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Minutes for the IEEE 802.11bn September MAC Ad Hoc Meeting 2025
TGbn MAC Ad Hoc Chair Chairing:

Jeongki Kim (Ofinno)
Wednesday Sept 10 AM1, 2025, 09:00 – 10:30 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 09:00 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.
2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.
2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.
2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT
3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r2.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.
3.2. 11-25/887 and 11-25/893 were deferred
3.3. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
4. Technical submissions
4.1. 25/0873 P-EDCA Discussion




Kiseon Ryu (Wilus)
4.1.1. Q: related to the AP enabling/disabling request, how does the AP determine when to enable/disable, up to implementation? A: Up to the AP implementation. 

4.1.2. Q: if AP implementation is not good, does that impact STA performance? A: Additional tool needed to control P-EDCA.

4.1.3. Q: This new requirement will that help with this feature? A: Can take it offline.

4.1.4. C: A couple of comments. Similar as the previous comments regarding enablement/disablement. If P-EDCA is enabled, it should be enabled for all STAs. For the second part, agree that there is an existing incompatibility, need to have broader solutions, including for EMLSR. Can work offline.

4.1.5. A: Only consider for the non-AP STA side, but need to discuss further if AP side is also included.

4.1.6. Q: Slide 5, if the AP can only support a limited number of STAs, only the STAs requesting earlier can use P-EDCA, and STAs really needing P-EDCA cannot get it. A: Could be. Can discuss offline.
4.1.7. Q: Enterprise use cases 1) always involve per-device policies (where fairness is a secondary consideration), and 2) always want to minimize the overheads of multiple SSIDs.  The answer to this is per-STA policy rather than per-BSS policy. So 25/873 is a good direction for enterprise use cases - and enterprise APs operate in a competitive environment with experienced and demanding customers such that, *if* there was any sloppiness/buggy-ness in the APs then that sloppiness/buggy-ness cannot last long.
4.2. 25/0874 UHR BSS Parameter Update



Kiseon Ryu (Wilus)
4.2.1. Q: the problem you mentioned exists. Concerns on the solution for option 1 and option 2 is that they may lead to beacon bloating. 
4.2.2. A: for option 1, each change count is only included when changing. That can reduce the size. Can also be considered as an optional feature. Currently UHR operation element may not be included in the RNR element in the beacon, in this case, the STA cannot know whether a particular feature is enabled or not. If we have this change count, then other STAs affiliated with the same non-AP MLD can know whether a mode is enabled or disabled in their links. Option 2 for fixed length, it should be not too much overhead. 
4.2.3. C: can further discuss. 

4.2.4. Q: Where do you carry this CC? 
4.2.5. A: in TBTT information field in RNR element and in Basic ML element.  

4.2.6. Q: There may be many counts for this, depending how many modes we define. For non-AP STA, they should know the change, so maybe we can remove these from critical BSS parameters update. 
4.2.7. A: already have the text here in D1.0, Can take it offline.

4.2.8. Q: similar comment as the previous commenter. The solution is not scalable. The framework supports upto 64 features – 4bits per feature will add to significant bloating.
4.2.9. A: The proposal is for UHR mode only. We only have 5 UHR modes to be considered for the mode specific CC here. I don’t think we will define additional 60 more features from now on in 11bn.
4.3. 25/0875 NPCA for Co-TDMA




Jiayi Zhang (Ofinno)
4.3.1. C: Seems we have no issue since after Co-TDMA allocation AP1 and STA1 can switch to the NPCA primary channel, and they can do frame exchange on the NPCA CH.
4.3.2. A: Some issues when the coordinated AP finishes frame exchange early on the NPCA CH.

4.3.3. C: I don’t see any reason to add the additional signaling to prevent switching to NPCA CH. 

4.3.4. C: I feel there's no real issue here in slide 4: we decided not to protect around AP1 after it gives the TxOP to AP2, for good reasons. Following that, indeed some OBSS may jump in, which would prevent AP1 to regain the TxOP. Whether AP1's BSS move to NPCA PC or stays in BSS PC doesn't change anything. Anyway, it won't be able to use the medium. 
4.4. 25/0997 Over-the-Air Notification of SMD BSS Transition Execution Response 










Eda Genc (Cisco)

4.4.1. C: Notification of SMD BSS transition execution response from the target AP MLD to the current AP MLD can be done over-the-DS.
4.4.2. C: Two APs can be on different channels, so over-the-air broadcast ST execution response sent by the target AP MLD may not be received by the current AP MLD.

