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1. Thursday Afternoon Session, July 21, 2005

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to order

1.2.1.1. Richard Paine (Richard): I call the meeting to order.

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1333 hours. 

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Motion from the Floor

1.3.1.1. MartyL:  I would like to make a motion.

1.3.1.2. “Recess until after TGn vote”

1.3.1.3. Mover: Marty Lefkowitz

1.3.1.4. Second: Roger Durand

1.3.1.5. Richard:  Is there discussion on the motion? Yes.

1.3.1.6. [Discussion]  How do we know there is a TGn vote?  Hearsay, but an individual left the meeting because he was called to vote. 

1.3.2. Richard:  I rule the motion out of order. [Roger Durand volunteers to determine if there is a TGn vote] 

1.3.3. Agenda Modification Requests

1.3.3.1. JoeK:  I request an agenda item to vote on Antenna Category normative text (05/343r4)

1.3.3.2. Richard: Accepted.

1.3.3.3. JoeK:  I also request an agenda item to review and vote on the Statistics normative text (05/762r0).

1.3.3.4. Richard: Accepted.

1.3.4. Revisit of Motion to Recess

1.3.4.1. Roger Durand reports that TGn is voting on “single stream device”

1.3.4.2. Richard:  Let us return to the motion to recess.

1.3.4.3. MartyL:  I withdraw the motion.

1.3.5. Agenda Modification Requests

1.3.5.1. SimonBlack:  I request an agenda item for PICS normative text discussion and vote (05-679r1) to be moved to 1730 (5:30 pm).

1.3.5.2. Richard: Accepted.

1.3.5.3. SimonBlack:  I also request an agenda item for Beacon Request (05-780r0) to discussion and vote to be moved to 1600. (4 pm)

1.3.5.4. Richard: Accepted.

1.3.5.5. SimonBlack:  I would also request a new agenda item to review and vote on revised Triggered QoS Measurement (05/512r2) at the end of the session.

1.3.5.6. Richard: Accepted.

1.3.5.7. Richard: The next agenda item is then to review “resolved” comment resolutions that the editor cannot understand.  [The editor is not present]  We shall proceed with the other agenda items and return to the editor’s issues when he returns to the meeting.

1.3.5.8. [Secretarial Note: The acting secretary thanks Joe Kwak for recording minutes to this point, at which time R. R. Miller begins minutes]

1.3.6. Agenda Modification Approval

1.3.6.1. Richard: You see before you a document 05/689r3 showing the tentative agenda for the meeting.  We’ve changed some of the items to make timing consistent with our session framework per the requests.  Are there any questions on the agenda changes? None.  Is there any objection to accepting the changed agenda.  None.  Changes are approved unanimously.

1.3.7. Presentation of Document 05/773r0

1.3.7.1. Marty Lefkowitz presented document 05/664r1, showing various proposed text changes addressing neighbor reporting and sending an SSID element for different services.

1.3.7.2. [Discussion regarding “validated” vs. “regular” neighbor]

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

1.3.7.4. TimO: This report will contain a “validated neighbor AP” plus a “neighbor AP”, so the table is made up of both?

1.3.7.5. MartyL: I see it as only validated neighbors.

1.3.7.6. TimO:  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.

1.3.7.7. JoeK:  We should be using the term “validated neighbor AP” everywhere, which is what we discussed yesterday.

1.3.7.8. Marty:  I tend to agree with Roger. There is a difference between validated and neighbor AP.

1.3.7.9. TimO: I believe that any neighboring AP with overlapping coverage should be on the list.  We are “morphing” the definitions.

1.3.7.10. Richard:  Which comment was that?

1.3.7.11. Bernard: Introducing the term “transition candidates” complicates the issue.

1.3.7.12. Roger: Let’s not fight against logic.  If we don’t express this clearly, we’ll just get lots of comments.

1.3.7.13. Marty: 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.

1.3.7.14. TimO: We need the two definitions linked together.

1.3.7.15. Roger: 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?

1.3.7.16. Bernard: 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.

1.3.7.17. Roger:  Knowing neighbors by itself has value. I see no burden.

1.3.7.18. Marty:  The cache for the beacon report could be stale, so information could be wrong.

1.3.7.19. TimO:  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.

1.3.7.20. Roger:  We should also consider battery power.  I’d like to see the entries sequenced for most value first.

1.3.7.21. Marty:  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.

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

1.3.7.23. Marty: I wish to move:

1.3.7.24. “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.”

