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Opening Plenary: Monday, January 15, 2007
1 Introduction
1.1
1.2

The joint meeting 11, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 is called to order by Stuart J.
Kerry at 0810 hours.
The agenda of 802.11 is in doc: IEEE 01-06-1881r3.

2 APPROVE OR MODIFY 802.11 MEETING AGENDA
2.1

Changes from previous revision
2.1.1

2.2
2.3
2.4

The agenda looks the same as the previous one except for the addition of the
joint meeting items.

Stuart reviews the agenda.
Request for modifications to agenda from table or floor. None.
The agenda is moved and approved by unanimous consent.

3 REVIEW AND APPROVE THE 802.11 MINUTES OF Melbourne (September 2006) JOINT
SESSION
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4

Stuart asks if there are any matters arising from the minutes.
Clint Chaplin asks if the minutes include the minutes of the individual task
groups
Stuart defers the question until the minutes of Dallas meeting are discussed.
The minutes are moved and approved by unanimous consent

4 Announcements
4.1
4.2

Please switch off handsets
Stuart reads anti-trust announcement

4.3

Stuart advises that the group is on notice that it is operating under these
rules.
Straw poll of individuals attending meetings for first time: 26
Rick Alfvin notes 207 attendees at this session (raised to 237 at ~0930 to
account for latecomers).

4.4
4.5
5

Treasury Report
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John Barr provides financial report document 15-07-537r0:
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Attendance declined in Melbourne due to 802.20 not meeting

6 Review of IEEE 802 Policies and Procedures

Submission

6.1
6.2

Al Petrick not present, so Stuart handling.
Stuart reads patent policy (March 2003, Revised February 2006)

6.3

Stuart reads Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings
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6.6
6.7
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If there are any questions, send them to the PATCOM secretary at
http://www.patcom.ieee.org
Does everyone understand the patent policy? Are there any questions on
the patent policy? None. This session is running under these rules. Are
there any letters of assurance that the chairs of the Working Groups need
to be aware of? None.
Are there any announcements from the table? No.
Are there any announcements from the floor? No.
Stuart advises caution with leaving computers and other personal items
unattended.

7 Discussion of Future Venues
7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8

Bob Heile reviews 2007 venues
May 13-18 Montreal
September 16-21 Waikoloa
For 2008, Singapore considered, but under new management and
possibly cost-prohibitive
New property in Taipei considered, but may be too small
Auckland, NZ, Australia also possible
Floor point: Australia attendance was poor. Suggest Europe or US as Far
East locations seem difficult for most to attend.
Heile: Hopeful Singapore can be renegotiated

8 EXCOM Activities and Plans including PARs
8.1

No plans or tutorials this meeting

9 Network Capability Review
9.1

Rick Alfvin indicates network up and running. There have been packet
losses to western US. There is a help desk adjacent to registration.

10 Review of Working Group TAG Activities and agenda approval
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page 5

R. R. Miller, AT&T

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-yy/xxxxr0

10.1

802.11 agenda version r2 posted

10.2
10.3

Any changes to the 802.11 agenda? None.
The agenda is moved and approved by unanimous consent

10.4

Approval of Dallas minutes

10.5
10.6

John Rosdahl: Do these minutes include the task group minutes?
Stuart: Yes, this is assumed because Tim has been kind enough to
include them.
John: The task groups also approve the minutes?
Stuart: Not all of them, but they should.
John: The task groups that I attend do this, but why is this not a rule for
all?
Stuart: All minutes should be approved by TG members. I dictate this as
WG chair. Tim combined the minutes for the membership as a matter of
courtesy.
Charles: When the minutes are approved here, are the minutes of task
groups included?
Stuart: Robert’s Rules indicate the task groups should approve their
minutes as part of their work process. I just made the edict that task
groups should do this as part of their adherence to parliamentary
procedure.
Lee Armstrong: Our TG has been doing this, but…
Stuart: I said that it was a possibility that some task groups had not
approved their minutes. From this point on, task groups will formally
approve minutes of each meeting. We are approving working group
meeting minutes only this session. Bob Miller, please note in the minutes
that we are approving only the WG minutes, not the TG minutes that Tim
inserted. OK.
Stuart: Any objection to approving the 802.11 minutes by unanimous
consent?
John Barr: What is the document number?
Harry: I have to look it up, and it will take time.
Stuart: Approval of minutes tabled until Wednesday.

10.1.1

10.7
10.8
10.9
10.10

10.11
10.12

10.13
10.14

10.15
10.16
10.17
10.18

There are joint meetings on Tuesday and Thursday with 802.21

11 802.11 Voter Summary Review
11.1
11.2

11.3
11.4

Submission

Voters 325, Potential 11, Nearly 35, Aspirant 184, Lost 26
Harry: Announcement on voting. Our voting membership was 403 at
November, now 325 due to people not voting on ballots or not meeting
attendance criteria.
Stuart: Harry, can you discuss your work associated with letter ballots and
why the results were late?
Harry: It took about 5 weeks to get the last batch of letter ballots out.
Each must have valid voters list because of attendees gaining voting
rights. With 3-5 letter ballots resulting from a meeting and 3 days to
prepare each, by the time I got the tallies done it took about 5 weeks. The
work is significantly complicated when people ask to have their voting
rights restored. 50-100 people saying, “I forgot to sign up” induces much
delay (about 1/3 longer). In the meetings we are required to have a voters
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list in case a roll call ballot is taken. Restoration of voting rights is another
issue.
Stuart: In discussion with Harry, you are advised that the policy will be
that if attendance not signed, the record cannot be changed. You have
two hours with 5 minutes extra at beginning and end. After the session is
finished the record is set. If you have lost voting rights due to failure to
answer a ballot, we will consider each case, but exceptions will be very
limited.
John Rosdahl: There were 3 ballots. Each had a different voter count.
Harry: The ballot pools are the same. It was a mistake on the site, which
is being fixed.
Keith: Are we going to get the attendance server fixed?
Harry: Yes, underway now.
Stuart: All policy changes become effective at 1201 Friday.
Bob O’Hara: Can you make available open time slots on the meeting
schedule? Yes.

12 802.11 Ballot Review for Letter Ballots 92, 93, and 94
12.1
12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5

12.6

12.7

Ballot 92, TGp: Voters 347, Approved 166, 66% Approval Ratio, 90%
Return Ratio. The ballot failed.
Ballot 93, TGs: Voters 347, Approved 128, 48% Approval Ratio, 88%
Return Ratio. The ballot failed.
Ballot 94, TGy: Voters 347, Approved 182, 74.9% Approval Ratio, 90%
Return Ratio. The ballot passes.
Bob O’Hara: I contest that ballot 94 has passed. IEEE requires 75%, not
74.9% for a technical ballot to pass. Please state your rationale.
Stuart: If you look at IEEE ballot, it shows a decimal place. I have seen
other cases where round-up of the decimal has been done. I shall take
this off line and report to the group on Wednesday.
John Rosdahl: The number of people who voted on TGp is 312 and that
was 90% return ratio. For TGs 305 is 88%. For TGy, 305 produced 90%.
These appear to show different return ratio percentages for the same
data. One of the calculations seems incorrect.
Stuart: Harry, please double-check this.

13 Meeting Attendance Review
13.1

13.2
13.3
13.4

Harry: Document 1736r2 will be the document on the server showing
attendance procedures. There are 18 official meetings, or 5.6% per
meeting. Evening meetings on Monday and Tuesday are extra credit, as
are Policies and Procedures meetings. Log in for attendance via
172.16.0.10 or http://newton.events.ieee.org. You must sign in to get onto
the list for claiming attendance. You select the task group you are
claiming credit for. Documents may be found on
http://802server.events.ieee.org
Darwin: Please put explicit URL on screen for attendance. Harry shows
on screen.
Floor: There is a problem with the attendance server, when will it be fixed.
Harry: Working on it now.

14 Policies and Procedures
Submission
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Stuart: Al Petrick not here, will delay to next session. Any questions on
P&P, see Harry or me. Publicity will be handled by me. John
Rosdahl will handle timeline updates.

15 Reports
15.1

WG Technical Editor Status
15.1.1

15.2

Wireless Next Generation Study Group
15.2.1
15.2.2

15.3

Clint: Chaplin: Comments from last meeting will be finished. Expect to go to new
letter ballot. The session plan for TGr shows incorrect information.

TGs
15.8.1

15.9

Lee Armstrong: Letter ballot failed. Working on comment resolution.

TGr
15.7.1

15.8

Bruce Kraemer: In comment resolutions from Letter Ballot #1. Resolutions
prepared for about 200 of 500. Majority are in “co-existence”. We anticipate
completing these and expect to go to LB2.

TGp
15.6.1

15.7

Bob O’Hara: Number assignments for ANA with motions. If you have a ballot
that is nearly at its last sponsor recirc you should replace the “TBA” with real
numbers for both at TG and WG approval. TGma has been finished final
circulation, now forwarded to REVCOM. Now on agenda for early consideration.
The standards board should approve as 802.11-2006 replacing the lettered
amendments. Remember, all of the amendment numbers will disappear, so plan
accordingly. 11ma will finish work at this session with a PAR for continuing
maintenance work. Draft is doc in 07-0029r0. No 5-criteria are required on ma
PARs.

TGn
15.5.1

15.6

Richard Paine: TGk agenda in doc 07-0085. Hoping to go to letter ballot this
week.

TGma/ANA
15.4.1

15.5

Stuart: T. K. Tan is not here. I have asked Steve McCann to chair the WNG this
week. Will the chairs please come up?
Steve McCann: WNG Agenda in doc 07-0037r1. Meeting tomorrow at 0800 to
begin to discuss WMM 11e PAR, Emergency Services, and Video over WLAN.

TGk Radio Resource Measurement Task Group
15.3.1

15.4

Stuart: Terry Cole and Simon Barber are not at this session. Harry Worstell to
stand in for the editor’s meeting on Tuesday at 0800.

Donald Eastlake: See document doc 06/1106r1. As the letter ballot did not pass,
TGs will work on comment resolutions.

TGT
15.9.1
15.9.2

15.10

TGu

15.11

TGv

Stuart: Charles can no longer be chair of TGT. Stuart thanks Charles for his
service. Anticipate switching chairs in March.
Charles: Finished internal review, and working on proposals. Expect to wrap up
draft, and proceed to letter ballot.

15.10.1 Steve McCann: Agenda in doc 0027r2. Will continue liaisons, and work forward.
15.11.1 Pat Calhoun: Agenda in doc 07-0067r0. Internal 446 comments in 07draft.
Heading to letter ballot.

15.12

TGw
15.12.1 Jesse Walker: Agenda in document 1169r0. Resolving comments from letter
ballot 88. Please contact me if you plan to attend ad-hoc.

15.13

TGy
15.13.1 Peter Ecclesine: Continuing with comment resolution Question: Results of letter
ballot. Will cover Wednesday including questions.

15.14
Submission
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15.14.1 Stuart: Harry serving as chair pro-tem of study group. Will look for chair out of
study group. Agenda in doc 06-1881.

16 802.15 Announcements and Summaries
16.1
16.2
16.3

16.4

16.5

Bob Heile, Chair of 802.15: Shows attendance and document URL for
802.15, http://newton.events.ieee.org
802.15 voting stats: Voters 127, Nearly 29, Aspirants 106
Rick Alfvin: Summarizes attendance and document access procedures for
802.15 and other WGs. Select working group on left side. Log in using
USERID for the event, with password. Login will take you to attendance.
Your group will be listed. Select group and submit. Document access on
right side of “Newton” entry page.
[Secretarial note: the acoustics and sub-standard PA system, coupled
with low presenter volume made hearing difficult. Some information from
some presenters may have been lost]
Task Group Reviews
16.5.1

16.5.2

16.5.3
16.5.4
16.5.5
16.5.6
16.5.7

16.6

802.18 Radio Regulatory TAG Summary
16.6.1
16.6.2

16.7

Arnie Greenspan: No actual voter count yet. Schedule review. There will be a
schedule change due to the joint meeting session this AM. Plan to discuss and
vote on new work plan for 802.20. Then discussion/resolution remaining
comments on LB2. Presentation by Motorola, regarding new proposal.
Discussion of predecessor document leading to LB2.

802.21 Media Independent Handover Activities and Plans
16.9.1

16.10

Steve Shellhammer; List of officers presented. Liaison list review with 17 voting
members. Produced 11n concerns document. Dynamic frequency selection,
frequency selection scenarios. Demonstration of SEAMCAT tool using WiMAX.

802.20 Mobile Broadband Wireless Access Activities and Plans
16.8.1

16.9

Mike Lynch: 19 Voters, 0 Nearly, 2 Aspirants
Considered ATC, 2.4 band use, and NPRM on TV whitespace. Joint meeting
with 802.19.

802.19 Coexistence TAG Activities and Plans
16.7.1

16.8

Task Group 3C, mm-Wave: Working on 4 system documents: system
refinements, criteria, usage model, and channel model. When finished we shall
issue a call for proposals.
4C Study Group, Alternate PHY 15.4 China: Will solicit input from 15.4 members
and harmonize to produce China standards with IEEE standards and work on
PAR.
4E TG Alternate 15.4 Physical Layer for Japan: No document from regulatory
authority yet. Develop timeline and one presentation scheduled.
TG5 Mesh Networking: Working on changes to current draft.
Study Group on Body Area Networking (Art) [inaudible]: Several contributions
and body channel model.
Wireless Next Generation Standing Committee: Presentations
4A TG: Competed recirculation ballot after Dallas, will wrap up.

Vivek Gupta: 31 Voters, 8 Nearly. [inaudible] Presentations of spectrum reuse
and several joint meetings with other task groups.

802.22 Wireless Regional Area Networks and Activities
16.10.1 Carl Stevenson: 57 Voters, 12 Nearly, 43 Aspirants. Confirmation of task groups
and ad-hocs, comment resolution tutorial. TG1 hoping to go to ballot coming out
of March.

Submission

page 9

R. R. Miller, AT&T

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-yy/xxxxr0

17 Return to 802.11 Agenda
17.1

Stuart: No items have been added to the agenda. Is there any other
business? Yes. John Barr: Have we reached quorum? Stuart: In
802.11 we will be checking AM and PM. 802.11 is very close to quorum. I
will inform when quorum is reached. Other WGs polled, with reply:
“unknown or probably not, but will watch AM/PM and Tuesday and
inform”.

17.2
17.3

Floor: If no quorum, do we operate as ad-hoc?
Stuart: The chair is responsible to determine whether possibility of
quorum.
Vice chair of 802.16: 200 members registered

17.4
18 Closing
18.1

Submission

Stuart: Any other business? No. It is 0944. No other business. Session
recessed.
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Mid-Week Plenary: Wednesday, January 17, 2007
1

2

3

4

5

6

Introduction
1.1 The mid-week plenary is called to order by Stuart J. Kerry at 1032 hours.
1.2 This session will run from 1030-1230
1.3 The agenda of 802.11 is in doc: IEEE 01-06-1881r4.
1.4 The attendance is 184 individuals.
1.5 Items missed Monday
Modifications to Agenda
2.1 Stuart: Any modifications to agenda? No. Any objection to accepting the
agenda unanimously? No. Unanimous approval.
Patent Issues
3.1 Stuart: The chair needs to be aware of any patent issues/letters of assurance.
Is everyone familiar with patent policy, are there any questions? No. You are
under notice we are operating under these rules
Attendance
4.1 Harry Worstell: Attendance system has been running well except for first hour
Monday. Stuart has inaugurated a “no forgiveness” policy, so attendees are
cautioned to make sure to log onto the server for each session.
Other Announcements
5.1 Charles is stepping down as TGT chair, and I am seeking replacement
nominations. One volunteer has already come forward.
Liaisons
6.1 802.18
6.1.1Second call for 802.11-802.18 Liaison No Nominations.

6.2 802.19
6.2.1Chair (Steve Shellhammer) is stepping down. Eldad Perchia presented the report.
Group has had discussions with other groups and has been working on SEAMCAT
coexistence tools.

6.3 802.21
6.3.1David Hunter presented document 11-07/0151r0 covers progress in handover to other
networks. 802.21 now close to practice. The architectural diagram shows interaction of
control elements. The architecture assumes certain services are available. Many
variables are handled via an elaborate information element structure. Timeline began
letter ballot Mar 06, now on 3rd ballot. Sponsor ballot anticipated mid-2007. 405
comments received on latest ballot, with 300 resolutions expected this week. 72 voters.
All of the 21 area is available to 802.11 members via same credentials as 802.11. A joint
ad-hoc meeting will occur before the March Plenary. 802.21 currently interfacing with EU
commissions and their networks, helping operators develop interfaces. This activity is
not complete. Chair of 802.21 will give a review presentation at the next meeting
(March).
6.4

Wi-Fi Alliance
6.4.1 Andrew Myles presented Document 07/0141r0. 2006 saw Alliance do many press
releases, but a “new way” might be needed for continuing success (acceleration of
products). Wi-Fi alliance is now certifying Wi-Fi Protected Setup to ease setup
complexity. Setup is a simplified method for setting up secure services. Difficulty with
802.11u liaison with 802.11/Wi-Fi Alliance document sharing. Why does 802.11 protect
drafts? The Wi-Fi Alliance is soliciting new members.
6.4.2 Stephen McCann: On behalf of 11u, the liaison was probably short-sighted. We sent a
liaison into an impossible situation. If we think about “r”, it asked for an “expert review”.
We should be asking for a similar approval.
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6.4.3 Stuart: Regarding Slide 3, I agree process must be speeded. I think we must resolve
issues between organizations. The documentation for “u” is available through IEEE
rules. The issue about sharing documentation is copyrighting. I want to see if Wi-Fi
and 802.11 can share documents bi-directionally. Regarding the slow process, let’s
identify holes, and fix them. With respect to PR: Excellent job promoting 802.11, but
pre-N certification was troubling. We should closely work together on marketing down
the road.
6.4.4 Jim Carlo: There is a process for making drafts available at slight charge. It is really
up to the working group to allow the IEEE to do that.
6.4.5 Stuart: Perhaps you (TGu) can explore that with the Wi-Fi Alliance. Other
organizations could also explore this.

6.5 IETF
6.5.1 Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/0142r1. 3 items were covered: Radius
extension and RADEXT WG documents (shown with documents-access URLs),
Updating IETF ECRIT Charter (undergoing review, planning review response in
March), and continuation of previous SDO Emergency Services work. Two groups are
holding ad-hocs incl. CAPWAP. Updates on various projects.
6.5.2 Stuart: Questions? None
6.5.3 Dorothy: I have a motion prepared…
6.5.4 Motion
“Move to approve liaison document 11-07-1949r0 and request the 802.11 WG
chair to forward it to IETF RADEXT as the response to the request for review
comments on the radext-wlan-03 internet draft.”
Moved: Dorothy Stanley
Seconded: Jesse Walker
Stuart: Is there any discussion on the motion? None.
For 96, Against 0, Abstain 9. The motion passes.

6.6 JTC1 SC6
6.6.1 Jesse Walker summarizes progress with JTC1 SC6 liaison. The next meeting is in
Xian, China. The national bodies have reviewed the document, and IEEE has
responded as well. At the Xian meeting these will be discussed. Chuck Thomson and
Jesse will attend the meeting.

6.7 3GPP
6.7.1 Stuart: Third call for 3GPP liaison volunteers. None. Position closed.

6.8 TIA
6.8.1 Ariel Sharon presented document 07/0150. TIA considering safety service matters.
Broadband Task Force covering this topic. Joint meeting with TGy studying
coexistence in 4.9 band. The group is trying to decide the appropriate home for this
work. Existence of two non-complementary protocols could degrade communications.
No further action at this time recommended, but it is likely that there will be
incompatibility between 802.11 and the other one.

7

Old Business (Monday) Review
7.1 Approve Dallas Minutes
7.1.1 Stuart: The minutes are in document 06/1740r0. We wish to approve the minutes and
matters arising from these minutes. Is there any discussion? No. Is there any
objection to approving the minutes unanimously? None. Minutes are approved
unanimously.
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7.2 Letter Ballot 92, 93, and 94 Investigation Results
7.2.1 Stuart: The chair requested Harry to review ballot results, responding to questions
posed Monday. The process of record is that the ballot results are shared with the
chair, then the task group chairs, and then a post-ballot audit is conducted. The results
of the audit are shown on the slide.

8

Announcements
8.1 TGn Schedule Revision
8.1.1 Bruce Kraemer: TGn is nearing the end of its work. The MAC sub-team is still working
to complete comment resolutions. There is a change to the PM1 schedule. The
session will be combined to support Coexistence and 1-1/2 hours for MAC. I wanted to
announce the change to the larger group.
8.1.2 Stuart: Are there any issues with the reallocation of time? The change applied only to
today, not Thursday. No objections.

Submission
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Other Business
9.1 TGr Session Added
9.1.1 Clint Chaplin: I have requested another session for TGr. I request to modify the TGr
agenda/meeting schedule. TGma has finished and left AM1 on Thursday open, and I
have replaced the slot with TGr. The meeting room will be MR 5-6.
9.1.2 Stuart: Is there any objection to modifying the agenda to replace TGma with TGr?
None. The change is approved unanimously.

9.2 TGT Change Inquiry
9.2.1 Stuart: Charles, are there any changes on TGT? No.

9.3 Other business Inquiry
9.3.1 Stuart: Is there any other business in the mid-week Plenary? No.

Submission

page 14

R. R. Miller, AT&T

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-yy/xxxxr0

10 Announcement
10.1 Appeals Panel
10.1.1 Stuart: After we recess, we shall go to an appeals panel regarding the TGr appeal at
the Dallas Session. The panel members were selected as Steve McCann, Bruce
Kraemer, and Richard Paine. The Appellee is Clint Chaplin, and Appellant is Dan
Harkins.

11 Close
11.1 The Midweek Plenary is recessed at 1122 hours.
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Closing Plenary: Friday, January 19, 2007
1

2

3

4
5
6
7

8
9

Introduction
1.1
1.2
1.3
Agenda
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
Patent Policy
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4

The closing plenary is called to order by Stuart J. Kerry at 0807 hours.
Shows agenda 06/1881r5
Cellphones to mute or vibrate
Steve McCann is ill, Harry Worstell to substitute
Have added a column on right of agenda with motion intentions.
P802.11e Wi-Fi WMM item has been added
Any other changes to agenda from table? No.
Any from floor? No.
Approve? Objections? None. Unanimously approved.

Stuart reiterates patent policy.
Stuart: This meeting is operating under these rules.
Stuart: Chairs should watch CAC tag for report dates.
PatCalhoun: Heathrow Airport status shows some flights late/cancelled.
Heathrow Express up, Heathrow Connect down.
3.5
Stuart: Any volunteers for DLS-SG Chair? None. I appoint Suman Sharma,
who previously volunteered.
3.6
Any 802.18 Liaison volunteers? Rich Kennedy. I appoint Rich Kennedy.
3.7
Any 802.19 Liaison volunteers? No. Eldad Pershia appointed per previous
volunteering.
3.8
Any volunteers for TGT chair? For next meeting Charles will handle, but will
need replacement after that. Chair volunteers Sharma, who volunteered.
3.9
Harry: IEEE IT group working on document software for us. Available soon.
Will take a week to check out, after which “wireless world” may be retired.
Attendance server went down yesterday, but back up after one session at
2:45. Rooms were notified.
P&P - Stuart: Al Petrick is not here, so will defer
Publicity - Stuart: No report
Timeline - Stuart: Timeline chart update is on website
Technical Editor Update: No update. Harry: (covers meeting this venue) The editors had a
good meeting. TGma draft will take 4-6 months to get through IEEE editors, but large
document.
7.1
Rev ma will not be available, so I have 9.0 draft to be made available for a
fee.
Location Straw poll. Majority affirmed London as good venue.
Reports
9.1
802.18 Liaison Report - Peter Murray Shown in document 802.16
07/0008r0 and 802.11 07/199r0. Weather radar could pose problems,
however these locations are known. Global regulatory information on
802.11n 40 MHz channels in 2.4 and 5 GHz covered. Questions? None.
9.2
WNGSC Closing Report – Harry, on behalf of Stephen McCann.
Presentations. One vote not completed. See doc 11-07-189r0.
9.3
TGk – Richard Paine. See doc 07/0197r0 – Completed LB90 comment
resolutions in prep for last letter ballot. 100% comments resolved. Recirc
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9.4

9.5
9.6
9.7

9.8
9.9
9.10
9.11
9.12

9.13

9.14

9.15
9.16

9.17
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out of this meeting. Accomplishments since Nov reviewed. Produced Draft
7.0. March Plans: Recirc Sponsor ballot. May plans: sponsor ballot
comment resolution, and recirc ballot. Weekly teleconferences. 1 motion for
recirculation LB and request for numbers.
TGma/ANA – Bob O’Hara. See doc 07/0094r0. Interpretation request and
response for comment #1. Motion on this. Setting continuing maintenance
authorization in place. See docs 0095 for interpretation and 0097 for
continuing maintenance. Questions? None. ANA: No requests yet, but
anticipates one from TGk Questions Yes.
Floor: Will the new standard be called 802.11 – 2006 or 2007?
BobO: Will be called 802.11 – 2007.
TGn – Bruce Kraemer See doc 07/0193r0 – Reviewed letter ballot #1
12,000 comments, 3000 of which technical, with balance editorial. Entered
London with 500 comments to process, some pre-prepared responses.
Were able to resolve all 500. Output docs are spreadsheets of ad-hocs, doc
numbers shown for comments. Have motion for WG request for letter ballot
which still must be prepared. No teleconferences, ad-hoc chairs will
convene in Orlando prior to March meeting. No ad-hoc required in Orlando.
Anticipate need for ad-hoc in April (pending) will ask WG to help plan this
event. Anticipate time needed in Montreal prior to May meeting. Timeline
adjusted, with publication date moved out about 6 months. Questions?
None.
Stuart: An investigation for location and motion. Why are you bringing a
motion for this? In the past, when we are planning, we have notified the WG.
John Rosdahl: It is required for the meeting notice to allow 30 day lead time.
Attendance count: 57 left side of room. 70 right. 127 whole room.
TGp - Lee Armstrong See doc 0194r0. LB92 failed with 1060 comments.
TG met 4 times. Draft 2.0 accepted as new working draft.
TGr - Clint Chaplin See doc 07/0199r0. 621 comments from LB92, with 288
comments now resolved. Presentation on chair ruling issue. Announced adhocs for Feb 21-23 and April 24-26. Comment resolutions are in doc
06/1895-16. Plan for March: Recirculation ballot resolutions will be
prepared.
Stuart: With regard to the disputed chair ruling. The Appeals Panel has 30
days to render an opinion. Then a 30 day window opens for re-hearing
petition.
TGs - Donald Eastlake See doc 07/0192r1. There were 5703 comments,
192 from non-voters. Some comments were added at this meeting; total
now 5713. Motion passed to change PAR as it was based on access point
mentality. Scheduled teleconferences. Requested ad-hoc in Hillsboro, OR
in February. Questions/Comments? Yes.
Harry: Comments from non-qualified voters are generally processed like
others.
TGT - Charles Wright See doc 07/0064r1. Processing comments, now
down to 30 deferred, decided those to be declined. Discussion of what is
required for letter ballot. Editor to produce new draft. Plans for March
meeting: teleconferences, first on Feb 8. Questions? None.
Stuart: Adds an objective for next meeting for a new TGT chair.
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TGu – Harry Worstell for Stephen McCann See doc 07/200r0. Four
technical submissions, one presentation postponed due to joint meeting
postponement. Request two teleconferences and ad-hoc January 20-22 in
San Jose, CA. Joint meeting between 802.21 and TGu. D0.03 produced.
Questions? No.
TGv – Pat Calhoun See doc 07/0196r1 – Internal review resulted in 446
comments, now down to 9 open issues with tentative resolutions. Timeline
pushed out 6 months: IEEE to publish in Oct ‘09. Closed 239 comments this
week with normative text. Updated objectives, new comment spreadsheet,
etc. Pushed out due to new submission requests. Questions? None.
TGw – Jesse Walker See doc 07/191r0. Comment resolution for LB88.
TGw is having an ad-hoc in Santa Clara January 29-31. Resolved 267 total
technical comments, 208 unresolved. 728 editorial comments resolved total,
0 unresolved. Editor completed draft 0.01. Two conference calls scheduled.
Goals for March: Complete comment resolution, prepare for LB. Questions?
None.
TGy – Peter Ecclesine See doc 07/0098r3. Discussed goals of TGy. LB94
closed, results announced. 11-07/0008r1 has spreadsheet with comments.
Adjusted schedule with same end date. Doc 07/0121r0 contains London
minutes. Goals for March: comment resolution, recirculate after March.
Questions? None.
DLS-SG – Harry Worstell See doc 07/0201r0. Reviewed process, IP rules.
Reviewed PAR and 5-Criteria needs. Selected a recommendation to the
WG chair for SG Chair. Discussed study group process. Planned two
telecons: Feb 13 and March 6. March Plan: Begin development of PAR and
5 criteria.
Stuart: Harry can you assist the new Chair? Yes.

9.23
10 Old Business
10.1 Harry Worstell: I’d like to offer a motion…
10.2 Move to empower the following TG(s)SG(s)Ad-Hoc(s) to hold teleconference
calls beginning no sooner than February, 2007 through 15 days past the end
of the March 2007 Plenary Session.

10.3
10.4
10.5
10.6
10.7
10.8

Submission

Move: Harry Worstell (on behalf of group)
Second: Charles Wright
Stuart: I’d like to ask if the group will approve by unanimous consent.
Approved by unanimous consent.
Richard Paine:
WG Motion for Recirculation LB
Believing that comment responses in 06/1739r18 and the draft mentioned
below satisfy WG 802.11 rules for letter ballot recirculation,
Authorize a 15 day LB recirculation of 802.11k draft 7.0
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10.10
10.11
10.12
10.13
10.14
10.15

10.16
10.17
10.18
10.19
10.20
10.21
10.22
10.23
10.24
10.25
10.26

10.27
10.28
10.29

10.30
10.31
10.32
10.33
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Movers in TGk
TGk Ganesh/Kwak Result 5-0-0
Move: Richard Paine
Moved on behalf of task group
For 87, Against 3, Abstain 5 The motion passes.
Richard: Motion for Numbers
On behalf of the TG, move to request the IEEE 802.11 Assigned Number
Authority (ANA) to allocate numbers for the following Element IDs:
Measurement Pilot Transmission information, BSS Available Admission
Capacity, and BSS AC Access Delay.
Approved by unanimous consent.
Bob O’Hara: On behalf of the working group, I wish to move...
Moved: to accept document 07/0095r0 as the response to the interpretation
request #1.
Moved: Bob O’Hara
For 74, Against 1, Abstain 8. The motion passes.
Bob O’Hara: Moved on behalf of task group…
Moved: to forward document 07/0070r0 for approval by the 802 Executive
Committee, to be placed on the ExCom March 2007 agenda.
Move: Bob O’Hara
For 76, Against 0, Abstain 8. The motion passes.
Stuart: (In response to a question from floor) The availability of quorum is a
very close call. Final determination will be made in March.
TGn has two motions.
• Move to incorporate all of the comment resolutions approved during the
TGn January 2007 session into Draft P802.11n D1.09 to create draft
1.10.
• Approve a 15-day working group letter ballot asking the procedural
question “Should the 802.11n Draft 1.10 be forwarded to Working Group
Letter Ballot as Draft 2.0?”
• if successful, begin as soon as possible a 30 day Working Group Letter
Ballot asking the technical question “Should 802.11n Draft 2.0 be
forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”
Move: Bruce Kraemer (on behalf of group)
For 100, Against 0, Abstain 5. The motion passes.
Bruce Kraemer: A second motion:
• Request authorization for TGn to investigate an acceptable location
during mid-April 2007 at which it could conduct an ad hoc meeting for the
purpose of comment resolution following the close of letter ballot 2.0
• pending final review/approval to be held during the March plenary
meeting in Orlando.
Stuart: Will the group approve unanimously? Unanimous approval.
TGr motion.
Clint Chaplin (On behalf of TGr)
MOTION: Move to authorize an IEEE 802.11 TGr ad-hoc meeting on April
24th through April 26th, 2007
By (TGr): Rajneesh Kumar
Second (TGr): Dorothy Stanley
TGr Result: Yes - 11; No - 0; Abstain - 0.
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10.34 Stuart: Will the group approve unanimously? Unanimous consent.
10.35 Donald Eastlake: I wish to move (on behalf of the group)…
10.36 Moved to approve the amendment in 11-07/149r5 to the P802.11s PAR and
forward this PAR amendment to the 802 Executive Committee for their
approval and further transmission.
10.37 In TGs:
Moved: Suman Sharma Seconded: Jan Kruys
Yes: 21 No: 0 Abstain: 2
10.38 Stuart: Discussion on the motion? Yes.
10.39 Andrew Myles: It was decided to do a mesh AP. What has changed?
10.40 Donald: When the PAR was written replacement of wired infrastructure was
the issue. New applications and usage cases have mandated
reconsideration (e.g. relay boxes to extend coverage, first responder walkietalkies, etc.). Technical developments such as radio aware routing, etc. are
necessary for mesh but not necessarily aligned with APs.
10.41 Stuart: Further discussion?
10.42 Dave Bagby: I speak against this. This is a distribution system, and an
architectural solution that would seem to be AP based.
10.43 Moved: Donald Eastlake (on behalf of group)
10.44 Stuart: I would like a tally count of all voting members.
10.45 Rest for 3 minutes.
10.46 There are 115 voting members. Not a quorum.
10.47 For 53, Against 18, Abstain 26.
10.48 Stuart: The percentage is 74.647%. The motion fails.
10.49 Donald: I would also like to move (on behalf of the group)…
10.50 Moved to approve a TGs ad hoc meeting to resolve Letter Ballot comments
11-13 April 2007 in Eindhoven, Netherlands.
In TGs:
Moved: Juan Carlos Zuniga Seconded: Dee Denteener
Adopted by unanimous consent
10.51 Stuart: Will the group approve this motion unanimously? Unanimously
approved.
10.52 Stuart: If there is no objection, we shall skip the break to keep moving. Is
there any objection? None. Approved.
10.53 Stuart: TGu has a motion? Yes.
10.54 Move to schedule a TGu ad hoc meeting on February 20-22, 2007, which
includes a joint TGu/802.21 1-day ad hoc meeting in San Jose California,
10.55 Move: Harry Worstell
10.56 Second: Eleanor Edwards
10.57 Stuart: Will the group approve this motion unanimously? Unanimously
approved.
10.58 Stuart: Anything from DSS – SG?
10.59 Harry Worstell: No.
10.60 Stuart: There is no more old business.
11 New Business
11.1 802.11e/Wi-Fi WMM
11.2 Bob O’Hara presented document 07/116r2. This was previously presented
in WNG, but ran out of time. Some changes to the PAR were made as a
result of that WNG discussion. Purpose for WNG presentation was to
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11.3
11.4
11.5
11.6

11.7
11.8
11.9
11.10

11.11

11.12
11.13

11.14
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encourage aligning 802.11e with WMM, thus recognizing a market reality.
Two apparently similar, but not compatible, specifications will cause
problems in the market. This PAR would have a limited scope using the
WMM specification and the 802.11e amendment. All of the equipment
available today is compliant with WMM. There are elements of operation
discovered at Wi-Fi that are incorrect and do not operate as intended. Going
forward in Wi-Fi Alliance for pre-certification of 802.11n devices depending
on WMM specification, rather than 802.11e. We should transition to WMM,
incorporating changes and corrections developed to make the trademark
compliant with QoS. [Shows what changed from WNG presentation] Shows
scope of PAR. Not in proposed scope: Deprecation of HCCA, Burst ACK,
DLS or anything else not specifically addressed in WMM specification. Aim
is two sponsor ballots before the end of this year. Aim at sponsor ballot out
of November meeting.
Document 07/0079r3 shows PAR with changes highlighted in yellow.
Scope is limited to WMM 1.1.
Motion
Move that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR, in 11-07-0029-03, proposing
to align 802.11ma (802.11e) with WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for
approval at the March 2007 session.
Mark Hamilton: I see a schedule that seems to indicate rubber-stamping an
existing Wi-Fi document.
Bob O’Hara: This does not intend to rubber stamp existing work.
Mark: WMM spec 1.1 is a living document just like ours. If the document
moves, it will complicate the process.
Bob: The intent is that only approved versions would be used. If a new
version is approved, the task group can either approve or disapprove of
moving forward with those changes.
Adrian Matthews: I’d like to understand impacts on TGn, which is built on
TGe. Concern that mechanisms used in “n” could change. Will the WMM
draft be made available to 802.11 members? These changes should not
impact 802.11n work in progress. We would continue to work on “n”.
Secretarial Note: Affirm that Bob O’Hara said liaison to WFA shook his head
affirmative on availability of document.
Dave Bagby: 802.11 creates standards documents. Historically WFA was
set up for certification. In several instances, WFA has chosen to make its
specification different from the 802.11 standard: 802.11e and 802.11i. The
beginning of the presentation has multiple authors. The companies listed
would seem to indicate that if WFA has one document and IEEE has
another, certification requires action backwards. The root of the conflict is
that certification is already proceeding on TGn ahead of the completion of
the 802.11n standard. Do we continue to set up WFA as an arbiter of
standards? In the end, this would jeopardize the comment process for
802.11 and devolve to a smaller group of companies making the standard.
[minutes taken by Rosdahl] Bob Miller: 2 points, first, form follows function.
So a testing process should follow the specification... number 2, many
companies are working to the spec and as this is a relatively new spec, it
would be detrimental to the companies to change the spec as it would
influence the market product landscape.
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11.15 Guido Hertz: This body should decide what the standards are. I am against
the motion. It would reverse the process.
11.16 Bruce Kraemer: I believe that converging versions of QoS is important, but I
suggest it might be handled by a maintenance function (if the objective is
simply to fix problems). If it was just to fix problems and would not generate
problems, that would be OK. However not being sure what the implications
of changes are would be more problematic. I suggest beginning a study
group to cover these issues.
11.17 Dorothy Stanley: Every draft published contains a notation that says this is a
draft, not for publication. The situation we have here, with good intention, is
that the WFA took an early version of 802.11e, worked on it, and now is
coming back with changes, picking up additional features, etc. If the issue is
that WFA sees technical issues, then the process should be to make the
technical corrections as a maintenance action in 802.11. They should bring
the comments forward in “ma”. What are the technical issues or capabilities
that are lacking treatment? I speak against the motion.
11.18 [Unknown]: I too speak against. WFA had an opportunity to act on some of
the issues in the 802.11e process, but did not participate in the process.
Instead it chose to select options of its own. The situation would be that
some other group could change the work of a working group here.
11.19 Stuart: I’d like someone to speak in favour.
11.20 Thomas Kneuhel: I speak for the motion. In 802.11 development we make
standards without technical implementations to confirm proper operation.
Certain features did not work in the 802.11e specification, and they are
proposing that these cases be fixed. Updating the standard as a result of
this gained knowledge would be valuable. 802.11n uses the same
mechanisms as 802.11e, so it would be good to make sure things are
working correctly.
11.21 Clint Chaplin: I speak against the motion. IEEE 802.11 is a registered,
accredited standards organization with copyrighted standards. WFA is none
of those. They do not develop standards, only specifications. For them to
proceed this way would seem to deprecate our ability as a standards
organization to act in an open and balanced process.
11.22 Steven Palm: WFA did not bring this motion. Individuals in IEEE brought this
motion. This is actually very positive, not negative as some have viewed it.
There are a lot of different ways of doing this, different rules, etc. At the end
of the day, we should fix the document. How we got the information is
irrelevant. We ought to correct the area.
11.23 Darwin Engwer: This demonstrates again the disadvantage of Wi-Fi jumping
the gun rather than working with us. There is very little 802.11e client
product available. It should be certified for new applications that are coming
along, and would cause harm if changed. There was an e-mail on the
reflector on this topic by a member (John Kowalski) who was active in
802.11e. I suggest people read this.
11.24 [Unknown]: I am neither for nor against. We had a scheduled break at 10.
I’d like a break.
11.25 Rosdahl: We had a motion on this earlier? Yes.
11.26 Stuart: Any more for the queue? Yes. What is the will of the body Raise
hands for break now.
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11.27 Balanced vote.
11.28 Stuart: I will make the call. We carry on.
11.29 Industry is not a slave to what we do. We should reconcile what WFA
(industry) is doing with standards. I would advocate a study group to
collaborate on this. The goal should be to reconcile the spec with what
equipment is out there.
11.30 Stuart: We are in debate. It was my call to continue, for the record.
11.31 Andrew Myles: Members are here to represent their employers. I speak for
the motion. In an ideal world, standards bodies would produce perfection. In
a real world. The market decided on what devices are needed. It is very
important that what WFA does to align with the standards. We should use
our normal processes to make this an international standard.
11.32 Eric Schrylander: I speak against the motion. If 802.IIe was broken, that
was studied in the group
11.33 Chris Hanson: I call the question
11.34 Stuart: Objections? Yes. Bagby. The motion requires a seconder.
11.35 Stuart: Is there a second on the motion? Jim Provonovich
11.36 Those members in favor of calling the question, please rise.
11.37 Stuart: This requires 2/3 vote. The result is For 47, Against 24, Abstain 18.
The votes for constitute 66.2%. The question is not called.
11.38 Stuart: Next on the queue…
11.39 Bob O’Hara: I would like to address the points of debate that I have heard.
A member has guessed what might happen (e.g. 802.11 might lose its status
if work is brought in from outside). I would challenge 10 members to say “I
am building fully compliant equipment today”. Then this work would not be
needed. I would also challenge them to say “I am not implementing WMM”.
We are building WMM products, not 802.11e products. The standard is
based upon research, simulations, and arguments. The WFA took the draft,
and with communication back and forth (membership in both organizations)
information flowed back and forth). Companies eventually had to change
what we standardized. What was brought back to 802.11e was not adopted.
We now have to standardize what we build, not necessarily build what we
standardize. 802.11e is a plan for operation, but not a test plan. We would
be aligning to specifications. There was also a point that we should not act
today, but start a study group to move ahead. I can’t see how the PAR
would be materially different should the process be today or 10 years from
now. A study group will only delay the work. In the front of a draft standard
there is a disclaimer that one should not build equipment before it is final. It
would be good to make sure the process was more concurrent. Comments
that suggest this as an ma activity. I sent a request, but comments arrived
too late in the recirculation process. The attempt was made, however.
Dealing with this as a maintenance process means that the process might
also be delayed. If you want to align with what the market is buying today,
we should act now. WRT the “rubber stamp” premise, the precedent is
802.15 which brought in work from outside. It is much better to have a
standards organization act as a clearing house for such things. I want this to
be conducted in to openness of IEEE.
11.40 Johnny Zwieg: Motion Personal Privilege
11.41 The queue length and acrimony would seem to beg a break.
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11.42 Stuart: Any objection to making the break shorter to 15 minutes? I am not
now recognizing the motion. We are recessed until 1055 hours.
11.43 Recess at 1040
11.44 Reconvene at 1056 hours
11.45 Stuart: We resume the queue…
11.46 Bob O’Hara has left for the airport, the motion remains on the table, Andrew
Myles (also on document) will substitute for Bob.
11.47 David Hunter: My company is doing WMM-SA. I would like the liaison to
request the WMM-SA Wi-Fi specification.
11.48 Stuart: The WFA Liaison has confirmed that the WMM version 1.1 is
available to anyone for $25.
11.49 David: WMM-SA?
11.50 Myles: This motion is only for version 1.1. Bob mentioned that this might
change. In the case of WMM-SA which may provide other features might be
imported. There is not a spec available for this.
11.51 David: We have nothing, then, so this would be a problem. HCCA is part of
802.11e.
11.52 Dave Stevenson: I call the question
11.53 Objection: Clint and Ivan.
11.54 Second: Ivan Reede
11.55 Those wishing to call the question please rise.
11.56 For 53, Against 18, Abstain 11. The motion passes. The question is called.
11.57 Motion
11.58 Move that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR, in 11-07-0029-03, proposing
to align 802.11ma (802.11e) with WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for
approval at their March 2007 session.
11.59 Move: Bob O’Hara
11.60 Second: Thomas Kuehnel
11.61 Stuart: Members in favor please rise…
11.62 For 26, Against 46, Abstain 14. The motion fails.
11.63 Stuart: We shall return to the agenda
11.64 Charles Wright: Point of information. Please repeat vote tally. Done.
11.65 TGu motion (on behalf of working group)
11.66 “Move to approve document 11-07-0195-00-0000 and request that the IEEE
802.11 Working Group Chair forward the liaison letter to the IEEE
802.21Chair”
11.67 Move: Eleanor Hepworth
11.68 Second: Dave Stephenson
11.69 For 60, Against 0, Abstain 4. The motion passes.
11.70 DLS-SG Motion
11.71 A teleconference was left off for “u”
11.72 Harry presents 0200r0 again requesting addition of TGu to the
teleconference list previously approved.
11.73 Motion
11.74 Move to have 2 DLS SG Teleconferences
February 13th 2007: 1000 ET 1 hour
March 6th 2007 1000 ET 1 hour
11.75 Move: Harry Worstell
11.76 Second: Clint Chaplin
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11.77 Stuart: Is there any objection to approving this motion unanimously? None.
Approved Unanimously
11.78 Darwin Engwer presented document 07/0202r1 – Introduction to IMT –
Advanced. There has been a proposal to start a study group. That request
failed during the week of the last meeting, but was subsequently passed later
during a teleconference. The presenter attended the meeting. A
presentation has been prepared for ExCom in March, indicating what was to
be done. This is an overview, to allow quick action. This will be an 802.18
document. I cut and pasted it into this 802.11 document. IMT = International
Mobile Telephony: A new global unified wireless architecture. Mobile class
(100 Mbps/high-mobility) and nomadic/local area class (1 Gbps/low-mobility)
in licensed and maybe unlicensed bands. ITU-R response via .18 due by
May 2007, IEEE 802 possibilities exist. The work entertained so far is
comments to ITU-R and new radio interface requirements. This looks like an
opportunity for 802.11 to work a next-gen PHY beyond “n”. This may take 56 years, so we should start now. 802 already working on multiple access
technologies, individual WGs could address different aspects of the IMTAdvanced vision, and IEEE 802 should provide a harmonized view. Several
architectural vision slides were shown, along with a capability chart with
rate/mobility axes and field of uses.
11.79 Stuart: Discussion? Yes.
11.80 Charles Wright: Useful data rate. Where are we in 11n?
11.81 Darwin: We can get about 600 Mbps with everything turned on.
11.82 Charles: This goes to group in May, what is really needed?
11.83 Stuart: I think we need to form ad-hoc group to make a response for May,
but 802 action will depend on ExCom direction. We could work by e-mail.
11.84 Darwin: Wanted to gauge interest in group.
11.85 Charles: What hypothetically, would we do? A framework, and later fill in a
PAR? This doesn’t have to represent any similarity to final result?
11.86 Ivan Reede: I am in 802.18 as well. Voice over Wi-Fi. Video over
cellphones. IMT is negotiating with all regulatory bodies worldwide. 802
may want to act in this “spectrum hunting”.
11.87 Lee Armstrong: Regarding the field of use diagram. We are dealing with the
lower-left area. The middle area is also being pursued. There is also a lot of
activity regarding dual mode phones.
11.88 Bruce Kraemer: We need some on-going discussions with 802 on this
beginning in March. I am confused regarding legitimate opportunities for
802.11. There is homework required to determine if, how, and by what plan
we would contribute. We need something organized to lie on the table,
including deadlines and work estimate. At least one phone call should be
scheduled.
11.89 Stuart: It would be toward 802.11, or should this be 802?
11.90 Bruce: There should be an 802.11 steering group for this. The EC needs to
think about this too. We need an 802.11, though.
11.91 Mark: I been attending and this seems to have a flavor of spectrum
investigation. I believe we should be involved.
11.92 Bagby: You can think about EC tutorials in March. There is not enough time
for a TG. This would require a special chairman’s committee to develop a
response in this time frame.
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11.93 Peter: I came with a motion for ITU-R in which 802.11 a/b/g are already
there. We are already in there; we are not starting from scratch. 802.16m is
further ahead, but there are continuing meetings for a few years. We just
have to go ahead with explaining the extensions.
11.94 Andrew: I request the chair to make a decision on behalf of the working
group.
11.95 Stuart: Any more discussion?
11.96 Straw poll: Who is interested in this. Yes, lots, No, few.
11.97 Stuart: Darwin, are you interested in leading an ad-hoc group?
11.98 Darwin: I would be willing to look into it and report in March.
11.99 Stuart: Might we have a joint lead? Bruce volunteers.
11.100 Stuart: So we have a joint ad-hoc team: Bruce and Darwin
11.101 Stuart: No other business in groups? No. New business? No.
11.102 Andrew Myles; We should start a study group on 116r2 to get the ball rolling
in March.
11.103 Moved: Darwin (motion being prepared)
11.104 Is there a second? Yes. Bruce Kraemer seconds.
11.105 Start: Password for private area 0900 ET on Monday password will be
changed.
11.106 Motion:
11.107 Move to start a study group to consider the matters raised in 116r2 in
relation to the alignment of WMM to IEEE 802.11
11.108 Moved: Andrew Myles
11.109 Seconded: Bruce Kraemer
11.110 Stuart: Discussion?
11.111 Bruce: A comment was made about errors in 802.11e and it would be good
to get those considered for “n”
11.112 Dave Bagby: When you have two documents that differ there is an
opportunity to change both documents. I would like to see the WMM
change, or at least seek consistency.
11.113 Stuart: This will be re-affirmed at the Orlando meeting.
11.114 Andrew Myles: I call the question.
11.115 Second: Jim Petranovich
11.116 Stuart: Objections? None.
11.117 For 37, Against 11, Abstain 14. The motion passes.
11.118 Point of information:
11.119 Charles: Does this allow the adoption of the PAR?
11.120 Stuart: No. This will be re-affirmed at the Orlando meeting. Is there any
other New Business?
11.121 Adrian: e-mail reflector question. Regarding 15 day rule, we may not
complete the ballot before the next meeting. We should not be struggling to
do this. This is likely to be the route people will take, so is there any way we
can streamline this process via a rule change. I’d like to see if we should
start a group to look at what changes are possible.
11.122 Stuart: Should we start an activity to investigate methods that could be used
to speed the process?
11.123 Harry: Policies and procedures come from 802. The comments that you
receive prior to the end of the vote can still be used at the next meeting.
That is already permitted.
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11.124
11.125
11.126
11.127
11.128
11.129
11.130
11.131
11.132
11.133
11.134

