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Monday March 9, 2009 PM2 Session – 1600-1800
1.0 Chair (CH: Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks) called the meeting to order at 1600, welcomed participants and reminded participants to record their attendance.

1.1 CH:Reviewed the patent policy slides

1.2 CH: Asked for essential patents/patent holders, per patent slide instructions. None brought forward.

1.3 Agenda is in 09-0215-01,  on the server
1.4 CH:Reviewed the status of the group
1.5 CH, members - adjustements to the agenda, per member requests for times for their presentations and comment resolutions. 
2.0 CH: Is there any objection to adopting the Agenda shown in 09-0215-02? No objection, adopted by unanimous consent (Motion 1)
3.0 Motion 2
3.1 Move to approve the meeting minutes in 11-09-0163-01-000v-January-2009-meeting-notes.doc and 11-09-0214-02-000v-TGv-Feb-Mar-09-telecon-meeting-notes.doc. 

3.2 Motion adopted by unanimous consent

4.0 Discussion on FMS category comments, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0049-02-000v-lb140-comments-fms.xls and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0144-02-000v-fms-norm-for-cids.doc  to review changes since the comments were discussed in January– Allan Thomson, Cisco Systems

4.1 No changes suggested to the proposed resolutions or text. Editorial clarificationneeded on  p6, 11.2.1.7 e) and similar for 11.2.1.8.
5.0 Review of Discussion on Location category comments not resolved in January, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0048-05-000v-lb140-comments-location.xls – Allan Thomson, Cisco Systems
5.1 CID 303, 571 – Agree to proposed resolution
5.2 CID 273 – Agree, add note to indicate annex is as in the draft V 4.0
5.3 CIDs 271, 313, 317, 318, 319, 322, 323, 324, 436, 438, 521 – agree with proposed resolutions
5.4 CIDs 254, 439 – Agree with proposed resolutions. Note that the annex number is changed in D4.02 from U to V.
6.0 Discussion on remaining Collocated Interference category comments, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0243-01-000v-normative-text-proposal-for-lb-140-comment-resolution-on-co-located-interference-reporting.doc  – Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks. 

6.1 Two CIDs addressed by 11-09-243-01. A direction for resolution was agreed on the conference call, Jing Zhu (Intel Corporation) has prepared proposed text.

6.2 Comment:  11.20.8 changes don’t seem to be the right way to describe ‘significant changes’.  The sentence talks about time characteristics but the sentence below about interference. Are these the same things? Querying if changes have introduced a mistake or are intentional. Chair to check with Jing.

6.3 Agreed to add the word update: “response frames to update the requesting STA.” 
6.4 CID 448 which was deferred to the Event discussion (Joe Kwak). 

7.0 Discussion on proposed General category comments resolutions, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0009-05-000v-lb140-comments-general.xls – Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks
7.1 CID 103 - Review the proposed resolution adding a MIB variable. 

7.2 Comment: Will not be issuing disassociation frame, will be a sending a BSS transition frame. Best to remove last part of sentence.
7.3 Comment: Ok to remove last part of sentence but disassociation will still happen?
7.4 Comment: Not guaranteed to receive disassociation.
7.5 Additional grammatical edits

8.0 Discussion on CID 102. Document 11-09-0036-02-000v. Comment asks for Diagnostics to be made optional. 
8.1 Comment: Feature should be optional because network infrastructure may not have the capability to use it, i.e. requires network management entity to be in place. TGk measurements are optional.
8.2 Comment: Considered mandatory because it debugs at layer 1 and 2 problems which cannot be debugged any other way. Decline reason is fine.
8.3 Comment: Only a small subset of TGk measurements were made optional due to complexity. TGk defined a special capabilities element to accommodate variations in the set of features are enabled. TGv should do same. Role is to recommend which features are important and therefore the feature should be mandatory in the standard and there should be a capabilities element to say if they are implemented.
8.4 Comment: Supporting the optional position. 
8.5 Comment: Intention is to have a base level of functionality for all stations. This feature is mandatory because all stations will benefit.
8.6 Comment: A lot of features are defined as mandatory but not all implemented in the field.
8.7 Straw Poll:
8.7.1 Should the Diagnostics capability be made optional?
8.7.2 Result: Yes: 7 No: 3 Abstain: 4
8.8 Motion 3: Move to Resolve CID 102 as “Accept” 
8.9 Mover: Emily Qi
8.10 Seconder: Qi Wang
8.10.1 Discussion on validity of making motion. 

