January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0076r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	Minutes of 802.11 Task Group V

Wireless Network Management

London, UK
January, 2007

	Date:  2007-01-16

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	R. R. Miller
	AT&T
	180 Park Ave, Florham Park NJ
	973-236-6920
	rrm@att.com

	
	
	
	
	





1. Monday Morning Session, January 15, 2007
1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.
1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1030 hours.

1.2.1.3. PatC:  I show the pre-meeting information 07/0067r1 on the screen including our agenda.   

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.1.1. PatC: I would like to read the patent policy shown on the screen from document (07/0067r1).  [reads]  Are there any questions on the policy?  None. Does anyone know of any patents that the chair should be advised of at this time?  No. Let us proceed.

1.3.2. Review of Inappropriate Topics

1.3.2.1. PatC: I would like to read a list of topics that will be forbidden in meetings.  [reads] Any questions?  No.

1.3.3. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.3.1. PatC:  We shall continue to follow our agenda.  Does anyone wish to move to adopt the minutes from the last meeting? Yes.

1.3.3.2. EmilyQ:  I wish to move:

1.3.3.3. Move to approve meeting minutes in 11-06-1757-02-000v-minutes-tgv-dallas-meeting-nov-06.doc.

1.3.3.4. Moved: Bob O’Hara

1.3.3.5. Seconded: Dorothy Stanley

1.3.3.6. Is there any objection to accepting the meeting minutes unanimously?  No.  The motion passes unanimously.

1.3.4. Review of the agenda-scheduled presentations
1.3.4.1. PatC:  Let’s look at the agenda shown in 0067/r1.  We show a long list of documents.  Are there any comments or requests?

1.3.4.2. Ivan Reede: I suggest consideration of a location scheme I would like to present.

1.3.4.3. Emily: Some time for recess on comment resolutions is shown? Yes.
1.3.4.4. Dorothy:  Admission control?  Yes

1.3.4.5. Ashley:  Access point collaboration? Yes

1.3.4.6. Joe Kwak:  I have some presentations. OK.
1.3.4.7. Jeong:  I have a 0080 and 0081,

1.3.4.8. PatC:  We are going to letter ballot, so I don’t want to jeopardize that.

1.3.4.9. Emily:  I request 15 minutes for review of the comment resolution spreadsheet, 1615r8.  Do you want to do that in the “review comments” part of the agenda?

1.3.4.10. PatC:  The agenda is modified as shown, then, to show the additions. 
1.3.4.11. JoeK:  The new papers would seem to indicate that people feel that we are not yet ready to go to letter ballot.  I suggest that we reverse the order of priority from comment resolution to presentations.

1.3.4.12. BobO:  As we are developing the agenda, the group can decide what they would like to do.  A simple vote to approve the agenda would make this choice clear.

1.3.4.13. Emily:  We should also take a look to see if our objectives have been fulfilled.

1.3.4.14. Dorothy:  I will have a better sense of the comment resolution after today. 
1.3.4.15. Alan:  We discussed letter ballot last meeting.  We updated the schedule.  We should review it to see if we are on target.

1.3.4.16. PatC:  If we push out the letter ballot, we would need an extension.  
1.3.4.17. BobM:  I support JoeK and Dorothy’s comments:  New people join all the time, and I would like to make sure we understand the possibility of new value brought by the presentations.

1.3.4.18. PatC:  Is there any objection to approving the agenda in segments to see how it is going?  

1.3.4.19. BobO’Hara:  This is not part of normal 802.11 procedures.
1.3.4.20. PatC:  Are there any objections?  No.  

1.3.4.21. Kwak: I object since the chair has ignored my requests for additions.
1.3.4.22. PatC:  Please explain how I could accommodate.

1.3.4.23. JoeKwak: We have a lot of time allocated for comments.

1.3.4.24. PatC:  If we have too much time we can return to the agenda and modify it again. 

1.3.4.25. BobO’Hara:  I move to accept the agenda.
1.3.4.26. Dorothy seconds.
1.3.4.27. PatC: Any objections?  None.

1.3.4.28. Confusion regarding objection process, was the call for objections interpreted as approval of the motion?
1.3.4.29. PatC: OK let’s vote instead.
1.3.4.30. 6 For, 9 Against, 10 Abstain. The motion fails.  We do not have an agenda.

1.3.4.31. SteveMcCann:  How about just approving this session?

1.3.4.32. PatC:  OK.  Is there any objection to approving by slot (this slot)?  Any objection to this?  No.  Very well the agenda is approved for this slot.  We will revisit it at the end of today.
1.3.4.33. Dorothy:  I recall hearing that the objections regarded calling the question.

1.3.5. Review of the objectives document 06/0827r11

1.3.5.1. Emily:  Reviews TGv objectives in document 06/0827r11, with emphasis on remaining un-covered topics.  
1.3.5.2. PatC: [polls group] Any intent to submit on…

1.3.5.3. 1400 Access control? No.
1.3.5.4. 1410 Management Message Timeliness?  No.

1.3.5.5. 1500 Client Management Protocol? Yes, Joe Kwak.

1.3.5.6. 2010 Power saving? Currently being discussed, Emily.
1.3.5.7. 2020 AP Firmware?  No.

1.3.5.8. 2040 Deferred Management? No.
1.3.5.9. 2041 Spectrum Etiquette?  Yes. Floyd, but not this session.