Stuart: The LMSC rules are different from the 802 rules.
Straw Poll:
Are we happy with the status quo or should we should change the rules?
Yes, we are happy. No, we are not happy.
2/3 not happy.
Stuart: This problem is higher in the chain.
Adrian: Who will do what to whom?
Stuart: We need to push upward. Adrian and I should pursue.
Can I have an agenda item for this at the next meeting?
Yes. Noted.
For information: During the break I spoke to a WFA representative to talk to
us to get a formal relationship going to streamline the process together.
11.135 Any other business?
11.136 Johnny Zwieg: I would like to propose a change to 802.11 policies regarding
exposure to atmospheric irritants. The P&P clearly spells this out.
11.137 Stuart: Very well. Seeing no other business, I show the agenda 07-0075r0.
The graphic is fixed. Please book your hotel now.
12 Closing
12.1 Stuart: It is 1200. We are adjourned.
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01/15/2007 PM1 Session:
Meeting called to order at 13:30
1. Chair demonstrated the attendance process to the Task Group
2. Chair provided the standard IEEE policies and procedures.
a. Patent Policy – Chair read and reviewed new Patent Policy
b. Inappropriate Topics – Chair read and reviewed the Policy
c. Documentation and Presentation rules
3. Agenda for 01/15/2007:
(a) Comment 386 (LB83) resolution 07/0016r0
(b) Vote on 06/1739r16 (LB90 comment resolutions)
(c) Vote on changed “No Voter” spreadsheet
(d) Review Draft 6.2 (after review the draft will be labelled as 7.0)
(e) Resolve ANA issues (craft a motion)
(f) Tuesday1/16/07 PM1 session will be a joint session with .11n (06/1589r3)
4. Ganesh presented 07/0016r0
Discussion – Brian Hart proposed an alternative solution – STA-1 issues a measurement request with
two frame request elements (one with the MAC address of the QoS AP and the other with the MAC
address of STA-1) and indicates that the measurement be performed in parallel. The frame report
from STA-2 will have STA1-STA2 and AP-STA2 metrics. Jari proposed that nDLS ad-hoc can
improve on this (and add to 802.11) when nDLS proposal is more concrete. Joe Kwak drafted a
resolution to LB83/386.
5. Discuss comments in 06/1739r16:
(specifically discussed comments (from LB90) 179 through 199. These comments were received after
the close of the IEEE Dallas Plenary meeting). The chair went through the comments (and their
resolutions) and saved the spreadsheet as 1739r17.
In addition comment #85 was revisited and resolution changed to “accepted” (marked same as 193).
6. Chair asked the task group to consider comments 85, 179-199 (document 1739r17)
85: Is there any objection to accepting this comment (and its resolution) – accepted unanimously
179-186: Is there any objection to accepting the editorial changes – accepted unanimously
187: Is there any objection to accepting this comment (and its resolution) – accepted unanimously
188: Is there any objection to countering this comment (and accepting the resolution) – accepted
unanimously
189: Is there any objection to countering this comment (and accepting the resolution) – accepted
unanimously
190: Is there any objection to countering this comment (and accepting the resolution) – accepted
unanimously
191: Is there any objection to countering this comment (and accepting the resolution) – accepted
unanimously
192: Is there any objection to countering this comment (and accepting the resolution) – accepted
unanimously
193: Is there any objection to accepting this comment (and its resolution) – accepted unanimously
194: Is there any objection to accepting this comment (and its resolution) – accepted unanimously
195: Is there any objection to declining this comment (with the resolution) – accepted unanimously
196: Is there any objection to accepting this editorial comment (and its resolution) – accepted
unanimously
197: Is there any objection to countering this comment (and accepting the resolution) – accepted
unanimously
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198: Is there any objection to accepting this comment (and the resolution) – accepted unanimously
199: Is there any objection to accepting this comment (and the resolution) – accepted unanimously
7. Review changes to Draft6.0 (to derive Draft 6.2)
The chair walked the TG through the changes between Draft 6.1 and Draft 6.2.
• Annex-A RRM24/25 need not be prefixed with an asterix
• Annex-D needs to be fixed (add Available Admission Capacity and made up-to-date with
the rest of the text)
8. ANA Loose Ends (craft a motion)
• 9 ANA numbers are needed for 11k (some are already assigned, some are marked
tentative and others need to be requested) – Joe Kwak
• Peter E mentioned that ANA numbers need not be (and should not be) fixed till the draft
gets to a stage of receiving 75% approval votes in Sponsor Ballot. This has the advantage of
vendors not implementing a specification prior to the specification becoming mature.
• E-mail from Joe to Richard Paint (dated 01/03/07) lists the three elements that need ANA
assignment – 07/1942r0
o Measurement Pilot Transmission Information
o BSS Available Admission Capacity
o BSS AC Access Delay
Motion-1
Move to request the IEEE 802.11 Assigned Number Authority (ANA) to allocate numbers for
the following element IDs: Measurement Pilot Transmission Information, BSS Available
Admission Capacity and BSS AC Access Delay
Move:
Second:
Vote:

Joe Levy
Brian Hart
8/0/1. Motion Passes.

9. Richard walked the TG through 06/1589r3
10. Amended the agenda for the day to include “07/0051r0” – Location Information Service for wireless
networks
Discussion – Peter E mentioned that TGu manages the ‘telephony’ ‘core network’ part and that would
be the logical starting point for the Location Information Service.
11. 1630 Hrs. Moved to recess till PM1 1/16/2007.
1/16/2007 PM1 Session
12. Session convened at 1330 Hrs
13. Chair reminded the attendance requirement
14. Proposed Agenda
a. Half hour with .11n (06/1589r3)
b. Discuss nDLS measure (LB83 #386)
c. Vote on 06/1739r17
d. Vote on teleconference minutes
e. Status of Draft 7.0.
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15. Joe Levy’s presentation (06/1589r4) [Editorial changes to 1589r3]
This proposal is a list of changes to .11n draft (changes to .11k specific sections when 11k gets
ratified into 802.11)
a. Beacon Report – Channel Map and RSN elements in beacon report are truncated to
allow for .11n specific IEs
b. STA Statistics – added 5 new counters (.11n specific)
c. Neighbor Report – added a HT bit and three sub-elements to the Optional Elements
(Table-43)
16. Discuss nDLS measure (07/0016r0) -- the TG decided to no t modify .11k draft to include this new
measure. If the DLS TG decides to pursue this measure, a future amendment to 802.11 will include
this measure.
17. Motion-2
Move to accept the resolutions for TGk LB90 comments as written in spreadsheet document
06/1739r17 and instruct the editor to incorporate all such resolutions therein into the TGk draft
Move:
Second:
Vote:

Ganesh
Joe Kwak
6/0/6. Motion Passes.

18. Motion-3
Move to accept the Nov-Jan teleconference minutes found in 06/1891r4
Move:
Second:
Vote:

Ganesh
Brian Hart
8/0/4. Motion Passes.

19. Status of Draft7.0 – only editorial issues were discovered. Joe Kwak is working on a few issues
before finalizing Draft7.0. The TG is urged to inspect Draft6.2 and report back to Joe Kwak before
the end of TGk session on Wednesday (01/17/2007).
20. Entrance Criteria for Sponsor Ballot – ‘No voter’ concerns are addressed, few ‘No Voters’ remain.
All remaining ‘No Voters’ (and their comments with corresponding resolutions) is sent to the
committee.
21. No agenda items remain. Motion to recess till Wednesday PM2 (Moved: Brian, Seconded: Ganesh)
passes. TGk adjourned till 01/17/07 PM2.
01/17/2007 PM2 Session
22. Joe reminded the task group to inspect Draft6.2 and send in comments before the end of 01/17/2007
23. Agenda items –
a. LB90 comments – verified that all comments are resolved (none remain with a blank
resolution)
b. Approve minutes from the Dallas Meeting (06/1758r2)
c. Discussion on motions for closing plenary
d. Review timelines
24. Motion-4
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Move to accept the minutes from the Nov 2006 Dallas Plenary Meeting found in document 06/1758r2
Move:
Second:
Vote:

Ganesh
Joe Kwak
5/0/2. Motion Passes.

25. Discussion on motions for closing plenary
a. Request ANA numbers
b. Approve recirculation LB for Draft7.0 (excel spreadsheet with comments, resolutions and
editor notes filled-in)
26. Review timelines
a. Sponsor Ballot in March ‘07
b. Sponsor Ballot recirculation in May ‘07
c. Ratified in Oct ‘07
27. No agenda items remain – Recess (moved by Peter, seconded by Brian Hart) till PM2 01/18/2007.
01/18/2007 PM2 Session
28. Agenda for the PM2 session
a. Review Closing Plenary Report
b. Motion for the TG to approve Draft 7.0 Recirculation LB
29. Motion-5
Believing that comment responses in 06/1739r18 and the draft mentioned below satisfy WG802.11
rules for letter ballot recirculation
Authorize a 15-day LB recirculation of 802.11k Draft 7.0.
Move:
Second:
Vote:

Ganesh
Joe Kwak
5/0/0. Motion Passes.

30. No agenda items remain – Adjourn (moved by Joe Kwak, seconded by Brian Hart) till March 2007
Plenary.
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Abstract
Report and minutes of the meeting of TGm at the January
2007 session.
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Goals for January 2007
• Prepare response to interpretation requests received
• Propose new PAR for 802.11 maintenance
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Submissions
• Submissions
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Proposed Agenda
• Consent agenda:
– Approve minutes and report from November 2006 meeting (document
06/1752r0)

• Review IEEE Patent Policy
• Review interpretation request procedure
• Old business
• New business
– Prepare response to interpretation requests
– Prepare PAR for 802.11 maintenance

• Adjourn
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Motion #1 to adopt Agenda
• Moved: to adopt the agenda
• Mover: Inoue, Rayment
• Passes: 2-0-0
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IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents
in Standards
• http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
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Question to the members
• Chair: Are there any patents or patent applications of
which the members are aware, for which the Working
group chair needs to be notified?
• Response: No responses were received to the question.
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Interpretation Procedure
•
•
•
•

http://standards.ieee.org/reading/ieee/interp/
Send email to Rona Gertz (r.gertz@ieee.org)
IEEE forwards requests to the WG
WG responds
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Interpretation Request #1
• Section 17.3.10.1 contains the following sentence:
– "The packet error rate (PER) shall be less than 10% at a PSDU length
of 1000 octets for rate-dependent input levels shall be the numbers
listed in Table 145 or less."
– This sentence is grammatically incorrect, and more importantly cannot
be interpreted to make a correct implementation.
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Interpretation Response #1
• The standard is ambiguous in the area identified by the
requester. This item will be forwarded to the 802.11
Working Group for consideration in a future revision of
the standard.
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Motion #2
• Moved: to accept document 07/0095r0 as the response to
the interpretation request #1.
• Moved: Calhoun, Inoue
• Passes: 2-1-1
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Proposal for PAR
• Review document 07/0070r0
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Motion #3
• Moved: to forward document 07/0070r0 to the 802.11
working group, for their approval and further forwarding
to the 802 Executive Committee, to be placed on the
ExCom March 2007 agenda.
• Moved: Engwer, Calhoun
• Passes: 4-0-0
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Presentation on Loss of Letter Identifiers
• Darwin Engwer presented a draft of some material he
plans to send to the 802.11 reflector regarding the
disposition of the amendments incorporated into 802.112007.
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Output Documents

• 07/0094r0: This report
• 07/0095r0: Interpretation Response #1 (January 2007)
• 07/0070r0: Proposed PAR for 802.11 maintenance
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Goals for March
• None, TG will be dissolved
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Adjourn
• Meeting adjourned at 17:07 on Monday, 15 January 2006.
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Executive Summary (also see Chairs’ meeting doc 11-06-1934r5 and closing report doc. 1107-0193r0):
1. The goal of the meeting was to resolve all 230 remaining comments and generate
Draft 2.0 which would go to LB and complete before the start of the Plenary session
in Orlando, March 11-16.
2. Going into the meeting the ad hocs had the following number of comments to
resolve: PSMP-0, CA-0, General-5, Phy-3, Frame Format-24 (deferred),
Coexistence-150 (138 related to 40/20 in 2.4 GHz), MAC-45, Beam Forming and
Link Adaptation-3.
3. Result – the goal was met as all comments were resolved in 30 motions.
4. Motion to hold a 15day LB to approve Draft 2.0 and hold a 30 day LB on D 2.0 to
complete before the March Plenary passed unanimously.
5. No teleconferences or ad hoc meetings will be held between the Jan session and the
March session due to the LB.
6. Between the March and May sessions one ad hoc on April 18-20 was tentatively
planned at a location to be determined at the March session. A pre-May Interim ad
hoc (May9-11) in Montreal was committed to.
7. The official .11n timeline was pushed out 6 months and now shows the .11n
amendment will be published October 2008.
Note 1: Relative to presentations, these minutes are intended to offer a brief summary
(including document number) of each of the presentations to facilitate review and recall
without having to read each of the presentations. Most of the ‘presentation related’ minutes
are built directly from selected slides and therefore are not subjective. An effort was made
to note obscure acronyms. As always Q&A is somewhat subjective/interpretive on my part
and therefore open to question. When recording Q&A an ‘A’ is used in the minutes to
denote “answer”
Note 2: Only motions resolving CIDs are specially numbered. This is done so that there is a
cross reference between specific resolutions and official votes.
******************************************************************************
Detailed cumulative minutes follow:
Monday; Jan 15, 2007; 10:30 PM – 9:00 PM [~ 79 attendees; ~6 new]
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Meeting was called to order by TGn chair at 10:30 PM
Chairs’ Meeting Doc 11-06-1934r0
Postal code W2 ☺
Session goal is LB by end of week and we need a quorum so stay for closing plenary
Meeting rooms for week reviewed
Theatre style (chairs only) for some ad hocs
Chair read IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards and additional Pat
Com Guidance; chair noted Feb 2006 version
8. Chair reviewed topics NOT to be discussed during the meeting including – licensing, pricing,
litigation, market share, etc.
9. Importance of having correct voting status on badges was noted
10. Document access process was reviewed
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11. Attendance reminder – Electronic using http://newton or 172.0.16.10
12. Chair reviewed history and timelines (slide 10 & 11) for new members
12.1.
Created Draft 1.6 out of November meeting and updated to Draft 1.09 (now 444
pg)
12.2.
Approved 703 technical resolutions in November
12.3.
211 comments are pending approval; 275 to be addressed this week
13. Chair reviewed draft revision procedure
14. Chair reviewed the timeline going forward
15. Chair listed ad hocs completed and ad hoc activity expected this week
16. Motion by Jon Rosdahl seconded by Clint Chaplin to approve the Dallas November
TG.11n session minutes as in 11-06-1713r0 was approved without objection
17. Chair noted there was a pending motion to go to letter ballot at adjournment of the Nov
meeting that will need to be addressed at later this meeting
18. Agenda for the week was proposed by the chair
18.1.
Monday proposed agenda

Time Monday Main Room TGN 1

TGN 2

TGN 3

Balmoral 2 (W3)

MR 3-4 (W2)

MR 1-2 (W2)

Beam -15 min

(Beam)

FF

MR 3-4 (W2)

MR 1-2 (W2)

8:00- WG
10:00 Plenary
10:30- 2 - Full Sandringham 1 (W3)
12:30 TGn
Opening report,
minutes, agenda
Pending motion
Technical editor report
Ad hoc chair reports
(FF, PHY, Coex, Beam,
Gen, MAC,…)
MAC ad hoc
13:30- 4 - ad
15:30 hocs

PHY
16:00- 6 – Full Balmoral 2 (W3)
18:00 TGn
Discussion & Voting
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Sandringham 1 (W3)
Coexistence

19. Tuesday agenda
Time

Tuesday

8:0010:00

X

10:3012:30

X

13:3015:30

10 - ad
hocs

Main Room TGN 1 TGN 2

TGN 3

Balmoral 2 (W3)

MR 1-2 (W2) MR 3-4 (W2)

MAC

½ hour
in TGk
MR 5-6

16:0018:00

12 - Full
TGn

Sandringham 1 (W3) MR 1-2 (W2) MR 3-4 (W2)
Discussion & Voting

19:3021:30

14 - ad
hocs

Sandringham 1 (W3)
Coex

20. Wednesday Agenda proposal
Time

Wednesday Main Room TGN 1

8:0010:00

16 - ad hocs Sandringham 1 (W3)

TGN 2

MR 3-4 (W2)

Phy
10:3012:30

TGN 3

MAC

X
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18 - ad hocs Balmoral 2 (W3)

MR 1-2 (W2) MR 3-4 (W2)

Coexistence
16:0018:00

20 - Full
TGn

Sandringham 1 (W3)

MR 1-2 (W2) MR 3-4 (W2)

Discussion & Voting
19:3021:30

X

21. Thursday agenda proposal
Time

Thursday

Main Room TGN 1 TGN 2

8:0010:00

22 - ad hocs Sandringham 1 (W3) MR 1-2 (W2)

TGN 3
MR 3-4 (W2)

Coex
10:3012:30

24 - ad hocs Sandringham 1 (W3) MR 1-2 (W2)

MR 3-4 (W2)

MAC?
13:3015:30

26 - Full
TGn

Sandringham 1 (W3)
Voting

16:0018:00

28 - Full
TGn

Sandringham 1 (W3)
Voting
Timeline
Ad hocs
Teleconferences

19:3021:30

X

22. Motion to approve the agenda as revised and shown above by Don Schultz and
seconded by Jon Rosdahl passed without objection
23. Return to pending motion from Nov meeting which was:
23.1.
Motion #111 by Jason Trachewsky and
seconded by Dave Andrus to incorporate all of the comment resolutions approved
during the November plenary into Draft 1.06 to create Draft 1.07 and request a 15
day Working Group Letter Ballot to approve Draft 1.07 to become Draft 2.0 and
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that Draft 2.0 be sent to Working Group Letter Ballot requesting that Draft 2.0 be
forwarded to Sponsor Ballot
23.2.
Chair noted it is allowed in Robert Rules (33) to
Request ‘Permission to Withdraw’ however motion belongs to the assembly. The
member who made the motion may state: “I request permission to withdraw the motion”.
Chair may then state: “Unless there is no objection the motion is withdrawn”. If there is
objection then a vote (simple majority) on the request will be held
24. Motion to withdraw the pending motion by Jason Trachewsky and seconded by Dave
Andrus passed without objection
25. Editor report in 11-07-0028r1 was quickly reviewed by Adrian Stephens
25.1.
Please use D1.09 as basis for new submissions
25.2.
D 1.09 was a cleaned up D 1.08
25.3.
In order to meet the scheduling goals the editorial team has volunteered to stay in
London after this meeting to update the draft for the hoped for LB to be completed
before the March meeting.
25.4.
Assuming a 15 day LB to approve the draft and a following 30 day LB it is
possible to complete LB by opening of March meeting in Orlando if draft D2.0 can be
created quickly following this session
26. Ad hoc chair reports:
26.1.
PSMP – completed
26.2.
CA doc by Sheung Li
26.2.1. one editorial issue remains
26.3.
Gen – Jon Rosdahl 11-06-0688r48
26.3.1. 5 remaining comments with proposed resolutions relating to .11k/n interactions
and comments by Eldad
26.4.
Phy – Jim Petranovich 11-07-0068r1
26.4.1. Unanimously approved all but 3 comments in ad hocs!
26.4.2. New STBC proposal?
26.5.
Frame Format – Peter Loc
26.5.1. 2 submissions
26.5.2. 22 deferred and some are duplicates
26.6.
Coexis – Eldad Perahia
26.6.1. 11-07-035r4 for comment resolutions
26.6.2. 150 unresolved in 40/20; CCA sensing; extended CSA
26.7.
MAC – Matt Fischer 11-07-0071 for motions
26.7.1. 45 comments remaining; 2 submissions
26.8.
Beam – John Ketchum 11-06-0675r56; 07-0056r1 for motions this week
26.8.1. 3 comments outstanding
26.8.2. 3 submissions
26.8.3. use of NDPs for calibration
26.8.4. may need more than allotted 15 minutes today
27. Meeting recessed into a MAC ad hoc at 11:50 AM
28. The next full meeting will convene at 4:00 PM today per the revised Monday agenda above.
29. Chair convened the ‘full’ .11n meeting at 4:00 PM (87 people in attendance)
30. Motions to be dealt with: Phy – 3; Mac – 3; Editor – 2; Beam - 2
31. Motion #112 by Jim Petranovich (11-06-1488r10) to Approve resolution of comments
found on the tab labelled “pending motion set 17” in document 11-06/0693r83 was
seconded by Don Schultz and approved without objection
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32. Motion #113 by Jim Petranovich (11-06-1488r10) to Approve resolution of comments
found on the tab labelled “pending motion set 18” in document 11-06/0693r83 was
seconded by Venko Erceg and approved without exception
33. Motion #114 by Jim Petranovich to Approve resolution of comments found on the tab
labelled “pending motion set 19” in document 11-06/0693r83 was seconded by Assaf
Kasher and approved without exception
34. Motion #115 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0071r1) to accept comment resolutions in 1106/0690r54 tab “Pending_motion_1843r2” was seconded by Adrian Stephens and
approved without exception
35. Motion #116 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0071r1) to accept comment resolutions in 1106/0690r54 tab "motion_070115_1” was seconded by Solomon Trainin
35.1.
Motion amended by Matt Fischer to ‘except CID 4522’ from the above
motion was seconded by Naveen Kakani
35.2.
Motion #116 as amended was approved without exception
36. Motion #117 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0071r1) to accept comment resolutions in 1106/0690r54 tab “motion_070115_2” was seconded by Adrian Stephens and accepted
without objection
37. Mac status: about 40 comments that have not been addressed yet
38. Motion # 118 by John Ketchum (11-07-0056r2) to approve resolutions to CIDs 945,
4142, and 7891 (all counters), as shown in the tab label “Pending Motion 1” was
seconded by Joonsuk Kim
38.1.
Note: these CIDs were returned as EMRs (945 and 4142) and an ER (7891)
39. Motion #119 by Adrian Stephens (11-07-0028r1) to accept the resolution of the
comments as amended by the “Edit Notes” column where the comment has an “Edit
Status” of “EM” (Edited with modifications) in document 11-06/0706r27 on the “Edited
in D1_08” tab was seconded by Tim Towell and approved without objection
40. Motion #120 by Adrian Stephens (11-07-0028r1) to Approve Draft P802.11n D1.09 as
the TGn Draft was seconded by Peter Loc and approved without objection
41. Motion #121 by Jon Rosdahl to have the editor update the resolution status and
resolutions of duplicate comments as the parent comments are approved for the LB 84
comment set was seconded Tim Towell and approved without exception
42. Recall that the agenda plan for Tuesday is to have MAC ad hoc meet in Sandringham and in
parallel, have an ad hoc meeting with .11k (in the first half hour of the .11k meeting) in PM1
session
43. Chair asked “Are there any other motions or discussion topics we could discuss now?”
43.1.
Yes. Transmit MCS spec proposal.
44. The results of the .11k meeting will be communicated tomorrow and the motion will be held
during the Wed full session so all 4 hour rules can be met
45. Presentation 11-07-0054r1 by Venko Erceg regarding Transmit MCS Set Definition
45.1.
Need a separation between the Tx and Rx MCS set definitions
45.2.
This was missing in the original spec
45.3.
Reason – devices with more receive paths (receivers) than transmit paths; i.e.,
highly asymmetrical devices such as single transmitter/dual receiver handhelds
45.4.
Discussion on presentation:
45.4.1. What is mandatory and what is optional? A – can be specified but needs a
separate motion
45.4.2. The MCS to use is not clear? A – group to decide
45.4.3. Shorten number of choices? A – which ones to remove; Spatial Streams?
45.4.4. Explain how to use the info? A - will consider adding informative paragraph
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45.4.5. Why not allow all possibilities? A – suggesting a compromise that uses 17 bits
instead of 77 bits which would be required to spec all possibilities
45.4.6. Primary reason is for link adaptation
45.4.7. Use is Unequal MCS and number of streams
45.4.8. Don’t need maximums defined; can save bits? A – let’s discuss
45.4.9. Removing both “maximum” fields without adding highest rate on the TX would
not work
45.4.10.
Informative text would be valuable
45.4.11.
Could just define 8 bits instead of 17?
45.4.12.
Make a statement that everything is optional or otherwise
45.4.13.
Need informative text
45.4.14.
Why should mandating be a separate proposal? A – let’s have a straw poll
45.4.15.
If mandated how would we test? A – it could tested using EVM
45.4.16.
Straw Poll – would you accept something similar to the proposal
contained in 07/0054r1? Yes – 19; No – 27; A – 19
45.4.17.
Straw Poll – would you accept 07/0054r1 if it contained a significantly
reduced TX MCS set definition of fields? Yes – 31; No – 4; A - 28
46. Chair recessed the ‘full’ session at 5:46 PM until tomorrow at 4:00 PM
47. Note: Coexistence ad hoc will convene at 7:30 PM tonight
Tuesday; Jan 16, 2007; 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM
1. Chair called the full session to order at 4:02 PM
2. We will have an update
3. Expected motions:
3.1. Editor – 1
3.2. Coexistence – 1
3.3. General – 2
3.4. MAC – 1
3.5. Beam - 1
4. Motion #122 by Jon Rosdahl to accept the resolution proposed for the CID 4793 as
documented in 11-06-0688-48-000n tgn general comment-adhoc-group was seconded by
Joe Levy and passed without objection.
5. Motion #123 by Jon Rosdahl to accept 06-1589r3 be accepted as resolution for CIDs:
114, 4347, 7026, 7316 was seconded by Adrian Stephens
5.1. Discussion:
5.1.1. resolution column will need to be removed since it was not needed and was not up
to date
5.1.2. Chair requested Joe Levy to put the changes (superfluous column) on the screen
which he did
5.1.3. It was indeed an editorial change
5.2. Jon Rosdahl moved to amend as follows: to accept 06-1589r3 with Stuart Kerry’s
address change and the resolution column from the last page will be deleted as
resolution for CIDs: 114, 4347, 7026, 7316 was seconded by Srini Kandala and
passed without objection
5.3. Main motion #123 as amended passed without objection
6. Motion #124 by Eldad Perahia to approve resolution of comments found on the tab
labelled Motion Tab #9 in document 11-6-0724r50 was seconded by Srini Kandala
passed without objection
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7. Motion #125 by Matt Fischer to accept comment resolutions in 11-06-0690r56 tab
“motion_070116_1” was seconded by Matt Smith and passed without objection.
8. Motion #126 by John Ketchum to accept the changes proposed in submission 11-061902r2, 11-07-0050r3 (11-07-0042r1 provides support material), and 11-06-1930r2 be
approved by TGn was seconded by Joonsuk Kim and passed without objection
9. Motion #127 by Adrian Stephens to approve the resolution of the 4 editorial resolutions
shown in 11-06-0706r28 on the “editorials” tab was seconded by Don Schultz and
passed without objection
10. Chair noted there has been a request for two presentations
11. Chair asked if there were any further topics to discuss? A – no
12. Chair asked therefore if there was any objection to limiting these presentations and
discussions to 40 minutes each? A – the body did not object
13. Presentation by Assaf Kasher reviewed 11-06-1901r9 – CCA sensing in 40 MHz –
highlighting the changes
13.1.
Redefined 20 and 40 MHz PPDUs mask
14. Motion #128 by Assaf Kasher to approve resolution of comments with CIDs listed in 1106-1901r9 as described in 11-06-1901r9 was seconded by Jim Petranovich and passed
without objection
15. Presentation by Matt Fischer (11-07-0049r2) entitled Signalling of Intolerance for 40 MHz
Transmissions
15.1.
Abstract: There are various opinions regarding the ability of 20
MHz-only capable devices to coexist with 40 MHz transmissions on overlapping
channels. In order to accommodate the various possible solutions to the decision to allow
or forbid 40 MHz transmissions, some signaling mechanism is needed. This presentation
offers a signaling mechanism and proposes a set of rules to use in making the decision to
allow or forbid 40 MHz transmissions.
o Detection
Look for presence/absence of HT Capability element
• Any channel
New bit in HT Capability element: Forty_MHZ_Intolerant
• New bit can be used by intolerant TGn APs to require neighbors to
switch from 20/40 to 20
• Any channel
Look for traffic from any overlapping BSS on channels
• Channels that overlap the secondary
o Classification rules
Intolerant devices
• HT Capability element is absent (e.g. 802.11b/g)
• OR HT Capability element is present with Forty_MHZ_Intolerant
=1
o Behavior rules
• 40 MHz prohibited if:
o Detect Intolerant BSS
• STA conveys detection of marginal overlap case to its AP:
o Dissociate and re-associate with Forty_MHZ_Intolerant = 1
o OR Send MGMT action frame with Forty_MHZ_Intolerant
=1
New HT Information Exchange MGMT Action
frame
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o Recovery to 40 MHz operation
BSS must wait for thirty minutes with NO “intolerant” detection
before reverting to 40 MHz operation
o OBSS Scanning
Only STA are required to scan
• STAs scan according to requests from AP
o Beacon Request Measurement request mgmt action
• APs may also scan
One scan every 30 minutes
• Minimum dwell time per channel
• Communicated through scan request
o Important Points
Legacy association does NOT cause switch to 20 MHz operation
Legacy BSS does cause switch to 20 MHz
Switch to 20 MHz operation does NOT propagate endlessly
• Can go one hop, then stop
• Effected through Forty_MHZ_Intolerant bit
o NOT through BSS width setting
AP could deny association based on Forty_MHZ_Intolerant = 1
• But still must respect the bit in any received frame
16. Motion #129 by Matt Fischer to adopt the changes proposed in doc 11-07-1940-06-000n40mhz-operation-in-2.4 ghz-40 MHz-intolerant bit.doc was seconded by John Zweig
16.1.
Discussion
16.1.1. Slide 7, is it necessary to know if the overlapping channel is 20 or 40? A – no
16.1.2. Scan two times per channel or a minimum of 20 so long as the total is 200 ms
16.1.3. Page 19 change the word “once” to “twice”; this is a technical change
16.1.4. There are also typos
16.1.5. Editor can handle the typos
16.1.6. Does this work for 5 GHz? A – no, only in the 2.4 GHz band
16.1.7. Idea is 40 MHz AP that needs to switch back to 20 MHz immediately upon
hearing a management action frame from the station
16.1.8. Motion to amend motion #129 by Matt Fischer to change the word “once” to
“Twice” on page 19 and with the provision that all references to 1940r5 in the
comment resolution column will be replaced with 1940r6 was seconded by
Adrian Stephens and passed without objection
16.1.9. Main motion #129 as amended was objected to so a vote was held.
16.1.10.
The result of the vote on motion #129 as amended was Yes - 66, No - 8,
A – 5 and therefore it passes with a 75% majority
17. The last vote affected Coexistence; motion #129 resolved about 138 CIDs !!!!!!!
18. 40 MHz topic will be dealt with at the ad hoc this evening
19. Don Schultz expressed his thanks for the opportunity to co-chair the coexistence ad hoc and
said he was retiring as co-chair leaving Eldad Perahia as the only chair of the coexistence ad
hoc
20. The current revision of the chair’s opening report is 11-06-1934r3
21. Motion to recess early at 5:29 PM by Adrian Stephens was seconded by Jon Rosdahl. The
full session will reconvene at 4:00 PM on Wednesday Jan 17.
Wednesday; Jan 17, 2007; 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM
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1. Chair called the meeting to order at 4:02 PM
2. Chair reviewed the planned agenda this afternoon
3. Motions expected:
a. FF - 1
b. Phy - 2
c. MAC - 3
d. Coexistence – 1
4. Motion #130 by Eldad Perahia to approve resolution of comments found on the tab
labelled “Motion Tab 10” in document 11-06-0724r51 was seconded by Don Schultz
and passed without objection. No more coexistence CIDs!!!
5. Motion #131 by Peter Loc (11-07-0177r5) to approve resolutions of comments found
on the tab labelled “Motion Tab 7” in document 11-06-0717r52 was seconded by
Adrian Stephens and passed without objection. FF started week with 24 and have now
finished!!!!
6. Motion #132 by Jim Petranovich (11-06-1488r12) to accept submissions in 11-060158r3 and 11-07-0054r3 as instructions to the TGn technical editor was seconded
by Stephen Palm and approved without exception
7. Motion #133 by Jim Petranovich to approve resolution of comments found on the
tab labelled “pending motion set 20” in document 11-06-0693r55 was seconded by
Don Schultz and passed without objection
8. Motion #134 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0071r4) to accept comment resolutions in 1106-0690r62 tab “motion _070117_1” seconded by Adrian Stephens was approved
without objection
9. Motion #135 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0071r4) to accept comment resolutions in 1106-0690r62 tab “motion _070117_2” seconded by Solomon Trainin was approved
without objection
10. Motion #136 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0071r4) to accept comment resolutions in 1106-0690r62 tab “motion _070117_3” seconded by Adrian Stephens was approved
without objection
11. Chair discussed remaining agenda for today and the rest of the week:
a. Thursday morning – one more MAC session and one more coexistence session
b. Discuss power save in 40 MHz Intolerance
c. MAC would like to resolve three CIDs now; Srini Kandala lead the discussion
12. Motion #137 by Srini Kandala and seconded by Solomon Trainin to resolve CID38
as accepted with instructions to the editor below passed without objection
a. Change D1.08, page 22, line 38 from “Either of” to “Any value between”
b. Change D1.08, page 22, line 40, from “The time required to” to “The time,
not exceeding the value given by 2) below if TXOP Limit is non-zero, require
to …”
c. Change TGma Draft 9.0, clause 7.2.1.1 paragraph 3, bullet 1 from,” …. Set
to the time, in microseconds…”to” …set to the estimated time, in
microseconds…”
d. Change TGma Draft 9.0 7.2.2.2, paragraph 6 from, first item, both
occurrences of “The time, in microseconds …” to “The estimated time, in
microseconds…”
13. Motion #138 by Srini Kandala and seconded by Solomon Trainin to resolve CID 39
by resolution for CID 38 was passed without objection
14. Motion #139 by Srini Kandala and seconded by Solomon Trainin to resolve CID
7890 by resolution for CID 38 was passed without objection
Submission

page 11

Garth Hillman, Advanced Micro Devices

Jan 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0062r0

15. Motion #140 by Matt Fischer (11-07-0690r63) to accept comment resolutions in 1106-0690r63 tab “motion_070118_1” except that the resolution for CID 3850 is to be
as stated in the resolution column of CID3850 from 11-06-0690r62 was seconded by
Srini Kandala
a. Discussion: why refer to r62? A – to meet the 4 hour rule
b. Motion #140 passed without exception
16. The MAC ad hoc is now finished
17. Discussion on handling power save in the 40 MHz intolerant context
a. 11-07-0129r4 describes compromise
18. Motion #141 by Jim Petranovich and seconded by Sanjiv Nanda to accept the edit
below to text that has been previously accepted, was accepted without objection
TGn Editor: On page 18 of 1940r6, add to the end of the following paragraph:
An HT-STA that indicates in the Supported Channel Width Set field of its most recently
transmitted HT Capability element a value of 1 shall accept all Beacon Measurement Requests
from its associated HT-AP-19 that have a value of 254 for the reporting condition
The following sentence:

except when the total number of octets in the transmitted MSDUs and received
unicast MSDUs during the past 30 minutes did not exceed 10000 octets.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Coexistence does not need time tomorrow
MAC does not need time tomorrow
Do any of the ad hocs need time tomorrow? A – NO
Editor needs all FINAL spread sheets from ad hocs and, if there are no unresolved
comments he is finished
23. Chair reviewed remaining agenda for the week
24. Editor suggested that he could use the two slots tomorrow to start creating the D 2.0
25. Body agreed
26. Chair stated that the full TGn body will reconvene for final motions and wrap up at 1:30
PM tomorrow
27. Motion to recess the session until 1:30 PM tomorrow at 5:29 PM by Jon Rosdahl
and seconded by Sanjiv Nanda passed without objection

Thursday; Jan 18, 2007; 1:30 PM – 3:30 PM
1.
2.
3.
4.

