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1rst slot : Monday October 28th 2024, 08:30 local time.

Chair: Carol Ansley, Cox Communications
Secretary: Stéphane Baron
Vice-chairs: Jerome Henry, Cisco; Antonio DeLaOlivaDelgado, InterDigital, Inc
Technical editor: Po-Kai Huang, Intel

Chair calls meeting to order at 08:30 Local time.

Agenda slide deck: 11-24-1708r0:

1. Reminder to do attendance
Reminder to register for the session.

2. The chair mentioned the call for essential patents
2.1. No one responded to the call for essential patents

3. Review of policies and procedures.
3.1. IEEE individual process slides were presented.

4. The chair covered the IEEE copyright policy and participation rules.
No questions

5. Discussion of agenda 11-24-1708r0 (slide #14)
5.1. Discussion on agenda

Due to big timezone difference, Phil will go first.

5.2. Adoption of agenda by unanimous consent (12 participants).

6. Administrative
6.1. Meeting structure for Monday:
8:30-10:00 – working
10:00-10:30 – break
10:30-12:30 – working
12:30-1:30 – lunch
1:30-3:30 – working
3:30-4:00 – break
4:00-5:00 - working

	Working day structure for today is agreed.

6.2. Remaining Meetings:
· Monday		AM2, PM1, PM2 
· Tuesday 		AM1, AM2, PM1, PM2
· Wednesday 		AM1, AM2


7. Technical Submissions

7.1. 11-24/1304r5: Establishing frame anonymization parameter sets text for 11bi: Phil Hawkes
Phil presents an update after last presentation based on received feedbacks.

7.1.1. Discussion

C: Editorial friendly amendment around EDP_STA_MAC name.
Q: Table 10c: the non-AP MLD value is not a unicast, and CPE should be reserved for now.
A: Agree, keep second sub block reserved for now.

C: CID1517 should be revised not accepted since you modified resolution
A; Agree

C: General comment. Most of the “accepted” revision should indeed be “revised”, please check.
A: Agree.

CID1003:
[bookmark: _Hlk181018106]Q: regarding the filtering, the 2 MAC addresses shall also be used during the margin before the transition period: "dot11EpochStartTimeMargin before and during the transition period "
A: Can you send the proposed text by email? 
A: OK.

C: CID 1089: use the new terminology and then change the resolution to “revised”
A: Agree.
CID 1376:
Q: CID related to the BPE, so please transfer to people dealing with BPE.
A: OK.
C: MME is also related to group address, so it is better to assign it to BPE guys.

CID1385:
Editorial online modification.

CID1383:
C: This is editorial modification for the technical editor.
A: (tech editor) OK, I will handle it.

Cid removed for the list in the document

Author will come back tomorrow with a new revision (r6) integrating received comments.

Chair recess the meeting at 10:00 until 10:30.

· After a 30 minutes break, meeting resumes


7.2. 11-24/1717r0: buffered-frame-retrieval-during-transition-period: Carol Ansley
Presentation made by Carol based on 1796r0 specifically looking for the buffer traffic and especially on the buffer indication bitmap.


7.2.1. Discussion

C: We have TA and AID in the PS poll, so they need to match and in general it is better to use the new parameters. Just don’t use the old parameters after receiving the TIM element.
A: If the beacon uses the old AID, we can have correlation.

C: Old AID is still in use for retransmission stuff.
C: Ideally the STA should answer using the parameters of the TIM element.

C: When you receive data you ack with same parameters. This is the same here I think, between PS poll and sent data.
A: If every body agrees, we can enforce that the AP shall send data using same parameters.

C: Client will check both AIDs during the transition and then PS poll depending on when it sends it. The AP should then answer using same parameters. However, this is not an immediate answer, so not sure there is an issue here.

C: Comment on clause 9 changes you are proposing. This whole sentence should not be there. I believe our statement should be in our clause. I would like to find a way to delete this sentence in clause 9. Your proposal is inline with current text, but we should change it. Ideally this should be raised in REVmf.
A: We are based on REVme. But let see what REVmf think of it.

C: I don’t think there is a big issue to correlate between TIM element and PS poll. I this we shouldn’t mandate station to remember the AID used in TIM element for sending a PS_POLL. We could also send both AID in the TIM during transition.

C: the problem you indicate cannot be solved for instance if you have only one station in PS mode.

C: I think we could we use a simple mechanism to break the link for instance by adding fake TIM indication to mislead potential eavesdropper.
A: This is an interesting proposal.

C: I think this is quite hard to correlate station sending a PS-Poll and TIM element. So, I think using the new AID is much simpler.
C: Adding unused AID in the TIM element could help if you have only one STA in PS mode. If you have a group of stations, it will be difficult to correlate.

