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Teleconference October 16, 2009.

Attendees: Adrian S., Jouni M., Mike M., Matthew G., Bill M., Jon R

1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:04am ET

2.0 TGmb Telecon Agendas in 11-09/1097
3.0 Slide 5 has duties and the Patent Policy

4.0 Slide 7 call for any new Patents
4.1 No responses.

5.0 Slide 10 -- Today’s agenda

5.1 Roll call / call for essential patent claims

5.2 Comment resolution: MAC comments from 11-09/864r8

5.3 Review proposed resolutions

5.4 Discuss open comments marked discuss

5.5 Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

6.0 11-09/864r8 review

6.1 CID 1346

6.1.1 Initial discussion to take the second suggestion.

6.1.2 Commenter's point about the fourth paragraph saying that 'a STA must fragment a unicast MSDU so that the first MPDU does not cause the TXOP limit to be exceeded' is invalid. For TXOP limit=0 it is obvious that this paragraph does not apply: simply because regardless of how a STA may fragment an MSDU, it will never be able to fit it in a TXOP of duration zero.

6.1.3 Looking at the context, Line 39 and line 50,

6.1.4 We should start line 50 with a clarification.

6.1.5 Proposed Resolution. Accept in Principle. Add “when the TXOP limit is non-zero” at the beginning of paragraph on page 396.

6.1.6 There may be some other clarifications, but there is no comment suggestion that it is really required.

6.1.7 Move to motion MAC C

6.2 CID 1647

6.2.1 Review of comment
6.2.2 There are more issues here than what is pointed out.  A sequence that starts with a CTS to Self does not have an ADDR2 field.
6.2.3 Imagine an RTS/CTS, if you can only hear the CTS response, how do you know if it is a RTS/CTS or a CTS to self.  The point is if there is a difference in how the 3rd party STA.  The reaction should be the same.  Unless it was directed to the STA that sent the RTS or CTS to self.
6.2.4 This is to allow a RTS/CTS to work within a TXOP.  The TXOP holder is getting a chance to reissue the RTS/CTS without waiting for a NAV.  So the third party would not know and would still have to respect the NAV.
6.2.5 Can the last clause of the sentence be replaced?  “which…” “which is the MAC address from the Address 2 field of the frame that initiated a frame exchange sequence except …”
6.2.6 Really we are just adding the exception to the end of the sentence
6.2.7 :Proposed resolution: Accept in Principle add to the end of the cited sentence “except when it is a CTS Frame in which case the TXOP holder address is the address 1 field”.
6.2.8 Move CID to MAC C motion tab.
6.3 CID 1655

6.3.1 Review comment

6.3.2 The medium Idle for PIFS means that the medium is idle at a specific time for a specific duration see diagram 9.2.10.

6.3.3 See figure 9.12 transmitting after a PIFs you could do this by sensing the medium is busy during the period cca detect, but it is about half the slot.  So there is a period of a bit that is specified in the PHY specifications over the whole value of PIFS that is about 25ms but in reality, we have only sensed it for a smaller portion of that time.  Do we mean continuously idle or is it ok for the sampling?

6.3.4 Which case are we intending to describe in this clause? Do we really mean the fully contiguous or the sampled one?

6.3.5 There was more discussion on the timing and the understanding is that this was a PIFs transmission, and the specification of PIFs specification actually calls out its use in HCCA. See 9.2.3.2

6.3.6 11n also makes some changes in this area. So the changes made by 11n breaks out in a list the times when this is to be used. So the interpretation of TGn is that the PIFs timing in 9.2.2.1 that is intended is in 9.2.10 not that the medium has been fully idle.

6.3.7 TGn did not change the statement in 9.2.1.2, but did in 9.2.1.1

6.3.8 9.2.3.2 is the PIFS section and of the TGn seemed to fix it (9.1.2.1.2).

6.3.9 Given what words to use, it is in 9.2.10.  replace “when the WM…” with “when  as in 9.2.10”

6.3.10 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle replace the cited sentence with “When the WM is determined to be idle at TxPIFs slot boundary as defined in 9.2.10”

6.3.11 There is also a similar sentence on p403.02.

6.3.12 The editor could be instructed to make a similar change and to sort the detail.

6.3.13 New Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle replace the cited sentence with “When the WM is determined to be idle at TxPIFs slot boundary as defined in 9.2.10” The editor could be instructed to make a similar change to page 403 line 2

6.3.14 Move CID to Motion C
6.4 CID 1656

6.4.1 Review the comment

6.4.2 This seems to be a similar issue, but we may want to look at the specifics. 

6.4.3 If we think that this is similar, then we would craft something like: PIFs after the last transmission only if the PHY-CCA is clear after the last boundary as defined in 9.2.10?

