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TGmb Teleconference July 31, 2009


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: Architecture comments from 11-09/790r4

· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

1. Telecon started late due to bridge snafu.

a. THANKS to Matthew Gast for taking notes of today’s call.

2. Called to order Start of meeting 11:25 am

3. Attendance:  Adrian, Mark, Jeremy, Matthew, Bill – joined 11:53 am

4. Meeting and Patent policy reviewed.
a. No new claims identified

5. Architecture comments will be the topic today: see 11-09-790r4
6. CIDs 1577, 1585, 1597

· Adrian willing to do the work to merge these annexes if that is what the group wants.

· ** Action (Matthew): We may not have all the information as to why they were split; will take to reflector to see if we can find out more

7. CID 1058

· Adrian: already fixed editorial comment, x-ref to 1586

· Resolution: the TG agreed to accept Adrian's editorial resolution for this.

8. CID 1575

· Matthew:  Bill Marshall states that NDIS is implementation dependent and should be removed.

· Adrian: NDIS frequently implements only a subset of these objects.  An alternative resolution would be to delete the whole sentence.

· Resolution: The TG agreed with Adrian's proposed resolution and will delete the sentence containing NDIS.

9. CID 1460

· Matthew: Bill Marshall states that other changes are necessary in this clause: we should also change "MAC" to "the MAC" in all the bullets of this list.  Also change "is" to "are" matching the plural use of "frames”.
· Adrian: "is" to "are" is already taken care of by the resolution to CID 1461.  We can change the resolution of this comment to Agree in Principle to also add "the" to MAC address.

· The TG agreed with this suggestion

· Matthew: There is also a proposed change about the first bullet at 502.54 "Specifies that data frames neither from the MAC address nor to the MAC address is protected"  The proposed change is to rewrite as two phrases to be sure that the use of "neither" does not override the use of the plural "frames"

· Adrian: disagree, changing is to are is sufficient; done by 1461

· The TG agreed with this resolution.

<Bill Marshall joins teleconference>

10. CID 1014:

· Bill Marshall: Is annex q supposed to compile?

· Adrian: It can't right now as a standalone document.  In theory, you should append Q to D and be able to compile.  Q might have to become a separate module to compile.

· Bill: Within D there are sequence gaps

· Mark Hamilton: It is weird, but legal to have numbering gaps in a MIB.  

11. Discussions of comments in discuss motion set 2 in of r3 of architecture comments.

12. CID 1635

· The TG agreed with the proposed resolution.  This is a technical comment whose resolution is trivial and does not require debate.

13. CID 1636

· This is also a trivial technical comment.

14. Meta-discussion: on trivial comments

· Adrian: Transfer trivial comments to editor, and let editor propose resolutions.

· The procedure for transferring a comment is to assign it to the editor and hit save.  However, before doing so, the ad hoc leader should set the comment to be of category "trivial technical"

· ** Action for Adrian: send e-mail to ad-hoc leaders describing how to classify comments as trivial technical.

15. CID 1634

· The TG agreed that this is also trivial and should be transferred to the editor

16. Meeting Adjourned 12:30 EDT.

Teleconference for Aug 7, 2009 11:00am EDT.

Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: MAC comments from 11-09/864r2
· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)
1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:05am
2.0 Attendance: Bill Marshall, AT&T; Adrian Stephens, Intel; Peter Ecclesine, CISCO; Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Matthew Gast, Trapeze; Mike Montumurro, RIM;
3.0 Review agenda as 11-09-918r0 slide 11
4.0 11-09/0864r2 will be doc to review today.
5.0 IP policy and Meeting rules review

5.1 No response for call for new IP issues.

6.0 MAC AdHoc Comment group -- Start with QoS tab – 11-09/0864r2
6.1 CID 1689 now in Editor Minor Technical list

6.2 CID 1690 Comment seems correct, but the change may be a bit complicated, and should have more review than just the adhoc Chair

6.2.1 Change Tx Qos frame to TxQoS Data frames whose TID field contains this TID.
6.2.2 Resolution updated in 0864r3.

6.3 CID 1161 review comment

6.3.1 Discussion on if Figure 11-9 had other useful info.  This figure is referenced by Figure 11-7 by inference. 

6.3.2 A Submission may be needed to deal with the requested change for the comment.  The diagram seems fine, but the comment of the non-AP STA may not know the difference.  So a means to help them distinguish the difference may be as simple as clarification of the text.
6.3.3 On page 610, line 62 remove the clause Result class and remove “inboth cases” next sentence.

