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1.0 Monday AdHoc Time slot 10:30-12:30
1.1 TGmb Ad Hoc – 7/13 minutes

1.2 Matthew called to order at 9:30am PT

1.3 Agenda in 09/0792r0

1.4 Patent and other IEEE Policy slides covered.  No one spoke up.

1.5 Comment resolution document is 09/0706.

1.6 On teleconference, agreed to break up the comments into groups:

1.6.1 Adrian Stephens: Editorial

1.6.2 Jon Rosdahl: General, PHY & Regulatory

1.6.3 Mike Montemurro: Security, MAC management

1.6.4 Mark Hamilton: Framing & architecture, SAP, MIB

1.6.5 Matthew Gast: MAC

1.7 We will generally be going through the detailed comments in these ad hoc groups.  Have already identified some comments as potentially controversial, and those have been scheduled for specific discussion times during the week for the entire TG.

1.8 Plan for this ad hoc is to cover as many “non-controversial” comments as possible and get those to proposed resolution.

1.9 There were no objections to breaking into an informal ad hoc mode to discuss those.  Starting with the Architecture group.

1.10 <Informal mode>

1.11 Adjourned at 11:00.

Attendance at AdHoc Meeting
	Name
	Affiliation

	Matthew Gast
	Trapeze

	Mark Hamilton
	Polycom

	Jouni Malinen
	Atheros

	Dorothy Stanley
	Aruba

	Gabor Bajko
	Nokia

	Charles Cook
	Qwest

	Paul Lambert
	Marvell

	Bill Marshall
	AT&T Lab Research


2.0 TGmb PM2 timeslot – July 13th, 2009 – 4:01pm
2.1 Review IP Policy and ask if any IP LOA 
2.1.1 If anyone in this meeting is personally aware of the holder of any patent claims that are potentially essential to implementation of the proposed standard(s) under consideration by this group and that are not already the subject of an Accepted Letter of Assurance: 
2.1.1.1 David Bagby –.As TGmb has opened the entire document, there is a potential issue. A Request for an LOA was rejected by CSIRO while processing TGn.  The chair is request to refer this to the WG chair. 
2.1.1.2 Bill Marshall -- I have requested this before, and would like to know the status of the previous request.

2.1.1.2.1 The WG chair is responsible for this response, and so the TG Chair will check with the WG Chair.

2.1.1.3 This will have to have a formal tracking as was done for TGn.

2.2 Review of the Meeting Process and Etiquette.

2.3 Approve the agenda

2.3.1 Previous Mtg Minutes

2.3.2 Editor Report/update

2.3.3  Plan of Record

2.3.4 Scheduled comment discussions appear in this agenda document

2.3.4.1 Topics are assigned a time slot, and specific comments are called out for discussion

2.3.4.2 If there is leftover time after discussion, the time will be used for ad hoc comment resolution mode

2.3.5 Schedule for comment discussions

2.3.5.1 Monday PM2: open meeting, security & MAC management comments

2.3.5.2 Tuesday PM1: MAC comments

2.3.5.3 Tuesday PM2 - General comments

2.3.5.4 Tuesday EVE - Architecture comments

2.3.5.5 Wednesday PM2 – editorial coordination meeting

2.3.5.6 Thursday AM2 – closing business
2.3.5.6.1 Comment resolution approval votes

2.3.5.6.2 Motion on reservation of action category 17

2.3.5.6.3 Preparation for September 2009 meeting

2.3.5.6.4 Teleconferences/ad hocs

2.3.5.6.5 Review timeline

2.3.5.6.6 Any changes needed to plan of record (slide 14)?

2.3.5.6.7 AOB

2.3.5.6.8 Adjourn

2.4 Approve Agenda

2.4.1 11-09/0732r1 

2.4.2 Approved without objection

2.5 Request to approve the minutes from May 2009 and the telcon June 29 was approved without objection.
2.5.1 Approval of May 2009 (Montréal, Québec, Canada) meeting minutes: 11-09/0564r0

2.5.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0564-00-000m-minutes-for-tgmb-for-may-interim-in-montreal.doc
2.5.2 Approval of June 29 teleconference minutes: 11-09/0708r0

2.5.2.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0708-00-000m-telecon-minutes-for-june-29th-wglb-149-comment-review.doc
2.6 Editor Review/update
2.6.1 The majority of the Editor comments have been started, but for those comments that will have a lot of work that will effect the other editors of Amendments, the effort has been deferred to allow a discussion to take place to ensure enough support for the changes is obtained.
2.6.2 The speculative edits will be done, and then the reviewers will be asked to review the editorial resolutions and make sure that the implementation of the changes has been accurately made.

2.7 Review of Letter Ballot Results
2.7.1 Letter Ballot Results

2.7.1.1 246 voters

2.7.1.2 155 affirmative (87%) , 23 negative (13%), with 29 abstentions

2.7.1.3 There were 730 comments received – stored in 11-09/0706

2.7.2 Further ballots will be recirculation ballots

2.7.2.1 All comments must be against changed text
2.8 Review of Plan of Record going forward.

2.8.1 Sep/Nov 2009 – Recirc start

2.8.2 January 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)

2.8.3 March 2010 – Sponsor Ballot Start

2.8.4 (Include all published amendments as of March 2010)

2.8.5 July 2010 – Sponsor Recirc

2.8.6 March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval

2.8.7 June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval

2.8.8 No changes at this time.

2.9 Comment resolution.

2.10 Security & MAC management comments

2.10.1 CID 1073 – Remove Measurement Pilot Option.

2.10.1.1 Proposed Resolution: Reject; This is a new feature that is less than a year old.  We should let it stay until it has had a chance to live.

2.10.1.2 As this was proposed in 2008, this is not a feature that has had a chance to be implemented.

2.11 Question what is the bar that a comment needs to meet in order to effect a change?
2.11.1 Possible answers: A perceived benefit, Fixes a bug.  A change should not force existing products to become non-compliant by the change.

2.11.2 Comments should have sufficient detail provided to know how to resolve the comment.  I.e. a submission or description that details how the change is to be effected.

2.11.3 In Principle, having a description of what the “bar” being used is good, but it is also possible to cause us more trouble, and not allow any changes to be made.  As this is a subjective opinion, we need to determine if the change offered is going to provide sufficient benefit for the change.  
2.11.4 Value judgments are required in all cases, but the responsibility of the commenter is to provide the rationale and justification along with the changes that are needed.

2.11.5 Does TGmb address performance issues or just interoperable issues?

2.11.5.1 The charter is to address the entire document.

2.11.5.2 We should improve the document, but we should not do so easily.

2.11.6 How do we determine whether this is of value?
2.11.6.1 This is a general discussion and decision that we all have to use.

2.11.7 Criteria for setting the bar needs more discussion

2.11.7.1 Requiring redlines is one extreme, and just an idea is the other end of the spectrum….there is a lot of in between.

2.11.7.2 TGmb has two actions, one is to roll-up the published amendments, and the second is to correct problems.
2.11.7.3 For the comments, there are both reasons to reject it.

2.11.8  Sufficient detail to know how a commenter would be satisfied is required of the commenter, but the editor must have the instruction sufficient to make the changes, but it is a different level of detail than what the commenter has to provide up front.  So a Submission must be done to define the work that the Editor should do.