Chair called the meeting to order at 1:31 PM
Chair report now at rev 5 (11-07-1934r5)
Editors report (verbal)
Editor reported there are no comments remaining that have not been resolved and accounted
for in motions held in the full sessions during the July, Sept, Nov 06 and Jan 07 sessions
5. Moved by Eldad Perahia and seconded by Jon Rosdahl to incorporate all of the
comment resolutions approved during the TGn January 2007 session into Draft
P802.11n D1.09 to create Draft 1.10 and approve a 15-day Working Group letter Ballot
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asking the procedural question “Should 802.11n Draft 1.10 be forwarded to Working
Group letter ballot as Draft 2.0?” and, if successful, begin as soon as possible a 30 day
Working Group Letter Ballot asking the technical question “Should 802.11n Draft 2.0
be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?” passed (For – 52, Against – 0, Abstain – 1)
6. Editorial team met this morning to start incorporating all comments into the Draft 2.0. The
deadline in EOD Tuesday. It looks promising that the PHY editorial team consisting of Eldad
Perahia, Venko Erceg and John Ketchum and the MAC editorial team consisting of Adrian
Stephens, Solomon Trainin and Tomoko Adachi will meet the deadline.
7. Chair introduced future Teleconference and Ad Hocs meeting topics:
7.1. No teleconfences or ad hocs are planned between now and the March meeting due to the
anticipated TGn LB#2. There was no objection.
7.2. Chair suggested that the ad hoc chairs meet on the Sunday before the March Plenary to
plan for the week. The ad hoc chairs agreed.
7.3. Regarding ad hocs between March and May meetings:
7.4. During November we approved a 3 day ad hoc just after the March session in Orlando
on Monday (3-19) Tuesday (3-20) and Wednesday (3-21). Dawn of F2F is working on
the logistics and we need to decide before she can commit.
7.5. Discussion:
7.5.1.
Not good timing to have an ad hoc immediately following the
Plenary
7.5.2.
First step is to categorize comments and then distribute them; we
could do that in Friday PM period of Plenary
7.5.3.
To make the best use of travel this would be good use of the time
7.5.4.
We could identify “easy” comments to resolve during this ad hoc
7.5.5.
Better to use the time during the actual Plenary to categorize
comments, assign comments for resolution and work individually on the actual
resolutions
7.5.6.
What happens if the LB does not complete; then we will need the
time?
7.5.7.
Compromise on two days?
7.5.8.
Why not ask TGn members to voluntarily get their comments in by
March 8 so pre-processing can start early
7.5.9.
What about April ad hocs on 18, 19, 20?
7.5.10.
Jon Rosdahl has looked into a hotel in Salt Lake City and we need
to make a decision or loose the option
7.5.11.
Also, Ad hocs before the May meeting in Montreal have been
scheduled – Wed, Thurs, Friday
8. Attendance server shows we are not in session so we cannot sign up?
9. Chaired reviewed the logic behind all these ad hocs by introducing the time line topic:
9.1. Recall current schedule calls for beginning SB in Dec to finish Jan 13 in 2008
9.2. This results in an April publishing with the next possible date being July 2008 followed
by Oct 2008 and then Jan 2009
10. Per his homework assignment from the Nov meeting the chair obtained some statistics on
LBs, Recircs and SBs. Clint Chaplin, chair of .11r had developed the following statistics:
10.1.1.
LBs: Average number of LBs to get a 75% pass is 2.11
10.1.2.
WG recircs: Average recirc is 4.21 taking on average 235 days to
get to 93.2% approval
10.1.3.
SBs: Average number of SBs is 6.74 taking an average of 196 days
to get 97.6% approval
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11. Let’s assume next LB passes in March then, using the statistics above we would complete
WG recirc in Jan 8 2008 and SB completion July 17 so the spec could get published in
October 2008
12. Chair commented this is a dramatic slippage of 6 months but probably reflects reality and
that is why we need to leave ourselves as much ad hoc time as we can.
13. Returning to the ad hoc discussion:
13.1.
F2F will slow us down in fact
13.2.
Additional ad hocs would not useful
13.3.
March is a plenary and therefore we will have less time
13.4.
May session is an interim and so we will likely get 28 hours
13.5.
Could skip post March ad hoc and April ad hocs? But pre-meeting
in Montreal seems to be important and in fact maybe we should add a day for the May
pre-meeting?
13.6.
Straw poll – discard the post-March session ad hoc and April ad
hoc meetings and schedule only the May pre-meeting ad hoc in Montreal (Yes – 17)
13.7.
Straw Poll – keep April ad hoc in Salt lake city and May premeeting ad hocs (Yes – 17)
13.8.
Straw Poll – keep all three ad hocs – post-meeting in Orlando in
March, April in Utah and May pre-meeting in Montreal (Yes – 1)
13.9.
We could keep planning for April but not make decision until
March meeting? Jon noted that the penalty could be severe.
13.10.
Could a member company sponsor the meeting on a short notice?
13.11.
Shall we postpone the decision on April until March?
13.12.
Short notice makes booking travel very difficult
13.13.
Waiting until March will basically kill the April alternative from a
meeting room perspective unless one of the member companies volunteers
14. Chair again asked for straw polls and noted that this time you can vote for more than one
alternative and the one with the most votes will be declared the winner
14.1.
Straw Poll – Tentatively schedule April somewhere, and continue
planning for May ad hoc with a decision on April to be made in March meeting (17)
14.2.
Straw Poll – Schedule only the May pre-meeting ad hoc in
Montreal (12)
14.3.
Straw Poll - Definitely schedule April somewhere, and continue
planning for May ad hocs (14)
15. Jon Rosdahl said he will cancel April arrangements and Jon also notified the group that he is
no longer able to arrange for ad hoc meeting logistics. Group thanked him for his efforts.
16. Chair asked group if there was any objection to tentatively schedule April somewhere, and
continue planning for May ad hocs with a decision on April to be made in March session?
There were no objections
17. Server is now up so register your attendance
18. Returning to time line discussion:
18.1.
Based on the statistics chair concluded that the most likely time
line was the one showing publishing the amendment on October 25, 2008
18.2.
This would require closing SB and presenting docs to EC by July
18, 2008
18.3.
From the editor’s point of view timeline is important because it
allows him to understand which amendments will finish before us - .11k, p, r, y – and he
needs to take these into consideration in the final .11n draft amendment
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19. Motion by Don Schultz and seconded by Art Aston to accept the time line as proposed
above showing the amendment getting published in October 2008 passed without
objection
20. AOB?
21. Group thanked Bruce for his leadership!
22. Motion to adjourn TGn session by Assaf Kasher and seconded by Jim Petranovich at
14:48 GMT passed without objection

Submission

page 15

Garth Hillman, Advanced Micro Devices

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0187r0
IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs
January 2007, TGp/WAVE Minutes
Date: 13 – 19 January 2007

Author(s):
Name
Filip Weytjens

Company
TransCore

Address
2 Brewer Hunt Way
K2K 2B5 Ottawa, Canada

Phone

Email

+1 (505) 250 9704

filip.weytjens@transcore.com

Abstract
This document includes the meeting minutes for the IEEE 802.11 TGp WAVE Task Group held in
London on January 13 - 19, under the TG Chairmanship of Lee Armstrong of Armstrong Consulting
and editor Wayne Fisher of ARINC. Minutes were taken by Filip Weytjens of TransCore.

Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the
contributing individual(s) or organization(s). The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after
further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.
Release: The contributor grants a free, irrevocable license to the IEEE to incorporate material contained in this contribution,
and any modifications thereof, in the creation of an IEEE Standards publication; to copyright in the IEEE’s name any IEEE
Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit
others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication. The contributor also acknowledges and
accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.11.
Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures <http://
ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s),
including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents
essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard." Early disclosure to the Working Group of
patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development
process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication. Please notify the Chair
<stuart.kerry@philips.com> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under
patent application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group. If you
have questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <patcom@ieee.org>.
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Tuesday, January 14, 2007, 8:00 AM Session
Lee opened the meeting at 8:00 AM.
Lee covered anti-trust and patent policies following doc: IEEE 802.11-07/0107r0.
Goals of this meeting are the review of the outcome of previous meetings and LB92, and start with the
resolution of the comments.
November meeting minutes were approved as updated. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/1890r01)
Dick gave the liaison report from CALM: CALM is looking for progress made in 11p. The CVIS project
(similar to VII) is building a CALM system including the M5 component. The spectrum allocation is still
on-going for the European band.
Liaison reports on IEEE 1609: Tom provided a report to Lee. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0055pr00).
Wayne proceeded with a discussion on the comments that were received. He went over the assignments
and the template.
The group authorized Wayne to resolve all editorial comments.
Dick raised the question why we shouldn’t put it in Framemaker and redo the ballot. It was discussed by
Lee that the draft is not required to be in Framemaker until sponsor ballot. However, to avoid surprises,
Wayne was directed to make the transition at this point.
Wayne requested that if artwork was submitted, it should be provided in a separate file and the format
should be tiff.
Wayne discussed the issue that a motion to request the IANA failed in the past as the 802.11 group felt it
was too early to request. However, at the same time we got comments about not having the number. This
was discussed within the CAC and it was decided that it was not required to have the number to be
technically complete. It will be required when the document goes into sponsor ballot.
To address the comments that ask for more detail on the operation of a WAVE system and to address why
WAVE cannot rely more on 802.11 functions, the introduction will be extended to provided additional
clarification.
The session was recessed at 9:50AM.

Tuesday, January 16, 2007, 4:00 PM Session
Lee opened the session at 4:05 PM.
Wayne continued with a discussion of the comments.
It was identified that there would be conference calls to follow up on the resolution of the comments.
Lee proceeded with doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0134r1 addressing the resolution of the “General” category.
The question was raised why we could not use beacons. It was identified that the initial intend of the task
group was to use the beacons. However when using the beacons it became apparent that it did not have

Submission

page 2

Filip Weytjens, TransCore

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0187r0

the required characteristics and behaviour. It was noted that sufficient details should be provided
describing the reasons why the beacon should not be used.
Motions on doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0134r2
Move to decline comment ID350:
Moved: Daniel
Seconded: Wayne
Favour: 9
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Move to decline comments ID1010, ID1011, ID1012, ID1013:
Moved: Rick
Seconded: Dick
Favour: 9
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Motion: Move to approve Draft P802.11p-D2.0 as the current working TGp Draft to be used as a basis for
LB92 comment resolution.
Moved: Daniel
Seconded: Wayne
Discussion? Can we wait till Thursday? We could but this could impact decisions made during today’s
session and further sessions. If it turns out that we don’t like the draft we can move a new motion to get
rid of the draft.
Favour: 9
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Rick proceeded with a discussion on proposed resolution for comments that he got assigned. The
documentation of comments was not available on the server. Following comments were discussed:
•
•
•
•
•
•

ID435 and ID462
ID436
ID437 and ID463
ID438
ID439, ID440, and ID441
ID442 and ID443

Dick proceeded with a discussion on proposed resolution for comments on the TSF timer. Following
comments were discussed:
•
•
•

ID469, ID470, ID472, ID474, ID476, ID477, and ID478
ID484
ID489, ID490, ID491, ID492, ID493, ID494, ID495, ID496, ID497, and ID498
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ID509, ID510, ID511, ID512, and ID515
ID518, ID519, and ID520
ID524, ID525, ID526, and ID527
ID529 and ID533

The session was recessed at 5:58 PM.

Wednesday, January 17, 2007, 4:00 PM Session
Lee started the session at 4:03 PM.
Wayne gave an overview of the different classes of comments and the persons they were assigned too. It
was reiterated that we should use the formal comment resolution form. It is also possible to use a power
point presentation to provide a resolution for the comment.
Rick proceeded with proposed resolution for his comments and started with comments documented in
doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0157r1, IEEE 802.11-07/0166r0, IEEE 802.11-07/0167r0. The resolution for the
following comments was discussed:
• CID 438
• ID439, ID440, and ID441
• CID 442 and CID443
It was discussed that we should remove the 2-TU requirement and that it should not be done during a
frame exchange sequence. This discussion did not result in agreeable language. It was agreed that we
should discuss this with experts on the topic. Therefore, motions documented in doc.: IEEE802.11-0/157,
159, 160, 161, 166 and 167 will not be addressed until this is resolved.
Dick proceeded with the motions for the proposed resolution.
Move to accept CID 539 and instruct the editor to correct the spelling from Annoucement to
Announcement on line 8 of page 15 of Draft 2.0.
Motion by: Dick
Second: Daniel
Favour: 8
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 1

Move to accept CID 547 and instruct the editor to remove the word “either” which is in the table in row 3,
column 4 on page 16 of Draft 2.0.
Motion by: Noens
Seconded: Daniel
Favour: 8
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Discussion on comment ID 552:
Move to accept and instruct the editor to change “to to” to “to” in line 2 on page 16 of draft 2.0.
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Motion by: Noens
Seconded: Daniel
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0154r0.
Move to accept comments 458, 459, 474, 476, 477, 492, 493, 494, 510, 511, and 512, and instruct the
editor to implement the suggested remedy.
Motion by: Daniel
Seconded: Filip
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0154r1.
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0155r0.
Move to accept comments 491, 498, 508, 526, and 533, and instruct the editor to implement the suggested
remedy.
Motion by: Wayne
Seconded: Daniel
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0155r1.
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0158r0.
Move to accept comments 497, 515, and instruct the editor to implement the suggested remedy.
Motion by: Daniel
Seconded: Wayne
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0158r1.
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0162r0.
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Move to accept comments 454, 496, and 527, and instruct the editor to implement the recommended
resolution.
Motion by: Wayne
Seconded: Daniel
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0162r1.
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0164r0.
Move to accept comment 471 and 472 and accept the remedy in 471.
Motion by: Daniel
Seconded: Wayne
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0164r1.
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0165r0.
Move to decline comment 503 and make the sentence in question a note.
Motion by: Wayne
Seconded: Daniel
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 0
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0165r1.
Dick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0168r0.
Move to decline comments 506, 507, and 508.
Motion by: Daniel
Seconded: Filip
Favour: 7
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 1
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0168r1.
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The session ended at 6:01.

Thursday, January 18, 2007, 10:30 AM Session
Lee started the session at 10:35AM.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on a proposed resolution as documented in doc.: IEEE 802.1107/0166r0.
Motion was changed after seconded. It was asked whether there was objection with the modifications to
the motion. No objection.
Motion: Move to reject CIDs 439, 440, and 441.
Motion by: Noens
Seconded: Daniel
Favour: 9
Opposed: 0
Abstain: 1
Resolution was documented and posted to the server in doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0166r1.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 537. As it was a request for input, there was no document
number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
The resolution of comment CID 537 was assigned to the editor (Wayne).
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 540. As it was a request for input, there was no document
number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
The proposed resolution was discussed and there was general agreement on accepting it. It will be
discussed with Justin on how this should be best addressed.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 541. As it was a request for input, there was no document
number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
It was noted that this could not be resolved by adding some language. This will be addressed during a
conference call following up on this meeting.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 542. As it was a request for input, there was no document
number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
There was general agreement that this definition should be taken out of the table and should refer to the
baseline standard.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 543. As it was a request for input, there was no document
number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 549. As it was a request for input, there was no document
number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
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The reference will be updated.
Rick proceeded with a discussion on CID 554 and 555. As it was a request for input, there was no
document number and the document was not posted to the server yet.
Dick and Justin will work on a document describing why the beacon and BSS cannot be used. It will be
followed up during a follow on conference call.
Since Darwin was available for discussion we discussed the following comments.
Comment ID66 and ID67: It was agreed that we should accept the proposed resolution.
Comment ID78: It was agreed that we should accept the proposed resolution.
Comment ID120: This resulted in a discussion on what the difference is between Join and Synchronize. It
was mentioned that synchronization was a higher level function not related to IEEE 802.11p and therefore
had a different definition. It was agreed that we should not use synchronization in IEEE 802.11p.
Comment ID125: Resolution will need to include section 5 as well. This should also reconfirm the use of
QoS data frames. This will be addressed by Justin and Filip.
Comment ID134 and ID144: It may be better to identify that we use distribution and integration services.
This will be addressed by Justin and Dick.
Comment ID203: It was agreed that the word random should be deleted.
Comment ID220: This resulted in the following question whether devices operating in WAVE mode can
belong to a BSS. This will be addressed by Justin.
Comment ID267: Agreed.
Comment ID285: This was addressed as a part of another comment. This relates to the information
capability WAVE bit. It is important that there is a dot11WAVEServiceEnable primitive that results in
setting the WAVE bit. It is addressed for the transmitter dot11WAVEServiceRequired primitive for the
TX. It is not yet implemented for the RX. It was also mentioned that the dot11WAVEServiceRequired is
not used consistently. This will be addressed by Justin.
Comment ID323: This was addressed through a different comment.
Comment ID436: It was commented that you would not be WAVE mode compliant.
Comment ID437: This resulted in a separate discussions about having shalls in clause 7. The idea is to
take all shall’s from clause 7 and add 1 shall at the beginning. This is assuming that the frame formats are
defined elsewhere in the document with a shall. As a result there will be no redundant shall’s in the PIC.
It was discussed that ID436 and ID437 would be accepted using the resolution proposed in ID437. Since
this is an abstract interface, it should not contain a specific timing such as 2 TU. It is better to include this
in clause 11. Primitives should not be seen as being instantaneous. This relates to document x.210.
ITU-T Recommendation X.210 (11/93), Information technology—Open systems interconnection—Basic
Reference Model: Conventions for the definition of OSI services (ISO/IEC 10731).

Lee will setup conference calls for TGp.
The meeting was adjourned at 12:32 PM.
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•
•

•
•
•

•
•

Call to order
Review IEEE 802 policies and procedures for Intellectual Property.
• The IEEE owns the copywrite for all submissions at these meetings.
• Chair asked for information on any Patents or Patent Applications that are applicable to
the subject discussed during this meeting – None were given.
Review operating rules for a Task Group.
Attendance reminder.
Approve minutes from the November session – document 11-06/1690r2
• Minutes are approved unanimously.

Approve minutes from the Teleconference sessions – document 11-06/1900r4
• Minutes are approved unanimously
Review of the agenda document 11-06/0088r0
• The motions document will be 11-06/0089r0.
• The comment resolution document is 11-07/1895r7

MOTION at 1:55pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in Group #1.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• Comments 897, 898, 899, and 902 should be excluded.
• These comment resolutions required significant changes to the draft. This would
prevent us from allowing draft 4.1 from moving forward. The editor recommends that
anyone.
CALL THE QUESTION: Result: Yes – 3; No – 8; Abstain – 2. Fails.
• The resolutions to 897, 898 and 899 do not provide a resolution to 902.
• Comments 897, 898, 899, and 902.
• The proposed resolution to 902 is clearer than text that was used to counter the
resolution.
• More explanation is required to explain the 6 message exchange.
• The intent of the text in 8A.6 is to describe the authentication sequence. In the
editor’s opinion, this text
• The proposed changes in 8A.6 that is
• This is an editorial change. It is currently presented in a logical fashion.
• The proposed resolution is too generic, even if the text is informative.
• The text in the proposed draft does adopt the proposed resolution to comment 902.
• The text in this section is very high level. The text that comment 902 points to should
be taken out of the draft.
• The resolution to comments 897, 898, and 899
MOTION TO AMEND at 2:30pm. Amend this motion to add “with the exception of 897, 899,
900, and 902.
Discussion: None.
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Result: 8 – Yes; 2 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion to Amend Passes.
REVISED MOTION at 2:35pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in
Group #1, with the exception of 897, 899, 900, and 902.
Discussion: None.
Result: 12 – Yes; 1 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
MOTION at 2:36pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in Group #2.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 1 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
MOTION at 2:39pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in Group #3,
except for comments 369, 372, and 446.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Kapil Sood
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 9 – Yes; 1 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

MOTION at 2:43pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in Group #4,
with the exception of Technical Issue #1 comments.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• We should not be making bulk motions that address groups of comments. The
commenter was not even consulted.
• The commenter is free to participate in the comment resolution process and has been
given ample opportunity to see that their comments are addressed adequately.
• The resolution to comment 505 is vague. The notion of using the MAC address as the
key holder ID is vague.
• There is a difference between address and identity.
• Addressing comments in comment groups is an efficient method for the task group on
the whole.
• Everyone should examine these comment resolutions for voting.
• There have been cases when a comment has been resolved in a bulk motion without
the knowledge of the voter.
Result: 6 – Yes; 1 – No; 7 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
MOTION at 2:55pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in Group #5,
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Kapil Sood
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
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MOTION at 2:56pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in Group #6.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• Comment 1123 gives a list of key holder ID’s as MIB elements. Communications
between the R0KeyHolder and R1KeyHolder is out-of-scope of the draft.
• This entire comment should be rejected.
MOTION TO AMEND at 3:01pm: To amend the motion including “with the exception of
comment 1123 and 953.”
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Kapil Sood.
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 6 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
REVISED MOTION at 3:05pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r07 in
Group #6, with the exception of 1123 and 953.
Discussion: None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 1 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Discussion on the status for comment resolution:
• Issue #7 and Issue #8 have already been resolved.
• We need to address Issue #6.

•

Discussion on the comments left out of Issue #1.

MOTION at 2:56pm: Accept the comment resolutions to 897, 899, and 900, and to resolve
comment 902 with “Counter. Comment resolved with the resolution to comments 897, 899, and
900.”
By: Kapil Sood
Second: Nancy Cam-Winget.
Discussion:
• The resolution to these comments will affect to others of the 30 comments that were
resolved on the original.
• That is acceptable to the commenter.
Result: 6 – Yes; 2 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Recess until the session at 4:00pm in Viscount 2.
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•
•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is 11-07/1895r8
Review the current state of comment resolution.
Discussion of document 11-06/1905r2 by Kapil Sood.
• This document proposes that the Reassociation deadline be transmitted in message 4
because it is already transmitted in message 2 of the Fast BSS-Transition reservation.
• The reassociation deadline timer was repeated in message 4 because there was a security
requirement that it be protected.
• The reassociation deadline timer should not appear in message 4 in the RSN case and the
• The AP is sending the timer in message 3 of the Initial Association, or message 4 of the
Fast BSS-Transition reservation case.
• The draft needs to be cleaned up so that the timer is not transmitted in message 4 in the
non-RSN case.
• The timer does have value because the STA needs to know when its resources will be
released by the AP.
• The draft is not clear on the non-RSN case.
• The timer is of value regardless of RSN or non-RSN cases.
• Either transmit the reasssociation deadline in both cases, or do not transmit it at all.
• The stability of the system will be affected if the reassociation deadline is not transmitted.
• There is no value of the timer in the non-RSN case because the STA is not authenticated.
• If there’s no value in the RSN case, then there’s no value in the non-RSN case.
• Our PAR states that we not make the system less secure. We should not have non-RSN at
all.
• The are many examples of data that move through the system unprotected. In the nonRSN case, the information should be treated as a hint.
• The data does not appear in the same frame in the RSN case versus the non-RSN case.
• The consensus is that this timer is important for both cases, but it needs to be in the same
frame in the protocol.

STRAW-POLL: Should the reassociation deadline be sent to the non-AP STA at some point in
in the six message flow in the non-RSN case? (Yes/No/Abstain)
Result: Yes – 10; No – 2; Abstain – 5.

MOTION at 4:27pm: Accept the proposed comment resolutions for the comments in Issue #1 in
document 11-06/1895r7
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• This is the resolution we reached in the teleconference in December. This accurately
reflects the result of the straw poll.
• It would be better to have the timer in message 3 of the initial handshake.
MOTION TO TABLE: To table the motion until the conclusion of a straw poll.
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Kapil Sood.
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Result: 9 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•
•

The resassociation deadline would be have to be protected in the Association Response
frame.
We should be preparing a submission that provides a solution.

STRAW-POLL: Should the reassociation deadline TIE be sent in the association response
message of the initial association? (Yes/No/Abstain)
Result: Yes – 8; No – 4; Abstain – 3.
Discussion on original motion at 5:09pm:
• We should accept this for a non-RSN case.
• We are sending the reassociation deadline timer once if we accept this motion.
• We are sending the reassociation deadline timer in the 3rd message of the Initial
Association and the 4th message of the FT.
CALL THE QUESTION
Result: 9 – Yes; 1 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion passes
•

Discussion on issue 2 of the comment resolution spreadsheet document 11-06/1895r7
• The process of retrieving an Ethertype after the sponsor ballot reaches 75% approval.
• We should not go to ANA until we reach 75% approval on Sponsor ballot. We should
reject these comments until we do that.

MOTION at 5:15pm: To resolve the comments in Issue 2 of document 11-06/1895r7 as “Reject.
The task group will ask for numbers from the ANA’s when the draft has achieved 75% approval
at the sponsor ballot level.”
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Henry Ptasinski
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 0 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on issue 6 of the comment resolution spreadsheet document 11-06/1865r7
• There is already text in 11ma to the SME to re-transmit a reassocation if it does not get a
response.

MOTION at 5:22pm: To resolve comments 825 and 862 by accepting the proposed resolutions.
By: Dan Harkins
Second: Journi Malinen
Discussion:
• There needs to be text in the draft that describes what the STA does if a message is
lost.
• The STA should be able to retry until the reassociation deadline timer expires.
• The resolution of Comment 887 indicates that the STA may retransmit the
reassocation frame until the reassociation deadline expires.
Result: 6 – Yes; 0 – No; 6 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on the unresolved comments remaining in Group 10 of 11-06/1865r8
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The Key lifetime should be included as part of the authorization information. Other
information should not be required.
The solution to key lifetime
Clause 8.4.1.1a and 8.4.1.1b do not use normative text. We should interpret these clauses
as a suggestion.
Our specification should be strict.
We cannot be specific at what we define as part of the authorisation information.
The additional information is dependent on the back-end protocol.

MOTION at 5:38pm: To resolve comments 369 and 372 in document 11-06/1865r7 by accepting
the proposed resolutions..
By: Dorothy Stanley
Second: Journi Malinen
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 6 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

•

Discussion on the resolution to comment 448 in document 11-06/1865r7
• Right now we have a single key lifetime passed to the STA. We specify that all three
key lifetimes are the same.
• There is nothing in the draft at this time to describe the behaviour when the key
lifetimes of the R0, R1, and PTK are different. Resolving this would require us to
pass multiple key lifetimes to the STA.
• We have already addressed the issue with this comment.
• The STA has no way of getting the PMK-R0 lifetime so it has to go with the PTK
lifetime. We should introduce two timers, one for PMK-R0 and another for the PTK.
• The comment says that it is unreasonable to have the same key lifetime for the PMKR0 and the PTK.
• The most reasonable way to address this problem is to get rid of PSK entirely for
IEEE 802.11r.
• This comment is based on the infinite key lifetime that we used to have.
• It doesn’t make sense to add a second counter for the key hierarchy.
• The only reason not to use an infinite key lifetime would be to address a deficiency in
the crypto for 11r. If this was the case, our time would be better spent in addressing
that solution.
• The lifetime of the key higherarchy is set to 10000s.
• We should increase the default key lifetime to 100000s.
• We will ask the commenter and address this comment tomorrow.
Recess until the 7:30pm session.
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•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is 11-06/1895r9.
Discussion of document 11-06/087r0 by Dan Harkins
• This is a much more computationally efficient when compared with HMAC-SHA256.
• The suggestion is to uses a 128 bit AES key. The use of a 256 bit AES key would require
a definition.
• This is a special mode of operation for AES. AES-CMAC is an approved operation.
NIST is already on the way to approving this mode.
• This is based on a new paper. The paper has been well referried.
• We should get the authors to review the IEEE 802.11r draft.
• This proposal eliminates the number of cryptographic purposes.
• There is no loss in randomness with a 128 bit stream.
• This changes the length of the PMK-R0 and PMK-R1 and the definition of the temporary
variable.
• The plan is to present this to TGs, who use the same PRF function.
• The document will be updated and a motion will be brought forward Wednesday
morning.
• We have to confirm that the

STRAW-POLL: Had this submission as edited been on the file server for four hours, would you
be in favour of incorporated it into the draft. (Yes/No/Abstain)
Result 14 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain.
•

Discussion of comment 446 in document 11-06/1895r9
• The PTK lifetime should be in the order of a couple of days.
• The commentor would accept the resolution of the default values was set to a value of
one to two weeks.

•

Discussion on how the R0KeyHolder ID is transmitted.
• There was concern on the call truncating the R0KeyHolder
• The FTIE

STRAW-POLL: Move R0KeyHolder ID from FTIE into:
a) A sub-element of FTIE.
b) A new information element.
Result: 3 – a; 2 - b.
•

Discussion on the comments in Issue 25
• Discussion on comment 10

MOTION at 8:54pm: To resolve comment 10 of document 11-06/1895r7 with the following:
“Reject. The comment does not identify any technical issues with the draft IEEE 802.11r D4.0
and as such, no changes can be made.”
By: Kapil Sood
Second: Rajneesh Kumar
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Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

•

•

Discussion on comment 60
• There are other places in the standard that define a parameter but do not describe its
use.
• The MDID was tied to the Mobility Domain controller.
• The backend protocol would have to work
• If two home users use the default configuration for their AP and the MDID is less
than 48 bits, there is more likely that the default MDID’s will be the same.
• IEEE 802.11r is unlikely to be adopted in a home environment.
• The commenter will provide normative text to accept the first half of the proposed
resolution.
Discussion on comment 60
• This comment will be resolved in addressing comments on the NAS ID variable
length.
• We should counter the comment and remove 48 octets in the document.
Discussion on comment 480 and 666
• For PSK, the PMK-R0 is derived the same each time.
• With PSK, the PMK-R1 is the same each time the key hierarchy is instantiated.
• If we reject this comment, we may be forced to do this work

MOTION at 9:25pm: To resolve comments 480 and 666 of document 11-06/1895r7 with the
following: “Reject. The comment does not identify any specific security requirement that is
violated.”
By: Kapil Sood
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 5 – Yes; 0 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Recess until the Tuesday 8:00am session.
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•
•
•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is 11-07/1895r11
Clarification on the resolution to comments 369 and 372
• The intention was to accept the proposed resolution in the document.
Clarification on the resolution to comment 897, 899, 900, 902
• Kapil Sood will prepare a submission to clean up the text resulting from accepting each
of these motions.
Discussion on document 11-07/0097r0 and accompanying text changes in document 1107/0022r0 by Kapil Sood.
• The key management need to be symmetric. However, the Access Point includes the
authenticator and the STA includes the supplicant, which is asymmetric.
• It would be cleaner not to define key holders on the STA/supplicant.
• There is broad experience through standards development shows that symmetric
architectures are easier to debug.
• By describing the protocol using the Key Holder terms on both the supplicant and the
authenticator, the description is very confusing.
• There is no ambiguity in the distribution of keys when a symmetric architecture is
adopted.
• There is conflicting text in the draft. There are clauses in the draft that assume the
R0KeyHolder only resulting on the AP, and there are other clauses where the
R0KeyHolder is assumed to be on both the STA and the AP.
• We are dealing with a client server model. We should describe the architecture in that
manner.
• Supplicant and Authenticator are 802.1X terms. They are not part of IEEE 802.11.
• The key holders are part of the IEEE 802.11 RSNA key management, not IEEE 802.1X.
• The text in document 11-07/0022r0 is erroneous in that it assumes a STA has no AP
functionality.
• We have been following an ongoing process to fit IEEE 802.11r constructs into the IEEE
802.1X and IEEE 802.11 security architecture.
• Requiring a key distribution function on the supplicant is entirely unnecessary.
• We are writing standards, not implementation specifications.
• We are trying to be clear in how the keys are distributed and stored.
• The alternative is to define R0KeyHolder and R1KeyHolder on the Access Point and not
describe the key holders on the Supplicant.
• Document 11-06/0022r0 is not specific enough. It does not describe how key holder ID’s
are treated on the supplicant.
• The symmetry is a nice goal. However there are other properties and behaviours of the
STA and the AP’s are different.
• The STA’s MAC address is used in the key derivation. It uses that identifier in the key
derivation.
• It is good to have symmetric architectures, but in this case we have a client/server
architecture that has asymmetric functions.
• We need to have clear definition of functions and clear separation of functions.
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Perhaps what we have to describe the key management a symmetric and the key
management functions as asymmetric.
Document 11-07/0022r0 works towards addressing this issue.
This text submission wipes out other comment resolutions that have been addressed
earlier in the week.
There are few differences between the proposed comment resolutions and the document
submissions.
The proposed comment resolutions do not go far enough to clean-up the STA.

STRAWPOLL: Should we collapse the R0 KH and R1 KH into a single unified key holder and
not use terms R0 KH and R1 KH on a non-AP STA? (Yes/No/Abstain)
Result: 9 – Yes; 14 – No; 2 – Abstain.
•
•

Most of the proposed comment resolutions are similar to the submission presented.

Discussion on comment 379 on pre-authentication.
• We should reject this comment as we have on past letter ballot.
• We do not make performance measurements on our solutions so we are unable to
evaluate these proposals.
• There have not been sufficient technical reasons to reject this comment.
• A STA moves from one Mobility Domain to another in IEEE 802.11r, it requires a full
authentication with AAA. Preauthentication is required because there is no protocol
defined to distribute keys.
• Mobility domains will likely be large so that transition between mobility domains is
unlikely.
• Pre-authentication will take a long time and may not meet transition requirements. It may
only work in 10% of cases.
• Transition between mobility domains is not addressed in IEEE 802.11r.

MOTION at 9:21am: To resolve comment #382 of document 11-06/1895r11 with “Rejected.
Roaming between mobility domains is out of scope for TGr.”
By: Kapil Sood
Second: Rajneesh Kumar
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 14 – Yes; 0 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on document 11-07/0126r0 on the variable length R0KH-ID by Jouni Malinen
• The only advantage of option 2 is making the size larger.
• There may be deployments that use an identifier longer those 48 octets.
• We should consider using a one-way hash of the NAS ID.
• The hash of the NAS ID was considered, but at the advice of Bernard Aboba, was
rejected.
• The length field is required only if there are multiple variable length fields. We need a
length field for the sub-element.
• Jouni will proceed with option 1 to address this issue.

•

Discussion on the resolution to comment 451
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We have already approved comment 451 as Group 4.

Discussion on comments in Group 99
• Discussion on comment 13
• EAP channel binding is not part of IEEE 802.11.
• Discussion on comment 14
• This standards body is not authorised to address this problem.

MOTION at 9:50am: To address comment 14 of document 11-06/1895r11 with “Rejected. The
protocol between the R0KH and R1KH is out of scope for IEEE 802.11.”
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: Jesse Walker
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 15 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion passes.
MOTION at 9:55am: To address comments 13 and 19 of document 11-06/1895r11 with
“Rejected. EAP channel binding is out of scope for IEEE 802.11.”
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: Jesse Walker
Discussion:
• While EAP channel binding for IEEE 802.11. However EAP channel binding should
be supported.
• Somehow the NAS and the peer need the information required to do channel binding.
Result: 16 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Recess until the 1:30pm session.
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•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is 11-06/1895r11
Discussion on comments in Group 25
• Discussion on comment 78

MOTION at 1:44pm: To resolve comment 14 of document 11-06/1895r11 by accepting the
proposed resolution in the “Resolution” column.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• This is the modification to the R0KeyHolder ID to remove the length of the parameter
in the definition.
Result: 12 – Yes; 0 – No; 0 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on comment 446
• The default value for key lifetime was set to 14 days.

MOTION at 1:48pm: To resolve comment 446 of document 11-06/1895r11 by accepting the
proposed resolution in the “Resolution” column.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• There’s no lifetime for the PSK.
• There is a lifetime for the PMK-R0.
• TGr should not provide a lifetime for the PSK.
Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on comment 828
• At some times, processing the ADDTS’s takes time, which could hinder the ability of
the STA to make the transition in a reasonable amount of time.

MOTION at 2:00pm: To resolve comment 828 of document 11-06/1895r11 by accepting the
“proposed resolution” in the “Resolution” column.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• If this motion passes, it could leave the draft incomplete.
• There are numerous cross references that would need to be cleaned up if this motion
passes.
Result: 3 – Yes; 6 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion fails.
MOTION at 2:05pm: To resolve comment 828 of document 11-06/1895r11 as “Rejected. The
QBSS load information does not provide any assurance to the station that the AP can or will
accept the association. Also, TSPEC processing can involve significant delay.”
By: Srini Sreemanthula
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Second: Bill Marshall
Discussion:
• Given that the last motion failed, we can propose a different resolution.
• Rajneesh Kumar will abstain on this letter ballot.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 8 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Discussion on comment 953 and 1123
• The use of this MIB variable would not be mandatory.
• The translation of a Key Holder address to a physical address is outside the scope of the
standard.
• The list of R0KH ID, R1KHID, and their address is required to be configured
somewhere.
• This is a variable to store the key holders. It’s within scope of IEEE 802.11.
• This defines a mapping between key holder identities and their addresses.
• There has to be a one to one mapping of the IP address.
• The address of the key holder should be an abstract address. It should not be a MAC
address.

MOTION at 2:21pm: To resolve comments 1123 of document 11-06/1895r11 as “Rejected. The
problem of mapping the key holder ID to a network address is outside the scope of TGr.”
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Bill Marshall
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 8 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
MOTION at 2:25pm: To resolve comments 1123 of document 11-06/1895r11 as “Rejected. The
problem of mapping the key holder ID to a network address is outside the scope of TGr.”
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Bill Marshall
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 8 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•
•
•
•

There is no interface that provides a list of Key Holders ID’s to the key holders.
We need to add a sentence in the comment resolution document to state that the list of
R1KH’s will be provided to the R0KH.
The resolution to comment 953 is recorded in the spreadsheet and will be voted in a
future session.

Discussion on comment 999.
• The RRB’s behaviour is verifiable.
• Over-the-DS communications is out-of-scope of IEEE 802.11.
• The base standard has pre-authentication that is used over-the-DS and can be verified.
• IEEE 802.11 should not define Ethertypes to be used over-the-DS.
• The key distribution protocol is not defined; the RRB at least provides a mechanism
to communicate over-the-DS.
• There would still be interoperability issues even if IP protocols were defined.
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While we do not define the transport; we should define what messages are transmitted
over the wire.
We have not defined a security protocol over the backend. The protocol does not
define retransmission, transmission, or security over the DS.
The transport layer could address security and reliability issues.
IEEE 802.11r should not have to define an Ethertype or other information between
AP’s.
IEEE 802.11F was defined to transmit information between AP’s. At the time, there
was no interest in vendors at that level.
We should look to IEEE 802.11i, which provides AP to AP communication.
The goal in the work of RRB was to create a transport agnostic mechanism for AP’s
to communicate.

STRAW-POLL: Should RRB as defined in 8A.6 be removed from the draft? (Yes/No/Abstain)
Result: 0 – Yes; 0 – No; 0 – Abstain.
•

One way forward is to replace the protocol with MLME primitives that indicate how

MOTION at 2:57pm: To resolve comment 999 of document 11-06/1895r11 as “Rejected. Clause
8A.6 provides a mechanism to allow communications between a STA and its current AP. If this
clause is removed, then over-the-DS transitions will not work.”
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: Kapil Sood
Discussion:
• The motion does not address comment.
• The motion does not address the proposed resolution.
• The preference would be to counter the comment.
• There is no service interface between these frames to transfer them over the DS.
• Clause 10.3.35 provides a service interface for this purpose.
• There is no response message from the peer that triggers the confirm.
Result: 6 – Yes; 2 – No; 7 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Discussion on comment 1067
• None.

MOTION at 3:07pm: To resolve comment 1067 of document 11-06/1895r11 as “Accept the
proposed resolution in the “proposed change” column.”
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: Kapil Sood
Discussion:
• Removing on clause does not sufficiently remove the references in clause 7 and the
PICS.
• There is no data to support this feature.
• The feature is not implementable.
• Implementation does matter and the specification should reflect the implementation.
• The “more bit” is currently unimplementable.
Result: 6 – Yes; 2 – No; 9 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
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Document 11-07/0087 has been uploaded to the server and participants are encouraged to
review it.
Discussion on comment 584 by document 11-06/0026r1.
• Only option 1 applies in this document.

MOTION at 3:17pm: To accept the generic and option 1 part of document 11-07/0026r1 and
resolve the comment 584 with “Counter. Changes in submission 11-07/0026r1.”
By: Jouni Malinen
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 9 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Recess until the 7:30pm session.
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•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is 11-06/1895r12
Discussion on comment 953

MOTION at 7:57pm: To resolve comment 953 of document 11-06/1895r12 by accepting the
proposed resolution in the “Resolution” column.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Discussion on comment resolutions to Issue #5

MOTION at 8:03pm: Accept the comment resolutions in document 11-06/1895r12 in Issue #5,
with the exception of comments 422, 451, 460, 463, 577, and 980.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Bob Miller
Discussion:
• The editor has been reviewing the updated document 11-07/0022r1. The difference
between the solutions is the name you assign to each of the components: you could
call the components. For example, you could name the R1KH, the Authenticator
R1KH.
• The interface is not testable since its an internal interface.
• There is no real change in combining 3 large diagrams into two large diagrams.
• This change is significantly simpler. It simplifies the draft and simplifies the state
machines.
• We spent a lot of time in adhocs differentiating the Supplicant/Authenticator from the
key holders. This terminology links them together.
• This change is far more drastic than the proposal in document 11-07/0022r0.
• Accepting this proposal would change the security architecture for TGr.
• The changes proposed here try to separate supplicant and authenticator from the key
holders.
POINT OF INFORMATION: The chair should be impartial and not cast aspersions on
the parties that agree with this proposal.
• This proposal is far simpler than the proposal documented in document 11-07/0022r0.
• Accepting these comments has no effect on the authenticator definition on the
supplicant side.
• We should use AP instead of Authenticator and non-AP STA instead of the
Supplicant.
• Collapsing R0 and R1 on a non-AP STA makes the architecture asymmetric and
difficult to analyse.
• However the changes make the draft itself much more simplified.
• These changes simplify the structure and the number of components in the draft.
• Less state machines and simpler text make the draft simpler.
Submission

page 17

Michael Montemurro

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0083r0

• This change reverts back to an earlier draft where the architecture is less clear.
• Both sides know about keys, however only the Authenticator needs
CALL THE QUESTION: Objection by Michael Montemurro
Result: 11 – Yes; 0 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion passes.
Result: 5 – Yes; 5 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Fails.
•

Discussion on Adhoc meetings
• Adhoc meeting in February

MOTION at 8:54pm: Hold the IEEE 802.11 TGr ad-hoc meeting February 21 through February
23, 2007 at the Intel facilities in Chandler, Arizona.
By: Kapil Sood
Second: Rajneesh Kumar
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
•

Adhoc meeting in April

MOTION at 8:59pm: Hold the IEEE 802.11 TGr ad-hoc meeting April 24 through April 26,
2007.
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Dorothy Stanley
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 11 – Yes; 0 – No; 0 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
STRAW-POLL: Location of the April Ad-Hoc meeting:
a) Washington, DC Hosted by NIST
b) Toronto, Canada hosted by RIM
Result: a) – 6; b) – 3.
•

Discussion on clause 8.5.2 and AES-128-CMAC and MIC calculation: document 1107/139r0
• There is agreement that we should accept part 1 and part 2.
• We have to establish whether we will address the changes to part 3.

•

Discussion on comment 576
• There are inconsistencies between the security architecture and the IEEE 802.1X security
architecture and state machines.
• There are 5 state machines in IEEE 802.1X. Separating the key holders creates
interactions across components which would mean that the PMK-R1.
Recess until Wednesday at 8:00am.