6.4.4 This is a bit different than that, so we need to look at the figure in 9.2.10.  (Figure 9-12).  So at the end of CCA-Down….discussion on walking the timing chart.

6.4.5 On page 403,  the text does not realize that some of the timings are the same but a different name.  If the TX STA is the HC, then the STA can recover by tx at the PIFS TXOP Slot boundary, and the CCAdel is clear.

6.4.6 So you could replace the last “only if the CCA…” with “only if the CCAdel period preceding the TxSlot boundary. As shown in figure 9-12).”

6.4.7 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: replace a) with “If the Transmitting STA is the HC, it may initiate recovery by transmitting at the Tx PIFS slot boundary after the end of the last TX transmission only if the PHY-CCA.indication primitive is clear during the CCAdel period preceding the Tx PIFs slot boundary as shown in figure 9-12”

6.4.8 Move to MAC C motion Tab.

6.5 CID 1657

6.5.1 Review the comment – Page 403.19

6.5.2 Question isn’t the retry counters independent of which TXOP….

7.0 The chair had to drop off at this point.

7.1 The group was let go early to review the remaining comments that have a status of “Proposed”.  All comments to be sent via e-mail reflector.
7.2 AI: Matthew G: Update Agenda and Mac Comment files and then post.

7.3 Meeting is adjourned at 12:07pm.
Teleconference October 23, 2009.

Attendees: Adrian S., Mark H., Mike M., Matthew G., Bill M.
1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:04am ET

2.0 TGmb Telecon Agendas in 11-09/1097

3.0 Slide 5 has duties and the Patent Policy

4.0 Slide 7 call for any new Patents

4.1 No responses.

5.0 Slide 11 -- Today’s agenda
5.1 Roll call / call for essential patent claims

5.2 Comment resolution: MAC comments from 11-09/864r10
5.3 Review proposed resolutions

6.0 Editor Status Report

6.1 D1.04 is now complete for internal review.

6.2 The Editor now has IEEE 802.11w-2009. We could roll it in now or after LB149 comment resolution.

6.2.1 We should incorporate IEEE 802.11w-2009 after we’re comfortable with the changes from D1.04

6.2.2 IEEE 802.11n-2009 should be published by the end of the month.

6.2.3 Incorporating IEEE 802.11n-2009 would not likely take place until after the November meeting. Likely all the comment resolutions will be complete for LB149 prior to the January meeting.

6.2.4 We need to discuss whether we would ballot the draft without 11n. We’ll discuss this in the November meeting.
7.0 11-09/864r9 review

7.1 All resolution will be captured under a separate worksheet within the spreadsheet. 

7.2 CID 1665

7.2.1 IEEE 802.11e decided that the NAV procedures were broken for the OBSS case. IEEE 802.11e did not come up with a resolution for this issue.

7.2.2 We could change the statement on 405 to read: “A STA receiving a CF-end or CF-end+ACK resets it’s NAV as described in 9.3.2.2”.
7.2.3 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.2.4 There is no way to guarantee that the AP is only implementing STA’s in range that are part of the BSS.

7.2.5 This comment does not provide us reason to clean up this whole subclause.

7.3 CID 1666
7.3.1 The minimum PHY rate is provided in the TSPEC. The CF-Poll needs to be transmitted at a basic rate, which may be lower than the minimum rate negotiated in the TSPEC.
7.3.2 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.4 CID 1657

7.4.1 The specification in 9.9.2.1.3 should be consistent with 9.9.1.6.

7.4.2 We should replace “frame” with “MSDU/MPDU” on line 38 of page 403.

7.4.3 We could refer back to clause 9.9.1.6 to resolve this comment.

7.4.4 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.5 CID 1001

7.5.1 This is similar to the resolution to CID 1665.

7.5.2 We could change the last sentence in 9.9.3.1 to a note as we did with CID 1665.

7.5.3 We should also change “All STA’s of the BSS” to “All STA’s” in addition to the note.

7.5.4 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.6 CID 1338
7.6.1 This “encapsulation” statement applies to TKIP, but it does not explicitly apply to CCMP. We should add a statement for CCMP.

7.6.2 We cannot assume that only WEP will adhere to this procedure.

7.6.3 Change the text to indicate that the fragmentation threshold is extended by the length of any security encapsulation overhead.

7.6.4 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.7  CID 1641
7.7.1 This resolution should refer to the resolution of CID 1338.

