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January 16th, 2006 – AM 2 Session
10:41 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

Sign-up sheet is explained and that we can sign for the opening plenary.

Marco discusses that agenda, 15-05-00740-01-004b-jan06-meeting-agenda-and-objectives.xls. 

Clint Powell asks if there will be a recirculation for the sponsor ballot and Marco explains that there will since there are technical comments.

Marco asks for any other items to place on the agenda. Rene asks if there is a combined session needed with 4a. Marco thinks that it may be a little early to talk to 4a since they just completed a ballot last night. Monique thinks it is up to them to contact us. 
Motion to approve agenda for Hawaii agenda is made by Monique and seconded by Rob Craige no discussion, no objections therefore the agenda pass by unanimous consent

Marco asks for a motion to approve Vancouver BC minutes (15-05-0687-01-004b), motioned by Monique, seconded by Rene, No discussion, no objections therefore the minutes pass by unanimous consent. 

Marco shows the jan06 opening and closing report (15-06-0014-00-004b-jan-06-opening-and-closing-report.ppt). 
· Marco reviews slide 5 showing the Sponsor Ballot Results.
· Marco reviews the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents. Also, covers inappropriate topics for IEEE WG Meetings and copyright information.

· Marco reviews the schedule and time line. 
Monique brings up doc 15-06-0021-00-004b-sponsor-ballot-comments-database.xls. She discusses that she sent the database to the reflector but is can also be accessed at myballot. Monique and Clint have a discussion as to whether the tables can be placed into the document in landscape mode.
Monique asks what we are doing for SDL’s? We have a place holder but nothing to go in there.

· Comment 318 - (same as comment 229)  Robert and Øyvind agree that these variables are set during start and should not be in the PIB, therefore, they should be removed.

· Comment 340 – Rene states that part”d” is correct. The absence of “a” data does not affect the outcome accepted & closed.
· Comment 25 – Agree with resolution in the comment database.
· Comment 309 – Agree

· Comment 308 – Agree, review the entire sub-clause.

· Comment 24 – Agree, make consistent.

· Comment 27 – Agree, accept.
· Comment 249 – Agree, accept.

· Comment 377 – Monique will talk to someone in ieee r to James.
· Comment 400 – Accept in principle.
· Comment 402 – Accept in principle.
· Comment 404 – Marco will look through the draft to verify that this statement is made more than once.
· Comment 405 – Marco will look into this as well.
· Comment 406 – Same as 405.

· Comment 408 – Accept.

· Comment 410 – Marco will look into this. 
· Comment 412 – Accept in principle, the first line of the paragraph states that the text is describing one example of peer-to-peer networks. Rob thinks that the language should be specific, formal versus informal (i.e. may versus can). The text of clause 5 should be re-written to remove formal language.
· Comment 29 – Accept.
· Comment 415 – 

The group discusses dividing the comment resolution by clause and taking it up in PM1. 
12:34 Marco, recesses the session until PM1.

13:41 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

Marco is doing clause 5.
Clint is doing clause 6.

Monique is doing clause 7.

The groups have split up and are meeting to resolve the comments in their comment database sub-clauses. Please refer to the comment resolution database.

15:35 Marco, recesses the session until PM2.

14:19 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

The groups from last session have identified technical comments that must be discussed with the larger group. There are roughly 35 technical comments form clause 6 and an additional 11 from group 7 that need to be resolved. 

Clint is discussing technical comments that need to be resolved. 

· Comment 355 – Clint doesn’t think that there is a real problem but would like input. 

· Comment 360 – Marco states that the list of countries is not exclusive. Clint says that the standard must at least conform in those countries listed.
· Comment 372- Rob says we can’t just delete it, it must be replaced, therefore, reject the comment. Clint says reject because he doesn’t supply a solution.
· Comment 453 – Agree.

· Please see the comment database document for disposition comments. Some of the comments will require Clint to speak with James Gilb which he will.
Clint asks Bob Heile about having landscape formatted tables. Bob doesn’t think there should be a problem with that. 