6.3.4 See resolution updated in 0864r3.

6.4 CID 1693 Review Comment

6.4.1 The sentence cited may be poorly written.  Deletion of the sentence may be the simplest solution.  They were informative and had no normative context.
6.4.2 Resolution Principle: remove the two cited sentences.

6.4.3 See resolution updated in 0864r3

6.5 CID1695 review comment.

6.5.1 The TID field description has some ambiguity to it.  We may need to revisit the decision to not rewrite the TID description.  We do not have 75% in either decision.  TGe did not intend to rewrite the TID field.
6.5.2 Proposed: DISAGREE this would require that the Transmitter would have to rewrite the TID field.  

6.5.3 One way would be to add a note that in this case that the TID subfield retains the previous value ….or something like that.

6.5.4 The rules and normative text elsewhere should be sufficient, but in this location a note to help clarify.

6.5.5 Add a note to the line after: Note: In this case the TID retains the value set from the Priority parameter of the MACunit.Data Request.

6.5.6 This change to Accept in Principle.

6.5.7 See Resolution updated in 0864r3

6.6 CID 1696  review Comment
6.6.1 This paragraph has value as it notes that the TID field is not rewritten.
6.6.2 Is UP recoverable in all cases?  I don’t believe that the original UP is recorded.  The paragraph is misleading if it implies that the original UP is recoverable.

6.6.3 Proposed Resolution: Decline – 

6.6.4 The recovery of the UP is not possible, so the reverse mapping may not be possible.  Classify operates above the MAC-SAP.  The value determined by the classifier is done after the SAP, so maybe ….possible confusion.  

6.6.5 Can the paragraph be collapsed?  What is meant by original?  As in the paragraph?  The interpretation may cause more ubiquity.

6.6.6 Proposed resolution: Decline 
6.6.7 Possible Change the paragraph 

“When the Processing subfield of the TCLAS Processing information element is set to 1 or 2, then the receiver cannot recover the original UP “

6.6.8 Review of the Processing subfield description.

6.6.9 If the UP field is determined from a TCLAS, regardless if there are multiples, you have overwritten the original UP, and so it cannot be recovered.

6.6.10 This would apply to TCLAS in general? Believed so.

6.6.11 Concern on the level of understanding of us today on the UP usage.
6.6.12 Some more research may need to be done on this to ensure we don’t break it more than we fix it.

6.6.13 Defer for more thought.

6.6.14 We found that when you have a TCLAS, it rewrites many of the fields, so the original UP cannot be found.

6.6.15 Suggest changing this paragraph to state something like “when you match on TCLAS, you loose UP.

6.6.16 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – replace the cited paragraph with “When an MSDU is classified using a TCLAS Information Element; the original UP cannot be recovered by the receiver.

6.6.17 See 0864r3 – will mark as ready for motion.

6.7 CID 1697  review comment

6.7.1 Proposed change is ambiguous.

6.7.2 There should be a way to control when the TS is deleted or not.
6.7.3 Discussion is that the Reassociation should delete/refresh the information.

6.7.4 Unless there is someone wanting to work out the extra implications of keeping the TS alive through the association would need to be done.

6.7.5 The reassociate flushing all the parameters is a logical way to look at this.

6.7.6 Reassociation with the same AP would not logically be done during a call very often.

6.7.7 Flushing all of the Non-AP TS seems to be required, and so this comment should be disagree.

6.7.8 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – Change in behavior, non-trivial even if we agreed, and the premise is disagreed.
6.7.9 Some discussion of any changes in the parameters during the reassociation would also need to be addressed.

6.7.10 Proposed text for resolution rationale. Reassocaition may change the capabilities may have significant impact to existing TS which may change the validity of existing TSs.  The proposed resolution does not provide enough detail to implement this change.  

6.7.11 See 0864r3 for final version.

6.8 Time check – 25 minutes left. – Mike M dropped off

6.9  CID 1487 -- will take up later… Chalk and Cheese = Oil and Vinegar?
6.10 CID 1485 – review comment

6.10.1 “Normal frame transmission rules” only appears in this part of the draft.

