November 2009

doc.: IEEE 802.11-09/1190r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	Minutes of TGmb - Nov 2009 - Atlanta Plenary

	Date:  2009-11-16

	Author(s):

	Name
	Affiliation
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Jon Rosdahl
	CSR
	10871 N 5750 W Highland, UT 84003
	+1801-492-4023
	jrosdahl@ieee.org

	
	
	
	
	



1 Minutes for TGmb AdHoc Monday Nov 15, 2009 9:30-11:00
1.1. Called to order by Matthew Gast at 9:35am

1.2. Attendance: Bill, Jon, Matthew, Michael, Bob M., Harry, Eric
1.3. Proposed Agenda

1.3.1. Call meeting to order

1.3.1.1. Roll call

1.3.1.2. Attendance & policy reminder

1.3.2. Discussion of ARCHITECTURE comments

1.3.2.1. 80 of the 132 untouched comments are in this group

1.3.2.2. Volunteers to handle ARC comments?

1.3.3. ARCHITECTURE ad hoc comment resolutions

1.3.4. Prepare comment resolution approval motions for Tuesday PM1
1.4. Slide 7-10 -11-09/1134r1 noted
1.4.1.  – Review Meeting Rules and Patent Policy
1.4.2. 1.4.1 No patents identified

1.5. Approve agenda without objection.
1.6. Review of Architecutre Comments Database.
1.6.1. -- 4 tabs prepared for motions on Tuesday PM1 timeslot.
1.6.2. 1.6.2 – See 09/0790r5
1.7. Notes from Michael Montemurro while secretary presented database

1.7.1.  Review CID 1392: -- Draft and Commentors suggestion compared, and no change is still necessary.
1.7.2.  Rview CID 1058 – ok as is
1.7.3. Review CID 1477 – ok as is
1.7.4. CID 1327 
1.7.5. Architecture resolutions: 11-09/790r5
- we had a number of Archtecture comments that were resolved in July,
that were not accepted by the TG by a motion in September.
- Comment 1713 - The AID has a range of 1-2007, so two Octets are
required for the field.
- Comment 1392 - The proposed resolution does not change the
behaviour. The proposed resolution seems clear as is in the draft.
- Comment 1058 - Modify the comment resolution as "Agree in Principle.
See the resolution to Comment #1586
- Comment 1460 - No changes required.
- Comment 1477 - No changes required.
- Review unresolved "Frame tab" resolutions. The resolutions will be
captured in document 11-09/790r6.

1.8. Recessed 11:00am

2  TGmb --Tuesday PM1  (Hanover G)
2.1. Meeting called to order by Matthew Gast at 1:38pm

2.2.  Slides 7-13 reviewed from 09/1134r1 which covers Mtg rules, Patent Policy, Etiquette and P&P.
2.2.1.  No IP was identified when the call for potential essential patents was made.
2.3.  Overview of the plan for the week – review the doc 1134r1

2.3.1. Review the proposed Agenda for the full week.

2.3.2. Revision 2 of 1134 was created to move the AES-GSM discussion first in the Agenda prior to the editorial report and motions.

2.3.3. Agenda approved as documented in 1134r2.

2.4. Approve Minutes from Waikoloa doc 11-09/101r0 

2.4.1. Approved without Objection

2.5. Approve Minutes from teleconferences in 11-09/1103r3

2.5.1. Approved without objection

2.6. Presentation (15 min): 11-09-xxxr0 GCM in 802.11 (Dan Harkins)
2.6.1. Presentation summary of what is in 11-09/1112r1
2.6.2. Discussion –

2.6.2.1. When will TGac and TGad use GCM.

2.6.2.2. Statement on TGac/TGad are due in 2012.
2.6.2.3. When would the Cipher suite timeline be?

2.6.2.4. 
This would be included in TGmb

2.6.2.5. Doc601r2 has already been incorporated.

2.6.2.6. Q. How does the GCM effect the rates?

2.6.2.7. A. it is faster

2.6.2.8. Q. line rate is faster than CCM, so why could they not empliment this as a priority method instead?

2.6.2.9. A. no, it could, but it could cause interop issues later.

2.6.2.10. Q. Do we have the expertise to really define the Security Cipher?  Neither 11i nor 11r had the expertise, and so we sent out to an external review.

2.6.2.11. I have tried to do this as an amendment, but have not been able to do it yet.  11i and 11r were complex and this is not as complex.

2.6.3. Time was called – Queue was saved for later if time.
2.7. Presentation (15 min): 11-09/1202r0, AES-GCM should be incorporated into 802.11 in conjunction with the 802.11ac/ad amendments (Joe Salowey)
2.7.1. Presentation of 1202r0 was made.
2.7.2. Discussion –

2.7.2.1. Q: Concern that bullet 3 is suggesting replacement being advocated, but the other presentation was offered as an option.
2.7.2.2. A: Then why do it now as part of the maintainance.

2.7.2.3. R: this is maintainance of 11 not CCM.

2.7.2.4. A: The idea is to put it off until it is necessary, and the TGac/TGad is the proper time to do it.

2.7.2.5. Q: if you are suggesting that we wait because it suggests that CCM may beflawed, but TLS has many cipher suites and would you say that they are flawed?

2.7.2.6. A: There is more confusion in the market place with the large number of cipher suites.

2.7.2.7. R: if we put it in as optional, and if we are going to make it backward compatible with b/g anyway, why not do it now and get it in use.

2.7.2.8. A: I would want to provide it with the change.

2.7.2.9. Q: I don’t see the compelling reason to wait, but if the Government will purchase more if I have it to sell, then why not now?

2.7.2.10. A: the amount of efficiencies is not necessary now, but we will need it for the TGad/TGac timeframe.  There may be some change in the policies and the actual thing that the Government will actually want this.

2.7.2.11. Q: could we have some more input on what 09/602r1 document is?

2.7.2.12. A: it allows cipher suites to be extensible and allows cipher suites to be added, but it did not add any actual cipher suites.