There seems to be some confusion about comments from Norman Swenson. Specifically, comments 36, 37 and 38.
The group is discussing document 15-04-0037-00-004b-ieee-802-15-sg4b-draft-par.rtf which is the PAR for .4b.
Monique is now discussing the comments from clause 7 that needed to be discussed with the group.

· Comment 270 – Regarding aMaxMacFrameSize , (127 -25 = 102 bytes of payload). Rob believes that this is inefficient for large data packets. Monique thinks that if it doesn’t cause backwards compatibility issues then maybe we can get rid of it. Rene says that if throughput is the issue maybe one can fall back to version 1 (2003) if the MAC overhead exceeds 25 bytes. Rob says that maybe we should mandate that any frame with a payload over 102 bytes needs to use version 1. Øyvind thinks perhaps we should leave it as it is. Monique thinks that perhaps we could accept this and treat secured and unsecured frames the same using FRAME_TOO_LONG if the PSDU exceeds 127 bytes.
· Comment 202 – Marco says that RxEnable gives the higher layer better control to put the radio in low power RX mode. Øyvind thinks that you can get the same results in non-beacon enabled networks by setting macRxOnWhenIdle but that it gets more complicated in the beacon enabled case. Monique thins that the original reason for this primitive was to allow devices to keep their neighbor tables updated. Rejected.
18:09 Marco, recesses the session until AM1 tomorrow.

January 17th, 2006 – AM 2 Session

08:24 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

Marco states that we should keep going through critical comments. Marco talked to Bob and found we have 10 days for recirculation but that gives us a few more days. It is possible to get into March RevCom.

Monique is driving comment resolution. See document 15-06-0021-004b-sponsor-ballot-comment-database.xls.
· Comment 244 – Øyvind describes his comment. Phil Beecher will be asked about it via email.
· Comment 48 – Revisit this one, Monique talks it over with Marco. Marco’s opinion is if it is a mistake it must be fixed.
· Comment 221 – Discussion about Øyvind’s resolution, there is general agreement. We need to look into the case where macSecurityEnable is FALSE and the security enabled subfield bit is set to “1”. What happens, for instance, in the midst of a scan.
· Comment 222 – Øyvind thinks that this is really about what it means to unprotect a frame, not necessarily related to 4b device communicating with a 2003 device. See comment data base for resolution. Rob makes a proposal to make a decision tree of what happens when a frame is received and talk about what security things need to be done at every decision point. We will take this discussion offline this afternoon.
· Comment 223, 227, 220 – Same as comment 222.
· Comment 215 – Discussion about Øyvind’s solution. Rob states that this is sort of a pain regarding pre or post incrementing. Rob thinks pre-increment and greater than check is best. Rene is concerned about wasting the value zero. There is discussion that at least one value gets wasted. Øyvind asks Rene to write an alternative proposal. 
· Comment 45 – Accepted, we will remove the last sentence.
We will tackle Rene’s comments after the decision tree is built that Rob talked about earlier.

· Comment 160 – This has been discussed, changed as suggested.
· Comment 498 – Adding time stamp to every primitive that goes up to the higher layer. Rob doesn’t think it is necessary, said it was discussed in Berlin and it has no bearing on time sharing. The timestamp parameter was added to support a shared time base in the higher layers (as described in the PAR). See document 15-04-0528-00.
10:04 Marco, recesses the session until AM2.

10:49 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

Marco talks about the informal meetings we can have. We can’t have motions but comment resolution is possible.
· Comment 500 – We will ask Phil about this. There are questions about his comment about transmitting pandescriptors over the air…
· Comment 532 – We agree that the notation is unclear.  Rob thinks setting bit 3 “x” should be “0” and bit 2 “x” should be “0”. Øyvind thinks that it may be better to list the valid values instead of a bit map. Make bits 3 and 4 equal to zero. Rob agrees with Øyvind, we could add a truth table to the spec. 
· Comment 165 – Agree, we will add a new parameter to describe.