4.4.3. C: my comment is the group key is in ST execution response frame in baseline, so the STA can't decode the ST exe response frame in group addressed.
4.4.4. C: if there is no backhaul, then not sure any of seamless roaming can work.

4.4.5. C: The Link Reconfiguration Response is an encrypted frame, can't be sent broadcast.
4.4.6. Q: Can we just follow disassociation procedure to remove those contexts from current AP MLD?

4.4.7. C: my comment is the group key is in ST execution response frame in baseline, so the STA can't decode the ST exe response frame in group addressed.
4.4.8. C: Its poor privacy, if group addressed management frames are carrying STA link setup parameters. These frames have only integrity protection, no encryption

4.4.9. C: group keys are weak due to being shared across BSS so their use here could have some security impact
4.5. 25/0833 AP-assisted Opportunistic Power Saving

Michail Koundourakis (Nokia)
4.5.1.  Contribution was presented with no Q&A due to lack of time.
5. Recessed at 10:30 PT.
Wednesday Sept 10 AM2, 2025, 10:45 – 12:15 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 10:45 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r2.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. 11-25/374 was removed. 11-25/1061 was deferred

3.3. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/0833 AP-assisted Opportunistic Power Saving
Michail Koundourakis (Nokia) [Q&A]
4.1.1. Q: Why do we need two bits for DL and UL TB? Isn’t it enough for one bit for scheduling indication?

4.1.2. A: Two bits allow the STA to react different behavior.

4.1.3. C: we have defined Opportunistic Power Save (OPS) in 11ax, which I believe is what you are proposing. If you haven't done so, please have a look at OPS and see if it covers what you want already
4.1.4. A: Thank you for the feedback, I will update the contribution to include comparison with 11ax OPS.

4.1.5. C: At least it would be very helpful to understand exactly what more can be achieved with this proposal that cannot already be achieved with 11ax OPS.
4.1.6.  C: In the presentation, he has "Often the ICF which initiates the TXOP does not announce/cover the full TXOP duration" which a) I don't disagree with and b) I think such behavior would limit OPS benefits. Still I have scale concerns with this presentation.

4.1.7. C: understand the problem and am sympathetic. Still, my concerns: - scale. If there are 50-100-200 clients associated, don't see how this will scale (seems like cure is worse than the disease) - predictability is hard: a) newly arriving traffic from the network, b) on slide 5, you mention start time (e.g. by when traffic to client has completed) but if extra retries are needed, that start time promise should get broken.
4.1.8. A: with regards to scale, perhaps we should consider addressing groups of non-AP STAs?

4.1.9. C: Groups (and even individual reporting) requires a bunch of extra compute on the scheduler; needs quite some discussion and analysis.
4.2. 25/1019 Channel Recommendation for P2P communications
Chun Huang (ZTE)
4.2.1. C: We should not mention an external organization and other spec such as Wi-Fi Direct here in IEEE.
4.2.2. C: What you’re proposing seems already being supported by the baseline standard. Please check.

4.2.3. A: Our point is that the AP shall recommend the same channel to two STAs in the same P2P group.  
4.3. 25/0761 TXOP Transfer in Co-RTWT



Yunbo Li (Huawei)

4.3.1. Q: Why setting up the overlapped Co-RTWT SPs?

4.3.2. A: Some of Co-RTWT SPs, not all, could be overlapped. 

4.3.3. C: If Co-RTWT overlapping SP is allowed, it cannot provide its protection since Co-RTWT can provide protection only at the start of the SP.

4.3.4. A: Two Co-RTWT APs has the same priority for low latency by allowing the overlapping Co-RTWT SP.  

4.3.5. Q: Why not changing Co-RTWT SP from the Co-RTWT requesting AP to avoid overlapping?

4.3.6. A: Two APs may have different periodicities which is hard to change/shift their SPs. 

4.3.7. C: Seems a good direction.

4.3.8. C: I wander if the scale of the problem is sufficient to justify take actions (occasional overlap of isolated SPs). That said would like to receive clarifications on the adopted terminology (Co-RTWT requesting/responding AP), I take that the assumptions is that 2 APs agreed to protect each other's schedule via 2 separate Co-RTWT negotiations, can you confirm? On the proposed solutions I think Opt1 would defy the purpose of Co-RTWT and would not recommend going that way.
4.3.9. C: I think the problem in you raise in 25/761 is a key problem and must be solved to ensure RTWT / Co-TWT are more than narrow solutions to toy problems. I think your option 2 is the better way to go, especially if a) both MAPC APs agree to Co-TDMA for overlapping Co-RWT SPs and b) the Co-TDMA allocation is informed by the TID(s) of the RTWT schedules so that the higher priority collided SPs are advantaged.
4.4. 25/0762 Extended transition mode for DPS AP


