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Monday PM 1 Session

1. Due to the lack of presence of the key stakeholders, the TG decided to recess until Tuesday AM2.
Tuesday AM 2 Session

1. The Chair called the meeting to order at 10.30 AM Hawaii time. A roll call was held and the attendees gave their names and affiliations.

2. Tom Alexander was appointed secretary for the meeting.

3. The Chair requested members to sign in on the attendance server.

4. The Chair read the patent policy to the group, and asked the group if there were any patent claims that were relevant to the standard. There were none.

5. The Chair then indicated the various policies and procedures documents and requested the TG to read them.

6. The Chair then put the proposed agenda before the TG, and called for presentations.

6.1. Mark Kobayashi requested time for a motion on a previously presented contribution.

6.2. Dalton Victor indicated that he would like to present 11-07/2345r1 and 11-07/2344r1 on comment resolutions for Annex D.

6.3. No other changes to the agenda were proposed.

6.4. The agenda was approved without objection.

7. The Chair then reviewed the various teleconference and meeting minutes between the July meeting and the present time.

7.1. The minutes were approved without objection.

8. The Chair reviewed the meeting schedule for the week.

8.1. He noted that the first session (from 1.30 to 3.30 PM Monday) was recessed. The other meetings would be held as scheduled.

9. The Chair reviewed the progress since the July meeting in San Francisco.

9.1. 54 technical comments were resolved in the July meeting as well as the teleconferences.

9.2. The total number of technical and minor-technical comments resolved to date has been 136, or about 9.4%.

10. Editor’s report

10.1. The Chair requested the Editor to present an editor's report and also discuss the comments marked as editorial.

10.2. The Editor gave a report to the TG on the state of the drafts and the editorial comments.

10.3.  The Editor observed that there is no new draft as less than 10% of the technical or minor technical comments had been resolved so far.

10.4. For all of the comments that have been classified as Editorial in the LB 101 comment resolution spreadsheet (11-07/0659r13), the Editor has proposed comment resolutions; these proposed resolutions are in Columns O, Q, and W (Notes).

10.5. These were posted last week and the document has been on the server for more than 4 hours.

11. Review of editorial comments by Editor

11.1. The Editor then moved on to the agenda item "Review of Editorial Comments by the Editor" and discussed the process of resolving editorial comments.

11.2. The Editor reviewed the 802.11 WG editorial comment resolution process as specified in document 11-07/2050r0, which outlined the formal steps for dealing with editorial comments.

11.3. He reviewed slides 7 and 8 of this document in particular, and said that the key point to be considered by the group were the seven steps outlined in the document.

11.4. He then summarized these seven steps as follows:

11.4.1. Step 1. The CR Chair classifies all comments by the voters as T or E.

11.4.2. Step 2.
The CR Chair delegates the E comments to the editor and instructs the editor to report back to the TG by a specific time on E comments that may have technical impact. 

11.4.3. Step 3.
The Editor reports on any E comments that may have technical impact.

11.4.4. Step 4.
The CR Chair asks the body if any other editorial comments should be reclassified as T. 

11.4.5. Step 5.
The CR Chair asks the editor if there is a need for any non-binding straw poll as guidance to the editor for any editorial matters.

11.4.6. Step 6.
The CR Chair entertains a proposal to adopt a resolution for all E comments not attached to Negative votes or not marked as Must Be Satisfied. The TG considers the proposal and adopts a resolution. 

11.4.7. Step 7.
The Editor brings forward proposed comment resolutions for all E comments attached to Negative votes and marked as Must be Satisfied. The TG considers the proposal, and adopts a resolution.

11.5. The Editor noted that what differentiated E comments from each other was whether they were associated with a NO vote.

11.5.1. If associated with a NO vote, then Step 7 applied.

11.5.2. If associated with a YES vote, then Step 6 applied.

11.6. The completion status of each step was then discussed. 

11.6.1. Steps 1, 2, and 3 had been completed after the July meeting, and this was captured in the comment resolution spreadsheet document 11-07/0659r13.

11.6.2. Step 4 had not been completed yet.

11.6.3. The Editor did not think that any straw polls would be required, and therefore Step 5 had been completed.

11.7. As a result, the Editor would bring motions based on Steps 6 and 7 after Step 4 had been completed by the Chair.

11.8. The Editor then showed some examples of the proposed editorial comment resolution in the spreadsheet.

11.9. He said that he would first take a straw poll and then bring in motions on Steps 6 and 7 on Thursday.

11.10. Question: Do we have to go through Step 4 first before taking a straw poll? Answer: yes, we would like to follow the process exactly.