1.3.7.25. Moved Marty

1.3.7.26. Seconded: Sudheer

1.3.7.27. Discussion on the motion? None.

1.3.7.28. Richard: We shall vote.

1.3.7.29. Vote is 11-0-11 Motion passes.

1.3.8. Presentation of Document 05/0434r4

1.3.8.1. JoeK: 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.  I’d like approval to place this into the draft.  The motion is:

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

1.3.8.3. Moved: Joe Kwak

1.3.8.4. Seconded: Roger Durand

1.3.8.5. Richard: Is there any discussion on the motion? Yes.

1.3.8.6. SimonBlack: I suggest that the numbering scheme be made consistent for all modes of antenna operation.

1.3.8.7. Richard: Any other discussion?  No.

1.3.8.8. Vote is 16-0-1.  Motion Passes

1.3.9. Presentation of Document 761r0 and 762r0

1.3.9.1. JoeK: 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.

1.3.9.2. TimO: 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”.

1.3.9.3. SimonBlack: 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?

1.3.9.4. TimO:  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.

1.3.9.5. JoeK:  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.

1.3.9.6. TimO:  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.

1.3.9.7. JoeK:  At the current time, this is all we’ve got.

1.3.9.8. TimO:  The statistics were needed and appropriate.  The new data doesn’t seem like it should be added.

1.3.9.9. SimonBlack:  “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.

1.3.9.10. Emily: Aren’t these changing things in the MIB also?

1.3.9.11. TimO:  We would have to modify the MIB as well.

1.3.9.12. JoeK:  Yes that would have to be added.

1.3.9.13. Richard:  Do you want a straw poll, then?

1.3.9.14. Simon: The counters give you accumulating measurements at the station, and provide radio parameters over a period of time, not specific values.

1.3.9.15. JoeK: I disagree. All of the parameters are values that change at times.  I believe this to be a legitimate “Get” mechanism.

1.3.9.16. Simon: Why wouldn’t you make a single request for each parameter?

1.3.9.17. TimO:  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.

1.3.9.18. JoeK: Let’s have a straw poll. 

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

1.3.9.20. Yes 10, No 3, Abstain 4

1.3.9.21. [Discussion regarding how to proceed WRT to 4 hour rule and number of comments that could be treated with a motion]

1.3.9.22. Motion:

1.3.9.23. “Move to instruct the editor to include 05/762r0 STA Statistics normative text in the next 11k draft.”

1.3.9.24. Moved Kwak

1.3.9.25. Second: Zuniga

1.3.9.26. Richard:  Is there discussion on the motion?

1.3.9.27. TimO: I speak strongly against because of complications.

1.3.9.28. BobMiller: 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.

1.3.9.29. SimonBarber:  I speak against because it changes the process of resolving comments.

1.3.9.30. SimonBlack:  I would prefer to see the discussion continue in TGv instead.

1.3.9.31. Richard:  Is there any more discussion?  None.

1.3.9.32. The vote is 3-9-3.  The motion fails.

1.3.10.  Teleconference Empowerment

1.3.10.1. Richard:  I have prepared a candidate motion to support continuation of teleconferences.  

1.3.10.2. “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.”

1.3.10.3. TGk Movers: Black/Barber

1.3.10.4. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion? Yes.

1.3.10.5. SimonBlack:  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. [More discussion]

1.3.10.6. SimonBlack: I accept the friendly amendment and change the motion to:

1.3.10.7. “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.”