2.11.9 “An Amendment is not done until everyone is equally unhappy. “ Jessie Walker….This is something that has been quoted before, and so we will have disagreements with some of the original folks that had the debate in the first instance.

2.11.10 As for this comment, what level of detail is needed does not need a full submission in every case.
2.11.11 The litmus test should be if the change made can be determined if the editor has made the proper changes.

2.11.12 More detail is often requested, and the comment is then deferred rather than initially rejecting or accepting out of hand.  A discussion on the concept to preface the work of the submission.

2.11.13 The commenter’s level of detail is not always the same level required to give to the editor.
2.11.14 We seem to have an issue with the fact that the PARs are written with a broad scope.  The issue of refighting over what is in or not in the draft.  The main reason we are here is to get the roll-up done.  The broken things need to be addressed.  We should be careful with the idea of open up the Draft and discuss removing this or that.  Opening up the entire document is an overly aggressive process.

2.11.15 For the CID 1073, we could use 07/2642r9 CID 158 which rejects this same comment made during Sponsor Ballot Recirc for this same topic.

2.11.16 The level of detail is needed by three groups of people. 1) Editor, 2) the reviewers 3) the TG.  The last of the groups is most important to make sure that they understand what they are voting in.  No surprises should be made by the changes as they would all be made.

2.11.17 Being conservative as a group is good, but as the rules require that a Revision is required, the whole doc is open for consideration.
2.11.18 The Rules force the openness of what can be reviewed.  However the group has been very conservative and the comments that are more radical have not been easily accepted.

2.11.19 We need to be careful that just because someone says that “I do not know” does not mean that no one is using it.  Being conservative, we should be very hesitant to removing parts of the standard.

2.12 CID 1073 – Remove Measurement Pilot Option.

2.12.1 NEW Proposed Response: Reject: This is a new feature that is less than a year old, and should be given time to be implemented before removal.  The proposed change may make existing 802.11 devices non-compliant with the standard. The comment has not justified the change.  This comment was previously rejected as CID 158 in 11-07/2642r9.

2.12.1.1 No objection 

2.13 CID 1269: remove clause 11.9.7.2 (channel selection in an IBSS)
2.13.1 The resolution should be similar to the resolution of 1073.
2.13.2 Proposed resolution: Reject. The proposed change may make existing 802.11 devices non-compliant with the standard.  The comment has not justified the change.
2.13.2.1 No objection
2.14 CIDs 1357, 1342, 1152, 1444, 1507, 1508, 1305, and 1307 and document 11-09/0705r0: proposed changes to 11.3, authentication and association
2.14.1 Discussion on document 11-09/705r0
2.14.2 As Jon is presenting Michael Montemurro took notes:

- For FT, an unsuccessful authentication does not change state.
- There are two definitions for authentication.  It's unclear what
definition 11.3 is making a reference to.
- Clause 11.3 refers to IEEE 802.11 Authentication frames.  In the case
of FT, an unsuccessful authentication does not change state for the
STA.
- Authentication frames are Class 1 frames. Class 1 frames are allowed
in any state.
- This submission mixes a number of things:
- Changing "permitted" to "allowed" does not change anything.
- There is no "Request to Send" frame. Only an RTS frame.
- The text in 2-iii) introduces more interpretations, not reduces
them. The class of the frame depends on its contents, not the state.
- This submission would have to be significantly improved to be
considered a resolution.
- We should form an adhoc group to deal with this.
- In all other parts of the standard, the word "allowed" is used
throughout the document.
- We should improve the wording of this clause to make it clearer.
- This sub-clause should be clarified with respect to RSNA and FT.
- We likely need more states defined to address RSNA and FT.
- The figure should also be cleaned-up.
- The adhoc group addressing this issue requires participation so that
we can fix the sub-clause.
- If this poor text served the industry for many years, why does it
need to be fixed now?
- RSNA and FT don't really fit into this picture.
- The scope of the work to be done to fix this issue is huge.
- TGr attempted to fix this but was not successful in making changes.
- This is work we should do. However if we get too precise with the
description, we could make our job harder.
- This sub-clause should be fixed. However, TGi reversed
Authentication and Association, and TGr could not reach consensus on
how to do so.
- Jon will arrange for a time for the adhoc to meet on this issue.
3.0 TGmb Tuesday July 14th PM1 timeslot   
3.1 Called to order at 1:33pm (13:33)
3.2 Slide 18 09/732r2 has the agenda for this time slot.
3.3 Reminder to the AdHoc Chairs to generate xls docs for the adhocs to allow the group to see the proposed resolutions and the current status.

3.3.1 The resolution status and the AdHoc Status are distinct fields.  The AdHoc chairs are creating proposals, and putting those notes in the Ad-Hoc notes.  When the TG has determined the proposal it is in the resolution box.  When it is ready to motion, then the motion number is input.
3.3.2 Discussion on the process of where “proposed resolutions” go in the database, and where the”notes” are to be tracked.

3.4 MAC Comments
3.4.1 CID 1270: Remove Annex N
3.4.1.1 Proposed to reject the comment due to there being value.
3.4.1.1.1 Be conservative, need evidence of the lack of value, and value for MAC decomp work.
3.4.1.2 Disagreement with the Commenter and value is discerned.
3.4.1.3 Others also spoke of its value.
3.4.1.4 Speaking in favour of the comment, it was thought that the DS is not well defined or exposed to the full standard.
3.4.1.4.1 The interoperability of the DS is not clearly of value.
3.4.1.5 The abstraction of the standard that is the distribution system is no more or less of value than other abstractions in the standard.  It is important to define the interoperability.  Rather than state that the definition is inefficient, and therefore should be removed, it would be better to fill it out more.
3.4.1.6 The key question is there anything in the informative Annex that is harmful?  If not then reject the comment.
3.4.1.7 Revision process looks at a standard and ensures that we have valid technology and is it still current in the practice and is it still needed in the standard.
3.4.1.8 Is there anything harmful?  Yes, if the color issue is a request.  To be changed, the sources are not available.
3.4.1.8.1 The sources can be in fact obtained.
3.4.1.9 Annex N is still relevant and applicable.
3.4.1.10  05/1121r1 has the source to the pictures with the blue labels.
3.4.1.11 M N O were added in TGma
3.4.1.12  Controversy on the Annex comes from those that are more product orientation that do not like some of the possible implementation that may be done.  There are others that use these annexes to help them understand the standard and serve as a benefit to the Standard.
3.4.1.13 Motion #1: Move to resolve CID 1270 with the resolution of “Disagree: It is believed that there is value for this Annex to the Standard.”
3.4.1.13.1 Moved Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Mark Hamilton
3.4.1.13.2 Vote: 9 yes 0 no 1 abstain
3.4.1.13.2.1 Motion approved
3.4.2 CID 1237
3.4.2.1 Review of the commenter’s comment. – Rate limiting
3.4.2.2 TGu has rate limiting, but it is not in the baseline.
3.4.2.3 The original comment was in WGLB148—TGu CID #6034

3.4.2.4 Proposed resolution: Disagree – Rate Limiting is not present in TGmb draft 1.0.

3.4.2.5 There was a comment made in TGu, and it was passed to TGmb, 
3.4.2.6 Updated better resolution: Out of Scope: This is an issue with the TGu Amendment.

