black

Comment #855 – Annex D – Barber

Problem - Making measurements by SNMP requires polling for results
Remedy - Send a TRAP on results being available - especially useful for conditional measurements
Resolution – deferred – assigned to Tim Olson
Comment #856 – Annex D - Barber
Problem - dot11PeerStatsTableBSSaging has no default value
Remedy - suggest 300
Resolution – accept
Comment #857 – Annex D – Barber

Problem - dot11PeerStatsTableIBSSaging has no default value
Remedy - suggest 300
Resolution – accept

Comment #859 - Annex D – Barber

Problem - Measurements should be a L2 service
Remedy - Make measurements a data frame with a new ethertype.
Comment – this relates to legacy clients where you can do it in upper layers plus it can cross the DS.

Question – Why is the DS important?  Answer – for roaming decisions.
Resolution – decline – Through comment resolution this approach was discussed during the debate on security in 11k and it was decided not to go down this route.
Comment #869 – Clause 7.3.2.22.7 – Winters

Problem - It would be useful if the PHY type can be reported in the frame report.
Remedy - Add a field called "PHY type" in figure k15 and assign 1 octet for length. P25, L3, insert the PHY type definition as the following: PHY Type indicates the physical medium type of the frames being reported. Valid entries are coded according to the value of dot11PHYType.
Resolution – decline – a frame report entry is summary which may represent multiple PHY types, e.g. 11g stations transmitting at multiple rates.

Comment #890 – Clause 7.3.1.11 – Ptasinski
Problem - Why is Radio measurement defined as 5, with 1-4 reserved?
Remedy –

Resolution – deferred – assigned to Simon Black

Comment #913 – Clause 7.2.3.8 – O’Hara
Problem - The DS Parameter set should be used for ALL PHYs where the transmission channel is ambiguous
Remedy - replace the condition for use with one that is broader and allows the use with any PHY where the receiver may be uncertain as to the channel on which the transmission was made.
Resolution – decline – The DSS parameter set only applies to DS PHYs.

Comment #928 – Clause 7.3.2.22.7 – O’Hara

Problem - the frame report is of dubious value, as it is unreliable information and costly to acquire, at least in terms of time spent doing the measurement and memory consumed for the data structures.
Remedy - remove the frame report
Resolution – deferred – vote on tomorrow.

Comment #929 - Clause 7.3.2.22.7 – O’Hara

Problem - the frame report is of dubious value, as it is unreliable information and costly to acquire, at least in terms of time spent doing the measurement and memory consumed for the data structures.
Remedy - remove the frame report
Resolution – deferred – vote on tomorrow.

Comment #956 – Clause 11.7.8.7 – O’Hara

Problem - the information in the STA statistics report is available through existing means.  Duplication is not necessary.
Remedy - delete this section.
Resolution – decline – whilst it would possible to retrieve this information via SNMP it was the opinion of the group that not all STA implementations be burden with an SNMP agent to retrieve a limited set of MAC statistics.

Comment #992 – Clause 5.2.5 - Klein

Problem - P2:L13 - Measurements do not enable stations to automatically adjust to the radio environment.  Radio measurements enable STAs to measure the radio environment.
Remedy - Change from "to automatically adjust" to "measure"
Resolution – decline – with the receipt radio measurements, a STA can make its own decisions on what to do.
Comment #1002 – Clause 7.3.2.22.7 – Klein

Problem – P23:L10 - What happens in the case that rounding causes the result to be > 255?

Remedy – Describe behavior when rounding occurs either here or in clause 11.