•
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•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is number 11-06/1895r13
Discussion on document 11-06/0087r1
• This document was presented and updated to fix errors.
• The PRF’s we are currently using take order into account ensure that the prf ( a&b) does
not equal a prf (b&a). This proposal does not have this property.
• Our key construction contatenates identities where the order is different.
• We never call the KDF with the key twice.
• There is a theorem in the paper supporting this proposal that the vprf is equivalent to the
sprf.
• The assumptions and requirements behind the PRF do not appear to be the same as the
assumptions and requirements behind that NIST assumes to validate a KDF. That being
said, the PRF may be fine.
• This construction will be an excellent KDF. However if you transpose the inputs, you
could expose the KDF to an attack.
• We should discuss this with the authors of the paper before we accept this submission.
• There are great benefits to this construction. The two concerns are: whether our usage of
the KDF is correct; and whether this construction will be acceptable to NIST.
• NIST can consider the use of AES-CMAC for this mode of operation. NIST require non
ambiguous encoding of the KDF.
• There is no cryptographic reason why you couldn’t use AES-CMAC as a PRF.
• We have already fixed the label and context, so this is not a problem.
• An attacker may be able to use this property to mount an attack.
• The only way you could make this attack is to change the implementation.
• We need to ensure that prevention against reordering is not a NIST requirement.

MOTION at 8:14am: To accept the submission of document 11-07/0087r1 and instruct the editor
to incorporate the editing instructions into the draft.
By: Dan Harkins
Second: Keith Amann
Discussion:
• Submissions should use the “replace” in the draft.
• Lily Chen will investigate whether this construction does not pose security issues.
• We should accept this before the security review.
• We should defer until the March meeting before we incorporate into the draft. We
have to make sure that we can get FIPS approval.
• We should wait until another meeting until we get feedback from NIST.
• Well respected cryptographers have recommended that IEEE 802.11r adopt this KDF.
• NIST has not approved this construct as a PRF.
CALL THE QUESTION: 3 – Yes; 4 – No; 0 – Abstain. Fails.
• NIST is looking to examine which is an approved KDF.
• This algorithm is both efficient and elegant. It is fine to use it as a PDF; however we
need to ensure that is an approved KDF.
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• It may take a long time to get approval from NIST for this algorithm.
CALL THE QUESTION
Result: 5 – Yes; 4 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion Fails.
•

Discussion on submission of document 11-07/137r0 by Dan Harkins
• One of the problems with the Mobility Domain identifier is what value manufacturers
will place a default value. We should place an informative note in the standard to suggest
a default value.
• The default value issue would be the same regardless of the 48 bit value.
• It’s unlikely that the value for the mobility domain would be enabled by default.
• Setting the mobility domain value is outside the scope of the standard.

MOTION at 9:11am: To accept the submission of document 11-07/0137r0 and instruct the editor
to incorporate the editing instructions into the draft.
By: Dan Harkins
Second: Nancy Cam-Winget
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 0 – Abstain. Motion Passes.
MOTION at 9:14am: To resolve comment 60 in document 11-06/1895r13 with “Accepted. Text
changes in document 11-06/1895r13.”
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Nancy Cam-Winget
Discussion:
• None.
Result: Motion passes by unanimous consent.
•

Discussion on submission of document 11-07/139r0 by Jouni Malinen

MOTION at 9:19am: To accept the “Part 1” and “Part 2” parts of submission 11-07/139r1 and
instruct the editor to incorporate the editing instructions into the draft.
By: Jouni Malinen
Second: Kapil Sood
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 3 - Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on comment 18:
• There are also cases where the STA wants to trigger a full reauthentication with the
Authentication Server. We could use the R0 Key Holder of the current access point.
• When the key lifetime expires, the STA has to go through a full Initial Association.
• There is text in the draft at the end of 8A.3.1 which describes the procedures when the
key lifetime expires.
• There is the capability for the STA to trigger a “roam to self”.
• The fact that the STA knows the key lifetime indicates
• The difference in IEEE 802.11i allows re-authentication without re-association.
• We need to add text to address how EAPoL-Start a re-authentication.

Submission

page 20

Michael Montemurro

January 2007
•
•
•

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0083r0

It’s not enough just to know the key lifetime.
We need a submission to address how a STA can trigger a re-authentication using an
EAPoL-START.
Jouni Malinen and Kapil Sood will work on a submission to address this issue.

•

Flaws in GTK encapsulation in the FTIE
• There is no RSC field in the FTIE
• The GTK key wrapping uses RC4, which requires an IV
• We need new fields in clause 7 to address this.
• We do not use IEEE 802.1X for key transmission. We could drop RC4 as the key wrap.
• We need to revisit key wrapping and create a submission to deal with it.
• Jouni Malinen and Nancy Cam-Winget will create a submission to deal with this issue.

•

Discussion on TK being set before any MIC validation in FT
• The key is configured before the MIC is validated.
• Nowhere in the baseline draft do we describe the interactions from the IEEE 802.1X key
management and the IEEE 802.11 MAC.
• IEEE 802.1X deals with ports; IEEE 802.11 deals with association.
• IEEE 802.11i opens the .11 port before .1X.
• IEEE 802.11r opens the .1X port before .11
• We may leave ports open to support “roam to self”.
• You could move the SET-KEYs to after the MIC verify
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•
•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is number 11-06/1895r15
The current agenda is document number 11-07/0088r4.
Motions on previously revised comments contained in document

MOTION at 1:41pm: Revise the resolution to comment #1067 in 11-07/1895r13 to “Counter.
Clause 7.1.3.1.8, and 9.14 deleted. Pics entry PC35.15
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 9 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 - Abstain. Motion passes.
RECONSIDER THE PREVIOUS MOTION: The motion contains the incorrect document
number.
MOTION at 1:44pm: Revise the resolution to comment #1067 in 11-06/1895r15 to “Counter.
Clause 7.1.3.1.8 and 9.14 deleted. Pics entry PC35.15.”
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 9 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on comment 1071

MOTION at 1:49pm: To resolve comment 1071 of document 11-06/1895r15 with “Counter.
7.1.3.1.8 and 9.14 removed.”
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Rajneesh Kumar.
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

The resulting text from comment 896 in clause 8A.6
• There were other numerous changes to the draft that when combined, make the text
unreasonable.
• Kapil Sood has volunteered to prepare this text.
• This gives the editor the power to make editorial changes.
• The changes to this clause could alter the meaning of the clause.
• Kapil Sood will like to help make the changes.
• It is responsibility of the task group to give instructions to the editor to make changes.
• The task group should fulfill its obligation to provide text to address this comment.
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MOTION at 2:01pm: Empower the editor to fix the text of 8A.6 resulting from comment #897,
and adjust the comment resolution accordingly.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Rajneesh Kumar.
Discussion:
• The task group is doing its job if it empowers the editor in this manner.
• It’s the editor’s task to make these types of changes.
• The task group has the opportunity to review the changes when it empowers the
editor to create a new draft.
• The task group has had the opportunity to provide text to the draft.
Result: 5 – Yes; 3 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion fails.
•

Discussion on issue 99 comments

REQUEST FOR RULING FROM THE CHAIR:
Whereas, the IEEE-SA Operations Manual, in 5.4.3.1, states
“The ballot shall provide the following choices:
a) Approve (Affirmative). This vote may be accompanied by comments suggesting corrections
and improvements. Action on such comments is left to the discretion of the Sponsor.
b) Do Not Approve (Negative with comment). This vote must be accompanied by one or more
specific objections with proposed resolution in sufficient detail in a legible form so that the
specific wording of the changes that will cause the negative voter to change his or her vote to
"approve" can readily be determined.“,
and, whereas comments submitted as part of Letter Ballot 91 identified as “Technical Issue #99”
in 11-06-1895-15-d4-comments.xls do not contain sufficient detail to the proposed resolution so
that the specific wording of the changes can be determined,
I therefore request a ruling from the Chair that the above identified comments except for
comment 1071 be declared invalid.
•
•
•
•

•

The Chair has taken this under advisement.
There may be topics that we may need to address.
We can discuss these topics at any time.
In the last chair’s ruling, the comments were ruled invalid but anyone is free to bring
submissions to address the topics.
• We are free to resolve issues with TGr at any time, regardless of whether there is a
comment or not.
• Ruling comments as invalid has nothing to do whether we are going to re-circulation or
not.
Discussion on the issue 99 comments:
• Comment 124
• We have voted twice on adding text to clause 5 and each time it has failed.
• Comment 179 and 197 is a question of procedure
• Its outside the scope of work for TGr.
• Comment 237
• The commentor will take a look at the comment and get back to the group if there is
an issue.
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Comment 247
• The comment cites a use case that the task group considers invalid.
Comment 265
• The intent is to make “over-the-DS” mandatory; and “over-the-air” optional.
• This comment deals with the PICS.
• “over-the-DS” is optional to use.

STRAW-POLL: Should “over-the-air” be always enabled if FT was enabled?
Result: 11 – Yes; 2 – No; 2 – Abstain..
STRAW-POLL: Should “over-the-DS” be made optional to implement?
Result: 5 – Yes; 7 – No; 2 – Abstain.
•
•

The arguments for “over-the-DS” are similar to the arguments for “preauthentication”
Comment 291
• The value is contained in a MIB variable.
• This comment is on clause 7, which does not contain that type of information.

MOTION at 2:58pm: To resolve comment 291 in document 11-06/1895r15 with “Counter.
Clause 7 is not the proper place to describe this. Description added to Annex D by acceptance of
11-07/0126r1”.
By: Jouni Malinen
Second: Michael Montemurro.
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Comment 361
• Clause 7.5 has a large table which need to be updated with IEEE 802.11r action
frames if the task group is willing.
• IEEE 802.11k did not add action frames to this table.

MOTION at 3:08pm: To resolve comment 361 in document 11-06/1895r15 with “Accept.
Comment to be passed to IEEE 802.11 TGmb at an appropriate time”.
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: David Hunter
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 6 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Comment 421
• This is similar to the issue in TGi. In TGi, the EAPol-Key state machine.
• There is nothing that appears in IEEE 802.11i to indicate how the MSK gets
transmitted to the RSNA Key Management.
• In figure 155 in 11ma, the Authenticator state machine majically obtains the MSK
and begins using it.
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This state machine is the alternative IEEE 802.1X state machine.
TGr is consistent with the specification in IEEE 802.11i and 11ma.

MOTION at 3:18pm: To resolve comment 421 in document 11-06/1895r15 with “Accept.
802.1X::keyRun is the signal that the R0KH Authenticator State Machine uses for this purpose.”.
By: Jouni Malinen
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 5 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Comment 433
• The quoted text has been removed.

MOTION at 3:22pm: To resolve comment 433 in document 11-06/1895r15 with “Counter. The
text quoted in the comment has been removed.”.
By: Henry Ptasinski
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Comment 594
• Defining these metrics is outside of the scope of the TGr standards. It’s up to an
implementation.
• The comment does not describe the environmental or network conditions under which
this timing could be made available.

MOTION at 3:32pm: To resolve comment 594 and 600 in document 11-06/1895r15 with
“Reject. Time assumptions for fast transitions are based on environmental conditions and
implementation and are as such, outside the scope of IEEE 802.11. Since the key distribution
protocol is out of scope of TGr, the mechanism to provide scalability for the key distribution
protocol is out of scope of TGr.”
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: David Hunter
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 6 – Yes; 0 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Recess until the 4:00pm session.
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Wednesday January 17, 2007
4:00pm
•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is number 11-06/1895r15
Discussion on document 11-07/0022r1 by Kapil Sood
• This document addresses no architectural changes.
• Any changes to these clauses implicitly change the architecture.
• This document is clearly a technical change.
• There are two proposals: a symmetric and an asymmetric.
• In the 802.11 base draft there are a number of places where asymmetry.
• There are components which are symmetrical, but functions which are asymmetrical.
• The submission makes editorial changes to the text.
• The text deals with the architecture so that it is editorial.
• This text would be used for a security analysis so that the text is technical.
• If the language is not clear, it leads towards mis-interpretations of the architecture.
Editorial changes are required to make the text more clear.
• This or the other proposal would be a technical change.
• We should not add new terms and abbreviations.
• We could use R0KH and R1KH as the acronyms.
• These are technical changes. They are not editorial.
• There are two definitions of editorial and technical. It’s open to interpretation.
•

MOTION at 4:44pm: Instruct the editor to incorporate document 11-07/0022r1 into the TGr
draft, and resolve comments # 76, 83, 302, 375, 422, 439, 460, 461, 463, 464, 466, 500, 577,
636, 978,979, 980, 981, 985, 992, 993, 994, and 997 of document 11-07/0022r1 as “Counter.
Resolved by document 11-07/0022r1.”
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Kapil Sood.
Discussion:
• The purpose of this is to replace the existing comment resolutions.
CALL THE QUESTION. Result: 11 – Yes. 4 – No. 1 – Abstain. Passes.
Result: 10 – Yes; 4 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion Fails.
•

Discussion on comment resolution for Issue 99
• Comment 601
• A two party protocol versus a three party protocol are based on certain assumptions.
• We could define binding as used in the document and insert its definition in clause 3.
• A key derived from two mutually authenticated parties is bound to each party
identity.
• We don’t know whether the R0KH and R1KH are authenticated through a mutually
trusted third party.
• We should not add a definition of binding from the draft. We should leave the binding
in the draft.
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•
•
•

•

•

If would be nice if we could point to a reference for our binding description.
If the R1KH mutually authenticates with the R0KH, the R1KH identity is an input to
the key derivation.
• “Identity binding” does not exist in this draft.
Comment 604
• For EAP Authentication, there is an assumption that the Server knows what identity
to use for the authentication. If the AS and the STA agree on the identity of the
middle.
• In the case of IEEE 802.11r, the client has to trust the infrastructure.
• We need to assume that the R0KH can authenticate the R1KH.
Comment 667
• There is a comparison with the MIC message to specify that parameters should
match.
• We need to address this topic.
• The whole purpose of including the MDIE in the request is to signal support for
transition.
• We need to include MDIE in the non-RSN case, do we need it in the RSN case.
• We need a submission to describe parameter checking for FT parameters.
Comment 675
• This is behaviour of the base specification, not IEEE 802.11r.

MOTION at 5:27pm: To resolve comment 675 in document 11-06/1895r15 with “Reject. This
behaviour is part of the IEEE 802.11 base specification.”
By: Michael Montemurro
Second: David Hunter
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
•
•
•
•

Comment 690
• We need to address this issue.
Comment 706
• We need a submission to describe parameter checking FT parameters
Comment 712
• We need a submission that we respond with an invalid “MDID status” code.
Comment 719
• The FT protocol can fail for a number of reasons.
• We added text to address this case.

MOTION at 5:40pm: To resolve comment 719 in document 11-06/1895r15 with “Accepted.
Text changed to “A STA shall not use any Authentication algorithm except the FT
Authentication Algorithm when using the FT protocol.””
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion passes.
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Comment 727, 755, and 903
• TGr is really pulling the GTK rather than pushing the GTK.
• If the STA is associated, then it must have the same key.
• The GTK is contained in Message 3 from the AP in IEEE 802.11i because the
message is transmitted form the AP to the STA.
• We need to confirm whether there are any security issues with what we do today.

MOTION at 5:58pm: Motion to request the technical editor to create an updated IEEE 802.11r
draft 4.1.
By: Bill Marshall
Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion:
• None.
Result: Motion passes unanimously.
•

Recess until Thursday at 8:00am.
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Thursday January 18, 2007
8:00am

•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is number 11-06/1895r16
Recess until 8:45am.

•
•

TGr will go into adhoc mode until 9:55am to attempt to resolve Issue #5 comments.
Document submission 11-07/181r00 was posted last night. It summarizes the ruling on the
request yesterday.
• The chair rules the comments in issue 99 out of order
Rajneesh will organize an adhoc group to meet between now and 4:00pm.
Recess until the 4:00pm session.

•
•
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Thursday January 18, 2007
4:00pm

•
•
•
•
•

Call to order
The comment resolution document is number 11-06/1895r16
We have 23 comments left in Group 5 that an adhoc group is looking to address as part of a
submission.
Discussion on comment resolution spreadsheet – document 11-06/1895r16
Discussion on document 11-07/139r0 by Jouni Malinen
• This document deals with re-ordering of IE’s in the management messages used for FT.

MOTION at 4:15pm: To accept the “Part 3” and “Part 4” parts of submission 11-07/139r2 and
instruct the editor to incorporate the editing instructions into the draft.
By: Jouni Malinen
Second: Kapil Sood
Discussion:
• None.
Result: 11 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 - Abstain. Motion passes.
•

Discussion on document 11-07/180r0 by Jouni Malinen
• This submission takes into account the differences between IEEE 802.11r and IEEE
802.11i to address issues with GTK encapsulation.
• The bit in the GTK Key info field is not required and should be removed. It is clear from
the key descriptor.
• We have the option to force the use of AES keywrap.
• This re-defines the GTK sub-element for the FTIE. The GTK sub-element is an optional
field.
• The figures WA and WB are added in the opposite order that they are referred to in the
text. This is consistent with what is in the clause.
• This submission adds normative behaviour text to clause. This information should be
included in a normative clause – likely clause 8.
• The key length is the length of the key; the length is the length of the sub element. This is
consistent with IEEE 802.11i.
• We may need to explain the length fields in more detail.
• We may want to pull out the GTK and make a separate IE. It may be close to to the
maximum length of the FTIE.
• We should calculate the length of the FTIE to make sure we do not exceed the maximum
length of an IE.

•

Dan Harkins has submitted 11-07/0087r2 as an update to the revised KDF. He requests that
everyone review the submission and that it be included in any security review.

•

Discussion on the Security Review
• We are not ready for a security review at this time.
• A list of proposed reviewers has been circulated to the list.
• The Chair recommends that we begin the security review at the start of the Sponsor
Ballot.
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•

•

We should likely prepare guidelines for the participants in the security review so that we
maximize our benefits from the review.
• Our approach is more formal this time compared with IEEE 802.11i.
• The analysis for IEEE 802.11i components was done piecemeal and took from a couple
of days to a couple of months.
• We are going to know at least two months in advance of the Sponsor Ballot.
• We will know in advance that a Sponsor Ballot is going to take place. We could put
together a Security Review list at the same time that we’re forming the Sponsor Ballot
pool.
• We should not put a time limit on the review. We should make it open ended.
• Academic researchers often plan their summer research a couple of months in advance. It
would be nice if we could give them advanced notice on the plan of review.
• Although its good to leave it open ended, we should give guidance on our expectations
for when we expect the reviewers to respond.
• The Chair welcomes other suggestions of reviewer names to the list.
Adjourn until the March Plenary.
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Minutes
Session I, Monday January 15th 10:30-12:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The session was called to order at 10:31 by Donald Eastlake III - Chair, Stephen Rayment - Recording
Secretary.
The Chair outlined the Agenda for the week, as contained in document 11-06/1892r2.
The Chair reminded everyone to use the on-line Automated Attendance System.
The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 IPR Notice Procedures (slide 7) the Standards Board
Bylaws on Patents (slide 8) and Inappropriate Topics for IEEE TG meetings (slide 9). There were no
responses from members regarding IPR or any patent or patent application of which the 802.11 WG Chair
should be made aware.
The Chair made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements as shown in the Agenda.
There is only one presentation that has been formally requested by e-mail. All the rest of the sessions
except the last are tentatively schedule for resolution of Letter Ballot comments.
There were no objections to the Agenda, hence it was approved by unanimous consent.
The November 2006 Meeting Minutes, document 11-06/1788r0, were approved by unanimous consent.
The 11 January 2007 Teleconference Minutes, document 11-06/1943r1, were approved by unanimous
consent.
The Chair reviewed the TGs Process using document 11-07/0059r0. He highlighted the distinction
between individual and official activities on slide 6. He identified the possible next steps given that the
first Letter Ballot on Draft D1.0 has failed.
There were questions about the joint meeting with 802.15.5 and 802.16j. It is unclear what the agenda
might be. 802 has already had tutorials on each of its mesh or mesh-like activities (802.11s. 802.15.5,
802.16j). Perhaps an update on each activity could be provided, especially on 802.16j whose tutorial was
some time ago. [Note: in later communication from 802.15.5, it became clear that they expect to be too
busy at the March 802 Plenary in Orlando to participate in such a joint meeting.]

Harry Worstell (802.11 WG Vice Chair) spoke about process within the WG and the TG. Basically
everything must be done in the open. You can do comment resolution in subgroups during the TG
session, usually in the same TG room. You cannot announce TG group work to be performed outside the
room, since you must provide 30-day notice to the entire WG to do that. Individuals can work outside the
room but cannot announce such intentions within the meeting. The results of such work must be brought
into the group as a presentation.
The Editor gave an update on the status of the D1.0 Draft using the Comment Resolution spreadsheet,
document 11-07/0023r1. There is a total of 5703 comments, 2840 editorial, and 2863 technical – see the
“Stats” tab of the spreadsheet. Frame Format and Routing have the largest number of comments. There
were no questions or comments.
Moved, That TGs consider for resolution all comments submitted as part of 802.11 LB93 regardless of
whether the submitter was a voting member.
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Moved: Keith Amann Seconded: Michelle Gong
Amended to the following: That TGs will use TGs Draft D1.0 as a baseline and consider for resolution all
comments submitted as part of 802.11 LB93 regardless of whether the submitter was a voting member.
There was no objection to the amendment which was adopted by unanimous consent.
For: 25 Against: 0 Abstain: 2
Motion passes as amended.
The Chair proposed to work with the Editor to identify groups for comment resolution.
The Chair solicited for presenters for the rest of this session. There were none. (The one person who had
contacted the chair in advance about presenting wanted to do so Wednesday or Thursday.)
The Chair suggested a parallel approach to get the easy comments out of the way quickly and to identify
volunteers for submissions to resolve the more complex.
The Chair suggested we recess at 11:18AM until 1:30PM. There were no objections.

Session II, Monday January 15th 13:30-15:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:39
The Chair reviewed the progress so far using the Agenda document 11-06/1892r3, including a summary
of how many other TG’s have failed LB. The number of additional LB’s ranges from 0 to 3.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Editor reviewed the categories of comments, using document 11-07/0023r2.
He suggested the following categories, with corresponding comment count;
• Frame Formats
2265
• RFI (Routing Forwarding Interworking)
1184
• MAC
711
• Security
641
• General
902
The Frame Formats comments are to be mostly divided into the other four categories depending on the
use of the formats.
The Chair agreed with this proposal and suggested some processes, including first going quickly through
all comments, perhaps not spending more than a minute per comment, and either (1) if they are simple
and non-controversial resolving them with accept/counter/reject, (2) if they are complex and require a
submission, deferring them and finding a volunteer to do such a submission, or (3) if they fall into neither
of these, just deferring them for now.
The Chair solicited co-ordinators for each category, made suggestions where there was no volunteer, and
asked if there were additional volunteers so we could either have multiple co-ordinators per subgroup
working together or make a selection from multiple volunteers. There was only one volunteer per subgroup so we ended up with the following:
• Frame Formats
TBD
• RFI (Routing Forwarding Interworking)
Guenael Strutt
• MAC
Michelle Gong
• Security
Jesse Walker
• General
Steve Conner
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The Chair proposed the group break into sub-groups at 13:55 and there was no objection. Comment
resolution proceeded.
The Chair reconvened the session at 15:29. There were no reports from the sub-groups. The plan for the
evening session will be to continue with the same sub-groups. The Chair recessed the session at 15:30.

Session III, Monday January 15th 19:30-21:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The Chair called the session to order at 19:40.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Chair announced that the sub-groups into which TGs is dividing for comment resolution should
concentrate on technical comments. Steve Conner, the Editor, will do a pass over the editorial comments.
He will bring back to the TG any editorial comments he has difficulty resolving or which he thinks are
really technical.
Michelle Gong will be unable to coordinate the MAC sub-group in the long run but will continue to do so
for this evening session.
The Chair again divided the TG into the four sub-groups for Letter Ballot comment resolution
• RFI (Routing Forwarding Interworking)
Guenael Strutt
• MAC
Michelle Gong
• Security
Jesse Walker
• General
Steve Conner
The Chair proposed the group break into sub-groups and there was no objection. Comment resolution
proceeded.
The Chair reconvened the TG and recessed until 10:30 Tuesday.

Session IV, Tuesday January 16th 10:30-12:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The Chair convened the session at 10:34.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda, including progress to date, using the Agenda document 11-06/1892r4.
The TG adopted the following plan by unanimous consent:
• Subgroup comment resolutions as of the end of this evening’s session will be collected into the
spreadsheet and posted with the intent that they be voted on during the Thursday AM1 session.
• Presentations and further comment resolution at Wednesday’s session with the intent that these
additional comments resolutions be voted on during the Thursday PM1 session.
• Juan Carlos Zuniga and Michelle Gong will be co-coordinators of the MAC subgroup.
The Chair noted that sub-groups can further subdivide for more efficacy if they desire. None did.
The Chair broke the TG into sub-groups at 10:43.
The Chair reconvened the TG at 12:30, reminded all of the plans for the rest of the day and recessed until
16:00.

Submission

page 5

Stephen G. Rayment, BelAir Networks

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0092r1

Session V, Tuesday January 16th 16:00-18:00, Hilton Metropole - MR1-2
Room
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
Comment resolution continued in sub-groups.
The sub-groups provided the results of all their work to the Editor for aggregation and upload.
The TG re-united and recessed until 13:30 Wednesday.

Session VI, Wednesday January 17th 13:30-15:30, Hilton Metropole - MR1-2
Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:33.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda, including progress to date and the plan for the rest of the week, using the
Agenda document 11-06/1892r5.
Steve Conner presented the latest comment resolution spreadsheet, using document 11-07/0023r5. This
incorporates all input from the four sub-groups. The status was as shown as in the table below. Editorial
comments, being addressed by the Editor and Chair, have not yet been factored into this summary.
Pending Comment Resolutions
Topic Category
General
MAC
RFI
Security

Accept/
Total Open
Counter
2646
298
983
51
1322
154
752
47
550

Reject

Defer
36
13
75
64
188

Unclassified
203
170
301
113
787

2109
749
792
528
4178

Presentation #1: “Scalable Station Association Information Handling”, Azman-Osman Lin etal, 1106/1842r4
Strawpoll on holding strawpoll on the three approaches identified in the document at this time…
For: 3 Against: 11
So we will do strawpolls on the three approaches tomorrow.
Presentation #2: “(Man in the Middle) MITM in Mesh”, Junping Zhang etal, 11-07/0002r1
Strawpoll
Shall we accept the verifying authenticator method and prepare texts based on it for approval?
Yes: 4 No: 1 Abstain: many
Presentation #3: “Modified 802.11 TGs PAR and 5C”, 11-07/0149r0, Donald Eastlake
Strawpoll
Which term should we use in updated PAR?
STA: 23 MP: 3
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Presentation #4: “Frame Types and Subtypes”, Jan Kruys, 11-07/0017r0
The Chair broke the TG into sub-groups for comment resolution at 15:12
The TG re-assembled at 15:30 and recessed until 8:00 Thursday.

Session VII, Thursday January 18th 08:00-10:00, Hilton Metropole - York
Room
The Chair convened the session at 08:05
The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the day using document 11-06/1892r6
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in document 11-07/0023r5 marked as Accept, Counter or Reject
in the comment “Resolution” column except CIDs 1073, 1345, 1374, 1513, 4348, 4356, 4361, and 4363.
Six of the eight exceptions were from the security team which concluded to make all these changes Defer,
two were from the MAC team which were changed form Reject to Accept.
Moved: Guenael Strutt Seconded: Jan Kruys
Yes: 13 No; 1 Abstain: 2
Passes (>75%)
Presentation #5: “Comments on RA-OLSR”, Frank Y. Li, 11-07/0175r1
The author prepared a motion saying…
Moved, to accept document 11-07/0175-r1 description in the draft TGs standard and instruct the editor to
incorporate the text in this proposal in the current draft.
The document has not been on server for 4 hours.
After discussion it was agreed by unanimous consent to add the 10 comments in the submission to the
latest comment resolution spreadsheet.
Presentation #6: “Scalable Station Association Information Handling”, Azman-Osman Lin etal, 1107/0176r0 (as suggested yesterday, this was a summary presentation based on 11-06/1842r4)
Strawpolls deferred from Wednesday, see “Scalable Station Association Information Handling”, 1106/1842r4:
Shall we consider the first scheme (Efficient LAB/GAB Management Scheme) and prepare texts based on
it for adoption ?
Yes: 4 No: 0 Abstain: 12
Shall we consider the second scheme (Centralized Station Discovery Scheme) and prepare texts based on
it for approval ?
Yes: 3 No: 1 Abstain: 13
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Shall we consider the third scheme (On-demand Station Discovery Scheme) and prepare texts based on it
for approval ?
Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 11
Chair suggested the TG break into sub-groups for comment resolution at 09:06
The Chair re-assembled the TG and recessed the session at 10:02AM until 13:30 this afternoon.

Session VIII, Thursday January 18th 13:30-15:30, Hilton Metropole - York
Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:32
The Chair reviewed the accomplishments of the morning session using document 11-06/1892r7 and
outlined the Agenda for this session.
Presentation #7: “RFI London Update”, 11-07/0186r0, Guenael Strutt
It was noted by the Editor there is a Tab and Column in the spreadsheet showing Issue Identifier which
could be used for the identifiers in the above presentation
The Chair reviewed his “Modified 802.11 TGs PAR and 5C” document 11-07/0149r4
The entire TG did a pass over the document in open meeting and the Chair incorporated all these changes
in 11-07/0149r5 which shows the clean PAR and 5 Criterion but has change information included so that
if you turn on display of insertions and deletions you see all the changes to those documents.
Moved, to direct the TGs Chair to bring the following motion before the 802.11 Working Group and
adopt this action as the resolution of CIDs 500 and 1192:
Moved, to approve the amendment in 11-07/149r5 to the P802.11s PAR and forward this PAR
amendment to the 802 Executive Committee for their approval and further transmission.
Moved: Suman Sharma Seconded: Jan Kruys
Yes: 21 No: 0 Abstain: 2
(Passes > 75%)
Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in 11-07/0023r9 marked as Accept, Counter, or Reject in the
comment “Resolution” column except where a resolution of the comment was previously adopted at this
meeting or the Technical Editor finds the resolution provides insufficient detail or the CID is 286, 1382,
1607, 1830, or 1993
Moved: Steve Conner Seconded: Suman Sharma
Yes: 20 No: 1 Abstain: 3
(Passes > 75%)
Moved, to direct the editor to produce a Draft 1.01 incorporating all comment resolutions adopted by TGs
during this 802.11 meeting except that, where two or more resolutions make conflicting changes in the
draft, the editor shall either:
(1) harmonize those changes giving priority to resolutions adopted earlier over those adopted later and
priority to the resolution of Technical comments over the resolution of Editorial comments or
(2) omit the resolutions from D1.01 and report the conflict back to TGs.
Moved: Guido Hiertz Seconded: Steve Conner
Yes: 20 No: 1 Abstain: 3
(Passes > 75%)
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The Chair reviewed the TGs Process using document 11-07/0059r1
Straw Poll
How many think we will go to Letter Ballot again in…
March: 1 May: 12 After May: 17
There was a desire to hold teleconferences more frequently than the three usually requested to eg. allow
the sub-groups times to discuss comment resolution.
Straw Polls were held on possible teleconference times
Straw Poll
10AM: 13 11AM: 2 5PM: 13 (all EST)
Chair said he would drop the option with lowest number of votes, do another poll, and choose the time if
there is till a tie.
Straw Poll
10AM: 13 5PM: 13
Tie, so the Chair picked 5PM
Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences starting 31 January 2007 through 21 March 2007 (except 7
February and 14 March) at 5PM Wednesdays Eastern Time to resolve comments and review the ad hoc
meeting and March meeting agendas.
There was no objection to scheduling the teleconferences at these times.
We have already pre-approved an ad hoc meeting 6-8 February in Hillsboro, Oregon, to work on
comment resolution.
Straw poll for those in the room who expect to be attending: 12
Regarding the April ad hoc, it was mentioned there is a WLAN Mesh Conference planned in Paris April
17th.
Straw Poll was held on the locations offered so far.
Eindhoven: 13 Boston: 10
Agreed to Eindhoven, Netherlands
Moved, to request that the 802.11 WG authorize an ad hoc in April (to be cancelled if we go to Letter
Ballot again from the March meeting) on 11-13 April in Eindhoven to work on comment resolution.
Moved: Juan Carlos Zuniga Seconded: Dee Denteener
Adopted by unanimous consent
Final comment resolution status is summarized in the Chair’s closing report, document 11-07/0192r1
The Chair adjourned the meeting sine die at 15:25.
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Detailed Record
Session I, Monday January 15th 10:30-12:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The session was called to order at 10:31 by Donald Eastlake III - Chair, Stephen Rayment - Recording
Secretary.
The Chair outlined the Agenda for the week, as contained in document 11-06/1892r2.
The Chair reminded everyone to use the on-line Automated Attendance System.
The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 IPR Notice Procedures (slide 7) the Standards Board
Bylaws on Patents (slide 8) and Inappropriate Topics for IEEE TG meetings (slide 9). There were no
responses from members regarding IPR or any patent or patent application of which the 802.11 WG Chair
should be made aware.
The Chair made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements as shown in the Agenda.
There is only one presentation that has been formally requested by e-mail. All the rest of the sessions
except the last are tentatively schedule for resolution of Letter Ballot comments.
There were no objections to the Agenda, hence it was approved by unanimous consent.
The November 2006 Meeting Minutes, document 11-06/1788r0, were approved by unanimous consent.
The 11 January 2007 Teleconference Minutes, document 11-06/1943r1, were approved by unanimous
consent.
The Chair reviewed the TGs Process using document 11-07/0059r0. He highlighted the distinction
between individual and official activities on slide 6. He identified the possible next steps given that the
first Letter Ballot on Draft D1.0 has failed.
There were questions about the joint meeting with 802.15.5 and 802.16j. It is unclear what the agenda
might be. 802 has already had tutorials on each of its mesh or mesh-like activities (802.11s. 802.15.5,
802.16j). Perhaps an update on each activity could be provided, especially on 802.16j whose tutorial was
some time ago. [Note: in later communication from 802.15.5, it became clear that they expect to be too
busy at the March 802 Plenary in Orlando to participate in such a joint meeting.]
Questions / comments . . .
 Is there a limit on the number of LB’s?
They are limited by expiry of the PAR, which lasts 3 years from approval date, but PARs can be
extended so there is no effective limit.
Harry Worstell (802.11 WG Vice Chair) spoke about process within the WG and the TG. Basically
everything must be done in the open. You can do comment resolution in subgroups during the TG
session, usually in the same TG room. You cannot announce TG group work to be performed outside the
room, since you must provide 30-day notice to the entire WG to do that. Individuals can work outside the
room but cannot announce such intentions within the meeting. The results of such work must be brought
into the group as a presentation.
The Editor gave an update on the status of the D1.0 Draft using the Comment Resolution spreadsheet,
document 11-07/0023r1. There is a total of 5703 comments, 2840 editorial, and 2863 technical – see the
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“Stats” tab of the spreadsheet. Frame Format and Routing have the largest number of comments. There
were no questions or comments.
Moved, That TGs consider for resolution all comments submitted as part of 802.11 LB93 regardless of
whether the submitter was a voting member.
Moved: Keith Amann Seconded: Michelle Gong
Questions / comments . . .
• Will we continue to use D1.0 as a baseline or start from scratch?
Amended to the following: That TGs will use TGs Draft D1.0 as a baseline and consider for resolution all
comments submitted as part of 802.11 LB93 regardless of whether the submitter was a voting member.
There was no objection to the amendment which was adopted by unanimous consent.
For: 25 Against: 0 Abstain: 2
Motion passes as amended.
The Chair proposed to work with the Editor to identify groups for comment resolution.
The Chair solicited for presenters for the rest of this session. There were none. (The one person who had
contacted the chair in advance about presenting wanted to do so Wednesday or Thursday.)
The Chair suggested a parallel approach to get the easy comments out of the way quickly and to identify
volunteers for submissions to resolve the more complex.
The Chair suggested we recess at 11:18AM until 1:30PM. There were no objections.

Session II, Monday January 15th 13:30-15:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:39
The Chair reviewed the progress so far using the Agenda document 11-06/1892r3, including a summary
of how many other TG’s have failed LB. The number of additional LB’s ranges from 0 to 3.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Editor reviewed the categories of comments, using document 11-07/0023r2.
He suggested the following categories, with corresponding comment count;
• Frame Formats
2265
• RFI (Routing Forwarding Interworking)
1184
• MAC
711
• Security
641
• General
902
The Frame Formats comments are to be mostly divided into the other four categories depending on the
use of the formats.
The Chair agreed with this proposal and suggested some processes, including first going quickly through
all comments, perhaps not spending more than a minute per comment, and either (1) if they are simple
and non-controversial resolving them with accept/counter/reject, (2) if they are complex and require a
submission, deferring them and finding a volunteer to do such a submission, or (3) if they fall into neither
of these, just deferring them for now.
The Chair solicited co-ordinators for each category, made suggestions where there was no volunteer, and
asked if there were additional volunteers so we could either have multiple co-ordinators per subgroup
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working together or make a selection from multiple volunteers. There was only one volunteer per subgroup so we ended up with the following:
• Frame Formats
TBD
• RFI (Routing Forwarding Interworking)
Guenael Strutt
• MAC
Michelle Gong
• Security
Jesse Walker
• General
Steve Conner
The Chair proposed the group break into sub-groups at 13:55 and there was no objection. Comment
resolution proceeded.
The Chair reconvened the session at 15:29. There were no reports from the sub-groups. The plan for the
evening session will be to continue with the same sub-groups. The Chair recessed the session at 15:30.

Session III, Monday January 15th 19:30-21:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The Chair called the session to order at 19:40.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Chair announced that the sub-groups into which TGs is dividing for comment resolution should
concentrate on technical comments. Steve Conner, the Editor, will do a pass over the editorial comments.
He will bring back to the TG any editorial comments he has difficulty resolving or which he thinks are
really technical.
Michelle Gong will be unable to coordinate the MAC sub-group in the long run but will continue to do so
for this evening session.
The Chair again divided the TG into the four sub-groups for Letter Ballot comment resolution
• RFI (Routing Forwarding Interworking)
Guenael Strutt
• MAC
Michelle Gong
• Security
Jesse Walker
• General
Steve Conner
The Chair proposed the group break into sub-groups and there was no objection. Comment resolution
proceeded.
The Chair reconvened the TG and recessed until 10:30 Tuesday.

Session IV, Tuesday January 16th 10:30-12:30, Hilton Metropole - York Room
The Chair convened the session at 10:34.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda, including progress to date, using the Agenda document 11-06/1892r4.
The TG adopted the following plan by unanimous consent:
• Subgroup comment resolutions as of the end of this evening’s session will be collected into the
spreadsheet and posted with the intent that they be voted on during the Thursday AM1 session.
• Presentations and further comment resolution at Wednesday’s session with the intent that these
additional comments resolutions be voted on during the Thursday PM1 session.
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• Juan Carlos Zuniga and Michelle Gong will be co-coordinators of the MAC subgroup.

The Chair noted that sub-groups can further subdivide for more efficacy if they desire. None did.
The Chair broke the TG into sub-groups at 10:43.
The Chair reconvened the TG at 12:30, reminded all of the plans for the rest of the day and recessed until
16:00.

Session V, Tuesday January 16th 16:00-18:00, Hilton Metropole - MR1-2
Room
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
Comment resolution continued in sub-groups.
The sub-groups provided the results of all their work to the Editor for aggregation and upload.
The TG re-united and recessed until 13:30 Wednesday.

Session VI, Wednesday January 17th 13:30-15:30, Hilton Metropole - MR1-2
Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:33.
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda, including progress to date and the plan for the rest of the week, using the
Agenda document 11-06/1892r5.
Steve Conner presented the latest comment resolution spreadsheet, using document 11-07/0023r5. This
incorporates all input from the four sub-groups. The status was as shown as in the table below. Editorial
comments, being addressed by the Editor and Chair, have not yet been factored into this summary.
Pending Comment Resolutions
Topic Category
General
MAC
RFI
Security

Accept/
Total Open
Counter
2646
298
983
51
1322
154
752
47
550

Reject

Defer
36
13
75
64
188

Unclassified
203
170
301
113
787

2109
749
792
528
4178

Presentation #1: “Scalable Station Association Information Handling”, Azman-Osman Lin etal, 1106/1842r4
Questions / comments . . .
• Centralized scheme – any reason why root can’t be controller?
Assumes root is configured
• Any numeric results to compare the three alternatives?
Will present in future meeting
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• How do you calculate checksum in first scheme?
Calculate the one added and deleted
Concatenate data
• Does HWMP have same problem
Yes
Indeed second scheme similar to HWMP
Strawpoll on holding strawpoll on the three approaches identified in the document at this time…
For: 3 Against: 11
So we will do strawpolls on the three approaches tomorrow.
Questions / comments . . .
• Suggested to summarize the pros and cons of each approach
• Many of these elements are applicable to HWMP once we have provisioning
• How to distribute association information amongst MAPs?
Presentation #2: “(Man in the Middle) MITM in Mesh”, Junping Zhang etal, 11-07/0002r1
Questions / comments . . .
• How many extra bytes in Associate to insert Signature
Can add in new IE
Will depend on algorithm – elliptic small (200 bits), RSA big
• Did you look at OCSP? Alternative to CRLs, in IETF RFC2560. Can be used to validate certificate
CRLs not problem, need communication with CRL server, communication with OCSP server less,
OCSP server can be proxied in AS.
• Is problem ensuring certificates are valid?
Need discussion.
• Slide 8, does EAP-TLS do client authentication? Only if you don’t turn on get MITM, how serious a
problem if both ends are doing mutual authentication, supplicant needs to get much information, eg. a
believable certificate.
• This proposal may work but how necessary is it?
Supplicant cannot know if Authenticator is legal or not
But EAP has signature coming back that Supplicant can check, those may be weak today, but could be
strengthened rather than adding new signature
Strawpoll
Shall we accept the verifying authenticator method and prepare texts based on it for approval?
Yes: 4 No: 1 Abstain: many
Questions / comments . . .
• This is available in EAP-TLS. Perhaps an Annex of what features should be turned on is appropriate.
• But this may be out of 802 scope
• More details?
Presentation #3: “Modified 802.11 TGs PAR and 5C”, 11-07/0149r0, Donald Eastlake
Questions / comments . . .
• Agree, our terms don’t fit. Don’t recommend we work on mesh STAs, also misleading, STA is
anything, propose we introduce term MP in this proposal. Want to define core of mesh, device which
can do path selection and forward
Don’t agree, think STA is good to use, others will believe we are trying to make wired devices that
mesh
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• Two STAs talking to each other using protocol
BSS means what one STA provides, Could have two STAs doing mesh
• New concept replacing BSS, a set of STAs, with something using our mesh
This would allow that, we’ve already done things outside the PAR
• Are there other comments that will require us to change the PAR?
Perhaps, but this is a simple change. His will allow us to get it on the list for the next Plenary
• MP is better term than STA. STA definition in 2007 includes many functions. Using MP term, a subset
of a STA, is more precise. BSS is also redefined in 2007. Here our new BSS can relays frames, not
possible before. We are just doing Mesh BSS.
• What is impact of changing PAR on process, have gone through LB, etc?
No effect. Only if it makes draft invalid
• PAR does not / cannot refer to terms we are defining in the standardization process
• Does this freeze work on existing PAR
Amending doesn’t change anything. We’ve already amended once, changing the base standard referred
to
• Is it possible to introduce new terms in PAR?
No rules
• Amendment may be rejected, we may get forced to implement the PAR as it already is, ie. just MAPs
• Changing PAR is decided by executives, comments on SB would be by membership at large
• Are there any other changes?
No, made minimum changes, drop ESS, change AP to STA, and change dates and base document
Strawpoll
Which term should we use in updated PAR?
STA: 23 MP: 3
Presentation #4: “Frame Types and Subtypes”, Jan Kruys, 11-07/0017r0
Questions / comments . . .
• Mesh management frames are currently defined as action frames, that don’t use these subtypes
• We specify two types of management frames - 2 address and new mesh action based on 4 or 6 address.
This is too much deviation from existing structure.
• Do we have freedom to use more bits for subtype
We have 4
This could become a scarce resource
The Chair broke the TG into sub-groups for comment resolution at 15:12
The TG re-assembled at 15:30 and recessed until 8:00 Thursday.