C: We are treating the AID issue case by case and this is an issue in my mind. I think we should try to have one approach for the whole text. Even creating a new AID.

C; A main issue is that this message is not cypher. Protecting all messages may solve the problem.
C: I am worry about the future. If someone define a mechanism without changing MAC addresses, they may break it.

A: About cypher protection. Remember the AID is in the PHy preamble, so we cannot always hide AID. You cannot encrypt TIM neither without breaking legacies.

C: We have proposal to encrypt beacon.
A: This is for BPE only not for CPE.

A: I was proposing to protect all the un protected frame. And for the BPE we may consider creating a new AID field.

C: I think there should be a different contribution to handle the AID in the beacon. So, let’s focus on AID field in PS_poll and answered Data.


7.3. 11-24/1719r0: EHT sounding sequences during transition periods: Carol Anlsey
Presented by Carol.
Document deals with NDP sounding. Proposal is to not allow initiating a new sounding sequence in the transition period 

7.3.1. Discussion
C: I wonder if we should have rule for any management frames exchange.

C: If your transition duration is short ok, but if your transition is long, you will reduce performances of moving stations during transition, and even more when we are talking about retransmission.
A: I assumed transition period is short enough about few milliseconds.

C: I agree that sounding should not be restricted to avoid degrading performances of moving stations. We should have a rule for all management frames using parameters during transition period.

C: I think we should have a general rule and use new AID when possible.

Q: Can we have a general rule saying that if a received frame requested a non-immediate answer, the station shall use same FA parameters that the one used for the request except if you are out of the transition period.
A: This can be a way to solve it.



7.4. 11-24/1724r0: CR for CIDs related to EDPKE: Duncan
Presented by Duncan.
Mainly editorial comments related the to the EDPKE
7.4.1. Discussion
CID: 1948 
C: This is not clear is we can use EPASN and EDPKE at the same time.
A: I would be please to work with you offline.

CID1005:
C: For chapter 12.13.8, you should add AA to the first sentence of the chapter to be consistent.
A: Agree, thank you.

C: I think PASN is link specific. We are putting at MLD level but this remains link specific. I am ok for addressing the problem here but precising MLO versus non MLO. So, add the non-AP MLD case in the first sentence.
A: Agree.

Author: I will come back with a new revision then.

8. Other businesses
No other business.

Chair recess the meeting at 12h35. Next session will start today at 13h35 local time.






2nd slot : Monday October 28th 2024, 13:35 local time.

Chair: Carol Ansley, Cox Communications
Secretary: Stéphane Baron
Vice-chairs: Jerome Henry, Cisco; Antonio DeLaOlivaDelgado, InterDigital, Inc
Technical editor: Po-Kai Huang, Intel

Chair calls meeting to order at 10:38 Local time.

Agenda slide deck: 11-24-1708r0:

9. Reminder to do attendance
Reminder to register for the session.

10. The chair mentioned the call for essential patents
10.1. No one responded to the call for essential patents

11. Review of policies and procedures.
11.1. IEEE individual process slides were presented.

12. The chair covered the IEEE copyright policy and participation rules.
No questions

13. Discussion of agenda 11-24-1708r0 (slide #14)
13.1. Discussion on agenda
No discussions

13.2. Adoption of agenda by unanimous consent (12 participants).

14. Administrative

14.1. Remaining Meetings:
· Monday		AM2, PM1, PM2 
· Tuesday 		AM1, AM2, PM1, PM2
· Wednesday 		AM1, AM2


15. Technical Submissions

15.1. 11-24/1710r0: Clause 6 : Po-Kai Huang 
Document presented by Po-Kai.
Modification of the clause 6 after the publication of the REVme.
Addition of the 802.1X and EDPE in the authentication content.

15.1.1. Discussion
No discussion

15.2. 11-24/1440r1: Proposed spec texts for Privacy GTK: Julien Sevin 
Presentation made Julien.
Update of the document related to the PGTK after insertion of comments from previous presentation.

15.2.1. Discussion
C: Editorial comments: can you help by clearly indicate modification to the baseline using markup?
A: OK, I will do.

Q: My main concern over this contribution is why GTK is not enough, because at the moment this is only used to generate the starting time of the epoch if not wrong
A: We need a key at MLD level, and GTK is at link level. In addition, this key is used for EDP epoch computation, but this may be used for other purpose.

Q: There is no key at MLD level?
A: No, with regard to legacies, the GTK is at BSS level. So there was no existing key for group at MLD level.

C: Can we generate this key among other FA parameters.
A: No, those parameters are per STA, and the start time is common to all the STAs of the group so we need a group key at MLD level.