2.7.2.13.  R: The document was originally targeted to get the AES-GCM into the standard, but found that the current draft had a lot of existing cipher names in the draft that caused problems to add a new cipher.  So the submission which was adopted in Sept provides clean up to allow a cleaner way to add GCM in the future. 
2.7.2.14. Time called.
2.8. Potential motion & discussion on cipher suites (20 min)
2.8.1.  Motion #28: Instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes in document 11-09/111r1 into the draft.
2.8.2. 
Moved by Dan Harkins, 2nd Paul Lambert
2.8.3. Discussion:
2.8.3.1. What is the real efficiencies that we will be getting.  Some claim that there is not any real difference in power consumption, and there may be some gains in TGad/ac, but not now.
2.8.3.2. There may be some that are simply fearful of change.  The idea for having it in .11 is ok, but not clear that this belongs in TGmb as this is not a maintaince issue, and would vote for it as amendment not as a maintainance issue.
2.8.3.3. What is the real power saving?  There is not a lot of info to show the possible power savings.  The retrofit to b/g/n would be done by the TGac as they will have rate adaption and prove out that it works across all the PHYs that are rate adapted.
2.8.3.4. Doing it now to help get ahead of the curve is actually a good thing.  If the a/b/g is already taken care of, then the TGac would be able to take advantage of it.  There may be other reasons, but there are not a lot of ways to put this in the frames, so there should be applicable work that would be done ahead of TGac.  Introducing optional modes ahead of needing them.
2.8.3.5. Sending 
2.8.3.6. Concern about adding option and forcing security.  The purpose of this proposal, this is talking about one particular segment, but this mode of operation will blead into the consumer space and how do you educate the consumer on how to use and when to use the proper suite.  Also there is effort in the WiGig alliance to define this and if we do it here, we may cause some compatibility issue in the future.
2.8.3.7. 
Response: Acknoledging that this will be done in TGac implies that all the options will happen anyway, so we should do it now rather than wait.  This is modification of the 11 standard, and the external groups should be coming to us to ensure that the compatibility is maintained.  The WiGig alliance is encouraged to come share with the group.
2.8.3.8. WiGig is a proposal Group and they will propose into the TGad, and they are bringing this into the 11 group.  Internally, research on the market size did not come up with the same numbers.  It was much less than the presentor’s estimates.  Now how do explain how this particular feature is to be used.  Why not allow it to come in a different Band and not provide the compatibility issue.  So there are more benefits to have it come in TGad.
2.8.3.9. Question If it is only in TGad, then waiting is ok.  If it is in TGac,then I don’t see the need to wait.
2.8.3.10. The reason is that when TGac comes out, if the work is done there then we would not have a chance of multiple cipher choices.

2.8.3.11. There is only a might, and even waiting may leave us with multiples.

2.8.4. Vote: 5 yes, 13 no, 7 abstain. – Motion Fails
2.9. Motions:
2.9.1. Motion #29: 

2.9.1.1. Move to Approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0865r6.

2.9.1.2. Moved: Mike Montemurro, 2nd Stephen McCann

2.9.1.3. 
Discussion: there are only two comments left in the document.

2.9.1.4. Vote: 13-0-5 motion passes.

2.9.2. Motion #30:

2.9.2.1. Move to Approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0864r11 on the MAC Motion E tab.

2.9.2.2. Moved: Matthew Gast, 2nd Jon Rosdahl
2.9.2.3. No discussion
2.9.2.4. Vote: 10-0-7 motion passes.
2.9.3. Motion #31

2.9.3.1. Move to Approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0864r11 on the MAC Motion F tab.

2.9.3.2. Moved: Matthew Gast, 2nd Jon Rosdahl
2.9.3.3. Vote: 9-1-5 motion passes.
2.9.4. Motion #32:
2.9.4.1. Move to Accept the proposed resolutions for CIDs:  1713,  1363,  1379,  1376,  1381,  1382,  1384,  1385,  1386,  1388,  1366,  1151,  1708,  1710,  1262,  1253,  1392,  1014,  1015,  1719,  1251,  1259 as contained on the Frame Motion A Tab of doc:11-09/0790r6.

2.9.4.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl 2nd: Mike Montemurro

2.9.4.3. No discussion

2.9.4.4. Vote: 11-0-6

2.9.5. Motion #33: 

2.9.5.1. Move to Accept the proposed resolutions for CIDs:  1058,  1060,  1588,  1590,  1062,  1066,  1065,  1581,  1310,  1311,  1312,  1313,  1315,  1316,  1317,  1318, 1319 as contained on the MIB Motion B Tab of doc:11-09/0790r6.

2.9.5.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd: Mike Montemurro
2.9.5.3. Discussion :

2.9.5.4. 
Concerned on 1066, and remove it from the list to change resolution to match 1065 and 1062. 

2.9.5.5. 
Motion to amend : remove 1066.

2.9.5.6. No Objection to remove 1066

2.9.5.7. Main Motion as amended.

2.9.5.7.1. Move to Accept the proposed resolutions for CIDs:  1058,  1060,  1588,  1590,  1062,  1065,  1581,  1310,  1311,  1312,  1313,  1315,  1316,  1317,  1318, 1319 as contained on the MIB Motion B Tab of doc:11-09/0790r6
2.9.5.8. Vote: 8-0-9 motion passes.
2.9.6. Motion #34:
2.9.6.1. Move to Accept the proposed resolutions for CIDs: 1141,  1431,  1434,  1153,  1154,  1450,  1459,  1460,  1329,  1466,  1330,  1426,  1323,  1476,  1477,  1122,  1479,  1124,  1509 as contained on the MLME Motion C Tab of doc:11-09/0790r6.
2.9.6.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd: Mike Montemurro
2.9.6.3. Discussion: all comments listed are on the tab.

2.9.6.4. Vote: 9-0-6 motion passes.

2.9.7. Motion #35

2.9.7.1. Move to: Accept the proposed resolutions for CIDs: 1280,  1279,  1553

2.9.7.2. 
as contained on the PHY Primitives Motion D Tab of doc:11-09/0790r6.

2.9.7.3. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd: Mike Montemurro

2.9.7.4. No discussion

2.9.7.5. Vote: 9-0-7 motion passes

2.9.8. Motion #36
2.9.8.1. Move to Accept the proposed resolutions for CIDs: 1706, 1360, 1327, 1717,  1391, 1322, 1325, 1326, 1352, 1443, 1454, 1335, 1593, and 1314 as contained on the Architecture Motion E Tab of doc:11-09/0790r6.

2.9.8.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd:: Mike Montemurro

2.9.8.3. Discussion: These comment resolutions were prepared on Monday and all the numbers listed are on the indicated tab.
2.9.8.4. Vote: 9-0-5 motion passes

2.9.9.  Motion #37: 
2.9.9.1. Move to Accept document 11-09/1068r0 as the resolution to CIDs 1006 and 1112, instruct the Technical Editor to incorporate it into the REVmb draft document, and change the resolution for CIDs 1006 and 1112 to "Agree. Changes given in 11-09/1068r0".

2.9.9.2. Moved: Bill Marshall, 2nd: Mike Montemurro

2.9.9.3. Discussion: there are 33 pages of edits in this submission, but the editor is concerned that there may be some disagreement and if so will bring those disagreements back to the Task Group.

2.9.9.4. The CIDs 1006 and 1112 were resolved originally declined as there was too much work, but that work has now been done, and in the process of going through the document, it was found that there were a few places where “Non-AP STA” was required.  Those places were marked in Green to help highlight this.

2.9.9.5. Vote: 11-0-3 motion passes 
2.10. Editorial Update:  09/593r2
2.10.1. RevMB Draft Numbering History:

· D1.0,  2009-05 – balloted as LB149

· D1.01, 2009-07 – speculative resolution of editorials

· D1.02, 2009-08 – speculative resolution of minor technical comments

· D1.03, 2009-08 – editing of approved resolutions

· D1.04, 2009-10 – editing of approved resolutions

· D1.05, 2009-11 – roll-up of 802.11w

· D1.06, 2009-11 – defect resolution

2.10.2. Review of process to get D1.06

2.10.3. Lots of work has been done – Well Done Adrian!!

2.11. Recess until 4pm when we are scheduled to return.
3 TGmb Tuesday PM2
3.1. Agenda for this timeslot:

3.1.1. Attendance & policy reminder

3.1.2. Discussion: Comments related to Annex D & Q split

3.1.3. Presentation: 11-09/1196r0, MIB changes (Bill Marshall)

3.1.4. Comment Resolution motions for MAC C and MAC D motion Tabs

3.1.5. Additional Comment Resolution
3.2. Discussion: Comments related to Annex D & Q split

3.2.1. The split occurred in 11k.  In order to compile the MIB you have to put the two annexes together.  So there is little reason to leave them split.  If we incorporate Annex Q into Annex D, it would make compiling the MIB easier.