8.10.2 Comment: Motions were to be tomorrow
8.10.3 Chair:  Yes but that was in the absence of requests.
8.10.4 Chair: clarification of changes implied by “accept” in the motion.
8.10.5 Discussion on the motion.
8.10.6 Speaking against the motion. This impairs network management.
8.10.7 This feature requires an application and making it mandatory is out of scope.
8.10.8 Speaking against the motion. How else do you provide for management entities?
8.11 Result:  Yes:  7 No: 4 Abstain: 3 Motion fails.
9.0 Discussion on CID 512. 
9.1 Comment:  Insert a sentence that says the timings communicated to all neighbours are with respect to the same time to clarify.
9.2 Can have some text by Wednesday.
9.3 Can work offline to make the clarification.
10.0 Discussion on CID 266. 
10.1 Agreed to the decline since additional text is not necessary for existing power save.
11.0 Discussion on sleep mode comments 11-09-0117-01-000v. all outstanding sleep mode cids accepted in Jan except 370 and 584
11.1 Discussion on CID 370, 584. Agreed to create a new paragraph with that sentence rather than moving the sentence to the first paragraph.
12.0 Discussion on Virtual AP CID 289 in 11-09-0069-02-000v
12.1 Comment: Accept implies something is done with the frame by a non-AP STA
12.2 Comment: But receive is not right either
12.3 Chair: Is the problem with ‘shall’? 
12.4 Comment: No.

12.5 Comment: The problem can be turned around to discard the frames you don’t want.
12.6 Comment: Text can be changed to “discard frames except”.
13.0 CH: Asks Allan to please check that there is a resolution to CID 561.
14.0 Recess at 1800

Tuesday March 10, 2009 AM1 Session, 1030-1230

15.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 1030, welcomed participants, reminded participants that we are operating under IEEE policies as described earlier, and reminded participants to record their attendance.

15.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this timeslot.
Tuesday January 20, 2009 Morning AM2 Session, 1030-1230

16.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 1030, welcomed participants, reminded participants of the Patent policy and reminded participants to record their attendance.

16.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this timeslot.
17.0  Chair reviewed text updates for proposed resolution to Collocated interference 11-09-0243-04-000v, CIDs 

17.1 No objection to the proposed changes. 
18.0 Chair: reviewed the upcoming motions. CID 440 added to list of CIDs for Location.
19.0 Presentation from Joe Kwak (Interdigital) on Event comment resolutions in document 11-09-0194-02-000v
19.1 CID 356: Joe outlined proposed counter resolution
19.1.1 Discussion on definition of timestamp, where timestamp in 802.11 equals beacon timestamp
19.1.2 Comment: The field in the event report is the time that the event occurred so the timestamp relates to the event and this is as per clause 7.
19.1.3 Comment: There is no definition in underlying specification for timestamp, but timestamp is used. Logs get TSF plus offset to UTC where offset is provided by AP to STA.
19.1.4 Comment: AP does not know UTC
19.1.5 Comment: Yes it does
19.1.6 Comment: 11p has a mechanism for distributing UTC
19.1.7 Comment: Suggested using TSF timer instead of timestamp
19.1.8 Comment: Commenter problem is with procedure wording
19.1.9 Comment: Remove timestamp from the wording, just use log since log incorporates all information including timestamp
19.1.10 Comment: Agree, and remove detect
19.1.11 Comment: Agree remove timestamp and detection, but has problem with wording of last five detected events
19.1.12 Comment: Key requirement is logging 5 events
19.1.13 Comment: You can’t require a device to log what it cant detect

19.1.14 Comment: Frame format is clear but section 11 needs to describe procedure thus we need timestamp and detect, but willing to go with group decision
19.1.15 Comment: See start of 11.20.2, i.e. introductory section, this is where logging should be defined, and all other sections just use logging

