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Tuesday, October 19, 2004

8:45 AM – 12:30 PM
1. Chair calls the conference to order at 8:45 AM
2. Attendance

3. Review IEEE 802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules
a. Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Documentation – 4 hour rule for changes that are normative
d. Voting

e. Roberts Rules
4. Objectives for Meeting 04-1193r0
a. LB71 Technical Comment Resolution
b. Comment Incorporation into new draft (D2.0)
c. Go to second letter ballot –San Antonio Meeting 
5. Proposed Agenda
a. Security, RCPI, Periodic, Parallel (10/19)

b. Noise, TPC, QoS, Media sense, MIB (10/20)

c. Hidden, Beacon, neighbor, STA (10/21)

d. PICS, Prepare Motions for San Antonio (10/22)

e. Technical Comment Resolution

f. Next major milestone:  Second Letter Ballot 
6. Categorization and Assignment of Technical Comments
Email was sent to the reflector with all comments and their categories 

a. Security (Paine)

b. RCPI (Black/Kwak)

c. Periodic (Kwak)

d. Parallel (Black)

e. Noise (Soomro)

f. TPC (Klein)

g. QoS (Kwak)

h. Medsense (Soomro)

i. MIB (Gray)

j. Hidden (Black)

k. Beacon (Emeott)

l. Neighbor (O'Hara)

m. STA (O'Hara)
n. Security – All

o. PICS (Black)

7. Meeting in recess at 8:55 to work on comment resolutions.
8. Chair brings the meeting back into session at 9:47 PM from recess

9. Chair called for presentations, and hearing none…

10. Meeting in recess at 9:48 to work on comment resolutions until 11:45

11. Chair brings the meeting back into session at 11:49 PM from recess

12. Paul grey provided inputs on MIB

13. Ready to review Security comments today
14. Ready to review RCPI comments today, document 04/1141r0

15. Is there any objection to following presentation format in 04/1193r1
16. Hearing none, we will start with document 04/1141r0, looking at the subcategory simple error
17. Addressing comment 935

18. We have no idea when we get a measurement what antenna is being used

19. We do have notion of diversity antennas, but it is not consistent throughout
20. Comment, in the proposed resolution, what does the term current antenna mean

21. Change resolution to “at the output of the currently in use receiving antenna connector”.
22. No objection to accepting resolution to comment 935 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted
23. Addressing comment 375 and 492, no objection to accepting comments 375 and 492 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted
24. Addressing comment 555, no objection to accepting resolution to 555 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted
25. Addressing comment 627, no objection to accepting resolution to 627 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted
26. Addressing comment 197, no objection to accepting resolution to 197 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted
27. Addressing comment 215, no objection to accepting resolution to 215 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted
28. Reviewing comment 563
29. Comment that resolution is not a complete sentence 

30. Sentence completed to indicate that if multiple measurements are obtained, the last is reported
31. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 563 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

32. Addressing comment 180, no objection to accepting resolution to 180 in 04/1196r0 so the resolution is accepted

33. Meeting in recess at 12:30
Tuesday, October 19, 2004

1:30 PM – 6:00 PM 
1. Chair calls meeting back into session at 1:55 PM
2. Addressing comment 183

3. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 183 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

4. Addressing comment 203

5. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 203 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

6. Addressing comment 207

7. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 207 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

8. Addressing comment 216

9. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 216 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

10. Addressing comment 231

11. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 231 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

12. Addressing comment 21

13. RCPI of the probe request as measured by the responding STA
14. Where is RCPI defined, it is defined in three places
15. It would be more clear to refer to the RCPI measurement for the applicable PHY

16. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 21 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

17. Addressing comment 448

18. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 448 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

19. Addressing comment 636

20. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 636 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.