Yunbo Li (Huawei)

4.4.1. No Q&A

4.5. 25/0467 HP EDCA follow-up - DS Sync-Discussion

Yonggang Fang (MediaTek)

4.5.1. Q: What is your proposal? You don’t have any straw poll here.

4.5.2. A: I’m open for this discussion. To meet this requirement, we need to do something to address this concern.

4.5.3. Q: P-EDCA will happen only when the certain number of retransmission condition is met. I doubt that you met the condition for the DS-CTS to be transmitted during the test. 
4.5.4. A: It could be tested as a scenario.

4.5.5. Q: Should this ETSI rule be mandated?

4.5.6. A: As I understand, in Europe, this rule is mandated.

4.5.7. C: Randomization of DS-CTS transmission using DSr can be helpful to address your concern.
5. Recessed at 12:15 PT.
Wednesday Sept 10 PM1, 2025, 13:30 – 15:30 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 13:30 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r3.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/1036 MAPC PASN follow up




Jay Yang (ZTE)

4.1.1. Q: How to distribute AGID?
4.1.2. A: Out of band configuration.

4.1.3. Q: What if AGID is not included in discovery request and response frame? Seems optional feature.

4.1.4. A: Authentication is the optional procedure.

4.1.5. C: I'm not fully convinced about the shared key among multiple co-hosted APs. Will check with you offline.
4.2. 25/1061 How to further minimize the duration of connectivity loss for SMD BSS transition






Kyosuke Inoue (SHARP CORPORATION)
4.2.1. Q: Slide 9, How and when UL data forwarding is performed?
4.2.2. A: Current AP MLD does UL data forwarding after DS mapping update. 
4.2.3. Q: What if there is any uplink after the forwarding occurs?
4.2.4. A: Take offline discussion

4.2.5. C: The proposal complicates the seamless roaming feature more.

4.2.6. C: Everything has already been completed in Preparation. There will be no more problems.
4.3. 25/1141 Beacon Request Enhancement for Co-SR


Jason Y. Guo (Huawei)

4.3.1. C: There can be a potential error accumulation if there is any error in the current AP versus in the reported AP.

4.3.2. A: This alternative would reduce the potential error.
4.3.3. C: Other SIR information may vary by reported AP, which is a good direction but does not seem to be a necessary technology.
4.3.4. A: SIR only affects MCS.

4.3.5. C: The STA can send one beacon report that contains a measurement for RSSI or SNR for the serving AP and the reported AP. There was no delta between the RCPIs for the serving AP and the reported AP. 
4.4. 25/1143 Rules for transmitting RTS in P-EDCA



Jason Y. Guo (Huawei)

4.4.1. Q: To solve the issue, we have three options. One is to do dynamic RTS rate selection. The other one is to reduce the duration of the P-EDCA contention. The third one is that the UHR STA ignores the NAV setting to respond with the CTS if it sees the RTS as a part of the P-EDCA. Have you compared all those?
4.4.2. A: I think the receiver can be a legacy STA that cannot be changed. So, I think the best option is to solve it from the transmitter side.

4.4.3. Q: Have you considered fixing the rate of RTS to the longer one? Then, we have no issue. And it might be a simple solution that we can make the rule for the receiver that receives the RTS avoids NAC and sends CTS.

4.4.4. A: If we use only 6 Mbps, then it works. But, if your backoff count is big, then you don’t have to use 6 Mbps.
4.4.5. Q: Are you assuming a P-EDCA STA for non-AP STA or AP? Or both?

4.4.6. A: Both. But, here example is an AP.

4.5. 25/1144 PSRC update rules in P-EDCA




Jason Y. Guo (Huawei)

4.5.1. C: Concern on the P-EDCA overusing the channel and the negative impact on the legacy STA.

4.5.2. A: I’m not comparing with whether there are legacy STAs and I’m comparing with two P-EDCA STAs. The default value for PSRC is one, but the AP can set any value. 