Resolution – same as #928
9. Meeting in recess until AM 1 tomorrow at 08:00.
07/20/05 AM1 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 08:00

1. Reviewed Agenda
2. Agenda approved

3. Technical Presentation – Triggered Measurements – Black – 11-05-0512r0

a. Comment – keeping track of the state of each MSDU is very difficult.  

b. Question – How do I know when to pull out a failure?  

c. Comment – there are misused terms in this document. 
d. Comment – we need to morph autonomous measurements into background measurements so as to reduce confusion in terminology.   Answer – Periodic measurements have been Beacon measurements requiring the AP to go off channel which is very intrusive.
e. Comment – there is not a great deal of change in this document.  Answer – 11.11.8 is the big change in r1.

f. Comment – this is a very specific use of a general facility.  Answer – this is not that general, if we add triggers to each of the different measurements.

g. Comment – this is better than renaming what TGh did.

h. Question – Are the measurement durations only applied to triggers?  Answer – Yes.

i. Question – How will this metric be affected or used by rate changes?  

j. Comment – There is a great deal of complexity here – defining a timeout so one report does not mask another.

4. Up Down votes 

a. Frame Request/Report Vote
Motion

Move to remove the Frame request/report measurement from the 11k specification
Moved:

Second:

No mover so motion fails and the Frame request/report stays in the draft

b. Hidden Station Vote

Motion

Move to remove the Hidden Station request/report measurement from the 11k specification.

Moved: Black

Second: Jokela

Discussion on motion

· Against – there are many comments on this issue and the utility has limited value 
· For – this is an attempt to quantify and measure a hidden station in your area.  This comes from the cell world and is well understood.  It very useful for Mesh services and they have already incorporated the Hidden Station request/report into their draft.  
· Comment – Mesh does not have draft.

· For – It is important in Enterprise as well. 

· Question – can this be deduced from other statistics that we already have

· Against – This is useful, but the text is incomplete.  We should take it out.
· Comment – The cell reference is slightly inaccurate.

· Against – This will produce a great deal of false positives.  Hidden stations go in and out of this state.

For: 16


Against: 1

Abstain: 8

Recount requested and granted 
For: 16 


Against: 2

Abstain: 9

Motion Passes

c. Noise Histogram Vote

Motion

Move to remove the Noise Histogram request/report measurement from the 11k specification.

Moved: Engwer
Second: Chris
Discussion on motion

Against – we must have one noise measurement.  We have taken straw polls on this and we all agreed to its value.  
For: 3


Against: 18

Abstain: 6
Motion fails

d. Medium Sense Time Histogram Vote

Motion

Move to remove the Medium Sense Time Histogram request/report measurement from the 11k specification.

Moved: Olson

Second: Qi

Discussion on motion

· Question – Can someone summarize the last round of changes?  Answer – most of the comments came from people who did not understand histograms and bad terminology.
· Against – used to determine statistics about interference; helps determine the types of interference that you are experiencing in your environment.  
· Question – has there been functionality change?   Answer – no

· Against – this is our most complex measurement
For: 21


Against:1

Abstain: 5
Motion passes

e. Location (LCI) Vote

Motion

Move to remove the LCI request/report measurement from the 11k specification.

Moved: Lefkowitz

Second: 

No second so motion fails and LCI request/report 
5. Technical Presentation – Unresolved Noise Comments – Olson – 11-05-0744r0 (Spreadsheet)
a. Comments #37 

Resolution - Decline
Discussion on Comment

· Would an AP vendor implement this?  Why would I trust a client?

· It is covered in general sense.  There is no need to explicitly state that.

· Mesh could use this.
b. Comments  #924, 925, 953
Resolution –Declined
Discussion on Comment

· Measurement is expensive
· If we are defining a standard that does not require implementation and has to be tested by an outside body why are we implementing.
· If we don’t implement, how do we measure noise.
· Measurements have to be non-disruptive, so there must be a “refuse” mechanism.  
c. Comments  #1009

Resolution –Declined

Discussion on Comment

· Older equipment should not be measurement capable.  There are older chipsets out there that will not support this.
.  

d. Comments  #1054

Resolution –Declined

Discussion on Comment

· The Noise Histogram provides improvement on the Noise variance.

e. Comments  #1330, 1366

Resolution –Declined

f. Comments  #1402

Resolution – accept – addressed in 05/458r1

g. Motion

Move to instruct the editor to include 11-05-0744r0 Noise comment resolutions in the next version of the 11k draft and close the comments there in. 