6.10.2 Discussion on when a frame may be transmitted. 

6.10.3 Proposed change did not cite what to do.

6.10.4 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: change paragraph to read:

“AP shall send out the buffered broadcast/multicast MSDUs before transmitting any unicast frames”

6.10.5 There are 2 other instances see page 583 line 8 and line 31.
6.10.6 Do we need to specify the channel access mechanism explicitly?

6.10.7 We should be able to delete the sentences on 583 Line 8 and line 31.

6.10.8 The Proposed resolution was updated to include deletion of  the sentences with “normal frame transmission”

6.10.9 “normal DCF” is another instance 596 line 19.of the meaningless use of “normal” 
6.10.10 Strict interpretation says that it is not allowing EDCF so this may be broken on 596 line 19.  We should change the sentence.

6.10.11 “Shall be done” is poorly worded.
6.10.12 Add to the Proposed resolution: for change to page 596 line 19.

6.10.13 Also page 618  line 65 – delete the phrase “using the normal access method”

6.10.14 Also page 619 line 2 – delete the phrase “using the normal access mechanisms”.

6.10.15 Also page 366 line 23 – delete the word “normal”

6.10.16 see the updated Resolution in 864r3

7.0 Action Item: Mathew will post 11-09-864r3 with the updated resolutions.

8.0 Next telecom is Aug 14 – Security and Management Comments will be the topic of the call.

9.0 Large number of proposed resolutions in the MAC area that have been proposed, that we all should review to see if there is any objection.  Believe to have the non controversial ones set up.

10.0 Adjourned at 12:30 EDT.

Teleconference for Aug 14, 2009 11:00 am EDT.


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: Unresolved security & management comments from 11-09/865r0

· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:16am EDT

11.0 Attendance: Bill Marshall, AT&T; Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Matthew Gast, Trapeze; Mike Montumurro, RIM;

12.0 Review Patent and meeting policy as on slide

13.0 Review agenda as 11-09-918r0 slide 12
14.0 11-09/865r1 will be doc to review today.

15.0 IP policy and Meeting rules review

15.1 No response for call for new IP issues

16.0 CID 1042:

16.1 Was key management was put in clause 8 by 11r.

16.2 Mike: Keys & key distribution were put in clause 8, but FT uses a PMK-R0 and PMK-R1.  The equivalent to this section is 11A.4.

16.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle, change “the AS transfers to in a nonFT environment, the AS transfers” in the second sentence of the first paragraph.

16.4 Mark ready for motion.

17.0 CID 1043: 

17.1 8.4.10  reviewed, 

17.2 Proposed resolution: Disagree: FT does not apply to an IBSS.

17.3 Mark ready for motion

18.0 CID 1045:

18.1 Review comment

18.2 Comment sent in by Adrian by E-mail:

18.2.1 The pseudo-code is the most formal description we have of the logic.
Provided it is up to date with the description, I see value in having it present.
Don't forget non-native speakers find it much easier to understand pseudo-code
and diagrams than 50-word paragraphs full of conditional phrases and subordinate phrases and member-invented jargon and conventions.   The argument for this pseudo-code is, IMHO, poles apart from the argument for Annex C.

18.3 Others agree but for other reasons.  The two step deprecation process was noted.

18.4 Consensus to not make the change.

18.5 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: The pseudo-code is the most formal description we have of the logic. Provided it is up to date with the description, I see value in having it present.
Non-native speakers find it much easier to understand pseudo-code
and diagrams than 50-word paragraphs full of conditional phrases and subordinate phrases  and member-invented jargon and conventions

18.6 Mark ready for motion.

19.0 CID 1155:

19.1 Review comment

19.2 Line 16 is about failures in TKIP, but the last sentence does seem out of place.  

19.3 This may be something related to the MAC.unit.data confirm existing or not.

19.4 Removal of the sentence is ok, but removing the sub-clause is not quite acceptable.

19.5 Proposed resolution: Agree in principle; Change the last sentence of the paragraph to: MLME-EAPOL.confirm primitive indicates to the supplicant when the EAPOL-Key frame has been transmitted.” And in 10.3.20.1: change “acknowledge” to “transmitted” 10.3.20.2, change “acknowledge by ” to “transmitted to” and in 10.3.20.4 change “acknowledge by” to “transmitted to”
19.6 Marked ready to motion. (see 865r2)

20.0 CID 1167:

20.1 Review comment

20.2 Look at Page 653 in d1.0

20.3 Proposed resolution: Agree in principle: Add “Channel Access Functions” to the first bullet in 11.10.11.  The commenter is encouraged to make a more detailed comment future recirculation letter ballots.