3.4.2.6.1 No objection – Comment will be marked for a later motion.
3.4.3 CID 1131

3.4.3.1 Power management state – request for more rules on notification of PS mode transition.

3.4.3.2 The Commenter is wiling to bring a submission, so Michelle Gong to bring submission by Sept. Session. – 
3.4.3.2.1 AI: Adrian to inform Michelle.

3.4.4 CID 1685
3.4.4.1 Review of the comment from the commenter and the proposed change.

3.4.4.2 Disagree; there are two goals in this point. One is to provide the priority from one MAC SAP to another MAC SAP and the second is the transmission priority.  

3.4.4.3 Proposed Resolution: Disagree there are two conflicting goals.  The first is to preserve the value of the UP parameter of the MA-UnitDATA primitives from the transmitter to the receiver.  The second is to enable third parties to the transmission to update statistics related to use of a particular AC and these are contradictory under the cited circumstances.
3.4.4.4 Question of how the user priority is mapped and conveyed from tx to rx.

3.4.4.5 The MAC does not make the change to the TID/UP prior to transmission.

3.4.4.6 Is there a real issue, or is this an ambiguity that needs to be corrected.

3.4.4.6.1 This is a point that we need to preserve the parameters from tx to rx.

3.4.4.6.2 An example was stated, and to show what a receiver would need the UP for.

3.4.4.7 Suggest that we change “preserve” to “transmit”, and “conflicting” to “conflict”
3.4.4.8 Some disagreement on the proposed resolution.

3.4.4.9 Look at the 802.2 LLC and what it is expecting.

3.4.4.10 Alternate Proposal Accept in Principle, but needing a submission on what the specific change would be.

3.4.4.11  Unit(User) Priority may be important, but it is the TID that goes over the air, and how is it to be mapped to pass the information from Tx to Rx.

3.4.4.12  Question is would the change cause current devices to be non-compliant? Yes then we should not do it.

3.4.4.12.1  Question if the answer is no, then it may be a useless change as it doesn’t matter.

3.4.4.12.2 The potential for making legacy devices 

3.4.4.13 Comment in support of the change, but the comment is not clear in what the specific change is that is being requested.

3.4.4.14 TID identifier definition was read out.  And as such, the TID definition states that it is not to be changed, and the proposed change indicates that the MAC can change the TID.

3.4.5 CID 1686
3.4.5.1 This comment is referring to Admission Control.  

3.4.5.2 This may be pointing out a problem that is more deep seated.  How many Qs are there and do we have insufficient Qs to address all the UP and AC permutations and then how do you maintain the proper order.

3.4.5.3 Concern that there may be a problem for having a standard with Desires and Wants….

3.4.5.4 Ambiguous statements may be corrected to the detriment of someone that did not read it the same way as some other person.
3.4.5.5 Did we get an interpretation request on this clause?

3.4.5.6 Discussion on how to address ambiguities.

3.4.5.7 Cited text does not seem ambiguous to all … being silent on a topic does not make it ambiguous

3.4.5.8 After a bit of discussion, the chair believed that we were starting to circle around a possible agreement.

3.4.5.9 Strawpoll request: 

3.4.5.9.1 Regarding CID 1686 do you agree in principle that this comment should be disagreed with (for any reason)

3.4.5.9.2  Count 6-3-3

3.4.5.9.3 You would need a 75% to pass, so this would not have passed had it been a real motion.  What this tells us is that spending time to resolve and not having enough support to resolve.

3.4.5.10 Strawpoll request:
3.4.5.10.1 Should the TID correctly reflect the AC (Queue) used for transmission in all cases?

3.4.5.10.1.1 Count  3-6-3
3.4.5.11 Note CID 1148 is also about this same sub-clause and may help us in resolving the other 2.

3.4.6 CID 1148

3.4.6.1 Reviewed the comment text and proposal.

3.4.6.2 Request to have submission, but the group is looking to take a different tack than what the proposed submission author would have.

3.4.6.3 The confusion is that if you are changing the EDCA parameters but not changing the Queue, you are really making a mess for yourself.

3.4.6.4 Comment is assigned to Mark Hamilton to make an effort on a submission to resolve CID 1148, 1685 and 1686.
3.5 Recessed 3:33pm (15:33)

4.0 TGmb PM2 Meeting

4.1 Called to order at 4:08pm (16:08) by Matthew Gast
4.2 General Comments: Does Deprecation mean Removal?

4.2.1 dep·re·cate 

  (děp'rĭ-kāt')  

  
tr.v.   de·pre·cat·ed, de·pre·cat·ing, de·pre·cates
4.2.2 To express disapproval of; deplore. 

4.2.3 To belittle; depreciate. 

4.2.4 Computer Science To mark (a component of a software standard) as obsolete to warn against its use in the future so that it may be phased out. 
4.3 Comment list: 1267, 1275, 1107, 1068, and 1189
4.3.1 It is an interesting note that the WFA has its basis on supporting HR-DSS PHY.

4.4 Regulatory Issues after the comments from General.
4.5 Mike Montemurro will take minutes will Jon presents the General Comments.
4.5.1 See Document 09/767r0 for the General Comments.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4.6 Notes taken by Mike Montemurro:
4.6.1 Discussion on Architecture comments:
Comment 1267:
- There are no IR PHY vendors coming to our meeting any more.
- Clause 16 was marked deprecated in IEEE 802.11-2007. In this maintenance project, there were no comments on the deprecation.
-Note that Clause 16 does not state that the IR PHY is deprecated. It only
states that the clause is not maintained.
- There is no procedure for declaring obsolescence. Perhaps we need a
description that states that the clause is "obsolete". That is the term used by the IEEE SA Sponsor Manual.
- As discussed yesterday, we should be conservative with our changes.
- WLAN is a huge industry. Unfortunately only a small portion of the industry participates in IEEE 802.11. We should make the deprecation statement and leave it for multiple years prior to considering deleting the clause.
- We are talking about features, not clauses. We need to talk about removing features.  Clause C is not a feature.
- We could use the term "deprecated" and then define what deprecated means in the specification.
- We should use a two-step process: mark the clause or feature deprecated, and remove it at a later date.
- There are examples in industry of the use of the FH PHY.
- 11ma did not describe the intent to remove the clause.
- The discussion in 11ma added the text to remove the requirement for future amendments to maintain the clause.
- The choice by 11ma to make Clause C informative did not accomplish what it was intended to do.
- The SDL tool used for Clause C would not allow the separation of control and data plane simultaneously.
- Do we want to remove a feature or clause or do we want to follow a two-step process?
- We should adopt a 2-step process to render a clause or feature obsolete and after a period of time, remove the clause.
- The 11n PHY cannot interoperate with an IR PHY. We need to decide on a case by case basis on what we decide to deprecate and remove.
- We should document these rules placed in the operating rules for IEEE 802.11. 11mc needs to follow the same policies that we decide.
- This should go in the operations manual.
- I think we need to document the process and fix the problems in parallel.
- Perhaps we should look into whether the IEEE SA already has rules for this process.
- We have been mandated to remove sections that are obsolete. However we need to make sure that we've given sufficient notice in order to remove the clause or feature.
- IEEE 802.3 chose to never deprecate any clauses. New work introduces
new clauses which restate the same content.
- We should get Bruce to discuss the policy with other chairs.  We
should also confirm our legal obligations.
- Different groups in the IEEE 802 have different opinions on the
process for deleting text from a specification.
- Other groups could be leaving the text in because of legal issues.
- We need to use explicit language to describe our intentions with a
clause or feature.
- We need to give other members of the working group the opportunity
to comment on our process.
- The IEEE SA standards board votes to withdraw standards if there are
no participants to maintain the standard.
- It is fine to mark a clause as "stabilized". However this should
only be done if the clause is considered useful.
- We have two things we can do: Determine the process for what we need
to do; and decide what clauses/features we want to apply this process.
4.6.2 - AI: Matthew and Jon will take an action to determine a process for dealing with this process.