1.3.10.8. Movers Black/Barber

1.3.10.9. Vote is 8-0-5.  The motion passes.

1.3.11. Ad-Hoc Meeting Empowerment

1.3.11.1. Richard: Let us now construct a motion to empower additional ad-hoc meetings.

1.3.11.2. JoeK:  I suggest we postpone this until after we decide on whether we want to have another letter ballot.

1.3.11.3. Richard:  Is the group OK with the proposed change of agenda? No objection.  Agenda changed to put ad-hoc meeting empowerment after letter ballot decision.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. Richard:  It’s time for the break.  Is there any objection to recess?  None.

1.4.1.2. Recessed at 1527 hours.

1.5. Opening

1.5.1. Call to order

1.5.1.1. Richard: I call the meeting to order.

1.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600.

1.6. Process

1.6.1. Presentation of Document 05/679r0

1.6.1.1. Simon Black presented document 05/679r0, Revised 802.11k PICS.  The document provides details of a proposed 802.11k PICS consistent with added and deleted material.

1.6.1.2. Simon:  I wish to move:

1.6.1.3. “Move to instruct the editor to include 05/679r0 PICS normative text in the next 11k draft”   

1.6.1.4. Moved: Simon Black

1.6.1.5. Seconded: Peter Ecclesine

1.6.1.6. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion?  None.

1.6.1.7. The vote is 13-0-2.  The motion passes.

1.6.2. Presentation of Docucment 05/780r0 

1.6.2.1. SimonBlack presented document 05/780r0, SSID in Beacon Measurement Request.  The document provides details resolving comments related to beacon measurement requests.  

1.6.2.2. Simon: I wish to move:

1.6.2.3. “Move to instruct the editor to include 05/780r0 SSID in the Beacon Measurement normative text in the TGk draft”

1.6.2.4. Moved Simon Black

1.6.2.5. Second Emily Qi

1.6.2.6. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion? No.

1.6.2.7. The vote is 15-0-2. The motion passes.

1.6.3. Editor Discussion of Comment Resolutions

1.6.3.1. SimonBarber: I refer to document k9-11-05-0191-22-000k-lb73-comment-spreadsheet now on the screen.  I want to direct your attention to comments #19, 63, 123, 174, 198, 285, 418, 597, 662, 665, 666, 667, 668, 909, 910, 1006, 1035, 1108, 1160, 1191, and 1279.  These resolutions provide insufficient information for the editor to take action, and I would like your clarification of intent.

1.6.3.2. JoeK: #19 has a resolution listed in his copy of k9.  Simon incorporated that into his k9 version.

1.6.3.3. Simon: #123 resolution doesn’t give clear instructions on what to do with the text.

1.6.3.4. JoeK: The resolution says “replace text”…

1.6.3.5. Simon:  But the second quotation in the resolution is confusing.

1.6.3.6. The group concludes #123 is already done via previous resolution.  #174 is also already done, as is #198.  #285 still needs to be looked at, as the assumed resolution on #284, the “previous resolution”, refers to a different clause.  The resolution in #285 must have referred to a different comment that was reordered.  #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.

1.6.3.7. PeterEcclesine: I suggest we defer this to the editorial staff.

1.6.3.8. SimonBlack:  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”

1.6.3.9. Any objection to accepting the comment with the above resolution?  Yes.

1.6.3.10. Marty: Only new ones?

1.6.3.11. Simon: Remove “new”

1.6.3.12. Any objection.  No. Approved unanimously.

1.6.3.13. Simon Barber: #597 is next.  The group decides to replace station with STA only in 5.25 only. On #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.  On #665 the editor must consult style manual. Likewise on #666, #667, and #668.  On #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.  #1006 is classified along with others, but appears to be different.  Editor will remove affected lines.  #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”.  #1108 is changed because commenter accepts “decline”.  #1160 requests to duplicate text from 11h and add to k.  The group and Simon Black (commenter) decide to leave this comment outstanding.  #1191 changes “station” to “STA”.  The group and Simon Black decide to decline providing the resolution “comment provides insufficient information”.  #1279 is already done. 

1.6.3.14. Simon Barber: This leaves 4 outstanding comments and concludes the comments I currently had flagged.

1.6.4. Presentation Document 05/779r0 

1.6.4.1. Joe Kawaka  presented documents 05/779r0, Simple SNIR for TGk.  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.  