11.11. Question: Are there areas where the resolutions were not obvious to the Editor? Answer: Whenever such a situation had occurred, the Editor had marked them as "T" in the comment resolution spreadsheet so that the TG would have to address them.

11.12. After some discussion, the TG felt that it made sense to complete Steps 4, 6, and 7 on Thursday.

12. Comment resolution

12.1. The Chair then turned to the resolution of minor technical comments.

12.2. There was some discussion about the lack of representation in the group, as well as the loss of the linear flow.

12.3. After this discussion, comment resolution started with the Minor Technical comments.

12.4. CIDs 28, 248, 988, 287, 98, 100, 106, 107, 109 were dealt with.

13. After CID 109 had been handled, orders of the day were called and the session adjourned at 12.30 PM (to resume at 4 PM).

Tuesday PM 2 Session

1. The Chair called the meeting to order at 4 PM Hawaii time.

2. Comment resolution

2.1. Comment resolution continued on the minor technical comments.

2.2. CIDs 1682, 261, 146, 148, 153, 35, 156, 157 were handled.

2.3. There was much discussion on CID 157. Editor will work with Dalton Victor to try and resolve this. (Action Item)

2.4. CIDs 158, 161, 4 were then handled.

2.5. There was discussion on CID 4. In the end, it was decided that this comment will be automatically resolved by resolving CID 157.

2.6. CIDs 951 and 1039 were then discussed.

2.7. Extensive discussion took place on CID 1039. Anthony Maida undertook to look at this comment and update the group during the Wednesday meeting. (Action Item)

2.8. CIDs 5, 166, 6, and 38 were then discussed.

2.9. CID 38 was deferred because of pending work in reorganizing the subclause to which it applied. It was generally agreed that all non-COAT OTA-related comments would be skipped under this basis.

2.10. CIDs 351, 352, 585, 14, and 959 were then covered.

3. After CID 959 had been dealt with, orders of the day were called at 6.00 PM Hawaii time.

4. The session adjourned, to resume at 8 AM on Wednesday.

Wednesday AM 1 Session

1. The Chair called the meeting to order at 8 AM Hawaii time.

2. Modification to agenda

2.1. The Chair noted that there was some confusion about the agenda.

2.2. There were two presentations, both co-authored by Marc Emmelman; one was to be presented by Tom Alexander (document 11-07/2345r1) and the other was to be presented by Mark Kobayashi (document 11-07/2341r2).

2.3. There was yet a third presentation (document 11-07/2504r0), which would be presented by Dalton Victor.

2.4. The agenda was further updated with a presentation by Anthony Maida addressing comments on the COAT section. This would be uploaded on Wednesday and presented on Thursday morning.

2.5. The modified agenda was adopted without dissent.

3. Presentation of 11-07/2341r2

3.1. The Chair then gave the floor to Mark Kobayashi to present document 11-07/2341r2 on the definition of "near-field".

3.2. Mark noted that the concepts discussed in the presentation had been covered unanimously on a previous conference call.

3.3. There was much discussion on the presentation, and ultimately it was decided to split the near-field definition into two parts: one a dictionary-style definition to be placed in Clause 3, and the other an expanded definition to be placed in Clause 5.

3.4. The presented document was duly updated, and Mark agreed to re-post the updated version.

3.5. It was also decided that a motion on the submission would be brought on Thursday.

4. Modification to agenda

4.1. The agenda was further updated to reflect a presentation on video related comments by Dalton Victor.

4.2. The modified agenda was adopted without dissent.

5. Presentation of 11-07/2504r0

5.1. The Chair then gave the floor to Dalton Victor to present document 11-07/2504r0 on Annex D.

5.2. Dalton noted that this was driven by the desire to have people interpret Annex D not as pass/fail criteria, but instead as guidelines or tutorial information.

5.3. Accordingly some draft text for Annex D was proposed in the document being presented.

5.4. Dalton then brought a motion before the floor:

5.5. Motion #1:

5.5.1. Move to accept the proposal in 11-07/2504r0 as resolution to CIDs 987 and 467.

5.5.2. Moved: Dalton Victor

5.5.3. Seconded: Tom Alexander

5.5.4. No discussion.

5.5.5. Voting

5.5.5.1. Y: 3

5.5.5.2. N: 0

5.5.5.3. A: 1

5.5.6. Motion passes.

6. Presentation of 11-07/2344r2 and 11-07/2345r2

6.1. The Chair then gave the floor to Tom Alexander to present documents 11-07/2344r2 and 11-07/2345r2.

6.2. Tom noted that these submissions resolved comments on Annex D, and they had all been discussed during previous teleconferences.