20.4 Mark ready for motion (see 865r2)

21.0 CID 1254

21.1 Review comment
21.2 Deprecation statement should be repeated at the referenced point.

21.3 Proposed resolution: Agree in principle: Add a statement that WEP and TKIP have been deprecated. Take the exact text that appears in the last two paragraphs from 6.1.2 and copy them to end of Clause 8.1.0a.

21.4 Mark ready for motion (see 865r2)

22.0 CID 1260:

22.1 Review comment
22.2 Review D1.0 page 670 see 11A.4.2 there is a description like is being proposed by commenter.  A reference in 8 should be given to make it clearer.
22.3 (Database crash lost the meetingzone connection – resetup).

22.4 Agree that a reference should be added.

22.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Change clause 8.5.3.2 b) 2) on page 320, line 23 as follows: Change “:if the MIC is valid” to “if the MIC is valid and it is part of a Fast BSS-Transition Initial Mobility Domain Association, see 11A.4.2.  If the MIC is valid and it is not part of the Fast BSS-Transition Initial Mobility Domain Association,” 
22.6 The statement is wordy, but it is very accurate.

22.7 Mark ready to motion (see 865r2)

23.0 CID 1261

23.1 Review comment.

23.2 Resolution will be similar manner as CID 1260.  The wording will be different.

23.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Modify Clause 8.5.3.3 a) on page 321 line 49 as follows: Change: “If it is not identical” to “If it is part of a Fast BSS-Transition Initial Mobility Domain Association, see 11A.4.2. Otherwise if it is not identical”
23.4 Mark ready to motion (see 865r2)

24.0 CID 1263

24.1 Review comment

24.2 Some of the original font information was lost in putting it in the database.

24.3 The words “successfully and unsuccessfully” were added to the original sentence.  Otherwise no change.

24.4 Proposed Resolution: Accept: Note only “successfully and unsuccessfully” was added to the sentence.

25.0 CID 1417
25.1 Comment reviewed.

25.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree, The phrase does not appear to infringe on any trademarks. 

25.3 Mark ready to motion (see 865r2)

26.0 CID 1422

26.1 Review comment

26.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept.

26.3 Mark ready to motion (see 865r2)

27.0 CID 1423

27.1 Review comment
27.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: Delete the cited text.

27.3 Mark ready to motion (see 865r2)

28.0 CID 1427

28.1 Review the comment

28.2 The MLME scan request allows you to scan for only the one desired target.

28.3 The mechanism for allowing the SME to do a probe already exists.

28.4 Proposed resolution: Disagree, The SME can use the MLE.Scan primitive to determine the security policy on the peer STA.

28.5 Mark ready to motion (see 865r2)

29.0 CID 1433
29.1 Review comment

29.2 Propose accept, but a submission would be needed.

29.3 In the categorization work by Bill, it is marked as control variable that is set by an external entity.  

29.4 Does this work relate to 1005? 

29.5 Proposed resolution: Disagree: see resolutions to CID 1005

29.6 Mark CID as proposed. – pending 1005 being dispositioned.

30.0 CID 1527

30.1 Review comment:

30.2 Adrian sent following comment:

30.2.1 The ad-hoc notes say to talk with me.   The point is the cited text
says "shall not <verb> unless <channel has been tested>".
It does not say:
"shall not <verb> unless the STA has tested the channel using the procedures
in x.y.z,  or unless it has received a channel test report using the procedures
in z.a.b".   The <channel has been tested> could be interpreted any way.
If it's not possible to specify what this condition is,  I'd turn the whole
thing into a note:
NOTE--Regulatory requirements might prevent a STA from transmitting in a channel  until it has been tested for the presence of radars according to those requirements 

30.3 Discussion on what the regulatory may or may not define in how to detect radars.

30.4 How is 11.9.3 different for 11.9.5? Detecting vs. Testing?

30.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: replace the first sentence of 11.9.3 with “A STA shall not transmit in a channel where the presence of radar has been detected according to regulatory requirements.  Radar detection is described in 11.9.5”

30.6 Mark CID as ready to motion.
31.0 Adrian had noted some other issues for some other comments but we are out of time for now.  The comments noted had their status changed back to discussion.