21. Addressing comment 783

22. Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 783 in document 04/1196r0, hearing none the resolution is accepted.
23. Next on the agenda are the security comments out of 04/0964r13
24. Chair stepped down, handed the chair over to Bernard Aboba
25. Addressing comment 601

26. If someone is acking something you do not hear, whether security is in use is irrelevant

27. The commenter was not specific about what interactions might occur
28. Addressing comment 670

29. Can not reject this comment on the same grounds
30. Is this saying that for each report, we should describe the specific security properties
31. Comment was more specific than that

32. Comment:  If a rogue AP gets on the neighbor report, how would a STA know
33. The text describes how an AP should not allow a rogue AP into the list

34. Once a rogue AP gets in, STA is not protected

35. However, clause 7.3.2.26 does state that only legitimate APs should be included in the neighbor report
36. Addressing comment 679, recommend accepting suggested remedy

37. Addressing comment 717
38. Change reachable to Pre-Auth, change RNS to security procedures, otherwise accept suggested remedy
39. However, making this change involves more than a global search and replace
40. In general, if for some reason Pre-Auth will not work, set this bit to not reachable

41. Bit would say you do not want to roam to neighbor at all
42. If you are saying something is not reachable, then you are saying STA must switch submit
43. Subnet is an AP layer concept, we tried to signal this information but did not succeed
44. Problem you will get into is people will say what does this mean and when should I set it

45. Could respond back that comment is OK, but text must be supplied to indicate what security policies mean
46. Alternate proposal, change RSN to security and RSN bit to security bit.  And then we will need to edit the text to get things in there correctly
47. how about adding text to the reachability to indicate that upper layer service interruption is what needs to be avoided
48. RSN refers to a specific 802.11i IE, whereas it would be nice to generalize the definition to refer to any robust security network profile
49. Addressing comment 718

50. Addressing comment 741
51. Note that the TGr scope does not include scanning issues preceding the transition
52. Meeting in recess at 3:20 until 3:40

53. Chair calls the meeting into order at 1542

54. 898 Accepted

55. 912 Accepted as part of comment 717

56. 932 – Same as 848

57. 930 – Same as 848

58. 945 – Same as 848

59. 1014 – Same as 679

60. 1020 – Same as 718

61. Chair back to Paine from Bernard
62. MIB from Paul Gray

63. Paul had gone through the MIB comments and marked some as accepted
64. He had also created a Word document to give instruction to the editor

65. 11k cross checked the comments with the Word document and marked the comments as cross checked.

66. Meeting recessed at 1730 to reconvene at 8am on Wed, 10/20/04

Wednesday, October 20, 2004

8:10 AM – 12:30 PM
34. Chair calls the conference to order at 8:10 AM

35. Attendance

·  6, including the TG chair

36. The chair reviewed the activities from the Oct 19th session

37. Agenda Created for Today

· Periodic (Kwak)

· Neighbor (O’Hara)

· STA (O’Hara)

· Qos (Kwak & Qi)

· Parrallel (Black)

38. Any objections to accepting the agenda as posed?

· Hearing none, the agenda is approved.

39. Kwak on Resolutions to Periodic Comments

·  Comment 64: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 86:  extensive discussion of the proposed resolution. Group discussed,  but did not resolve outstanding issues that the proposed text does not address, but feels the proposed text is an improvement nevertheless.  Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment  120:  A revised figure showing measurement interval is created. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 121: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 122: Resolution to comment 120 addresses this one also. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment  132: Moved to ‘Beacon Report’ category.

·  Comment 376: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 384: Kwak thinks this bit is useful to allow partial measurements to be reported. He feels that this comment will have to be discussed and decided on at the Nov Plenary meeting.

·  Comment 400:  resolved by resolutiuon to comment 475. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 440: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 441: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 442: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 447: Duplicate of 441. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment  450: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment  451: Accepted with alternate resolution of comment #441. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 452: Partially accepted, cannot remove Measurement Interval, but accepted comment to use Tus for time. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 453: same resolution as for #475. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 464: It is not specified in the draft how the STA will respond to measurement requests, for instance, bulk reports. According to Joe, the draft does not currently specify this behavior. Could do a ‘delayed reporting’ bit in the measurement request frame.

40. 25 Minute break until  10:30am

41. Meeting back in session at 10:30am. Kwak continues with Periodic Comments

· Comment 464 (contd): More work needed. Steve Emeott to provide proposal

· Comment 486: Need vote on 04/1010. Can’t resolved it here. There was plenty of discussions at the last meeting. According to Joe you can already send autonomous probe responses, only need the optional field for setting the period of the probe-response. Propose to bring the proposal to the Nov plenary for a vote.

· Comment 467: We should accept the comment. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 470: Needs more work to revise the paragraph. Joe has taken this as an action item to have something for next meeting.

· Comment 474: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 475: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 477: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 479: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 921: This is an open comment. Needs TG discussion.

· Comment 994: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment  997:  The comment is accepted. Kwak to provide a figure for Hysteris. 