1.6.4.2. PeterE: The paper does not appear on the server.

1.6.4.3. JoeK:  Will place it on server; I thought it was there.

1.6.4.4. [Continues]  TGk tried to fashion a “PSNI”, but it became too complex. This document presents a new, simpler metric.  It recommends a derivative of parameters already measured, referred to the antenna:  (RCPI – ANPI)/ANPI = RSNI.  This is envisioned to be added to the Beacon Report, Frame Report, Link Measurement Report as part of the returned data. 

1.6.4.5. [Discussion]

1.6.4.6. I would like to conduct a straw poll:

1.6.4.7.  “Do you support a simplified RSNI signal quality measure like 05/779r0”

1.6.4.8. Yes 16, No 5, Abstain 4

1.6.4.9. Joe Kwak:  I shall take no further action now, but will work forward on this.

1.6.5. Presentation of Document 05/512r2

1.6.5.1. Simon Black presented 05/512r2, Triggered QoS Measurements Normative Text.  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.

1.6.5.2. [Discussion]  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.

1.6.5.3. Motion:

1.6.5.4. “Move to instruct the editor to include 05/512r2 Triggered QoS Measurements normative text in the next 11k draft.”

1.6.5.5. Moved: Black

1.6.5.6. Second: Jokela 

1.6.5.7. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion? None.

1.6.5.8. The vote is 11-1-10. The motion passes.

1.6.6. Review of Timeline

1.6.6.1. Richard: Our work timeline says we intend to go to letter ballot this session, and recirculate next time.  Are we going to letter ballot with some 500 comments outstanding?  I have prepared a candidate motion if we wish to proceed…

1.6.6.2.  “Take 11k draft 3.0 to the working group for 40 day Working Group Letter Ballot”

1.6.6.3. Richard: You have to consider that of 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.  

1.6.6.4. Motion:

1.6.6.5. “Take 11k draft 3.0 to the working group for 40 day Working Group Letter Ballot”

1.6.6.6. Moved: Emily Qi

1.6.6.7. Seconded: Joe Kwak

1.6.6.8. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion?  Yes.

1.6.6.9. Marty: Why do we need to do this?

1.6.6.10. Richard: We do this to sample the direction the group feels is appropriate.

1.6.6.11. Marty: Repeat of previous question.

1.6.6.12. PeterE: The 802 process requires this determination by working groups.

1.6.6.13. RogerD: I speak against this motion.  We are not close enough to resolving all the comments to go to letter ballot.

1.6.6.14. Simon Black: I call the question.

1.6.6.15. Richard: Is there any objection to calling the question?  None.

1.6.6.16. The vote is 0-19-4. The motion fails.

1.6.7. Ad-Hoc Meeting Empowerment

1.6.7.1. Richard: Very well, then we should move to empower TGk to hold an ad-hoc meeting.

1.6.7.2.  “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.”

1.6.7.3. TGk Movers: Kwak/Simon Black

1.6.7.4. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion? Yes.

1.6.7.5. Floyd: Is this for discussion of deferred and blank items in preparation for Anaheim?

1.6.7.6. Richard: Yes

1.6.7.7. Black: There is use in this meeting.

1.6.7.8. Richard: Is there any more discussion?  None

1.6.7.9. The vote is 4-0-16. The vote passes.

1.6.8. Approval of Comment Resolutions

1.6.8.1. Richard: 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.  I suggest we move to accept these resolutions.  I have prepared a candidate motion.

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

1.6.8.3. Moved: Kwak

1.6.8.4. Seconded: Black

1.6.8.5. Richard: Is there discussion on the motion? None.

1.6.8.6. The vote is 7-0-8. The motion passes.

1.7. Closing

1.7.1. Adjourn

1.7.1.1. Richard: We are past the time limit for this session.  I suggest we agree to adjourn.  Is there any objection?  None.

1.7.1.2. We are adjourned until Anaheim.

Adjourn at 1804.
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