Discussion on 1005
- The ARC SC group made a comment on cleaning up the MIB.
- The commenter asks for participants to work to clean-up the MIB
- We need a transition plan to deal with active Task Groups if we make
these changes.
- We should discuss this comment resolution with the Editors during
tomorrow's session.
- We need buy in for those outside of 11mb
- Re-writing the MIB has significant technical impact.
- We need to understand the usage of the MIB. There will be many
technical issues.
- We should have consistent process going forward. The MIB contents
today cannot manage the STA.
- If we change the MIB, it won't affect how networks are managed.
- We can make recommendations for future amendments. That part is easy.
- We can fix/change MIB variable names in the existing MIB. This
should not affect existing implementations.
- We also need to reclassify variables as local or non-local. That
will involve a significant amount of work.
- See document 11-09/533r1 for MIB recommendations for ARCH.
- Bill Marshall agreed to take a stab at making a submission.
4.7 Switch to Regulatory comment description 
4.7.1 Comment 1216 is a philosophical comment - document 11-09/845r0
proposes a resolution to this comment.
4.7.2 Peter had grabbed too many comments, but there are 12 comments that are owned by General AdHoc and are Regulatory.

4.7.2.1 AI: Peter Ecclesine will prepare a submission to address the 12
regulatory comments.
4.7.2.2 Discussion on how to make the country identifier extensible.

4.7.2.2.1 Discussion on regulatory comments
- The submission will add the table number to the country string.
- Condensed country strings use 2 characters. This submission is
consistent with these values.
- Discussion in resolution to DSE enablement process

4.7.3 CID 1216 – create an identifier in Annex J.

4.7.4 CID 1301 – move the transmit powers to Annex I, and then remove the transmit powers explicit in other parts of the draft.

4.7.5 Review the 12 comment ideas and the philosophical description.

4.7.6 Proposed Country String change is only for the 3 byte string in the elements not the 3 byte string one.
4.7.7 Basically all 12 comments are Accept or agree in principle except one.

4.7.8 CID 1547: Needs to have the “else” condition of how to proceed when not enabled.
4.7.9 CID 1548: the MLME primitives are on a single hop, so a description may be missing in clause 10.  So the question is when you have a primitive that sends a frame to do something, then the confirm comes back as a successful transmission or after the command has been completed.  This should be left to the discussion on the primitives that will resolve this for the general case.
4.7.9.1 Comment 1548 would be resolved by the resolution of this issue.
- There is a question as to whether the confirm primitive is required
for DSE enablement.
4.7.10 CID 1550: propose to reject, but not all agree.  More discussion needed on this one.  This is the one that was proposed by Peter for Disagree.
4.7.11 CID 1646: passive scanning and connections across regulatory domains.  What does 9.8.1 apply to the STA or the SME of the STA?  Is the text in 11 sufficient and the text in 9.8.1 should be changed to informative?  By doing so it should be better wording.  Agree in Principle
4.7.12 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2009-07-15 00:42:58Z)Change "Shall default to"  to "uses"
4.7.13 No objection. set AdHoc status to Ready to motion
4.8 Recess at 6:02pm
5.0 TGmb Tuesday Evening meeting 
5.1 Called to order 7:30pm by Matthew Gast

5.2 Agenda on Slide 21 of 09/732r3

5.2.1 Architecture Comments

5.2.1.1 CIDs 1104, 1105: Deprecated shared key authentication

5.2.1.2 CIDs  1075, 1076, 1266: Major changes to clause 10 (delete or make informative)

5.2.1.3 CIDs 1009, 1010, 1011, 1013: change LCI to synchronize with recent IETF work

5.2.2 Other Comments

5.3 Major Changes in Clause 10

5.3.1 CID 1075

5.3.1.1 Review comment and change proposed

5.3.1.2 What options should we consider with this comment?

5.3.1.2.1 Disagree? Or accept?  What gets moved?

5.3.1.3 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – this is part of the architecture and just like the bones give structure to the body, without which we would fall to the floor.  We have normative language that is dependant on this clause and as such we need this normative text.
5.3.1.4 Slicing an implementation can be done in several places.  Where the slicing of different primitives and how to add a new amendment, the work to provide the interface across this logical (Virtual) interface, there is little in ROI.  Suggest that we mark it as deprecated and not make it a requirement for future use.  

5.3.1.5 Architecture and implementation is different.  We need to remember the fault planes were designed when they were relatively simple, and as you could describe the behavior in terms of the interface, and then you are able to simplify the architecture.  Without dividing it up then we would say a Blob (STA) does this or that, but if we leave it divided, then we know when a STA or a MLME does this or that, we know what the ins and outs are and the ability to describe the architecture.
5.3.1.6 Implementations don’t always have the same interfaces, but they are not standardized, and the architecture is an expository rather than a design document for implementations.

5.3.1.7 Some of the problems that would be caused in everyplace you have a primitive you would have to make a change.
5.3.1.8 In the process of doing 11r, the problems we had was in part to make the 11r AP fit into the .11 architecture, and the logical STA and an AP did not lend itself to the efforts in 11r.  Specifically the .1x interface and the SME but due to the SME being less well defined left more latitude in support of 11r.  So while Clause 10 describes primitives as it is it is ok, but defining it more strictly may cause problem or break 11r work.
5.3.1.9 Others find it extremely useful in implementation design, and would not want it marked deprecated.

5.3.1.10  Seems that the 802.11 standard defines the over the air interface, and the rest is less important.  Some would argue even irrelevant. So having extra interfaces within the entities on either end are not as necessary.

5.3.1.11  Discussion on what the statements that call out primitives would need to change, and this would not be necessary but you could replace this with simple rules.

5.3.1.12  We have rules on what to do, and the “Shall” statements would need to have a precise description that fits into descriptions. 

5.3.1.13  There are lots of statements in the standard that describe things that are not directly what goes over the air.  Security is one example.  The removal of Clause 10 would cause a lot of interesting mess to keep the state machine in place.
5.3.1.14 There are several PHY-MAC interface primitives that are pretty essential.

5.3.1.15 It is possible to remove the interface and we can adjust the text, but the coupling of the upper and lower layers would become more coupled, and what this tells us is that more interfaces not less were needed to make the interface more manageable.  But the work to remove it or to make more interfaces would be great, and no one will be ready to do the work.
5.3.1.16  Straw Poll to determine the understanding of the group.
5.3.1.16.1 Should Clause 10 be removed? Note: this would require changes to the draft to relocate some functionality as appropriate.