Q: Is the delta IT large?
A: It depends on RandTR value that is sent during the Epoch setup. So mainly depend on the duration of the Epoch interval.

C: We need to specify the unity of delta IT: ms or other ...
A: Yes, right in another contribution. This value can be 0 or 255 with the same unit than the Epoch duration 

C: This document is dedicated to solving a comment indicating that the PGTK creation and distribution is TBD. The part related to the Epoch start time computation is already in the draft and not modified here.
Another contribution will clarify the start time computation.

Q: Why do we have two different ways to compute the EDP epoch start time?
A; Those two formulas are returning the same value; those are just mathematical property of arithmetic sequence computation. You can either increment the value of the reference start time by the epoch interval, or compute it based on the initial value plus n times the value of the interval.

C: At least, we must write that formula gives the same result on all STAs.
A: Agree, clarifications are needed, one of the co-authors will work on a new document for that purpose.

C: make the name GTx, GETx and delta IT clearer. It’s confusing now.
A : I realize people didn’t notice the difference between GTn and GETn. I will integrate those remarks in a dedicated document. But again, this is not the purpose of the current document.

C: Since you have no markup, people thought the computation part was new, please check markup.
A: Thank you.

C: I think you need to decide the key you will use between 124 and 64.
A: Agree, I will use same function as for FA parameters generation and I need 64 bits.


15.3. 11-24/1718r0: multi-STA Block Ack during transition period: Carol Ansley
Presentation made Carol, highlighting issues with multi-STA block ack during transition period. Several solutions are proposed.

15.3.1. Discussion

Q: You document do not show the trigger frame, but the trigger frame contains the AID value also.
A: I have a separated document dealing with the trigger frame fields.

C: I think the AP can determine the AID wisely to avoid collision, then the station can use whatever AID old or new without issue. The AP can understand.
A: The indicator is needed for the STA to indicate usage of old or new.

C: I think you use the AID sent in the trigger frame to answer and fill the multi-STA block ack.

C: I generally think that the rule to use same parameter for the whole TXOP should also apply here. Otherwise, people may correlate old and new parameters.

Q: I don’t think we need a flag. During the frame exchange, everybody knows that a response is needed so you don’t need to flag anything.


Author still think that there is uncertainty in AID handling and will present a document tomorrow merging trigger frame document and multi STA block ack.


Tech editor: I will update the spreadsheet with the CID that are quite in good shape as presented.
Tomorrow, we need to go thru all the CIDs remaining to see where we are.

16. Other businesses
No other business.

Chair recess at 15:20.

Chair indicate start time is 08:00 tomorrow morning.




3rd slot : Tuesday October 29th 2024, 08:00 local time.

Chair: Carol Ansley, Cox Communications
Secretary: Stéphane Baron
Vice-chairs: Jerome Henry, Cisco; Antonio DeLaOlivaDelgado, InterDigital, Inc
Technical editor: Po-Kai Huang, Intel

Chair calls meeting to order at 08:02 Local time.

Agenda slide deck: 11-24-1708r1:

17. Reminder to do attendance
Reminder to register for the session.

18. The chair mentioned the call for essential patents
18.1. No one responded to the call for essential patents

19. Review of policies and procedures.
19.1. IEEE individual process slides were presented.

20. The chair covered the IEEE copyright policy and participation rules.
No questions

21. Discussion of agenda 11-24-1708r1 (slide #14)
21.1. Meeting structure today:
8:00-10:00 – working –
10:00-10:30 – break
10:30-12:30 – working –  
12:30-1:30 – lunch
1:30-3:30 – working –  
3:30-4:00 – break
4:00-5:00 - working


21.2. Discussion on agenda
C: quick short contribution for Po-kai (11-24/1727r0).
C: Domenico would like to present 11-24/1714r0 in the morning.
Doc 1576r5 and 1579r5 will be presented by Jerome.

21.3. Adoption of agenda by unanimous consent (12 participants).

22. Administrative

22.1. Remaining Meetings:
· Tuesday 		AM1, AM2, PM1, PM2
· Wednesday 		AM1, AM2


23. Technical Submissions

23.1. 11-24/1727r0: CR for 1146: Po-Kai Huang
Resolution of remaining CID 1146

23.1.1. Discussion
Q: Why is there an exception for enhanced privacy in first paragraph?
A: This part is for roaming, so TGbi includes an enhancement that goes beyond 11aq.

Q: Why providing reference to the 12.14.5 on page 3. This is a general section, so we shouldn’t point t oa precise chapter. Because we have 2 thinks here before and after association.
A: I see, So I can add a reference to clause 10.