3.2.2. Question to the Group if combing the Annexes is agreeable.
3.2.3. AI: Jon to prepare the tab with the relative comments for the combining.

3.3. Presentation: 11-09/1196r0, MIB changes (Bill Marshall)
3.3.1. Reviewed the TAB labeled Corrections to 910r6.

3.3.2. Changes that were made, but not included in the editor instruction, so this tab has the corrections for appropriate acceptance and motioning.

3.3.2.1. 5 variables need to be corrected.

3.3.3. Review the TAB 11w MIB Variables

3.3.3.1. 8 new MIB variables

3.3.3.2. The same process of review was made before, and the proper adjustments to make the changes were made.

3.3.4. Motion #38

3.3.4.1. Move to accept the changes given in doc 11-09/1196r0, and instruct the editor to make the changes given on the “Instructions” tab of that submission, and revise the resolution to CID #1005 from “ Agree. Editor is instructed to make the changes as recorded in 11-09/910r6 and 11-09/1196r0.”
3.3.4.2. Moved Bill Marshall 2nd :Adrian Stephens

3.3.4.3. No discussion

3.3.4.4. Vote: 8-0-1 motion passes

3.4. Comment Resolution motions for MAC C and MAC D motion Tabs

3.4.1. Motion #39: 
3.4.1.1. Move to approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0864r11 on the MAC Motion C tab.

3.4.1.2. Moved: Matthew Gast, 2nd Harry Worstell

3.4.1.3. Discussion: these comments were discussed on Oct 16th Telecon.

3.4.1.4. Vote: 8-0-1 motion passes.
3.4.2. Motion #40: 

3.4.2.1. Move to approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0864r11 on the MAC Motion D tab.

3.4.2.2. Moved: Matthew Gast, 2nd Bill Marshall

3.4.2.3. Discussion: these comments were discussed on Oct 23rd Telecon.

3.4.2.4. Vote: 7-0-2 motion passes.
3.5. Additional Comment Resolution
3.5.1. Review of 09/0790r6 to determine divide and conquer strategies.
3.5.2. CID 1474
- "LME" should be "SME" in 10.4.1.1
- "LME" should be "SME" in 10.4.2.1
- "LME" should be "SME" in 10.4.2.3
- "LME" should be "SME" in 10.4.5.1
- "LME" should be "SME" in 14.4.3.28
- consensus is to "accept in principle" and mark the comment ready for motion. 

3.5.3. CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.4. CID 1277
- consensus is to "agree in principle"
- change "the parameter values" to "the minimum parameter values"
- mark the comment "ready for motion"– CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.5. Comment 1278
- consensus to "agree in principle"
- Modify the text in clause 12.3.5.4.2 to change "PHY parameters" to
"minimum PHY parameters.
- Mark the comment "ready for motion" – CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.6. Comment 1552, 1515, and 1556
- Adrian will make a submission to address these comments in document
11-09/1233r0
3.5.7. Comment 1320
- consensus is to "accept in principle"
- In table 7-43b, Change "measurement pilot transmission information"
to "measurement pilot transmission"
- Mark the comment "ready for motion". – CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.8. Comment 1585, 1597, 1577
- These comments would be addressed by a merge of D and Q – CG – Merge D & Q
3.5.9. Comment 1451
- Consensus is to "agree in principle"
- See the resolution to CID 1005. The editor is instructed to make the
changes in document 11-09/910r6.
- Mark the comment "ready for motion".– CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.10. Comment 1452
- Consensus is to "agree in principle"
- The resolution is to "remove the shalls"
- Mark the comment "ready for motion" – CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.11. Comments 1595, 1370, 1285, 1289, 1170, 1290, 1291,
- These comments will be addressed by document 11-09/1233r0 by Adrian Stephens
3.5.12. Comments 1209, 1247, 1210, 1212
- The consensus is to "reject"
- This comment will be addressed by TGp.
- Mark the comment as "ready for motion".– CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.13. Comment 1701
- The consensus is to "reject"
- The proposed resolution changes the behaviour of legacy devices.
- Mark the comment as "ready for motion" – CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.14. Comment 1307
- The consensus is to "decline"
- The MDID is not designed to be globally unique.
- Mark the comment "ready for motion" – CG - Arch Motion F
3.5.15. Comment 1211, 1213 and 1429
- The consensus is to "accept"
- Use the resolution of 1429 as the resolution to 1211 and 1213.
- Mark the comment as "ready for motion" – CG - Arch Motion F
3.6.  Recess for dinner at 6:01pm

4  Tuesday Evening Session 11-17-09
4.1. Called to order at 7:42pm

4.2. Look at Doc 09/767r6 at the Regulatory Tab.

4.2.1. See Doc 09/111r1 for detail text changes.

4.2.2. Ensure that the proposd resolutions in 09/767r6 and 111r1 correlated.
4.2.3. Review changes between 09/111r0 and 09/111r1.
4.2.4. CID 1059: change the item 5 to be “the binary representation of the Regulatory Class table number currently in use, from the set of tables defined in Annex J, e.g., Table J.1 is represented as x ‘01’.”
4.2.5. Review the channel number and Channelization scheme to remove redundancies.  Takes care of the Country Regulatory domain issues and makes it a consistent process for the PHYs.
4.2.6. So 111r2 will be posted, with the resolutions adjusted to match the 09/767r6 tab.

4.2.7. CID 1164 – : 

4.2.7.1. Review the comment

4.2.7.2. Agree with the commentor. – The MIB has a single device having possible multiple STAs.  However the description in the Standard is always about the single STA interaction.  

4.2.8. CID 1243: : 

4.2.8.1. Review the comment
4.2.8.2.  Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: The Editor will fix the hanging paragraph at 5.1a. The editor shall delete the last two sentances in that paragraph (the hanging one).
4.2.9. CID 1373: 
4.2.9.1. Review the comment

4.2.9.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree The table in A.4.4.2 only contains those frame types that the baseline standard and its amendments have seen fit to describe here, and the table makes no claims to be totally inclusive.
4.2.10. CID 1079
4.2.10.1.   Review the comment
4.2.10.2. Proposed Resolution -- Agree
4.2.11. CID  1187 
4.2.11.1.   Review the comment
4.2.11.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle mark as obsolete
4.2.12. CID 1053 
4.2.12.1.   Review the comment
4.2.12.2. Proposed Resolution Agree in Principle – mark as obsolete
4.2.13. CID 1052 
4.2.13.1.   Review the comment
4.2.13.2. Proposed Resolution Agree in Principle – Mark Annex F as Obsolete.
4.2.14. CID 1188 
4.2.14.1.   Review the comment
4.2.14.2. Proposed Resolution - Agree
4.2.15. CID 1051
4.2.15.1.   Review the comment
4.2.15.2. Proposed Resolution – Agree in Principle mark obsolete

4.2.16. CID 1294 – 

4.2.16.1. Review the Comment

4.2.16.2. Answer to question, CCA is true if not medium busy …what is valid signal?  Is it just a signal that demodulates or do you need a valid checksum, or something else.
4.2.16.3. CCA is done in different ways by different implementators. So If you are receiving a clause 19 signal, regardless of how you do the detect, it is the fact that it is a signal that you shall indicate busy.  The use of valid is a clause 19 transmission.