Session VII, Thursday January 18th 08:00-10:00, Hilton Metropole - York
Room
The Chair convened the session at 08:05
The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the day using document 11-06/1892r6
The Chair reminded all to use the Automated Attendance System.
Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in document 11-07/0023r5 marked as Accept, Counter or Reject
in the comment “Resolution” column except CIDs 1073, 1345, 1374, 1513, 4348, 4356, 4361, and 4363.
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Six of the eight exceptions were from the security team which concluded to make all these changes Defer,
two were from the MAC team which were changed form Reject to Accept.
Moved: Guenael Strutt Seconded: Jan Kruys
Yes: 13 No; 1 Abstain: 2
Passes (>75%)
Presentation #5: “Comments on RA-OLSR”, Frank Y. Li, 11-07/0175r1
The author prepared a motion saying…
Moved, to accept document 11-07/0175-r1 description in the draft TGs standard and instruct the editor to
incorporate the text in this proposal in the current draft.
Questions / comments . . .
• Re: Comment 10, currently use willingness vector for MPR, will affect MPR selection
If willingness 0 this load deleted. If value 0 exclude otherwise don’t
The document has not been on server for 4 hours.
After discussion it was agreed by unanimous consent to add the 10 comments in the submission to the
latest comment resolution spreadsheet.
Presentation #6: “Scalable Station Association Information Handling”, Azman-Osman Lin etal, 1107/0176r0 (as suggested yesterday, this was a summary presentation based on 11-06/1842r4)
Questions / comments . . .
• Suggested to add row to table on slide 11 showing latency
• Scheme 1 has high latency, not scheme 2, because you’ve re-introduced a distance vector
Agree
• Comments – remember our networks not so big so the differences in these different techniques may be
small
• Applies to HWMP as well as OLSR
• What if independent scheme for routing and station association? Put association scheme with routing?
Common scheme might be better, needs further study
• Scheme 3, how do you prevent short term routing loops for the station, if you unicast back location to
requesting , do you assume 6 address?
Yes assume 6 address. Should add to proposal
• Aren’t all three based on 6 address?
Yes
• How do other stations get location address info if it’s unicast, unless you’re creating tunnel.
• Didn’t mention 6 address ‘cause it’s assumed
Strawpolls deferred from Wednesday, see “Scalable Station Association Information Handling”, 1106/1842r4:
Shall we consider the first scheme (Efficient LAB/GAB Management Scheme) and prepare texts based on
it for adoption ?
Yes: 4 No: 0 Abstain: 12
Shall we consider the second scheme (Centralized Station Discovery Scheme) and prepare texts based on
it for approval ?
Yes: 3 No: 1 Abstain: 13
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Shall we consider the third scheme (On-demand Station Discovery Scheme) and prepare texts based on it
for approval ?
Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 11
Questions / comments . . .
• Guido Hiertz commented there were many more comments from apparently invalid voters than he had
thought when the motion was adopted Monday to consider their comments for resolution. For example,
the Voters List doesn’t include Jan Kruys, even though he submitted comments. He had thought there
were, perhaps, 10 or 12 such comments.
• Editor noted that if there is a question about voter’s status, there will be an ‘x’ in the spreadsheet in the
“part of no vote” column.
• Editor identified 192 comments from 8 x’d commenters
• Chair indicated Jan’s voting status has been restored. He will have voting rights in March.
• Arbitrary process?
• Chair pointed out that it was too late to reconsider the vote to accept all the comments including those
by invalid voters. The chair then asked - do you want to move to Rescind that vote?
Guido: will think about it.
Chair suggested the TG break into sub-groups for comment resolution at 09:06
The Chair re-assembled the TG and recessed the session at 10:02AM until 13:30 this afternoon.

Session VIII, Thursday January 18th 13:30-15:30, Hilton Metropole - York
Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:32
The Chair reviewed the accomplishments of the morning session using document 11-06/1892r7 and
outlined the Agenda for this session.
Presentation #7: “RFI London Update”, 11-07/0186r0, Guenael Strutt
It was noted by the Editor there is a Tab and Column in the spreadsheet showing Issue Identifier which
could be used for the identifiers in the above presentation
The Chair reviewed his “Modified 802.11 TGs PAR and 5C” document 11-07/0149r4
The changes made in this document so far are;
• r0 shows the bulk of the changes tracked and was presented yesterday
• r1 shows a few more minor changes
• r2 is a clean copy with all previous changes incorporated
• r3 shows some additional changes to the abstract, introduction, and 5 criteria
• r4 is a clean copy with all previous changes incorporated
The entire TG did a pass over the document in open meeting and the Chair incorporated all these changes
in 11-07/0149r5 which shows the clean PAR and 5 Criterion but has change information included so that
if you turn on display of insertions and deletions you see all the changes to those documents.
Key points included . . .
• Added another example to the end of the last paragraph of the Introduction
• Changed headings to not say “With Changes Marked”
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• Concern over limitation to multi-hop – agreed it’s not to limiting
• Spellcheck
Moved, to direct the TGs Chair to bring the following motion before the 802.11 Working Group and
adopt this action as the resolution of CIDs 500 and 1192:
Moved, to approve the amendment in 11-07/149r5 to the P802.11s PAR and forward this PAR
amendment to the 802 Executive Committee for their approval and further transmission.
Moved: Suman Sharma Seconded: Jan Kruys
Yes: 21 No: 0 Abstain: 2
(Passes > 75%)
Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in 11-07/0023r9 marked as Accept, Counter, or Reject in the
comment “Resolution” column except where a resolution of the comment was previously adopted at this
meeting or the Technical Editor finds the resolution provides insufficient detail or the CID is 286, 1382,
1607, 1830, or 1993
Moved: Steve Conner Seconded: Suman Sharma
Questions / comments . . .
• Comment 1830 was rejected without a reason
• Agreed to except from this motion
• Comment 1607 is not actionable
All such comments should be listed as defer and submission required
The Editor will check for any variances in his review
• There are two comments referring to 1607 one is defer, one is Reject (1382)
• Resolution to 286 not adequate
• Agreed to exclude both from motion as shown in resolution above
Yes: 20 No: 1 Abstain: 3
(Passes > 75%)
Moved, to direct the editor to produce a Draft 1.01 incorporating all comment resolutions adopted by TGs
during this 802.11 meeting except that, where two or more resolutions make conflicting changes in the
draft, the editor shall either:
(1) harmonize those changes giving priority to resolutions adopted earlier over those adopted later and
priority to the resolution of Technical comments over the resolution of Editorial comments or
(2) omit the resolutions from D1.01 and report the conflict back to TGs.
Moved: Guido Hiertz Seconded: Steve Conner
Questions / comments . . .
• Why is priority given to resolution adopted earlier?
There was more time for people to review earlier resolutions.
Yes: 20 No: 1 Abstain: 3
(Passes > 75%)
The Chair reviewed the TGs Process using document 11-07/0059r1
Straw Poll
How many think we will go to Letter Ballot again in…
March: 1 May: 12 After May: 17
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There was a desire to hold teleconferences more frequently than the three usually requested to eg. allow
the sub-groups times to discuss comment resolution.
Straw Polls were held on possible teleconference times
Straw Poll
10AM: 13 11AM: 2 5PM: 13 (all EST)
Chair said he would drop the option with lowest number of votes, do another poll, and choose the time if
there is till a tie.
Straw Poll
10AM: 13 5PM: 13
Tie, so the Chair picked 5PM
Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences starting 31 January 2007 through 21 March 2007 (except 7
February and 14 March) at 5PM Wednesdays Eastern Time to resolve comments and review the ad hoc
meeting and March meeting agendas.
There was no objection to scheduling the teleconferences at these times.
We have already pre-approved an ad hoc meeting 6-8 February in Hillsboro, Oregon, to work on
comment resolution.
Straw poll for those in the room who expect to be attending: 12
Regarding the April ad hoc, it was mentioned there is a WLAN Mesh Conference planned in Paris April
17th.
Straw Poll was held on the locations offered so far.
Eindhoven: 13 Boston: 10
Agreed to Eindhoven, Netherlands
Moved, to request that the 802.11 WG authorize an ad hoc in April (to be cancelled if we go to Letter
Ballot again from the March meeting) on 11-13 April in Eindhoven to work on comment resolution.
Moved: Juan Carlos Zuniga Seconded: Dee Denteener
Adopted by unanimous consent
Final comment resolution status is summarized in the Chair’s closing report, document 11-07/0192r1
The Chair adjourned the meeting sine die at 15:25.
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Meeting Minutes
Monday Meeting (10:30 am – 12:30pm)
1.1. Chair reviewed the patent policy.
1.2. Chair reviewed the meeting objectives. Key objective was to get TGT draft technically
complete for letter Ballot. Current draft D0.12. Plan for the week was to hear proposals on
deferred comments from internal reviews. The group will be discussing what it means to be
technically complete.
1.3. Dallas meeting minutes approval 11-06/1795r0 - minutes approved without objection
1.4. Approval of Agenda – agenda Approved without objection
1.5. Editor’s report – Chair notified that the Editor will be giving his update on Wednesday.
1.6. Chair comments – Charles’s stepping down as Chair of TGT.
1.7. Chair suggested the team to see who would be interested in chairing
1.8. Call for presentations –
1.8.1.
11-07/0099r0 – Resolutions to CIDs 166, 167, 178 - S. Tolpin, 15 min
1.8.2.
11-07/0082r0 - Resolutions to CID 266 and 296 - U. Lemberger, 30 min
1.8.3.
11-07/xxxxr0 – Resolutions to CID 72 and 239 - N. Sharma, 15 min
1.8.4.
11-07/1839r2 – MIMO testing in a conducted environment - C. Wright
1.9. The agenda was revised to include the new proposals. There was no objection to the revised
agenda – the agenda was modified and approved.
1.10. Presentation on Resolutions to CIDs 166, 167, 178
1.11. First presentation given by S. Tolpin on CIDs 166, 167, 168. There were no questions or
comments on the presentation. The proposal was not put to motion at this time to allow for
the 4-hour rule.
1.12. The chair informed that he will be discussing the goals that were set out for this group and
whether we have met those goals to determine if the draft is technically complete (review the
PAR).
1.13. Chair reviewed the list of deferred comments to see which comments will be addressed by the
proposals to be presented during this week’s meeting.
1.14. Chair to ask the commentator of CID # 296 whether the current revised text addresses his
concerns.
1.15. There are currently about 40 deferred comments.
1.16. Since the task group does not have too many proposals, there was discussion on giving up
some time that was allocated to TGT.
1.17. By unanimous consensus, it was decided to give up Tuesday AM1 time slot.
1.18. Meeting was adjourned at 12.03.
Tuesday Meeting (10:30am – 12:30pm)
1.19. Chair opened the meeting at 10.30 AM
1.20. Motion #1
Move to accept the proposal in the comment resolution in document 11-07/0099r0 and
incorporate into the P802.11.2 draft (addressing IDs # 166, 167, and 168)
Moved by: Sasha Tolpin
Seconded by: Mark K
For: 5; Against: 0; Abstain: 1
Motion passes
1.21. Presentation on Resolutions to CID 266 and 296
1.22. Second presentation given by Uriel L. Proposed changes are marked in red. There are only
additions in the text. For CID# 296, a figure has been replaced.
1.23. There were no questions or comments from the attendees.
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1.24. Motion #2
Move to accept the proposal in the comment resolution in document 11-07/0082r0 and
incorporate into the P802.11.2 draft (addressing IDs # 266 and 296).
Moved by: Uriel L.
Seconded by: Neeraj S.
For: 4; Against: 0; Abstain: 3
Motion passes
1.25. Chair confirmed that Agenda items 6.2 and 6.4 were not ready for presentation today.
1.26. Chair asked if there were any topics to be discussed since there was not much on the
agenda left. No new topics were put forward by the group.
1.27. The chair reviewed the list of deferred comments.
1.28. The group went over the meeting schedule for the week. Since the agenda was light, the
chair asked if there was any other presentation and there were none.
1.29. Chair informed the group that on Thursday the plan is to see if the group was ready for
letter ballot. Chair reviewed the motion for the letter ballot from some other test group as
an example.
1.30. Uriel L. asked if we need to address all the deferred comments before going to LB – answer
was we do not need to.
1.31. Suggestion from Uriel – look at deferred comments which the group thinks are important
for going to LB.
1.32. The group looked at all the deferred comments.
1.33. Clause 4 – we do not need it as per Editor (thought it was informative) but Mark K. thought
it was key for the draft as it brings the draft together.
1.34. Clause 5.2 (CID 21, 22, 27) – not considered.
1.35. Had a long discussion on this. Chair read the PAR which talks about 11k but not sure if this
would hold us back. We have biggest vulnerability for 11k since we have not done much on
11k – most of the amendments (e.g. j and k) are modifiers.
1.36. Pratik M. mentioned that we did not do much in 11n but that is not required. Most of the
current metrics apply to 11n as they independent of the PHY layer.
1.37. Mark mentioned that his opinion was that 11k was on the list because people thought we
could use 11k to do the measurements required for TGT. Chair commented that the group
mainly focused on amendments which were expected to be complete when the TGT started.
1.38. Chair mentioned the difference between technically complete and technically correct.
1.39. Clause 5.3 (CID 270 and 240). Main concern CID 240 does not define the inside of the
chamber. The commenter claims that the environment may not be useful. Chair asked if we
should go to LB with this comment unaddressed. Different views were discussed.
1.40. Clause 6.3 - Sasha to discuss with Larry and Tom and will bring a resolution later on – not
too important
1.41. Clause 6.4 CID#159 affects many clauses
1.42. Clause 6.6 and 6.8 - Chair to send e-mail to Pertti to see CID # 246 is still valid (may want
to withdraw it)
1.43. Clause 6.7 no discussion
1.44. General comments (not specify to a particular clause) - 160, 162, 234 need to resolved
before going to LB
1.45. CID 230 – to be resolved later.
1.46. Chair reminded that to go to LB we should go through the deferred comments and address
them – accept, reject or counter.
1.47. General consensus was the group has had lot of time to close on these comments.
1.48. The group then tried to answer the following question - Can we close on the following
clauses this week?
o
4 – cannot be closed this week
o
5.2 – maybe
o
5.3 – yes
o
5.7 – no
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6.2 – no
6.3 - no
6.4 – no
6.6, 6.8 not important
6.7 General – no consensus
1.49. Meeting was adjourned at 12.28.
o

Wednesday Meeting (8am – 10:00am)
1.50. Chair opened the meeting at 8 AM
1.51. Chair reviewed the agenda.
1.52. Chair informed the group that the editor will be late due to weather conditions. Tom will be
joining the afternoon session.
1.53. Presentation on Resolutions to CID 72 and 239
1.54. Neeraj gave a presentation – two comments from the group 1) include the formula in the
definition of first Fresnel zone 2) for the vicinity definition, specify that the floor and ceiling
are not considered to be obstructions
1.55. The proposal was not put to motion at this time.
1.56. Chair mentioned that the task group will have to come up with the chair nominees.
1.57. Chair mentioned that we do have several internal comments which still need to be addressed.
1.58. It was discussed that comments on Clause 4 are the gating factors for LB.
1.59. Had a discussion on trying to come up with a resolution for the comments on clause 4 during
this week’s meeting. Main issue seen was that we may not be able to complete all the
comments in clause 4.
1.60. Key gating factors for going to LB were discussed to be comments on clause 4 and secondly
comments on accuracy and error margins definition which were not consistently used in the
draft.
1.61. The group decided to look at all the comments in clause 4 and come up with some
suggestions on resolutions for the person who may want to volunteer to resolving the
comments.
1.62. The group reviewed all comments related to clause 4.
1.63. The group worked on creating a table for the metrics vs. usage models.
1.64. Meeting adjourned at 10:00.
Wednesday Meeting (1:30pm – 3:30 pm)
1.65. Chair opened the meeting at 1:30pm.
1.66. Chair notified – accepting nominations for Chair. Stuart to see if there are more nominations.
1.67. Editor’s report –
o
Draft 0.12 posted which differs from 0.11 as all the Editors comments removed. All
figures included.
o
Tom mentioned that we do not need to have informative section in Clause 4 for going to
LB. It may be possible to remove it without impacting technical contents of the draft.
o
Editor could add some text to the effect - this clause can be only completed once the
entire draft is fully complete (all external comments have been addressed).
o
Technical correct and complete – Tom feels the current draft is technically complete but
not technically correct.
1.68. Reviewed the table - test environment vs. test metrics with Tom.
1.69. The Editor will be adding the table to the draft. The table needs to be further reviewed for
correctness.
1.70. Tom reviewed Clause 4 contents in the current draft.
1.71. Mark K. felt clause 4 needs to be completed prior to going to LB.
1.72. Chair suggested to put more informative info in clause 4 and go to LB at the end of this
meeting.
1.73. Had a discussion on what is technical or editorial.
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1.74. Tom mentioned that we should not take serial approach – go for LB while continue to fix
what ever is remaining.
1.75. Mark emphasized that it would be good to ensure the draft is complete
1.76. Pratik suggested to fill out as many deferred comments by end of the week but did not think
the group needs to hold back from LB.
1.77. Comment 240 discussions – Pratik feels regarding this comment, the draft is complete but the
contents may not be agreeable to everyone. Pratik mentioned that the group needs more
feedback from outside the group as some people may have lot of knowledge but may not be
attending TGT as they are occupied with other task group.
1.78. Had a long discussion on whether TGT should go to LB after this meeting with few
comments which still remain deferred.
1.79. Pratik reminded everyone in the group that TGT is not a test plan forum but a forum to
provide methodologies and that allows you to create a test plan.
1.80. Pratik mentioned that only comment 240 may be showstopper.
1.81. Tom did mention that we have the remaining deferred comments because on some of them
the group is split and therefore to go for LB and get feedback and then make a decision.
1.82. The group decided to do straw poll for all remaining deferred comments. The following
question was asked for each of the deferred comments: Is the draft considered to technically
complete without resolution of this comment?
 CID 268: Y = 3 N= 2
 CID 269; Y = 2, N = 2
 CID 147; is complete – the group had worked on a table that
could be used
 CID 148: Y = 0, N = 2
 CID 280; Y = 2, N = 2
 CID 303; Y = 5; 0
 CID 21; Y = 2; 2
 CID 22; Y = 3, N = 2
 CID 27; Y = 3, N = 0
 CID 270; Y = 5, N = 0
 CID 147; no straw poll required
1.83. Mark K. called orders of the day. The Chair recessed the meeting until Thursday AM2.
1.84. Meeting was adjourned at 12.28.
Wednesday Meeting (10:30am – 12:30 pm)
1.85. Chair opened the meeting at 10:30am.
1.86. Chair summarized where we left – straw poll to see if the draft is considered to be technically
complete without resolution.
1.87. Group agreed to complete the straw poll
1.88. Chair asked if there were more presentations. Sasha A. mentioned that he would like to
present a Comment resolution for TCP.
1.89. Added to the agenda under New Business
o
11-07/0104r2 – Resolutions to CID 72 and 239 - N. Sharma,
o
11-07/0039r2 - TCP Parameters and Settings – Sasha A.
o
11-07/0178r0 - Comment resolution for P802.11.2D0.12 – Pratik M.
o 11-07/1839r2 – MIMO testing in a conducted environment - C. Wright
1.90. To Item 9 (Process) of the agenda, added Continue with straw poll.
1.91. Any suggestions for agenda – none
1.92. Any objections to the modified agenda – none
1.93. Agenda modified
1.94. Group went back to straw poll
o CID 49: Y = 5, N = 0
o CID 242: Y = 4, N = 2 (draft is complete as it is more of format
issue)
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o CID 238; Y = 3; N = 1
o CID 239; Neeraj has motion – skipped
o CID 72: Neeraj has motion - skipped
o CID 240: Y = 4, N = 2
o CID 265: Y = 3, N = 3
o CID 166: Resolved
o CID 286: Shasha has motion – skipped
o CID 159: Y = 2, N = 2
o CID 82: Y = 2, N = 2
o CID 167: Resolved
o CID 84: Skipped; expecting resolution this week
o CID 86: Y = 4, N = 2
o CID 87: Y = 4, N = 2
o CID I69: Resolved
o CID 246: Y = 6, N = 0
o CID 169: resolved
o CID 101: Y = 2, 0
o CID 102: Y = 0, N = 0
o CID 103: Y = 1, N = 2
o CID 104: Y = 6, N = 0
o CID 105; Y = 6, N = 0
o CID 106; Y = 6, N = 0
o CID 107: Y = 3, N = 0
o CID 109; Y = 2, N = 0
o CID 108; Y = 4, N = 2
o CID 118: Y = 2, N = 2
o CID 170: Y = 2, N = 2
o CID 110: Y = 3, N = 1
o CID 296 resolved
o CID 162: Y = 3, N = 3
o CID 160: Y = 3, N = 3
o CID 100: Y = 2, N = 2
o CID 230: Y = 6, N = 0
o CID 234: Y = 2, N = 3
1.95. It was decided to decline some of the comments based on this straw poll. All comments for
which the vote was 75% or greater were candidates for declining. If any person objected,
then it was removed from the list. The following were considered for declining:
o
303 (no one objected to declining this)
o
27 (1 person objected)
o
270 (no objection)
o
49 (no objection)
o
238 (1 objection)
o
246 (no objection)
o
101 (1 objection)
o
104 (1 objection)
o
105 (1 objection)
o
106(1 objection)
o
109 (1 objection)
o
110 (1 objection)
o
230 (no objection)
1.96. Motion # 3
o
Move to decline the following comments from the TGT Internal Review as contained
in document 11-06/872r23 303, 270, 49, 246, and 230
o
Moved by: Pratik M
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Seconded by: Neeraj
For: 8; Against: 0; Abstain: 1
o
Motion passes
1.97. Meeting adjourned at 12:30.
o
o

Wednesday Meeting (1:30pm – 3:30 pm)
1.98. Chair opened the meeting at 1:30pm.
1.99. Neeraj gave a presentation on Resolution of CID 72 and 239
1.100.
The presentation was the same as the one on Wednesday with feedback incorporated
from Wednesday.
1.101.
Changes were: formula for Fresnel Zone, and some wording.
1.102.
Motion # 4
o
Moved by: Neeraj
o
Seconded by: Dalton
o
No questions or comments
o
For: 7, Against: 0, Abstain: 1
1.103.
TCP Parameters and Settings presentation by Sasha A.
1.104.
Addresses CID 286
1.105.
Parameters that are addressed TCP, Delayed ACK, the MTU
1.106.
There was Question – is it possible to replace “must” by “recommended” for the settings
parameters. Response - proposal says that you should use the recommended parameters if the
OS permits otherwise you should record the parameters that are used.
1.107.
Motion # 5
o
Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-07/0039r2 and incorporate
into the draft 802.11.2 draft
o
Moved by: Shasha T.
o
Seconded by: Neeraj S.
o
Question – what is P802.11.2
o
No more questions were asked
o
For: 7, Against: 0, Abstain: 1
1.108.
Presentation by Pratik on Comment resolution for P802.11.2D0.12
1.109.
Resolves CIDs 149, 267, and 281
1.110.
Part 1: Moves some text from Clause 6.20.1 to clause 4.3.2
1.111.
Part 2: New text to go to Clause 4. Talks about the primary and secondary metrics.
1.112.
Comment – Clause 6 may have a gap if the text is moved from Clause 6 to clause 4 as
recommended by the proposal. Suggestion was to make leave some text in Clause 6.
1.113.
Motion #6
o
Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-07/0178r0 and incorporate
them into the P802.11.2 draft, with the following modifications:
o
Change editorial instruction for Proposed resolution 1 from: Instruct the editor to
move the following text from Section 6.20.1 to Section 4.3.2 to: Instruct the
editor to copy the following text from section 6.20.1 to section 4.3.2 and delete
all but the first section to these paragraphs from section 6.20.1.
o
No questions were asked
o
Moved by: Pratik M.
o
Seconded by: Sasha T.
o
For: 7, Against: 0, Abstain: 1
1.114.
Presentation by Charles W. on “MIMO testing in a conducted environment”
1.115.
Tom A. took over the Chair while he gave his presentation.
1.116.
Charles mentioned this is work in progress. Charles suggested going back to the previous
document as a refresher. The chair agreed.
1.117.
Talked about the MIMO models, MIMO version of throughput vs. attenuation,
1.118.
The new proposal made changes to the previous version – based on comments received
improved text, expended on MIMO channels, etc.

Minutes

page 7

N. Sharma, Intel

January 2007
1.119.
1.120.

1.121.
1.122.
1.123.
1.124.

Minutes

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0102r00

Chair asked if anyone wanted to bring a motion to go to letter ballot after this meeting.
There was no response.
Char asked the Group to let him know before Wed 3:00pm Eastern time if they have
something for the conference call, otherwise he will cancel the scheduled conference
meeting.
Current scheduled conference calls are on 8th Feb, 22nd Feb, 8th March before
Orlando Plenary.
Unanimous consent, the conference call schedule was accepted.
Motion to Adjourn by Tom, seconded by Mark.
Meeting adjourned at 3:22 pm.
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Monday, January 15, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on January 15, 2007 at 1:30 pm Western European Time (WET) by Stephen
McCann.
The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda (11-07/0027r2):
•
•

•
•
•

•

Attendance reminder
IEEE Policies and Procedures
o IEEE Patent policy
o Inappropriate topics for meetings
o IEEE Copyright policy
Agenda review
o The order of several presentations was changed
o No objection to approving agenda by unanimous consent
Ad hoc meeting
o Meeting in San Francisco Bay Area, 3-4 days combined 802.21 and TGu
Approvals of the minutes of past meetings
o November 2006 plenary meeting (11-06/1792r0)
• The chair asked for comments or corrections; none were required
• The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent
• There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
o January 2007 teleconference (11-07/0005r0)
• The chair asked for comments or corrections; none were required
• The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent
• There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
Review of Dallas closing report

Agenda item: Status of Draft D0.02, Necati Canpolat
• The internal comment spreadsheet is 11-06/1857r2
• Draft 0.03 should be posted later this week
Presentation: 11-07/0025r1, MAPID for User Plane Support, Peng Mo
• Question (Dave Stephenson): In slide 11, are SSPN A and SSPN B on the same or different
VLAN?
o Answer: Different.
• Question (Dave Stephenson): How is layer 2 broadcast domain separated between SSPN A and
SSPN B?
o Answer: It is not.
• Comment (Dave Stephenson): If SSPN A and SSPN B are separate broadcast domains, then there
will not be a need for the MAPID. Over-the-air separation mechanisms will also separate
broadcast frames in the air.
• Question (Colin Blanchard): How will unsolicited broadcast messages work, since the QoS map
is request/response?
• Comment (Hong Cheng): Unicast is more reliable because it must be acknowledged, but
broadcast or multicast are not. How can the reliability be addressed?
• Question (Dave Stephenson): What is the proposal for assigning multicast addresses?
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The multicast solution changed the current draft too much, which is why the proposal
was for broadcast.
Question (Angelo Centonza): If the STA does not receive the QoS Map update, would you
assume the group of receivers have updated the QoS Map? What happens when a station does
not receive the new map? Does it continue with the old map?
o

•

Based on questions and comments, Peng Mo requested a further presentation slot on Wednesday, and
there was no objection to the tentative agenda change.
Agenda item: Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat
• Current working comment spreadsheet has been uploaded as 11-06/1857r3
• Stephen McCann to look for a potential normative reference for AAA definitions (comment
spreadsheet row 10)
• Stephen McCann to rewrite the definition of roaming (comment spreadsheet row 11)
• A group of comments referred to the use of the terms "QAP" and "QSTA" within the TGu draft.
The chair posed the question to Bob O'Hara, the chair of the maintenance task group. Bob stated
that the terms were removed from REVma and changed to "QoS AP", "QoS STA", "QoS IBSS".
Therefore, comment spreadsheet row 81 was accepted in principle, but we will change the
terminology to synchronize with REVma.
• Several additional comments (row 183, 184, 185, 187, 189, 191, and 192) referred to places in the
draft where APs or STAs need to support quality of service. The proposed comment resolution
suggested changing terms to the obsolete QSTA and QAP. These were handled as a group, and
the addition of QoS support was changed to reflect REVma terminology.
o There was no objection to empowering Necati Canpolat as editor to perform a global
search and replace on the working draft with appropriate terminology.
• Comment 231 was changed to a technical comment with consent of the submitter.
• Comment 112 was changed to a technical comment with consent of the submitter.
Seeing no objection, the group recessed at 3:32 WET.
Monday, January 15, 2007, 7:30 PM to 9:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order
Meeting called to order on January 15, 2007 at 7:32 pm Western European Time (WET) by Stephen
McCann.
Presentation: 11-06/1473r2, Multiple SSID support, Dave Stephenson
• Question: On the G1 (battery consumption) analysis, won't using the TIM require that every
station wake up for every TIM?
o Answer: Yes, but that is the same as it is today. The real answer is the FBMS (flexible
broadcast/multicast service) being worked on in TGv. The analysis shown here is that it
is identical to the current scheme, and no worse. There is room for improvement, but the
improvement will be FBMS.
• Question: The native query mSSID list doesn't tell you what SSIDs support emergency services.
o Answer: Correct. If you want emergency services, you request the emergency networks
list with a different query.
• Question: Please explain the use of SSID in slide 26.
o Answer: In the r0 version, the ESSID was in the SSID container element. By removing
it, the element is smaller and it is more streamlined to combine with TGv mBSSID.
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Presentation: 11-06/1935r0, Multi-SSID Normative Text, Dave Stephenson
• Question: Why do we need the native protocol, as opposed to making this information available
in 802.21 services?
o Answer: Intent of native protocol was to enable higher-layer information that the AP has
locally configured to be transmitted to STA.
• Question: What authentication key does have emergency services use for security?
o Answer: It is in state 1, and hence, not secured.
Presentation:11-07/0032r1, Comment Resolutions: Emergency Call Support in 11u, Donghee Shim
• The draft will need to better define what a PSAP is, since that is a North American term.
Procedural Discussion:
• This is an informal review, and we can operate under informal processes.
• For each technical comment, the chair will ask for unanimous approval from the group; only if
there is an objection will there be a need to write out the motion and go for a formal vote.
Presentation:11-07/0033r1, IMS Emergency Call Requirements and Emergency Call Support,
Donghee Shim
• Question: Is it usual that the UE determines that the call is for an emergency?
o Answer: Yes. We might consider
• Comment: What about Beacon bloat? Could we use the GAS query?
• Comment: The station has to learn the emergency number, which might come from an 802.21 IS,
but that requires deployment of an 802.21 IS.
o There is a service in the UK that can map the emergency number and re-dial to the visited
country emergency answering service, but it requires switching between the visited
network and the UK intelligent network.
Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 9:16 pm.
Tuesday, January 16, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Call to order
Presentation: 11-07/0051r0, Location Reference for Emergency Services in WLAN Domain, Vijay
Patel
• NENA (National Emergency Number Association) is writing requirements for new networks for
emergency services on IP core.
• i3 is the final end-to-end multimedia architecture, with i2 as an intermediate step
• NENA is bringing requirements to wireless access network forums
o ESIF is an entity under NENA that produces requirements and ESIF does the
standardization with the 12-15 SDOs.
• Location is key in North America
o Provided using location information server (LIS)
o Location must be provided on both wireline & VoIP
o LIS functions should start at small distance scales, so they are coming to 802.11 first
• Question: Can 802.21 IS include information server?
o Answer: that would be great
• Chair: NENA liason was presented in WNG this morning (document 11-07/0110r0), please
review it.
• Question: Are you representing Andrew or NENA?
o Answer: Andrew.
• Question: If a computer at home is doing VoIP, how does the network know location?
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Answer: The LIS map is maintained by the network operator, whether wireline or ISP.
The mapping can be done with a building and street map.
Question: What if the mobile device moves?
o The AP has only a small range. Its position needs to be updated, and the emergency
services number will have to be validated by LIS straight away as part of a registration.
Question: How fast must the location update be?
o Answer: Every time an emergency call is made, the location must be updated.
Question: LIS is exchanged when call is made?
o Answer: It is exchanged before the call is made. The STA does not do location; the
location must be authorized by LIS.
Question: What is NENA asking from 802.11?
o Answer: Some network parameters should be transported to LIS. There may already be
mechanisms for signal strength, IDs, timing, etc. We need to bring the question here to
see what parameters the group can support.
Comment: This shows there is a fundamental difference in architecture. This issue is based on
cellular architecture, and the LIS-to-802.11 interaction is outside our scope.
o

•
•
•
•

•

Presentation: 11-07/0136r0, Input to 802.21 Information Model, Dave Stephenson
• Question: Each AP may have different PHY. How does this fit into the model?
o Answer: No matter where you roam in a HESS, you get on the same logical place on the
network after leaving the 802.11 access.
• Question: Does this introduce a new identifier in the database?
o Answer: Yes, this is the "ESSID" label in the current draft.
• Question: How likely is it that each AP will have identical VLAN connections?
o Answer: If we use the TGv virtual AP, there will be two virtual Beacons. That allows
two ESSIDs. Some APs may be in HESS 1 and some may be in HESS 2.
• Question: Is this a new element or is it a re-used element?
o Answer: This is re-use of the ESSID element.
• Comment: Can there be multiple mobility domains in one HESSID?
o Answer: The HESSID might be a subset of the mobility domain. If there is no fast
transition service, then mobility domain doesn't apply.
• Question: What are we asking of 802.21?
o Answer: There is no longer a reason to store information about each individual AP,
which can reduce query size. However, their information model will need to store HESS
information as opposed to individual network element configuration.
• Comment: In the last slide, the HESS is based on configuration, instead of services. This is a lot
of complexity to reduce over the air traffic.
o Answer: "configuration" is supposed to connote service configuration.
Straw poll: "TGu is supportive of this definition of wireless LAN network ID, formally known as HESS."
• Vote: 13 in favor, 0 not in favor
Agenda Item: Comment resolution (11-06/1857r4)
• Comments 33 & 34 (identical technical issue): default emergency services realm location. This is
apparently a genuine mistake. There was no objection to adopting the resolution by unanimous
consent.
• Comment 49: QoS guarantee bit in 7.3.2.36.
o If the operator can't validate QoS, then they should not be running emergency services.
o Operators can engineer the network for QoS, and this bit is intended to indicate that the
operator has done network engineering.
o Resolution: Commenter to provide updated text. (Approved by unaninmous consent)
• Comments 50, 2 and 4: use of expedited bandwidth. Commenter to provide text. (Approved by
unaninmous consent)
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Comment 46: No objection to adopting the resolution in the comment.
Comment 47: No objection to adopting the resolution in the comment.
Comment 48
o PSAP is a North American definition. There is a different definition in Europe ("EC" for
"emergency center"). Therefore, this term should become "EC/PSAP".
o There was no objection to adopting the term "EC/PSAP"
o Hong Cheng volunteered to provide a normative reference to PSAP for the draft.

The chair proposed a recess. Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 3:29.
Tuesday, January 16, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order
Meeting called to order on January 16, 2007 at 4:00 pm Western European Time (WET) by Stephen
McCann.
Presentation: 21-07-0832-00-0000, IE prioritization for query response size limit support, Angelo
Centonza
• Question: What happens if the message is still too big even after applying all the filtering and size
reduction possible, and there are no more information elements to drop?
o Answer: That is not a common scenario. The MIH function is also able to limit the
number of successive queries and it can drop items until a response succeeds. If the
response is persistently too large, a higher-layer solution is needed.
• Comment: In MIH, you can have template queries that return 20 items. If the device repeatedly
queries, then there will be lots of round trips to split up the query.
• Comment: The requester is the only device that can do filtering. It is the only one that knows the
relative importance of the elements.
• Question: How do we know what is too much?
o Answer: MIH should be capable of querying underlying transport layer for that
information.
• Question: How does a station or responder know what is important?
o Answer: We will not implement filtering in MIH function. However, the interface must
have a way to order the response in priority order so that it will not be in random order.
• Comment: When does the iteration process of filtering stop?
• Question: Does this affect authenticated or unauthenticated data?
o Answer: The problem comes from the fact that an unauthenticated 802.11 station has a
query limit, and it is a limit from the underlying layer.
• Comment: In the unauthenticated state, isn't the assumption that any data requested by the client
is important? Why not just provide a hard media limit?
o Answer: Even if station knows the limit, the client does not know how large the response
might be.
• Question: In a specific example, assume MIH server is local. Two nodes send a request for
information. If the second response to arrive is more critical, this proposal doesn't solve this
problem.
o Answer: IE prioritization is not intended to solve this problem. It is supposed to be
within a response, not between responses to stations.
• Comment: There is not a facility in the database environment to generate restricted query that
returns less than a row.
• Question: Why is the transport frame size relevant? Typically, MACs will have some
fragmentation support, and higher-bandwidth PHYs may allow higher data limits because the
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important thing is to limit transmission time. Longer queries might be allowed in better
conditions.
o Answer: The limit is not the frame size limit, but the limit in the size of the query
response that can be provided by those transport protocols.
Straw poll: "Move to have authors to draft normative text for potential inclusion into 802.21 draft."
• Vote: 8 in favor, 5 not in favor
Presentation: 11-07/0136r0, Input to 802.21 Information Model, Dave Stephenson
• Comment: The access network container in 802.21 can have a list of individual access points, and
has the same idea as the HESSID.
• Question: Is the association between the HESSID and services globally unique or operatorspecific?
o Answer: The label is for the physical infrastructure. The owner of the network is
responsible for maintaining the common configuration and assigning the HESSID label.
Right now, it is a 6-octet MAC address of one of the AP in the set.
• Question: What is the mechanism to discover the association between HESSID and services?
o Answer: 802.21 information model inside the information server.
• Question: How is the HESSID different from the ESSID in the TGu draft?
o Answer: "ESS" was already defined in 802.11, so it did not make sense to re-use the term
in TGu. The HESSID is a replacement for the ESSID.
Potential ad-hoc meeting in February 2007
Straw poll: "When should the joint TGu/802.21 ad hoc meeting be held? Choose one of the following
options: (1) a separate meeting in February, possibly in San Francisco Bay Area, (2) use extra time before
the Orlando meeting, and (3) don't bother."
• Vote: 6 for option (1), 9 for option (2), and 1 for option (3)
There was no objection to cancelling the joint TGu/802.21 meeting on Thursday, and no objection to
recessing at 5:59 pm.
Wednesday, January 17, 2007, 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on January 15, 2007 at 8:00 am Western European Time (WET) by Stephen
McCann.
Presentation: 11-07/0047r0, Secure Network Selection, Lars Falk
• Comment: Useful problem to solve, but opinion depends on the final form.
Straw poll: "On problem statement: Should TGu create a solution for secure network solution, as
described in this presentation?"
• Vote: 11 yes, 0 no, 1 don't care
Straw poll 2: "On solution outline: Is the solution outline (secure probing) as described in this
presentation the way to go?"
• Vote: 2 yes, 0 no, 8 don't know, 1 don't care
Presentation: 11-06/1926r1, Limiting the GAS State 1 Query Response Length, Dave Stephenson

Submission

page 7

Matthew Gast, Trapeze Networks

January 2007
•
•
•

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0103r0

Question: What is the maximum size for a response that is limited?
o Answer: 63.5 KB. This is a generic limit for all protocols.
Question: In 7.3.1.9, there is a status code 57 that says that the query response is greater than the
AP policy limit. The query is level 3, so how does the AP know?
o Answer: The AP does not interpret the query response. GAS is only used in state 1.
Comment: The AP must interpret the query to do this operation.
o Answer: AP proxies query, so it receives the entire response. It can get the length
without interpreting the contents.