1.3.5.10. 2050 Access Point Coordination? Yes, Alex Ashley.

1.3.5.11. 2080 Advanced Antennas?  No.

1.3.5.12. 2100 Adaptive Rate Control?  Emily indicates “yes”.
1.3.5.13. 2110 Frequent Handover Avoidance?  Yes.
1.3.5.14. PatC: 1400 review (reads).  Can someone help explain this?
1.3.5.15. Ivan Reede: An example: a client in the parking lot denied access past an “electronic fence”.  Any other discussion on objectives, with exception of ranging.  No.  Emily do you want to talk about station statistics?
1.3.5.16. JoeK:  You did not change the agenda to correspond with the objectives review.

1.3.5.17. PatC:  We shall do that after the new submissions.

1.3.5.18. Emily: 1937 Station Statistics.

1.3.5.19. PatC:  For those preparing submissions, please note that the template has changed.  Stuart is now at a new address.  stuart@ok-brit.com  Please change the submissions to reflect this.

1.3.6. Review Comment Resolution Progress
1.3.6.1. EmilyQ presents document 07/1937r0 showing the comment resolutions that have been incorporated into the draft.   The summary shows the comments that have been addressed.
1.3.6.2. BobO’Hara:  Question regarding field size.

1.3.6.3. Emily:  Not addressed here, but will add.

1.3.6.4. Allan:  Are you OK with this?  Yes.

1.3.6.5. Emily:  Continues with review of comment spreadsheet in document 06/1615 r8, providing details of comment resolutions.  Our current document is r7, which is a carry-over of r6, discussed at last session.  I have shown editor status on the spreadsheet, so that my progress incorporating changes can be understood. 

1.3.6.6. Dorothy Stanley comments on #331. OK for now.  #253 The number will be requested.  Will update before sponsor ballot.  What number would we like to use?

1.3.6.7. BobO:  Numbers are assigned at the SA level.

1.3.6.8. Dorothy:  A number of the other drafts have numbers, so there seems to be an inconsistency.

1.3.6.9. Emily:  #138 Improper labeling.
1.3.7. Review of Sub-Groups for Comment Resolutions
1.3.7.1. PatC:  I show a list of subgroups from 07/0067r1 with their participants.  Diagnostics is done and voted.  General is also done.  Have we voted on General?

1.3.7.2. Emily:  No.  Event also needs voting.  Both of the above to proceed to motion on Monday at 1930.

1.3.7.3. JariJokela:  Some discussion is needed on Multicast Diagnostics.

1.3.7.4. PatC:  Also discussion required on FBMS.

1.3.7.5. Roaming Management?  Emily?
1.3.7.6. Extended Channel Switch?  Poncini.  Wait for 11y and 11n first, revisit later this week.

1.3.7.7. PatC: Virtual AP? One deferred issue. Subbu?  OK
1.3.7.8. PatC:  We shall now go to ad-hoc mode to work on these.  Any objections?  No.  Groups are encouraged to maximize progress to allow more presentations.
1.3.7.9. The list of subgroups and updated directions was incorporated into 07/0067.

1.3.7.10. PatC: Roaming management still has quite a few issues.

1.3.7.11. Jari:  Would you like to go over Multicast Diagnostics before we recess to ad-hoc? Yes.

1.3.8. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 06/1847r0

1.3.8.1. Jari Jokela presents 06/1847r0 showing the comment resolutions that have been created for Multicast Diagnostics.  The resolution group proposes changing “service” to “capability” in responding to comment #296 by Dorothy.  Any objection?  No.  Dorothy?  OK.  Accepted.  #17 This one will be covered by a presentation.  #234 Multicast Diagnostic Report should be updated for “n”.  Change to two octets.  Any objections?  None.

1.3.8.2. PatC: Does anyone know if two is enough?

1.3.8.3. Floor says some comment resolutions adopted four octets.  Example 1819.

1.3.8.4. Emily: It is already in the new draft
1.3.8.5. PatC: Yes, that’s correct.

1.3.8.6. Jokela:  #366.  Text replacement shown.  If Dorothy could help explain the details?

1.3.8.7. Dorothy:  The first comment is just grammatical.  The alert comment was part of a more general comment, no need to distinguish between reports and alerts.  Both are really reports and should be so in the whole document.  The triggered alerting is an implementation conception.

1.3.8.8. Jari:  Do you want to remove the text before “QoS…”

1.3.8.9. Dorothy:  Let me look at that.

1.3.8.10. Jari:  In the same section, #371. Replace “any” with “one”.  Objections?  None.

1.3.8.11. PatC:  Allan, did you want to add a table? 

1.3.8.12. Allan:  Yes.  That is addressed in 07/0015r0
1.3.8.13. PatC:  Jari, you will post the new version?  Yes.

1.3.9. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 06/1918r1

1.3.9.1. Allan Thomson presented document 06/1918r1 showing the comment resolutions that have been created on the conference call, but not yet loaded to the server.  Allan calls attention to 07/0052, addressing definitions of in-motion that are ambiguous.  Not sure why we need “start of motion” and “end of motion” anyway.  However, maybe the proposer can provide an explanation.  Dorothy?