Moved: Olson

Second: Durand

For: 15 


Against: 1

Abstain: 5
Motion passes

6. Meeting in recess until 13:30 today
07/20/05 13:30 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 13:01
1. Technical Presentation – Multiple ESS Comment Resolution – Leftkowitz – 11-05-0664r0 
a. Resolves Comments – 16, 31, 96, 97, 126, 155, 156, 161, 249, 414, 576, 693, 824, 968
b. Question – what does the term “trusted” mean?  Answer – it is a synonym for “secure”.  

c. Comment – you can request any SSID you want, but only a single SSID.

d. Comment – This does not address the issue of a preferred ESS list.  I want all of the neighbors of the ESS list.  How would you use the information that comes back?  The station has some knowledge of these ESSs or otherwise why would they be in my preferred network list.
e. Comment – Why isn’t an SSID included?  Answer – it is too big and variable.  You can put in index to the SSID.

f. Comment – You have deleted the MIB table.  The table must be put back because it contains configuration and learned information.

g. Comment – add MIB sentence back with something like “… the table reflects …”

h. Comment - Much of this text has been struck in another paper.

i. Comment – There should be descriptive text on how to fill out the SSID element.  
j. Marty will make the necessary changes and submit a motion tomorrow.
2. Technical Presentation – Adding BSSID Info Field – Leftkowitz – 11-05-0476r0 

a. Resolves comments – 

b. Comment – The “Key Scope” bit may not be around.  This eliminates 99% of the pre-auth traffic.

c. Question – Didn’t this arise over the definition of “Key Scope”?  The term “authenticator” does not apply a port on the switch.  “Authenticator” is not defined in 802.11.  It is defined in RFC 1348.  
d. Question – If all APs are the same do I need this?  Answer – because you roam across WLAN switches you will need this and even in a small single WLAN switch implementation.
e. Question – How does this address Comment #983?   Answer – this comment applies to the PTK and not the PMK.
The key scope identifier bit implies that there can be a single authenticator for a group of BSS's. However, clause 8.5 of 802.11i states that the PMK is bound to each BSSID/STA pair.  The key scope identifier facilitates a method that allows the PMK to be shared across multiple BSSID's, which contradicts 802.11i key scope definitions.

f. Comment – we have to be clear on what we are voting on “not superseding”.
g. Editor – the safest thing to do is review the changes with the Editor and bring it back for submission.

h. Motion

Motion

Instruct the Editor to make the Normative Text change 05/663r0 in creating the next version of the TGk draft, and close the comments listed therein.
Moved: Lefkowitz

Second: Merwyn

For: 16


Against: 3

Abstain: 8

Motion passes

Editor Note: Change table k24 bit 2 from “RSN” to “Security”
3. Technical Presentation – WRSS in 802.11p - 11-05-754r1
a. Comment – the accuracy is defined, but not the confidence.

b. Comment – “Short Term” accuracy should be “relative accuracy”.  Relative accuracy is an oxymoron.

c. Comment – There is practicality to getting a draft approved.  Statistics are good but most often specs have confidence. 
d. Comment – you have left out some variables.

4. Meeting in recess until 16:00
07/20/05 16:00 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 16:00

1. Technical Presentation – Neighbor Comment Resolution – Wang – 11-05-0580r2 (PPT) 
a. Resolves Neighbor AP Comments -  472, 596, 887, 989, 1348

b. Comment – These comments are all included in the 11-05-743r1.  
c. Comment – “Validate AP” is an inaccurate term

d. Comment – “Current” is an inaccurate term

e. Comment – Valid AP should be any AP that has overlapping RF.

f. Comment – We should separate the definition out of this section.

g. Comment – If you populate the neighbor list with too many APs (across town), then you don’t save time in scanning.  

Motion to resolve comments - 472, 596, 887, 989, 1348 – counter - change the definition to “Any validated AP that is a potential transition candidate”.


Motion passes unanimously 

Note to chair and secretary makes the change in the master spreadsheet
2. Technical Presentation – TSF Info – 11-05-0580r2 (PPT)
a. Resolves comment #1508

Decline – the current TSF info works well in predicting neighbor’s AP TBTT.