Q: Top of page 3: I don’t like to change this part or align it with 11bh modification
A: 11bh do not touch reassociation. In 11bi we modified roaming so we provide an enhancement that 11bh is not providing.

C: Putting a negative part at the end of the sentence is very confusing, we should find another way. We should keep this chapter as is and add a new paragraph dealing with the enhanced privacy, to discriminate which AP is doing what.

Q: Is it possible to have one sentence on the BSS privacy enhancement, because this chapter is only talking about Client privacy?
A: I think we should have a separate sentence when BPE have been proposed, potentially in another document dealing with BPE. Here I just touch the specific for client privacy.

C: I still we should have a note at minimum to avoid confusing reader and have nothing on BPE here.
A: Reader will read clause 4 first, but I agree to add a note at the very end.

Q: Should we have dot11MACPrivacyActivated in 11bi?
A: This is separate comments out of this submission, but we should work on it.

C: MLD support at the end is quite short. Last part does not mention MAC address changes after association.
 
Q: I think we should modify this chapter, but the title is misleading, there is nothing to do with 11bi. I would suggest as prior commenter to have a dedicated MIB and then have dedicate chapter.

C: 11bi randomized MAC address only applies to affiliated STA of an MLD. This is more complicated.
C: I think this is too confusing to go thru the 3 amendments. We should have dedicated chapters.

A: 12.14.5.1 is for randomized OTA MAC address.

C: I think it would be clearer not to touch this part and have a dedicated chapter for 11bi.
A: We are not throwing everything away, but adding a feature.

C: We should indicate 11aq and 11bh change the MAC address before association and 11bi change after association. So, the MIB can be that a STA change its MAC after being associated.

C:11aq, touch two chapters (4.5.5.10 and 12.2.12.2.11). 11bi should take those changes into account.

Author will re-work the document and come back later. 




23.2. 11-24/1714r0:  	Proposed spec text for AID anonymization: Domenico Ficara 
Document presented by Domenico.
This document is a proposed text for the AID anonymization.

23.2.1. Discussion
Q: Why call it vector since this is list. Keep it simple.
A: Agree.

Q: Can we precise the start is for EDP Epoch number.
A: OK

Q: Is there an Epoch number defined?
A: There is an Epoch identifier.
A: But this is a good point. We already have a mechanism for MAC address collision detection that is based on same mechanism.

C: Should we have a dedicated chapter for AID anonymization? I this this is part of the Frame anonymization chapter.
A: OK.

Q: Are you considering a dedicate protected action frames to send the AIDs?
A: I do not precise it here, if you have proposal, I am open.

Q: Don’t you think that there may be a need for the STA to request the generation of the AID by the AP?
A: Yes, this can be studied.

Q: What if the non-AP MLD changes it Epoch group? Would the old AID vector be applicable since there may be a change in the Epoch interval?
A: We have to study this part in case of multiple groups. If a STA changes of Epoch, maybe the AP might generate a new AID list and provide it.

C: I also have concerns using multiple groups. So, let’s discuss further.

Q: Can we add CIDs to this document? CID 1515 and 1516? This is essentially related to the AID anonymization.
A: I have a look and if ok, I can address those CIDs in this document.

C: I like the proposal, but some ‘shall” statements are missing to make the mechanism efficient. I can provide offline editorial element.
C: I think creating a new dedicated protected management frame is the good way to go.

C: I think we need to align the transmission of start time between an index offset and TSF.

Q: Should we indicate group ID also?
A: Maybe?

C: having a vector per group seems a little bit tricky for the AP.
A: Do you mean that the list is regardless of the group you belong to right?
A: yes.

Q: How do you manage when a STA goes form group 1 to group 2. In that case you loose synchronization between FA parameter and AID?
A: I think the AP should send a new list when changing group.

Q: What if the STA request an immediate change, how do the AP provide the AID?
A: The AP will push a new list.

C: I think TSF is used only upon EDP Epoch sequence initialization, after for MAC collision or Aid list modification, index is much more convenient.

Q: Can we indicate the first AID in the EDP epoch sequence creation? To avoid sending two frames with a time constraint for the second one.
A: OK, we can look at that.

C: I am concerned with sending an offset

C: If AP automate the change of FA parameters and if we are close to the epoch boundary, the sta may have already use new FA and not be ready to change the AID.

C: I think computation of the AID list will be very difficult for the AP, especially with groups having different interval.
A; right, this is a point that needs careful study.

24. Other businesses
No other business.

Chair recess at 10:03 EDT


After a 30 minutes break, meeting resumes at 10:35 EDT


24.1. 11-24/1579r0: BSS Privacy - beaconing: Jerome Henry
New presentation after offline comments received.