42. Next on the agenda is the Neighbor Report comments by O’Hara

·  Are the resolutions from the Berlin meeting in the spreadsheet? No

·  O’Hara’s own spreadsheet with proposed resolutions somehow got the ID (i.e., comment #) corrupted relative to the original one. So how do we proceed to match the comments back to the original? O’Hara is proceeding by commenter’s name instead of comment # and then look for the corresponding comment in the original file.

· Comments awaiting Simon Blacks commitment to provide submission for MLME interface are being skipped.

· Comment 5:  Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 35: left open for wider TG discussion

· Comment 89: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 160: Skipped as contentious and need wider TG discussion

· Comment 161: Skipped as contentious and need wider TG discussion

· Comment 162: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 163: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 164:  Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 167:  There is a TBD for proposed text for this comment. Kwak has volunteered to provide normative text. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 168: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 169: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

43. Meeting in recess for lunch until 1:30pm

44. Meeting called back to order at 1:44pm

45. Neighbor Report Comment Resolutions (contd)

· Comment 169 (contd): Emily Qi to prepare normative text for the comment. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 170: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 171: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 239: group drafted new definition of neighbor AP to emphasize that neighbors APs are intended for applications such as voice that need seamless service continuity. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 243: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.  

· Comments 239, 246, 248 , 253 , 254 , 255 are also resolved by the resolution adopted for comment 243

·  Comment 258: Skipped as it needs wider TG discussion.

·  Comment 286: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 368: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

46. 15 Minute break.

47. Meeting resumed at 3:36pm

· Comment 662: Deferred pending presentation in San Antonio of TBTT Offset simplification. Same for all comments related to TBTT offset.

· Comment 663: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 665: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 666: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 668: comment declined as not measurement related.

· Comment 678: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 677: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 674: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 675: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 681: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 682: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

·  Comment 684: declined. It was resolved by resolution adopted for comment 666. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

· Comment 687:  declined as it was resolved by the resolution adopted for comment 666. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted. 

48. Meeting adjourned for today at 5:47pm

Thursday, October 21, 2004

8:10 AM –  5:45 PM
49. Chair calls the conference to order at 8:10 AM

50. Attendance

·  6, including the TG chair (5 attendees started the meeting. 1 attendee arrived at 11am)

51. The chair reviewed the activities from the Oct 20th session and ask for any concerns from the previous session. None were raised

52. Agenda Created for Today

· Misc (Emeott)

· Hidden (Black)

· Parallel  (Black)

· PICS (Black)

· Neighbor (O’Hara)

· QoS & Measurement (Kwak & Qi)

· TPC (Klein)

· STA (O’Hara)

53. Any objections to accepting the agenda as posed?

· Hearing none, the agenda is approved.

54. Emeott on Proposed Resolutions to Misc Comments. See Misc comments in doc 11-05-0964

·  Comment 288: Propose to decline it. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 293: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 313:  Group decided that the editor should fill in order numbers later with temporary ones as they will be in constant flux while the draft is in development. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 314: Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 315:Essentially the same comment as comment 314, therefore use the same resolution as for comment 314. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 323: Propose to decline it. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

·  Comment 328: Propose to decline it since the text in the draft is seems to be clear to most everyone else. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

·  Comment 329: Propose to decline it. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

·  Comment 330: Group decided that the editor should fill in order numbers later with temporary ones as they will be in constant flux while the draft is in development. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 340: Propose alternate resolution. Any objection to accepting the alternate resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 341: Propose to decline it. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

·  Comment 344: Propose to accept. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment  342: Same resolution as comment 344. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comments 352, 353, 355, 356 are essentially the same comment. All accepted. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 374: Refer to comment 442. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 648: Defer for wider TG discussion as they may be controversial or require more inputs from others.

· Comment 776: Group believes that doc 1095r0 addresses this comment. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 778: It seems that the commenter referenced the wrong clause.

·  Comment 779: Propose to accept. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 780: We assumed the comment is referring to 7.3.2.22.10. Propose to accept. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 784: The comment refers to a submission doc that has not been widely discussed. Invite the author to present the paper to the 802.11k group.

· Comment 830: reassigned to the PICS category.