6.3. Tom then presented the contents of the documents.

6.4. After the presentation was over, a motion was brought before the floor:

6.5. Motion #2:

6.5.1. Move to accept the submission in 11-07/2344r2 as resolution to CIDs: 1356, 237, 932, 1357, 1599, 1358, 1359, 1360, 1361, 1362, 363, 1364, ... etc. and instruct the editor to incorporate the resulting changes is shown in 11-07/2345r2 in the current P802.11.2 draft.

6.5.2. Moved: Tom Alexander

6.5.3. Seconded: Dalton Victor

6.5.4. No discussion.

6.5.5. Voting

6.5.5.1. Y: 2

6.5.5.2. N: 0

6.5.5.3. A: 2

6.5.6. Motion passes

7. Presentation of 11-07/2532r0
7.1. The Chair then gave the floor to Dalton Victor to present document 11-07/2532r0 on the video subclause.

7.2. Dalton noted that this submission resolved 39 comments.

7.3. Dalton said that the gist of the proposal was to remove all video quality metrics that were not industry standards. MDI was an industry standard (RFC 4445) but VDR and VQM were developed by a company.

7.4. Mark Kobayashi wanted to know why there was a compromise being proposed, given that 64% of the comments pertaining to this subclause advocated removing it (i.e., video metrics) entirely.

7.4.1. Dalton said that MDI might provide some indication of the buffering needed on a network device, but VDR and VQM were not focused on the network - they were more aimed at the codec.

7.4.2. There was much discussion on the issue that a lot of people in the TG were uncomfortable with the concept of video testing.

7.5. Peter Ecclesine noted that the VTS PAR would be discussed after this meeting, and said that it was possible that TGT could be informed by the discussion by the WG on this PAR.

7.5.1. It would be preferable for the TGT work to be oriented according to the will of the WG as expressed during the VTS PAR discussion rather than being decided right away.

7.5.2. This found general agreement by the group.

7.6. Anthony Maida noted that MDI was useful, especially in government applications, but VDR and VQM were not.

7.6.1. Mark Kobayashi generally agreed as well.

7.7. Neeraj Sharma asked for some time to read and understand the document.

7.8. There was discussion about the upcoming VTS PAR discussion.

7.9. Dalton said that the document had been discussed enough and he would bring a motion.
7.10. Motion #3:

7.10.1. Move to accept comment resolutions in submission 11-07/2532r0, update the comment resolution spreadsheet doc 11-07/0659r13 and incorporate the revised draft text in the next version of the P802.11.2 draft.

7.11. Moved: Dalton Victor

7.12. Seconded: Tom Alexander

7.13. No discussion

7.14. Voting

7.14.1. Y: 4

7.14.2. N: 0

7.14.3. A: 0

7.15. Motion passes

8. Presentation of 11-07/2551r0
8.1. The Chair gave the floor to Anthony Maida to present document 11-07/2551r0 on recommendations for comment resolution on the COAT section.

8.2. Anthony said that this document was an effort to clear up the terminology.

8.3. The first slide dealt with CID 146.

8.3.1. It was pointed out that this was a misinterpretation and should be rejected.

8.4. The second slide dealt with CID 148; it was noted that the shielding effectiveness of screened rooms is usually only about 75 dB, but that for shielded rooms is >100 dB. However, shielded rooms were an order of magnitude more expensive than screened rooms.

8.4.1. The group generally agreed that what was intended was the 75 dB isolation of a screened room rather than the >100 dB isolation of a shielded room.

8.5. The third comment dealt with the terminology around calibration, measurement and reference antennas.

8.5.1. There was extensive discussion around the terminology currently being used in the draft and its shortcomings.

8.5.2. Finally, it was agreed that there would be three terms: a SUT antenna, a reference antenna, and a calibration antenna.

8.5.3. The editor would then adjust the terminology in subclause 5.3 to match these terms. (Action Item)
8.6. There was much discussion on the next topic, which dealt with CID 158.

8.6.1. Peter Ecclesine noted that EIA/TIA TSB 10 discussed antenna parameters to be used for interference testing for various microwave frequency bands, and these parameters should preferably be referenced when selecting the reference antennas.

8.7. Anthony Maida then went on to discuss CID 161 in detail.

8.7.1. Much discussion ensued.

8.7.2. There was a change made in the proposed language to clarify the use of a receiver/signal-generator combination.

9. Orders of the day were called by Peter Ecclesine at 10.06 Hawaii time.

10. The meeting was recessed until 8 AM Hawaii time on Thursday.

Thursday AM 1 Session

1. The Chair called the meeting to order at 8.05 Hawaii time.

2. Modification of agenda

2.1. The agenda was modified to reflect the titles and document numbers of the five presentations

2.2. The modified agenda was approved without dissent.

3. Editorial comment resolution process
3.1. The Chair then went to the editorial comment resolution.

3.2. In view of Step 4 of the WG editorial comment resolution process, the Chair asked the TG if there were any other editorial comments that should be reclassified as "T".