Because the last two comments were related to comment 44, and addressed that comment, that comment
was marked resolved with no objection.
Motion: "Move to instruct the Technical Editor to include normative text from document 11-06/1926r1 on
Limiting GAS State-1 Query Response Length into the TGu draft amendment."
• Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat
• No debate on the motion.
• Vote: 10 yes, 0 no, 1 absention
• Motion passes
Motion: "Move to instruct the Technical Editor to include normative text from document 11-06/1935r0
for Multi-SSID feature into the TGu draft amendment."
• Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat
• Debate on the motion
o Chris Hanson, speaking against: This amendment has a lot of text, concerns with
backwards compatibility. We can discuss this further at ad hocs.
• Vote: 4 yes, 2 no, 7 absentions
• Motion fails (75% required for technical motion, 4/2 is only 66 2/3%)
Presentation: 11-07/0148r0, Solution to Transmit Updated QoS Map Set from AP to STA, Peng Mo
• Question: In the multicast solution, the QoS Map and multicast address are sent together. In
IGMP, there is a continuous period check that users remain in the group. How does the group get
closed? Does it adopt the QoS map?
o Answer: STAs send requests, so the AP can keep track of which addresses are used in
which stations.
• Comment: In that system, the AP needs to maintain multicast address mapping for each STA.
• Comment: This system will probably use more resources in multicast mode than in unicast mode.
• Question: Why is the Map ID necessary?
o Answer: When the QoS Map set updates, it only needs to notify one multicast group.
The Map ID is used to distinguish between different SSPNs.
• Question: How is the dialog token used?
o Answer: It is not used in broadcast or multicast.
• Question: Have you consider the transmission rate? Broadcast and multicast frames must be
transmitted at a common rate for all stations. Some stations may be far away, and need a lower
rate. This reduces the efficiency of broadcast and multicast transmissions.
o Answer: No.
• Question: How often do you expect the QoS Map to change?
o Answer: It depends on the operator.
• Comment: The QoS Map probably changes very infrequently, perhaps only once per several
months. That reduces the value of added complexity.
Motion: "Move to accept the proposed changes of multicast solution (modification described in 1107/0148r0 slide 17-19) and instruct the technical editor to place them with the TGu draft."
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Moved by Tony Mo, seconded by Srini Sreemanthula
No debate on the motion
Vote: 0 in favor, 4 against, 7 absentions
Motion fails

Presentation: 11-07/0140r0, Rate Control for GAS Requests, Angelo Centonza
• Comment: This can be solved at a higher layer by the application server responding to GAS
requests.
o Response: There is still risk from unidentified stations.
• Comment: There are multiple ways to solve this problem beyond query limits.
• Comment: This will come up in letter ballot. At the very least, we need to have informative text
in the standard. The infrastructure needs to protect itself from potentially damaged or virusinfected STAs.
Straw poll: "Should the functionality be developed further (to develop proposed text for the
amendment)?"
• Vote: 14 yes, 0 no
Agenda item: Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat
• Current working comment spreadsheet is 11-06/1857r5
• Comment 3. Adopted by unanimous consent. Editor requested specific text from the commenter
to identify places where the words need to be changed.
• Comment 4. The presentation was made earlier in the week, and the task group has requested a
follow-up presentation.
• Comment 13. This is being addressed by the HESSID proposal, and we must await feedback
from 802.21. The agenda for tomorrow will be updated to include creation of a liason.
• Comment 14. DN is outside scope of 802.11. There are two entities because there might be a
DN that handles packets, while the SSPN handles user information. A volunteer will be required
to draft new text.
The meeting recessed at 10:00 am.
Thursday, January 18, 2007, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Acting Chair: Harry Worstell
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on January 18, 2007 at 10:32 am Western European Time (WET) by Harry
Worstell.
The chair noted that the network, and therefore, the attendance server was unavailable. In light of the
unavailability of the network, the group adopted the agenda item of comment resolution by consensus.
The chair passed around a paper sign-up sheet to record attendance. The following members signed in
(the ID# is in parentheses):
• Xavier Peréz Costa (2278)
• Angelo Centonza (4020)
• Eleanor Hepworth (1163)
• Hong Cheng (523)
• George Bumiller (3801)
• Amjad Soomro (2555)
• Hitoshi Morioka (2172)
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Frans Hermodsson (57)
Colin Blanchard (3271)
Srinivas Sreemanthula (1928)
Jari Jokela (3651)
Seiji Yoshida (3651)
Christopher Hansen (80)
Yong-Ho Seok (4240)
Dave Stephenson (2866)
David Cypher (2782)
Alex Ashley (3698)
Mike Ellis (131)
David Hunter (707)
Junping Zhang (3650)
Peng Mo (4219)
Matthew Gast (3528)
Allan Thomson (3575)
Joseph Levy (91)

Agenda item: Editorial update, Necati Canpolat
• TGu draft 0.03 uses D0.02 as a baseline and adds editorial comment resolutions
Agenda item: Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat
• Current working comment spreadsheet is 11-06/1857r5
• It was suggested that as much text as possible be drafted before the TGu ad hoc.
• Comments 21, 22 & 23 (duplicate comment): Volunteeer needed to draft text. Necati Canpolat,
Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula volunteered.
• It was suggested that all clause 5 text be drafted by the same authors. Therefore, comments 24,
25, and 26 were also assigned to the Necati Canpolat, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula.
• Several comments refer to notes in the SSPN interface section (7.3.2.47): 96, 97, 89, 100, 101,
and 102. Dave Stephenson and Hong Cheng volunteered.
• Comments 141 and 143 note that MLME primitives need to be defined. Eleanor Hepworth and
Angelo Centonza volunteered.
• Comment 202 indicates that information is needed on how to treat priority information from the
SSPN. Matthew Gast, Angelo Centonza, and Hong Cheng volunteered.
• Comments 222 and 223 requires the submission of the PICS. Necati Canpolat and Dave
Stephenson volunteered.
• Comments 224 and 225 note that the MIB is not complete. Eleanor Hepworth and Necati
Canpolat volunteered to draft an initial MIB.
• Comments 227, 228 and 229 notes that Annex K is not complete. Matthew Gast, Angelo
Centonza, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula volunteered. Comment 229 notes that 1106/1799r0 is a proposed first draft.
• Comment 246 is for interworking informative text on QoS in Annex P. Matthew Gast, Angelo
Centonza, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula volunteered.
• Comments 41 and 44 are duplicates of comment 40, which has been resolved.
• Comment 48 on GAS query ID length. Discussion:
o The GAS query ID is assigned by the AP
o GAS queries occur in state 1, and are therefore not protected against forgery
o It was proposed to decline the comment because changing the query length does not
increase resilience to DoS attack. There was no objection to adopting this resolution.
• Comment 50 suggests merging the two information elements
o Comment: The question is whether there will be interworking without ESSID?
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Comment: It would be more efficient to separate the ESSID from interworking
capabilities because it makes the query for interworking SSIDs smaller.
o Comment: Lumping the two together reduces flexibility.
o Comment: The bits don't need to be signaled individually. The only one that is individual
is the ESO bit, and that is not worth an IE.
o Comment: If there a bits to signal, it makes the capability optional. Existing APs could
be interworking capable by sending Internetworking capabilities IEs with QoS map and
EBR set to zero.
o Comment: Is the requirement to be able to process a QoS Map, or to support the
functionality? If a STA does not support QoS, it could still say that it is QoS capable.
o Comment: Is there a status code for "QoS Map not defined"?
o Comment: QoS Map is intended for per-SSID basis so that different SSPNs can use their
own best practices.
o Discussion Question: What if an SSPN does not support any QoS support?
 Need a status code code to indicate QoS Map not support
 Could also send a QoS map where everything maps to zero
 Just because you receive a QoS Map doesn't mean that you need to send with
QoS.
o Straw poll: "The QoS Map bit is not needed in the Internetworking Capabilities
information element? Agree or disagree."
 Vote: 10 agree (that it is not needed), 7 disagree (that is needed)
o Why is this required?
 Deployment flexibility is required
 Removing the bit seems to make QoS mandatory
o With no clear direction, the group moved to the next comment.
Comment 58 requests text for interaction with other task groups. Dave Stephenson volunteered
to provide text for Annex P.
Comment 60 was accepted by unaninmous consent.
Comment 61 was rejected because the SSPN interface is not an air interface. The chair asked for
objections, and none were heard.
o

•
•
•

Afternoon agenda
• Redundant motions were removed.
• The chair proposed moving votes to authorize teleconferences and ad hoc meetings from the end
of the agenda to the start to ensure that they are completed.
Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 12:24 WET.
Thursday, January 18, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Acting Chair: Harry Worstell
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on January 18, 2007 at 4:05 pm Western European Time (WET) by Harry
Worstell. The agenda was modified by unanimous consent.
Agenda item: Ad Hoc
• The 802.21 ad hoc is February 20-22 in Santa Clara, and there is a desire for a joint meeting.
• Dave Stephenson offered to host the ad hoc at Cisco in San Jose
Motion: "Move to schedule a TGu ad hoc meeting on February 20-22, 2007, which includes a joint
TGu/802.21 1-day ad hoc meeting."
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Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Eleanor Hepworth
No discussion and no objection to calling the question
Approved by unanimous consent with 21 attendees in the room

Agenda item: Teleconferences
Motion: "Move to hold TGu teleconferences on February 13, 2007 at 10:00 ET and March 6, 2007 at
10:00 ET for one hour each."
• Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Necati Canpolat
• No discussion and no objection to calling the question
• Approved by unanimous consent
Agenda item: Liaison
• These letters need to be written, so the agenda item was postponed until the liaison letters could
be written.
Agenda item: Timeline discussion
• The letter ballot was moved out to May, and the rest of the items were moved out one meeting.
Agenda item: Emergency Services Tutorial
• The following individuals volunteered to assist Stephen McCann with the tutorial:
o Colin Blanchard
o Matthew Gast
o Necati Canpolat
o Harry Worstell
Agenda item: 11-06/1857r6, Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat
• Comments 62 and 67 address the same issue, and were accepted by unanimous consent
• Comment 80 was withdrawn by the commenter after an explanation of the protocol's operations,
and the resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.
• Comment 89 was accepted. The TSID was removed from the figure and supporting text, and this
resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.
• There was no objection to deferring Comment 92 to allow the commenter to confer with
colleagues.
• There was no objection to deferring Comment 128 to allow for informal discussions.
• Comment 129. The second sentence of the paragraph beginning on line 14 of page 35 can be
deleted to harmonize behavior between multicast and unicast cases.
o Straw poll: Are you in favor of deleting the second sentence of the paragraph beginning
on line 14 of page 35?
 Vote: 9 in favor, 0 opposed
o Comment deferred while Dave Stephenson, Necati Canpolat, and Srini Sreemanthula
propose new text. No objection to the proposed resolution.
• Comment 131 was deferred pending rewrite of section 7.3.2.47, with no objection from the
attendees.
• Comments 134 and 135 are very similar to comment 131, and will be fixed in the same way.
There was no objection from membership in treating the three comments as the same underlying
technical issue.
Agenda item: 11-07/0195r0, 802.21 Liaison Letter, Eleanor Hepworth
Motion: "Move to approve document 11-07-195-00-0000 and request that the 802.11 Working Group
Chair forward the liaison letter to the IEEE 802.21 Chair."
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Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Dave Stephenson
No discussion and no objection to calling the question
Vote: 9 in favor, 0 not in favor, 0 abstensions. Motion passes.

Agenda item: 11-06/1857r6, Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat
• Comment 136. A draft of the text to address this comment was part of the mSSID proposal.
Dave will extract the relevant text from the mSSID proposal for incorporation here, and the
comment will be deferred until that point. There was no objection to this resolution.
• Comment 138. Necati Canpolat volunteered to provide text. There was no objection to this
comment resolution.
• Comment 139. Eleanor Hepworth and Angelo Centonza volunteered to provide text.
• Comments 143, 144, 146, and 147 all describe the same section. Eleanor Hepworth and Angelo
Centonza volunteered to provide text.
• To resolve Comments 148 and 150, it was suggested that the delivery method be made into a
MIB variable so that the higher layer did not need to specify it. This matter will be discussed at
the ad hoc. Dave Stephenson and Eleanor Hepworth will draft text. Comment 151 will be
addressed by the same text for a different frame.
There was no objection to adjourning at 5:58 pm WET.
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Monday Morning Session, January 15, 2007
1.2. Opening
1.2.1. Call to Order
1.2.1.1.
1.2.1.2.
1.2.1.3.

Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convened at 1030 hours.
PatC: I show the pre-meeting information 07/0067r1 on the screen including
our agenda.

1.3. Process
1.3.1. Review of Patent Policy
1.3.1.1.

PatC: I would like to read the patent policy shown on the screen from
document (07/0067r1). [reads] Are there any questions on the policy?
None. Does anyone know of any patents that the chair should be advised of
at this time? No. Let us proceed.

1.3.2. Review of Inappropriate Topics
1.3.2.1.

PatC: I would like to read a list of topics that will be forbidden in meetings.
[reads] Any questions? No.

1.3.3. Approval of Minutes from Last Session
1.3.3.1.
1.3.3.2.
1.3.3.3.
1.3.3.4.
1.3.3.5.
1.3.3.6.

PatC: We shall continue to follow our agenda. Does anyone wish to move to
adopt the minutes from the last meeting? Yes.
EmilyQ: I wish to move:
Move to approve meeting minutes in 11-06-1757-02-000v-minutes-tgvdallas-meeting-nov-06.doc.
Moved: Bob O’Hara
Seconded: Dorothy Stanley
Is there any objection to accepting the meeting minutes unanimously? No.
The motion passes unanimously.

1.3.4. Review of the agenda-scheduled presentations
1.3.4.1.
1.3.4.2.
1.3.4.3.
1.3.4.4.
1.3.4.5.
1.3.4.6.
1.3.4.7.
1.3.4.8.
1.3.4.9.

Submission

PatC: Let’s look at the agenda shown in 0067/r1. We show a long list of
documents. Are there any comments or requests?
Ivan Reede: I suggest consideration of a location scheme I would like to
present.
Emily: Some time for recess on comment resolutions is shown? Yes.
Dorothy: Admission control? Yes
Ashley: Access point collaboration? Yes
Joe Kwak: I have some presentations. OK.
Jeong: I have a 0080 and 0081,
PatC: We are going to letter ballot, so I don’t want to jeopardize that.
Emily: I request 15 minutes for review of the comment resolution
spreadsheet, 1615r8. Do you want to do that in the “review comments” part
of the agenda?
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1.3.4.10.
1.3.4.11.

1.3.4.12.

1.3.4.13.
1.3.4.14.
1.3.4.15.
1.3.4.16.
1.3.4.17.

1.3.4.18.
1.3.4.19.
1.3.4.20.
1.3.4.21.
1.3.4.22.
1.3.4.23.
1.3.4.24.
1.3.4.25.
1.3.4.26.
1.3.4.27.
1.3.4.28.
1.3.4.29.
1.3.4.30.
1.3.4.31.
1.3.4.32.

1.3.4.33.

PatC: The agenda is modified as shown, then, to show the additions.
JoeK: The new papers would seem to indicate that people feel that we are
not yet ready to go to letter ballot. I suggest that we reverse the order of
priority from comment resolution to presentations.
BobO: As we are developing the agenda, the group can decide what they
would like to do. A simple vote to approve the agenda would make this
choice clear.
Emily: We should also take a look to see if our objectives have been fulfilled.
Dorothy: I will have a better sense of the comment resolution after today.
Alan: We discussed letter ballot last meeting. We updated the schedule.
We should review it to see if we are on target.
PatC: If we push out the letter ballot, we would need an extension.
BobM: I support JoeK and Dorothy’s comments: New people join all the
time, and I would like to make sure we understand the possibility of new
value brought by the presentations.
PatC: Is there any objection to approving the agenda in segments to see
how it is going?
BobO’Hara: This is not part of normal 802.11 procedures.
PatC: Are there any objections? No.
Kwak: I object since the chair has ignored my requests for additions.
PatC: Please explain how I could accommodate.
JoeKwak: We have a lot of time allocated for comments.
PatC: If we have too much time we can return to the agenda and modify it
again.
BobO’Hara: I move to accept the agenda.
Dorothy seconds.
PatC: Any objections? None.
Confusion regarding objection process, was the call for objections interpreted
as approval of the motion?
PatC: OK let’s vote instead.
6 For, 9 Against, 10 Abstain. The motion fails. We do not have an agenda.
SteveMcCann: How about just approving this session?
PatC: OK. Is there any objection to approving by slot (this slot)? Any
objection to this? No. Very well the agenda is approved for this slot. We will
revisit it at the end of today.
Dorothy: I recall hearing that the objections regarded calling the question.

1.3.5. Review of the objectives document 06/0827r11
1.3.5.1.
1.3.5.2.
1.3.5.3.
1.3.5.4.
1.3.5.5.
1.3.5.6.
1.3.5.7.
1.3.5.8.
1.3.5.9.
1.3.5.10.
1.3.5.11.

Submission

Emily: Reviews TGv objectives in document 06/0827r11, with emphasis on
remaining un-covered topics.
PatC: [polls group] Any intent to submit on…
1400 Access control? No.
1410 Management Message Timeliness? No.
1500 Client Management Protocol? Yes, Joe Kwak.
2010 Power saving? Currently being discussed, Emily.
2020 AP Firmware? No.
2040 Deferred Management? No.
2041 Spectrum Etiquette? Yes. Floyd, but not this session.
2050 Access Point Coordination? Yes, Alex Ashley.
2080 Advanced Antennas? No.

page 3

R. R. Miller, AT&T

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0076r2
1.3.5.12.
1.3.5.13.
1.3.5.14.
1.3.5.15.

1.3.5.16.
1.3.5.17.
1.3.5.18.
1.3.5.19.

2100 Adaptive Rate Control? Emily indicates “yes”.
2110 Frequent Handover Avoidance? Yes.
PatC: 1400 review (reads). Can someone help explain this?
Ivan Reede: An example: a client in the parking lot denied access past an
“electronic fence”. Any other discussion on objectives, with exception of
ranging. No. Emily do you want to talk about station statistics?
JoeK: You did not change the agenda to correspond with the objectives
review.
PatC: We shall do that after the new submissions.
Emily: 1937 Station Statistics.
PatC: For those preparing submissions, please note that the template has
changed. Stuart is now at a new address. stuart@ok-brit.com Please
change the submissions to reflect this.

1.3.6. Review Comment Resolution Progress
1.3.6.1.

1.3.6.2.
1.3.6.3.
1.3.6.4.
1.3.6.5.

1.3.6.6.

1.3.6.7.
1.3.6.8.
1.3.6.9.

1.3.7.

Review of Sub-Groups for Comment Resolutions
1.3.7.1.

1.3.7.2.
1.3.7.3.
1.3.7.4.
1.3.7.5.
1.3.7.6.
1.3.7.7.
1.3.7.8.

1.3.7.9.
1.3.7.10.

Submission

EmilyQ presents document 07/1937r0 showing the comment resolutions that
have been incorporated into the draft. The summary shows the comments
that have been addressed.
BobO’Hara: Question regarding field size.
Emily: Not addressed here, but will add.
Allan: Are you OK with this? Yes.
Emily: Continues with review of comment spreadsheet in document 06/1615
r8, providing details of comment resolutions. Our current document is r7,
which is a carry-over of r6, discussed at last session. I have shown editor
status on the spreadsheet, so that my progress incorporating changes can
be understood.
Dorothy Stanley comments on #331. OK for now. #253 The number will be
requested. Will update before sponsor ballot. What number would we like to
use?
BobO: Numbers are assigned at the SA level.
Dorothy: A number of the other drafts have numbers, so there seems to be
an inconsistency.
Emily: #138 Improper labeling.

PatC: I show a list of subgroups from 07/0067r1 with their participants.
Diagnostics is done and voted. General is also done. Have we voted on
General?
Emily: No. Event also needs voting. Both of the above to proceed to motion
on Monday at 1930.
JariJokela: Some discussion is needed on Multicast Diagnostics.
PatC: Also discussion required on FBMS.
Roaming Management? Emily?
Extended Channel Switch? Poncini. Wait for 11y and 11n first, revisit later
this week.
PatC: Virtual AP? One deferred issue. Subbu? OK
PatC: We shall now go to ad-hoc mode to work on these. Any objections?
No. Groups are encouraged to maximize progress to allow more
presentations.
The list of subgroups and updated directions was incorporated into 07/0067.
PatC: Roaming management still has quite a few issues.
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1.3.7.11.

Jari: Would you like to go over Multicast Diagnostics before we recess to adhoc? Yes.

1.3.8. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 06/1847r0
1.3.8.1.

1.3.8.2.
1.3.8.3.
1.3.8.4.
1.3.8.5.
1.3.8.6.
1.3.8.7.

1.3.8.8.
1.3.8.9.
1.3.8.10.
1.3.8.11.
1.3.8.12.
1.3.8.13.

Jari Jokela presents 06/1847r0 showing the comment resolutions that have
been created for Multicast Diagnostics. The resolution group proposes
changing “service” to “capability” in responding to comment #296 by Dorothy.
Any objection? No. Dorothy? OK. Accepted. #17 This one will be covered
by a presentation. #234 Multicast Diagnostic Report should be updated for
“n”. Change to two octets. Any objections? None.
PatC: Does anyone know if two is enough?
Floor says some comment resolutions adopted four octets. Example 1819.
Emily: It is already in the new draft
PatC: Yes, that’s correct.
Jokela: #366. Text replacement shown. If Dorothy could help explain the
details?
Dorothy: The first comment is just grammatical. The alert comment was part
of a more general comment, no need to distinguish between reports and
alerts. Both are really reports and should be so in the whole document. The
triggered alerting is an implementation conception.
Jari: Do you want to remove the text before “QoS…”
Dorothy: Let me look at that.
Jari: In the same section, #371. Replace “any” with “one”. Objections?
None.
PatC: Allan, did you want to add a table?
Allan: Yes. That is addressed in 07/0015r0
PatC: Jari, you will post the new version? Yes.

1.3.9. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 06/1918r1
1.3.9.1.

1.3.9.2.
1.3.9.3.

1.3.9.4.
1.3.9.5.
1.3.9.6.
1.3.9.7.
1.3.9.8.

1.3.9.9.
1.3.9.10.
1.3.9.11.

Submission

Allan Thomson presented document 06/1918r1 showing the comment
resolutions that have been created on the conference call, but not yet loaded
to the server. Allan calls attention to 07/0052, addressing definitions of inmotion that are ambiguous. Not sure why we need “start of motion” and “end
of motion” anyway. However, maybe the proposer can provide an
explanation. Dorothy?
Dorothy: This was put in for initial applications of “k”. End of motion means I
am not moving any more.
JoeK: I am not sure what the intent of the authors was. Start motion and end
motion are events. It is not a state, but it is an event that may need to be
communicated.
Allan: Some vendors use this to determine if you are stopped, in motion, or
slowing down so they can change behavior accordingly.
Dorothy: The description is pretty accurate.
Allan: Joe, might you want to help with rewording with Dorothy.
Dorothy volunteers to take on #130.
Allan: Comment #131. Presence request frames. Emily suggests text
modification to remove the text that says these frames cannot be sent in an
IBSS. I disagree with that.
Emily: Stations should be able to use the presence request.
Dorothy: Why not leave it general, as what’s the harm?
Allan: Any objections to allowing it in IBSS mode? No.
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1.3.9.12.
1.3.9.13.
1.3.9.14.
1.3.9.15.
1.3.9.16.
1.3.9.17.
1.3.9.18.
1.3.9.19.
1.3.9.20.
1.3.9.21.
1.3.9.22.
1.3.9.23.
1.3.9.24.
1.3.9.25.
1.3.9.26.
1.3.9.27.
1.3.9.28.
1.3.9.29.
1.3.9.30.
1.3.9.31.
1.3.9.32.

1.3.9.33.
1.3.9.34.
1.3.9.35.
1.3.9.36.
1.3.9.37.

Allan: #135 Field Response Requested.
PatC: I recall the MLME had a field called out that wasn’t there.
Dorothy: The field is in the MLME, but not in the text.
Allan: The text doesn’t cover this properly.
Dorothy: I want to look at that.
Emily: I think the field is needed.
Allan: Why? It should always be known whether a response is required.
Why to you need a field for this?
Emily: You need to say “I’m here”, but not replying with data.
Dorothy: Sometimes the client station wants to respond, and sometimes not.
Allan: This should be implicit.
PatC: Emily and Dorothy both think the field should stay in. Everyone
agree? Yes.
Allan: So we need a field, a figure and the text. What should I change it to?
PatC: Accept the suggestion to add the field in #135 and assign to Emily.
Emily: I can add the field.
Allan: #136 management action pending…
Dorothy: This one was intended to tell the station that it should not just go
away, that there would be some upper-layer activity pending.
PatC: When? Some time in the future?
Dorothy: The station should just not go away and be quiet. The text is
ambiguous, though.
PatC: When you read the text, it doesn’t really seem to cover this. Perhaps
we need text clarification. Dorothy, could you handle this?
Dorothy: Yes.
Allan: #138 is similar to #136. It should also be deferred. #139 No
description of STA operation… The conference call suggested more text is
needed. Dorothy can I assign this and the next one (#141) to you?
DongheeShim: I already began to assemble some input on this.
Allan: The next is similar to the “motion” one. This would also seem to be
appropriate for Dorothy’s attention.
Emily: I suggest we change to “receive presence frame”.
PatC: Any objection to changing “presence request frame” to “presence
frame”? No.
Allan: #248 and #249. DongheeShim and another floor member will handle.
#350 where the group needs to agree on a comment and text support. Table
v33 and V23 appear similar. Dorothy says she will handle. Does the group
agree they should be combined? Yes (silent acquiescence). All the rest are
accepted or declined. I will post these to the server.

1.4. Closing
1.4.1. Recess
1.4.1.1.
1.4.1.2.

Submission

PatC: Is there any objection to recessing until 1930? No.
Recess at 1230 hours.
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Monday Evening Session, January 15, 2007
2.2.1.1.

2.3. Opening
2.3.1. Call to Order
2.3.1.1.
2.3.1.2.

Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convened at 1930 hours.

2.4. Process
2.4.1.1.
2.4.1.2.
2.4.1.3.
2.4.1.4.
2.4.1.5.
2.4.1.6.

2.4.1.7.
2.4.1.8.
2.4.1.9.
2.4.1.10.
2.4.1.11.
2.4.1.12.
2.4.1.13.
2.4.1.14.
2.4.1.15.
2.4.1.16.
2.4.1.17.
2.4.1.18.
2.4.1.19.
2.4.1.20.
2.4.1.21.
2.4.1.22.
2.4.1.23.
2.4.1.24.
2.4.1.25.
2.4.1.26.
2.4.1.27.
2.4.1.28.

Submission

PatC: We should approve the agenda for this “slot”.
Request secretary to read the agenda approval process from previous
session (reads).
Emily: What presentations do we have?
PatC: If you give me a moment, I’ll show them. Shows documents to be
presented, slide 10 of 0067r1.
Emily: I think we should weight presentations equally with comment
resolutions.
PatC: I suggested we should devote maximum time to comment resolution,
and then present documents in the time we find is leftover. Is Jari here for
Multicast Diagnostics? No. Allan, are you ready to present comment
resolutions?
Dorothy: I need offline time to work on comment resolutions.
PatC: Roaming Management?
Emily: I have 5 remaining comments.
PatC: So we could review these? Yes.
Emily: Also request an extra 15 minutes for Ganesh.
Jari arrives.
PatC: Are you ready with Multicast Diagnostics? Do you need to discuss
anything with the group?
Jari: No. Requires off-line work.
PatC: So, summarizing….
Presence is ready to discuss? No.
Multicast Diagnostics needs off-line time
FBMS is not ready, needs time to present
Presence has two presentations requiring ad-hoc time to prepare
Roaming management can review Monday PM, Normative text (Ganesh)
Extended Channel switch needs to wait for “y” and “n” first, then revisit later
this week.
Virtual AP has one deferred issue.
Allan: On Multicast Diagnostics there are a number of issues that will require
off-line time.
PatC: I estimate we need all of tomorrow to complete these.
Emily: In case people want to present, you should let them know what time.
PatC: In the event comments are not complete, what shall we do? Do you
want to stop comment resolution and then have presentations?
IvanReede: I suggest adding an agenda item to “Review Agenda” at 1930.
PatC: Is there any objection to having Jari come up while I work on the
agenda? We are skipping a step… Decides to complete agenda.
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2.4.1.29.
2.4.1.30.

Any objection to adopting the agenda as shown? No.
The agenda reads:
Monday
10:30-12:30 Session
–10:30-10:37 - Review IEEE patent policy
–10:37-10:42 – Session Objectives
–10:42-10:47 -Approve minutes from last meeting (11-06/1757r2)
–10:47-10:54 - Approve Agenda
–10:54-11:09 - Review weekly goals and objectives
–11:09-11:30 – 11-07-1937-00-000v-comment-resolution-sta-statistics (Qi)
–11:30-11:45 - 11-06-1615-08-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-submissions
–11:45-12:30 - Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess
•19:30-21:30
–19:30-19:45 - 11-07-0066-00-000v-cid-186-211-normative-text
–19:45 - Review and Approve Agenda
–19:45-20:05 - 11-07-0052-00-000v D0.5 Comment Resolution
–Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess
Tuesday
•08:00-10:00
–Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess
•16:00-18:00
–Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess
Wednesday
•08:00-10:00
–Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess
•13:30-15:30
–Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess

Thursday
•08:00-10:00
–08:00-08:45 – 11-06-0350-04-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs (Qi)
–08:45-09:30 - 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request (Stanley)
–09:15-10:00 - Address Internal Review Comments
–Recess
•13:30-15:30
–13:30-14:15 – 11-07-0084-00-000v-access-point-collaboration-enhancing-qos-and-spectrumefficiency (Ashley)
–14:15-15:15 – Address Internal Review Comments
–15:15-15:30 – Plans for March
–Adjourn

2.4.2. Presentation of Document 07/0065r0
2.4.2.1.

2.4.2.2.
2.4.2.3.
2.4.2.4.
2.4.2.5.
2.4.2.6.
2.4.2.7.
2.4.2.8.

Submission

Jari Jokela presented document 07/0065r0 on CIDs 186, 206, and 211 with
comment resolutions. On #186 the proposed resolution is to modify
normative text 7.3.2.33 using a framework introduced by 802.11e. ADDTS
request and ADDTS response is used also for FBMS. We remove “optional”
also. I’d like to move on these changes….
Motion: Move to include normative text (Part 1) in document 11-07-0066-00000v-cid-186-211-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.
Allan: Could you point out the #211 resolution?
Jari: This motion addresses only #186.
Move: Jari Jokela
Second: Dorothy Stanley
PatC: Any discussion? No.
8 For, 0 Against, 6 Abstain. The resolution is accepted.
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2.4.2.9.

2.4.2.10.
2.4.2.11.
2.4.2.12.
2.4.2.13.
2.4.2.14.
2.4.2.15.
2.4.2.16.
2.4.2.17.
2.4.2.18.
2.4.2.19.

2.4.2.20.
2.4.2.21.
2.4.2.22.
2.4.2.23.

2.4.2.24.
2.4.2.25.
2.4.2.26.
2.4.2.27.

2.4.2.28.

Jari: The next one is related to why multicast address is needed. I have no
normative text, but I propose to remove it. (see 0065r0 slide 6 for
reasoning).
Dorothy: That field was added back in September to increase the air
efficiency. Refer to the two proposals from that time.
Jari: But why is it needed?
Dorothy: To indicate the multicast address that you are receiving (FBMS
status element). This tells which multicast address the diagnostic refers to.
Allan: Isn’t that communicated by the TSPEC?
Dorothy: There may be more than one FBMS.
Allan: But you describe each one individually.
Jari: In the request element, we have a field identifying the service, along
with other information that identifies the exact service.
Dorothy: I’d like to check with Subbu on this…
PatC: We shall hold on this one then.
Jari: The last one is CID #211, which addresses the case of non-transmitted
BSSIDs (11.15.5) which is not defined. If we have this case, we have no way
to send the description element matched to the ID. I propose to add an
information element to address this case.
Allan: Bob (O’Hara), does “ma” say broadcast or multicast?
BobO: Broadcast is a special case of multicast.
Jari: So you’d like to remove the broadcast reference? Yes.
Dorothy: Do you want text? Yes. “The AID0 Descriptor shall be included if
the Multiple BSSIC element is included in the beacon frame and the TIM field
indicates there are buffered multicast frames for the non-transmitted BSSID”.
Then similarly in 9.2.7.1.1. We should work this off-line.
Jari: We’ll come back to this later.
PatC: We shall revisit this tomorrow. I show the modified Wednesday
agenda (slide 7 of 0067r1).
Emily: I want to add a document number for a presentation on Paging Power
Saving Analysis.
PatC: Do you have a document number for Preferred Channel? No. Now I
show the modified Thursday agenda (0067r1). Is there any objection to
accepting the agenda as shown? None.
The Wednesday agenda reads:
08:00-10:00
08:00-08:15 – (Donghee)
08:15-08:35 – 11-06-1725-01-000v-normative-text-proposal-qos-aware-load-balancing (Fujio)
08:35-09:20 – 11-07/0058r0 Paging Power Saving Analysis Update (Qi)
09:20-10:00 – 11-07/0111r0 Ranging (Reede)
Recess
13:30-15:30
13:30-14:00 – Channel Switch Announcement (Kwak)
14:00-14:30 – Preferred Channel (Kwak)
14:30-14:50 – 11-07-0081-00-000v-normative-text-proposal-traffic-generation-informationproactive-load-management (Moo)
14:50-15:20 – (Donghee)
15:20-15:30 – Address Internal Review Comments
Recess

2.4.2.29.

The Thursday agenda reads:
08:00-10:00
08:00-08:45 – 11-06-0350-04-000v-Idle Mode Operation in IEEE 802.11 WLANs (Qi)
08:45-09:05 - 11-06-1828-01-000v-admission-control-traffic-request (Stanley)
09:05-09:25 – Donghee
09:25-09:45 – Donghee
09:45-10:00 – Address Internal Review Comments

Submission
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Recess
13:30-15:30
13:30-14:15 – 11-07-0084-00-000v-access-point-collaboration-enhancing-qos-and-spectrumefficiency (Ashley)
14:15-14:45 – Management Objects (Kwak)
14:45-15:15 – Address Internal Review Comments
15:15-15:30 – Plans for March
Adjourn

2.4.3. Presentation of Document 07/0052r2
2.4.3.1.

2.4.3.2.
2.4.3.3.
2.4.3.4.
2.4.3.5.
2.4.3.6.
2.4.3.7.

2.4.3.8.
2.4.3.9.
2.4.3.10.
2.4.3.11.
2.4.3.12.
2.4.3.13.
2.4.3.14.
2.4.3.15.

2.4.3.16.
2.4.3.17.

2.4.3.18.
2.4.3.19.

Submission

Allan Thomson presented document 07/0052r2 Normative Text for Document
Resolutions. #72 refers to 11.15.2. Allan shows proposed text, with the
table at the end of the section.
There is protracted discussion on this proposed text between Emily, Dorothy,
and Allan regarding the Table line referring to ESS showing Allowed = No.
Dorothy: When a station is trying to gather data on another station, the data
is either valid or it is not.
Allan: Emily is arguing that in the case of direct link this is allowed…
Richard, do you have any suggestions?
Richard: I would have to check.
JoeK: The direction of allowed communications without direct link applies
only to infrastructure mode.
Allan: Is there a “k” session tomorrow? Yes. I shall make a note and defer
this one. The next one is #17 on 7.3.2.22.11. The paragraph isn’t clear, so
we need to come up with some normative text on Diagnostics. The
suggestion is to delete the paragraph with Table XX Measurement Duration
Field, including Performance Measurement and Report Timeout Trigger.
PatC: Comments? No.
Allan: #23 There is no description in section 11.2.1.6. “Proxy ARP function is
beyond the scope of this standard…” is in 0052r2.
Dorothy: Are we talking about the DS or the AP?
Allan: We could say “and/or”.
Dorothy: The intent seems right. Suggest changing DS to AP.
Jari: In 7.3.2.35 the proxy service talks about the AP.
Dorothy: I have some grammatical touches as well.
Allan: OK, I have to re-publish anyway. Next we consider #67 and #68. The
diagram doesn’t show all new services and features of TGv. The 10.3.25
should be moved. Figure V100 will be copied into 10.3.26, and marked
illustrative. A similar change for Diagnostic Reporting Process. Added
diagrams for Presence, Presence Configuration, FBMS Setup, and
Extended Channel Switch. Next is #116 addressing 7.2.2.40.10. I marked
the field as non-optional, changed length from four to two, and explained the
fields more completely. Comments? None.
Dorothy: If the location is unknown or zero, we should treat that case.
Allan: You want me to add this? Yes. Makes a note to add. Next, #128 in
11.15.4.3. The text does not actually make much sense, and has cut/paste
errors. I cleaned up whole section. I also added “configuration” as it was
missing. I added text on the Presence Status sub-element. Any comments?
Dorothy will forward any comments she has.
Allan: #32 and #33 coupled to 7.3.2.36. Changed Table V4. Added new subelement for RSNA filter sub-element. Comments? No. Next is #37 and #38
and also related. #103. Text is incomplete in 7.3.2.40. Removed existing
paragraph with IEs. The paragraph was rewritten and a figure included to
describe the information element. The existing table remains. #126 and
#127 for beacon for Probe Request and Response. Suggest we cover in the
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2.4.3.20.

beacon section. The sub-elements excluded are called out, e.g. presence
and motion sub-elements. Comments? No. That concludes the last two
comments in this document.
PatC: Any other comments on the document? No.

2.4.4. Presentation of Document 07/0053r1
2.4.4.1.

2.4.4.2.
2.4.4.3.
2.4.4.4.

2.4.4.5.
2.4.4.6.
2.4.4.7.
2.4.4.8.
2.4.4.9.

2.4.4.10.
2.4.4.11.
2.4.4.12.
2.4.4.13.
2.4.4.14.

Emily Qi presented document 07/0053r1 Roaming Management Comments.
The first one will be covered tomorrow. The second one, #22, has a
resolution suggested by Subbu.
Dorothy: There is a typo 8 lines down… “Roaming”. Two words before it as
well “if the roaming candidate is known…”
The TG members do a further “group edit” on the text.
Emily: The next is deferred as Ganesh will elaborate tomorrow. The next is
#180. Discussion on this (Allan). #241 was deferred as was #284. #288
refers to neighbor report information element. (Dorothy says fine for now, but
should revisit load element).
Emily: Tomorrow Ganesh will deal with the load element. #360 is countered,
but mostly accepted the suggested resolution. Move 10.3.2.
Allan: Doesn’t this “break” my comment? We were going to keep this
informative even though in normative text.
Dorothy: Suggest accept wording changes and don’t move to Annex.
Emily: OK. #427. Suggest the resolution shown. That concludes my review.
Motion: Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted” and “Declined” in document 11-061863-02-000v-00-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment resolution-event-log.
Move: Emily Qi
Second: Allan Thomson
PatC: Discussion? None.
For 8, Against 0, Abstain 4. The comment resolutions are accepted.
PatC: We shall continue tomorrow.

2.5. Closing
2.5.1. Recess
2.5.1.1.
2.5.1.2.

3.

PatC: Is there any objection to recessing? No. We are recessed.
Recess at 1930.

Tuesday Morning Session, January 16, 2006
3.2. Opening
3.2.1. Call to order
3.2.1.1.
3.2.1.2.

Submission

PatC: I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convened at 0806 hours.
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3.3. Process
3.3.1. Comment Resolution
3.3.1.1.
3.3.1.2.

3.3.1.3.
3.3.1.4.
3.3.1.5.
3.3.1.6.
3.3.1.7.
3.3.1.8.

3.3.1.9.
3.3.1.10.
3.3.1.11.
3.3.1.12.

Emily: I wish to make a motion to adopt comment resolutions previously
discussed.
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-06-1851-01-000v-tgv-internal-reviewcomment-resolution-eventlog.
Move: Emily Qi
Second: Allan Thomson
PatC: Discussion? None
8 For, 0 Against, 1 Abstain. The resolutions are accepted.
Emily: I wish to move on a second group of comments.
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-07-0072-00-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-submissionssta-statistics.
Move: Emily Qi
Second: Allan Thomson
PatC: Discussion? None.
11 For, 0 Against, 0 Abstain. The resolutions are accepted.

3.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/1937r1
3.3.2.1.
3.3.2.2.
3.3.2.3.
3.3.2.4.
3.3.2.5.
3.3.2.6.
3.3.2.7.

Emily briefly covers updates to normative text.
Move to include normative text in document 11-07/1937r1 into the TGv draft.
Move: Emily
Second: Bob Miller
PatC: Discussion? None.
9 For, 0 Against, 2 Abstain. The text is included.
PatC: Discusses readiness of sub-teams to present comment resolutions
and normative text.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 06/1847r1
3.3.3.1.
3.3.3.2.

Jari Jokela described comment resolutions for Multicast Diagnostics with
updates.
PatC: Any discussion? No. We shall wait with motions to allow appropriate
time.

3.3.4. Presentation of Document 06/1856r1
3.3.4.1.

3.3.4.2.

Submission

Allan Thomson covered FBMS spreadsheet comment resolutions. On #169
we want to see what other groups have done. I’d like to see other examples
of how this was handled. The next two, #174 and #175 are accepted. The
next #186, is addressed by 07/0066. For #206 refer to document 07/0065.
On #207, Subbu will provide text. #211 Jari has loaded 0066r1 with a
normative text recommendation. For #219 text is being prepared. #412
Allan and Qi say commenter withdrew comment. #414 Commenter
withdrew. #420 (Meylan)
PatC: We can accept and offer new sentence, or decline saying that there is
enough introductory text. I recommend the second. AgReede.
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3.3.4.3.

3.3.4.4.
3.3.4.5.

Allan: #442, 443, 444, 445. The question regards an optional feature
(FBMS) whose Event Log is mandatory, suggesting this too be made
optional. But they are unrelated. All are declined on the basis that the
comment is undecipherable.
#169 Emily shows the TGv draft version 5. She recommends combining two
tables for V44 and 2nd table on page 64. This requires normative text.
#206 is still deferred. #207 and #211 have been addressed. #219 was
assigned to Dorothy. We have three remaining.

3.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0065r1
3.3.5.1.
3.3.5.2.
3.3.5.3.
3.3.5.4.
3.3.5.5.
3.3.5.6.
3.3.5.7.
3.3.5.8.
3.3.5.9.

Jari Jokela presented document 07/0065r1 showing updated normative text
covering multiple BSSIDs in a beacon frame.
Jari: I wish to move…
Move to include normative text (Part 2) in document 11-07-0066-01-000v-cid186-211-normative-text.doc into the TGv draft.
Move: Jari Jokela
Second: Allan Thomson
PatC: Discussion? None.
7 For, 0 Against, 4 Abstain. The text is included.
PatC: Reviews comment sub-group presentations and estimated timing.

3.4. Closing
3.4.1. Recess
3.4.1.1.
3.4.1.2.

4.

PatC: I propose that we recess to ad-hoc to allow work on these activities. Is
there any objection? None.
Recess at 0858 hours.

Tuesday Afternoon Session, January 16, 2007
4.2. Opening
4.2.1. Call to order
4.2.1.1.
4.2.1.2.
4.2.1.3.

PatC: I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convened at 1600 hours.
PatC: We shall resume our comment resolution activities. (Reviews and
updates slide 15 of 07/0067r3 to respond to available sub-group work
product)

4.3. Process
4.3.1. Adoption of Comment Resolutions
4.3.1.1.
4.3.1.2.

4.3.1.3.

Submission

JariJokela: I wish to move on some resolutions previously brought before the
group…
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-06-1847-01-000v-comment-resolution-multicast-diagnostics.
Move: Jari Jokela
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4.3.1.4.
4.3.1.5.
4.3.1.6.
4.3.1.7.
4.3.1.8.

4.3.1.9.
4.3.1.10.
4.3.1.11.
4.3.1.12.
4.3.1.13.

Second: Allan Thomson
PatC: Discussion? None.
For 9, Against 0, Abstain 2. The resolutions are adopted.
AllanThomson: I wish to move…
Move to adopt the TGv internal comment resolutions for the comments that
are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in document 11-061918-03-000v-tgv-d5-0-comment-resolution-presence
Move: Allan Thomson
Second: Dorothy Stanley
PatC: Discussion? None.
For 9, Against 0, Abstain 3. The resolutions are adopted.
PatC: You had a presentation, Allan? Yes. Dorothy? Yes.

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0052r3
4.3.2.1.

4.3.2.2.
4.3.2.3.
4.3.2.4.
4.3.2.5.
4.3.2.6.
4.3.2.7.
4.3.2.8.

Allan Thomson presented document 07/0052r3, reviewing comment
resolution normative text changes. 7.3.2.40.10 was changed responding to
Dorothy’s comments. 7.4.6.4 has a changed table. 7.4.6.5 has text added
on presence configuration. 11.2.1.5 has text added responding to Dorothy’s
comments.
PatC: Any discussion? None.
Allan: I wish to move…
Move to include normative text in document 11-07/0052r3 into the TGv draft.
Move: Allan Thomson
Second: Emily Qi
PatC: Discussion? None.
For 10, Against 0, Abstain 3. The text is included.

4.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0123r1
4.3.3.1.

4.3.3.2.
4.3.3.3.
4.3.3.4.
4.3.3.5.
4.3.3.6.
4.3.3.7.
4.3.3.8.
4.3.3.9.
4.3.3.10.

Submission

Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/123r1 resolving six comments. For
#348 she described changes in Table V10 to collapse some elements:
instead of 4 elements we now have six plus reserved. #350. In the current
draft Table V23 and V33 have the same exact values (duplicated). The
suggestion is to change and generalize this and title it “status field” and
delete V33. Also change V23 “Diagnostic Report Status” to “Status Values”
#130. Questions regarding the definition in the motion indicator values, which
were ambiguous. The proposal is to insert text below the table to add detail.
Allan: I think there needs to be a statement of “how long ago”
PatC: This is the response to a “now” query.
Allan: But are you stationary and now moving, or have you been moving for
5 minutes?
Dorothy: I think that is an implementation issue. I am reluctant to overspecify this to provide flexibility, and to specify every kind of possible motion.
Allan: How am I supposed to standardize what the devices will report?
Dorothy: There is other information (e.g. time stamp) to further distinguish
what is happening.
DongheeShim: We cannot specify all of the cases.
Allan: I suggest a time field, so that it can be applied to any application,
locking the condition to a time.
JoeE: Is the assumption that a device in motion had to pass through a start
of motion? Is it always a known sequence?
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4.3.3.11.