55. Break until 10:30am

56. Meeting called back to order at 10:30am

57. Emeott continues with Proposed Resolutions to Misc Comments. See Misc comments in doc 11-05-0964

·  Comment 849: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 850: Reassigned to the PICs category

· Comment 902: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

·  Comment 903: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 904: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 907: Essentially same comment as 904. Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 909: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 910: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 920: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 925: Reassigned to the ‘QoS’ category. Any objections to reassign it? Hearing none, it is reassigned.

· Comment 946: Accept in principle, but more work is needed to relocate inappropriate items from clause 7 to the correct place. Any objections to accept? Hearing none, it is accepted.

· Comment 956: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 957: Defer for wider TG discussion as they may be controversial or require more inputs from others.

· Comment 963: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 966: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 967: Accepted since the resolution is the same as accepted for comment 314. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

58. O’Hara on Resolutions to Neighbor Report comments.

· Comment 685: Propose to accept. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 686: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 690: Accepted. See resolution to comment 678. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 693: Propose to accept. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 695: Defer for wider TG discussion at next meeting as they may be controversial or require more inputs from others.

· Comment 697: Defer for wider TG discussion at next meeting as the comment may be controversial or require more inputs from others about this feature of the draft.

·  Comment 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 704, 706, 707, 708, 711, 714, 722, 734, 742, 744, 749, 754, 760, 765, 766,  767, 768 , 795, 799, 808, 809  are all Neighbor TBTT offset related and should be deferred for wider TG discussion at next meeting as the comment may be controversial or require more inputs from others about this feature of the draft.

· Comment 703: Accepted. See comment resolution to comment 678. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment  705: Accepted. The same resolution used for comment 665 applies. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 709: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 710: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 713: See resolution for 678. Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 719: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 720: See the resolution to 710. Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 721: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 722: The issue for the group with this comment is  that the optionality of the TBTT Offset make make it hard to parse the Neighbor Element. A propose solution has been created by the group to have a separate element. Any objections to deferring this comment for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is deferred.

· Comment 735: Accepted. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 736: Accepted. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 738: Accepted. Resolution to 678 applies. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 739: Accepted. Resolution to 678 applies. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 743: Accepted. Resolution to comment 167 applies. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 745: Commenter withdraws the comment. 

· Comment 746: Recommend to move this one to the ‘QoS category. Any objection to reassign this to the Qos category? None, therefore it is reassigned.

· Comment 747: Declined. Resolution to 710 applies. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 748: Declined. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

59. Break for lunch at 12:30pm

60. Meeting called to order at 2:00pm

61. O’Hara on Resolutions to Neighbor Report comments (contd).

· Comment 750, 752, 753: Accepted.. Resolution of comment 678 applies. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 751: The group accepted the comment in principle. The resolution to comment 243 is related. The group also discussed that for consistency, the SSID field in Neighbor Report Request  should be deleted since it is implied by the SSID in association or probe-request. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 755: Propose to decline it with the reason shown. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 756: Accepted in principle. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 759: Commenter withdraws the comment.

· Comment 764: Commenter withdraws the comment.

· Comment 769: Accepted. Resolution to 678 is relevant. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 770: Accept. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 771: Accepted in principle. The resolution to 243 applies. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 773: Accepted. Commenter to provide normative text where necessary in the draft. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 796. Accepted. See resolution to comment 773. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 800: Propose that we decline. Refer commenter to comment 243. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

·  Comment 801, 805, 806, 811: Declined. The SSID has been deleted as a result of the resolution adopted for comment 751. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 812:Partially accepted. See resolution to comment 167. The part about putting back associate imminent is declined. Any objection to partially accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

·  Comment 813: Accepted  in part. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment 814:Declined. With the changes made to the draft for resolution to comment 167. The size of the frame seems to be sufficient. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

· Comment 817: Accepted see resolution to 813. Any objection to accepting the resolution shown? None, therefore accepted.

· Comment  923, 931, 952, 820: Propose declined. These are all related to disassociate imminent, which are viewed to be outside the scope of 11k. Any objections to decline for the reason shown? Hearing none, it is declined.