24.1.1. Discussion
C: This pre-shared RSNE RSNXE is too much to be accepted in this stage without any description, because now the beacon is encrypted. So, I propose to remove the discovery stuff to go forward.
A: On the discovery we need to find a solution

C: AP identity key is ok if you connect to one AP. But if you roam you have to remember all other APs and this solution is not scalable, so not applicable.
A: For the ESS identity key is something we need to think also. This text is for a single AP, and we have no reassociation. So, Discussion is how to extend it to multiple AP.

C: I can live with a solution for one AP for now.

C: Regarding the encryption, you have a sentence to indicate GCMP, so I think we should not change the header.

Q: If you are encrypting the beacon, why is it so short. Why just not encrypting the existing beacon without remove so many info from the beacon?
A: This provides a good power saving.

Q: From time to time we can send the complete beacon.
A: There is a frame to request the IE from the AP.

Q: The AP identity key, can we rename it as identity key and discuss later if it is an AP, ESS or whatever key?
C: On the RSNE and RSNXE I agree to delete it for now.

C: Regarding the key, I would be ok if you remove the “AP” to make it more generic I am ok with that.

C: For the soliciting frame, this request encrypted stuff, so you do not discover anything. I agree to discover one parameter once associated this is ok, but for BSS discovery it doesn’t work.

Q: About Beacon format and GCMP header. Why this header is there, because usually it generated after encryption and become part of the body.
A: Yes, we can consider it as part of the body.

Q: Regarding the GTK, it assigned to a station, so what king of GTK are talking about here.
A: Normal GTK. This beacon is for associated stations so they have the GTK.

C: We are discussing about discovering another AP, but GTK is specific to an AP.
A: We have a pre-shared information for that AP and key is part of this information. The RSNE is the open topic.

C: STA have to associates to get GTK, then can discover other BPE APs?
A: Correct.

C: Sometime you say BPE AP MLD, and sometime BP AP.
A: This is on purpose, this is the BPE AP affiliated to the BPE AP MLD.

C; This is not very clear. We should find a better way to clarify that.

Q: I do not see anywhere that there will be periodic beacon?
A: At the beginning of the document, we indicate we replace exiting normal beacon frame.
C: OK, It would be good to explicit it there.

Q: It seems after reading the document that we do not want the BPE AP to be discoverable, but another commenter seems to be different. So, should BPE AP be discoverable or not?
A: It depends on the scenario, but beacons are always discoverable.

C: BPE for the BSS will regularly send an encrypted beacon, but without RSNE a station cannot discover. So, this is why I think that the beacon cannot be always encrypted.

A: Beacons are for associate BPE station. Containing TIM element and so one. So, the beacon can remain protected. The question is to know if the BPE AP should be discoverable by non BPE stations that can justify having unencrypted beacon.

C: I am not proposing to user legacy beacon, we can just include RSNE RSNXE.

Q: How does the client obtain the GTK to be able to decode the beacon. So, if the STA can obtain the GTK, can it also obtain the RSNE?
A: Pre configuration is one possible solution including the GTK.

C: It seems that the proposal is not ok with pre-shared RSNE. They propose to share AP identity instead.
C: if you want to use other means like BT, we will probably need an external group to define such mechanism.

24.2. 11-24/1576r0: BSS Privacy - Frame Anonymization: Jerome Henry


24.2.1. Discussion

Q: It seems that most of the proposal is reusing the same mechanism than CPE and I am OK with this, this is not linked to the discovery stuff. It doesn’t need to be linked to the CPE.
A: Agree, but I think people are mentioning it should be good to have same mechanisms for Epoch mechanism, and this simplify the spec.

Q: BPE is supposed to be extra secure, and for this purpose you use only one group epoch, but it seems to be less secured with only one group. Can we revisit having multiple group epochs. 
A: Here the scenario is different and 1 group is enough. But do we want to limit the BPE case to this scenario. Having multiple Epoch makes things more difficult in BPE case.

A: We can have multiple BSSs and then having different AP addresses each handling a group EDP epoch for instances. They are some ways to mitigate the epoch interval issues.

C; I always found difficult the BPE vs. CPE separation. BPE is only for ace point that is mobile?
A: BPE protect the AP, CPE protect the STA.

Q: Does it means that only AP changes it MAC addresses, and STA changes the MAC addresses at the same time. It mandates having only one EDP group?
A: yes.

Q: If the AP at home implement the change of MAC address is a BPE, so x=we have an issue there.
A: right, we need to consider BPE and CPE cohabitation.