19.1.16 Comment: There is no definition of logging there
19.1.17 Comment: Suggest adding paragraph to describe how logging is defined, and other sentences just say “shall log”
19.1.18 CH: To move forward, as suggested: remove “timestamp” and “detect” and replace with “shall log”
19.2 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 399
19.2.1 Comment: Suggest replace  “last 5 events” to “last 5 RSNA events”
19.2.2 Comment: Look at draft 4.02. Last 5 events already changed to last 5 RSNA events.
19.2.3 CH: This has already been resolved by changes made for CID 390. Resolution for 399 is same as resolution as for 390. CID 400 is the same and is also taken care of by 390
19.3 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 344 
19.3.1 Comment: Agree with counter but modifying table will cause further comments. Suggest not modifying table.
19.3.2 Comment: We require an AP to give UTC offset and accuracy so what happens if AP does not have accuracy?
19.3.3 Comment: These are just units which don’t specify accuracy, i.e. not a table of values.
19.3.4 Comment: Ok problem in title of table as well.
19.3.5 Comment: These are meant to be units. There are no microsecond units. 
19.3.6 Comment: Looks like an error. Review procedure 11.20.16 UTC Offset procedures
19.3.7 CH: Proposed resolution to 344 is to add a normative reference and note accuracy not required but reported if known.
19.3.8 The v38 table title is misleading. Suggest delete units form table title.
19.3.9 Comment: implicit accuracy is one second.
19.3.10 Comment: technically it’s and uncertainty and not accuracy so table title could use “uncertainty”.
19.4 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 448
19.4.1 Comment: commenter has misunderstood SNMP syntax, propose decline resolution.
19.5 Discussion on proposed resolution  to CID 129
19.5.1 Comment: previous resolution is using octet string but should use MAC address for BSSID
19.5.2 Comment: There appears to be a problem with RSNA, i.e. authentication type needs to be octet string
19.6 Discussion on proposed resolution  to CID 281
19.6.1 Counter - Allan Thomson has provided alternative wording as shown
19.6.2 Comment: example uses syslog format with UTC timestamp
19.6.3 CH:  explanation is good, remove “… etc”. Are the examples useful

19.6.4 Comment: Would these examples be normally used?
19.6.5 Comment: Not in an IP log
19.6.6 Comment: We should not have example in clause 7. Examples belong in clause 11.
19.6.7 Comment: New last paragraph in 11.20.2.5
19.6.8 Comment: clause 7 text needs reference to clause 11 text
19.6.9 Response: Ok with examples but text in 11 unclear, replace with Allan‘s text.

19.6.10 CH: examples should go after first paragraph in 11.20.2.5
19.7 Discussion on proposed resolution  to CID 296
19.7.1 Discussion on proposed resolution: two comments in one. Second comment related to CID 100
19.7.2 Comment: Agree, but resolve CID 100 first.

19.8 Discussion on CID 100: Should event requests be multicast?
19.8.1 Comment: Concerned about counter from an editorial point of view. Event requests should be unicast. Events should be consistent with diagnostics
19.8.2 Comment: No they should be consistent with 802.11k
19.8.3 Comment: Allow event requests to be multicast
19.8.4 Comment: If you do allow multicast then there are other required changes, e.g. how an AP handles multiple responses to single request. In favour of unicast only.
19.8.5 Comment: Yes, changes are in the counter response. Token allows for matching responses with request.
19.8.6 Comment: Original intent was unicast only. Event request/response would need changes including randomization interval. Primary use case is still unicast.

19.9 Straw poll:
19.9.1 “Event Request frames shall only be transmitted as unicast frames”
19.9.2 Discussion:
19.9.2.1 This is what the text already says
19.9.2.2 CH: the group understands the question
19.9.3 Result: Yes: 4, No: 4, Abstain: 2
19.9.4 CH: We will go with a resolution that keeps unicast and thus accept CID 100. CID 296 resolution to be consistent with this.
19.10 CID 302, Agree to the proposed declined resolution.
19.11 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 101
19.11.1 CH:  Similar to optional vs mandatory discussion yesterday.
19.11.2 Comment: Make this feature optional
19.11.3 Comment: A station that doesn’t transition never will log events. Why make it optional since it is tied to support of the event, i.e. it is different from diagnostics.
19.11.4 Response: A station has the option not to log anything anyway, i.e. events cannot be mandated
19.11.5 Comment: Confirm implementing the frame is mandatory but the station may report null.
19.11.6 Commenter agrees to decline comment.
19.12 CH: CID 512 to be discussed tomorrow.
19.12.1 Joe to provide text for all event CIDs tomorrow. 512 will be kept separate.
20.0 Agreed to move timing measurements to tomorrow due to posting at midnight and size of document.
21.0 Recess at 1230.
Tuesday March 10, 2009 PM1 Session, 1330-1530

22.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 1330, welcomed participants, reminded participants of the Patent policy and reminded participants to record their attendance.