1.3.9.2. Dorothy:  This was put in for initial applications of “k”.  End of motion means I am not moving any more. 

1.3.9.3. JoeK: I am not sure what the intent of the authors was.  Start motion and end motion are events.  It is not a state, but it is an event that may need to be communicated.

1.3.9.4. Allan:  Some vendors use this to determine if you are stopped, in motion, or slowing down so they can change behavior accordingly.

1.3.9.5. Dorothy:  The description is pretty accurate.

1.3.9.6. Allan: Joe, might you want to help with rewording with Dorothy.

1.3.9.7. Dorothy volunteers to take on #130.

1.3.9.8. Allan:  Comment #131.  Presence request frames.  Emily suggests text modification to remove the text that says these frames cannot be sent in an IBSS.  I disagree with that. 

1.3.9.9. Emily: Stations should be able to use the presence request.

1.3.9.10. Dorothy:  Why not leave it general, as what’s the harm?

1.3.9.11. Allan: Any objections to allowing it in IBSS mode?  No.

1.3.9.12. Allan:  #135 Field Response Requested.

1.3.9.13. PatC:  I recall the MLME had a field called out that wasn’t there.

1.3.9.14. Dorothy:  The field is in the MLME, but not in the text.

1.3.9.15. Allan:  The text doesn’t cover this properly.

1.3.9.16. Dorothy:  I want to look at that. 

1.3.9.17. Emily:  I think the field is needed.

1.3.9.18. Allan:  Why?  It should always be known whether a response is required.  Why to you need a field for this?
1.3.9.19. Emily:  You need to say “I’m here”, but not replying with data.

1.3.9.20. Dorothy:  Sometimes the client station wants to respond, and sometimes not.

1.3.9.21. Allan:  This should be implicit.

1.3.9.22. PatC:  Emily and Dorothy both think the field should stay in.  Everyone agree?  Yes.

1.3.9.23. Allan:  So we need a field, a figure and the text.  What should I change it to?

1.3.9.24. PatC:  Accept the suggestion to add the field in #135 and assign to Emily.

1.3.9.25. Emily:  I can add the field.

1.3.9.26. Allan: #136 management action pending…
1.3.9.27. Dorothy:  This one was intended to tell the station that it should not just go away, that there would be some upper-layer activity pending.

1.3.9.28. PatC:  When?  Some time in the future?

1.3.9.29. Dorothy:  The station should just not go away and be quiet.  The text is ambiguous, though.
1.3.9.30. PatC:  When you read the text, it doesn’t really seem to cover this.  Perhaps we need text clarification.  Dorothy, could you handle this?

1.3.9.31. Dorothy:  Yes.

1.3.9.32. Allan:  #138 is similar to #136.  It should also be deferred.  #139 No description of STA operation… The conference call suggested more text is needed.  Dorothy can I assign this and the next one (#141) to you?

1.3.9.33. DongheeShim:  I already began to assemble some input on this.

1.3.9.34. Allan:  The next is similar to the “motion” one.  This would also seem to be appropriate for Dorothy’s attention.

1.3.9.35. Emily:  I suggest we change to “receive presence frame”.

1.3.9.36. PatC:  Any objection to changing “presence request frame” to “presence frame”?  No.
1.3.9.37. Allan: #248 and #249.  DongheeShim and another floor member will handle.  #350 where the group needs to agree on a comment and text support.  Table v33 and V23 appear similar.  Dorothy says she will handle.  Does the group agree they should be combined?  Yes (silent acquiescence).  All the rest are accepted or declined.  I will post these to the server.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing until 1930? No.
1.4.1.2. Recess at 1230 hours.

2. Monday Evening Session, January 15, 2007

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to Order

2.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1930 hours.
2.3. Process

2.3.1.1. PatC:  We should approve the agenda for this “slot”.

2.3.1.2. Request secretary to read the agenda approval process from previous session (reads).  

2.3.1.3. Emily:  What presentations do we have?

2.3.1.4. PatC:  If you give me a moment, I’ll show them.  Shows documents to be presented, slide 10 of 0067r1.

2.3.1.5. Emily:  I think we should weight presentations equally with comment resolutions.

2.3.1.6. PatC:  I suggested we should devote maximum time to comment resolution, and then present documents in the time we find is leftover.  Is Jari here for Multicast Diagnostics?  No.  Allan, are you ready to present comment resolutions?
2.3.1.7. Dorothy:  I need offline time to work on comment resolutions.

2.3.1.8. PatC:  Roaming Management?

2.3.1.9. Emily: I have 5 remaining comments.

2.3.1.10. PatC:  So we could review these?  Yes.

2.3.1.11. Emily:  Also request an extra 15 minutes for Ganesh.

2.3.1.12. Jari arrives.

2.3.1.13. PatC:  Are you ready with Multicast Diagnostics?  Do you need to discuss anything with the group?

2.3.1.14. Jari: No.  Requires off-line work.

2.3.1.15. PatC: So, summarizing….

2.3.1.16. Presence is ready to discuss? No.
2.3.1.17. Multicast Diagnostics needs off-line time

2.3.1.18. FBMS is not ready, needs time to present

2.3.1.19. Presence has two presentations requiring ad-hoc time to prepare

2.3.1.20. Roaming management can review Monday PM, Normative text (Ganesh)

2.3.1.21. Extended Channel switch needs to wait for “y” and “n” first, then revisit later this week.

2.3.1.22. Virtual AP has one deferred issue.

2.3.1.23. Allan:  On Multicast Diagnostics there are a number of issues that will require off-line time.

2.3.1.24. PatC:  I estimate we need all of tomorrow to complete these.

2.3.1.25. Emily: In case people want to present, you should let them know what time.

2.3.1.26. PatC:  In the event comments are not complete, what shall we do?  Do you want to stop comment resolution and then have presentations?
2.3.1.27. IvanReede: I suggest adding an agenda item to “Review Agenda” at 1930.