4.5.3. Q: It should have a limit.

4.5.4. C: This is 2 bits, so the max will be 4. We can use a value other than default.

4.5.5. A: The parameter change takes long time and much energy to do enhanced critical update.

4.5.6. C: Generally, I resonate with comments that reaffirm that PSRC is counting the number of times we are blocking the medium (number of DSs, as is today), so the reasoning is about fairness imho.
4.5.7. C: Share the same concern. The STA that sent a DS only without sending RTS would get a penalty of using P-EDCA comparing not using P-EDCA, because its QSRC will be reset even not RTS is sent.   
4.6. 25/1169 A new procedure for DPS mobile AP



Yunbo Li (Huawei)
4.6.1. C: Concern on 3rd party STA’s accessing the channel during the transition delay for both the DPS Assisting STA and the DPS STA.
4.6.2. A: We can protect using ICF and ICR.

4.6.3. Q: Switch delay can be different each other.

4.6.4. A: Larger one will be used.

4.7. 25/1172 Further consideration on DPS mode



Kiseon Ryu
4.7.1. Q: Not sure why the AP needs to buffer the group addressed frame for DPS. DPS STA is not a PS STA.
4.7.2. A: In the baseline, EMLSR STA follows the same rule as the PS STA for receiving the group addressed frame from the AP. DPS STA can follow the similar rule, but it can transition to HC mode before receiving the group addressed frame. Another option is for the AP to transmit the group addressed frame using LC mode parameter in order the DPS STA to receive it in LC mode.

4.7.3. Q: Basic Trigger frame is a control frame. Are you suggesting the Basic Trigger as an ICF for TB PPDU transmission?

4.7.4. A: The current ICF is one of MU-RTS, BSRP Trigger and BSRP NTB Trigger. For Basic Trigger frame with padding and I-FCS can be transmitted for the DPS STA to transmit a TB PPDU in HC mode without receiving ICF in advance.
5. Recessed at 15:30 PT.
Wednesday Sept 10 PM2, 2025, 16:00 – 18:00 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 16:00 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r3.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. 11-25/1050 was deferred.
3.3. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/1171 NPCA operation considering unavailability


Kiseon Ryu (Wilus)

4.1.1. Q: Generally PUO/DUO feature should behaviors, but in your proposal, it says shall behavior. That is not desirable. Suggest keeping should.

4.1.2. A: Ok. Thanks for the comment. 

4.1.3. Q: Clarification question regarding the details on the OBSS activity duration. 

4.1.4. A:  presenter clarifies this aspect and would like to add that part in the conditions.

4.1.5. Q: some other comments on the general proposal and applicability.

4.1.6. A: Author provides clarification on intent and applicability.

4.2. 25/1147 NPCA considering OBSS ICF type



Zhenpeng Shi (Huawei)

4.2.1. C: For DUO, setting a short NAV with single protection will solve the problem. For Co-BF/Co-SR, setting a short NAV will also solve the problem.
4.2.2. A: In the case of DUO, there are no restrictions on NAV Setting, so forcing it is a very limited action.
4.2.3. C: Slide 6, additional seems to have no benefit.

4.3. 25/1146 Thoughts on PPDU-based NPCA



Zhenpeng Shi (Huawei)

4.3.1. C: You seem to define a third mode of operation which is sort of a hybrid between the TXOP based and the PPDU based. This is totally different from D1.0.

4.3.2. A: This is PPDU based. The only difference is that we have some new conditions to trigger this.

4.4. 25/1007 Conditions of DSO operation


 
          Si-Chan Noh (Newracom)

4.4.1. C: Slide 7: Depends on the AP implementation. Additional development on the AP side only complicates things. DPS and EMLSR also face the same issues.
4.4.2. C: Does the indication indicating whether a non-AP STA will switch or not based on a DL or UL. UL depends on the STA's buffer.
4.4.3. Q: When does the AP decide to poll the STA to the DSO sub-band?
4.4.4. A: It can be at BSRP/BSR exchange before the TXOP.

4.4.5. C: Looks like a corner case.

4.5. 25/1155 Further Considerations on P-EDCA


         Si-Chan Noh (Newracom)

4.5.1. Q: Isn’t it already defined in D1.0. All ACs other than AC_VO shall suspend EDCAF based on D1.0.
4.5.2. A: D1.0 already has the text. But, there is no text how to. One option is to use TXNAV Timer.