22.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this timeslot.
23.0 Presentation by Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation) on timing measurement related comment resolutions, see 11-09-0133-03-000v (spreadsheet) and 11-09-0134-04-000v (normative text)
23.1 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 188
23.1.1 Comment: Clarification of error range reporting. Error range is determined by device?
23.1.2 Response: Ganesh: yes
23.1.3 Comment: Devices accept the accuracy as given by the other device
23.1.4 Comment: Clarification of statistical meanings. To meet the spec what test will you run on the device?
23.1.5 Comment: Error is error in the measurement, i.e. clock value relative to event. For example cannot be greater than frame length. Clock values can be offset to fixed delays but there is always some bounded uncertainty represented by max error.
23.1.6 Comment: Under what conditions is error not included?
23.1.7 Comment: The frame that includes all information includes error.
23.1.8 Comment:  It’s in clause 11 but not clause 7 – will fix.
23.2 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 196
23.2.1 Question on definition for timestamp and whether the timestamp is the same as for TDOA.
23.2.2 Comment: This is not the TSF.
23.2.3 Comment: The text differentiates by using TDOA timestamp
23.2.4 Comment: Clarify the timestamp counter is independent of the TSF
23.2.5 Comment: There should not be confusion on careful reading.
23.2.6 Comment: Suggest using something other than timestamp
23.2.7 Comment: Suggest replace “timestamp” with “record TDOA, record TOA” etc
23.3 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 200
23.3.1 Comment: Is the start of frame offset is an estimate?
23.3.2 Comment: Yes
23.3.3 Comment: Frames logically arrive at antennas?
23.3.4 Comment: Frames arrive in a logical structure, i.e. the frame arrives at a logical point
23.3.5 Comment: For each PHY you have picked a point? It’s a physical point
23.3.6 Comment: Agree but you have to process the frame to determine the point
23.3.7 Comment: Language was consistent with “energy hitting the antenna” as used in other parts of the standard. Why the change?
23.3.8 Comment: energy is not the right term, it must be integrated
23.3.9 Comment: Why not use the time that first symbol arrives?
23.3.10 Comment: Need to make sure that the document is aligned with changes made by location text.

23.3.11 Comment: Need to specify exact point of arrival
23.3.12 Comment: Confirm that the offset is an estimate.
23.3.13 Comment: Offset is an internal factor, do we need to introduce it?
23.3.14 Comment: Ahigher level entity needs it
23.3.15 Comment: Why? The implementer knows this value. Why pass up?
23.3.16 Response: Because the specification needs to define an interface.
23.3.17 Comment: Delay is the delay in getting the information from PHY to MAC.

23.3.18 Response: Explains use of offset value
23.3.19 Comment: Primitives have no time associated with them
23.3.20 Comment: This is too implementation specific. 
23.3.21 Comment: Yes it is implementation specific but we need to specify an interface
23.4 Agree to  proposed resolution for CID 202
23.5 Discussion proposed resolution to CID 203
23.5.1 Comment: START_OF_FRAME_OFFSET may not be a constant
23.5.2 Comment: Implementation will be in hardware so it won’t be a problem
23.5.3 CH: Similar to Roger’s comment, i.e. this is implementation specific

23.6 Discussion to proposed resolution to CIDs 309, 311, 314
23.6.1 Comment:  “exists” not required. Processing time is dependent on length of frame.
23.6.2 Comment: only the PLCP needs to be processed
23.7 Agree to proposed resolution to CID 329
23.8 Agree to proposed resolution to CID 490
23.9 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 541
23.9.1 Comment: Prefer nanosecond accuracy
23.9.2 Comment: No real requirement for better than 10 nanosecond
23.9.3 Comment: What about location
23.9.4 Comment: This is a separate feature
23.9.5 Comment:Agree with providing for better resolution for future-proofing
23.9.6 Comment: A more precise unit is a different comment
23.9.7 Comment: Advocate update standard as market requires it
23.9.8 Comment: The unit is not the accuracy so the spec would last longer with higher resolution

23.10 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 544

23.10.1 Comment: Next agreed at last meeting has changed
23.10.2 Comment: Please review existing text in v4.02, clause 10.3.51
23.10.3 CH: Yes it changed
23.10.4 Comment:  Normative text is based on 4.01 – will merge changes with 4.02
24.0 Motion 4
24.1 Move to adopt TGv Draft 4.02 as the TGv draft and adopt the comment resolutions for “accepted”, “declined” and “counter” comments in 08-1467-03.
24.2 Moved: Ganesh Venkatesan

24.3 Seconded: Qi Wang

24.4 No discussion
24.5 Result 8/0/2 motion passes
25.0 Motion 5: 
25.1.1 Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft.