2.3.1.28. PatC:  Is there any objection to having Jari come up while I work on the agenda?  We are skipping a step…  Decides to complete agenda.
2.3.1.29. Any objection to adopting the agenda as shown? No.

2.3.1.30. The agenda reads:

Monday

10:30-12:30 Session 

–10:30-10:37 - Review IEEE patent policy 

–10:37-10:42 – Session Objectives 

–10:42-10:47 -Approve minutes from last meeting (11-06/1757r2) 

–10:47-10:54 - Approve Agenda 

–10:54-11:09 - Review weekly goals and objectives 

–11:09-11:30 – 11-07-1937-00-000v-comment-resolution-sta-statistics (Qi) 

–11:30-11:45 - 11-06-1615-08-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-submissions 

–11:45-12:30 - Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•19:30-21:30 

–19:30-19:45 - 11-07-0066-00-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text 

–19:45 - Review and Approve Agenda 

–19:45-20:05 - 11-07-0052-00-000v D0.5 Comment Resolution 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

 Tuesday 

•08:00-10:00 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•16:00-18:00 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess

Wednesday

  •08:00-10:00 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 

–Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess

Thursday 

•08:00-10:00 

–08:00-08:45 – 11-06-0350-04-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs (Qi) 

–08:45-09:30 - 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request (Stanley) 

–09:15-10:00 - Address Internal Review Comments 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 

–13:30-14:15 – 11-07-0084-00-000v-access-point-collaboration-enhancing-qos-and-spectrum-efficiency (Ashley) 

–14:15-15:15 – Address Internal Review Comments 

–15:15-15:30 – Plans for March 

–Adjourn

2.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0065r0

2.3.2.1. Jari Jokela presented document 07/0065r0 on CIDs 186, 206, and 211 with comment resolutions.  On #186 the proposed resolution is to modify normative text 7.3.2.33 using a framework introduced by 802.11e.  ADDTS request and ADDTS response is used also for FBMS.  We remove “optional” also.  I’d like to move on these changes….
2.3.2.2. Motion:  Move to include normative text (Part 1) in document 11-07-0066-00-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.

2.3.2.3. Allan:  Could you point out the #211 resolution?
2.3.2.4. Jari:  This motion addresses only #186.

2.3.2.5. Move: Jari Jokela

2.3.2.6. Second:  Dorothy Stanley

2.3.2.7. PatC:  Any discussion?   No.

2.3.2.8. 8 For, 0 Against, 6 Abstain.  The resolution is accepted.
2.3.2.9. Jari: The next one is related to why multicast address is needed.  I have no normative text, but I propose to remove it.  (see 0065r0 slide 6 for reasoning). 

2.3.2.10. Dorothy:  That field was added back in September to increase the air efficiency.  Refer to the two proposals from that time.

2.3.2.11. Jari:  But why is it needed?

2.3.2.12. Dorothy:  To indicate the multicast address that you are receiving (FBMS status element).  This tells which multicast address the diagnostic refers to.

2.3.2.13. Allan:  Isn’t that communicated by the TSPEC?

2.3.2.14. Dorothy:  There may be more than one FBMS.

2.3.2.15. Allan:  But you describe each one individually.

2.3.2.16. Jari:  In the request element, we have a field identifying the service, along with other information that identifies the exact service.  

2.3.2.17. Dorothy:  I’d like to check with Subbu on this…

2.3.2.18. PatC:  We shall hold on this one then.

2.3.2.19. Jari:  The last one is CID #211, which addresses the case of non-transmitted BSSIDs (11.15.5) which is not defined.  If we have this case, we have no way to send the description element matched to the ID.  I propose to add an information element to address this case.

2.3.2.20. Allan:  Bob (O’Hara), does “ma” say broadcast or multicast?

2.3.2.21. BobO: Broadcast is a special case of multicast.

2.3.2.22. Jari:  So you’d like to remove the broadcast reference?  Yes.

2.3.2.23. Dorothy:  Do you want text?  Yes.  “The AID0 Descriptor shall be included if the Multiple BSSIC element is included in the beacon frame and the TIM field indicates there are buffered multicast frames for the non-transmitted BSSID”.  Then similarly in 9.2.7.1.1.  We should work this off-line.
2.3.2.24. Jari:  We’ll come back to this later.

2.3.2.25. PatC:  We shall revisit this tomorrow.  I show the modified Wednesday agenda (slide 7 of 0067r1).

2.3.2.26. Emily:  I want to add a document number for a presentation on Paging Power Saving Analysis.

2.3.2.27. PatC:  Do you have a document number for Preferred Channel? No.  Now I show the modified Thursday agenda (0067r1).  Is there any objection to accepting the agenda as shown?  None.