Note to chair and seceratry – update master spreadsheet
3. Technical Presentation – Dialog Token – 11-05-0580r2 (PPT)

a. Resolves comment #430 – Deferred – assigned to Simon Barber

4. Technical Presentation – Misc – Floyd - 11-05-0488r2 (PPT)

a. Resolves comment #25 – Decline – Commenter is encouraged to propose the real time measurements being alluded to if they are deemed within the scope of the 802.11k PAR.
b. Comment – Simon Barber made a proposal on triggered measurements.

Motion passes unanimously to decline comment #25

c. Resolves comment #26, #27 – Counter – comment see 11-03-029r0 and 11-02-0677r1

Motion passes unanimously to counter #26, #27
d. Resolves comment # 49,210,529,702 – Decline – This approach would depart from the framework being used in the already approved 802.11h and adopted by 11k, where one report is the response to one request. The commencer’s proposal is an optimization that could be addressed as a future amendment.
Motion passes unanimously to decline 49,210,529,702
e. Resolves comment # 53, 54,55,56,57,58,176,177,178,179,180,181,182,219,220, 221,222,223,224,225,538,539,540,541,542,543,544,711,712,713,714,715,716,717
f. Recommendation - Decline – The existing text does not explicitly state the inverse of the stated condition because it is believed to already be clear what it would be. As the commencer’s question suggest, the first phrasing “element shall be present if” implies that if the condition is not true the element may still be present and the third phrasing “element shall be present only if…” does disallow the presence of the element when the condition is not true. Furthermore, this follows the approach taken in the already approved 802.11h which serves as a model for the 11k amendments.
g. Note - These 34 comments really apply to clause 7.2.3.1 (not 7.3.2.1 as comment #55 stated) and other subsections which apply to this type of comment, such as subsections 7.2.3.4 - 7.2.3.9. 

Motion passes unanimously to decline the comments listed above.

h. Resolves comment # 62 – accept - Change the 2nd to last sentence of section 7.3.2.18 so it reads “The TPC Report element is included in TPC Report frames, as described in 7.4.1.4; Link Measurement Report frames as described in 7.4.2.4; Beacon frames, as described in 7.2.3.1; and Probe Response frames, as described in 7.2.3.9.”
Motion passes unanimously to accept comment #62. 

i. Resolves comment # 73 – decline - Since the TG has decided to remove the Request IE from Association Request, there is therefore no need for it also in Re-association Request
Motion passes unanimously to decline comment #73. 

j. Resolves comment # 76 – decline - The commenter states the text in subsection 7.3.2.21.7 implies a request to measure for a particular frame, but the section does not actually say that anywhere. Based on figure k5, the frame request fields are channel number, regulatory class, randomization interval and measurement duration.  See comment #79 for clarification.
Motion passes unanimously to decline comment #76. 

k. Resolves comment # 79 – counter - Change the text in the last box of figure k15 so that it reads ‘ Number of Unicast Data frames’ and change the last sentence of 7.3.2.22.7 to the following: “Number of Unicast Data Frames is a count of the individual unicast data frames received with the indicated Transmit Address and BSSID during the measurement duration.”
· Question – Is the data only?  Answer – this is the intention.

· Comment – It could be management as well.
Motion passes unanimously to counter comment #79. 

5. Technical Presentation – LB 73 Comment Resolutions – Kwak - 11-05-0689r3 (PPT)
a. Motion
Motion

Move to instruct the editor to include 05/440r1 RCPI comment resolution in the next 11k draft.  

Moved: Kwak

Second:  Gray
For: 9


Against: 0

Abstain: 5

Motion passes 

6. Technical Presentation – LB 73 Antenna Comment Resolutions – Kwak - 11-05-0716r0, 11-05-440r1 11-05-435r2 (PPT)

a. Resolves Comments – 299, 465, 756, 757, 868, 1013, 1233, 1452, 1502, 1588, 1594, 1601, 1602
b. Comment – there is already antenna number in the base text

c. Comment – There is an error in section 7.3.2.29 

d. Comment – If you are going to redo this document then can you take out the duplicated wording

Straw Poll
Would agree with deleting the repeated text?