Collocated Interference – 09-0021-03, CID 298 (telecon)

DMS – 09-0007-03, CIDs 236, 237, 498, 499, 502, 557 (telecon)

Event – 09-0194-01, CIDs 514,16, 277, 282, 483, 335, 344, 375, 418, 302, 515, 583, 165, 470, 15 (Jan- LA)

Event – 09-0194-01, CIDs 473, 516, 472, 517, 518, 353, 396, 475, 476, 228, 272, 522, 523, 374, 417, 150, 376, 419, 474, 380, 423, 377, 420, 378, 421, 379, 422, 151 (telecons)
General - 09-0009-04, CIDs 321, 526 and 587 (Jan-LA)

Sleep Mode – 09-0117-01, CIDs 370, 584 (Jan-LA)

Virtual AP – 09-0069-03, CIDs 289, 575, 348, 457, 528, 500 (telecon)

TCLAS CID 538 – Resolve as “Counter” with a resolution of “Change from “The TCLAS element is also used when the traffic is not connected to a TS” to “The TCLAS element is also used when the traffic does not belong to a TS” (Discussed in Jan, missed in motion)

25.2 Moved: Allan Thomson

25.3 Seconded: Emily Qi

25.4 Result: 8-0-1 Passes

26.0 Motion 6
26.1 Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the following category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft

26.1.1 Moved: Allan Thomson
26.1.2 Seconded: Emily Qi

26.2 Discussion on the motion: 

26.2.1 Additional work needs to be done on location but agree to go forward

26.2.2 Comment: FMS line excludes 238?
26.2.3 CH: Referring to fact it was excluded in January. Intent to accept all comments.
26.2.4 Can we remove reference to 238?

26.2.5 CH: Is there any objection to the proposed modification?

26.2.6 No objection to modifications.
26.3 Result 7-0-2 Passes

27.0 Discussion on TGu TUC offset alignment. TGu is to align with TGv with respect to UTC offset, with one requested change from TGu that the timestamp field table v6 should be reversed in order starting with year. TGu does not need milliseconds etc.

27.1 Discussion: Agreed to prepare a motion describing the changes, and then vote tomorrow, after the changes have been on the server for 4 hours.
28.0 Discussion on Issue related to 802.1as. Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation) described the possible changes. 
28.1 Discussion: 802.1as information was going into vendor specific optional element but a new element may be preferred: Time Syncronisation Specific element.

28.2 Comment: there is no advantage for this, i.e. why not just use vendor specific..

28.3 Comment: Agree, Also sub-element cannot be added directly to frame. 
28.4 Suggest commenting on next ballot describing the requested change.
29.0 Recess at 1530.

Wednesday March 11, 2009 AM1, 0800-1000

30.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 0805, welcomed participants, reminded participants of the Patent policy and reminded participants to record their attendance.

30.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this session.
31.0 Presentation by Moo Ryong on QoS traffic related comment resolutions; see documents 11-09-0169-02-000v (spreadsheet).

31.1 CID 21: Agreed to decline resolution

31.2 Discussion on proposed “decline” resolution to CID 239.

31.2.1 Disagree with decline. There are other ways to achieve load balancing. Comment must be declined on technical lines. Dynamic load balancing more important than static.
31.2.2 Response: but it’s a useful feature
31.2.3 CH: Asks commenter to please clarify other means in 11v of achieving this
31.2.4 Comment:  In diagnostics features
31.2.5 Response: Disagree that diagnostic report feature can do the same thing. Dynamic cannot do the same thing. 
31.2.6 Comment: If voice application is running then you would use pre-existing 802.11 load balancing. 
31.2.7 Response: If it is not running then this feature is needed.
31.2.8 Comment: Existing methods may not be deterministic.
31.2.9 Response: this feature takes care of the state between active and inactive voice application. Dynamic report does not capture that the application is up and running and ready to be a voice app.
31.2.10 Comment: Question the validity of a static approach. Statistically voice clients are dynamic rather than static. Wireless LAN is different to cellular.
31.2.11 Response: This feature is optional.  We would like to replace fixed phones with dual cellular/802.11 phone. In this environment there are a large number of homogeneous handsets.
31.2.12 Comment: In this environment how many users will be associated to one AP. For 11b max associations 10 per AP, for example. 
31.2.13 Comment: Cellular calculations assume many more users in which case these methods are valid.
31.2.14 Response: Number of users in the network is large.
31.2.15 Comment: Generally disagree with use of these calculations for WLAN.
31.3 Straw Poll – 2
31.3.1 “The QoS Traffic Capability as described in 11.20.9 should be removed from the draft”
31.3.2 Discussion: This removes only part of the feature, agreed. 
31.3.3 Result: Yes: 3, No: 2, Abstain: 6
31.3.4 CH: No strong support for changing the direction of the current draft, proceed with the proposed decline resolution

