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11/14/05 PM1 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 14:00
1. Chair provided the standard IEEE policies and procedures.

a. Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Documentation and Presentation rules
d. LB 78 

2. Review Category Assignments

3. Review Comment Resolution Process

a. Present draft is 3.0

b. Documents must be on the server before presenting

c. For lb78 comment processing, need a document with changes to D3.0 + (if necessary) a Powerpoint to present them + draft motion to instruct the editor.

d. 1049 spreadsheet should not be used for proposition resolved comments.
e. Per editor, if the resolution is more than 3 lines within a cell, then it should be separate word document.

4. Assign owners for comments without owners and split up larger comment groups
Blank Comments

· 7.0 – reassigned to 7.3.2.21 (Black)
· 7.3.2 ANA – Paine

· 9.10 – Paine 

· 10 – Simon Black

· 7.3.2.17 – should be renumber to 7.3.2.27 (Marty)
· 7.3.2.20 – assign to Roger
· 7.3.2.9 – should be renumbered to 7.2.3.9 (Tim)
· 7.3.2.4.21.13 – 7.3.2.21.13 (Black)

· 11.12.1 – Marty Neighbor validation

· 11.12.2 – Marty

· 11.12.3 - Marty

· 11.2.3 – Change to 11.12.3 and assign Marty

Comment Reassignment:
· 7.3.2.21.11 – Peter

· 7.3.2.22.11 – Peter
· 7.3.2.21.4 – Joe

· 11.11.9.4 – Joe

· 7.3.2.21.10 – Joe 

· 7.3.2.22.10 – Joe

· 7.3.2.21.13 – Simon

· 7.3.2.22.13 – Simon

· 7.3.2.22.7 – Matta

· 7.3.2.21.7 – Matta

· 11.11.9.2 - Matta

· 7.3.2.21.5 –Joe

· 7.3.2.22.5 - Joe

· 7.3.2.22.4 – Joe Channel Load
5. List of people willing to change their vote
a. Peter

b. Nancy

c. Andrew
d. Steve Emeott

6. Meeting in recess at 5:57 until PM 2 tomorrow
11/15/05 PM1 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 16:00

1. Review Agenda
a. Vote on Garden Grove minutes
b. Call from presentations
c. Update from editor
d. Review new comments submitted after Vancouver meeting began

2. Motion to approve agenda passes unanimously 
a. Marty’s comments were approved but never made it into the draft

b. Simon Black objects and states that the current text is the will of the group and we should not amend the text.  We should not include Marty’s comments in 3.0.  It can go into 3.1, but 3.0 is a snapshot in time.
c. Tabled the discussion until Marty and Simon Barber are in the room.

3. Review Comment Resolution Process

e. Present draft is 3.0

f. Documents must be on the server before presenting

g. For lb78 comment processing, need a document with changes to D3.0 + (if necessary) a Powerpoint to present them + draft motion to instruct the editor.

h. 1049 spreadsheet should not be used for proposition resolved comments.

i. Per editor, if the resolution is more than 3 lines within a cell, then it should be separate word document.

4. Motion to approved agents passes unanimously 
5. Technical Presentation – LB78 Clause 7.1 Comment Resolution – Olson – 1174r0 (xls)  and 1173r0 (doc)  - Olson
a. Resolves comments - 120, 142, 161, 201, 278, 386, 820, 835, and 901 (1173r0)

b. Spreadsheet – 1174r0 and word document is 1173r0
c. Comments regarding proposal

Question – why is their informative text in normative section?  Answer – I try to give a brief description which has been done in the past.
Comment – you should include comment #1410 – we should follow up on this comment.
Motion for Counter Comments
Move to counter TGk LB78 comments 120, 152, 161, 201, 278, 386, 820, 835, 901 and instruct the TGk editor to apply the changes found in document 05/1173r0 to the next TGk draft.