For: 10 

No: 1

7. Simon Black calls for the orders of the day

8. Meeting in recess until 13:30 tomorrow.
07/21/05 13:30 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 13:33

1. Discussion regarding on recessing until after the TGn vote
a. Motion
Move to recesses until after TGn vote

Move: Lefkowitz

Second: Duran

Discussion

Question – How do we know there is a vote?

Chair rules the motion out of order and sends liaison to determine if there is a vote scheduled for TGn.  Liaison returns to inform chair that it is only a vote on “single stream device”.

Motion withdrawn
2. Modified agenda 

a. Vote on antenna and statistic comment resolutions (Kwak)

b. PICs (Black)

c. Beacon Request (Black)

d. Triggered QoS (Black)

Motion to approve agenda passes unanimously

3. Technical Presentation - Enabling Neighbor Report for Multiple ESSs – Lefkowitz – 11-05/0664r1
a. Comments - regarding “validated” vs. “regular” neighbour

b. MartyL -  I’ve noted a mistake with deleted “shall” in 11.8, and I shall update this.

c. Question - This report will contain a “validated neighbor AP” plus a “neighbor AP”, so the table is made up of both? Answer - I see it as only validated neighbors.   Then we’re only doing half of what we set out to do.   There is no text showing that a neighbor is the combination of these definitions.

d. Comment - We should be using the term “validated neighbor AP” everywhere, which is what we discussed yesterday.  Answer -  I tend to agree with Roger. There is a difference between validated and neighbor AP.

e. Comment - I believe that any neighboring AP with overlapping coverage should be on the list.  We are “morphing” the definitions.  

f. Comment - Introducing the term “transition candidates” complicates the issue.

g. Comment - Let’s not fight against logic.  If we don’t express this clearly, we’ll just get lots of comments.

h. Comment - If we added “AP” to 3.57 would that satisfy you?  We need to know the difference between someone we could roam to as opposed to someone validated to roam to.

i. Comment - We need the two definitions linked together.

j. Comment - This work is good and I support it.   This is a detail.  If someone chose not to validate neighbors and chose to broadcast neighbors, we should allow that.  What does validated “guarantee”?  What exposure would occur if transfer is conducted to one not validated?

k. Comment - It would be equivalent to a beacon report.  It would open the “rogue” issue.  We decided you would only give information that’s useful to clients.  Rogues simply would cause scanning problems, etc.

l. Comment - Knowing neighbors by itself has value. I see no burden.

m. Comment  - The cache for the beacon report could be stale, so information could be wrong.

n. Comment - It’s very important to define this correctly.  We have to carefully define the table.  We should be very sure if we make an entry.

o. Comment - We should also consider battery power.  I’d like to see the entries sequenced for most value first. Answer - How do you know the list has actually been validated?  It doesn’t matter if somebody chooses to override this.  I consider any list validated.

p. Comment - I think we’re reading too much into “validated”.  I suggest “sanctioned” (by the AP) as a candidate for transition.

q. Motion

Motion

”Move to instruct the editor to include 05/664r1 Neighbor Report changes in the next 11k draft.  Change the crossed out “shall” to a valid “shall” in the 3rd line.  In Clause 3, Validated Neighbor definition, add the acronym AP after the word ”Neighbor” in the second line.”

Moved: Lefkowitz

Seconded: Sudheer

For: 11 


Against: 0 
 
Abstain: 11

Motion passes.

4. Technical Presentation – Normative Text for Advanced Antennas – Kwak – 11-05/0434r4 (.xls)
a. Comments - This document treats a mistake in the antenna identification and now has only one place where the antenna is referenced.  In the rest of the draft the Antenna-ID field references a particular antenna. 
b. Address comments - #299, 465, 756, 757, 868, 1013, 1233, 1452, 1502, 1558, 1594, 1601, and 1602.
c. Motion
Motion

“Move to instruct the editor to include 05/434r4 Antenna comment resolution in the next 11k draft”

Moved: Kwak

Seconded: Durand

Discussion

Comment – suggest numbering scheme be made consistent for all modes of antenna operation.