31.4 CID 240, 259 – Agree with decline resolution
31.5 Discussion on the proposed resolution to CID 392

31.5.1  The reason for decline is not because the comment is unclear but because a mechanism to collect the information is not clear.
31.5.2 How does the AP plan if it cannot estimate?
31.5.3 CH: Sounds like commenter is asking for more flexibility, e.g. use heuristics to make an estimation. 
31.5.4 CommentL change decline to counter and we will add text to allow AP to use other information and text will be uploaded in 0169-r2
31.6 CID 462 – agree with proposed counter resolution

31.7 CID 478 – agree with proposed counter resolution

31.8 CID 479 – agree with proposed accept resolution
31.9 Discussion proposed resolution to CID 485

31.9.1 Comment: Why the name change? Expectation is a worse name. Prefer to reject comment
31.9.2 Comment: There does not seem to be a compelling reason to change the name
31.9.3 Agreed to change to decline, plus CID 478 is also therefore declined
31.10 CID 497, 553, 554 – Agreed to Declined resolutions

32.0 Presentation by Darwin Engwer on CID 343: documents 11-08-1294-01 (presentation), 11-08-1295-02 (normative text)
32.1 Comment: Clarify use of BSS transition request frame
32.2 Response: Station should transition
32.3 Comment: But the frame is advisory
32.4 Response Ok we need to review the wording
32.5 Comment: An intelligent client needs to be told that it needs to act on the information
32.6 Comment: there are too many status codes. Gave an example of an advisory situation.
32.7 Comment: It is still do-able
32.8 Comment: You could include additional information in the same frame, so that the station can make the determination. Prefer not to change status code and include additional information. Status then reflects why TSPEC rejected. Is there a status code for insufficient resources?
32.9 Comment: Status code is there for insufficient TCLAS
32.10 Comment: On benefits slide 7: exchange would take 20 ms, is it that critical?
32.11 Response: That assumes everything works with an AP that is under stress. Gave an example of extra delays.
32.12 Comment: slide 5: you only save 2 packets with the proposed scheme for voice
32.13 Response: Does not have the material at hand to show the benefits of reduced delay
32.14 Comment: the AP is busy, the medium may be busy so this may be worthwhile
32.15 Comment: Can see the point but would like to see evidence
32.16 Response: But currently additional traffic is created by querying what the station should do. The current situation is non-deterministic.
32.17 Comment: Would like a quantitative analysis.
32.18 Comment: Assuming support for BSS transition, what additional complexity does the station have? Not much more.
32.19 Comment: ok with additional information added to existing packets
32.20 Response: yes, that is the change from the last presentation, i.e. use of existing packet exchange
32.21 Review of normative text in 1295-r2 

32.22 Comment: The AP must also advertise support for BSS transition management capability and advise stations. 
32.23 Comment: Is that a frame appended to a frame?
32.24 Response: Darwin: yes, we can discuss mechanics later.
32.25 Comment: you can’t say that a station shall behave in an optional manner.
32.26 CH: Suggest shall process’ rather than ‘shall act on’. Delete sentence “Once the BSS transition is complete, the non-AP STA can perform a TS set up process with the new HC.” Also the AP cannot be ‘aware’.
32.27 Response: ok
32.28 Comment: rejection status should reflect why the rejection occurred but should not infer action by the station. 
32.29 Response: Need to review frame construction. The BSS Transition Request frame is included in the ADDTS Response frame in its entirety.
32.30 Comment: suggest you encapsulate the information in an IE
32.31 Response:  the encapsulated frame is identified by the status code
32.32 Comment: object to use of status code
32.33 Comment: can you append anything after the BSS Transition Request frame?
32.34 Response:  yes
32.35 Comment: this can’t really work
32.36 Comment: you could define a BSS Transition Request IE, and rewrite related text
32.37 Response: would prefer a generic frame encapsulation method, e.g. container information element
32.38 CH: Darwin please review 802.11r resource request container 
32.39 Comment: are you planning to do the changes this week?
32.40 CH: we were planning to go to letter ballot this week
32.41 Comment: revised text needs to be reviewed
32.42 Response: the container mechanism will take some time to resolve
32.43 CH: If the text is not available this week, we can review it on upcoming teleconference calls. 

32.44 Informal feedback from the room was that it is worth working on. Quantitative information will be beneficial to the case.
33.0 Recess at 1000.

Wednesday March 11, 2009 PM1 Session, 1330-1530
34.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 1330, welcomed participants, reminded participants of the Patent policy and reminded participants to record their attendance.