2.3.2.28. The Wednesday agenda reads:

08:00-10:00

08:00-08:15 –  (Donghee)

08:15-08:35 – 11-06-1725-01-000v-normative-text-proposal-qos-aware-load-balancing (Fujio)

08:35-09:20 – 11-07/0058r0 Paging Power Saving Analysis Update (Qi)

09:20-10:00 – 11-07/0111r0 Ranging (Reedee)

Recess

13:30-15:30

13:30-14:00 – Channel Switch Announcement (Kwak)

14:00-14:30 – Preferred Channel (Kwak)

14:30-14:50 – 11-07-0081-00-000v-normative-text-proposal-traffic-generation-information-proactive-load-management (Moo)

14:50-15:20 –  (Donghee)

15:20-15:30 – Address Internal Review Comments

Recess
2.3.2.29. The Thursday agenda reads:
08:00-10:00

08:00-08:45 – 11-06-0350-04-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs (Qi)

08:45-09:05 - 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request (Stanley)

09:05-09:25 – Donghee
09:25-09:45 – Donghee
09:45-10:00 – Address Internal Review Comments

Recess

13:30-15:30

13:30-14:15 – 11-07-0084-00-000v-access-point-collaboration-enhancing-qos-and-spectrum-efficiency (Ashley)

14:15-14:45 – Management Objects (Kwak)

14:45-15:15 – Address Internal Review Comments

15:15-15:30 – Plans for March

Adjourn
2.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0052r2

2.3.3.1. Allan Thomson presented document 07/0052r2 Normative Text for Document Resolutions.  #72 refers to 11.15.2.  Allan shows proposed text, with the table at the end of the section.
2.3.3.2. There is protracted discussion on this proposed text between Emily, Dorothy, and Allan regarding the Table line referring to ESS showing Allowed = No.
2.3.3.3. Dorothy:  When a station is trying to gather data on another station, the data is either valid or it is not.

2.3.3.4. Allan:  Emily is arguing that in the case of direct link this is allowed…  Richard, do you have any suggestions?

2.3.3.5. Richard:  I would have to check.

2.3.3.6. JoeK:  The direction of allowed communications without direct link applies only to infrastructure mode.

2.3.3.7. Allan:  Is there a “k” session tomorrow?  Yes.  I shall make a note and defer this one.  The next one is #17 on 7.3.2.22.11.  The paragraph isn’t clear, so we need to come up with some normative text on Diagnostics.  The suggestion is to delete the paragraph with Table XX Measurement Duration Field, including Performance Measurement and Report Timeout Trigger.

2.3.3.8. PatC: Comments?  No.

2.3.3.9. Allan: #23 There is no description in section 11.2.1.6. “Proxy ARP function is beyond the scope of this standard…” is in 0052r2.

2.3.3.10. Dorothy:  Are we talking about the DS or the AP?

2.3.3.11. Allan:  We could say “and/or”.

2.3.3.12. Dorothy:  The intent seems right.  Suggest changing DS to AP. 
2.3.3.13. Jari:  In 7.3.2.35 the proxy service talks about the AP.

2.3.3.14. Dorothy:  I have some grammatical touches as well.
2.3.3.15. Allan:  OK, I have to re-publish anyway.  Next we consider #67 and #68.  The diagram doesn’t show all new services and features of TGv.  The 10.3.25 should be moved.  Figure V100 will be copied into 10.3.26, and marked illustrative.  A similar change for Diagnostic Reporting Process.  Added diagrams for Presence, Presence Configuration,  FBMS Setup, and Extended Channel Switch.  Next is #116 addressing 7.2.2.40.10.  I marked the field as non-optional, changed length from four to two, and explained the fields more completely.  Comments?  None.

2.3.3.16. Dorothy:  If the location is unknown or zero, we should treat that case.

2.3.3.17. Allan:  You want me to add this?  Yes.  Makes a note to add.  Next, #128 in 11.15.4.3.  The text does not actually make much sense, and has cut/paste errors.  I cleaned up whole section.  I also added “configuration” as it was missing.  I added text on the Presence Status sub-element.  Any comments?  
2.3.3.18. Dorothy will forward any comments she has.

2.3.3.19. Allan: #32 and #33 coupled to 7.3.2.36. Changed Table V4.  Added new sub-element for RSNA filter sub-element.  Comments?  No.  Next is #37 and #38 and also related.  #103. Text is incomplete in 7.3.2.40.  Removed existing paragraph with IEs.  The paragraph was rewritten and a figure included to describe the information element.  The existing table remains. #126 and #127 for beacon for Probe Request and Response.   Suggest we cover in the beacon section.   The sub-elements excluded are called out, e.g. presence and motion sub-elements.  Comments?  No.  That concludes the last two comments in this document.

2.3.3.20. PatC: Any other comments on the document?  No. 
2.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0053r1

2.3.4.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/0053r1 Roaming Management Comments.  The first one will be covered tomorrow.  The second one, #22, has a resolution suggested by Subbu.

2.3.4.2. Dorothy:  There is a typo 8 lines down… “Roaming”.  Two words before it as well “if the roaming candidate is known…”     
2.3.4.3. The TG members do a further “group edit” on the text.
2.3.4.4. Emily:  The next is deferred as Ganesh will elaborate tomorrow.  The next is #180.  Discussion on this (Allan).  #241 was deferred as was #284.  #288 refers to neighbor report information element. (Dorothy says fine for now, but should revisit load element).