32.0 Adjourned call at 12:54pm. EDT
Teleconference for Aug 21, 2009 11:00 am EDT.


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: Unresolved security & management comments from 11-09/767r0
· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

33.0 Called to order at 11:10am
34.0 Attendance: Bill Marshall, AT&T;  Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Matthew Gast, Trapeze; Mike Montumurro, RIM;

35.0 Asked if there was any Patent Items – no response.

36.0 No questions on policy or Patent Policy.

37.0 Adjustment to Agenda, continue where we left off last week, then use remaining time for General comments if any.
38.0 Start with Mike leading the discussion from 11-09/865r2.

38.1 Some comments previously marked “ready for motion” were changed back to “discussion”.

39.0 CID 1508

39.1 Review comment and issue pointed out by Adrian
39.2 Transfer to General to have all the Clause 11.3 comments dealt with together

40.0 CID 1532

40.1 Review comment

40.2 The Altitude Type  value is set according to the regulatory domain that 

40.3 Proposed resolution: Disagree – The value is dependent on the regulatory domain that the STA operating in. ther is no single reference.

40.4 Marked ready for motion again but this time with disagree.

40.5 See updated in 865r3.

41.0 CID 1536

41.1 Review comment

41.2 Adrian sent on the reflector a proposed resolution:


p379.58:  "shall inspect the frame body only if the frame is" 
-> 
"shall not inspect the frame body unless the frame is"

p643.58:  "the STA shall respond with a Beacon Report only if the indicated Beacon Reporting Condition is true."
->
"the STA shall respond with a Beacon Report if the indicated Beacon Reporting Condition is true.  Otherwise, the STA shall not respond with a Beacon Report."

p645.65: "the STA shall create and transmit a Beacon Report element for that measured frame only if the condition indicated in Table 7-29g (Reporting Condition for Beacon Report) is true. Otherwise, a Beacon Report element is not created for that measured frame."
->
"the STA shall create and transmit a Beacon Report element for that measured frame if the condition indicated in Table 7-29g (Reporting Condition for Beacon Report) is true. Otherwise, the STA shall not transmit a Beacon Report element for that measured frame."
(NOTE, I’m not sure about the normative significance of "shall create", I think it is adequate to say "shall transmit"
without describing the internal act of creation.  But that is going beyond the scope of the comment.)

p647.43: "If dot11RRMChannelLoadMeasurementEnabled is true and if a Channel Load Reporting Information sub-element is included in a Channel Load Request, the STA shall respond with a Channel Load Report only if the indicated Channel Load Reporting Condition is true."
->
"If dot11RRMChannelLoadMeasurementEnabled is true and if a Channel Load Reporting Information sub-element is included in a Channel Load Request, the STA shall respond with a Channel Load Report if the indicated Channel Load Reporting Condition is true.  Otherwise, the STA shall not respond with a Channel Load Report."

p648.40: "If dot11RRMNoiseHistogramMeasurementEnabled is true and if a Noise Histogram Reporting Information subelement is included in a Noise Histogram Request, the STA shall respond with a Noise Histogram Report only if the indicated Noise Histogram Reporting Condition is true."
->
"If dot11RRMNoiseHistogramMeasurementEnabled is true and if a Noise Histogram Reporting Information subelement is included in a Noise Histogram Request, the STA shall respond with a Noise Histogram Report if the indicated Noise Histogram Reporting Condition is true.  Otherwise the STA shall not respond with a Noise Histogram Report."

P653.1:  "A serving AP shall include a TSF information field in the Neighbor Report element only if it is able to guarantee an accumulated error of 1.5 TU or better on the TSF Offset subfield."
->
  "A serving AP shall include a TSF information field in the Neighbor Report element if it is able to guarantee an accumulated error of 1.5 TU or better on the TSF Offset subfield.  Otherwise, the AP shall not include a TSF information field in the Neighbor Report element." 