3.3. There were some questions regarding the disposition of the editorial comments, and Peter Ecclesine and Tom Alexander clarified them.

3.4. The Chair then asked the TG again if there were any editorial comments that should have been reclassified as technical, as per the WG editorial comment resolution process.

3.4.1. There were no such comments indicated by the TG.

3.4.2. Therefore the Chair ruled that Step 4 had been completed.

3.5. There were no non-binding straw polls requested.

3.6. The Chair therefore went to Step 6 of the process.

3.6.1. There was much heated discussion on the format of the comment resolution spreadsheet, specifically with regard to the way in which editorial non-binding comments were dealt with.

3.6.2. After discussion, it was decided that the editorial comment resolution Steps 6 and 7 would be handled in November, after the format of the comment resolution spreadsheet had been fixed.

3.6.3. Specifically, the comment resolutions in the "Notes" column would be moved to the "Resolution Proposals" column. (Action Item)
4. Comment resolution

4.1. The Chair resumed resolution of the minor technical comments, starting with CID 201.

4.2. CIDs 201, 203, 204, 246, 70, 18, 965, 266, 1083, 19, 69, 1611, 270, 397, 1612, 271, 272, 20, 398, 400, 275, 399, 277, and 381 were dealt with.

5. Orders of the day were called at 10.01 AM Hawaii time.

6. The meeting recessed until 10.30 AM Thursday.

Thursday AM 2 Session

1. The Chair called the meeting to order at 10.30 AM Hawaii time.

2. The Chair noted that there were three CIDs from an ad-hoc meeting in July that hadn't been formally approved yet, and that he would therefore bring a motion to approve them.

2.1. Motion #4:

2.2. Move to accept the proposed comment resolutions in 11-07/0659r13 for CIDs 1640, 1681, 1155.

2.3. Moved: Tom Alexander

2.4. Seconded: Mark Kobayashi

2.5. No discussion.

2.6. Voting

2.6.1. Y:2

2.6.2. N:0

2.6.3. A:1

2.7. Motion passes

3. Presentation of 11-07/2551r1
3.1. The Chair gave the floor to Anthony Maida to present document 11-07/2551r1, which was basically a revised version of the document presented on the previous day.

3.2. Anthony started with slide 6 of his presentation, dealing with a proposed resolution to CID 158.
3.3. There was much discussion on this topic.

3.4. Finally, it was agreed that the nomenclature used would be "SUT", "reference" and "calibration" antennas.

3.5. Anthony then proceeded to CID 161 and CID 4 (slides 7 - 10 of his presentation). More discussion then took place about the orientation of the antennas.

3.6. CIDs 951, 1039, 5 and 166 were also dealt with by the proposals in the previous slides.

3.7. There were some proposed changes.

3.8. With that, Anthony closed his presentation and turned the floor back to the Chair, who thanked him for his presentation.

4. The Chair then showed document 11-07/2341r3 to the TG to clarify what was happening with the definition of "near-field" (and the comments thereof).

4.1. There were no issues with this document.

5. Comment resolution
5.1. The presentations being covered, the Chair resumed resolution of the minor technical comments, beginning with CID 21.

5.1.1. It was noted that the resolution to CID 21 depended on that of CID 16, which had been deferred, so CID 21 was deferred also.

5.2. CID 24 was then discussed at great length.
5.2.1. Ultimately it was decided to change the temperature range to 18-25 degrees C, and to require that it be reported.

5.3. CIDs 25, 26, 27, 223, 235, 237, and 56 were then handled.

6. There being only a few minutes until the close of this meeting hour, the Chair decided to spend the remaining session time on handling the straw polls and other administrivia, to get them out of the way and clear the decks for Thursday afternoon.

6.1. The TGT milestones and schedule were discussed.

6.1.1. There was some discussion about attendance in Taipei during the January meeting, and its possible impact on going to a recirculation out of January.

6.1.2. The Chair noted that he did not plan to change the schedule at this time, but we would revisit the issue in November.

6.2. A discussion then took place on the teleconference schedule, and suggestions were made.

6.2.1. A straw poll was taken by the Chair on four possible choices, as listed below. There was an even split (2 vs. 2) for the options of having 3 hours vs. 4 hours of teleconferences between the September and November meetings.

