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02/21/05 08:00 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 8:00
In attendance – Paine, Olson, Barber, Gray, Lefkowitz, Black (phone)
1. Chair provided the standard IEEE policies and procedures
a. Patent Policy – Chair read and reviewed new Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics – Chair read and reviewed the Policy

c. Documentation and Presentation rules

2. Objectives
a. LB78 Technical Comment Resolution

b. Preparation for Recirc Letter Ballot on Wed 03/08/06

c. Simon Barber will produce a D3.3 during the Ad-hoc
3. Agenda for meeting 11-06/0258r1
a. Simon Black on Clause 10 and his clause assignments in clauses 7 and 11
b. Simon Black on QoS Metrics

c. Discussion of 1463

d. Joe Kwak on clauses 7, 1,12,15,17, and 18

e. Tim Olson on clauses 7 and 11
f. Richard Paine on clause 7.3.2 (ANA)
g. Craig Warrens question on Link Measurement and what happens if the STA can’t support a request

4. Tim Olson comment resolution problem
a. 424 got resolution for 425 – should be reversed
b. 1225 – should not have been resolved
c. Request – to send an email to the reflector about the process

5. Discussion of comment 1463 – which was resolve in LB 73 #400.
a. Discussion regarding information should be derived from MIB.
b. In the spreadsheet – apply changes as listed in the document.

c. Discussion

Marty – the instruction were clear to the editor.  The comment was accepted on 2 letter ballots.
Tim – If we put this text into the draft, then nobody gets to review it.

Simon Black – Is this any different to having any comment resolution that is not resolved to your satisfaction.

Paine – The group in Hawaii deferred the comment.

Marty – maybe we should go to recirc, because it is a lapse in procedure.

LB 73 Comment Resolutions  

6. Technical Presentation – Clause 10 – Black – 11-06-0249r0 (.xls), 11-06-0182r0 (.doc)
a. Address Comments

Accept Comments – 158, 159, 212, 428, 494, 584, 585, 586, 587, 588, 745, 746, 953, 956, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 1075, 1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1286, 1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1440, 1522, and 1523
Counter Comments – 941, 954

b. Autonomous Reporting is the most significant change in this submission.

c. This should close out all comments related to clause 10.

7. Procedural question on why do have approval for the spreadsheet and the draft 
a. Joe Kwak – we still need to address deferred and decline
b. Tim Olson – you need a 75% to decline a technical comment.

c. Marty – you only need 75% approval for changing normative text.  
8. QoS metrics discussion

a. Have we taken a vote on QoS metrics?  Answer – no.
b. We have declined these comments.

c. Comment 122, 125, 163, 166, 203, 206, 59, 283, 388, 837, 840 (2 comments with 6 duplicates)

9. Discussion of comment 1463 – which was resolve in LB 73 #400.

a. LB 73 #400 

b. Problem - "The Neighbor Report contents shall be derived from the MIB table dot11RRMNeighborReportTable." implies that there is a table called "dot11RRMNeighborReportTable." and has the structure as defined in Annex D.  The fact of the matter is that SNMP is typically implemented as a collection of access routines that append the information on the space provided in the request.  In other words the design of SNMP is such that this information is abstracted from SNMP.  There may be a dot11RRMNeighborReportTable in the manager, but to imply that this table actually needs to be in the AP is an unnecessary design constraint.
c. Remedy - Change following sentences to "The Neighbor Report contents shall be derived from an internal data structure that contains information necessary to create all the required neighbor list entries. The mechanism by which the contents of this data structure"
d. Discussion

Marty – What happens below the RRMTable is not the SNMP manager’s worry.
Marty – Where and how it is stored is outside the scope.

Simon – The MIB interface is the same as the frame.

Marty – the SME is not normative

Tim – If we remove this, how does somebody set the neighbour table?
Marty – Clause 11 is to explain the inner workings of MLME

Joe – This is not SNMP.