5.3.1.16.2 Count:  0 yes – 9 no - 5 abstain

5.3.1.16.3 Should Clause 10 be made informative? Note this would require changes to the draft to relocate some functionality as appropriate.
5.3.1.16.3.1 Questions/discussion on StrawPoll

5.3.1.16.3.2 Possible example of text that would reference it that is normative.  There are only 2 “Shall” in clause 10 so that would limit the effort.

5.3.1.16.3.3 If this was informative, what happens to the dependency, and then if it is informative, it may be subject to removal later.

5.3.1.16.3.4 Anything that is informative should be able to be deleted and the standard still stand.  In theory, all the informative text is only there for helpful info and the normative text is all that is truly required.
5.3.1.16.3.5 One change that would be serious is the 11r state machines that refer to this clause.

5.3.1.16.4 Count:  3 yes – 9 no – 3 abstain

5.3.1.17  Proposed Resolution: Disagree – there are normative dependencies on this clause. These are the bones of the architecture, and are needed to support the rest of the normative text.  The behavior defined based on these interfaces is not intended to be implementation, but is meant to be the structure for describing important behavior, and helps focus on one part of the whole of an 802.11 STA. the Standard needs to define end-point behavior, too, not just over the air protocol.
5.3.1.18 No objection, and change AdHoc Status to “Ready to Motion”

5.3.2 CID 1076

5.3.2.1 Propose to use the same resolution for 1076.

5.3.2.2 Light objection, and change AdHoc Status to “Ready to Motion”

5.3.2.3 The comment –is concerning changes to clause 7 and clause 10 and this should be continued.

5.3.2.4 Most of the Shall’s have left clause 10, and as such there is not a lot of normative, but it is describing an interface and is necessary.

5.3.2.5 Even though there is some objection, will move on to CID 1266 and then take all three as a single topic.

5.3.3 CID 1266
5.3.3.1 This comment is similar, and as such the resolution for 1076 would be a good basis for the starting point.

5.3.3.2  StrawPoll:

5.3.3.2.1 Should Clause 10 be reduced to a few pages?  Note: This would require changes to the draft to relocate some functionality as appropriate.

5.3.3.2.1.1 Would it be sufficient if the pages simply indicated the interface functions, but not the full descriptions?
5.3.3.2.1.2 Without a description of the individual parameters, we would get a lot more comments on what does this mean.  Admittedly it takes up 70 pages in TGv, but it is a useful way of expressing the interworking of the features.

5.3.3.2.2 Count: 1 yes – 10 opposed – 2 abstain
5.3.3.3 Proposed Resolution:: Disagree – there are normative dependencies on this clause. These are the bones of the architecture, and are needed to support the rest of the normative text.  The behavior defined based on these interfaces is not intended to be implementation, but is meant to be the structure for describing important behavior, and helps focus on one part of the whole of an 802.11 STA. the Standard needs to define end-point behavior, too, not just over the air protocol.

5.3.3.3.1 No objection to adopt
5.3.3.4 Motion #2: Move to accept as the resolution for CID 1075, 1076 and 1266 as follows: Proposed Resolution: Disagree – there are normative dependencies on this clause. These are the bones of the architecture, and are needed to support the rest of the normative text.  The behavior defined based on these interfaces is not intended to be implementation, but is meant to be the structure for describing important behavior, and helps focus on one part of the whole of an 802.11 STA. the Standard needs to define end-point behavior, too, not just over the air protocol.

5.3.3.4.1 Moved: Adrian, 2nd Jouni
5.3.3.4.2 Discussion: none

5.3.3.4.3 Count: 12 yes -1 no -  0 abstain

5.3.4 CIDs 1009, 1010, 1011, 1013: change LCI to synchronize with recent IETF work

5.3.5 CID 1009

5.3.5.1 Review of comment and proposed change.
5.3.5.2 The proposed changes are not clear what to do.

5.3.5.3 The IETF is in the process of creating a new RFC3825 replacement, so the question is should we remove the fields we have defined now or should we change the fields to match the IETF.  The IETF has taken a long time to adjust the definition.  So we need to determine what is broken.  So how is the definition broken?  It is used as the definition is in an RFIC.  

5.3.5.4 So if they are still working on it, and the space is not different, and they have not completed the work yet why don’t we just wait until it done?
5.3.5.5 This should be delayed to make any changes until the IETF is done.

5.3.5.6 The commenter should explain what is broken, and what the specific change that they want.  

5.3.5.7 This is a comment and not a liaison letter.

5.3.5.8 We use RFIC’s as normative now, so how would we reference the replacement RFIC, there is a 2 bit field in the LCI field that can be used as a version field.  This would require a new Information Element; the LCI could not be changed directly, but would have to wait until the new RFIC is done.
5.3.5.9 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: No explanation of why the current RFC3825 method is broken was provided.  Any consideration of an updated RFC from IETF would have to be considered after it is done.
5.3.5.9.1 No objection to the proposed and AdHoc Status changed to Ready for motion
5.3.6 CID 1010

5.3.6.1 Review of Comment:

5.3.6.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: No explanation of why the current RFC3825 method is broken was provided.  Any consideration of an updated RFC from IETF would have to be considered after it is done.
5.3.6.3 No objection to the proposed resolution and AdHoc Status changed to “Ready for Motion”

5.3.7 CID 1011

5.3.7.1 This is basically a duplicate of 1010.  The resolution will be the same for 1010. Plus a note added “Note: commenter is referring to CID 1010.”
5.3.7.2 No objection to the proposed resolution and AdHoc status changed to “Ready for Motion”

5.3.8 CID 1013
5.3.8.1 Review of comment.

5.3.8.2 The name of the LCI information should be changed if the format changes.  TGmb has not changed yet. The proper name and fields will be used when the IETF is finished.

5.3.8.3 There was confusion what the commenter really wanted.  The LCI name and the mapping are not necessary.  The commenter wants GLI instead of LCI, and this represents a lot of work with minimum LOI.
5.3.8.4 We should wait until a change is made to make a change.

5.3.8.5 We do not know what the commenter really wants, so we should reject it and wait to get more info from the commenter.

5.3.8.6 Proposed Resolution: Disagree There seem to be two interpretations of the comment: 1) the LCI element in 802.11 does not match exactly the RFc’s LCI, so rename it.  Disagree as this is a lot of work (each field is in the MIB) and of marginal value;  2) The LCI element may be changed if/when the IETF makes a new RFC (Per CID 1009), and the LCI name should change.  Disagree as we are not making any changes to the LCI until/if the IETF is done with their update.

5.3.8.6.1 No objection to proposal, change AdHoc status to “ready  to Motion”

5.4 CID 1012
5.4.1 Review the comment

5.4.2 The Note does not have quotes, but references the RFC 3825, 2.1. 

5.4.3 If this note is correct in regards to RFC 3825, then the note is correct.  

5.4.4 The Problem is not identified.  

5.4.5 Proposed resolution: Disagree – The comment does not indicate a problem that needs to be fixed as far as this group is concerned.  The text doesn’t seem to be copied from RFC 3825.