6.2.2. The general sentiment within the TG was oriented away from more teleconference hours and towards less.

6.3. Straw Poll #1:

6.3.1. Which teleconference schedule is preferred? Chicago voting rules apply.

6.3.2. Weekly teleconferences, 1 hour each: 0 in favor

6.3.3. Biweekly teleconferences, 1.5 hours each: 0 in favor

6.3.4. Biweekly teleconferences, 1 hour each: 2 in favor

6.3.5. Biweekly teleconferences + 1 additional weekly, 1 hour each: 2 in favor

6.4. It was generally observed that the group did not favor more teleconferences, or longer teleconferences.

6.5. The Chair then put two motions before the group to determine which schedule to adopt.

6.6. Motion #5:

6.6.1. Move to empower TGT to have teleconferences on Oct 4, Oct 18, Nov 1 and Nov 8, at 12 PM ET for 1 hour.

6.6.2. Moved: Tom Alexander

6.6.3. Second: Dalton Victor

6.6.4. No discussion.

6.6.5. Voting

6.6.5.1. Y: 1

6.6.5.2. N: 1

6.6.5.3. A: 1

6.6.6. Motion fails.

6.7. As the motion to have 4 teleconferences had failed, the Chair tried again, with a motion to have 3 teleconferences.

6.8. Motion #6:

6.8.1. Move to empower TGT to have teleconferences on Oct 4, Oct 18, Nov 1, at 12 PM ET for 1 hour.

6.8.2. Moved: Tom Alexander

6.8.3. Second: Mark Kobayashi

6.8.4. No discussion.

6.8.5. Voting

6.8.5.1. Y: 2

6.8.5.2. N: 0

6.8.5.3. A: 1

6.8.6. Motion passes.

6.9. The Chair then mentioned that there had been some discussion about holding a TGT ad-hoc meeting some time between September 2007 and November 2007.

6.10. A straw poll was held to determine if this found favor with the TG.

6.11. Straw Poll #2:

6.11.1. Are you in favor of holding an IEEE 802.11 TGT ad-hoc meeting between the September 2007 session and the November 2007 session?

6.11.2. Yes: 0

6.11.3. No: 2

6.11.4. The Chair concluded that based on the feedback TGT would not be having an ad-hoc meeting between the September and November meetings.

7. Orders of the day were called at 12.30 PM.

8. The Chair declared the meeting in recess until 4 PM Thursday Hawaii time.

Thursday PM 2 Session

1. The Chair called the meeting to order at 4.00 PM Hawaii time.

2. Approval of 11-07/2341r3

2.1. The Chair noted that we still needed to bring a motion on document 11-07/2341r3, to approve the submissions therein.

2.2. Mark Kobayashi put up the document on the screen and reviewed its contents. After this, Mark placed a motion before the floor as follows:

2.3. Motion #6:

2.3.1. Move to accept comment resolutions in submission 11-07/2341r3, update the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07/0659r13 and incorporate the revised draft text in the next version of the P802.11.2 draft.

2.3.2. Moved: Mark Kobayashi

2.3.3. Seconded: Tom Alexander

2.3.4. No discussion.

2.3.5. Voting

2.3.5.1. Y: 2

2.3.5.2. N: 0
2.3.5.3. A: 0

2.3.6. Motion passes.

3. Presentation of 11-07/2551r1
3.1. The Chair then gave the floor to Anthony Maida to continue presenting document 11-07/2551r1.
3.2. It was noted that "dBm" would be replaced by "dB" on page 3.

3.3. Further, CID 148 would be resolved by the comment resolution spreadsheet rather than the submission.

3.4. Also, CID 156 was discussed, and the issue that it did not appear to have any instructions to the editor was brought up.

3.5. There was a considerable discussion on editorial license.

3.6. There was also much discussion on the process for handling the submission.

3.7. Finally, it was decided that the submission would be reworked to provide clearer direction to the editor, rather than providing editorial license. (Action Item)
4. Issues list
4.1. The Chair then went through the issues list.

4.2. He noted that CID 1154 had been responded to by Charles Wright, and presented the response to the TG.

4.3. Dalton had no update on CID 426.

4.4. CID 1639 had been withdrawn by the commenter.

4.5. CID 139 dealt with the core issues and thus would not be taken up with the commenter until those issues had been resolved.

4.6. The other core issues were left without any updates.

5. Comment resolution
5.1. CIDs 1789, 147, 349, 531, 661, 778, 152, 948, 1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, and 337 were then covered by the TG.

6. At 6 PM Hawaii time, orders of the day were called.

7. The Chair adjourned the meeting at 6 PM Hawaii time.
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