2.3.4.5. Emily: Tomorrow Ganesh will deal with the load element.  #360 is countered, but mostly accepted the suggested resolution.  Move 10.3.2.

2.3.4.6. Allan:  Doesn’t this “break” my comment?  We were going to keep this informative even though in normative text.

2.3.4.7. Dorothy:  Suggest accept wording changes and don’t move to Annex.

2.3.4.8. Emily: OK.  #427. Suggest the resolution shown.  That concludes my review. 
2.3.4.9. Motion:  Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1863-02-000v-00-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment resolution-event-log.
2.3.4.10. Move: Emily Qi
2.3.4.11. Second: Allan Thomson

2.3.4.12. PatC: Discussion? None.

2.3.4.13. For 8, Against 0, Abstain 4.  The comment resolutions are accepted.
2.3.4.14. PatC:  We shall continue tomorrow.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing? No.  We are recessed.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 1930.

3. Tuesday Morning Session, January 16, 2006

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to order

3.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.
3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0806 hours.
3.3. Process

3.3.1. Comment Resolution
3.3.1.1. Emily:  I wish to make a motion to adopt comment resolutions previously discussed.

3.3.1.2. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1851-01-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment-resolution-event-log.
3.3.1.3. Move: Emily Qi

3.3.1.4. Second: Allan Thomson
3.3.1.5. PatC: Discussion? None

3.3.1.6. 8 For, 0  Against, 1 Abstain.  The resolutions are accepted.
3.3.1.7. Emily:  I wish to move on a second group of comments.

3.3.1.8. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-07-0072-00-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-submissions-sta-statistics.
3.3.1.9. Move: Emily Qi

3.3.1.10. Second:  Allan Thomson

3.3.1.11. PatC: Discussion?  None.
3.3.1.12. 11 For, 0 Against, 0 Abstain.  The resolutions are accepted.
3.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/1937r1
3.3.2.1. Emily briefly covers updates to normative text.
3.3.2.2. Move to include normative text in document 11-07/1937r1 into the TGv draft.
3.3.2.3. Move: Emily

3.3.2.4. Second: Bob Miller

3.3.2.5. PatC: Discussion? None.

3.3.2.6. 9 For, 0 Against, 2 Abstain.  The text is included.
3.3.2.7. PatC:  Discusses readiness of sub-teams to present comment resolutions and normative text.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 06/1847r1
3.3.3.1. Jari Jokela described comment resolutions for Multicast Diagnostics with updates.  

3.3.3.2. PatC:  Any discussion?  No.  We shall wait with motions to allow appropriate time.

3.3.4.  Presentation of Document 06/1856r1
3.3.4.1. Allan Thomson covered FBMS spreadsheet comment resolutions.  On #169 we want to see what other groups have done.  I’d like to see other examples of how this was handled.  The next two, #174 and #175 are accepted.  The next #186, is addressed by 07/0066.  For #206 refer to document 07/0065.  On #207, Subbu will provide text.  #211 Jari has loaded 0066r1 with a normative text recommendation.  For #219 text is being prepared.  #412 Allan and Qi say commenter withdrew comment.  #414 Commenter withdrew.  #420 (Meylan) 

3.3.4.2. PatC:  We can accept and offer new sentence, or decline saying that there is enough introductory text.  I recommend the second.  AgReede.

3.3.4.3. Allan:  #442, 443, 444, 445.   The question regards an optional feature (FBMS) whose Event Log is mandatory, suggesting this too be made optional.  But they are unrelated.  All are declined on the basis that the comment is undecipherable.

3.3.4.4. #169 Emily shows the TGv  draft version 5.  She recommends combining two tables for V44 and 2nd table on page 64.  This requires normative text.
3.3.4.5. #206 is still deferred.  #207 and #211 have been addressed.  #219 was assigned to Dorothy.   We have three remaining. 

3.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0065r1
3.3.5.1. Jari Jokela presented document 07/0065r1  showing updated normative text covering multiple BSSIDs in a beacon frame.

3.3.5.2. Jari:  I wish to move…  
3.3.5.3. Move to include normative text (Part 2) in document 11-07-0066-01-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.

3.3.5.4. Move:  Jari Jokela

3.3.5.5. Second: Allan Thomson

3.3.5.6. PatC: Discussion?  None.

3.3.5.7. 7 For, 0 Against, 4 Abstain.  The text is included.
3.3.5.8. PatC:  Reviews comment sub-group presentations and estimated timing.

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC: I propose that we recess to ad-hoc to allow work on these activities.  Is there any objection?  None.

3.4.1.2. Recess at 0858 hours.

4. Tuesday Afternoon Session, January 16, 2007
4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to order

4.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

4.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600 hours.
4.2.1.3. PatC:  We shall resume our comment resolution activities. (Reviews and updates slide 15 of 07/0067r3 to respond to available sub-group work product)
4.3. Process

4.3.1. Adoption of Comment Resolutions
4.3.1.1. JariJokela:  I wish to move on some resolutions previously brought before the group…
4.3.1.2. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1847-01-000v-comment-resolution-multicast-diagnostics.
4.3.1.3. Move: Jari Jokela

4.3.1.4. Second: Allan Thomson

4.3.1.5. PatC: Discussion?  None.

4.3.1.6. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The resolutions are adopted.
4.3.1.7. AllanThomson:  I wish to move…

4.3.1.8. Move to adopt the TGv internal comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1918-03-000v-tgv-d5-0-comment-resolution-presence

4.3.1.9. Move: Allan Thomson

4.3.1.10. Second: Dorothy Stanley

4.3.1.11. PatC: Discussion?  None.

4.3.1.12. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 3.  The resolutions are adopted.
4.3.1.13. PatC:  You had a presentation, Allan?  Yes.  Dorothy? Yes.