4.2.16.4.  The sensitivy limit for a valid clause 17 transmisison is defined by the energy level.

4.2.16.5. Having clause 19 drop back to use clause 17 is not what the standard says.

4.2.16.6.  There is not a definition of what a invalid signal is and what you should sense.
4.2.16.7.  Burst of Static that contains shakespear would be nice, but not useable.

4.2.16.8. The comment is like a interpretation request.

4.2.16.9. Detection of a valid signal is really an implementation detail.

4.2.16.10. You detect a signal, then you determine what is then done with it and then you determine if it is valid

4.2.16.11. Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (GEN: 2009-11-18 02:31:45Z) - The commentor is invited to provide more information of what is being requested.  The Clause 19 description of CCA defines what is done with a "valid signal" and does not describe what is done with an "invalid signal" in the CCA clause.
4.3. Recess at 9:33pm

5 Wednesday, PM1 TGmb 

5.1. Called to order at 1:35pm

5.2. Review today’s agenda:

5.2.1. Attendance & policy reminder

5.2.2. Presentation: 11-09/1233r0, PHY comment resolution (Adrian Stephens)
5.2.3. Presentaion: 11-09/1244r1, LB149 comment resolutions (Bill Marshall)
5.2.4. Comment Resolution
5.3.  Reminder of mtg P&P
5.4. Presentation: 11-09/1233r0, PHY comment resolution (Adrian Stephens)
5.4.1. Presentation of the file.

5.4.2. CID 1332: 

5.4.2.1. Proposed Resolution:  Disagree: There is no definition of the meaning of the “<something> facility only” terms that occur in these related subclauses.   The proposed change corrects no error and introduces the undefined terms “RRM facility” and “DSE facility”.

5.4.2.2. No objection – mark ready for motion.  –CG General Motion D
5.4.3. CID 1370:
5.4.3.1. Review the comment and discussion from 09/1233r0

5.4.3.2. Edits to the PICs entries to make it consistant.

5.4.3.3. Discussion of what is or is not mandatory, and how to provide sufficient detail in the PICs entries that calls out subtle bits.

5.4.3.4. The PICs reflect what is in the standard, and not the source of the definition.

5.4.3.5. If a device supports HCCA or not.  Is there a requirement to if you support QoS or not.  If a device supports QoS, does it mean that it supports HCCA.

5.4.3.6. There are many developers that are counting on HCCA being required if the STA supports QoS as a mandatory requirement.  The contention is whether a TSPEC is generated by a a particular station.  The feature may be implemented by a manufacturer, but the standard may not require it.  
5.4.3.7. There are several interpretations on the PICs, and some claim it as not necessary, and if it has a purpose, then it should be thought of that this is a minimum level requirement.

5.4.3.8. There is not enough support for one or the other way to resolve it.
5.4.4. CID 1285:

5.4.4.1. This is a reserved bit that needs definition.

5.4.4.2. This definition is similar to the MAC and this is in the PHY.

5.4.4.3. AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2009-11-18 19:04:47Z) - Agree in Principle: See Doc 09/1233r0 for editing instructions.
5.4.4.4. No objection – change to ready for motion. –CG General Motion D
5.4.5. CID 1289

5.4.5.1.  Proposed resolution: Replace the note at the end of 17.3.10.5 as follows:

Replace: "

NOTE—CCA-ED can be used in bands when not required by Annex J. In these cases, the recommended CCA-ED threshold is equal to 20 dB above the minimum modulation and coding rate sensitivity (–62 dBm for 20 MHz channel spacing, –65 dBm for 10 MHz channel spacing, and –68 dBm for 5 MHz channel spacing)."

with

"NOTE—The requirement to hold the CCA signal busy for any signal 20dB above the minimum modulation and coding rate sensitivity (–62 dBm for 20 MHz channel spacing, –65 dBm for 10 MHz channel spacing, and –68 dBm for 5 MHz channel spacing) is a mandatory energy detect requirement on all Clause 17 receivers.   Support for CCA-ED is an additional requirement that relates specifically to the sensivitities described in I.2.4."

5.4.5.2. No objection CID marked ready for motion. – CG – General Motion B
5.4.6. CID 1170

5.4.6.1.  Review comment

5.4.6.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree.

5.4.6.3. No objection - Mark ready for motion – CG – General Motion B
5.4.7. CID 1290

5.4.7.1.  Review the comment

5.4.7.2. Proposed Resolution; AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2009-11-18 19:11:09Z) Please see the resolution to CID 1289, which adds a NOTE as suggested.
5.4.7.3. No objection – mark ready for motion  – CG – General Motion B
5.4.8.  CID 1291

5.4.8.1.   Review the comment
5.4.8.2. Proposed Resolution from 09/1233r0:

In 17.3.2.0a change as follows:

In addition, the CCA mechanism can be is augmented by predicting the duration of the packet from the contents of the RATE and LENGTH fields, even if the data rate is not supported by the STA.

In 17.3.12 change as follows:

If the indicated rate in the SIGNAL field is not receivable, a PHY-RXSTART.indicate will not be issued. The PHY shall issue the error condition PHY-RXEND.indicate(UnsupportedRate) and hold CCA busy for the calculated duration of the PPDU. If the PLCP header is receivable, but the parity check of the PLCP header is not valid, a PHY-RXSTART.indicate will not be issued. The PHY shall issue the error condition PHY-RXEND.indicate(FormatViolation).
5.4.8.2.1. Proposed Resolution: See 09/1233r0 for editing instructions.
5.4.8.2.2. No objection – move to “Ready to Motion” – CG – General Motion B
5.4.9.  CID 1556

5.4.9.1. Review the comment and details

5.4.9.2. Having already discussed  this, the comment is ready to motion

5.4.9.3. Proposed Resolution: see 09/1233r0 for editing instructions.
5.4.9.4. The editing instructions from 09/1233r0:

Adrian’s comment:  it is easiest to specify this in Clause 12, which is generic.  

Note: STD 802.11n-2009 makes some related changes to Clause 12, as well as explicitly showing the changes to the PLCP state machines.

It should suffice to make the changes to clause 12.