See comment resolution database, we are resolving comments that recorded a “NO” in the “must be satisfied” column.

There was a lot of discussion about Phil Jameison’s comments (501, 503) about frame type. Monique is going to have a conversation with Phil.
12:30 Marco, recesses the session until Thursday, January 19th AM1.

January 19th, 2006 – AM 1 Session

08:18 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

Marco says he will try to get a room this afternoon so that folks can work on comment resolution. Also, we will start conference calls again on Monday, January 23, 2006. 

Marco says that we need to try to resolve the critical issues that would be good to discuss face-to-face.

Clint is going to talk about PHY issues.

· Comment 493 – The PHY group accepts in principle.
· Comment 496 – Clint will clarify with Phil.

· Comment 513 – Matthias spoke with Andreas and Clint got feedback as well. This comment is rejected.
· Comment 325 – Same as 493.
The PHY group got through all the PHY technical comments with the exception of multiplicity of PHYs and PSSS comments.

· Comment 255 – Was withdrawn by Robert Cragie.

Marco is reviewing some comments…
· Comment 358 – Rejected. See comment 412 as well.

· Comment 517 – Rejected. Terminology is widely used.

· Comment 515 – Marco will talk to Mark about this.
· Comment 518 – Accepted, check with Rene.
See the comment-database document for completeness. 

Monique is reviewing comments now. 
· Comment 246 – Øyvind is going to suggest alternatives.

· Comment 151 – Accepted.
· Comment 239 – Battery life extension mode is relevant for the device transmits to the coordinator but not when the coordinator transmits to the device.
· Comment 247 – Accepted.
· Comment 240 – Accepted with the addition of text.
· Comment 509 – Rejected. Rob will email Mark about this, Monique thinks maybe Mark really doesn’t understand something here, hence Rob’s email to Mark.
· Comment 155 – Accepted. Add text to title of figure 72 indicating it shows direct transmission.
· Comment 156 – Reject. For scenario 2, ACK isn’t shown because the data frame is lost both times. Scenario 3 will be changed also, see comment database.
· Comment 587 - 

10:06 Marco, recesses the session until AM2.

10:38 Marco Naeve, calls the session to order.

James Glib is here for this session so that we might be able to discuss some of his comments.
· Comment 410 – Marco discussed the resolution we came up with, James agreed.
James, talked about Figure 10 and some fixes for it. Robert thinks that the figures are general and shouldn’t define specific fields within it. James and Øyvind agree.

James thinks that, generally, we should get rid of “Appropriate usage” fields. The interaction of the primitives is fully specified so it is redundant and there is nothing there that is new. With no new information, we should get rid of them. 

Discussion about getting rid of PD-SAP, James thinks we should get rid of it. Robert thinks it is worthwhile keeping it. James’ argument is that no one uses it. The interface is really the MAC interface – Tell the MAC to send data and it does it, no one is really going to separate the MAC and PHY interfaces. Robert thinks that pulling out will require a whole bunch of new text, James disagrees; the text is already there and can be simplified. The group thinks it will require too much work to pull it, James thinks that if it requires too much work then just to leave it is fine.
The group is discussing comment resolution; see the comment resolution database document.
Øyvind is discussing some security proposals; see document number 15-06-0072-00-004b-d3-draft-security-text.doc.

Marco mentions that we have until February 24th to resolve all the comments. There will be an editing call twice a week and a separate PHY call that Clint will organize. If we don’t have any new “NO” votes we can wrap it up and send it to RevCom in March. If we have a few new “NO” votes we might be able to push it through. April 28th is the deadline for submitting to RevCom. The recirculation vote on this one is 10 days. 
Clint motions to adjourn seconded by Robert, there are no objections the motion passes by unanimous consent.

12:36 the meeting adjourns.
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