For: 16


Against: 0

Abstain: 1

Motion Passes
5. Technical Presentation – Normative Text for Advanced Antennas – Kwak – 11-05/0761r0 (xls) & 11-05/0762r0 (text)

a. Comments - These documents address the problem of omission of how to format statistics reports.  It adds new statistics groups (addressing LB71, LB73 comments) as well. To formulate the recommendation, I looked at other areas of MIB that contain interesting operational parameters the station has defined.  We were deprecating SNMP in the station; the statistics request is the only way one could get information back alternatively.  These additions address about 5 other comments referencing other parameters that need to be exchanged.  We have new field elements to handle the field coding, we’ve added a paragraph describing field definitions, and then later a table that shows the format of the station statistics request.  We’ve also covered the case where certain PHY data is not defined.  Any requested data not defined is set to FF. We subsequently describe each group, and then the formats used.  The request provides a duration-related statistic where delta measurement is relevant  with a way to do that (counter-based).   Normative text is provided.
b. Comment- At the top of page 6, in the first table, the 1st element description doesn’t match description below.  (Page 6 line 4)  The text should be modified starting with “fragmenrtMSDU…” should be “TransmittedFragment”.

c. Comment - One set of comments on the spreadsheet reference WNM, and others refer to TGk.  Do we want to put in more features for TGk now? Things like TX power?

d. Comment - I looked at the station statistics, and the measurement request infrastructure is not really set up to do this (also some data are not really statistics).  Every time I want to get information, I cancel the old statistics request in progress, and so would have to restart them.  There are enough TGh things in there now that this seems inappropriate to what it has to do now.  I worry about whether this is the right thing. Answer -  Lengthy discussions on SNMP seem to show that this is the only way stations that won’t support SNMP can get data.  It seems like it would be better to allow this to be a baseline and let TGv work ahead with it.

e. Comment - If TGv doesn’t need it, and we don’t need it, it shouldn’t be in here.  Alternatively, if we feel this is needed, then we should take on the design role for providing a more generalized mechanism.  Answer - At the current time, this is all we’ve got.

f. Comment - The statistics were needed and appropriate.  The new data doesn’t seem like it should be added.

g. Comment - “SNMP or not to SNMP” was discussed at length in Tgk.  Measurements with duration were necessary, but couldn’t be handled.  That’s why the method is in here.  But I also see why Tim is concerned about the new parameters: their not statistics.  I would rather see this handled in TGv if they wish to undertake the design.

h. Question - Emily: Aren’t these changing things in the MIB also? Answer - We would have to modify the MIB as well.  Answer (JoeK) - Yes that would have to be added.

i. Comment - The counters give you accumulating measurements at the station, and provide radio parameters over a period of time, not specific values.  Answer - I disagree. All of the parameters are values that change at times.  I believe this to be a legitimate “Get” mechanism.

j. Question - Why wouldn’t you make a single request for each parameter?

k. Question - What if you want two measurements simultaneously?  A TGv “Get” would be an example of such an overlap.  And SNMP wouldn’t be able to do that.  Moreover, parameters such as TX power would seem to be a nearly-constant number.

l. Straw poll

Poll 

 “Do people feel that the STA Statistics measurement should be used to receive information from a STA MIB?”
Yes: 10 



No: 3


Abstain: 4

m. Motion:

Motion

 “Move to instruct the editor to include 05/762r0 STA Statistics normative text in the next 11k draft.”
Moved Kwak
Second: Zuniga

Discussion 

Comment -  I speak strongly against because of complications.
Comment - I speak for the motion.  The mechanism seems useful as good minimum capability, with low liability.  It also sets a “stake in the ground”.  If the mechanism is useful it can be improved.
Comment - I speak against because it changes the process of resolving comments.
Comment - I would prefer to see the discussion continue in TGv instead.
For: 3



Against: 9 

Abstain: 3 

Motion fails 
6. Teleconference Empowerment

a. Motion

Motion

 “Move to request the Working Group to empower TGk to hold weekly teleconferences (Wednesdays at 11:30 am Eastern time) through 2 weeks after the Anaheim meeting 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: Black