A: At home, the CPE is the solution. At a point in time, we can switch from BPE to CPE and vice versa.

Q: What is the definition of the PGDK in your document?
A: we can harmonize this with the PGTK defined in CPE case.



24.3. 11-24/1734r0: EDP terms and context: Phil Hawks
Document presented by Phil to trigger discussion on the terminology used in the spec text. 

24.3.1. Discussion
C: Thank you for providing this. I agree we do not have clear definition. For instance, CPE is for client privacy but we also have CPE AP. So, need for clarification.

A: CPE AP is AP supporting CPE. We can have clear definition for that. CPE is a feature set, and AP or STA can support it.

Q: How does the feature support is defined
A: We can have a dot11CPEenaled or something similar.

C: So, we can set it in Clause 4 a definition for CPE.

Q: Can we remove the “D” for Data of EDP?
A: It seems that this name is used in the PAR, so changing it may be difficult.

Q: Can we change to Enhance Device Privacy?
A: This is same problem linked to the PAR definition.

C: BPE is built on top of the CPE, can we see that in the name.
A: There is already a definition for that.
Q: Regarding the EDP Epoch, is it linked to the FA only.

Q: Does Frame Anonymization is the good name? We need to be more accurate.
A: It covers a set of features.

Q: Can we clarify FA parameters as being all stuff required for frame anonymization including Epoch?

C: regarding MAC header anonymization, we need to be careful, since it can also occur during association.
A: yes, we should try to be sensible to existing sections dealing with anonymization.
 
C: After quick chat with .11 chair about the EDP name. We cannot change it by our own and need to change the PAR and go through various approvals: WG, 802 LMSC, NesCom. So, this is possible but have an overhead and in the past former .11chair proposed to keep the name.

25. Other businesses
No other business.

Chair recess the meeting at 12h30. Next session will start today at 13h30 local time.



04th  slot : Tuesday October 29th 2024, 13:30 local time.

Chair: Carol Ansley, Cox Communications
Secretary: Stéphane Baron
Vice-chairs: Jerome Henry, Cisco; Antonio DeLaOlivaDelgado, InterDigital, Inc
Technical editor: Po-Kai Huang, Intel

Chair calls meeting to order at 13:35 Local time.

Agenda slide deck: 11-24-1708r1:

26. Discussion of agenda 

Meeting will end at 15:30.
Tomorrow, meeting will end at 12:00.
Due to secretary unavailability, if we want to go beyond 12:00, people will have to take note.

27. Technical Submissions

27.1. 11-24/1724r1: CR for CIDs related to EDPKE : Duncan
New presentation after yesterday first presentation and comments accommodation

27.1.1. Discussion

Q : Do you want to SP it now or tomorrow?
A: I think we can run the SP then

Q: page 4: for MLO, the authentication frame can be set on any setup link, but there is no setup link at that time.
A: Should be sent on any non-AP STA?

Q: Can we have association on the same link?
A: For this we have to check on 802.1X. In 11be we have it, so I think we need it for 11bi.
A: We have it for MLO in 12.14.5.2.

Q: PASN do not have association req/resp but EDPK has?
A: Yes.

Document modified online accordingly and R2 is posted 

Then a SP is run.

StrawPoll#1 Initial text:
Approve adding the text from 24/1724r2 to the TGbi draft?

Discussion on SP#1 text:
No discussion

SP#1 result: unanimous consent.


	
Another SP is run to list the CID resolved in the document.

StrawPoll#2 Initial text:
Approve adding the comment resolution texts from 24/1724r2 to the following CIDs to the TGbi draft: 1005, 1121, 1180, 1198, 1199, 1217, 1218, 1389, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492, 1493, 1494, 1495, 1498?

Discussion on SP#2 text:
No discussion

SP#2 result: unanimous consent.


27.2. 11-24/1727r1:  	CR for 1146: Po-Kai Huang
New presentation after changing the resolution in 12.14.1

27.2.1. Discussion
Q: I wonder if MAC privacy activate is true, we need to consider if the feature is activated so it supersedes.
A: This is similar to 11ax, or 11be. If you enable it you supersede, otherwise you do not supersede anything.

C: Add a ‘s’ to the function.
A: Agree.

Author defer the SP on the r2 to allow people involved in this CID resolution to review offline.


27.3. 11-24/1720r0: Trigger frame and EDP transition period: Carol Ansley
Presented by Carol.

27.3.1. Discussion
Q: I still have concern about this approach. Do you think we should have AID assigned to 2 different stations during transition?
A: yes.

Q: Can we first define how to compute AID and then see if collision occurs and it probability.

C: I think we create the problem in 11bi and propose a solution. Can’t we just avoid collisions instead and be future proof?