4.3.3.12.
4.3.3.13.
4.3.3.14.
4.3.3.15.
4.3.3.16.
4.3.3.17.
4.3.3.18.
4.3.3.19.
4.3.3.20.
4.3.3.21.
4.3.3.22.

4.3.3.23.
4.3.3.24.
4.3.3.25.
4.3.3.26.
4.3.3.27.
4.3.3.28.
4.3.3.29.

Dorothy: The text doesn’t now mandate all of those transitions. We are
providing information, but not explicitly tracking the sequence. The comment
said “start motion” and “in motion” are ambiguous.
PatC: This is different from how it is interpreted.
Dorothy: Maybe we should look at other presence parameters.
PatC: Need a “close parenthesis” on that page in the added text.
Dorothy: #135 put some text back into 7.4.6.5
PatC: Comments? No.
Allan: If an STA requests a response, but it is not a valid response, what
happens? That’s ambiguous.
PatC: Do we have a case where the response is not valid? Can you give an
example?
Allan: What is the behavior if the request is unacknowledged, but you set the
field incorrectly?
PatC: There must be an error condition.
Allan: It would provide a more robust system to nail down this case.
Dorothy: I suggest we take this offline. The other changes on #135 are
minor text revisions. Comment #136 in 7.4.6.6. Add a paragraph to describe
the action related to the field in question. #141 Radio Information is present
in both fields. Text added to clarify 11.15.4.2.
PatC: How do we handle this?
Dorothy: We should handle all of the changes except the one Allan is
concerned about. I wish to move…
Move to include the normative text in document 11-07/00123r1 into the TGv
draft.
Move: Dorothy Stanley
Second: Emily Qi
PatC: Discussion? None.
For 11, Against 0, Abstain 2. The text is included.

4.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0122r0
4.3.4.1.

4.3.4.2.
4.3.4.3.
4.3.4.4.

Dorothy presented document 07/0122r0 covering two comments, adding a
paragraph in timing measurements in 11.15.4.1 addressing #139. 11.15.4.2
Presence Response text has been modified.
This requires more work, and I shall return later with r1. So #139 and #140
still remain. #207 and #219 also remain, but have been discussed.
PatC: Emily, you had issue on #169 on FBMS.
Dorothy: Working on that.

4.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0093r0
4.3.5.1.

4.3.5.2.
4.3.5.3.
4.3.5.4.
4.3.5.5.

Submission

Ganesh Venkatean presented document 07/0093r0. Version r0 is on the
server, but r1 is not. The version r0 on Ganesh’s computer is not the same
as the r0 on the server. It addresses comments #22, #244, #192, #241 and
#284.
Allan: The document on the server has a lot of TGk-related content.
Emily; The TGk material is already in the TGv draft.
PatC: So all of the change-tracked items in the document on the screen are
intended to be in the draft.
Ganesh: #22 All of these have to do with the neighbor report. The elements
were not originally developed in TGk, but were subsequently added.
1.3.2.37 modifies “Optional Extensions” in Table 43B.
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4.3.5.6.
4.3.5.7.
4.3.5.8.
4.3.5.9.
4.3.5.10.
4.3.5.11.
4.3.5.12.
4.3.5.13.
4.3.5.14.
4.3.5.15.
4.3.5.16.
4.3.5.17.
4.3.5.18.
4.3.5.19.

4.3.5.20.

Allan: So the new table has a gap?
Ganesh: No
Dorothy: You have added measurement pilot interval?
Emily: The added items are in sub-element IDs 2,3,4,and 5.
Dorothy: How can we renumber things in TGk?
Ganesh: “k” included only 0, 1, and 2, so no renumbering needed;
measurement pilot interval was already put in by “k”.
Dorothy: So we are adding another element ID to “k” which they didn’t
previously have?
Ganesh: Yes.
PatC: Given that “k” is going into a ‘final’ recirculation ballot, what happens if
it adds another number?
Richard: These numbers are a problem. We are trying to hold off on
numbering to the very last thing.
PatC: OK let’s accept this for now and address the exact numbering in the
letter ballot. However this has to be fixed.
Ganesh: A paragraph has also been added following the table to further
explain.
Dorothy: I suggest we reword the paragraph to explain that what is
contained in the table is an element that has to be unpacked.
Ganesh: #244’s resolution removes 7.3.2.37.3 because it is already
described in TGk. #192 addresses QBSS admission capacity. 11k has this
element, and we have added more granularity. This comment calls for using
what is in 11k. In this case, “k” responded to a need in “v”. #241 the
definition of admission capacity was different in “v” and “k”. The resolution
sync’s them. #284 recommends not using QBSS and suggests BSS (same
as #22).
PatC: So you will come back with r1 for voting? Yes.

4.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/0053r2
4.3.6.1.
4.3.6.2.

4.3.6.3.
4.3.6.4.
4.3.6.5.
4.3.6.6.

4.3.6.7.
4.3.6.8.
4.3.6.9.
4.3.6.10.
4.3.6.11.
4.3.6.12.

Submission

Emily Qi presented document 07/0053r2 reviewing comments addressed
except #192. Following the review Emily shows a motion…
Move to adopt the internal review comment resolutions for the comments that
are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter”, and “Declined” in document 11-070053-02-000v-tgv-roaming-comment-resolution, changing the resolution of
issue 192 from counter to deferred.
Moved Emily Qi
Seconded Allan Thomson
BobM: I suggest a friendly amendment to change the motion to:
Move to adopt the internal review comment resolutions for the comments that
are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter”, and “Declined” in document 11-070053-02-000v-tgv-roaming-comment-resolution, changing the resolution of
issue 192 from “Counter” to “Deferred”.
PatC: Emily, do you accept this friendly amendment?
Emily: Yes.
PatC: Very well, is there discussion on the motion? None.
Ganesh: What is the difference between Counter and Deferred? Pat
explains.
For 9, Against 0, Abstain 2. The resolutions are adopted.
PatC: Can we move on FBMS at all?

page 16

R. R. Miller, AT&T

January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0076r2
4.3.6.13.
4.3.6.14.

4.3.6.15.
4.3.6.16.
4.3.6.17.
4.3.6.18.
4.3.6.19.
4.3.6.20.

Allan: Yes, those items in 06/1856 that do not involve Dorothy or Subbu.
Accordingly, I wish to move…
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-06-1856-03-000v-comment-resolution-tgv-fbms.
Move: Allan Thomson
Second: Jari Jokela
PatC: Discussion? None.
For 8, Against 0, Abstain 2. The comment resolutions are adopted.
PatC recaps what comments are still outstanding and coordinates with those
responsible to addressing.
PatC: Emily, are you ready? Yes.

4.3.7. Presentation of Document 06/1615r8
4.3.7.1.

Emily Qi presented document 06/1615r8 reviewing a comment that was
previously discussed, but delegated for editor action. This addresses
comment #53.

4.3.8. Comment Resolution
4.3.8.1.
4.3.8.2.
4.3.8.3.
4.3.8.4.
4.3.8.5.
4.3.8.6.
4.3.8.7.
4.3.8.8.
4.3.8.9.
4.3.8.10.

4.3.8.11.
4.3.8.12.

Pat shows 1819r2. #76 This is a Allan Thomson/Bob O’Hara comment.
BobO’Hara: Talks about what happens when more than one request
happens.
Dorothy: Why were multiple responses disallowed in “k”? Is there something
different about these requests?
Ganesh: You would cancel the first and respond to the second.
Dorothy: Why don’t we restrict to one?
Allan: Why not allow it to be more than one?
BobO: If we accept this, these action frames would be different from all other
action frames.
Allan: I favor consistency. I suggest we decline #76.
PatC asks the editor to prepare a draft showing only deltas.
Pat modifies slide 15 in 0067 to review and highlight outstanding comments
and coordinate resolutions from individuals responsible. This will be posted
to the server as r3.
Dorothy: How many are open?
PatC: 19

4.4. Closing
4.4.1. Recess
4.4.1.1.
4.4.1.2.

Submission

PatC: Is there any objection to recessing for the ad-hoc? No. We are
recessed.
Recess at 1750 hours..
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Wednesday Morning Session, January 17, 2007
5.2. Opening
5.2.1. Call to order
5.2.1.1.
5.2.1.2.
5.2.1.3.

PatC: I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convened at 0800 hours.
PatC: We shall have some presentations, and handle comment resolution
reviews afterward.

5.3. Process
5.3.1. Presentation of Document 06/1726r3
5.3.1.1.

5.3.1.2.
5.3.1.3.

5.3.1.4.
5.3.1.5.
5.3.1.6.
5.3.1.7.

5.3.1.8.
5.3.1.9.
5.3.1.10.
5.3.1.11.
5.3.1.12.
5.3.1.13.
5.3.1.14.
5.3.1.15.

Lei Du presented document 06/1726r3 on QoS Load Balancing... The
presentation describes considerations for large offices entertaining voice
service with many terminals. In such scenarios, where many terminals may
register with one AP, some may be active, but others inactive. Load
balancing thus requires an awareness of load represented by both types of
terminals. The presentation urges amplification of load awareness to include
AC station count with both.
Emily: What happens with both VoIP and video conferencing?
JoeK: Slide 17. You would like to know how many are active and inactive in
each access category? It’s like telling what you would like to do in your
unused time. How can you count this? Will a QoS terminal be logged by its
QoS functions even when it is operating only with data?
LeiDu: The count of inactive means “ready to be active”
JoeK: Yes, but how does this tie in with many access classes? I may be
inactive in all categories.
LeiDu: We tried to differentiate between voice and data, we would have to
expand to include four categories to address the other classes;
RogerD: I think the presenter is referring to devices that may be sensors or
data-only. If all devices are QoS-only, then all of the categories would have
to be filled.
AllanThomson: Are you suggesting that there will be devices that will not be
supersets?
Roger: Yes, there may be devices that do not have all capabilities.
PatC: Is there a motion? No.
Straw Poll
Is Task Group V supportive of 11-06/1725r1 and interested in having author
draft normative text for inclusion into TGv draft?
Yes 21
No 5
Abstain 7

5.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0058r1
5.3.2.1.

Submission

Emily Qi presented document 07/10058r1 on Power Saving. This provides a
power saving analysis in support of the scheme discussed in document 1107-0069r0. The motivation is to provide additional standby time for Ultra
Mobile PCs in support of VoIP phones, Instant Messenger, or push e-mail
services. When a station is in standby, the station has to wake up
reassociate with visited APs. This causes power-using functions to activate,
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5.3.2.2.
5.3.2.3.
5.3.2.4.
5.3.2.5.
5.3.2.6.

5.3.2.7.
5.3.2.8.
5.3.2.9.
5.3.2.10.
5.3.2.11.
5.3.2.12.
5.3.2.13.

5.3.2.14.

5.3.2.15.
5.3.2.16.
5.3.2.17.
5.3.2.18.

5.3.2.19.
5.3.2.20.
5.3.2.21.
5.3.2.22.
5.3.2.23.

5.3.2.24.

Submission

draining the battery. In the suggested idle mode, however, the device can
save energy, be paged (awakened) to receive a packet. This analysis
addresses legacy Power-Saving Mode and the contributed Paging Mode,
and provides an assumption foundation to allow a comparison of the two
techniques, with assumptions of timing of “average” WLAN systems. Cell
radius and walking speed assumptions are also provided, along with some
usage scenarios. A consumption comparison is presented for the range of 0
to 60 roams.
Allan: Slide 4. Although you are trying to help the devices shown, you are
also affecting all devices that are sharing the network.
Emily: Power efficiency should benefit all devices.
Allan: What about all the people who will not be using paging. Paging
increases beacons, so all devices will have to listen to these longer beacons.
Emily: The paging ID is very short, but supports many stations, perhaps 1012 bytes. This shouldn’t be important.
PeterE: The TIM requires that you map the beacon information. Also we
have 3 bands. The characteristics of scanning must be taken into account
for each separately, as functions like radar scanning will make it different (as
well as active vs. passive scanning).
SunyhunChoi: Is the scan time represented in your spreadsheet analysis?
Emily: The spreadsheet can take that into account.
Jari: What is the Idle Mode Notification Interval?
Emily: It is a variable in this analysis. It’s set to zero here.
BobM: Couldn’t get the spreadsheet to come up by double clicking.
MarkHamilton: On slide 9, on your number of triggered scans/hour? Why is
this less than the roaming rate?
Emily: It has to do with the data rate as a result of the distribution of users at
various distances with assumed overlapping coverage (see slides 17 and
18).
BobO: You seem to be giving an advantage to devices smart enough to
know when to drop into idle mode. However, you are not considering the
case where a regular device could also examine the application and take
alternative power-saving action.
Emily: That is a possibility. However, with the paging scheme you don’t
have to associate.
BobO: What about if traffic has to be communicated?
Emily: What happens to traffic if no association occurs?
BobO: Slide 8. You put some assumptions in place about beacons a device
has to wake up to hear. The sleep time allowed for the station is inferred.
You’ve allowed 2 seconds, but you could have up to 6-1/2 seconds. This
could dramatically change the power saving of legacy mode.
Emily: Thank you for that input. You’re right, that could change the analysis.
BobO: Slide 10. You assume a certain amount of roaming not in a cell.
How did you come up with 25% for the hospital and fab examples?
Emily: I just sampled people in those locations, examining a variety of usage
situations.
BobO: In a fab facility, for example, you have corridors that may be covered
under a single AP all the time.
Allan: Slide 7. The most basic question is that legacy and paging wake up
at the same time (2 seconds). The only difference is what the devices do
when they wake up.
Emily: When the station wakes up, it has to check for incoming traffic. It
may also have to determine if roaming is necessary (or not).
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5.3.2.25.
5.3.2.26.
5.3.2.27.
5.3.2.28.
5.3.2.29.
5.3.2.30.
5.3.2.31.

5.3.2.32.
5.3.2.33.
5.3.2.34.
5.3.2.35.
5.3.2.36.

5.3.2.37.

Allan: Slide 9. Why is there a waiting time after association? What is that
for?
Emily: This accounts for the station figuring out what other things it must do
after associating before going into PSM again.
Allan: I don’t understand why the number is so large.
Emily: What number would you suggest?
Allan: Smaller than that. Slide 10. You assumed coverage radius of 40’.
What is the rate at that distance?
Emily: I don’t remember that.
Allan: The rate may affect the idle time. Does 40’ represent the active or idle
radius? The difference is important because it differently affects the two
modes.
Emily: I am not sure regarding this data.
Allan: You will probably see APs much further away than you show. How far
can you walk in 5 minutes?
Emily: 4 ft/s would be perhaps 400 meters?
Allan: That’s a long way.
Xavier: This technique is interesting for us. It is very useful not to have to
know whether you have service in an area when roaming. You can save a
lot of time (power) by not checking constantly for packets and having to
reassociate.
BobM: I urge caution regarding application-sensitive power saving in Legacy
devices, as many applications and protocols become more persistent as they
adapt to perceived flow effects. When combined with an adaptive power
save scheme responsive to applications, instabilities and poor performance
can occur. Using intuition to determine what the application requires is not
wise. A PHY/MAC technique that is independent of application is to be
preferred.

5.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0111r0
5.3.3.1.

Submission

Ivan Reede presented document 07/0111r0. Observing that modern devices
can measure PHY and timing characteristics, the option of using informationgathering such as this for ranging is opened. In an OFDM receiver for
example, it would be possible to range using only information that can be
obtained by maintaining the link. The means to range are the links
themselves, the inter-station distances, and the inter-AP distances. The
presentation shows 802.22 channel measurements and models. In a 6 MHz
channel, 1 meter resolution could be obtained, and with 802.11 even better.
The OFDM carriers are all related harmonically, and start at the beginning of
a symbol, end at symbol end and change on carrier zero crossings. Each
carrier can be independently modulated. The amplitude and phase of each
carrier is known, as are the pilots. The phase demodulator requires that
phase lock be achieved, with various modulation constellations requiring
(and yielding) different timing resolutions. When a pulse is emitted, it
characterizes itself in terms of time and distance effects at the receiver.
Using the receiver’s internal clock, one can resolve to 2.08 km resolution, for
example. The uncertainty is contributed by slip in the guard interval of
OFDM. Using both (or multiple) pilots, one can balance range and resolution
(because different frequencies are used). An example is provided showing
typical cases. The transmitter and receiver can establish a “space-time
frame” that allows them to derive the transit time (phase). A receiver gets a
pulse from the transmitter and decodes a symbol “image”. After a known
delay time, the symbol information is retransmitted back to the original
transmitter’s receiver. The information can be processed to reveal the
“space-time” relationship between the two devices, producing the time of
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5.3.3.2.

5.3.3.3.

5.3.3.4.

flight. Three points would normally be required for geo-location. Claimed
benefits: simple, fast and precise, can use processing gain to improve range
and precision, needs no external technology (e.g. GPS), and uses the same
radio resources as the system. Guard intervals have to be controlled to
make the system work accurately, and this consideration is examined.
Methods are presented to compute the “slop” to provide a better estimation
of exact symbol boundary time. The technique can accommodate real time
operation, and OFDMA channel resource sharing. In poor channels, many
more pilots may be necessary to maintain performance, however. The
technique can also be used to better-characterize the RF environment. A
proposed MAC-to-MAC primitive is covered, along with OFDMA “hooks”.
Simulations are provided using assumed availability of 802.11 source and
reply elements for a range of “good” to “poor” delay-spread channels.
Brian: You described something that basically is an implementation problem.
TDOA methods vary, this is only one of them. There may also be a security
hole.
Roger: You came to this venue because we were probably directed to us
because we are a “live” group. “n” is working on a lot of channel issues, and
even though we may not be technically-capable of assimilating all of the
detail, the technique appears unique. I’d be interested to know the opinion of
chipmakers.
Brian: This isn’t “free”. It would require some hardware.

5.4. Closing
5.4.1. Recess
5.4.1.1.
5.4.1.2.

6.

PatC: We have run out of time. Is there any objection to recessing? No.
We are recessed.
Recess at 0958 hours.

Wednesday Afternoon Session, January 17, 2007
6.2. Opening
6.2.1. Call to order
6.2.1.1.
6.2.1.2.

PatC: I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convened at 1331 hours.

6.3. Process
6.3.1. Presentation of Document 07/120r1
6.3.1.1.

Submission

Joe Kwak presented document 07/120r1 addressing Preferred Channel for
Power Saving. This feature is recommended to reduce the number of
channels that must be scanned, speeding network discovery. The technique
is said to reduce channel scanning up to 85%. The preferred channel is
chosen at random based on the date, and is the same everywhere for that
date. For dual-mode STAs in metro coverage areas with isolated “hot spot”
coverage areas, significant power is saved since devices would be scanning
almost constantly. In a previous presentation a distributed coordination
procedure was offered, but now the APs have been tasked to select the
preferred channel and monitor activity. Consequently there is no need for
any client to listen on the preferred channel and also reduces the load on
APs. The Net Advice Frame is transmitted by an AP or AP-designated STA
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6.3.1.2.
6.3.1.3.
6.3.1.4.
6.3.1.5.

6.3.1.6.
6.3.1.7.

6.3.1.8.
6.3.1.9.

6.3.1.10.
6.3.1.11.

6.3.1.12.
6.3.1.13.

6.3.1.14.
6.3.1.15.
6.3.1.16.

6.3.1.17.

6.3.1.18.

6.3.1.19.
6.3.1.20.
6.3.1.21.
6.3.1.22.
6.3.1.23.
6.3.1.24.
6.3.1.25.

Submission

to convey the required information. An STA that detects radar on the
Preferred Channel may scan other channels in that regulatory class. There
is an AP-transmitted Net Advice Enabled bit to advertise that it is transmitting
information. Otherwise it sets an enable bit in a designated STA. Document
07/0018r0 shows the companion normative text for the contribution. The
Network Advice frame is detailed and procedures are outlined.
Peter: You have to monitor a lot of channels to ensure contemporaneous
operation.
JoeK: There is no timeliness required.
Allan: You removed the distributed part, but you confused me regarding the
idea that an STA can relay network advice.
JoeK: No handoff, no decision. If the AP sets the bit in an STA, the STA
handles the transmission. Otherwise, it is done by the AP. The AP has the
option.
Xavier: I like this idea, however I am not clear what happens if you have
some access points that do not support the feature and some that do.
JoeK: In the beginning, no APs may do this. What I would recommend, is
that as more and more STAs enter with the capability, rely on regular scans,
but use the feature if it is available as a second scan. Eventually, as more
devices having the capability pervade, the benefits will accrue.
Xavier: What happens with frequency reuse?
JoeK: It is the responsibility of the system frequency planner to make sure
that at least one AP provides the information on each channel in the reused
channels.
Xavier: How do you decide which STA are eligible for duty?
JoeK: That is an implementation issue. If, for power saving purposes, we
have to use that feature, stations that are not busy and have plenty of power
would be the best candidates. Normally we don’t specify those details.
Emily: Would we specify regulatory class? In the future that there will be a
regulatory class for each AP?
JoeK: We have defined an environment where every channel requires a
regulatory class before you can access any particular channel number.
Older APs may have no knowledge of regulatory class.
Emily: There is no regulatory class requirement for current equipment.
Peter: 802.11h, for example, didn’t have any. They could blow up. “j” put in
the regulatory class to fix this problem.
Henry: Looking at frame format, I’m confused by what info can be obtained.
APs are all sending this information. STAs get this info and go to the
advertised channel. If it’s not the right one it looks for another AP?
JoeK: You are talking about the case where you are already in a hot spot.
This technique is useful in areas where you are outside of the hot spot. In a
hot spot the process devolves to be the same as before.
Henry: When the AP is implementing, it must monitor the preferred channel.
Since anyone sending these is sending asynchronously with respect to other
APs, how does this work? How do they make sure they are sending nonconflicting information?
JoeK: The AP that finds the channel has the duty to report.
Henry: But APs have to wait for a beacon interval in order to make this work.
JoeK: This is no less effective than regular passive scanning.
Henry: Are the network advice frames sent with fixed timing?
JoeK: No.
Henry: So the AP might have to stay on the channel for a while.
PatC: Time is running short. Can we have a straw poll?
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6.3.1.26.
6.3.1.27.
6.3.1.28.
6.3.1.29.

6.3.1.30.
6.3.1.31.
6.3.1.32.
6.3.1.33.

6.3.1.34.

6.3.1.35.
6.3.1.36.
6.3.1.37.
6.3.1.38.
6.3.1.39.
6.3.1.40.
6.3.1.41.
6.3.1.42.

Do you support the use of Net Advice on designated Preferred Channels to
improve STA power savings?
Yes 9, No 13, Abstain 4
JoeK: I’d like to understand some details regarding the “no” votes.
AndrewMyles: You may have to wait a long time for a STA in a radar
environment as it cannot transmit without scanning. This could take up to 14
seconds. Moreover, every time the AP detects radar it would have to wait 10
minutes before transmitting again.
JoeK: The AP would not be able to enable any stations.
Andrew: There would be no value.
JoeK: Not true. The AP could go to another regulatory class (another
coupled band) and resume operation there.
Mark: To make this work, the STA would have to infer the regulatory class to
get to a new channel set. If an AP is set up to use this, and a station
wanders in, how does it know the regulatory set.
JoeK: We can define cases other cases where this won’t save power,
however in many locations it will help a lot. The exceptions shouldn’t deter
acceptance.
Mark: I am concerned about APs that may be handling QoS and have to
stay off the air for long periods.
JoeK: That’s why we added the delegation capability. I wish to move…
Move to include 07/0118r0 into the next version of the TGv draft.
Move: Joe Kwak
Second: Roger Durand
Discussion? No.
Roger: I am concerned about the radar implications.
For 9, Against 11, Abstain 2

6.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0117r0
6.3.2.1.

6.3.2.2.
6.3.2.3.
6.3.2.4.
6.3.2.5.
6.3.2.6.
6.3.2.7.
6.3.2.8.

6.3.2.9.
6.3.2.10.
6.3.2.11.

Submission

Joe Kwak presented document 07/0117r0 Extended Channel Switch
Response with companion descriptive Powerpoint document 07/0120r0. The
proposal is to replace the “spray and pray” procedure with a coordinated
transfer of all STAs, while confirming success using channel switch
acknowledgments to confirm completion if the STA is idle (if the STA is not
idle, success is implicit). The text allows STA intention to be communicated
before the switch and also provides several types of confirmation.
Allan: Why would the channel switch be necessary?
JoeK: If you don’t care about the state of the system after the switch, then
this is not needed.
Allan: Case in point: You change channels, and then the AP sees some
STAs didn’t follow. What do you do now?
JoeK: You will know which STAs intend to transfer ahead of time.
Allan: But after?
JoeK: You tear down the STAs that choose not to come along.
Roger: I have done some experiments with “radar roams” showing they are
really disruptive. It would be very good to have this coordinated switching
feature.
PatC: Have we a motion? Yes.
Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0117-00-000v-normativetext extended-channel-switch-response into the TGv draft.
Discussion? None.
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6.3.2.12.
6.3.2.13.
6.3.2.14.

6.3.2.15.
6.3.2.16.
6.3.2.17.
6.3.2.18.
6.3.2.19.
6.3.2.20.

For 11, Against 9, Abstain 3. The motion fails.
PatC: OK, let’s move on to clear the resolved comments acceptance
queue…
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-07-0146-00-000v-comment-resolution-from-internal-reviewdiagnostics-category-changes-since-dallas-meeting.
Move: Alex Ashley
Second: Allan Thomson
Discussion? Yes.
Emily: this has been on the server for the required period? Yes.
Other questions? None.
For 15, Against 0, Abstain 7. The resolutions are adopted.

6.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0080r1
6.3.3.1.

6.3.3.2.
6.3.3.3.
6.3.3.4.
6.3.3.5.

6.3.3.6.
6.3.3.7.
6.3.3.8.
6.3.3.9.

6.3.3.10.
6.3.3.11.
6.3.3.12.
6.3.3.13.

6.3.3.14.
6.3.3.15.
6.3.3.16.
6.3.3.17.

Submission

Moo Ryong Jeong presented document 07/0080r1 on Traffic Generation
Information for Proactive Load Management. The proposal examines
Reactive and Proactive Load Management, with examples. If we apply load
management without enough information, a VoIP phone could associate with
an AP already full of associated phones, rather than another AP with
overlapping coverage that is subscribed with lower QoS-class traffic. It is
suggested that knowing the number of inactive terminals can allow balancing
with lower blocking probability. The proposal advocates identification of
voice terminals with little overhead. Additionally, the Traffic Generation
Information allows management by blocking probability.
Mark: You haven’t specified how the AP would use this information.
Moo: There could be temporal change of number of voice terminals in a
particular area.
Mark: You could seem to piggyback on the Load Admission Capacity
element.
Xavier: Slide 9. There will be many services for which you need to control
admission. Why do you have several options? Why not just always use
Option 4?
Moo: Unless you use HCF, you still don’t have this information.
Xavier: Is it really necessary to know for admission control the timing of
stream entry for dual-mode devices?
Moo: Yes it helps.
Dave: How does the AP use that information? The device is using very little
capacity when it is not in a call. So how/why would you need load
balancing?
Moo: The number of phones will affect the capacity.
Dave: The issue is “offered calls” not associated devices.
Moo: You can do balancing with other methods, but this advocates proactive
management.
Dave: This doesn’t seem to address co-channel operation. You might very
well have an AP with many devices but little activity on one channel and
fewer phones on another but all active.
ThomasKnuehel: It’s not just phones anymore, it’s also video, games, etc.
This seems voice-centric.
Moo: I’d like a straw poll…
Identification of voice terminals within 802.11 standard is necessary.
Xavier: I’d suggest “useful” rather than “necessary”.
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6.3.3.18.
6.3.3.19.
6.3.3.20.
6.3.3.21.
6.3.3.22.
6.3.3.23.
6.3.3.24.
6.3.3.25.
6.3.3.26.

6.3.3.27.
6.3.3.28.
6.3.3.29.
6.3.3.30.

Moo: Accepted: Straw poll now reads…
Identification of voice terminals within 802.11 standard is useful.
Yes 16, No 3, Don’t Care 8
Moo: Can I request another straw poll?
Vote for option preference on slide 20 of document 07/0080r1.
Option 1-0, Option 2-0, Option 3-2, Option 4-14
PatC: Very well, can we have a motion to accept the ad-hoc minutes?
Emily: Yes.
Move to approve December 14th, 2006 and January 11th, 2007 meeting
minutes in 11-07-138-00-000v-minutes-tgv-Dec-06-and-Jan-2007adhocminutes
Move: Emily Qi
Second: Allan Thomson
Discussion? None.
For 14, Against 0, Abstain 2. The minutes are approved.

6.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0040r2
6.3.4.1.

6.3.4.2.
6.3.4.3.
6.3.4.4.
6.3.4.5.
6.3.4.6.
6.3.4.7.
6.3.4.8.
6.3.4.9.
6.3.4.10.
6.3.4.11.
6.3.4.12.
6.3.4.13.

Donghee Shim presented document 07/0040r2, proposing STA Location
Capability. The contribution discusses capability for allowing an AP to send
its location capability in the Presence Request procedures.
Allan: Is this optional? Yes.
Donghee: I would like to move, but am not a voter.
Move to include normative text in document 11-06-0112-00-000v-STAlocation-capability into the TGv draft.
Move: Allan Thomson (on behalf of Shim)
Second: Roger Durand
Discussion? None.
Dorothy: Point of Order. The wrong year is shown in the document number.
Corrected year to 07 in document number.
PatC: Is this correction acceptable to everyone? Unanimous acceptance.
Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0112-00-000v-STAlocation-capability into the TGv draft.
Any further discussion? No.
For 10, Against 0, Abstain 6. The text is included.

6.3.5. Comment Resolution Progress Query
6.3.5.1.
6.3.5.2.

PatC: Does anyone have comment resolutions to present?
Emily: Yes

6.3.6. Presentation of Document 07/0143r0
6.3.6.1.

6.3.6.2.

Submission

Emily Qi presented document 07/0143r0, covering proposed resolutions for
CIDs #169, #191, and #199. First we examine #169. This is my comment
addressing FBMS reason and status codes separately. These can be
combined. So in section 7.3.2.46, the reason field has been removed and
combined into the status code. On #191, section 7.3.2.27 was changed to
include an information element to Table x-1 showing an extra bit added for
Wireless Network Management. On #199, there is no power save subelement in the draft. In 7.3.2.38.5.21 text was added and Table V25
modified.
Ganesh: Instead of “awake” I suggest “always awake”
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6.3.6.3.
6.3.6.4.
6.3.6.5.

6.3.6.6.
6.3.6.7.
6.3.6.8.
6.3.6.9.

JoeK: I suggest “none”.
Emily: OK. I would like to move….
Move to include normative text in 07-0143-00-000v-comment resolutions-cid169-191-199 into the TGv draft, changing “Awake” for “None” on page 4 in
Table v21.
Discussion? None.
Move: Emily Qi
Second: Allan Thomson
For 12, Against 0, Abstain 3. The text is accepted, with the qualification.

6.3.7. Comment Resolution Progress Tracking
6.3.7.1.
6.3.7.2.
6.3.7.3.
6.3.7.4.

PatC reviews progress on slide 16 of 0067r4 showing sub-group work.
PatC: Subbu, have you received anything from Patrick?
Subbu: Nothing. We should decline.
PatC: We have run out of time.

6.4. Closing
6.4.1. Recess
6.4.1.1.
6.4.1.2.

7.

PatC: Is there any objection to recessing? No. We are recessed.
Recess at 1531 hours.

Thursday Morning Session, January 18, 2007
7.2. Opening
7.2.1. Call to Order
7.2.1.1.
7.2.1.2.

Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.
Meeting convenes at 0800

7.3. Process
7.3.1. Presentation of Document 07/0061r0
7.3.1.1.

Submission

Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/0061r0 on Idle Mode and WLAN
Paging. This document covers items updated from previous issues. The
paging service protection has been removed, and linkage to Mobility Domain
has been removed. Motivation for the proposal is to extend standby time of
portable devices, reduce the network load as STAs traverse BSSs, and to
enable paging services to support common applications in multi-radio
devices. Devices today must reassociate with each AP as they move, even
if they do not require service at the moment. A typical scenario is shown and
reviewed. STAs can enter “deep sleep” if they have no outgoing/incoming
traffic. They can be awakened by a “page” if necessary. The paging is
accommodated by establishing a paging group, whose paging services are
orchestrated by a “paging server”. A paging bit in Beacon and Probe
Response frames serves to inform STAs that paging is implemented. Idle
Mode Request and Response Action Frames are used to allow STAs to
transition to sleep. When it receives a page after “sniffing” at extended
intervals, an STA awakens and reassociates. An example message flow is
provided. The proposal text is in document 07/0060r1. Comments received
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7.3.1.2.
7.3.1.3.
7.3.1.4.
7.3.1.5.

7.3.1.6.

7.3.1.7.
7.3.1.8.
7.3.1.9.
7.3.1.10.

7.3.1.11.

7.3.1.12.
7.3.1.13.
7.3.1.14.
7.3.1.15.
7.3.1.16.
7.3.1.17.
7.3.1.18.
7.3.1.19.
7.3.1.20.

7.3.1.21.
7.3.1.22.
7.3.1.23.
7.3.1.24.

7.3.1.25.

Submission

have included considerations of implementation such as complexity, system
signaling overhead and Layer 3 issues, which are examined.
Rajnish: Once you lose the STA, you cannot guarantee that contact can be
reestablished.
Floyd: Do you have data on power saving?
Dorothy: Yes (shown yesterday as 07/0058).
Allan: I think the key question is how much savings can be achieved vs.
complexity. I believe the power-saving benefits do not justify the complexity,
and the concept would be difficult to realize.
Dorothy: I don’t believe the power saving is negligible, and I believe that the
perceived difficulty to realize this service is not reasonable. Paging systems
are well established in use, and are not viewed as particularly difficult to
implement.
PatC: With people in the queue, and in order to preserve time for other
speakers, I’d like to limit discussion.
Dorothy: I have another presentation, and I shall allow its allocated time to
be used.
Emily: The back end implementation is not difficult, moreover the TGv group
early-on identified this as a service-level improvement.
KingWeiChow: Have you taken into account IETF recommendations of 10
seconds for service keep-alives? I believe that this recommendation does
not allow proxy. Have you taken this into account?
Dorothy: Many of these recommendations were derived from wired
applications, and will have to be “tuned” as wireless moves to the
mainstream.
QiWang: Is this optional at the STA and AP?
Dorothy: Optional in both places.
MarkHamilton: You can bridge across paging groups? For example the
server can do this “bridging”?
Dorothy: Not part of the baseline, but can be done.
Mark: Would data be lost?
Dorothy: When you roam across boundaries, you may lose data, though.
Mark: This is another complexity issue.
Dorothy: Not in the scope of 802.11
Rajnish: You will have to use something like a 15 second keep-alive for SIP.
I disagree that SIP has not been mindful of wireless implementations. SIP is,
not broken, however it is entertaining improvements.
Dorothy: I didn’t say it was “broken”, but rather that it might require changes
to make it more “wireless-friendly”.
SunyhunChoi: The keep-alives should be possible through other means, e.g.
with a SIP proxy server.
Rajnish: You can’t do that.
Xavier: My company is doing dual-mode handsets. Battery is an important
consideration. This is a function found in virtually all established networks
(e.g. cellular, 3G, etc.). This is not something new. It is not a valid criticism.
Most of the critics are discussion layers above the wireless LAN. These are
not within the scope of wireless LANs. The power-saving criticisms are
based on assumptions that strongly couple to degree of mobility. If you have
a lot of mobility, you have more savings.
AndrewMyles: In an enterprise atmosphere. There is a “salt and pepper”
problem. There are many separate systems (e.g. domain separation).
Would this system be able to cope with such layouts?
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7.3.1.30.
7.3.1.31.
7.3.1.32.
7.3.1.33.
7.3.1.34.
7.3.1.35.
7.3.1.36.
7.3.1.37.
7.3.1.38.
7.3.1.39.
7.3.1.40.
7.3.1.41.
7.3.1.42.

7.3.1.43.
7.3.1.44.
7.3.1.45.
7.3.1.46.
7.3.1.47.
7.3.1.48.
7.3.1.49.
7.3.1.50.
7.3.1.51.
7.3.1.52.
7.3.1.53.

7.3.1.54.
7.3.1.55.

7.3.1.56.

Submission

Dorothy: I don’t see that this would be a problem.
Andrew: You may have a situation where there are many paging groups
which may be disparate. How do you know which group to page?
Dorothy: I do not see this as a problem.
PatC: We are running out of time. May I suggest we move on?
Dorothy: Very well, I wish to move…
Adopt normative text in 11-07-0060-01-000v into TGv draft 0.07.
Move: Dorothy Stanley
Second: Bob Miller
Discussion? Yes.
Allan: I am against the motion. I have several comments, which might
require a presentation based on document 07/0179r1.
Objection regarding presentation.
PatC: I believe it is not against the rules to have a presentation as a
comment.
Floyd: In the old days of overhead projectors, you could write on a foil.
PatC: Harry Worstell, is this OK?
Harry: I don’t see why not.
PatC: Continue.
Allan: The presentation examines where the battery savings come from, how
often STAs are mobile, discusses applications, and examines complexity.
[begins presentation]
Point of Order from Floor
PatC: I believe the commenter has the floor without limiting debate.
BobO: There has been no motion to limit comment time, and Allan has the
floor.
Allan continues with presentation to its conclusion.
Point of order: Is there someone to speak “for” the motion? Floor suggestion
that “against” and “for” comments be interleaved.
PatC: We’ll balance time for “for” and “against” [collects list of commenters,
Epstein is first for “for”]
JoeEpstein: I move to limit discussion to 2 minutes per person.
PatC: Is there any discussion on this motion? No.
BobO: This requires a 2/3 vote.
For 34, Against10, Abstain 3. The motion carries; discussion is limited to two
minutes per person.
JoeEpstein: I think it matters what applications you are considering, and for
some environments is valuable. I also feel some points regarding
implementation difficulty are spurious. There isn’t a lot of complexity in this.
Rajnish: Paging works in other networks. Cellular instituted “flooded” paging
because it does not know where clients are.
BobM. With respect to cellular, paging was adopted to save power (e.g.
GSM bundled paging). Large cell systems use registration to notify the
system of location of mobiles. Paging and Power Saving have been
important work of the TGv membership directed toward Infrastucture Mode
services and networks. As a service provider, my company believes that
this proposal would enable a valuable new service now and a platform for
other future applications that have not yet been envisioned.
BobO: The assumption that higher layers will handle the slack in this is
wrong. One can always promise that efficiencies can be had if systems are
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7.3.1.57.
7.3.1.58.
7.3.1.59.
7.3.1.60.
7.3.1.61.
7.3.1.62.
7.3.1.63.
7.3.1.64.

revamped. But considerations of deployment difficulty must always be
considered. Support costs can go up as a result of difficulties.
TimTowell: I call the question.
Second: Bob O’Hara
PatC: Are you in favor of calling the question? No debate.
For 44, Against 2, Abstain 1. The question is called.
The Stanley motion is under consideration. The question is called.
PatC: Let us vote.
Uncertainty about “yes” vote count. Count is retaken for “yes” votes.
For 32, Against 14, Abstain 4. The motion fails.

7.4. Process
7.4.1. Presentation of Document 07/0115r1
7.4.1.1.

7.4.1.2.
7.4.1.3.
7.4.1.4.
7.4.1.5.
7.4.1.6.
7.4.1.7.
7.4.1.8.
7.4.1.9.

7.4.1.10.
7.4.1.11.
7.4.1.12.
7.4.1.13.
7.4.1.14.
7.4.1.15.

7.4.1.16.

7.4.1.17.
7.4.1.18.

Submission

Donghee Shim presented document 07/00115r1 on Leader based Multicast.
The proposal is based on improving multicast operation by nomination of a
Leader to acknowledge multicast packets on behalf of the multicast group.
The designation of leader is enabled by protocol additions, which are
outlined. The presentation also includes an experimental setup with some
measurements to show the benefit of the approach. Claimed benefits
include better throughput than legacy multicast, better characterization of
VBR test video, and improved performance on loaded networks, while it is
simple to implement. Companion text is shown in 07/0144r2.
Dave: Slide showing results. Do you have a reference line showing offered
throughput?
Donghee: You mean sending throughput?
Dave: Yes. I can’t understand the context of the graph.
Donghee: The reference is effectively the leader based trace.
Dave: What is the throughput for the other four stations, while the graph
shows the fifth leader-based throughput?
Donghee: Similar offered throughputs.
Interruption from floor
JesseWalker: Request minutes record that there are at least two members
who report that their counts differed the chair’s on the “no” votes of the last
motion.
BobOhara: Are you one of those members?
Jesse: No. Perhaps these members will announce themselves.
Roger Durand volunteers, and the other member is not willing to rise.
BobO: Then one member counted differently.
Dorothy: I counted 12, but it doesn’t change the result.
Alex: I have concerns regarding the text. You set the duration longer than it
should be to allow an acknowledgement. I don’t believe that is what you
meant to say. That requires the leader to break 802.11 rules. See page 6 of
07/144. The process outlined seems to require the leader to abandon its
NAV setting.
Sunyhun: A similar proposal was already made some time ago. That
advocated dynamically-assigned leadership. This one seems simpler, but still
valuable for those who need an ability to better-ensure multicast delivery
without building overhead.
PatC: Any action? (e.g. straw poll?)
Donghee: I have a proposed motion…
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7.4.1.19.
7.4.1.20.
7.4.1.21.
7.4.1.22.
7.4.1.23.
7.4.1.24.
7.4.1.25.
7.4.1.26.
7.4.1.27.
7.4.1.28.
7.4.1.29.
7.4.1.30.

7.4.1.31.
7.4.1.32.
7.4.1.33.
7.4.1.34.
7.4.1.35.
7.4.1.36.
7.4.1.37.
7.4.1.38.

7.4.1.39.
7.4.1.40.
7.4.1.41.

Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0144-02-000v-normativetext-leader-based-multicast.doc into the TGv draft.
Move: SunyhunChoi (on Donghee’s behalf)
Second: Emily Qi
Discussion Yes.
MenzoWentink: If there are retransmissions there will be duplicates in legacy
stations. How do you treat this?
Donghee: The application will ignore them.
PatC: Any more discussion? No.
Count on “no” votes is repeated due to uncertainty of initial count.
For 10, Against 9, Abstain 7. The text is not adopted.
PatC: I suggest Donghee rework the proposal to improve it.
Allan: We can vote on extended channel switch. I wish to move…
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-07-0091-01-000v-tgv-d5-comment-resolution-ecsa
Discussion? None.
Move: Allan Thomson
Second: Alex Ashley
Uncertainty on abstain vote count; recount.
For 13, Against 0, Abstain 12. The comment resolutions are adopted.
PatC: Subbu, is the comment you were working on ready?
Subbu: Yes, shown as declined.
Move to adopt the TGv internal review comment resolutions for the
comments that are marked as “Accepted”, “Counter” and “Declined” in
document 11-06-1834-02-000v-comment –resolution-virtual-ap
Moved Allan Thomson (On Subbu’s behalf, as he lost voting rights)
Second Todor Cooklev
For 10, Against 0, Abstain 10. The resolutions are adopted.