5.4.5.1 Transfer to the Architecture Group

5.4.5.2 No objection to proposal, change AdHoc status to “ready  to Motion”

5.5 A check to ensure there were no more LCI or RFC 3825 comments left.

5.6 CID 1577

5.6.1 Review comment – Annex Q

5.6.2 Why should we not Merge Annex Q and Annex D?

5.6.3 The MAC and PHY MIB have MLE MLME and the RRM MIB is the SMNP entity.  The Access to the RRM MIB is in the SME.  There are also other Annex D MIB elements in the SME. 
5.6.4 There is also some description in clause 10 that indicates that this could not be in Annex D per a previous member.

5.7 Recess was called at 9:31 by the chair.

6.0 TGmb PM2
6.1 Called to order at 4:05pm

6.2 Today’s topic was on Editorial Coordination Meeting

6.2.1 Only TGn/TGm Editor was present

6.2.2 A runner was sent to look for editors that were not present.
6.3 CID 1116 and CID 1240 

6.3.1 Discussion on Annex numbering
6.3.1.1 Proposal to reorder and sequence normative to informative

6.3.2 Discussion on reordering and renumbering 

6.3.2.1 The change to the numbering of clauses to make a more logical approach to the document layout whether it is reorder or renumbered.

6.3.2.2 Number in the order of MAC then PHY and put the logical PHY grouping together. 1-2-3-3A-4-5-6-10-12-13-7-9-11-8-11A-14-16-15-18-17-19 one possible ordering

6.3.2.3 There are PHY clauses, and they should be together, the MAC clauses should be together, the Interface clauses should be together (6-10-12-13) may be better.

6.4 CID 1368: Conventions described in 7.1.1 not clear?
6.4.1 Discussion on the differences in capitalization.
6.4.2 There is a lot of thought on this but the specific change that the commenter is wanting is not specifically stated.  There was a question to see if anyone wanted to provide a first pass on what it maybe sufficient to suffice the commenter.

6.4.3 Is the capitalization significant in the draft?  Some parts yes some no; not consistent as the Publication Editor is sometimes different.

6.5 CID 1707: Reserved Bits

6.5.1 Review the comment received

6.5.2 Are all the reserved bits in a binary state?   There is a repeated statement of “shall be set to 0 on transmission and ignored on reception”, and it seems annoying to some, and does not convey what should be done to others.
6.5.3 The notion of “Reserved” is specified in 7.1.1, and so restating it is duplication of information that may not be consistent.

6.5.4 The statement in 7.1.1 seems to only apply to transmit.

6.5.5 It is good to state the normative once and then follow it.
6.5.6 There should be only one definition for RESERVED.

6.5.7 How to distinguish between RESERVED and not allocated or enabled.  

6.5.7.1 A value in a capability field that is present should not be zero

6.5.8 There are 7 inside clause 7,and only 4 outside clause 7
6.5.9 Scan Clause 7 for reserved and remove any spurious specification of behavior in clause 7.

6.6 CID 1358: Use of the word Frame

6.6.1 Review of Comment

6.6.2 The TGmb Editor believes that Frame and MPDU are synonyms, Packet and PPDU are synonyms.

6.6.3 Review the discussion in 0714r1, 
6.6.4 Proposed resolution: Add frame as a synonym for MPDU in Clause 3.

6.6.5 Discussion: 

6.6.5.1 There was a typo in the 2a discussion.

6.6.5.2 The correct thing to say may be MSDU

6.6.5.3 This comment was submitted as Editorial and the roughly 400 instances of the word frame should be checked individually and would possibly be a technical change and so a submission would have to be done.

6.6.5.4 The use of the correct acronym is important.
6.6.5.5 The synonym of MPDU as frame is not completely accurate as there is a general “Frame” format that may have multiple parts that are not the frame.

6.6.5.6 If we think of “telecom 101” a Frame is a set of consecutive bits with a particular start and stop sequence.

6.6.5.6.1 Counter there are a number of octets that are handed to the MAC from the PHY and the MAC then parses them into a MMPDU.

6.6.5.7 Review the clause 3 definition of MPDU.  The definition was read out and the group did not find it settling.

6.6.5.8 In the reception case, MPDU and MMPDU (see 7.1.1) are synonyms in terms of reception.  The statement is in correct.
6.6.5.9 Based on the discussion, the proposal is to do nothing on this topic.  No convergence was obtained, a rejection will be proposed.

6.7 CID 1248: inconsistent diagram styles.

6.7.1 There are 14 styles in clause 7

6.8 CID 1535, 1217, 1103 – Capitalization and Boolean value.

6.8.1 Two main issues, Capitalization and “Set to” 
6.8.2 Review issue

6.8.3  Proposal:
6.8.3.1 Make all “true” and “false” lower case, except where they are part of pseudo-code or code.
6.8.3.2 Do not attempt to enforce any particular convention for “is set to”.
6.8.4 The editors agreed to a consistent use of “set to” with a consistent case.

6.8.5 Some do still not like what the Editors said last January, and that in the ANS.1 and pseudo code may be also required to be upper case.

6.8.6 The Proposal made in January, would be reversed if this proposal is accepted.

6.8.7 TGr had the Publication Editor set things to upper case and the “is true” were changed to “is set to TRUE”.
6.8.7.1 So if that is the case why not conform up front.

6.8.7.2 It is believed that the Pub Editor can be prevented from doing this in the future.

6.8.7.3 AI: Adrian to ask IEEE-SA Staff in there is any IEEE-SA style/convention concerning this.  The proposal would be adjusted as necessary.

6.8.8 The convention in the style guide is seen as lower case.

6.8.9 Lots of examples of the use of “true” in lowercase

6.8.10 No major objection to the first proposal.

6.8.11 Change to “is set to” is not a task that the editor sees as of necessary value, but if someone wanted to search the document to find those instances, and then ensure that they were all identified, that would help the consistency.
6.8.12 The “is set” is a different issue and the comment is thought to be non-controversial.

6.8.13 Regarding “is set to”:  this author has no strong opinion.  There are multiple possible equivalent forms:
· is set to

· is

· has the value

· is set to the value

6.8.14 Strawpoll: Do you care about the exact form of “is set to” language?

6.8.14.1 Results 4 care 10 do not

6.8.15 There is no objection to having a submission to make them consistent.

6.8.16 AI: Bill believes he would be able to help make this consistent by the Sept. session. – Submission

6.9 CID 1524: the word Bit

6.9.1 Review the comment, and proposal to accept.
6.9.2 One bit is one bit, if a field is one bit, it is one bit. 

6.9.3 Replace the word “bit” with “field” where the use of “bit” is redundantly giving the size of the field.

6.9.4 Outside of Clause 7, the use of bit is most likely incorrect.  Inside of Clause 7 it may not be as critical.

6.9.5 Would like to see example where this was necessary…not sure that this is broken.
6.9.6 This is not a trivial exercise; it needs to be done if it is very carefully.

6.9.7 It should be that fields are defined in one place so this change would clarify this.

6.9.8 An example of 2 bits fields are called fields, so one bit fields would be more consistent to use fields.

6.9.9 A better explanation may be better to help the group understand what is being requested and what the issue is.

6.9.10 No consensus – if we do not get a chance to discuss this again, a reject will be prepared.
6.10 CID 1086, 1082, 1083, 1084, 1085: Unicast or Broadcast  vs Group or Individual
6.10.1 Review the comment.