C: We have a general sentence indicating the PA should avoid AID collision I think this is better. So, I am leading toward avoiding collision.

C: I think I understand your point, but I think we can mitigate problems by having different transition period. Another point is that changing the trigger frame request hardware modification and is difficult. I would prefer to avoid collision issue.

A: I think we can have limited collision but this will be difficult for the AP to schedule AID assignment.

Q: I think the AP will need to be smarter in their AID assignment. 
A: Well for home AP there will be no issue since ther will not have 500 stations. For enterprise, AP will have a algorithm and even if all stations have same Epoch duration we will create groups and shift start time of the different groups.

Chair then request tech editor to got thru the document to parse remaining unresolved or unassigned issues.

Q: some comment unresolved are then not valid anymore after D0.6 has been published.

27.4. 11-24/1094r7: IEEE 802.11bi CC49 comments: Po-kai Huang
Chair goes thru the CID having no contribution related to assign it to a resolver.

27.4.1. Discussion

Tech editor request people having newly assigned Cid to send him an email to update the spreadsheet.


28. Other businesses
No other business.

Chair recess at 15:03 EDT


Chair recess the meeting at 15h05. Next session will start tomorrow at 08:00 local time.


5th slot : Wednesday October 30th 2024, 08:00 local time.

Chair: Carol Ansley, Cox Communications
Secretary: Stéphane Baron
Vice-chairs: Jerome Henry, Cisco; Antonio DeLaOlivaDelgado, InterDigital, Inc
Technical editor: Po-Kai Huang, Intel

Chair calls meeting to order at 08:15 Local time.

Agenda slide deck: 11-24-1708r2:

29. Reminder to do attendance
Reminder to register for the session.

30. The chair mentioned the call for essential patents
30.1. No one responded to the call for essential patents

31. Review of policies and procedures.
31.1. IEEE individual process slides were presented.

32. The chair covered the IEEE copyright policy and participation rules.
No questions

33. Discussion of agenda 11-24-1708r1 (slide #14)
33.1. Meeting structure today:
8:00-10:00 – working –
10:00-10:30 – break
10:30-12:00 – working –  

33.2. Discussion on agenda
Jerome has 3 contributions to present 1737(Definitions: 40min), 1738 (10 min), 1739 (40min)
Phil has a document: 11-24/1741r0 to present (definitions, may take a while)

Q: Is there overlap between both definition documents?
A: I don’t think there is overlap

33.3. Adoption of agenda by unanimous consent (12 participants).

34. Technical Submissions

34.1. 11-24/1710r0: Clause 6 : Po-kai Huang
SP request after previous presentation without received feedback

34.1.1. Discussion
No discussion

StrawPoll#3 Initial text:
Approve adding the text in 1710r0 to the TGbi draft.

Discussion on SP#3 text:
No discussion

SP#3 result: unanimous consent.

34.2. 11-24/1678r0: CR for 1148: Po-Kai Huang
New short presentation around PMKID indication.

34.2.1. Discussion
Q: I didn’t had time to review. Can we defer the SP?
A: No problem I will present the SP during next F2F

34.3. 11-24/1727r2:  	CR for 1146: Po-Kai Huang
SP request after yesterday’s presentation to allow people absent yesterday to give their opinion.

34.3.1. Discussion
Q: I don’t see privacy enhancement precise here
A: This is a dedicated chapter.

C: The title is a little to large, we should propose something more precise in case in the future other amendments improve privacy.

C: I would like to be more grounded to MIB variables.
A: this is the same style used for 11ax, and 11be amendments, this is covered by the sentence referring to 12.14 (Client Privacy Enhancement).

C: I would like to have reference to subclauses having MIB variables activated.

C: I think this is going in the right direction, we can live with that for now. Additional cleanup may be need later on.

Then associated SP is run 

StrawPoll#4 Initial text:
Approve adding the text in 1727r2 to the TGbi draft to resolve comment 1146.

Discussion on SP#4 text:
No discussion

SP#4 result: unanimous consent.

34.4. 11-24/1679r3: CR for Miscellaneous CIDs: Po-Kai Huang
Partial presentation only dealing with editorial comments of this document

34.4.1. Discussion
No discussion

SP is then run on the first 5 CIDs (editorial, and non-controversial one), CID1427 is out of this list to allow more discussion.

StrawPoll#5 Initial text:
Approve adding the text resolving comments 1227, 1229, 1287, 1203, and 1224 as shown in 24/1679r3 to the TGbi draft.

Discussion on SP#5 text:
No discussion

SP#5 result: unanimous consent.