4.6. 25/1075 Considerations on SMD BSS transition



Pei Zhou (TCL)

4.6.1. C: I assume the intent is "solution 2", i.e. timeout applies for each candidate target AP MLD separately

4.6.2. C: coordination of a timeout across SMD sounds unnecessarily complex on network side.
4.6.3. C: I also assume that was the intent all along (one timer per target), if text needs improvements, we can do that.
4.6.4. C: Main objective should be that target AP doesn't reject exec request because it reached timeout, even though STA (which counted from the time it received the prep response) has not yet reached timeout. The exact time at which current AP sends prep response back to STA won't be known until the prep-phase context transfer is finished, so not sure putting it in transfer helps... 

4.6.5. C: Maybe a note saying some buffer should be added is sufficient...

4.6.6. C: For the issue 2, the standard just specifies the non-AP side behavior. It's up to AP implementation have redundant time to avoid collision.

4.6.7. C: for DLDrain the spec already mentions that target AP waits for explicit termination signal from the non-AP.

4.6.8. C: For issue 2, and in line with above comments in chat, we some language to say that timing information is provided to the other AP MLD. Then implementations can define details (e.g., like provide in advance with fudge factor, or a post-notification) 

4.6.9. C: I think for issue 2 for TImeout, we should just add some buffer time at the target AP to account for backhaul delay. No need to add requirements to mandate that the time is sync'd over-the-DS after transmission of ST prep response. That would add unnecessary complexity.

4.7. 25/1074 considerations-on-elr-ppdu-selection-rules


Xuwen Zhao (TCL)
4.7.1. No Q&A.
5. Recessed at 18:00 PT.
Thursday Sept 11 AM1, 2025, 09:00 – 10:30 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 09:00 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r4.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/1204 DBE Operation with NPCA



Binita Gupta (Cisco)

4.1.1. Q: what if we keep NPCA PC on the same channel whether DBE is enabled or not.
4.1.2. A: want to allow the NPCA PC to be moved in the DBE extended part and respect rule that NPCA PC shall be in secondary of the AP BW.

4.1.3. Q: if NPCA PC is outside the BSS BW, non-DBE STA could still operate with NPCA.

4.1.4. A: not sure we can do that. More discussion.

4.2. 25/0740 Co-RTWT protection




Pascal Viger (Canon)

4.2.1. Q: could lead to lots of collisions, aggressive access not favored

4.2.2. A: ok we can discuss

4.2.3. Q: is PIFS the proposal or something else?

4.2.4. A: PIFS can be defined in standard, in that case no negotiation is needed. If we do this in MAP negotiation

4.3. 25/1207 Thoughts on DSO Scheduling



Javier Perez-Ramirez

4.3.1. No Q
4.4. 25/1206 Further Discussion on DSO Operation


Javier Perez-Ramirez

4.4.1. Q: what’s the advantage of DSO+rTWT?

4.4.2. A: allow to use DSO only during negotiated SPs, and elsewhere, no need for overhead of transition delay.
4.5. 25/1205 Further Thoughts on Co-RTWT Procedures

Javier Perez-Ramirez

4.5.1. Q: scenario seems quite unusual in real deployments

4.5.2. Q: leave this issue to implementation
5. Recessed at 10:30 PT
Thursday Sept 11 AM2, 2025, 10:45 – 12:15 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 10:45 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r5.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. 25/1287, 25/1288 and 25/1289 were deferred.

3.3. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions

4.1. 11-25/1211
 Further Discussion on Co-TDMA Procedures
Serhat Erkucuk (Ofinno)
4.1.1. C: I can support the idea of ​​providing more information but prefer the way ICR provides it.
4.1.2. C: No benefit. No guarantee that AP1 will ever get the TXOP again.
4.1.3. C: I see the reasoning behind this, but I'd prefer to see 11bn do the right thing and enable APs to signal their traffic needs at the outset via the ICRs.
4.1.4. Q: Could sharing AP reject the extention request from cooredinated AP (AP2)? now there is Ack in the fig.