7.4.2. Presentation of Document 07/0131r0
7.4.2.1.

7.4.2.2.
7.4.2.3.
7.4.2.4.
7.4.2.5.
7.4.2.6.
7.4.2.7.

7.4.2.8.
7.4.2.9.
7.4.2.10.
7.4.2.11.

Submission

Alex Ashley presented document 07/0131r0 on Proposed Resolution to
Comment 232 – Clarification of Radio Channels sub-element. The original
document didn’t list current channel or channel the STA would be using.
There is already a list of channels the STA could operate on, so the
resolution recommends making the radio channel variable the one the STA is
operating on.currently.
Floor: This would seem to be redundant. There would be two transmissions
saying the same thing.
Alex: Perhaps a better option would be to delete it.
JoeK: “y” talks about a solution to this. Perhaps we could look into it.
PatC: Any other questions? No.
Alex: I wish to move…
Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0121-00-000v-proposedresolution-to-comment-232-clarification-radio-channels-sub-element into the
TGv draft.
Move: Alex Ashley
Second: Mike Ellis
For 2, 6 Against, 12 Abstain. The motion fails.
PatC: Our time allocation has expired.
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7.5. Closing
7.5.1. Recess
7.5.1.1.
7.5.1.2.

Submission

PatC: Is there any objection to recessing? No. We are recessed.
Recess at 1000 hours.
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Monday, January 15, 2007, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on Monday, January 15, 2007 by Jesse Walker at 10:31 Western European Time
(WET). The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Attendance reminder
The TG Agenda is document number 11-07/0069r0
Jesse Walker read the IEEE patent policy
o The membership understood the policy
o No letters of assurance were forthcoming from the membership
Other policies and procedures
o Inappropriate topics for meetings
o IEEE Copyright policy
Policies and procedures
o Copyright
o Member pledge
Approvals of the minutes of past meetings
o November 2007 meeting minutes, and two teleconferences
• The chair asked for corrections; none were required
• The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent
• There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
Goals for January 2007 meeting
o Comment resolution for letter ballot 88
o Selection of new secretary
o Empowerment motions for teleconferences, ad hocs
o Prepare for TGw ad hoc an Intel Santa Clara on January 29
Approval of agenda and goals
o The chair discussed the agenda for the meeting from 11-07/0069r0 and asked if
corrections or updates were necessary
• The slide stated that the Thursday session was 10:30 to 13:30, so the chair
corrected it
• No further corrections were necessary, and the agenda (to be uploaded as 1107/0069r1) was adopted by unanimous consent
o The chair asked for submissions
• Kapil Sood: 11-06/1932r0, to address about 65 comments
• Nancy Cam-Winget: 11-07/0090

Presentation: 11-06/1932r0, Integrity Protection for Broadcast Disassociate and Deauthenticate
Management Frames, Kapil Sood
• Question (Henry Ptasinski): Can we have MIB variable that allows a STA to ignore broadcast
disconnect messages? If the STA manager or IT department wants to protect against these
broadcast messages, can they just set the STA to ignore them.
• Comment (Jesse Walker): DHV is valuable construction, but may not be worth the cost.
• Comment (Nancy Cam-Winget): This revisits the "MUP" protocol, which was removed during
the TG internal review, so we need to be careful of going full circle.
Motion: "Instruct the editor to incorporate doc 11-06/1932r0 into the draft."
• Moved by Kapil Sood, seconded by Henry Ptasinski
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No discussion; no objection to calling the question
Vote: 8 approve – 0 do not approve – 2 abstentions
Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%

Presentation: 11-07/0090r0, Editor Updates (Draft 1.01), Nancy Cam-Winget
• Question (Henry Ptasinski): What was necessary to reconcile the draft with the new baseline
documents?
o Answer: REVma included DLS peer keys, TGr made some updates to the 4-way
handshake. There was a great deal of renumbering because multiple amendments are
inserting text at the same place in the baseline standard
• Comment (Nancy): slide 4 is redundant, since the previous motion removed DHV scheme.
Motion: "Move to accept the proposed change for comment #158 received for LB 88."
• Moved by Jouni Malinen, seconded by Nancy Cam-Winget
• No discussion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 10 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
On completion of the motion, the chair asked if there was any objection to recessing until 4:00 pm today.
Seeing none, the group recessed into ad hoc mode to propose comment resolutions at 11:15 am WET.
Monday, January 15, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on Monday, January 15, 2007 by Jesse Walker at 4:01 pm WET.
•

After the call to order, the chair called for presentations. No modifications to the agenda were
necessary.

The chair proposed recessing until Tuesday at 1:30 pm. Seeing no objections, the group recessed at 4:04
pm WET.
Wednesday, January 17, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on Wednesday, January 17, 2007 by Jesse Walker at 4:05 pm WET.
•

After the call to order, the chair called for presentations. No modifications to the agenda were
necessary.

Editor's Update, Nancy Cam-Winget
• Comment spreadsheet is updated with all editorial comments; 11-06/1729r11 has been uploaded
• New draft uploaded
Comment Resolution and Motion Preparation
• New comment groups were created for comment resolutions to be voted on tomorrow, and will be
uploaded as 11-06/1729r12.
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11-07/0069r1 will be uploaded with tomorrow's motions

The chair proposed recessing until Thursday, January 18 at 10:30 am. Seeing no objections, the group
recessed at 4:30 pm WET.
Thursday, January 18, 2007, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting secretary: Johnny Zweig
Call to Order and Agenda
Meeting called to order on Thursday, January 18, 2007 by Jesse Walker at 10:34 WET. After the call to
order, the chair asked if there were any motions or presentations. Hearing none, the group recessed to
work on comment resolution in ad-hoc mode. Document 11-06/1729r14 holds the comment resolutions
from this time block.
During this meeting block, network problems are preventing attendees in the East Wing from connecting
and logging attendance.
Thursday, January 18, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Matthew Gast
Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on Wednesday, January 17, 2007 by Jesse Walker at 1:32 pm WET.
Motion: "Move to accept the resolutions proposed by doc 11-06-1729-12 for group number 2, except
CIDs 61, 83, 88, 89, 101, and 428, and instruct the editor to make said changes in the 802.11w draft"
• Moved by Kapil Sood, seconded by Jouni Malinen
• No discussion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
Motion: "Move to resolve comments identified by CIDs 61, 83, 88, 89, 101, and 428 in doc 11-06-172912 as 'accept in principle and resolve by document number 11-06-1932r0'."
• Moved by Kapil Sood, seconded by Abhijit Choudhury
• Discussion on the motion:
o Question: These are just the comments that refer to DHV?
 Answer: Yes
• No objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
The attendance server was unavailable, so the chair called roll for attendance recording purposes. The
following attendees were present at this session:
• Jesse Walker
• Nancy Cam-Winget
• Abhijit Choudhury
• Kapil Sood
• Jouni Malinen
• Bill Marshall
• Matthew Gast
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Tatsuji Munaka

Motion: "Move to accept the resolutions proposed by doc 11-06-1729-12 for group number 3, except for
CIDs 317, 333, 335, and 338, and instruct the editor to make said changes in the 802.11w draft."
• Moved by Nancy Cam-Winget, seconded by Matthew Gast
• No discussion on the motion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
Motion: "Move to accept the resolutions proposed by doc 11-06-1729-12 for group number 5, except for
rows 1069, 1189, 1190, and 1191, and instruct the editor to make said changes in the 802.11w draft."
• Moved by Kapil Sood, seconded by Jouni Malinen
• No discussion on the motion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
Motion: "Move to accept the resolutions proposed by doc 11-06-1729-12 for group number 7, except for
lines 129, 1114, and 1140 and instruct the editor to make said changes in the 802.11w draft."
• Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Jouni Malinen
• No discussion on the motion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
Motion: "Move to accept the resolutions proposed by doc 11-06-1729-12 for group number 8515 and
instruct the editor to make said changes in the 802.11w draft."
• Moved by Nancy Cam-Winget, seconded by Kapil Sood
• No discussion on the motion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
Motion: "Move to resolve comments for CIDs 317, 333, 335, and 338, and row number 1069 in the doc
11-06-1729-12 as 'accept in principle and resolved by document number 11-06-1932r0'."
• Moved by Jouni Malinen, seconded by Nancy Cam-Winget
• No discussion on the motion; no objection to calling the question
• Vote: 6 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
• Motion passes. This is a technical motion requiring 75%, and received 100%
Motion: "Move that TGw hold teleconferences of one hour duration beginning at 12:00 ET on February
12 and February 26, 2007."
• Moved by Kapil Sood, seconded by Jouni Malinen
• No discussion on the motion; no objection to calling the question
• The chair called for unaninmous consent. Seeing no objection, the motion was adopted with six
voting members in the room.
The chair asked if there were objections to adjourning. Seeing no objections, the group adjourned at 2:29
pm WET.
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TGy Meeting Minutes from January 2007 London Interim
Session
Proceedings
Tues AM2, London - 18 Attendees - Recording Secretary, Rich Kennedy -- Clarence meeting room

Agenda










TGy Meeting Call To Order
Review IEEE/802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules
Approve or Modify Agenda
Review and Approve all Minutes
Set, Review Objectives
Review of situation
Overview presentations, PHY, MAC and operation topics
LB comment review
Recess until 8:00, Thursday, January 18th, 2007

1. Meeting was called to order by TGy chair at 10:30 AM
2. Attendance reminder – Electronic using http://newton
3. Chair stated that we were working within the guidelines set forth in the TGy January 2007
Chair’s Report (07/0098r0)
4. Chair read IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards and additional Pat
Com Guidance
5. Chair reviewed topics NOT to be discussed during the meeting including – licensing, pricing,
litigation, market share, etc.
6. Chair asked if there were any matters arising from the aforementioned topics that the WG
chair needs to be informed of. Hearing none he proceeded.
7. Chair read the copyright notice and security for equipment notices.
8. Another attendance reminder.
9. Chair discussed his goals for the session and reviewed the agenda.
10. Chair asked if there were any changes or modifications to the agenda. Hearing none, the
agenda was adopted.
11. Chair discussed the minutes from the Dallas meeting and the four telecoms since that
meeting.
12. Chair asked if there were any matters arising from the minutes. Hearing none, he asked if
there was any objection to approving them. Hearing none, the minutes were approved.
13. Chair asked if there were any presentations. Hearing none, he proceeded.
14. Chair briefly discussed the FCC R&O 05-56, the list of historical TGy documents found in
the “References” section of the minutes, the PAR, and the Purpose and Vision/Outcome
statements previously approved by the group.
15. Chair discussed the “Four Themes”, i.e., interference identification and resolution,
enablement, Energy Detect operation with the clause 17 PHY and mechanisms for use by
licensees to control dependent stations.
16. Chair mentioned that the draft of letter ballot 94 failed by one vote. He then displayed and
explained the LB94 Comment Spreadsheet (07/0008r1). He explained his grouping of
comments and asked is there was any disagreement with this statement “Do we agree that the
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Editor will process all the editorial comments, recommended resolutions and create draft text
accordingly?” Hearing no objection he stated that the Editor would process all the editorial
comments, recommended resolutions and create draft text accordingly.
17. Chair moved on to three questions:
17.1.
He talked about a suggested use of an adjustable Carrier Sense mechanism, and
asked if the group would like to consider it as a replacement for the CCA-ED scheme
currently in the TGy draft. The group was opposed to the change because of the timing
of its introduction, saying that CIDs had to be addressed before any new submissions
could be considered. He stated that there were comments related to the CCA-ED, but
agreed that the submission would wait.
17.2.
Chair stated that there were a lot of comments based on the lack of a spectrum
mask for the 5MHz channels in the document. There was a considerable discussion on
the topic. Dick Roy [DR] suggested that all three scales (for 5, 10 and 20MHz channels)
be put on the x-axis of the existing diagram. Eldad Perahia [EP] stated that clause 17 is
not specific to TGy, and the discussion turned to generic spectrum masks versus a
specific mask for the 3650 – 3700MHz band. EP said it wasn’t necessary because TGj
did not change the clause 17 mask, and neither did REVma when it added 5MHz
channel operation. It was generally agreed that if any specific spectrum mask should be
added, it would belong in Annex I, not in clause 17.
17.3.
Chair showed a document slated to be discussed at a joint TGk and (part of) TGn
session, regarding the use of RCPI (06/1589r3), and asked if it should be considered for
TGy. EP said that RCPI is already in clause 17, and should not be specific to TGy.
18. DR asked “What happened to the mask issue?” After another prolonged discussion it was
agreed that no action was required, as the issue is addressed in paragraph 17.3.9 of REVma
D9.0
19. Chair began a discussion of categorization of the comments and a process for handling their
resolution. In the process, some actual resolutions were discussed (#402, #447, #234, #228,
#17 and #36), but actual resolution will require submissions and voting on the submissions.
20. Chair talked about classifying duplicate comments. Bruce Kraemer [BK] explained how
TGn defined duplicate and unique comments; duplicates are word for word duplications; all
else are unique. TGn labeled the duplicates and referred the resolution of similar unique
comments to the resolution of the original comments they were similar to.
21. In reviewing some comments on the 5 and 10MHz channel spectrum masks, it was decided
that they should not be classified as out of scope, but as not correct, since the equations are
parameterized in clause 17.3 for 5 and 10MHz channels.
22. EP suggested that using submissions to address groups of comments will result in a much
quicker process.
23. Chair brought up CID405 and suggested the resolution “A note will be added to 17.3.10.5
pointing to Annex I…” Adrian Stephens [AS] suggested that comments of this type should
have as a resolution, a note to the Editor, modifying the resolution to say “Add a note to…”
24. EP offered to volunteer to be the owner of all clause 17 comments as soon as TGn gets to
Letter Ballot (expected this week).
25. A discussion then ensued over the value of the table of location bits. DR did not understand
the value of the bits if the accuracy is unknown. The group averred that the table needs only
specify the resolution, not the accuracy. It was explained that the table comes from RFC
3825, and that referring to it in the TGy draft is all that could be included in the TGy draft.
Chair restated that the draft contains only the frame format; the FCC defines the accuracy.
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26. A final point was made regarding the use of EIRP or TX power in the table, and it was
decided that it would be better to have two separate columns: one for EIRP and one for TX
power, and that they be populated only with the known data; no conversions would be done.
27. Chair recessed the meeting at 12:30 PM

Thurs AM1, London – 12 Attendees -- Recording Secretary, Rich Kennedy - Clarence meeting
room
Agenda
 TGy Meeting Call To Order
 situation, ballot comments, draft topics
 Recess until 16:00, Thursday, January 18, 2007

1.
2.
3.
4.

Meeting was called to order by TGy chair at 8:00 AM
Attendance reminder – Electronic using http://newton
Chair displayed the agenda.
Chair indicated that members of 802.16h informally asked if they could work with 802.11
TGy. They will craft a one page list of concerns and ask us to consider them.
5. We will not address any comment resolution in this session. We will assign comment
categories to the Editor and look at clause 5.2.7 to see if we all agree on the wording of the
introductory paragraph.
6. Chair showed the comment spreadsheet (07/008r2). He explained that two new categories
have been added in 07/008r2: TE (comments marked technical that should be editorial) and
ET (comments marked editorial that should be technical). CID 314 is an example of a TE
comment because the baseline for this draft should include 11k and 11r, as their projects are
scheduled to complete prior to completion of TGy, and as a result the TGy draft must
encompass what they have added and changed in the baseline standard. The changed
baseline makes comments like 314 moot.
7. Changes to adjacent text comments (comments affecting baseline standard text not modified
by the TGy draft, but appearing in the text of the TGy draft) will be sent to the REVmb
effort, as the comments should be considered for the next revision of the baseline standard.
Comment 30 is an example. Only some of the clause 17 changes asked for, for example, are
part of TGy.
8. Chair showed examples of TE and ET comments. Comment 58 is marked editorial, but
really is technical; thus it is now marked as an ET comment. Comment 201 is another ET.
Comment 76 is an example of a TE comment and has to be considered with other comments
to the same wording. Comment 84, 85 and 86 are examples of TE comments because
changing “parameters” to “parameter” is editorial. Comments 130 is another example of a
TE comment.
9. Additional discussion on CID 201 was requested. A question was raised about
RegLocAgreement bit in the Location Information Table. Chair clarified that this is the bit in
the DSE LCI element that is controlled by dot11RegLocAgreement in the MIB.
10. Chair asked “Do we agree that the comments marked ET in document 07/008r2 are technical,
and should be assigned to the group for comment resolution submissions?” Hearing no
objection, the comments marked “ET” in document 07/008r2 will be assigned to the group
for comment resolution submissions.
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11. Chair asked “Do we agree that the Editor will process all the comments marked “TE” in
document 07/008r2, and recommend resolutions and create draft text accordingly?” Hearing
no objection, they are assigned to the Editor.
12. Chair brought up the comment spreadsheet (07/008r2) to explain three of the comment
categories: “clause 0”, “baseline” and “reference”.
12.1.
“clause 0” are comments affecting the frontmatter and introduction to the draft.
12.2.
“baseline” are comments that are related to the baseline standard or draft
amendments that are scheduled to be completed before TGy
12.3.
“reference” are comments that correct references
13. Chair asked “Do we agree that the Editor will process all the comments in the categories
“clause 0”, “baseline” and “reference” in document 07/008r2, and recommend resolutions
and create draft text accordingly?” Hearing no objection, they are assigned to the Editor.
14. Chair brought up comment 609. It says an action frame rather than a probe response should
be used. There are a lot of other comments apply to 11.10.3. CID 609 offers a solution that
moots other comments labelled 11.10.3 about Probe Response frames. Chair said this is a
good way to resolve these, and a submission should be brought.
15. Chair brought up clause 5.2.7 to ask if the wording is acceptable to the group. No vote will
be taken at this time, but he felt it was important to help explain. However, the “shalls” have
to be removed. This action will resolve another block of comments.
16. Chair asked if the group wanted to look at more of the comments or discuss what the next
steps should be.
17. Comment 421 has a large impact. It says “shalls” are not appropriate in clause 5. CID 564 is
an example of comments about “shalls” being in the wrong clause.
18. The statement was made that main clauses in the document cannot be informative; therefore
shalls are not inappropriate for clause 5. This is per the IEEE style guide.
19. Chair said that traditionally “shalls” should be kept together, e.g. in clause 11
20. Chair brought up clause 11.10. to discuss the change that allows the changing regulatory
classes, not just channels. This is similar to what TGn and TGv have voted in. The section
on supported regulatory classes (inserted before 11.10) could encompass the “shalls’
currently in clause 7 of the draft.
21. Chair explained the use of square brackets for values to be determined during development of
the amendment.
22. Chair explained the difference between “same as” comments and “duplicate” comments.
23. There are 121 comments are marked “Trivial”. Chair showed some of these.
24. Chair asked “Do we agree that the Editor will process all the comments marked “trivial” in
column T of the master sheet of document 07/008r2, and recommend resolutions and create
draft text accordingly?” Hearing no objection, they are assigned to the Editor.
25. Chair stated that the PM session would be used to establish comment resolution assignments.
26. Chair said he would volunteer to do the PICS, MIBs and Annexes I and J
27. Chair recessed the meeting at 10:04 AM

Thurs PM2, Dallas –19 Attendees – Recording Secretary, Rich Kennedy -- Clarence meeting room
Agenda





TGy Meeting Call To Order
Draft D1.0y and 2.0y contents
Planning through March 07 and Motions for Working Group
Adjourn
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Chair called PM2 meeting to order at 4:01 PM
Attendance reminder – Electronic using http://newton
Chair displayed the agenda.
TGn leaders have offered to go through the 127 PHY comments.
Chair discussed the work done this week.
Chair discussed the CCA-ED mechanism.
Chair displayed the comment resolution spreadsheet (07/0008r2), and explained that
resolutions recommendations can be discussed on telecoms, but cannot be voted on except in
face to face meetings.
8. Chair explained the “Four Themes” of document 07/0098.
9. Chair discussed document 06/1934r5 which shows the TGn draft approval process, including
their shifted timeline that indicates they will complete after TGy; document 07/0098r3 (not
yet posted) shows the TGy proposed schedule.[The TGy schedule was subsequently revised
by the Chair and is available at www.ieee802.org/11 ]
10. A question was asked about if we would coordinate the TGy ECSA with TGn. The Chair
explained that the TGy version will define the ECSA, and that it works with TGk, TGv and
TGn.
11. Chair reviewed other comment resolution issues discussed this morning, i.e. removing
“shalls” from clause 5 and clause 7.
12. Chair stated that no motions will be introduced and no comments will be resolved this
session. We will prepare to do that in March in the telecons and reflector emails.
13. Chair displayed the 06/1830r0 document: clause 5.2.7 text.
14. A question regarding the fixed nature of the enablement timing resulted in the chair
explaining all of the timing mechanisms.
15. Chair explained the “same as” labelling of some comments, and how although not
“duplicate” they can have the same resolution.
16. Chair stated that we will not have an extra telecom next week, but will ask for an extra one
on March 6th at 13:00 ET, before the March meeting to prepare.
17. A question was raised about how the regulatory classes table works. The chair explained it
again.
18. Chair posed a question: How do 11k and 11y coexist when they both turn on all their
monitoring? Frame format differences need to be resolved or dealt with some other way.
19. Chair asked if there were any more concerns or questions about how the group is operating.
None heard. Chair asked if there were any other comments. None heard.
20. Motion to adjourn at 5:14 PM (DR); second (Brian). Hearing no objection, the meeting is
adjourned.
References:
FCC 05-56 ( http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-05-56A1.pdf )
IEEE 802.11 Drafts (in IEEE Member Area)
P802.11-REVma-D9.0.pdf
P802.11y-D0.02.pdf
TGy Reference Docs: (in ftp.ieeewirelessworld.com)
11-06-0571-00-000y-cbp-tg-telecon-minutes-19-april.doc
11-06-0607-00-000y-TGy-telecon-minutes-3May.doc
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11-06-0668-01-000y-3650-3700-mhz-fcc-action.ppt
11-06-0680-01-000y-may-chairs-report.ppt
11-06-0740-00-000y-joint-tgy-rr-tag-may-minutes.doc
11-06-0855-03-000y-Annex-and-J-3650-MHz-band.doc
11-06-0863-02-000y-tgy-june-14th-2006-conference-call-minutes.doc
11-06-0864-04-000y-3650-mhz-mobile-service-enablement.doc
11-06-0867-02-000y-references-mobile-service-enablement.doc
11-06-0873-00-000y-tgy-june-28th-2006-conference-call-minutes.doc
11-06-0922-00-000y-tgy-july-11th-2006-conference-call-minutes.doc
11-06-0955-03-000y-ofdm-phy-3650-mhz-band.doc
11-06-1023-01-000y-proposal-tgy.ppt
11-06-1024-02-000y-tgy-july-chairs-report.ppt
11-06-1120-00-000y-Minutes-from-San-Diego-Plenary-2006.doc
11-06-1374-00-000y-aug15th-and-aug29th-2006-conference-call-minutes.doc
11-06-1427-00-000y-sept12th-2006-conference-call-minutes.doc
11-06-1432-01-000y-extended-channel-switch-announement-normative-text.doc
11-06-1433-00-000y-extended-channel-switch-announement-presentation.ppt
11-06-1466-01-000y-tgy-September-chairs-report.ppt (from Melbourne Interim)
11-06-1536-00-000y-proprosed-draft-revision.doc
11-06-1537-00-000y-melbourne-minutes-september.doc
11-06-1561-00-000y-tgy-sept-26th-2006-conference-call-minutes.doc
11-06-1609-04-000y-tgy-internal-review-comment-submissions.xls
11-06-1830-00-000y-dse-in-licensed-band-operations.doc
11-06-1675-02-000y-tgy-November-chairs-report-ppt.ppt (from Dallas Plenary)
11-06-1865-00-000y-tgy-brief-intro-to-tgy.doc
11-06-1871-00-000y-TGy-2006-Dallas-Plenary-Minutes.doc
11-06-1934-05-000n-tgn-opening-report-london-jan-07
11-07-0008-03-000y-tgy-lb94-comment-spreadsheet
11-07-0098-03-000y-tgy-january-chairs-report
11-07-0121-00-000y-tgy-meeting-minutes-from-jan-2007-london-interim-session (this document)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
DEI
dependent enablement identifier
DSE
dependent station enablement
UCP
uncoordinated coexistence protocol
ECSA extended channel switch announcement
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Executive Summary
1.
2.
3.
4.

WMM/11e PAR Considerations
Audio and Video Multicast Protocol
Video over WLAN Update
NENA (National Emergency Number Association) Liaison

11-07-0116r0
11-07-0034r0
11-07-0105r0
11-07-0110r0

Morning Session Tuesday 08:00 – 10:00
WNG SC (Wireless Next Generation Standing Committee) meeting called to order by Stephen McCann at
08:00.
The IEEE 802 & IEEE 802.11 Policies and Rules were reviewed.
Patents and By-laws read out by Stephen McCann, together with licensing terms and associated
conditions.
The agenda was reviewed (11-07-0037r1). No comments were raised, and minutes approved by
unanimous consent.

WMM/11e PAR Considerations: 11-07-0116r0, Bob O’Hara
There is a need to transition IEEE 802.11e to WMM (Wi-Fi Multimedia) as WMM has been adopted in
the market place and has aspects that do not interoperate with the IEEE 802.11e. The request is to set up
a new TG (PAR and 5C proposal available in 11-07-0029r1) to harmonise the two specifications.
Proposed motion: Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR,
proposing to harmonize 802.11ma (802.11e) to WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for approval at
their March 2007 session.
Friendly amendment: please include the document number in the motion.
Question: will the WMM specification be available to 802.11 members so that can study it for the
purposes of this work?
Answer: the specification is already on the server as an IEEE contribution. Document number is 11-030504-07-000e-wireless-multimedia-extensions-wme.
Comment: it is also available for $25 (US) from the Wi-Fi Alliance (WFA) website.
Comment: the WFA found a number of things in the IEEE 802.11e standard that either did not work or
could not be feasibly implemented, but were unable to feed them back to IEEE 802.11e as the group was
closed. This accounts for some of the divergence between the specifications. The burst
acknowledgement is a feature that is part of IEEE 802.11n distinct from the burst acknowledgement in
IEEE 802.11e – it is not really clear if both would really interwork. So one of the challenges of this group
would be to work out what to do with this.
Question: is this covered in the PAR?
Answer: no
Comment: but it probably should be.
Question: in the IEEE 802.11e specification, most things are defined as optional; it is not mandatory to
implement everything. You are recommending removing from IEEE 802.11e things that are not
referenced by WMM, however, the other optional features may be implemented by someone for certain
benefits even if it is not covered by WMM.
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Answer: agree with the question, but the assertion that we are advocating the removal of non-WMM
features is not true. We are only asking this group to forward a proposed PAR to the WG. It will be up to
the TG to then decide at the point that they are chartered whether they want to change or modify those
things not mentioned in WMM. I believe there is merit to the IEEE 802.11e specification, and I was
personally disappointed with the WFA when they went ahead with the work that they did on the
assumption that they could complete the work with their own market requirements faster – they in fact
only completed the work a year in advance. It is up to the TG to decide what to remove, if anything, the
PAR does not require it.
Question: you are considering deprecation of features in IEEE 802.11e that are not found in WMM.
IEEE 802.11e adopted certain IPR assumption – if the WFA did something different and didn’t
implement to specification, there would not be the same rights on WMM.
Answer: if necessary, the chair would need to review all submitted IPR statements, and ask the question
as to whether the IPR covers WMM or not, and probably also in liaison with the WFA request IPR to
contact companies and solicit IPR statements.
Question: the document is proposed by a handful of companies. Why is this coming in as a PAR and not a
study group (SG)? Concerned that the scope of this group is already decided and fairly narrow and does
not allow other companies to be involved in defining what the group should do.
Answer: this only thing that is official and ratified in the guiding requirements for the TG is what is in the
PAR. Nowhere in the PAR is remove, deprecate, slash, burn or pillage, the word that is used in the PAR
is converge.
Comment: this work should go through a SG first, and not just be a PAR raised by a handful of
companies.
Comment: this is a valid way forward. The important thing right now is that the market has two different
and incompatible standards for QoS, and the longer they stand alone, the longer and greater the confusion
in the market will exist. By moving quickly to address this, we acknowledge what happened, we see what
is being built, and use the open standardisation process to allow us to accomplish a convergence. The
argument that the PAR is produced by a small number of companies is not different to any other proposal
in IEEE for standardisation. An entire WG was established in this way – IEEE 802.15 was established to
rubber stamp the Bluetooth specification, but then highlighted a number of shortcomings and improved
on it. I don’t think a SG would come up with any dramatic changes to the PAR proposed here, regardless
of whether it runs for a couple of hours or a couple of years. It will come down to this PAR to direct the
work and state what the outputs should be.
Question: I was a little concerned, you said that the WMM specification exists today, yet for
interoperability we need to converge or harmonise. If we are not just rubber stamping the WMM
specification, convergence would require changes to WMM as well – if this work results in WMM2, then
we will have yet another standard on the market, will that help?
Answer: the purpose of the amendment is to change the standard. In this case, there will be underlines
and strikeouts in the work that the task group will accomplish when we implement this amendment. I
won’t presume to propose what that will entail, that is a decision for the folks in the TG. The reality in
the market is that for unscheduled access for EDCA type equipment there are two incompatible
specifications, and we need to address this.
Question: so the changes will to IEEE 802.11e to make it compatible.
Answer: we can’t cause the WFA to change anything.
Question: we have a) the WMM specification, and b) IEEE 802.11e. Is what is being proposed here to
produce TGz or whatever and a specification that is identical with WMM? All the work of this TG will
be to vote to make TGz identical to WMM. Or if the work involves analysing specific features and
options then this is a very different process that almost certainly results in the work being different from
a) and b).
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Answer: I can envision two potential outcomes, one might be that someone shows up with a proposed
draft with changes to IEEE 802.11e features that conflict with WMM, specify the WMM way of doing it
and declare victory and send it to LB. The other outcome will add to the IEEE 802.11e specification the
WMM IEs so that the standard now says this is how to implement using this type of IE, and here is how it
differs from the original IEEE 802.11e specification, here are the TSPECs needed in the action frames
etc. Here’s one way with these IEs, here is another with those IEs. The UPASD work was found not to
be implementable, or not work as expected, so these bits would be amended. There can be many other
ways as well. I don’t expect this group to look at IEEE 802.11e and WMM and say both of these are
wrong.
Comment: WMM says the intention is to define a subset of IEEE 802.11e, and the WFA tried to really
align with IEEE 802.11e specification. The PAR brought forward that anything outside that subset
should still be in the IEEE 802.11e specification. The task of the TG is to identify the conflicts, not to
remove features, it’s really to align the two, working out a good solution, and it would be good if the
subset in WMM is preserved as part of IEEE 802.11e with other features unchanged.
Question: I haven’t worked on WMM or IEEE 802.11e, but I spent a long time explaining what the
specifications mean to different people, what is valuable, living in the fall out of this split. If we are
changing specifications, I hope we do not go down the path of having a third specification; that would be
a mistake. Certain things in the specification industry have spoken quite clearly on what they want to
support and what they don’t want to support. If we are discussing removal of HCCA, there are a lot of
people with interest in this, so it shouldn’t be removed. This would be more like a post mortem exercise
trying to align with industry and decide what makes sense in the future.
Comment: when this work starts, IEEE 802.11e will have disappeared as an entity, we’ll just have the
IEEE 802.11ma standard. Taking things out of IEEE 802.11e that aren’t used in WMM should not
happen. The options should still be there. WFA can say here’s the things we are going to implement to
be interoperable, instead of converging it should be to align the specification with what’s in WMM so the
two systems can interoperate.
Question: How about limiting the scope to what is incompatible, so the work is only to look at the
incompatibilities between IEEE 802.11e and WMM?
Answer: that is one of the justifications for doing this work. However, it is not clear that this is all that
would be needed to be done by the TG – there are some areas of IEEE 802.11e that are just not
implementable, so we’re trying to leave enough room for these issues to be addressed by the TG as well.
Comment: there are some good aspects to this proposal, but I’m not quite sure how to proceed. The
limited scope is a good idea, but worried that this PAR is still too broad. Feature creep would be very
bad. I also have some concerns over the functionality differences and timelines – it appears that you think
we can solve all of the problems in one meeting. My own experience says this isn’t going to happen. The
timelines are aggressive and optimistic., I believe there are things that need to be set down and worked
out for example unscheduled power save and delivery. The other concern is that other groups have also
been amending IEEE 802.11e, and it is not clear how to bring that into alignment with the stuff here. So I
believe conceptually in what is being proposed, but have some concerns over its implementation.
Chair: we are running short of time, should we do the motion now or postpone it to the end of the WNG
session so we can get through the other presentations?
Comment: a lot of discussion has already taken place, we could limit the debate to 5 minutes on the
motion and still have time.
Chair: is there objection to limiting debate
Objection seen.
Vote on limiting debate to 5 minutes on the motion.
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Result: 32-19-4
Motion failed.
Motion raised (document 11-07-0116r): Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 WG
forward a PAR, in 11-07-0029-01, proposing to harmonize 802.11ma (802.11e) to WMM, to the 802
Executive Committee for approval at their March 2007 session.
Moved: Bob O’Hara
Second: Thomas Kuenhel
Move to table the motion.
Moved: John Barr
Second: Keith
Result: 34-10-5
Motion passed.
Chair: as chair I move my next item on the agenda to the end, as it is just an informative liaison. No
objection to this.

Audio Video Multicast Protocol: 11-07-0034r0, Yongho Seok
We want to support services such as IPTV. IEEE 802.11e provides QoS for AV connections, however,
AC-VO and AC-VI have high collision probability because of a small contention window. AV multicast
protocol can’t provide QoS because the collided frames are lost and unfair channel access between AV
multicast and AV unicast occurs.
Question: if I understood correctly, you are doing retries on multicast, which leads to the question that if
multicast transmissions are received correctly by most recipients, how do you decide when to do retries.
Answer: most receivers will not receive collided frames correctly.
Question: how do you determine collisions?
Answer: need some feedback mechanism in each multicast receiver, but that is too complex to do in IEEE
802.11 so we use an acknowledgement mode for the multicast group.
Question: it is hard to accept this idea with no supporting simulation data.
Answer: we have done some simulation work, where we implement the protocol in a real system but
using unicast transmission. The slideset will be revised to a new version including simulation results.
Question: multicast rate adaptation, is that also leader based?
Answer: yes.
Straw Poll: is it necessary to include AV multicast protocol in the new emerging IEEE 802.11 standard?
Question: what does “necessary” mean?
Answer: it is hoped to include this as an optional feature in the IEEE 802.11 standard.
Results: 14-13

Video over WLAN: Update: 11-07-0105r0, Todor Cooklev
For over a year we have been presenting to WNG SC on the need to provide a higher level of QoS in
particular for video transmission over IEEE 802.11. We are trying to narrow the scope of potential work
in this area, so between November and now we have had a couple of conference calls and decided that it
is appropriate to give an update on what was discussed and what conclusions arrived at.
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Chair: procedural question – is there any chance of announcing audios on the mailing list so all people
can take part?
Comment: we can’t support conference calls unless the work is part of IEEE.
Question: I was surprised to see video coding in the specification, that is an application layer far above
the MAC so it s outside the scope of IEEE 802.11.
Answer: we consider only what is a consequence of the different video formats. The intention here is to
work out what the consequences are for IEEE 802.11
Question: there is no discussion of DLS?
Answer: this is a good question. The DLS SG that’s starting after this session so we have kept that as a
separate issue.
Comment: suggest that this work could be used as an input into the DLS group to help scope that work
that they undertake.
Chair: please can I encourage you to come back to the next meeting with further updates.

NENA (National Emergency Number Association) Liaison: 11-07-0110r0, Stephen
McCann
We have received a liaison from NENA, requesting specific action from TGk, TGu, TGv, 802.16, 802.20,
and 802.22 to support emergency calls. This is being raised within WNG as a TG neutral forum to look
at these issues, and provide a response. If you have any comments, please contact Stephen McCann.
Question: is there a specification?
Answer: yes, I will try and upload it to the IEEE 802.11 server.

WMM/11e PAR Considerations - revisited
A revised version of the PAR has been uploaded to the server (11-07-0029r2), and Bob requested the
indulgence of the group to withdraw the previous motion.
Chair: can we vote on extending the WNG session for 5 min
Result: 32-16-4 (2/3 majority required for meeting extension)
Passed, WNG session extended to 10:06.
Motion: Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR, in 11-07-002902, proposing to harmonize 802.11ma (802.11e) to WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for approval
at their March 2007 session.
Moved: Bob O’Hara
Second: Andrew Myles
Discussion on the motion:
Comment: this should go to a SG first, going directly to the PAR is too far to go here.
Comment: in terms of document referencing, I have 2 comments. There is a lot of discussion around the
word converge, we need to wordsmith that word to ascertain what it means and what would work. The
WMM specifications themselves are living documents, referencing IEEE 802.11 standards, would we end
up with a self referencing problem.
Answer: the word converge is the correct word. If two things are moving, it is hard to align. WMM
specification is quite stable, so it should be possible to achieve the stated purpose.
Question: Are the PAR form explanatory notes empty?
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Answer: yes
Comment: the clarification in the document makes it clear we are trying to merge the standards, not delete
or deprecate anything.
Comment: the question here is if there are changes to WMM based on the work this group did, would the
WFA adopt it?
Answer: we can’t expect them to adopt it before we develop it. When trying to approve the draft we
might ask the WFA to provide input.
Chair: we are out of time, meeting adjourned.
Meeting adjourned (motion disappears).
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Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit
others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication. The contributor also acknowledges and
accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.11.
Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures <http://
ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s),
including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents
essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard." Early disclosure to the Working Group of
patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development
process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication. Please notify the Chair
<stuart@ok-brit.com> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under patent
application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group. If you have
questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <patcom@ieee.org>.
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Call to order – 10:30 – see 07-0124r0
1.1 Acting Chair – Harry Worstell
1.2 Acting Secretary – Jon Rosdahl
1.2.1 Attendance is listed at the end of the minutes.
1.3 Attendance recording to be done as the WG on the electronic attendance, and also a hand
written page was passes around for signing into the meeting.
1.4 Proposed Agenda:
•Call to Order
•Acting Secretary
•Attendance Recording
•Miscellaneous Announcements
•Review of IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property and Inappropriate Topics
•Additions/Corrections to Agenda
•Approve Agenda
•Select a recommendation to the WG Chair for Chair of the SG
•Discussion on Process
•Presentations
•Next Steps
•Adjourn
1.5

Review of IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual
IEEE SA January 2006 version Patent Policy was read and no indication of
1.5.1
objection or misunderstanding was found in the group.
Inappropriate Topics defined
1.5.2
Anti-Trust Statement read
1.5.3
Attendance Credit explained
1.5.4
1.5.5
Reviewed Study Group LMSC policies 7.4 rev Jan 4, 2006 reviewed.
1.5.6

Group referred to the 802.11 P&P to the specifics on the PAR and 5C.

1.6 Additions/Corrections to Agenda
1.6.1 Suman Sharma has a presentation 06-1478r1
1.6.2 No other presentation was identified.
1.7 Approve Agenda unanimous
1.8 SG Chair recommendations to be forwarded to WG Chair
1.8.1 Suman Sharma volunteered
1.8.2 No others were nominated
1.8.3 Suman introduced himself to the group
1.8.4 Approval from SG: 30 approve, 0 disapprove, 8 abstain.
1.9 Discussion on Process
1.9.1 We did discuss a part during the review of the P&P
1.9.2 We need to also have a CA document (coexistence assurance)
1.9.3
We will have more info later in the mtg time about process, and so will defer
until after Suman’s Presentation.
1.10

Minutes

Presentation: 11-06-1478r1
1.10.1 Suman Sharma presented
1.10.2 Overview, DLS without AP upgrade, Power Save, summary
1.10.3 From .11ma D9.0, figure 202 was used to explain what DLS (direct link setup)
is.
1.10.4 Discussion on how EDCA and DCA mechanism works
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1.10.5 RF requirements are required, so no CA would be needed
1.10.6 Optional question of should this be done as a maintenance instead of a TG?
1.10.6.111mb will be created for maintenance and not revision.
1.10.7 The changes suggested are fairly narrow in focus and scope
1.10.8 No other questions
1.11
The presentation gave a good overview, so that was both Agenda items at once.
1.12
Return to discussion on Process
1.13
Review 17.2 “LMSC Approval” from LMSC 802 1-17-06 P&P
1.13.1 Pointed out that starting at 17.0 through 17.5.6 should be reviewed and
understood.
1.14
Next Steps:
1.14.1 The SG should determine this.
1.14.2 Recommendation from Harry is to have the group look at the PAR form and be
acquainted with the current form.
1.14.3 Suman would like to get a conference call schedule setup.
1.14.3.113 Feb and 6 Mar are target dates for telcon
1.14.3.210 am EST proposed time
1.14.3.3Suman will make arrangements for a bridge
1.14.3.4No objections to the time scheduled
1.14.4 The SG must use the WG reflector for communication
1.14.5 Use the WG tag for documents until the system was corrected.
1.15
Objectives for next meeting
1.15.1 Harry and Stuart explained to Suman what he needed to be prepared for in
getting the group ready to meet next time.
1.15.2 This can be discussed on the conference call as well.
Meeting adjourned at 11:43am.
Meeting attendance Signup sheet:
Name
Affiliation
Myron Hattig
Intel
Richard Payine
Boeing
Jon Rosdahl
Samsung
Rolf DeVegl
Qualcomm
Suman Sharma
Intel
Menzo Wentink
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Darwin Engwer
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Christopher Hinsz
Motorola
Alex Ashley
NDS Ltd.
Erik Schylander
Philips
Michael Livshitz
Metalink
James Yee
Marvell
Todor Cookler
Hitachi
Mike Ellis
BBC
Tomoya Yamaura
Sony
Hitoshi Morioka
ROOT
Ganesh Venkatesan
Intel
Joseph Levy
Interdigital
Joe Kwak
Interdigitial
Tomoko Adachi
Toshiba
John Ketchum
Qualcomm
Roger Durand
Peter Lojko
Qualcomm
David Hunter
Panasonic
Thomas Kuchnel
Microsoft

E-Mail Address
.
Myron.Lattig@intel.com
Richard.h.paine@boeing.com
jrosdahl@ieee.org
rolv@qualcomm.com
Suman.sharma@intel.com
menzo.wentink@conexant.com
dwngwer@nortel.com
Chris.Hinsz@gmail.com
Aashley@nes.com
eric.schylander@philips.com
leonide@matalinkBB.com
jyee@marvell.com
tcooklev@ieee.org
mike.ellis@bbc.co.uk
yamauratomoya@yahoo.co.jp
hmorioka@root-hq.com
Ganesh.Venkatesan@intel.com
joseph.levy@interdigital.com
Joekwak@sbcglobal.net
tomo.adachi@toshiba.co.jp
johnk@qualcomm.com
RDURAND18@comcast.net
c_plojko@qualcomm.com
hunter@timefactor.com
tkuehnel@microsoft.com
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LG Electronics
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