7.7.2 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.8 CID 1642

7.8.1 This refers to a different sentence, but is similar to CID 1338 and CID 1642.

7.8.2 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.9 CID 1336

7.9.1 NonERP is informative to the receiver. Use_Protection is normative to the receiver.

7.9.2 We should “disagree” and encourage the commentor to submit changes clarifying the behavior defined in the clause.

7.9.3 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10

7.10 CID 1117

7.10.1 We should remove “encapsulate” from the sentence to resolve this comment.
7.10.2 We should likely revisit our definition of encapsulation. However we have to understand all uses of the term in the standard. 

7.10.3 The proposed resolution is captured in document 11-09/864r10.

7.11 Adjourn at 12:33pm.
Teleconference October 30, 2009.

Attendees: Adrian S., Bill M., Jon R, Matthew G., Mike M,
1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:09 am ET

2.0 TGmb Telecon Agendas in 11-09/1097r2
3.0 Slide 5 has duties and the Patent Policy

4.0 Slide 7 call for any new Patents

4.1 No responses.

5.0 Slide 13 -- Today’s agenda

5.1 Roll call / call for essential patent claims

5.2 Comment resolution: Review changes in 11-09/705r4 
5.3 Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

5.4 Prepare to be scared tomorrow!
6.0 MIB changes that we approved do not address 11w changes, so these will be outstanding to change.

6.1 As we have a draft posted, we can have updated MIBs for 11w.

6.2 So 1.05 would have the roll-up without changes, but 1.06 would have the proposed changes and defect resolution..

6.3 1.06 would have defects from the 11w roll-up and then we can .

6.4 The question was if sub Doc 09/910r6 should be updated or a new doc created.

6.5 We could put the changes in 1.06, but we don’t have any real hurry to get it in.  we still have other comment resolutions pending.

6.6 Updating the doc would provide a complete record.

6.7 SO: 1.05 will include 11w, and 1.06 would have only the defect resolution.

6.8 V1.06 would be what we have at the Face-to-Face Meeting. 
7.0 Review 11-09/705r4 – Clause 11.3
7.1 We walked the document and did not find any specifc changes that needed to be added.

7.2 We do note that the 11w changes will effect this clause, and if we roll these independently, then we must remember to go back and adjust the 11w language to match the 09/705 language.

8.0 Review 1109r0 – Note that all the discussion and the proposed resolutions described here if agreed to will require the AdHoc chair to make the changes to the respective comments.
8.1 CID 1605:

8.1.1 Proposed Resolution: to change the paragraph as shown in1109r0.
8.2 CID 1643
8.2.1 Proposed Resolution: change the paragraph as shown in 1109r0
8.3 CID 1490

8.3.1 The editor did not understand the instruction, so we should change the instruction to indicate that “must also be” is really “make similar” changes.
8.3.2 This comment is still in the proposed resolution set, so Matthew will adjust the resolution for the proposed Resolution.
8.4 CID 1517

8.4.1 The sentence needs be adjusted as shown in 1109r0
8.4.2 This change will have to be addressed by TGz a bit.  This change is not going to be fully consistent with TGz, and this will have to be updated later.

8.4.3 An editor note will be added here to reminds us to make the consitent change when 11z is rolled in.

8.5 CID 1573
8.5.1 Just an objection --no comment.
8.6 CID 1147

8.6.1 This is a change to reverse a change made by 11ma. 

8.6.2 The original change (and I was partly to blame for this error) also removed the “asynchronous” status values – i.e. those determined at some later time.   I don’t oppose the new proposed change,   but if we do make the change, we should also add back to transmission status cases that include failure due to too many retries, failure due to timeout…

8.7 CID 1618
8.7.1 This seemed correct, and there is no objection to the proposal.

8.8 CID 1633
8.8.1 I’m not surprised this is in “discuss” as it highlights a weakness of our architecture and the way we liberally sprinkle bits of the SME throughout the MAC entity rules.
8.8.2 Perhaps the easiest resolution is not to require the STA to set a value for the RTSThreshold variable, but to allow use of RTS at other times according to implementation-defined conditions.   However,  this interacts with the retry counter logic. 

8.8.3 Suggest changing in 9.26, p 274.30 as follows:

A STA shall use an RTS/CTS exchange for individually addressed frames when the length of the MPDU is greater than the length threshold indicated by the dot11RTSThreshold attribute.  A STA may also use an RTS/CTS exchange for individually addressed frames when the STA determines that it is necessary to distribute the NAV, including establishing protection (see 9.13).
8.8.4 There was a concern on how a “STA determines”, and so a little more detail is necessary here, or the language should be simple as removing the reasons. 