4.1.5. C: I guess, Ack indicates the reception of the TxOP Return frame, not acceptance of the request Because an MRTT follows 
4.1.6. C: I agree this is a valid problem. I share the similar comments as Klaus and Bian. Instead of blindly allocate resources to the coordinated APs, it is better to allow the APs to exchange traffic (low latency traffic) information at the beginning of the TXOP. Right now the ICF/ICR between APs do not carry information information for the coordinating AP to allocate resources to the other APs. 
4.1.7. C: the current ICF/ICR design for CTDMA is sharing AP-centric. It decides how much it can allocate within a TXOP, then polls the candidate APs and select the shared APs based on the response.  With this design, not sure what is the value of additional info in ICR. 
4.2. 25/1213 Further Considerations on DSO



Serhat Erkucuk (Ofinno)
4.2.1. Q: Do you prefer not switching back during the TXOP?

4.2.2. A: My preference is to keep DSO sub-band until receiving scheduling from the AP.

4.2.3. C: I doubt why the AP sends an ICF to multiple STAs even if the AP would not schedule them right away.

4.2.4. Q: also, if we allow Option-1, what if AP is not able to serve one of the STAs at all. when will it switch back?
4.2.5. C: I have a similar concern with the proponent about how long DSO STA would stay on the DSO sub-band. It would be good if additional ICF/ICR are not exchanged in the middle of the TXOP.

4.3. 25/1137 AP-directed Roaming




Guogang Huang (Huawei)

4.3.1. Q: Slide 6, what is the purpose?

4.3.2. C: I don’t agree with the scenarios. AP can give recommendation, but it’s up to the non-AP STA decision.

4.3.3. C: There is no ambiguity from the non-AP MLD point of view for Timeout value. 

4.3.4. C: agree with this, and for the network side as discussed yesterday, a timer with fudge factor, or a post notification can be used, in general implementation can handle it

4.4. 25/1139 Enhanced Beacon Report



Yongsen Ma (Samsung)

4.4.1. C: It is good to provide a way to acquire OBSS RSSI from AP, but STA has limited information about the report. Option (1) seems to be a better way to provide this information as defined in the baseline spec.

4.4.2. A: Non-AP STA can reject in Option 2/3 (M-BA, BSRP NTB).
4.4.3. C: Adding control frame exchange doesn't seem like a good idea. Using the existing beacon report seems like an easier solution.
4.4.4. A: Reusing the existing mechanism is also an option and is intended.
4.4.5. C: Unsolicited beacon reports are not actually unsolicited. They are intended to be transmitted under specific conditions.
4.4.6. A: It is correct that they can be transmitted under Co-BF/Co-SR agreements.
4.4.7. C: Regarding the beacon report, there are good suggestions, but since RCPI is vital, it may produce different results than measured, so further discussion is needed.

4.4.8. C: DL OBSS RSSI seems better than UL OBSS RSSI for this.

4.4.9. C: It may vary depending on the location, and RSSI information can expose precise location information (privacy information), so it doesn't seem like a good direction.
4.4.10. C: It would be good to have instructions to allow additional beacon reports during MAPC negotiation.
5. Recessed at 12:15 PT
Thursday Sept 11 PM1, 2025, 13:30 – 15:30 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 13:30 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r6.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions
4.1. 25/1256 Coexistence of NPCA and DBE Mechanism_r0

Shravan K. Kalyankar (Huawei)

4.1.1. Q: not a good option to disable NPCA. Not good to have 2 NPCA channels

4.1.2. A: only one at a time so it works

4.2. 25/1317 NAV Setting for CoBF




Sanghyun Kim (Wilus)

4.2.1. Q: prefer CoBF invite to not have specific rules and left for implementation cause there are too many cases

4.3. 25/1292 Considerations on modes enablement and parameter updates
Maolin Zhang (Huawei)

4.3.1. Q: what is this transition delay. Is it to enter the mode after enablement?

4.3.2. A: yes, that’s different from the timeout, that’s after the OMP request frame

4.3.3. Q: not convinced that this is needed

4.4. 25/1150 Switch of Timeout Value in DPS



Maolin Zhang (Huawei)

4.4.1. No Q 

4.5. 25/1361 Considerations on Co-RTWT Negotiation Response

Hank H. Sung (Wilus)

4.5.1. Q: how does reason code works

4.5.2. A: it’s a hook to guide to know the issue

4.5.3. Q: There’s already a reason code in the generic MAPC framework. Why have a new additional one and how to set these 2 codes?