Discussion on Motion
Question – should you include power saving in your description?  Answer – power saving is a result of link margin and this is the way 

Moved: Olson

Second: Simpson

For: 10 



Against: 0


Abstain: 0
Motion passes unanimously
d. Comment #107 – The comment is accepted and no changes are required, because the motion matches the draft.  See comment #511 for the editorial error which caused this misunderstanding.
Motion (Accepts)

Move to accept TGk LB78 comments number 107 with a comment resolution described on line 107 of document 05/1174r1. 
Discussion on Motion
None
Moved: Olson

Second: Simpson

For: 8 



Against: 0


Abstain: 1
Motion passes unanimously

e. Comment #511 

Motion

Move to accept TGk LB78 comment number 511 and instruct the TGk editor to apply the changes found in the comment resolution column on row 511 in document 05/1174r0 to the next TGk draft.. 

Discussion on Motion

None

Moved: Olson

Second: Simpson

For: 7 



Against: 0


Abstain: 1

Motion passes unanimously

6. Technical Presentation – LB78 Comment Resolution – Simpson – 1179r0 (xls) and 1173r0 (doc) [same as Tim’s] - Simpson
a. Resolves comments – 300, 1313, and 1410
b. Motion
Motion

Move to counter TGk LB78 comments 300, 1313, and accept comment 1410 and instruct the TGk editor to apply the changes found in document 1173r0 into the next TGk draft.

Discussion on Motion

None

Moved: Simpson

Second: Olson

For: 9 



Against: 0


Abstain: 1

Motion passes unanimously

7. Technical Presentation – LB78 Clause 11.1.3.2.1 (sending a probe response) Comment Resolution – Simpson – 1193r0 (PPT) - Simpson
Issue #1

a. Comment #775 – add the following sentence in first paragraph of clause 11.1.3.2.1
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.
b. Discussion about spreadsheet

Marty has an objection about the spreadsheet not be complete.

Discussion was out of order and discussion regarding comment #775 continued.

c. Discussion on the comment
Question – is a legacy STA considered an 11k STA w/o RRM enabled.  Answer – it is based on the existence of 11k STA, so legacy STAs do not apply.
Comment – a legacy STA could not parse it.
Issue #2
d. Comment #777 – “Currently a legacy STA might respond to a probe request including the DS Parameter Set (on the basis of ignore the IEs you don't understand).  This clause would make such behaviour retrospectively illegal, and an ammendment should avoid doing that.  
e. Discussion on the comment

Comment – I agree with this and I wish it were mandatory
Comment – make it optional by configuration option or get rid of it.

Comment – the commenter is rejecting this because it is a broadcast which is not valid
Comment – we are trying to avoid the other channels from responding and his solution does not address it.

Comment – comment #1441 is analogous to this comment

f. Straw Poll #1
Do you support removing the DS parameter set based modifications from clause 11.1.3.2.1?

Yes: 1


No: 5
g. Straw Poll #1
Do you support making the DS parameter response side optional at runtime under MIB control in clause 11.1.3.2.1?

Yes: 1


No: 6
Issue #3
h. The text changes introduced by TGk does not integrate well with base text.  For example, base text 1st sentence says: “STAs, subject to criteria below, receiving Probe Request frames shall respond with a probe response only if the SSID in the probe request is the broadcast SSID or matches the specific SSID of the STA.”
· TGk text changes conflicts with this statement because the probe request could be to a broadcast SSID, but because the DS Parameter Set channel number does not match the channel in use by the STA receiving the probe request, the 11k STA would not respond.
· The text in this section need better overhaul to properly describe how 11k enabled STA operation is different, if indeed, it is or should be.
i. Discussion on the comment

Comment – The sentence do not flow well together.
Comment – remove the “only”

Comment – you can’t the “only” without losing some clarity.

Comment – Start new sentence with “Additionally”

8. Approved Ad Hoc minutes
Motion

Move to approve the minutes of the Vancouver Ad Hoc 11/14/05 in document 05/1153r0.

Moved: Ecclesine
Second: Olson
For: 6



Against: 0


Abstain: 2
9. Comment by secretary – we need to approve Garden Grove minutes.