8.8.5 The anthromophic language has 51 instances in D1.0, but in D1.04 we are now down to only 36… 

8.8.6 “Determines” seems not to have been as objected to as other words of anthromophic nature.

8.8.7 Change it to “when it is necessary to distribute the NAV”.
8.9 CID 1681
8.9.1 Proposed resolution: Disagree.   The statement indicates that an AP does not change the value of this bit during the lifetime of its BSS.   This bit is part of the EDCA Parameter Set element, which is a parameter of the MLME-START.request primitive.   The “lifetime of its BSS” may be interpreted as the time between the start of the MLME-START.request primitive and a subsequent MLME-STOP.request or MLME-RESET.request.
8.10 CID 1350
8.10.1 Proposed resolution: After setting up for the Block exchange following the procedure in 9.10.2 (Setup and modification of the Block Ack parameters), and having gained access to the medium and established protection, if necessary the originator may transmit a block of QoS data frames separated by SIFS period, with the total number of frames not exceeding the Buffer Size subfield value in the associated ADDBA Response frame and subject to any additional duration limitations based on the channel access mechanism. Each of the frames shall have the Ack Policy subfield in the QoS Control field set to Block Ack. The RA field of the frames shall be the recipient’s unicast address. The originator requests acknowledgment of outstanding QoS data frames by sending a BlockAckReq frame. The recipient shall maintain a Block Ack record for the block.

8.11 CID 1606
8.11.1 Proposed resolution: Create a new subclause 

9.2.5.0a “Procedures common to the DCF and EDCAF”
9.2.5.0a.1 “Introduction”

Subclause 9.2.5.0a contains procedures common to the operation of the CSMA/CA channel access mechanisms defined in this standard, i.e., the DCF and the EDCAF.

Move the following subclauses from 9.2.5 into 9.2.5.0a:

· Setting and resetting the NAV

· RTS/CTS with fragmentation

· CTS procedure

8.11.2 This seems incomplete, and so we will need to discuss this more later.

8.12 CID 1685
8.12.1 Adrian’s Comment:

I disagree with the proposed change.   There are two conflicting goals here:

· To allow the AP to properly determine the AC that was used to access the medium in the transmission of any packet

· To allow the transport of a priority parameter from MAC-SAP to MAC-SAP without alteration

It is my interpretation that D1.0 unambiguously specifies the use of a lower AC,  but makes no change to the QoS Control field.

The proposed change:

· Favours the AP’s ability to determine per-AC parameters over the expected behaviour of the MAC-SAP in preserving UP

· Makes existing implementations non-compliant.

I oppose the change because both of these are damaging to users and manufacturers alike.

8.12.2 Adrian’s propose to resolve the comment as follows:

Disagree.

D1.0 specifies the use of a lower AC results in no change to the QoS Control field.

The proposed change has these effects:

· Favours the AP’s ability to determine per-AC parameters over the expected behaviour of the MAC-SAP in preserving UP

· Makes existing implementations non-compliant.

The group disagrees with the change as it determines the costs of making the change (shown above) exceed the benefits.

8.13 CID 1148
8.13.1 This is the reverse point.
8.13.2 Proposed resolution: Aggree in principle.  Make the following changes to the 2 paras starting at 408.33 thusly:

A non-AP STA may support admission control procedures in 9.9.3.1.2 (Procedure at non-AP STAs) to send frames in the AC where admission control is mandated; but, if it does not support that procedure, it shall use EDCA parameters of a lower priority AC, as indicated in Table 9-1 (UP-to-AC mappings), that does not require admission control. When  a  STA uses a lower priority AC for this purpose,  the lower priority AC affects only the EDCA parameters used for channel access, i.e., it has no effect on the contents of the transmitted frame. APs shall support admission control procedures, at least to the minimal extent of advertising that admission is not mandatory on its ACs.
The AP uses the ACM (admission control mandatory) subfields advertised in the EDCA Parameter Set element to indicate whether admission control is required for each of the ACs. While the CWmin, CWmax, AIFS, TXOP limit parameters may be adjusted over time by the AP, the ACM bit shall be static for the duration of the lifetime of the BSS. An ADDTS Request frame shall be transmitted by a non-AP STA to the HC in order to request admission of traffic in any direction (i.e., uplink, downlink, direct, or bidirectional) employing an AC that requires admission control. The ADDTS Request frame shall contain the UP associated with the traffic and shall indicate EDCA as the access policy. The AP shall associate the received UP of the ADDTS Request frame with the appropriate AC per the UP-to-AC mappings described in 9.1.3.1 (HCF contention-based channel access (EDCA)). The non-AP STA may transmit unadmitted traffic for the ACs for which the AP does not require admission control. If a STA desires to send data without admission control using an AC that mandates admission control, the STA shall use EDCA parameters that correspond to a lower priority and do not require admission control. When  a  STA uses a lower priority AC for this purpose,  the lower priority AC affects only the EDCA parameters used for channel access, i.e., it has no effect on the contents of the transmitted frame. All ACs with priority higher than that of an AC with an ACM flag equal to 1 should have the ACM flag set to 1.
8.14 CID 1686