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0052r3
4.3.2.1. Allan Thomson presented document 07/0052r3, reviewing comment resolution normative text changes.  7.3.2.40.10 was changed responding to Dorothy’s comments.  7.4.6.4 has a changed table.  7.4.6.5 has text added on presence configuration.  11.2.1.5 has text added responding to Dorothy’s comments.

4.3.2.2. PatC: Any discussion?  None.
4.3.2.3. Allan:  I wish to move…

4.3.2.4. Move to include normative text in document 11-07/0052r3 into the TGv draft.

4.3.2.5. Move: Allan Thomson

4.3.2.6. Second: Emily Qi  

4.3.2.7. PatC: Discussion?  None.

4.3.2.8. For 10, Against 0, Abstain 3.  The text is included.
4.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0123r1
4.3.3.1. Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/123r1 resolving six comments.  For #348 she described changes in Table V10 to collapse some elements: instead of 4 elements we now have six plus reserved.  #350. In the current draft Table V23 and V33 have the same exact values (duplicated).  The suggestion is to change and generalize this and title it “status field” and delete V33.  Also change V23 “Diagnostic Report Status” to “Status Values”  #130. Questions regarding the definition in the motion indicator values, which were ambiguous.  The proposal is to insert text below the table to add detail.
4.3.3.2. Allan:  I think there needs to be a statement of “how long ago”

4.3.3.3. PatC: This is the response to a “now” query.

4.3.3.4. Allan:  But are you stationary and now moving, or have you been moving for 5 minutes?

4.3.3.5. Dorothy:  I think that is an implementation issue.  I am reluctant to over-specify this to provide flexibility, and to specify every kind of possible motion.

4.3.3.6. Allan:  How am I supposed to standardize what the devices will report? 

4.3.3.7. Dorothy:  There is other information (e.g. time stamp) to further distinguish what is happening.

4.3.3.8. DongheeShim:  We cannot specify all of the cases.  

4.3.3.9. Allan:  I suggest a time field, so that it can be applied to any application, locking the condition to a time.

4.3.3.10. JoeE:  Is the assumption that a device in motion had to pass through a start of motion?  Is it always a known sequence?

4.3.3.11. Dorothy:  The text doesn’t now mandate all of those transitions.  We are providing information, but not explicitly tracking the sequence.  The comment said “start motion” and “in motion” are ambiguous.

4.3.3.12. PatC:  This is different from how it is interpreted.

4.3.3.13. Dorothy:  Maybe we should look at other presence parameters.

4.3.3.14. PatC:  Need a “close parenthesis” on that page in the added text.

4.3.3.15. Dorothy:  #135 put some text back into 7.4.6.5

4.3.3.16. PatC:  Comments?  No.

4.3.3.17. Allan:  If an STA requests a response, but it is not a valid response, what happens?  That’s ambiguous.

4.3.3.18. PatC: Do we have a case where the response is not valid?  Can you give an example?
4.3.3.19. Allan:  What is the behavior if the request is unacknowledged, but you set the field incorrectly?

4.3.3.20. PatC:  There must be an error condition.

4.3.3.21. Allan:  It would provide a more robust system to nail down this case.

4.3.3.22. Dorothy:  I suggest we take this offline.  The other changes on #135 are minor text revisions.  Comment #136 in 7.4.6.6.  Add a paragraph to describe the action related to the field in question.  #141 Radio Information is present in both fields.  Text added to clarify 11.15.4.2.
4.3.3.23. PatC:  How do we handle this?
4.3.3.24. Dorothy:  We should handle all of the changes except the one Allan is concerned about.  I wish to move…

4.3.3.25. Move to include the normative text in document 11-07/00123r1 into the TGv draft.

4.3.3.26. Move: Dorothy Stanley

4.3.3.27. Second:  Emily Qi

4.3.3.28. PatC:  Discussion? None.

4.3.3.29. For 11, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The text is included.
4.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0122r0
4.3.4.1. Dorothy presented document 07/0122r0 covering two comments, adding a paragraph in timing measurements in 11.15.4.1 addressing #139.  11.15.4.2 Presence Response text has been modified.

4.3.4.2. This requires more work, and I shall return later with r1.  So #139 and #140 still remain.  #207 and #219 also remain, but have been discussed.
4.3.4.3. PatC:  Emily, you had issue on #169 on FBMS.

4.3.4.4. Dorothy:  Working on that.

4.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0093r0
4.3.5.1. Ganesh Venkatean presented document 07/0093r0.  Version r0 is on the server, but r1 is not.  The version r0 on Ganesh’s computer is not the same as the r0 on the server.  It addresses comments #22, #244, #192, #241 and #284. 