41.3 Accept proposal with Accept in Principle with the proposed resolution

41.4 Mark ready to Motion

41.5 See 09/865r3

42.0 CID 1538

42.1 Review comment

42.2 The field in question is 48 bits in size, but the 2 bits are already defined, so that leaves 46 bits.
42.3 This should be a range not a maximum value sentence.  

42.4 Propose that we change “maximum size” to “range”.

42.5 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: Change:  as noted.
42.6 See 09/865r3

42.7 Mark ready for motion.

43.0 Secretary called away for a moment – Thanks Matthew for taking notes.

43.1 Processed 2 other comments see 09/865r3

44.0 CID 1342

44.1 Review comment

44.2 As this is in 11.3, move to General to have all the 11.3 comments in one place.

44.3 There is also a 1507 is also very similarly related.

45.0 CID 1357
45.1 Move to General as well.

45.2 The rational for moving to gen all these 11.3 comments is that Jon is coordinating the response to resolve them all.

46.0 Last Set of comments marked proposed.

46.1 Set has been posted last July, and no comments have been received.

46.2 Only 4 comments.

46.3 Leave as proposed for now, and they will age into motion in Sept. if no comment is received.

47.0 Look at 11-09/864r3 MAC for leftovers.
47.1 CID 1126 (Powermanagement Tab)
47.1.1 Review comment

47.1.2 There is a More data bit cleared (0) and the ESP is set to one. At the end of the service period.  See draft.

47.1.3 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – The EOSP bit is set to one when the service period is complete.  So this statement is purely informative.
47.1.4 See 09/864r4 for final version of proposal.

47.2 CID 1490

47.2.1 Review comment

47.2.2 5 clauses in total would need to have frame change to MSDU/MMPDU.

47.2.3 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE: The unit of buffering is the MSDU/MMPDU.  However, some older "frame" language is present in 7.3.2.6, 9.3.2.1, 9.9.2.0a, 11.2.1.4, and 11.2.1.5 and must also be corrected.
47.2.4 Mark ready for motion

47.2.5 See 09/864r4 for final version

47.3 CID 1341

47.3.1 Review comment
47.3.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: looks ok

47.3.3 See 09/864r4 for full sentences in the resolution.

47.3.4 Mark ready for motion.

48.0 End of time, review next steps

48.1 Next weeks topic is MIBs – CID 1005

48.1.1 Consequential changes will need to be discussed.

48.1.2 Review of Doc 910r3 and look at the tab marked instructions.

48.2 Week after clause 11.3 and if any time left return to General.

49.0 Adjourned 12:33 pm EDT.
Teleconference for Aug 28, 2009 11:00am EDT.


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: MIB – CID 1005 – see Doc 11-09/910r3

· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

50.0 Called to order at 11:07am

51.0 Attendance: Bill Marshall, AT&T;  Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Matthew Gast, Trapeze; Mike Montumurro, RIM; Dorothy Stanley, Aruba; Peter Ecclesine, CISCO; Mark Hamilton, Polycom; 
52.0 11-09/918r0 for agenda and meeting guidelines.

53.0 Asked if there was any Patent Items – no response.

53.1 No questions on policy or Patent Policy.

54.0 5th Telecon since the July Plenary
55.0 11-09-533 recommendation from the ARC SC.

56.0 11-09/910r3 will be where we base our discussion today.

56.1 Review the Instructions Tab
56.2 Standardize the format of each MIB variable description

56.2.1 For each line on the worksheet "MIB variables", insert new lines at the beginning of the Description:

56.2.2 Line #1:   "This is a <type> variable"  from the column labeled "type" (either control, status, or capability)

56.2.3 Line #2:   "It is written by <writer> when <condition>"  from the columns labeled "writer" and "condition". If the "condition" column is blank, drop "when <condition>". Editor to adjust grammar as needed.

56.2.4 Line #3:   "The change takes effect <when>"  from the column labeled "changes take effect..." if that field is non-blank.