4.6. 25/1210 Group Keys Setup in Seamless Roaming

             Jarkko Kneckt (Apple)

4.6.1. Q: MIC in execution request: not convinced we need that and enforce additional round trip

4.6.2. A: there are mixed opinions
5. Recessed at 15:30 PT
Thursday Sept 11 PM2, 2025, 16:00 – 18:00 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 16:00 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r6.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/1449 MAPC PASN authentication with public key

Jay Yang (ZTE)

4.1.1. Q: there are easier solutions. Don’t understand why doing it that complex

4.1.2. A: special deployment scenario

4.1.3. Q: same question. Don’t know what’s missing on PASN?

4.1.4. A: if you want to use PASN with SAE, hard to find a trusted 3rd party.

4.2. 25/1450 P2P follow up





Zhanjing Bao (ZTE)

4.2.1. Q: question on the motivation for this. Do you have example of usage where there would be so large number of groups.

4.2.2. A: D1.0 says we shall not reuse so we are considering AID12 as a limited resource.

4.3. 25/1451 MAPC for AP set




Yan Li (ZTE)
4.3.1. Q: should be generic and apply for all MAPC modes
4.3.2. A: start with C-TDMA. For other schemes, there are concerns from other members

4.4. 25/1452 MAPC security follow up



Yan Li (ZTE)
4.4.1. Q: what about data frames

4.4.2. A: no data frames are transmitted between APs as part of MAPC

4.5. 25/1382 Flexible MBSSID Set




Binita Gupta (Cisco)

4.5.1. Q: should be cautious to add complexity to a feature that’s already overly complex 
4.6. 25/1455 TPE Signaling for DBE




Binita Gupta (Cisco)

4.6.1. Q: do we need to think about being sometimes LPI, sometimes standard power

4.6.2. A: good point

4.6.3. Q: agree we need DBE, still considering possible option3 where TPE is advertising wider BW

4.6.4. A: afraid of backward compatibility issue
5. Recessed at 18:00 PT
Friday Sept 12 AM1, 2025, 09:00 – 10:30 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 09:00 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r7.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/1445 NPCA optimizations




Sindhu Verma (Broadcom)

4.1.1. Q: wouldn’t the STAs provide the information at the same time

4.1.2. A: there’s no reasons why this would be the case

4.1.3. Q: not convinced on the use case and whether that warrants a solution

4.1.4. A: I’m convinced of it

4.2. 25/1446 CBF frame sequence additional details


Sindhu Verma (Broadcom)

4.2.1. Q: Indicating that CBF Continue parameter one time in CoBF Trigger and another in MU-BAR can be a bit too much complexity. This means that depending on the AP's role in the TXOP it may send/receive it in different location in different frames. Let alone the coordinating AP itself choosing where to report it depending on the Ack policy it chooses which also may change from one PPDU to the next within the same TXOP! Let's think if we can come up with something simpler.
4.2.2. Q: Why not applying the extended timeout indicated in the ICF to the end of the Co-BF TXOP?
4.2.3. Q: why wouldn't normal MCS rate adaptation address slide 18?
4.3. 25/1447 CBF sounding sequence additional details

Sindhu Verma (Broadcom)

4.3.1. Q: extra exchange in sounding process, possibly twice, one for each AP. Any evaluations on the impact on gains

4.3.2. A: this is a necessary exchange, and benefits are there compared to the situation where failures happen and disrupt completely the gains

4.4. 25/1267 Dynamic Unavailability Announcement Threshold
Manasi Ekkundi
4.4.1. Q&A deferred 
5. Recessed at 10:30 PT
Friday Sept 12 AM2, 2025, 10:45 – 12:15 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 10:45 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r8.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. member asked to add SP.

3.3. TGbn chair clarified that the priority is for pending presentations, the SP can be added since slide was not working yesterday.
3.4. SP added.

3.5. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. SP- Pascal Viger (Canon): Do you agree to

4.1. Define a mechanism in the Co-RTWT framework for a Co-RTWT coordinated AP, that performs channel access during a protected R-TWT SP belonging to a Co-RTWT coordinating AP, to provide channel access priority to the Co-RTWT coordinating AP during the coordinating AP’s R-TWT SP?