Second: Barber

Discussion

Comment - I suggest shortening the meetings and moving them.  We should make them only 1 hour long and reschedule to avoid conflicts with WiFi meetings.    I recommend changing the date to Thursdays.
Friendly Admendment

“Move to request the Working Group to empower TGk to hold weekly teleconferences (Thursdays at 11:30 am Eastern time) through 2 weeks after the Anaheim meeting 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: Black

Second: Barber

For: 8


Agianst: 0

Abstain: 5

7. Ad-hoc Meeting Empowerment
a. Comment – suggest we postpone until  after we decide whether we want to have another letter ballot

b. Motion tabled until after letter ballot decision.

8. Meeting recess until 16:00 today

07/21/05 16:00 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 16:00

1. Technical Presentation – PICs Comment Resolutions – Black – 11-05/0679r1 (text) & 11-05/05/0678r0 (xls)
a. Addresses Comments – 21, 93, 168, 173, 174, 574,  678, 679, 761, 772, 874, 978, 1073, 1074,  1212, 1213, 1272, 1273, 1274,  1275, 1276, 1277, 1278,  1279, 1358, 1437, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 1551, 1552, 1553

b. Motion
Motion
“Move to instruct the editor to include 05/679r0 PICS normative text in the next 11k draft”   
Moved: Black

Second: Ecclesine 

For: 13



Against: 0


Abstain: 2

Motion Passes

2. Technical Presentation – SSID in Beacon Measurement – Black – 11-05/780r0 (text)

a. Addresses Comments – 110, 690, 873, 969, 971, 1119
b. Comment - The document provides details resolving comments related to beacon measurement requests.  
c. Motion
Motion
“Move to instruct the editor to include 05/780r0 SSID in the Beacon Measurement normative text in the TGk draft”   

Moved: Black

Second: Qi
For: 15



Against: 0


Abstain: 2

Motion Passes
3. Editor’s Comment Resolution 

a. Comments #19, 63, 123, 174, 198, 285, 418, 597, 662, 665, 666, 667, 668, 909, 910, 1006, 1035, 1108, 1160, 1191, and 1279 in document k9-11-05-0191-22-000k-lb73-comment-spreadsheet provide insufficient information for the editor to take action, and I would like your clarification of intent.

b. Comment - #19 has a resolution listed in his copy of k9.  Simon incorporated that into his k9 version.

c. Comment - #123 resolution doesn’t give clear instructions on what to do with the text.  Answer - The resolution says “replace text”…  Editor - But the second quotation in the resolution is confusing.

d. The group concludes #123 is already done via previous resolution.  
e. Comment #174 is also already done, as is #198.  
f. Comment #285 still needs to be looked at, as the assumed resolution on #284, the “previous resolution”, refers to a different clause. 
g.  The resolution in #285 must have referred to a different comment that was reordered.  
h. #418 requests change of capitalization from the base standard.  The editor feels this could be a problem, so hesitates to do this.  Does anyone have capitalization changes in addition to this one?  Editor would prefer to not handle now.  Group decides this should be handled in TGma.

i. Comment - I suggest we defer this to the editorial staff.

j. Editor - I suggest that we resolve by replying “due to the activities currently going on in 11m, we have decided to defer review of capitalization.  If there are specific instances in new 11k text, please be specific in the next letter ballot”