6.10.2  Discussion:
6.10.3  The terms “broadcast, multicast and unicast” were deprecated during REVma days.   Why and who deprecated them is unknown.   However it is clear that REVma only did a partial job of replacing such uses with individual/group.

6.10.4  Note, group addressed and “broadcast” are not synonyms.    Replacing “broadcast” with “group addressed” would be making a technical change.

6.10.5 Proposed Proposal:
6.10.5.1  Review all uses of broadcast, multicast and unicast and replace as follows:

6.10.5.2  Unicast -> “individual” or “individually addressed” according to context

6.10.5.3  “broadcast / multicast” -> “group” or “group addressed” according to context 

6.10.5.4 broadcast remains the term to use when specifically referring to the broadcast address

6.10.6 Discussion on what does this mean.
6.10.7 Concern on the change and the context in how this occurs.

6.10.7.1 The concern is when does Broadcast/multicast statement equals Group Address.
6.10.8 The Group Address definition is given in 802.0 architecture overview
6.10.9 Concern when the multicast is explicitly not meaning Broadcast.

6.10.10 Concern over what the technical merit is in the change and the meaning.

6.10.11 Propose to give the Comment to the MAC AdHoc and thus the discussion will be finished there.

6.11 CID 1682 – “Local matter”

6.11.1 Review the comment.

6.11.2 Implementation dependant may be better choice as it is more consistent.

6.11.3 Proposed Resolution: change to “Implementation dependant”

6.12 CID 1684 Information element naming.
6.12.1 Review the comment.
6.12.2 See the discussion in 09-0714r1

6.12.3 7.3.2 is a clause that describes Information element….

6.12.3.1 So if we don’t change the heading but in all other places that seems ok.
6.13 CID 1248 Figure style

6.13.1 In Clause 7 there were 14 types of figures.

6.13.2 There are 69 figures using the Octet aligned structure style has no arrows.

6.13.3 Look at different styles.
6.13.4 The proposal is not to redraw all the figures, but in specific cases we could make some changes.

6.13.5 Do we want to make a policy going forward?  Do we want to deprecate certain figures styles?
6.13.6 The figures are drawn in varying styles as well. Some as tables or TIF files.

6.13.7 Style 7 is the easiest as it is native to Framemaker and should be easier to use this style and to change the figures should be a straight forward task albeit a tedious one.

6.13.8 Being consistent should be done with care as some styles offer more info than other.
6.13.9 Page 215 of the Draft has fig 7-95o12 is the most complicated figure.  The bit fields sometimes have long strings to name them and it is hard to find a way to accommodate the varying lengths to the names.
6.13.10 This comment can be accepted, and redrawing some of the figures in Frame and not requiring arrows.  This is an editorial task, and so no special authorization is required, but review is required to ensure we have it right.

6.14 Recess at 6:00pm EDT.

7.0 Thursday TGmb AM2
7.1 Called to order at 10:30

7.2 See 0732r4 for updated agenda slide 23

7.2.1 Editorial instruction motion on exact duplicate comments

7.2.2 Comment resolution approval votes

7.2.3 Preparation for September 2009 meeting

7.2.4 Teleconferences/AdHocs
7.2.5 Review timeline

7.2.6 Any changes needed to plan of record (slide 14)?

7.2.7 AOB

7.2.8 Adjourn
7.3 There was concern that some of the proposed motions contained too many comments have not been seen by the TG, but would like to have more time to review the proposals.

7.4  Editorial Instruction motion: 
7.4.1 Motion #3:  

Whereas TGmb and its comment resolution ad-hoc groups can, at their option, identify some comments as duplicates of others,  and pass them to the editor and 

Whereas the editor has identified those comments that are a character-by-character duplicate of some other comment

Direct the editor to resolve all such comments by copying the “Resolution” and “Resn Status” fields from “original” TGmb working group ballot approved comment resolutions to their duplicates, identified by having a non-empty “Duplicate of CID” value that identifies the original comment.
 

7.4.2 Moved Adrian S, 2nd Mike M.
7.4.3 Discussion on what this motion means.
7.4.4 Vote: 11yes -0 no -0 abstain; motion passes.

7.5 Architecture Comment Resolution Motion

7.5.1 Motion #4: Move to resolve CIDs with the proposed resolutions in 11-09/0790r3, as shown on the following Tabs:
Motion Set #1

7.5.2 Moved: Mark H, 2nd Mike M.

7.5.2.1 Discussion – why were some of the CIDs discussed on Monday’s AdHoc not included?  These would come up in a subsequent motion.

7.5.3 Vote: 11yes -0 no -2 abstain Motion passes.

7.6 Do we want to hurry for getting the motions for the CIDs discussed during Monday’s ready now?  It would be better to take time to present them correctly.

7.7 Architecture comment Resolution Motion Tab 2:

7.7.1 Motion set 2 has a few CIDs that may need to be withheld for later: 1445, 1446 and 1450 are some examples.
7.7.2 How did the comments in motion set 2 get grouped in to the Architecture AdHoc and onto this motion tab?
7.7.2.1 First the comments were mapped from clause to a group, then the groups were assigned to an AdHoc, and then we based the number of AdHocs on the number of volunteered.  This left us in a bit of a non perfect list of adhoc names.
7.7.2.2 1332, 1325, 1326, and 1352 are also to be excluded.
7.7.3 It may be better to delay this motion till later.

7.7.4 It may be better to do the admin stuff now and then come back to processing comments.

7.7.5 We may have an issue that the group would like to see more discussion and review of the comments.

7.7.5.1 The chair notes that we did not give the AdHoc time to review the comments.

7.7.5.2 The motion tab has comments that only an individual has looked at.

7.7.5.3 Note that the model that we are working on is similar to what TGn did, but the AdHocs that TGn used were the size of TGmb as a whole, so it may be better to work as a whole to review the comments.

7.7.5.4 It is reasonable to have an individual bring resolutions to comments, if we look at motion #2 as a proposed resolution from an individual, then we can discuss the set as a whole or not as the group decides.
7.7.5.5 It has not been stated that AdHocs have to review the comments, but rather the individuals want to look at the comment resolutions with the idea of understanding what is being proposed.

7.7.5.6 Whether it is an individual or an AdHoc, it is the same; the TG has to vote on the resolution.

7.8 Based on the discussion, the chair states that we will get the Admin stuff done and then come back and look at possible closure on resolutions.  No objection for changing the order of the Agenda.

7.9 Preparation for Sept 2009 Meeting

7.9.1 Reasonable goal to get to next recirc from Sept Meeting.

7.9.2 Telcon setup

7.9.2.1 Last time we had scheduled telcons, we used the 11am EDT on Fridays.
7.9.2.2 Telcon: no objections for the proposal for 11am EDT on Fridays for about 2 hours.