10. Technical Presentation – LB 78 Comment Resolutions dealing with 11.9.2 – 1191r0 (xls) and 1192r0 (doc) – Olson
a. Decline comments

Comment #18 – Clause 11.9.2 - Soranno
Problem - A unit of measurement should be provided for "power level".  Note that this is not the first instance of this term.  It appears from the statement that it should be in dB.  Later, in Section 15.4.8.5, p. 78, lines 12-13, it is defined in dBm.
Remedy - Specify units of "power level" as dBm.
Resolution – decline - Since this section is a general discussion of power limits the units are not needed here.  By leaving the units out in this section the equations and discussion are relevant to any of the various units used in the individual PHY sections.
Comment #371 & 1384 – Clause 11.9.2 
Problem - This seems like duplicate information that already exists in the beacon and probe responses as a result of the country information element.
Resolution – decline – This information is not always redundant and an administrator may decide to include regulatory parameters in either or both locations.
Motion 

Move to decline TGk LB78 comments 18, 371, 1384 with comment resolution described on row 18, 371, and 1384 respectively of document 05/1191r1.
Moved: Olson

Second: Simpson
Discussion on Motion

None 

For: 5


Against: 0

Abstain: 1
Motion passes unanimously

b. We did not vote on these comments. Comment #781, 782, 1083, and 1084 which are addressed in 1192r0.
11. We need to ensure that Figures and Tables get resolved in final text.

12. We should review the document as a task group prior to putting out a draft.

13. Meeting in recess until AM1 tomorrow.
11/16/05 AM1 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 08:00

1. Review Agenda

a. Vote on Garden Grove minutes
b. Presentations

c. Olson vote

d. Review new comments

2. Motion to approve agenda passes unanimously
3. Review new comments which arrived after Vancouver.
4. Motion to approve Garden Grove minutes
Motion

Move to approve the minutes of the Garden Grove meeting (05/933r6).

Moved: Kwak

Second: Gray

Discussion on Motion

Motion passes by unanimous consistent.

5. Technical Presentation LB79 comment resolution for section 11.9 - Olson - 1191r2 (xls) & 1192r1 (doc)
a. Address the following comments: 781, 782, 1083, 1084

b. 1192r1 (doc) addresses comments - 781, 782, 1083 
c. Accepted comments – 781, 782, 1084
d. Countered comments – 1083

Motion

Move to counter TGk LB78 comment 1083 and accept comments 781, 782, 1084 and to instruct the TGk editor to apply the changes found in document 05/1192r1 to the next TGk draft.

Moved: Olson

Second: Miller

Discussion on Motion

None

For: 8


Against: 0

Abstain: 1 

Motion passes unanimously.
6. Meeting in recess until 9:45.
7. Resumption of meeting at 9:45.

8. Discussion on controversial issues which we should address as a group.
a. BSS Load – Should we keep it in?  We will address it after the plenary.
b. QoS Metrics – some discussion, but we are not going to address it as a group.
c. LCI – make sure the groundwork we laid will be extensible.  Should we leave it in 11k or move it over to 11v.  Will this meet the needs for 911?  The only way to know 911 is available is to get a rejection.  
9. Meeting in recess until 13:30.

11/16/05 PM1 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 13:30

1. Review Agenda

a. Update from editor
b. BSS Load Discussion

c. LCI Discussion 

d. Discussion about baseline spreadsheet

2. Update from Editor
a. Resolved all of broken text comments
b. Question – (Simon Black) has a problem with MS word styles.  Answer – Editor is going to wait until conversion to FrameMaker to convert styles.  
c. Editor recommends using the 2005 template on the server.

d. Comment – Draft templates are different from the submission template.  Editor will make a recommendation on Friday to take care of this.

e. Editor – assign all formatting errors to editor.  Email Secretary with the comment numbers which have formatting errors (page break, broken figures) and these will be assigned to Editor in the master spreadsheet 1049.
f. Question – how could the last draft get out with all of the errors?  Answer – we had a hard deadline and Editor began merging 11h and 11e which caused the conflict.  We need to word the motion correctly in the future so we don’t have this deadline.
g. Question (Simon Black) – How do you want to handle Figure Numbering?  If you use the same field codes that are in the draft, then the figure numbering will automatically work.  It will only be consistent within the draft itself.  You should put a note to the editor.  Put the Title from the original figure in case the numbering has changed.  
h. Comment – The draft that we are preparing can not be based on 11ma. 
3. Discussion on doing a recirculation in Hawaii

a. We must have all comment resolved and papers ready when we arrive for next meeting.
b. There must be a draft that is very close that pre-includes the drafted resolutions.