56.2.5 Follow these two/three lines with a blank line, then the existing description text.

56.3 Question of agreement?

56.3.1 Peter disagreed – concern of how the variables are used and how that may vary from the standard.  We need to be sure not to have new normative text added in this annex.  The over the air Message has a very clear definition, and the local variables may not have had as much effort to make really clear.
56.3.2 Bill asserts that the three lines are informative text to help make the variable use more clear.

56.3.3 Adrian pointed out that there is some normative text in some of the MIB text.

56.3.4 Bill said he was certain that this was a separate issue, and was not trying to fix “ALL” with one major change.  The discussion here is only on the informative 3 lines.

56.3.5 The things that relate to the operation of the STA may be viewed as ambiguous, or is an internal variable that the STA may or may not act on.  

56.3.6 An example an 11y variable – dot11EDThreshold  -- a variable added for the Energy Detect for the OFDM PHY.  It is being proposed to make it a control variable.  Not seen as the one of issue

56.3.7 During the ARC discussion, there were some similar discussions that were held.  If you set a variable, some action is sometimes expected, but in other times, there are some ambiguities as to when the action was to take place.  IF the normative text in the standard said immediately, then it is listed as such.

56.3.8 Having Bill go through and find all these implications and the points where there is not a clear statement of when a variable will be changed or valid.
56.3.9 537 MIB variables, can we have a review offline and then discuss the ones that there is a disagreement, rather than just blanket disagree with everything because of one or two MIB variable concerns.

56.3.10 When we meet in Hawaii, we will want to have a motion to approve the submission if it is agreeable.  We need to have discussion on the MIB variables on the reflector.  

56.3.11 There is a lot of homework for each of us to do to make sure that we make improvements and not create more troubles.

56.3.12 Peter is concerned that some of the variables that are implementation specific, and we want to make sure we do not introduce new normative statements.
56.3.13 There was some confusion if the changing of a MIB variable and when it would be included or if it would force a new frame be sent.  The issue is that when a MIB variable is changed, the next time a frame is sent out would be created with the new settings applied.

56.3.14 The word immediately seems to be at odds with the intent.  The word “Next” is also at issue, as there may be race conditions and some implementations that may not make the absolute time to when it can be valid.

56.3.15 Change the word “immediately” with “as soon as practical in the implementation”

56.3.16 Example given in 11.11.5 see 4th dashed line item.

56.3.17 Concern on where to put the conventions.  The PICS has something similar put in at the front, and that would be able to be an example.
56.3.18 The description is available to the compiled MIB, and the text being repeated is being more explicit.

56.3.19 Two issues 1. How do we explain the conventions of the three lines? And 2 how do we deal with the word immediately…

56.3.20 Agreement in Principle to not use the word immediately for practical purposes.

56.3.21 AI - 1: Review the MIB variables for TYPE, takes effect, written when, writer
56.4 Next issue naming of MIB variables

56.4.1 Line 20 there is a typo for the new name.

56.4.2 Line 118 there is issue on the type but not as much argument of the name.

56.4.3 Enable vs. active is too nearly synonymous
56.4.3.1 STATUS, Capability Activity, or Active STATUS possible other choices.

56.4.4 Naming convention was proposed by the ARC and reviewed by the WG chair and CAC…so we should follow that if we are going to do something different, we should revise the ARC doc 09/533.  So we should not change the convention without changing the document.

56.4.5 We need more discussion on the Reflector, and the name changes should be done with the proper set of words. For the description.
56.4.6 a request for input on the name changes with light being put on the idea of is this is a control or 
56.4.7 AI - 2: review the name changes for the MIB variables
56.4.8 4-5 days work to get the first 90%, but it took a lot more time for the last 10% of the MIB variables.  Most are obvious, but lines 4-the end were the harder issues.

56.5 Group 3 -- Deprecation of MIB variable that are really still in use.

56.5.1 dot11StationID
56.5.1.1 So what should happen to those variables?

56.5.1.2 If we use a two step process, we should be able to remove the statement of deprecation.  

56.5.1.3 When was the variable deprecated?  There was some efforts to keep the MIB available in a separate file in the early 2000’s,
56.5.1.4 Group agreed that this one should be undeprecated.

56.5.1.5 Control variable written by external entity, effect next MLME.start.request.  see 11.1.3.0a

56.5.2 dot11CFPPeriod
56.5.2.1  Question on its description of “remote” in the SDL.