5.4.9.5. Proposed resolution:

Change 12.3.5.7.3 as follows:  (this change is identical to the one in 802.11n)

This primitive will be issued by the PHY to the MAC entity when the PHY has received a PHYTXEND.request immediately after transmitting the end of the last bit of the last data octet indicating that the symbol containing the last data octet has been transferred, and any Signal Extension has expired.
Change 12.3.5.12.2 as follows:

12.3.5.12.3 When generated

This primitive is generated by the PHY for the local MAC entity to indicate that the receive state machine has completed a reception with or without errors.  When a Signal Extension is present, the primitive is generated at the end of the Signal Extension.

In the case of an RXERROR value of NoError, the MAC uses the PHY-RXEND.Indication as reference for channel access timing, as shown in Figure 9-12 (DCF timing relationships) (in 9.2.10 (DCF timing relations)).

Change 12.3.5.10.3 as follows:

12.3.5.10.3 When generated

This primitive is generated within aCCATime of the occurrence of a change in the status of the channel changes from channel idle to channel busy or from channel busy to channel idle. This includes the period of time when the PHY is receiving data. The PHY maintains the channel busy indication until the period indicated by the LENGTH field in a valid PLCP header, and any Signal Extension has expired.

5.4.9.6. No objection – change to Ready to Motion. – CG – General Motion B
5.4.10.  CID 1595
5.4.10.1.  Review comment.  This had several MIB entries, and the notes that need to be added. Review SMTbase changes need to be watched when TGn is rolled in.
5.4.10.2. Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-18 19:21:38Z) - see 09/1233r0 for editing instructions.
5.4.10.3. No objection – mark ready for motion. –CG Arch – Motion H
5.4.11. CID 1552

5.4.11.1. Review comment the idea is that 1515 and 1552 while not in the 09/1233r0, it is similar to CID 1556, and the fix is ok.

5.4.11.2. Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-18 19:28:59Z) - See CID 1556 that is resolved with changes as documented in 11-09/1233r0.
5.4.11.3.  No objection – change to ready to motion. –CG Arch – Motion H
5.4.12. CID 1515

5.4.12.1.  Similar to 1552
5.4.12.2. Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-18 19:28:59Z) - See CID 1556 that is resolved with changes as documented in 11-09/1233r0.
5.4.12.3. No objection – change to ready to motion. –CG Arch – Motion H
5.5.  Presentation: 11-09/1244r1, LB149 comment resolutions (Bill Marshall)
5.5.1. The spreadsheet is has the comments sorted into groups.
5.5.2. Group #1 is those comments that a submission is required.

5.5.2.1. The Proposed Resolution for all of Group #1:

5.5.2.1.1. Disagree: the commentor is encouraged to provide more details of any proposed improvement, but without the details of what is proposed, the group cannot evaluate the technical merit at this time.

5.5.2.2. CID 1119 and CID 1120 should not be included in this grouping of “submission required” a simple response may be enough for this.

5.5.2.3. CID 1131 has a submission prepared in the MAC adHoc group. So this would need to be removed from this group also.

5.5.2.4. CID 1480 should be removed also from this grouping.

5.5.2.5. CID 1515 has already been resolved and should be removed.
5.5.2.6. Agreement in the proposed resolutions, but want some time to verify any other conflicting resolution and to align motion tabs.  Mark this set of CIDS ready to motion after putting in the resolution text.

5.5.2.6.1. (CID 1691 is covered by a submission from Dave Stephenson for presentation tomorrow and should be dropped from Group 1) 

5.5.2.7. CIDs in Group 1 that are resolved: 
5.5.2.7.1. Architecture CID 1328, 1711, 1714, 1331, 1435,  1439, 1467, 1324, 1484, 1514, 1057, 1309, 1578 1594 and 1599
5.5.2.7.1.1. Mark Ready to Motion - –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.2.7.2. General CID 1418, 1425, 1424

5.5.2.7.3. Mark Ready to Motion – CG = General Motion C
5.5.3. Group #2 has those comments that we discussed and may have slipped through the cracks.

5.5.3.1. CID 1001, 1066, 1721

5.5.3.2. CID 1001 nesds a Comment Group – put into MAC Motion G.

5.5.3.3. CID 1066 needs a new motion assigned to it as it was incorrectly marked Motion #33. 

5.5.3.4. CID 1721 is in the General Motion A tab and has not been motion as of yet but is scheduled.

5.5.4. Group 3 – simple ones that should be easy to pickup.

5.5.4.1. CID 1337 
5.5.4.1.1. Review the comment and context.

5.5.4.1.2. There is no description for scanning once in an BSS. 

5.5.4.1.3. Once associated can you do a MLME_Scan request?  If yes, then maybe there is an issue here.

5.5.4.1.4. Consensus is that it should be adisagree.

5.5.4.1.5. Proposed Resolution: Disagree. The text “in an infrastructure network” already means the STA is associated, and therefore is not doing a scan.

5.5.4.1.6. Move to Ready to Motion. –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.2. CID 1718

5.5.4.2.1. Review comment:

5.5.4.2.2. Proposed resolution: ACCEPT IN PRINCIPLE Insert at line 64 "EDCA Parameter Set Update Count is described in 9.1.3.1."
5.5.4.2.3. Move to ready to motion. –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.3. CID 1123

5.5.4.3.1. Review the comment and context.

5.5.4.3.2. The proposed resolution was question when compared to the note from previous discussion. -- ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-13 23:03:25Z - Proposed Resolution: "Disagree. The infra-BSS is started with the current value, not the default value.  (The default value doesn't necessarily actually even exist.)  The next sentence covers the change situation."
5.5.4.3.3. Proposed Resolution: ACCEPT IN PRINCIPLE MIB variable is noted as changes take effect with the next MLME-START.request change This was done inconjuction with CID 1005

5.5.4.3.4. Move to ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.4. CID 1061 

5.5.4.4.1. Review and accept the comment 
5.5.4.4.2. Move to ready for Motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.5. CID 1077

5.5.4.5.1. This was an editorial comment (Minor Technical) that was bounced back to architecture Adhoc because it is not as simple as it my otherwise seem.
5.5.4.5.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree: the commentor is encouraged to provide more details of any proposed improvement, but without the details of what is proposed, the group cannot evaluate the technical merit at this time.

5.5.4.5.3. Move ready to motion. –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.6. CID 1156

5.5.4.6.1.  Review comment

5.5.4.6.2. There is no way to differentiate from a time-out or tx failure.

5.5.4.6.3. Proposed resolution: agree

5.5.4.6.4. No objection move ready to motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.7.  CID 1157

5.5.4.7.1. Review comment

5.5.4.7.2. Confirm is for the on the air back to back exchange.  Confirm is when you get some on the air response to the request.  The protocol is not related to it.

5.5.4.7.3. Proposed resolution : Agree in Principle – Delete MLME-VSPECIFIC.confirm completely.
5.5.4.7.4. Move to ready to ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.8. CID 1158
5.5.4.8.1. Review the comment

5.5.4.8.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle – delete the Transmission_Failure result code.