8.14.1 Proposed resolution: Disagree.  Please see the response to CID 1685 for a rationale as to why TGmb considers this change harmful. Also please note that response to CID 1148 clarifies this position in the standard.
8.14.2 A strawpoll is suggested for Atlanta, and have the original commenter notified of when we will have this discussion formally….rather than this, we will advertise the session for these comments, and then have the normal discussion on the resolution of these 3 comments as a line item on the agenda.  
8.14.3 The commentor will be notified by the TG Chair.
8.15 CID 1683 
8.15.1 Proposed resolution: Agree in principle. Change the cited para in thus wise:

The originator may continue to transmit MPDUs (subject to the negotiated buffer size constraint) to the recipient after transmitting the BlockAckReq frame, but before receiving the BlockAck frame (applicable only to delayed Block Ack). The bitmap in the BlockAck frame shall include the status of frames received between the start sequence number and the transmission of the BlockAckReq frame. A recipient sending a delayed BlockAck frame may update the bitmap with information on QoS data frames received between the receipt of the BlockAckReq frame and the transmission of the BlockAck frame.

8.16 CID 1501 
8.16.1 Proposed resolution: Agree in principle. Add “and MMPDU” or “or MMDU” as appropriate throughout this subclause after “MSDU”.  Make any changes necessary to preserve grammar.
8.16.2 We may want to look for a new acronym rather than these long lists…something to think about later.

8.17 CID 1131

8.17.1 Doc 1089 has been available, but we do not have time today to discuss this one. But we should have more time on future conference call or during the F2F.
8.18 A new revision of the document will be generated and posted.  When it has been done, then the MAC comments will be updated as appropriate.
9.0 With the last 3 minutes, we decided to adjourn, early.
10.0 Next Telcon will be Nov 13, the proposed Topic while not previously chosen, we should look at some of the Architecture comments as possible target. Also General may have an updated look to start reviewing.
11.0 Adjourn at 12:30 ET.
Teleconference  November 13, 2009.

Attendees: Mike M, Matthew, Bill M., Jon R.

1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:09 am ET

2.0 TGmb Telecon Agendas in 11-09/1097r2

3.0 Slide 5 has duties and the Patent Policy

4.0 Slide 7 call for any new Patents

4.1 No responses.

5.0 Slide 14 -- Today’s agenda
6.0 Discussion on next week’s agenda

6.1 Dan Harkin’s presentation is scheduled for Tuesday PM1.

6.2 Clause 11.3 will be discussed on Wednesday PM2.
7.0 Discussion on MAC Adhoc Comments in document 11-09/864r10
7.1 Comment 1681

7.1.1 This comment has already been resolved. See the minutes for Oct 30.

7.2 All the other comments have been resolved.

8.0 Discussion on Architecture comments in document 11-09/790r4

8.1 We need to make a motion to approve the comments with adhoc status “Ready for Motion”.
9.0 Discussion on acivities for next week.

9.1 We need to treat the Architecture comment resolutions as our first priority.

9.2 We’ll make motions on the comments resolved during teleconferences during the first session.

9.3 Jon will organize the Architecture database for the work next week.
9.4 We have 160 unresolved comments. It looks like there are 132 (80 in architecture) comments that are unassigned
9.5 Excellent job by Adrian in getting draft 1.06 up so quickly.

10.0 Comment 1721 

10.1 Disagree. This would be a topic for the WNG SC

10.2 A submission would be required to consider a resolution to this comment.

10.3 The comment is marked “Ready for Motion.

11.0 Comment 1164 and 1165

11.1 These comments suggest changing the definition of STA and AP.

11.2 The definition asks that the definition of an AP be changed to include exactly one STA.
11.3 The premise is that the standard specification breaks if this definition is not tightened.

12.0 There have been no comments 1006 and 1112 on document 11-09/1068r0.
12.1 We’ll add this as a discussion topic for next week.

13.0 Adjourn until the Plenary meeting next week.
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