c. We need to find a way for the entire Group to review the draft prior to putting it out.

d. Question/Comment (Marty) – How can we go to recirculation?  Shouldn’t we consider doing another LB if there substantial change.  We should not make a premature decision in regards to recirculation or LB. 
e. Comment – we don’t have to address the “yes” comments.  

f. Comment – we need to address them, because they will come back again.  Legally no, but practically yes.

4. Discussion on BSS Load
a. Comment - We have a large number of comments on what is its meaning and why is it optional.  Simon Black has a comment resolution which should address the optional comments.  
b. Comment - Scaling is problem as well.  We can use RCPI as model.
c. Comment – There is correlation with QoS.

d. Comment – If you find BSS Load comments in your section they should be re-assigned, then send to the Secretary.  Secretary will reassign and publish new spreadsheet.  

5. Discussion on LCI
a. Tim and others are putting together a complete E911/LCI solution in TGv.  Do we want to leave LCI in 11k?  It has some merit, but it is not complete.
b. Problem - If I have 10 measurements going and I want an LCI measurement, I will have to cancel all of the 10 pending measurements.
c. Simon Black – 11k we have passed the LB and 11v does not have a formal set of defined objectives.  11v is some ways off.
d. Peter – has resolved already addressed many of the LCI comments.

e. Joe Kwak – E911 should be resolved in a single group.  Currently it is impacting 11u, 11v, or other.
f. Marty – there probably should be a separate E911 group.  Combining E911 with all of the other issues in 11k presents a great deal of problems.  Marty would recommend removing the “where are you” “here I am” stuff.

g. Tim – 11k does not solve E911.  Timing will be a problem in any other group 11v, 11u, or other.  It would far cleaner and easier to implement in 11v.  Maybe LCI can be used for other purposes.
h. Joe Kwak – Our goal is to be location aware and not solving E911.  If we come up with something that is superior, then we can deprecate LCI in 11k.
i. Peter – There are 4 scenarios that are requirements for LCI (location awareness), 3 excluding E911.  The privacy requirements that are not going to be addressed, but we should still continue.
j. Emily – LCI has value other than E911.

k. Tim – we have not defined a location measurement.  We have defined a framework (request/report) to exchange location between two peers.  We have not defined measurements for locating.
l. Darwin – E911 is a complex area which may need to be addressed in multiple groups.  We should listen to E911 group and enumerate the requirements and assign out the tasks.
m. Joe – LCI is the exchange and not a measurement.  However, if I ask you “where am I”, then it is clearly a location measurement.  If you know where you are at then you can locate the other device.
n. Emily – It is similar to the Neighbor Report and provides environment information which can provide a great deal of value.

o. Peter – 05/1039r3 is the CDP objectives.  CDP is going to cross many task groups which have timing issues as well.

6. Discussion about the baseline spreadsheet

a. 1049r18 is a baseline
b. Marty – if you don’t have all of the comments then you might not make the most informed decision based on all of the comments.
c. Peter – we have always looked at comments as a divide and conquer 

d. Tim – the vote is 75% on the motion on any particular comment.  
e. Joe Kwak – always try to use the latest version of the 1049 (master spreadsheet). This way you will be up-to-date on all comments and their resolution current status/resolution.
f. Tim – you should incorporate all information and we don’t have guidelines which restrict you.  All comments must get voted on.  The comments left out in the beginning will eventually be addressed and the text might be changed.  I don’t want to be required to always keep up with the latest spreadsheet.
g. Peter – Robert’s rules allow us a serial sequential process and it is in our hands to do the right thing.
7. Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM.

11/16/05 PM2 Session:  

Meeting called to order at 16:00

1. Meeting in recess for 11s vote until 17:45
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