34.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this timeslot.
35.0 Review of remaining Timing Measurements comments, Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation). Documents 11-09-0133-04-000v (spreadsheet), 11-09-0134-05-000v (normative text)
35.1 Discussionon proposed resolution to CID 188
35.1.1 Comment: How do you indicate an unknown error? For example use the value 0 to represent unknown.
35.1.2 Response: That is not related to the comment, or I have not understood the comment
35.1.3 Comment: But are the fields included if the error is unknown

35.1.4 Response: Yes. 

35.1.5 Comment: Ok with change but still need an explicit way of representing unknown error
35.1.6 Response: Propose normative text changed to “greater than 2.55 microsecnds or unknown”
35.1.7 Comment:  There needs to be one value to indicate unknown

35.1.8 Comment: Suggest zero for unknown while a value of 255 indicates > 2.55 microseconds
35.1.9 Response: text change means motion cannot take place until tomorrow. Chair will take care of this as Ganesh will have a conflict.
35.2 Discussion on proposed resolution to CID 200 
35.2.1 All references to timestamp have been replaced. Similar for logical start of frame.
35.2.2 Comment: Logical terminology is still used in some tables
35.2.3 Response: ok, will change, “offset” replaced by “an estimate of the offset”
35.2.4 Ganesh then reviewed the additional comments he received in yesterday’s meeting, including synchronizing with Brian’s text.  The editor will harmonise the existing draft 4.02 with Brian’s and Ganesh’s submission to produce draft 4.03.
35.2.5 Comment: Suggestions to avoid future comments. See p13 please simplify equation for offset in the text and the diagram. Please make terms offset and compensation factors consistent, i.e. use one term. 
35.2.6 Ganesh to make changes and upload document for voting tomorrow, plus change spreadsheet.
36.0 Presentation by Joe Kwak on event related comment resolutions. Document 11-09-0348-00-000v (normative text) relating to BSS termination duration.

36.1 Propose fix for comment plus change to allow BSS scheduling.
36.2 Comment: What was the rationale for the change?
36.3 Response: You can’t use the tsf to indicate the time when the BSS will be available again.
36.4 Comment: But the current element has both TSF and duration
36.5 Response:  it has meaning only while the BSS exists but I want to know about the neighbouring APs
36.6 Comment: are you suggesting this be sent for a BSS that is already turned off?
36.7 Response: yes
36.8 Comment: It had not occurred to me that a BSS which is off would be advertised in BSS neighbor reports
36.9 Response: this reduces overall network load. This is an optional sub-element and the use for scheduling is optional.
36.10 Comment: Worried about it being optional, i.e. stations see a BSS advertised which is not there but don’t understand the AP is off
36.11 Comment: How do APs communicate their schedule to each other?
36.12 Comment: There is no change to the existing method.
36.13 Comment: Some BSSs are just turned off, i.e. no schedule
36.14 Response: This is advisory. Schedule info can be disseminated by the network management entity.
36.15 Comment: One way for AP to get the information is to scan. AP is supposed to update the report.
36.16 Response: There are multiple ways including scanning, configuration or a network management entity.
36.17 Comment: The neighbor report is for updates. Giving information about future existence of a BSS may not help much.
36.18 Comment: The neighbor report needs to be buildable from beacon reports.
36.19 Response: I have not addressed that yet.
36.20 Comment:  I understand that this reduces changes in the reports. This is a lot more information than a station wants to know about.
36.21 Comment: The intention was to advertise that the AP is going down and here’s a list of alternative APs. This goes beyond the original intent and is too complex.

36.22 Straw Poll 3
36.22.1 The text in 09-0348-00 should be used to resolve CID 512
36.22.2 Discussion: Review the original comment.
36.22.3 Result: Yes: 2, No: 7, Abstain: 6.

36.23 CH: We need to agree on a different direction.
36.24 Comment:  If a client is removed physically from the network the client has other mechanisms to recover.
36.25 Comment: Has an issue with advertisement of APs that are off.
36.26 Comment: Doesn’t work in current form if the station does not get the tsf of the AP that is going down. To simplify suggest change to UTC or remove the IE.
36.27 Comment: Another solution is for the current AP to communicate with respect to the other APs’ TSFs, i.e. use offsets.
36.28 Comment: Agree that can be made to work
36.29 Comment: A mobile station must solve its own problems with respect to finding APs etc anyway.
36.30 Comment: The AP does the conversion of times?