34.5. 11-24/1738r0: d0.4_orphan_CIDs: Jerome Henry
Document presented by Jerome listing 32 CIDs that are now not valid anymore due to evolution of the draft text in D0.6

34.5.1. Discussion
C: I am OK to SP it today

Q: 1323 is rejected?
A: This sentence is different now, but even if the sentence was having before I would have rejected the comment.

C: So, my advice would be to indicate revised.
A: OK.

Document r1 is then created accordingly, and SP is run on this revision.

StrawPoll#6 Initial text:
Approve adding the text in 1738r1 to the TGbi draft, resolving comments: 1104, 1059, 1297, 1160, 1298, 1300, 1299, 1301, 1302, 1304, 1305, 1501, 1007, 1315, 1317, 1022, 1323, 1023, 1106, 1110, 1026, 1169, 1091, 1092, 1340, 1064, 1174, 1351, 1352, 1357, 1303, 1329.


Discussion on SP#6 text:
No discussion

SP#6 result: unanimous consent.


34.6. 11-24/1737r0:  	d0.4_clause_3.2_fixes: Jerome Henry 
Document presented by Jerome related to the definition part CID resolution.

34.6.1. Discussion
EDP Group definition:

Q: Is it a EDP group or EDP Epoch group? We also have EDP group Epoch.
A: Epoch is the timer. 

C: Then we will not have EDP Group epoch? 
A: Group EDP Epoch.

C: EDP Epoch should be a better naming.
A: I agree, let’s do another comment in next Comment collection

Q: Do we need to say 0 or more.
A: The AP create the group and announce it but at that time there is no station belonging to the group so 0 is a valid case.

Regarding EDP reference interval definition:
Q: Reference is not clear to me
A: this is a reference interval 
Q: Can we remove this definition? A sequence is clearly defined in English language
A: we can do that but how to define the EDP epoch number?

A: A sequence is ordered so there is an iteration number.

A: OK, let’ remove it for now, if needed later we can reintroduce it.

FA anonymization definition:
Q: I don’t like removing indication of frames.
A; OK, so let’s indicate transmitted by or intended for reception by a non-AP MLD?

Q: Can remove the ‘s’ on mechanisms? 
A: OK.

Q: Do we need to add definition of BPE MLD and non BPE MLD?
A: In the future we may need that.

Q: Do we need a definition of presence monitoring if we use this term in the FA definition?
A: 

Other editorial enhancements are proposed.
 
 Chair recess at 10:00 EDT

After a 30 minutes break, meeting resumes at 10:35 EDT

34.7. 11-24/1737r1:  	d0.4_clause_3.2_fixes: Jerome Henry 
Document presented by Jerome related to the definition part CID resolution.

34.7.1. Discussion
C: We should delete the removed definition sooner in the text
A: OK

Q; Can we modify the comment resolution regarding the removal of the sequence definition, by indication that a sequence is by definition an ordered sequence of consecutive events. So, no additional definition is needed?
A: Agreed.

Then new revision R2 is uploaded accordingly and associated SP is run.

StrawPoll#7 Initial text:
Approve adding the text in 1737r2 to the TGbi draft, resolving comments: 1156, 1184, 1185, 1044, 1186, 1045, 1318.

Discussion on SP#7 text:
No discussion

SP#7 result: unanimous consent.



34.8. 11-24/1739r0: d0.4_misc_fixes: Jerome Henry

34.8.1. Discussion
Q: Can we remove mention of 0 or more members in a group, this is already in the definition?
A: Agree.

Q: “at any point in time [..]” a STA do not have an EDP Epoch, it rather belongs to an EDP group.
A: OK, so let’s rephrase it.

Q: Can we remove the sentence about EDP epoch only working for MLO?
A: Yes, but we may face issues when integrating in REVmf.

C: EDP Epoch operation is part of FA operation that already mention this sentence. So, we can remove it here.
A: Agree.

C: We already have features that are not related to Epoch, like changing the MAC address while roaming. So can we define a variable for each (EDP Epoch operation and EDP features supports).
A: Let’s get this discussion for later. Please repost your comment for next round.

C: We have a more general issue. We do not know how are grouped the EDP features. So, this is why we cannot define bits for support.
A: Agree. Tech editor can help defining the list of features

C: Introduction text need to be revised based on latest spec definition.
A: Agree, we need to come back on this part later.

Q: Can we just not address all the comments related to the introduction section before we rewrite it?
A: I think we should go thru all the comments to have something clearer before rewriting the whole section.

Q; Can we have a SP for what we already cover?
A: I would prefer to SP the whole document.

Other editorial friendly amendment


35. Other businesses
No other business.

Chair adjourn the meeting at 12h00.
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