56.5.2.2 It’s location within the STA configuration table does not make it a good indication of what type it should be given.

56.5.2.2.1 This is not consistently done.

56.5.2.3 While some convention was probably used originally, it has not been consistently followed.
56.5.2.4 This seems to be a STATUS type.

56.5.2.5 This should be a read-only variable. For any external entity.  

56.5.2.6 There is an issue of the scope of what is read-only/read-write.

56.5.2.7 The MIB variables must be able to be written by the STA that owns the variable, but the read-only vs. read-write is only for the external entity that may want to have access.

56.5.2.8 Agreement for Read-only, but there are two ways to do this as the MIB access line to read-write, and the other is to put in the description and do it as a two step process…..
56.5.2.9 Agreement to change just the MAC access line.

56.5.3 dot11CFPMaxDuration
56.5.3.1 review variable line 6

56.5.3.2 Proposal was agreed without dissent.
56.5.4 dot11PowermanagementMode Line 7

56.5.4.1 The MIB variable itself is never referenced.  The three words PowerManagementMode is found in two locations, but it is not directly referencing the MIB variable.

56.5.4.2 The attribute is descriptive as a STATUS and as such is one variable that has an extra “shall” in it.  The normative requirements of its use.

56.5.4.3 STATUS;  written by MAC; 

56.5.4.4  There was discussion on how it was used and do 
56.5.4.5 Proposed resolution: In 11.2.1.1 second paragraph, at end of sentence "The manner in which a STA transitions between these two power states shall be determined by the STA's Power Management mode." append " and reflected in the MIB status variable dot11PowerManagementMode."  Change MIB variable to be read-only.
56.5.5 dot11OperationalRateSet Line 8 and 9

56.5.5.1 This variable also is a SAP primitive, and it is not as tied to the MIB in clause 11.  in 9.6 there is some different reasoning applied.

56.5.5.2 “Operations Rate Set”  with spaces is found in 11.3.3 does this refer implicitly to the MIB or to a field.

56.5.5.3 There are two lines for this MIB variable.  Line 8 and 9

Looking at 9 first…Proposed Resolution should change 

56.5.5.4  There was some discussion on when this startup operations rate set is formed and when the capabilities are being expressed.
56.5.5.5  The MIB variable is a capability and is different than the rate set that it may want to communicate to use.
56.5.5.6 When it is a .START it is property of the BSS.  When you do this as a .JOIN, it is a capability that the STA has joining the BSS.

56.5.5.7 Clause 10 says this is to be the rates wanted.

56.5.5.8 THE MLME.JOIN.Request has different parameters to express the capabilities vs. the desired rates.

56.5.5.9 The START.Request has a similar parameter.

56.5.5.10 This parameter will not be resolved today.  Let’s noodle on this some more and discuss on the reflector.

56.5.5.11 AI - 3: More homework on the use of the MIB variable dot11OperationalRateSet
56.5.5.12 The regulatory sets have dissimilar sets of rates that will track with the regulatory class.  So this is interesting that the STA may have a different set of capabilities due to the different regulatory.
56.5.6 dot11HopTime  line 13

56.5.6.1  proposed resolution: Change to "SYNTAX Integer (1..255)" and insert "DEFVAL (224)"
56.5.6.2 This is really an example of a “variable” that is really a constant definition.  

56.5.6.3 Discussion on if this was a “magic” number or if it is really a variable.

56.5.6.4 If this does not really change, we may be better served to leave it as is.

56.5.6.5 No Change to this one.

57.0 THANKS TO BILL for the efforts in preparing the MIB review.
57.1 There may be significant more discussion on topics; we will need to identify the agenda in the F2F in Waikoloa to ensure final resolution.

58.0 Next week’s telcon topic: 11.3 – 705r2 will be used. (Jon needs to get it posted sooner than later).

59.0 Adjourned 12:33pm EDT.

Teleconference for Sept 3, 2009 11:00am EDT.
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AI - 1: Review the MIB variables for TYPE, takes effect, written when, writer


AI - 2: review the name changes for the MIB variables


AI - 3: More homework on the use of the MIB variable dot11OperationalRateSet
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