4.2. Q: coordinating AP is the owner of the TXOP, so coordinated AP wants to respect coordinating AP’s SP, why is baseline procedure not working? A: No behavior is defined for coordinated AP in 11bn.
4.3. Q: We are moving away from the SFD, suggest to conduct a SP for information collection before working on the draft directly. A: SP text changed.
4.4. Q: This is only to end transmission before RTWT SP, so no need for this.
4.5. Q: Maybe better to refine procedures when we have the chance.
4.6. Results: Y/N/Abs: 23/38/42
5. Technical submissions

5.1. 11-25/1267r3 DUO threshold Maasi Ekkundi (Samsung) Q&A
5.1.1. R4 is uploaded
5.1.2. No questions
5.2. 11-25/1331r1 Open points in the CBF sounding Dana Ciochina (Sony)
5.2.1. Q: slide 5, do you want to allow recovery in the same TXOP?
5.2.2. A: Yes. 
5.2.3. Q: This sequence may not work for DPS or EMLSR STAs. For other STAs, it should be possible. A: some additional signaling may be needed for cross-BSS sounding. C: there may also be switching delay to enable support for DPS and EMLSR STAs.
5.2.4. Q: Existing or new sounding indication, slide 8, this session identification may be needed to manage this. Only new or existing is needed, or is a number needed? A: This is the easiest way to do this. So far this approach is preferred.
5.2.5. Q: where does AP get indication that the CSI collection has failed? A: implicitly in the sounding sequence. AP1 is doing TXOP1, and AP2 doing sounding in TXOP2? In the CBF invite, there is an indication? A: in the CBF request, there should be an request to conduct cross BSS sounding.
5.3. 11-25/1453r0 ICR Configuration in Co-TDMA Dana Ciochina (Sony)
5.3.1. No Q&A
5.4. 11-25/1454r1 TXOP Protect in Co-TDMA Dana Ciochina (Sony)

5.4.1. No Q&A

6. Recessed at 12:13 PT
Friday Sept 12 PM1, 2025, 13:30 – 15:30 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 13:30 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r9.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/1462 DPS further details




Kaiying Lu (MediaTek)

4.1.1. Q: why applying this also for HE and EHT? Also need to check if there are interop issues

4.1.2. A: can focus only on UHR

4.2. 25/1464 DSO optimizations




Kaiying Lu (MediaTek)

4.2.1. Q: do we really need an ICF to explicitly switch back the STA

4.2.2. A: more efficient

4.2.3. Q: not sure the use case makes it interesting and complex

4.3. 25/1465 Co-BF/Co-SR frame exchange sequence further details
Kaiying Lu (MediaTek)

4.3.1. Q: not sure we need IFCS

4.3.2. A: IFCS is to simplify implementation

4.3.3. Q: for extended timeout, better that the TF includes it

4.3.4. Q: why do we need that in the 2 directions

4.4. 25/1466 MAPC negotiation further details


Kaiying Lu (MediaTek)
4.4.1. Some Q/A

4.5. 25/1467 Co-TDMA further details



Kaiying Lu (MediaTek)

4.5.1. Q: why the information on SP3 is needed

4.5.2. A: to help the AP differentiate between the different APs

5. Recessed at 15:30 PT
Friday Sept 12 PM2, 2025, 16:00 – 18:00 PT
1. The chair called the meeting to order at 16:00 PT.
1.1. The chair introduces himself and other 11bn MAC ad hoc chairs.

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair reminds attendees of the patent polices.

2.2. Chair called for essential patents, and none was indicated.

2.3. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.4. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE meeting and copy right policies.

2.5. Chair’s reminder on recording attendance through IMAT

3. The agenda is 11-25/1436r10.

3.1. The chair reviewed agenda.

3.2. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

4. Technical submissions

4.1. 25/0426 Enhancement of DPS Operation


Jiayi Zhang (Ofinno)

4.1.1. Some questions

4.2. 25/0189 Elicitation of Response Transmissions in CSR

Hassan Omar (Huawei)
4.3. 24/0825 Dynamic QoS





Yue Qi (Samsung)

4.3.1. Q: can already be achieved by existing mechanism

4.3.2. Some questions
4.4. 25/0494 Dynamic SCS follow-up



Yue Qi (Samsung)

4.4.1. Some questions and opinions

4.5. 25/0578 TWT-Based AP Power Save



Yongsen Ma (Samsung)

4.5.1. Some clarification question

4.5.2. Q: only some legacy can support and maybe existing features can capture the gains
4.6. 25/0579 Operating Mode Request for Multi-AP


Yongsen Ma (Samsung)

5. Adjourned at 18:00 PT
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