Joe – Can we add “Annex D” table

Simon – I don’t like the resolution which Marty has proposed, because I may not be using some internal data structure.
10. Meeting break at 10:00
02/21/05 10:30 Session:  

Meeting returns from recess at 10:30
In attendance – Paine, Olson, Barber, Gray, Lefkowitz, Black (phone)

1. Continue discussion on comment LB #78 (Comment #1463) and LB #73 (Comment #400)
a. Discussion

Tim – let’s come to agreement so we can produce the best draft

Marty – Simon’s problem with Marty’s statement is “internal data structure”

Tim – can we link it to the MLME primitatives?  This is done throughout Clause 11 MLME referencing back to clause 10 PHY.  

Marty - Clause 11 is mandatory and Clause 10 is not, but I can live with it.

b. Resolution – Replace sentence beginning on P71L12 “The Nieghbor Report contents are derived from the NeighborListSet parameter of the MLME-NEIGHBORREPRESP.request.”
Note: Resolved in 11-06-0307r0
2. Discussion on Disassociate Implement which was address in LB 71 and LB 73
a. Discussion

Marty – people in Hawaii were not sure on what they were voting on

Marty – there was nothing on the server for 4 hours

Tim – there was not text to submit

3. Technical Presentation – LB #79 Clause 7.3.1 Comment Resolution - Olson - 11-06-0300-00 (.xls) and 11-06-301-00 (.doc)
a. Comments Address
Accepts – 520, 521, 1230, 522, 1231, 1232, 1418, 304, 1317, 1556, 270, 455, 699, 1036, 1411, 1412, and 1557
Declines – 302, 1315, 99, 104, 175, 303, 851, 1316, 852, 1417, 269, 1419, and 1542

Counters – 1150, 1536, and 1537

b. Floyd and Steve are trying to something with Link Margin.  
c. Tim’s comments overlap with Ganesh’s proposal but did not take a vote.

d. Confusion of Transceiver Noise Floor

e. Comment #270 will change to counter

f. We don’t have the ability to send back error codes for Link Measurement – this is a response to Craig Warren’s question.
4. Break for lunch at 12:01
02/21/05 12:30 Session:  

Meeting returns from recess at 12:30.

1. Technical Presentation 
2. Technical Discussion – LB 78 Clause 11.12.1-3 – Lefkowitz 
a. Re-assigned comments (102, 139, 1091, 1175, 1466) to Clause 11.14 Simpson
b. Comment #1102 – add the wildcard also reference document (06-0309r0)
c. Comment #1467 – Decline by Floyd in Hawaii


d. Comment #1169 – Declined by Floyd in Hawaii

e. Comment #1475 – Deferred

3. Technical Discussion – LB 78 Clause 7.3.2.27 – Lefkowitz 11-05-1256r1 (.xls), 11-05-1255-01 (doc)
a. Comments #84, 576, 1274 are addressed 11-05-1255-01
· Version number helps 11r and 802.16 as well

· Wouldn’t subid fields be a better solution?  Yes but this causes bloat.  It might be more flexible.  An example would be TTP Offset as the element id.

· Maybe make it a 4 version cut-off.  Round Robin after that.

b. Comments #1102 – add the wildcard also reference document (06-0309r0)

c. Comments # 355, 575, 1006, 1068, 1273, 1275, 1276, 1277 & 1433 are addressed in document 11-05-1252r1. 

4. Recess until 3:15

02/21/05 15:30 Session  

Meeting returns from recess at 15:30.

1. Group continues discussing the merits of versioning vs. TLVs.  The advantages are moving away from the versioning complexity with multiple versions.  No conclusions reached, but Marty will be bringing this to the Denver meeting to get voted.   Seven bits of version with the TLV could be a solution for Denver that would be acceptable.
2. Reviewed 06/302r0 for the ANA numbers vote to request the WG to get the numbers from the Assigned Numbers Authority of 802.11.  Added all the element Ids and the action category.
3. Discussed the message from Craig Warren about the response to a Link Measurement.  The following message was generated and sent to Craig and the reflector:
“Craig, we are at the Brisbane ad hoc and have addressed your email.  Thank you for the comment.  We originally had created this measurement to respond to comments on the need for a TPC-like (this has been mandatory requirement since 11h) mechanism for 11k.  If a STA receives a Link Measurement request, it must respond with the link margin and the transmit power of the response frame.  The STA cannot just ignore the request.”