k. Motion
Motion

“No objection to accepting the comment with the above resolution? “
Approved unanimously
l. Comment#597 - the group decides to replace station with STA only in 5.25 only. 
m. Comment #662 text is needed to tell the editor what to do.  Editor has included “j” in the base document list on front page, and added 802.11j to the amendment list.  The group feels the intent of response has been met by these changes.  
n. Comment #665 the editor must consult style manual. Likewise on #666, #667, and #668.  
o. Comment #909 the editor didn’t take action because he was unsure of intention of group.  The editor wants to confirm that the response is actually what group wants to do.  Editorial discretion allows it to be ignored as all affected references are from “h”.  In #910 there is a similar difficulty. All “k” material would have to change.  The group decides comments should be declined because they are tied to specific type of measurement.  All other similar indicators (RSSI, RPI) are indicators and this is a comparable measure.  
p. Comment #1006 is classified along with others, but appears to be different.  Editor will remove affected lines.  
q. Comment #1035 requests that IAPP added to acronyms.  The group suggests using lower case letters and spell out inter access port protocol to avoid coupling to the recommended practice of “f”.  
r. Comment #1108 is changed because commenter accepts “decline”.  
s. Comment #1160 requests to duplicate text from 11h and add to k.  The group and Simon Black (commenter) decide to leave this comment outstanding.  
t. Comment #1191 changes “station” to “STA”.  The group and Simon Black decide to decline providing the resolution “comment provides insufficient information”.  
u. Comment #1279 is already done. 

v. Simon - This leaves 4 outstanding comments and concludes the comments I currently had flagged.
4. Technical Presentation – Simple SNIR – Kwak – 11-05/0779r0 (PPT)

a. Comment – The document addresses need for signal quality metric for links.  There is a need to measure link “goodness” so that roaming can be supported.  TGk needs a fast quality metric.  Packet-error based metrics take too long to collect.
b. Straw Poll
Poll
Do you support a simplified RSNI signal quality measure like 05/779r0”   

Yes: 16



No: 5


Abstain: 4
5. Technical Presentation – Triggered QoS Measurements Normative Text – Black – 11-05/512r2 (text)

a. Comment - The document outlines changes to averages based on MSDU windows instead of time. If a measurement is triggered and begins measurement and then gets another trigger before the average is complete, the average up to that time is reported.  The document also covers suspension of a measurement in progress.
b. Addresses Comments – 11, 641, 755, 813, 816, 907 and 1187
c. Comment - Issues: suspension behavior, use of “triggered” when it is really a “background” measurement and background measurement embedded only into this measurement.  Coupling this to 11.11.6 could allow benefit to other measurements as well, e.g. QoS and statistics.
d. Motion
Motion
“Move to instruct the editor to include 05/512r2 Triggered QoS Measurements normative text in the next 11k draft.”
Moved: Black

Second: Jokela
For: 11



Against: 1


Abstain: 10
Motion Passes
6. Review of Timeline

a. Chair - Our work timeline says we intend to go to letter ballot this session, and re-circulate next time.  Are we going to letter ballot with some 500 comments outstanding?  I have prepared a candidate motion if we wish to proceed.  
b. 1603 comments we still have almost 120 deferred (that we needed to have addressed at this meeting), with 470+ blanks as well.  Most of the latter are those we’ve recently looked at.  

c. Motion
Motion

“Take 11k draft 3.0 to the working group for 40 day Working Group Letter Ballot”
Moved: Emily Qi
Seconded: Joe Kwak
Discussion

Question – Why do we need to do this?  Answer – We do this to sample the direction the group feels is appropriate.

Question – Repeat previous question

Comment – The 802 process requires this determination by working groups. 

Comment – I speak against this motion.  
Comment - We are not close enough to resolving all the comments to go to letter ballot.

Simon Black calls the question
For: 0


Against: 19 


Abstain: 4. 
Motion fails.
7. Revisit Ad-hoc Empowerment

a. Motion

Motion

“Move to request the Working Group to empower TGk to hold an ad-hoc meeting in Seattle for 9/14-16 (Paine) 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: Black

For: 4


Against: 0 


Abstain: 16

Motion Passes

8. Approval of Ad-hoc and Teleconference Comment Resolutions
a. Paul Gray has provided a document listing all resolutions in 05/743r3.  He extracted all of the comments and shows resolution from 24, 39 etc. versions of spreadsheets.
b. Motion

Motion

“Move to accept the Cairns through Brisbane “accepted”, “counter” and ”declined” comment resolutions in the next 11k draft.  They are documented in 05/743r3”
Moved: Kwak

Seconded: Black

For: 7

Against: 0


Abstain: 8

Motion Passes

9. Closing

a. Meeting adjourn at 18:04
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