62. Break at 3:30pm

63. Meeting reconvened at 3:45pm

64. O’Hara on Resolutions to Neighbor Report comments (contd). Paine secretary

· Comments 911 and 914: Accepted see comment 167. Any objection - None

· Comment 940 Deferred to the San Antonio meeting . Any objection – None

· Comment 962 Accepted – see comment resolution 167. Any objection – None

· Comment 1025 Deferred to San Antonio meeting. Any objection – None

· Comment 1026 Deferred to San Antonio meeting. Any objection – None

· Comment 1035 Some issues associated with the Neighbor Report element or elements.  Neighbor Report element is not a static element, it is dependent on who answers.  There can be an infinite number of Neighbor Report elements.  Reachability will change for each requestor, so the report may change for each STA.  Accepted.  Any objection - None

65. Paine on what is next on the agenda:  The next on the agenda is the QoS.  Agenda change was approved to put STA after QoS because Bob is available at the meeting to cover his comments.

66. Joe Kwak and Emily

· Joe gave status on QoS and Signal Quality (12 comments)

· Emily gave 1205r0 presentation

1. Problem – Measurement Start Time removed from 11k

2. Creates following problems

a. STA may conduct a measurement which is one day old

b. The late measurement is useless for the requesting STA

c. Consume the resource of the requested ST

d. Can’t avoid duplicated measurement

e. Confusion of the “late bit” in measurement response

3. Suggested Approach

a. Propose “Latest Measurement Start Time” Solves:

i. Requested STA will remove the measurement request from 
queue and send measurement indicating late measurement

ii. If the requesting STA received measurement response with late measurement indicated, the requesting STA can resend request.

iii. Or, if t>Latest Measurement Start Time + maximum random interval + measurement duration + fixed time delay, the requesting STA can send another request.

4. Emeott - Measurement request timeout is what it really is.

·   Discussion on the presentation – error cases have not even started 

·   Intent to give in San Antonio

·   Uncertainty about when the message will be received and whether it has to be delayed and more timestamps make the message grow.  Uncertainty makes the 8 bytes impractical to implement (1 hour limit?).

·   Emily presented 1204r0 on QoS Statistics

1. 802.11e

a. Supports EDCA and HCCA

b. Groups traffics into four classes

c. Assigns different access priorities for different traffic categories
2. Proposal

a. Add QoS statistics

b. Voice, Video, Best Effort, Background, and HCCA

c. METRICS

i. Transmit frame counter

ii. Frame loss counter

iii. Accumulated Medium Access Delay (MAD)

iv. Jitter

3. Discussion with O’Hara and Emeott

a. Are these metrics available from chipset manufacturers?

b. MAD can be derived from an event log (MAC)

c. Does it include queuing delay?  No!

d. Joe – simulations showed queuing delay is not a good indicator of loading

e. MAD considers channel utilization 

f. 04/550r1 contains for DCF utilization content

g. Steve – what good would this do from the STA side.  Emily – STA to AP

4. New Group identity

5. Traffic Access 

67. Bob O’Hara on STA 

·   Comment 8  Earlier comment resolution made STA response mandatory.  Comment Resolution:  Accepted – editor to check for consistency in the clauses identified in the suggested remedy.  Other comment resolutions have made a response mandatory for all cases.  Any objection – None.

·   Comment 34  Including the DS parameter set in the probe request was discussed previously.   1.  Respond only if the DS parameter set matches; 2.  The cases need to be clearly described.  If the flag is true and doesn’t match the DS parameter set, then it is like being able to use the 11k capability without implementing 11k.  Only the APs on the channel can respond to the probe request if it doesn’t match.  Accepted:  Replace the underlined sentences with: “If the DS Parameter Set information element is present in the probe request, a STA where dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled is true shall respond only if the channel number from the DS Parameter Set element matches the channel in use by the STA.  If the DS Parameter Set information element is present in the probe request, a STA where dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled is false may respond only if the channel number from the DS Parameter Set element matches the channel in use by the STA.  

·   Comment 53  Accepted in principle:  Replace “normal data traffic operation” with “normal operation on the serving channel”.  Any objection – None

·   Comment 54:  This doesn’t require one do “Powersave”.  Declined – the paragraph is not specific to IBSS operation and the suggested remedy has effects beyond IBSS operation.  Any objection – None

·   Comment 55:  Commenter thinks it is very restrictive and several of the group read it a different way.  Discussion was around rewording the ambiguous phrase.  Accepted – delete the paragraph.  Any objection – Emily objects, so back to this comment tomorrow morning

· 5:44  Recess until tomorrow morning at 8am.  Any objection – None (unanimous).  

Friday, October 22, 2004

8:05 AM –  1200 Noon
68. Reviewing Simon Black’s presentation 04/1208r0 on resolution of comments in the “hidden” category.