5.5.4.8.3. Move to ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.9.  CID 1159

5.5.4.9.1. Review the comment.  The confirm is useless and should be removed.

5.5.4.9.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle MLME-NEIGHBORREPRESP.confirm completely.
5.5.4.9.3. Change to ready to motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.10.  CID 1160 
5.5.4.10.1.  Review the Comment

5.5.4.10.2. The MA.Unit data does not necessarily indicate ACK, just that it ws successfully transmitted.

5.5.4.10.3. ACCEPT in principle Delete TRANSMISSION_FAILURE from the valid ResultCodes and add TIMEOUT
5.5.4.10.4. Move ready to motion. –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.11. CID 1166

5.5.4.11.1. Review the comment

5.5.4.11.2. Concern with what TGv is working on and not causing a conflict.

5.5.4.11.3. Proposed Resolutoin: ACCEPT – CG – General Motion C
5.5.4.11.4. No objection move to ready to motion

5.5.4.12.  CID 1252
5.5.4.12.1.  Review Comment

5.5.4.12.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.5.4.12.3. Move to Ready to Motion  -–CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.13.  CID 1332
5.5.4.13.1. Skipping as we already delt with it.

5.5.4.14. CID 1333 and 1334

5.5.4.14.1. Review comment

5.5.4.14.2. Similar to something we discussed before, but different.

5.5.4.14.3. Proposed Resolution: Accept.

5.5.4.14.4. No objection and ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.15.  CID 1430
5.5.4.15.1. Review the comment

5.5.4.15.2. ACCEPT replace cited text with:  "Some of the functions of the SME are specified in this standard"
5.5.4.15.3. No objection – move to Ready to motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.5.4.16. CID 1432 

5.5.4.16.1. Review comment 
5.5.4.16.2. Mark Accept and ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
5.6. Recess at 3:30pm
6  Wednesday TGM PM2
6.1. Called to order at 4:06pm

6.2. Change the agenda to delay the clause 11.3 discussion to allow bill to finish Bill’s document from the previoius mtg slot..

6.3. Presentation: 11-09/1244r1, LB149 comment resolutions (Bill Marshall) (Continued)

6.3.1. CID 1436

6.3.1.1. Review comment

6.3.1.2. Proposed Accept.

6.3.1.3. Mark as ready to motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.2. CID 1437 and 1438

6.3.2.1. Review Comments and context

6.3.2.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

6.3.2.3. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.3. CID 1453

6.3.3.1. Review comment

6.3.3.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle delete cited text and the fourth and fifth sentences in 10.3.10a.1.4
6.3.3.3. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.4. CID 1455

6.3.4.1. Review comment

6.3.4.2. Proposed resolution: Accept.
6.3.4.3. Mark ready for Motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.5. CID 1457

6.3.5.1.  Review comment

6.3.5.2.  Missing resolution sufficient to be just an “accept”, but as the comment comes from the Editor it should be clarified still.

6.3.5.3. Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle; add a parameter indicating the rate of the measured request frame to the .confirm parameters.

6.3.5.4. Mark ready for Motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.6. CID 1458

6.3.6.1. Review the comment

6.3.6.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept (note typo “configures” should be “configured”

6.3.6.3. Mark ready to Motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.7. CID 1462

6.3.7.1. Review the comment

6.3.7.2. There was a question on Management frames, and it was determine that the management frame would be able to know the Transmitter Address.

6.3.7.3. Proposed Resolution: Accept

6.3.7.4. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.8. CID 1470

6.3.8.1. Review the Comment
6.3.8.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

6.3.8.3. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.9. CID 1482

6.3.9.1. Review the comment

6.3.9.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept Delete the cited text

6.3.9.3. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.10. CID 1483

6.3.10.1. Review the comment

6.3.10.2. TBTT starts the period of contention.

6.3.10.3. Proposed Resolution: Accept

6.3.10.4. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.11. CID 1516
6.3.11.1.   Review the comment

6.3.11.2. MAH PROPOSAL: 1) It is not clear that each .request adds to a list of addresses, rather than replacing the one and only address.  11.6.2 Indicates that this is the case, but nothing in 10.3.26 would imply that, and there is no "delete" primitive to manage such a list.  Does the .request take a list of addresses?  (10.3.26.1 says no)  So, the 11.6.2 text needs to be changed to "a list of group addresses previously registered by MLME-HL-SYNC.request primitive(s)."  Also, the part in 11.6.2 that says all .requests shall result in a .confirm with SUCCESS has to be changed, regardless of all the rest of the changes.  2) 10.3.26.2 already has consideration for failure, including "does not support" or the address being malformed.  We should probably add a non-specific "incapable" to this.
6.3.11.3. There is a need to possible fix this, but are we not sufficiently bothered by this.

6.3.11.4. The minimum change is what is proposed.

6.3.11.5. Proposed Resolution: Accept

6.3.11.6. Mark ready for motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.12. CID 1469

6.3.12.1. Review the Comment

6.3.12.2. The cross reference is wrong to start with.

6.3.12.3.  The reference should 11.10.9.2

6.3.12.4. Proposed resolution: ACCEPT IN PRINCIPLE. Change "should operate" to "operates", and change cross reference to 11.10.9.2.

6.3.12.5. Mark ready for motion  –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.13. CID 1105 and 1104

6.3.13.1. Review comment.  This has already been done, so no change is necessary.

6.3.13.2. Proposed resolution: DECLINE. Shared key authentication is only used with WEP, and WEP has already been deprecated. No change is needed to deprecate shared key authentication.

6.3.13.3. No objection Mark Ready to Motion –CG=Arch – Motion G
6.3.14. End of Group 3

6.3.15. Group 4 Temperature Comment Discussion
6.3.16. CID 1000

6.3.16.1. Review comment and look at the two proposed resolution.

6.3.16.2. Proposed resolution #1: 

GEN: 2009-11-18 03:07:38Z - Submitted by Lee:

Remove all of subclauses: 14.6.16; 14.8.2.4; 15.4.6.10; 16.3.2.4; 17.3.8.8; 18.4.6.14

In Table A.4.5, delete entries FH8.20, FH8.20.1, FH8.20.2, FH8.20.3 

In Table A.4.6, delete entries DS12, DS12.1, and DS12.2

In Table A.4.7, delete entry IR24

In Table A.4.8, delete entries OF3.10, OF3.10.1, OF3.10.2, and OF3.10.3

In Table A.4.9, delete entries HRDS15, HRDS15.1, and HRDS15.2

In Annex D, page 1370, line 17, delete all of the dot11TempType OBJECT-TYPE

In Table 14-22, page 722, line 18, delete the dot11TempType entry/row

In Table 15-1, page 788, lines 60 and 62, delete dot11PHYdot11TempType and dot11TempType entries/rows

In Table 18-4, page 902, line 16, delete the dot11TempType entry/row

In Table 19-6, page 970, line 30, delete the dot11TempType entry/row

Page 1156, line 2, remove “synonym dot11TempType Integer = 01;”

In Annex D, page 1369, lines 52 and 53, remove “, dot11TempType INTEGER”

In Annex D, page 1369, line 49, remove “dot11TempType” from the list

EDIT: 

17.3.8.0a General

Change:
"General specifications for the BPSK OFDM, QPSK OFDM, 16-QAM OFDM, and 64-QAM OFDM PMD sublayers are provided in 17.3.8.1 (Outline description) to 17.3.8.8 (Transmit and receive operating  temperature range). These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of the OFDM PHY."

to 

"General specifications for the BPSK OFDM, QPSK OFDM, 16-QAM OFDM, and 64-QAM OFDM PMD sublayers are provided in 17.3.8.1 (Outline description) to 17.3.8.7 (Transmit and receive antenna port impedance ).  These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of the OFDM PHY."