36.31 Comment: Yes. Allan Thomson (Cisco Systems) will draft text.

37.0 Motion 7 (TGu Alignment)
37.1 Move to incorporate the following text change into the TGv draft: Table v6—Timestamp Field, reverse the order of the rows, so that the order is Year, Month, Day of Month, Hours, Minutes, Seconds, Milliseconds and re-number the octet field numbers accordingly.
37.2 Moved: Allan Thomson
37.3 Seconded: Dave Stephenson
37.4 Result: 15/0/0 motion passes
38.0 Motion 8
38.1 Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the following category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft

Sleep Mode – CID 413, change resolution from “declined” to “counter”, no change to resolution text
General – Resolve CID 343 as “Decline” etc
QOS Traffic Capability – 11-09-0169-02 - All “Accepted, “Counter” and “declined” comments
38.2 Moved: Allan Thompson
38.3 Seconded: Ganesh Venkatesan
38.4 Result: 8/0/4 motion passes
39.0 Discussion on plans for April Teleconferences, adhoc meeting. Clear preference of group is for conference calls and not an ad-hoc meeting
40.0 Meeting recessed at 1500.
Thursday January 22, 2009 AM1 Session, 0800-1000

41.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 0805, welcomed participants, reminded participants of the Patent policy and reminded participants to record their attendance.

41.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this timeslot.
42.0 Motion 9

42.1 Move to authorize TGv Teleconferences Tuesday, April 7, 14, 21, 28, May 5 Noon Eastern, 2 hours and Friday, April 17, 24, May 1 Noon Eastern for 2 hours.
42.2 Mover: Qi Wang
42.3 Seconder: Robert Stacey
42.4 Result: Adopted by unanimous consent
43.0 Discussion on document 11-09-0194-05.
43.1 Changes were clean ups and consistency changes across events. These are indicated in the normative text document 394-00. The normative document was not uploaded until 7.30am. Voting cannot take place until this afternoon. 

43.2 Walkthrough of document 11-09-0394-00-000v normative text changes for LB140 Event comments
43.3  The changes in the normative text are more than editorial. Changes are minor except for reordering of section 11.20.2.1 Event request and event report.
44.0 Discussion on CID 512: There is a problem with the resolution to CID 512. The text at line 62 on p42 is a problem.
44.1 Comment: No the statement is correct for this BSS. The change is to the neighbor report.

44.2 Comment: The problem is with the field when included in the neighbor report.
44.3 Comment: the other text is ambiguous on line 62.
44.4 CH: let’s review context
44.5 Comment: The ambiguity is on line 62. So inserting the clarification will not cause a conflict.
44.6 No other discussion. 
45.0 Meeting recessed until 1330.

Thursday March 12, 2009 PM1 Session, 1330-1530

46.0 Chair called the meeting to order at 1330, welcomed participants, reminded participants of the Patent policy and reminded participants to record their attendance.

46.1 Chair reviewed the agenda for this timeslot.
47.0 Motion 10
47.1 Move to adopt the comment resolutions for the following category comments indicated below, and include the indicated text changes into the TGv draft

Timing Measurement – 11-09-0133-05 – 

CIDs 187, 188, 196, 200, 202, 203, 309, 311, 314,490, 491, 492, 495, 541 and

CIDs 197, 198, 354, 397, 442, 443, 444, 540, 552, 563, 565, 567, 569 (telecon),

Except the change indicated in 11-09-134-06 to Annex U. The change indicated to Annex U, deletion of one sentence is not adopted.

Event 11-09-194-05 - CIDs 356, 399, 357, 400, 344, 448, 129, 302, 101,100, 296, 281, as indicated in 11-09-0394-00
Collocated Interference – 11-09-0195-04- CID 448 

Roaming Management – CID 512, as “Counter”, with a resolution of “In 7.3.2.37, Insert the sentence below immediately after the sentence: "The BSS Termination Duration subelement is optionally present in a Neighbor Report element included in a BSS Transition Management Request frame, as defined in 7.4.11.8.”:

The BSS Termination TSF field contained in the BSS Termination Duration subelement is set to the TSF time of the BSS transmitting the Neighbor Report that corresponds to the time when termination of the neighbor BSS will occur. How the BSS determines the neighbor BSS termination time is out of scope of the standard." 

47.2 Moved: Allan Thomson

47.3 Seconded: Harry Worstell 

47.4 Result 5-0-0 Passes

48.0 Motion 11
48.1 Move to instruct the editor to resolve any remaining comments as “declined” with a resolution of “The TG needs additional input from the LB” 

48.2 Mover: Allan Thomson

48.3 Seconder: Harry Worstell

48.4 Result: 5-0-0
49.0 Motion 12
49.1 Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from LB140 on TGv Draft 4.0, instruct the editor to prepare Draft 5.0 incorporating these resolutions and
49.2 Approve a 15 day Working Group Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should TGv Draft 5.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”

49.3 Mover: Allan Thomson

49.4 Seconder: Qi Wang

49.5 Result: 5-0-0

Meeting adjourned 1337.

50.0 References:
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