7.9.2.3 There are some conflicts with the full 2 hour block.

7.9.2.4 We cannot satisfy all conflicts, but we can try to minimize the pain to the group as a whole.

7.9.2.5 Alternate proposal would be to start at 10am EDT on Fridays…there is not as much conflicts. As a whole it seemed less painful for this time.
7.9.2.6 Strawpoll: three choices – can vote y/n for each choice

7.9.2.6.1 Do you want to hold a teleconference a the following times:

7.9.2.6.2 A) Fridays, 10am ET (7am PDT) for 2 hours.

7.9.2.6.3 B) Fridays, 11am ET (8 am PDT) for 2 hours

7.9.2.6.4 C) Fridays, 11am ET (8 am PDT) for 1 hour

7.9.2.6.5 D) Fridays, 11am ET (8 am PDT) for 90 minutes

7.9.2.6.6 Results: A)9 yes – 2 no   B) 8 yes – 4 no   C) 7 yes – 4 no   D) 11 yes – 0 no
7.9.2.6.7 There was a winner choice D

7.10 Review of Timeline

7.10.1 See slide 15 on 11-09-0732r4

7.10.2 Question on the plan to include the 11w and 11n drafts.

7.10.2.1 The official dates for 11w and 11n are 60 days out, but the published docs may be available sooner, and so the TGmb editor would be able to roll them into the draft sooner.  The question is do we add the roll-ups in the middle of the comment resolution, or as we finish the comments. If we then have a draft with the comments included, and then do a roll-up
7.10.3 Question too much detail, so we need to look at the work that is to be done to do the roll-up.

7.10.3.1 Expected that the roll-up will take 5-6 weeks.

7.10.4 Would Adrian be willing to walk the calendar to show possible tact to roll-up and comment resolutions into the doc?
7.10.4.1 Mid Sep: all comment resolutions get done.

7.10.4.2 Mid Oct: Draft 1.02 would be ready to ballot – contains all resolutions from D1.0.

7.10.4.2.1 We then have a decision:

7.10.4.2.1.1 A) roll-in 11w, or 11n or both. 1 week for w, 4 weeks for n, and then send that one for ballot.

7.10.4.2.2 Or we send 1.02 for ballot and the editor prepares the roll-up but we delay getting the feedback on the roll-up.

7.10.4.2.3 Option 1 D1.02: delays feedback on w&n from ballot, but gives some work to do in Nov Plenary

7.10.4.2.4 Option2 D1.04: delays ballot, but get earlier feedback on roll-in, but the ballot would not be ready to go until after Nov.

7.10.5 Curious question, is the roll-up just that? Yes it is, and then after they are rolled-in then they are open to comment. But if we say it is a comment resolution then would that limit the changes?

7.10.6 When the roll-up is done, the amendments were expected to be put into 2007 edition, so will this cause a lot of problems with the now different document.

7.10.6.1  The reason for the Editor, he will take the responsibility to mark any discrepancies that he discerns. There will not be too much of an issue, but there will be some slight adjustment in the editorial errors.  There will always be some review to ensure that technical completeness. 

7.10.7 We cannot avoid opening the roll-up parts
7.10.8 As the option 1 for an example, we get the outstanding issues reduced, and then we can roll-in the TGw and TGn. Does that leave us in a quandary?  Do we have to have an outstanding comment to roll-in an amendment?

7.10.9 We need to have the roll-ups for TGw and TGn included.  The question on if the timeline needs to be changed at this point or not. Suggestion no.
7.10.10 TGn needs to be rolled in and we may have a lot of new comments due to that roll-up.  We have a proposed goal of published dates of March 2010, and so we need to watch where the final line gets drawn for what gets put in or not.

7.10.11 We have not option but to include all the amendments as of the time we seek Sponsor ballot approval.  Any published amendment that is not included in our revision would not be valid as the documents that they were dependant on were no longer the valid document.  When we roll-in a new amendment, we will see some rise in the number of comments, but we need to realize that the decisions are more short term to the needs of the group, and how to progress the overall process in a micro sense for now.  

7.10.12 Option 1 vs option 2 is very clear, either way we will have a recirc with TGn included out of January.  We get extra information by doing option 1, so we should not spend so much time discussion this obvious question.  We need to resolve the first 770 comments before we get new ones.
7.10.13 Suggest that the timeline waits until January at least or November at the earliest to make the change to plan of record.

7.10.14 Agree, but as a side comment, limit the business in Sept to comment resolution.

7.10.15 No objection to leaving the Plan of Record as is for now.
7.11 Comment Resolution – Start with the Security AdHoc Group of comments
7.11.1 CID 1034 – “Shared Authentication” should be “Shared Key Authentication”

7.11.1.1  Do not worry about the capitalization, as the editor will deal with that.

7.11.1.2 Proposed resolution: Accept

7.11.1.3 No objection

7.11.2 CID 1035 – PTKSA lineage

7.11.2.1  Propose resolution: Accept, add “PMKR0Name
7.11.2.2 Should another name be added as well?  No, it is thought that it is correct.

7.11.2.3 The list referenced should include more names,

7.11.2.4 Mark the comment out of consideration for today, but come back with more info and a new proposal later.  Make consistent with bullet list 8.4.1.1.1b.

7.11.3 CID 1036 – GTK distribution

7.11.3.1 Review the context of the comment.

7.11.3.2 Line 60 on page 286 of D1.0

7.11.3.3 Proposal to add in the three FT handshakes.

7.11.3.4 Proposed resolution: AGREE

7.11.3.5 No objection
7.11.4 CID 1037 PTKSA

7.11.4.1  Proposed Resolution: Disagree: The text is already included.
7.11.4.2 No objection

7.11.5 CID 1038 11r roll-up issue for non-FT STA
7.11.5.1  Review context of comment

7.11.5.2   Change discussed. 

7.11.5.3  Proposed Resolution: AGREE

7.11.6 CID 1039 
7.11.6.1  Review context of comment

7.11.6.2  Discussion on the proposed resolution.  Is this sufficient or not?  There was some concern, so this comment took the notes and will be considered further and brought back at a later time.

7.11.7 CID 1040 – FT enable link question 

7.11.7.1  Review comment context

7.11.7.2  Question is there only one location that this is an issue, or is this sprinkled through out the clause?

7.11.7.2.1 The commenter reviewed this with the AdHoc chair, but it could be that there are still more issues.

7.11.7.3 There were some more questions, so this comment will be delayed till another day for motioning.

7.11.7.4  The change to 8.4.6.0a should only be the subject of the comment or maybe there is more to do.

7.11.8 Motion #5: 

To adopt the proposed resolutions to the following CIDs in Comment Group 1 in 11-09/865r0: 1034, 1036, 1037 and 1038

7.11.8.1 Moved Michael M. 2nd Jounie M.
7.11.8.2 Vote 11-0-1

7.11.8.3 Motion passes.

7.12 AOB:

7.12.1 Remember that everyone is welcome to help provide resolution.

7.12.2 Question on the status of TGs.

7.12.3 Short discussion on to decide how many amendments we should really include.
7.13 Adjourned: 12:30pm.
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Abstract


Minutes of TGmb during the July 2009 Plenary session.





Executive summary:  Just prior to the start of this session, WGLB 149 completed with 87% approval and 730 comments.  During the July Plenary Session, TGmb met for 13.5 hours, and completed processing of 173 of the 730 total comments, but only 13 comments have formally been accepted by motion.  All Comments have been assigned to groups that were assigned to an AdHoc chair to shepherd the respective comment groups through the process.  Telecons have been scheduled for Fridays, 11am ET (8 am PDT) for 90 minutes.  The Plan of Record and timeline were not changed. Next session is Sept 20-25, 2009.
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