4.3.5.2. Allan: The document on the server has a lot of TGk-related content.

4.3.5.3. Emily;  The TGk material is already in the TGv draft.

4.3.5.4. PatC:  So all of the change-tracked items in the document on the screen are intended to be in the draft.

4.3.5.5. Ganesh: #22 All of these have to do with the neighbor report.  The elements were not originally developed in TGk, but were subsequently added.  1.3.2.37 modifies “Optional Extensions” in Table 43B.

4.3.5.6. Allan:  So the new table has a gap?
4.3.5.7. Ganesh:  No

4.3.5.8. Dorothy:  You have added measurement pilot interval?

4.3.5.9. Emily:  The added items are in sub-element IDs 2,3,4,and 5.

4.3.5.10. Dorothy:  How can we renumber things in TGk?

4.3.5.11. Ganesh:  “k” included only 0, 1, and 2, so no renumbering needed; measurement pilot interval was already put in by “k”.

4.3.5.12. Dorothy:  So we are adding another element ID to “k” which they didn’t previously have?
4.3.5.13. Ganesh: Yes.

4.3.5.14. PatC:  Given that “k” is going into a ‘final’ recirculation ballot, what happens if it adds another number?

4.3.5.15. Richard:  These numbers are a problem.  We are trying to hold off on numbering to the very last thing.
4.3.5.16. PatC:  OK let’s accept this for now and address the exact numbering in the letter ballot.  However this has to be fixed.
4.3.5.17. Ganesh:  A paragraph has also been added following the table to further explain.

4.3.5.18. Dorothy:  I suggest we reword the paragraph to explain that what is contained in the table is an element that has to be unpacked.

4.3.5.19. Ganesh:  #244’s resolution removes 7.3.2.37.3 because it is already described in TGk.  #192 addresses QBSS admission capacity. 11k has this element, and we have added more granularity.  This comment calls for using what is in 11k.  In this case, “k” responded to a need in “v”.  #241 the definition of admission capacity was different in “v” and “k”.  The resolution sync’s them.  #284 recommends not using QBSS and suggests BSS (same as #22).
4.3.5.20. PatC:  So you will come back with r1 for voting?  Yes.

4.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/0053r2
4.3.6.1. Emily Qi presented document 07/0053r2 reviewing comments addressed except #192.  Following the review Emily shows a motion…
4.3.6.2. Move to adopt the internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter”, and “Declined” in document 11-07-0053-02-000v-tgv-roaming-comment-resolution, changing the resolution of issue 192 from counter to deferred.

4.3.6.3. Moved Emily Qi

4.3.6.4. Seconded Allan Thomson

4.3.6.5. BobM:  I suggest a friendly amendment to change the motion to:

4.3.6.6. Move to adopt the internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter”, and “Declined” in document 11-07-0053-02-000v-tgv-roaming-comment-resolution, changing the resolution of issue 192 from “Counter” to “Deferred”.

4.3.6.7. PatC: Emily, do you accept this friendly amendment?

4.3.6.8. Emily:  Yes.

4.3.6.9. PatC:  Very well, is there discussion on the motion? None.
4.3.6.10. Ganesh:  What is the difference between Counter and Deferred?  Pat explains.

4.3.6.11. For 9, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The resolutions are adopted.
4.3.6.12. PatC:  Can we move on FBMS at all? 
4.3.6.13. Allan:  Yes, those items in 06/1856 that do not involve Dorothy or Subbu.  Accordingly, I wish to move…
4.3.6.14. Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-06-1856-03-000v-comment-resolution-tgv-fbms.

4.3.6.15. Move: Allan Thomson

4.3.6.16. Second: Jari Jokela

4.3.6.17. PatC:  Discussion?  None.

4.3.6.18. For 8, Against 0, Abstain 2.  The comment resolutions are adopted.
4.3.6.19. PatC recaps what comments are still outstanding and coordinates with those responsible to addressing.

4.3.6.20. PatC: Emily, are you ready?  Yes.

4.3.7. Presentation of Document 06/1615r8
4.3.7.1. Emily Qi presented document 06/1615r8 reviewing a comment that was previously discussed, but delegated for editor action.  This addresses comment  #53.
4.3.8. Comment Resolution
4.3.8.1. Pat shows 1819r2.  #76 This is a Allan Thomson/Bob O’Hara comment.

4.3.8.2. BobO’Hara: Talks about what happens when more than one request happens.
4.3.8.3. Dorothy:  Why were multiple responses disallowed in “k”?  Is there something different about these requests?

4.3.8.4. Ganesh:  You would cancel the first and respond to the second.
4.3.8.5. Dorothy:  Why don’t we restrict to one?

4.3.8.6. Allan: Why not allow it to be more than one?

4.3.8.7. BobO:  If we accept this, these action frames would be different from all other action frames.

4.3.8.8. Allan:  I favor consistency.  I suggest we decline #76.

4.3.8.9. PatC asks the editor to prepare a draft showing only deltas.

4.3.8.10. Pat modifies slide 15 in 0067 to review and highlight outstanding comments and coordinate resolutions from individuals responsible.  This will be posted to the server as r3.

4.3.8.11. Dorothy:  How many are open?

4.3.8.12. PatC:  19

4.4. Closing
4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing for the ad-hoc? No.  We are recessed.
4.4.1.2. Recess at 1750 hours..
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