EDIT: 

18.4.6.0a General

Change :

"General specifications for the High Rate PMD sublayer are provided in 18.4.6.1 (Operating frequency range) to 18.4.6.14 (Transmit and receive operating temperature range). These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of a High Rate PHY."

to 

"General specifications for the High Rate PMD sublayer are provided in 18.4.6.1 (Operating frequency range) to 18.4.6.13 (Transmit and receive antenna port impedance). These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of a High Rate PHY."

6.3.16.3. Proposed Resolution #2:

ACCEPT IN PRINCIPLE (From Bill). Operating temperatures should not be part of the normative clauses defining the PHYs. Delete cited subclauses. 

Change 17.3.8.0a (General) from:

"General specifications for the BPSK OFDM, QPSK OFDM, 16-QAM OFDM, and 64-QAM OFDM PMD sublayers are provided in 17.3.8.1 (Outline description) to 17.3.8.8 (Transmit and receive operating

temperature range). These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of the OFDM PHY."

to 

"General specifications for the BPSK OFDM, QPSK OFDM, 16-QAM OFDM, and 64-QAM OFDM PMD sublayers are provided in 17.3.8.1 (Outline description) to 17.3.8.7 (Transmit and receive antenna port impedance ).  

These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of the OFDM PHY."

Change 18.4.6.0a (General) from:

"General specifications for the High Rate PMD sublayer are provided in 18.4.6.1 (Operating frequency range) to 18.4.6.14 (Transmit and receive operating temperature range). These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of a High Rate PHY."

to 

"General specifications for the High Rate PMD sublayer are provided in 18.4.6.1 (Operating frequency range) to 18.4.6.13 (Transmit and receive antenna port impedance). These specifications apply to both the receive and transmit functions and general operation of a High Rate PHY."

In Annex A, delete reference for FH8.20, DS12, IR24, OF3.10, HRDS15.

Change FH8.20.1 to "Temperature type 1 (Office) 0oC to 40oC". 
Change FH8.20.2 to "Temperature type 2 (Industrial) -30oC to +70oC". Delete FH8.20.3.

Change DS12.1 to "Temperature type 1 (Office) 0oC to 40oC". 
Change DS12.2 to "Temperature type 2 (Industrial) -20oC to +50oC". 
Insert DS12.3 "Temperature type 3 (Industrial) -30oC to +70oC"

Change OF3.10.1 to "Temperature type 1 (Office) 0oC to 40oC". 
Change OF3.10.2 to "Temperature type 2 (Industrial) -20oC to +50oC". Change OF3.10.3 to "Temperature type 3 (Industrial) -30oC to +70oC"

Change HRDS15.1 to "Temperature type 1 (Office) 0oC to 40oC". 
Change HRDS15.2 to "Temperature type 2 (Industrial) -30oC to +70oC".

6.3.16.4. The difference between the two proposals is in the PICs and allows a manufacturer a place to check a box for temperature range.

6.3.16.5. There was discussion on if temperature is specified elsewhere and if it is in the TGp amendment coming.  If it is just in the PICS it is ok, as it is not specifiying, but it is a questionarre that the Manufacturers can mark for indicating the ranges that need the information. And gives consumers that are testing a range to start with in their testing.

6.3.16.6. Proposal to keep the PICS and MIB variable that should not be deleted.

6.3.16.7. Take Proposal #2 as the Proposed Resolution.

6.3.16.8. Move to Ready to Motion  -CG General Temperature
6.3.17. Group 5 are open comments that we have yet to address (7 CIDs).
6.4. Clause 11.3 discussion
6.4.1. Discuss the doc 09/705r4

6.4.2. Review Diagram – some believe it to be incorrect as it may not reflect only the STA-AP relationship.  Others believe it is accurate and that there may be some issues with perception, but it may be just point of view.  3 views were held.  The transition for “802.11 Authentication failed” can either not make a change and remain in State 3 or 4, or it could be viewed it should go to state 1, or that it is impossible to occur.  If we have it go to State 1, then a DOS on the AP would be possible, having it not change state avoids that issue.  Having it not allowed, is fine, but what if the STA does a reset, then from the point of view of the AP, the diagram would be correct and no change would be expected to avoid the DOS case.

6.4.3. The rest of the document seems to be ok, it has been discussed and has been up for review with limited comments for several months.  It is felt that it is close enough for improvement and if we have missed something, it will come out during the next Reecirculatoin Ballot.

6.4.4. Motion: #41 

6.4.4.1. Move to Accept Doc 11/09/705r4 as the resolution to CIDs 1357, 1342, 1152, 1508, 1445, and 1446, and instruct the editor to incorporate it into the REVmb draft document.

6.4.4.2. Moved by Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Bill Marshall

6.4.4.3. No further discussion.

6.4.4.4. Vote 5-0-1

6.4.4.5. AI: Jon to correct the comment resolutions accordingly and mark CIDs resolved. (done)
6.5. PowerSave CID 1131

6.5.1. Review 09/1089r0   

6.5.1.1. Abstract:

This document addresses CID 1131. 

Two changes have been made in the document:

Utilize the EOSP field so that a STA may go into Doze state before the end of the current beacon interval. This matches the behavior of TDLS STAs.
Allow a STA to send a Null data frame in the ATIM window so that the STA can inform other STAs in the IBSS about its PS mode transition.
Neither of the changes breaks legacy implementation, since:

An 11mb STA needs to successfully receive frames with EOSP field set to 1 before it may go into Doze state before the end of the current beacon interval. If there is a legacy STA that is communicating with the 11mb STA during the current beacon interval, the 11mb STA will adopt legacy behavior, which is to stay awake for the whole beacon interval.

An 11mb STA transmits Null data frames (with the PM field set to 1) during the ATIM window. The Null data frame is a frame that can be understood and used by legacy STAs too. Upon receiving the Null data frame, a legacy STA will correctly set the power management mode of the new STA.  
6.5.1.2.  Presentation of the document.
6.5.1.3. Review the changes proposed.

6.5.1.4. Dot11IBSSBroadcastNullCount – discussion on if it should be limited in a high value and a default value should be set.  
6.5.1.4.1. Set the range to 1…64 and default value set to 3.

6.5.1.4.2. Change the description 

“This is a control variable.  

It is written by an external management entity. 

Changes take effect as soon as practical in the implementation.

This attribute specifies the number of broadcast Null data frames a STA may transmit before it changes Power Management modes.”

6.5.2. Adrian will post an R2 and then we will review to ensure it is ready for adoption.
6.5.2.1. If uploaded today, we can motion it tomorrow in PM2.
6.6. Review of the database state
6.6.1. There is only one GEN Comment that has no proposal.