4. Discussion on what we are doing for the rest of the ad hoc.  The Brisbane agenda is in document 06/258r1.  The blank comments are what we need to work on tomorrow after the Simon Black and Tim Olson presentations on their assigned comments.
5.   Recessed at 1654.
02/22/05 08:00 Session  

Meeting returns from recess at 08:00.

Attendance: Olson, Paine, Kwak, Gray

1. Review blank comments – we are working off of 11-05-1049r42 and the updates will be in 11-05-1049r43.
Comments Addressed:

Accepts: 498 (already approved in Hawaii), 499 (Editorial Change), 697, 890, (427, 582 fixed by Simon in D3.2), 
Declines:

Counters:

Deferred: 1223, 1554, 1555, 1417, 1418, 1471, 706, 1150, …, 289 (remove same as), 523, 524, 525, 
Comment #697 was re-assigned to Kwak and Clause 7.3.2.28

Comment #890 was re-assigned to Kwak and Clause 7.3.2.28
Comment #1472 – 

Tim - 11w is addressing protection of management frames.

Joe – we should decline as being addressed in 11w

Resolved all P45 L17 bad reference comments – they have already been addressed by Simon Barber.
2. Recess at 1000
02/22/05 010:00 Session  

Meeting returns from recess at 10:30.

Attendance: Olson, Paine, Kwak, Gray, Aboba
1. Continue Review blank comments – we are working off of 11-05-1049r42 and the updates will be in 11-05-1049r43.

Comments Addressed:

993 and 1133 are re-assigned to Joe Kwak

Reviewed Matta’s blank comments – we are addressing all 11.11.9.2, because these were not addressed in 06-0175r2.
Comment #264 should be declined and will be presented in 06-0307r1 in Denver.

Comment #702 should be accepted and will be presented in 06-0307r1 in Denver.

Comment #1302 should be counter and will be presented in 06-307r1 in Denver.
Comment #1099 should be 

2. Recess at 12:15 for lunch
02/22/05 13:30 Session  

Meeting returns from recess at 13:30.

Attendance: Olson, Paine, Kwak, Gray, Aboba
1. Technical Presentation – LB #78 Clause 7 Comment Resolutions (Action Frame Format)  – Tim Olson – 11-06-0310r0 (.xls) and 11-06-0309r0 (.doc)
Comments Addressed:

Accepts –364, 940, 1377, 1437, 365, 1378, 1438, 796, 797, 1283, 366, 367, 743, 1379, 1380, 1517, 43, 89, 117, 368, 369, 426, 427, 582, 583, 744, 816, 1069, 1284, 1285, 1381, 1382, 1521, 1438
Declines – 983, 254, 424, 456, 1070, 1439
Counters – 425 (will be a duplicate of Ganesh’s comments) – Don’t merge 1231r3 (Ganesh’s comments)
Discussion
All f’s should be capitalized 

Tim will create r1 version for both the spreadsheet and word doc.

2. Technical Presentation – LB #78 comment #709 – Tim Olson – 11-06-0313r0 (.xls) and 11-06-0314r0 (.doc)

3. Technical Discussion about versioning – Aboba and Olson – this is related to Marty’s proposal.
· Have optional TSF elements is not a good solution

· Have a sub (TLV) for the entire list you are sending.

· For fixed length IEs – use the upper order bit to indicate fixed length or variable.

· Joe Kwak – have multiple entries which costs 2 bits per entry.  If you add a sub entry then you add more overhead.

· We need extensibility but at what cost?

· We must have something for the recirc.

· Maybe we add a couple of bytes for extensibility.  This will not solve the vendor extensibility.
· Bernard and Tim will craft the text.

4. Crafting Extensibility Resolution 
a. Starting with Marty’s document 11-05-1252r1 as a base

b. There is also 11-05-1255r1 document for less controversial comments.
c. Add  two bytes to the reserved  field

d. Add the TSF Offset tot the optional extensions table

e. Taking out Vendor specific element because it adds to much overhead.

5. Recess for the day
Abstract
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