· Comments 153, 154, 607: discussion of the utility of this measurement included points on the following: 
1. does not appear to be useful in the framework of the current standard.  Information for roaming can be obtained from other measurements.  APs do not really learn anything about topology from this measurement.

2. This can be very useful for determining topology for a mesh network.

3. This can be very useful in fast roaming, where a station is moving from AP to AP in only 5-10 seconds.  The hidden node report can indicate the ring of possible next neighbors, beyond those in the Neighbor Report.

4. There is an existing system using a report similar to the Neighbor Report and PMK caching that has an average association lifetime of 5 seconds.

· Straw poll:

1. Remove this measurement: 2

2. Keep this measurement: 1

3. Abstain: 0

69.  Comments 150. 152. 611, 483, 600, 610, 604: The recommendation is to accept these comments.  In 604, change “received” to “observed”.

· Discussion: comment 150: the suggested wording does not seem to improve on the hidden node detection.  This reverses the way that hidden nodes are detected.  But, it does not appear to minimize false alarms by its change.  The initial frame could also have been missed due to a collision.

· Comment 150: Declined.  No objections.

· Comment 152: Declined.  A specific remedy is not provided.  No objections.

· Comment 611: Declined.  A specific remedy is not provided.  No objections.

· Comment 483: This indicates a severe problem with the description of the measurement.  Accepted – Same as 604.  No objections.
· Comment 604: Alternate resolution: Replace lines 16-18 of page 25 with “Number of Frames is a count of the unique unicast frames, for which an immediate ACK is required, received (retransmissions not counted) by the measuring STA which were addressed to a station in any BSS from a transmitting STA and for which the measuring STA did not receive an ACK addressed to the transmitting STA.”  Accepted – no objections
· Comment 600: Accepted – see resolution to comment 604.  No objections.
· Comment 610: Accepted – see resolution to comment 604.  No objections.
70. Comments 256, 602, 603: Accepted – Emily Qi to provide a definition. No objections.
71. Comments 605, 606, 609: Accepted – see resolution to comment 604.  No objections.

72. Comment 149: Change “one or more doublets” to “zero or more doublets” in figure k14.  Accepted.  No objections.
73. Comment 482: Declined.  A long measurement report may be segmented in more than one information element. No objections.
74. Comment 608: Accept in principle.  The editor is to research and modify the use of tuples in all locations in the draft.  See 802.11-1999 (r2003) Country IE, Request IE, 802.11h IBSS DFS IE, 802.11i RSN IE.  No objections.
75. Comment 613: Accepted – Add to pg25 l18: “Counter value of 255 is used to indicate frame counts of 255 or greater.  A counter value of zero shall not be reported.”  No objections.
76. Comment 1010: Noted: the draft standard does not address decrementing the counter.  The commenter is solicited to propose text to improve the counter definition.  No objections.
77. Comment 599, 612: Accepted – see the resolution to comment 604.  No objection.
78. Comment 601: reclassified as Security category.

79. Comment 402: reclassified to Hidden Node.  Accepted – editor to correct in all places.  No objections.
80. Reviewing Simon Black’s presentation on PICS 04/1207.

81. Comment 831, 843: Accepted – add the requirement for 11g PHY.  More work needed (need new text in clause 19 to reference).  Assigned to Joe Kwak.  No objections.

82. Comment 832, 844: Accepted.  No objections.

83. Comment 837: Declined.  This is considered to be a central feature of 11k.  No objections.
84. Comment 841, 836: Accept resolution to 841 – Replace text with “CFk:O”.  Accept resolution to 836 with “see resolution to 841”.  No objections.

85. Comment 830, 842: Accepted.  No objections.

86. Comment 839: Accepted – more work is needed to define MIB conformance groups and expand RRM16 accordingly.  No objections.
87. Comment 846: Accepted in principle.  Simon Black to provide expanded MIB text for approval.  No objections.
88. Comment 856: Accepted – move items in RRM12 to RRM2 and delete RRM12.  No objections.
89. Comment 840: Accepted – precede all status column entries in A.4.2.13 with “CFk:”.  No objections.
90. Comments 834, 835, 838, 847, 851, 855: Accepted – see resolution to comment 840.  No objections.

91. Comment 853: Accepted, in principle.  Change “CF10” to “CFk” in A.4.3.  No objections.
92. Adjourned at noon for the San Antonio meeting
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