6.6.2. CID 1370

6.6.2.1. More discussion on whether the PICS was accurately reflect what the normative text says or not.

6.6.2.2. The optional part of an IBSS STA may be less strict than a BSS STA. 

6.6.2.3. A QoS STA must respond to the TSPEC

6.6.2.4. Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (GEN: 2009-11-18 22:52:44Z) Functions that are mandatory for a QoS STA are reported in the PICs and defined in the Normative text.

6.6.2.5. Mark Ready to motion.

6.6.3. CID 1691
6.6.3.1. Admission Control  -- proposal from Dave Stephenson for discussion Thursday AM2.

6.6.3.2. It is desireable that the presentation covers both groups of CID 1691 & (CID 1685, 1686 & 1148).

6.6.3.3. The resolution would be the Disagree the commentor is encouraged to provide more details…..if the presentation is not agreeable to the taskgroup.

6.7. Recess at 6pm.
7 Thursday AM2 TGmb
7.1. Called to order 10:32am
7.2. Review Proposed Agenda and pipeline of motions for today.

7.2.1. Attendance & policy reminder
7.2.2. Presentation: Admission control comments, 11-09/1063r0 (Dave Stephenson)

7.2.3. Preparation for The Big Push

Issue #1: CIDs 1119, 1120: “time zero”

Issue #2: CIDs 1712, 1715: optional sub-element processing radio measurement frames

Issue #3: CID 1480: Beacon periods

7.2.4. Yet More Comment Resolutions
7.2.4.1. Approval Motions

7.2.4.2. Discussion of open issues

7.3. Agenda as contained in 1134r8 was approved without objection.
7.4. Presentation: Admission control comments, 11-09/1063r0 (Dave Stephenson)

7.4.1. There are two submissions for today’s discussion. The formal text in 09/1063 and the PowerPoint is 09/1264r0.
7.4.2. This is about EDCA Downgrading and its effect on managing QoS using admission control in ESS.
7.4.3. Discussion:

7.4.3.1. Q: Head of Line blocking.  A device that does not have AC-VO, then it will send best effort, so how does this cause Head of Line blocking.

7.4.3.1.1. AC_BE is used if there is not AC_VO functions, and agree without queuing functions there is not an issue.

7.4.3.1.2. Head of line blocking happens when the () is supported and they have 4 queues.  The EDCA parameters default set  provide a graded level of support on the queue.  The frames that are in AC_BE would have to wait until the higher priority queues are serviced.  And while they are waiting, the backup gets worse.
7.4.3.2. Q: There are rules that the AP uses to set the priorities for incoming frames, and in the case of TIDs 8-15, a frame coming in for reflection (STA send to AP to send on). The spec says that it will be remapped to 0 unless the Dest STA has also setup the priority.

7.4.3.2.1. But we are talking here about the TIDs 0-7 not 8015.

7.4.3.2.2. But isn’t it the same as we have to use the rules for mapping?  If it is mandatory for AC_VO, then you have to have a TS setup before it is transmitted.

7.4.3.2.3. EDCA Downgrading was mentioned, but not the details of when the User Priority changed vs the EDCA Parameters, and the consequences that occur.

7.4.4. Review of 09/1063r0
7.4.4.1.  Review the actual changes being proposed.
7.4.4.2. There is a change to the Table 7-35a that was necessary to correct the table.
7.4.4.3. There is a few places that “FALSE” should be “false”

7.4.4.4. The MIB addition needs to be made to conform to the new boiler plate.

7.4.4.4.1. “This is a control Variable.

It is written by an external management entity.

Changes take effect at the next MLME-START.request or MLME-JOIN.request“

7.4.5. There may be some other minor nits, but we will allow that to be subject of comments on the next LB.

7.4.6. There seems to be an issue with the number of the semantics of the service primitive.

7.4.7. Adjustment to the number of the clause 6 references fixed.
7.4.8. There was a desire to word smith that was repressed.

7.4.9. Question if there was objection to adopting the document

7.4.9.1. No objection.

7.4.10. Now we will have to do the work to resolve the comments that are relavant and to document the decision.
7.5. CID 1685 --1686
7.5.1.  Proposed new resolution: Accept in Principle – Instruct the editor to apply the changes in 11-09/1063r1.
7.5.2. Move to “ready to Motion on the CG  - MAC Motion AC

7.6.  CID 1148
7.6.1. Proposed new resolution: Disagree – adopted 09/1063r1 instead.
7.6.2. Question on how the new resolution is different from what we had before.

7.6.3. We may want to have both as the resolutions are not orthogonal.

7.6.4. Adjustment to add “and dot11RejectUnadmittedTraffic is false or not present,” to the previous submission.

7.6.5. If we do not have the new submission, then we need this text for when the case is that it is not implemented to clarify how thing it should act when we don’t have the new text.

7.6.6. So the new Proposed Resolution would be 

7.6.6.1.  AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2009-11-13 19:56:39Z) –incorporate the changes from 11-09/1063r1 and replace the 2 paragraphs starting at 408.33:

"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 and dot11RejectUnadmittedTraffic is false or not present, 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 unless dot11RejectUnadmittedTraffic is true. 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."

7.6.7.  Seems that there was no objection to the new resolution.
7.6.8. The 3 CIDs now have new resolutions, and are on the MAC Motion AC Tab of 09/864r14.

7.6.9. This will cause the agenda document to be updated to get the correct version numbers in the motions that were queued up for processing later. 
7.7. request to change the agenda to do the motions first rather than the open issue. – no objection.

7.8. Motion #42

7.8.1. Move to Approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0864r13 on the MAC Motion G tab.

7.8.2. Moved: Matthew Gast  2nd: Alex Ashley

7.8.3. No discussion

7.8.4. Vote: 7-0-2 motion passes
7.9. Motion #43

7.9.1. Move to Approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comments in document 11-09/0864r14 on the MAC Motion AC tab.

7.9.2. Moved: Matthew Gast 2nd: Dave Stephenson

7.9.3. No discussion

7.9.4. Vote: 8-0-1  motion passes

7.10. Motion #44

7.10.1. Move to Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1721,  1165,  1164,  1079,  1243,  1414,  1051,  1293,  1053,  1187,  1052,  1188,  1294,  and 1373 on the General Motion A Tab in doc:11-09/767r8. 

7.10.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Michael Montemurro

7.10.3. Discussion these are primarily from telecom and previos f2f sessions.
7.10.4. Vote: 9-0-1 motion passes.

7.11. Motion #45

7.11.1. Move to Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1544,  1548,  1546,  1545,  1547,  1549,  1550,  1055,  1054,  1059,  1203,  1204,  1205,  1300,  1206,  1216,  and 1301 on the Regulatory Tab in doc:11-09/767r8 . 

7.11.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Peter Ecclesine

7.11.3. These are the comments resolved from the presentation from peter.

7.11.4. Vote: 9-0-1 motion passes.

7.12. Motion #46

7.12.1. Move to:

7.12.2. Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1701,  1247,  1209,  1429,  1211,  1210,  1307,  1212,  1213,  1474,  1277,  1278,  1452,  1451, and 1320 on the Arch Motion F tab in doc:11-09/790r8 . 

7.12.3. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Mike Montemurro

7.12.4. These comments were discussed during this week’s session
7.12.5. Vote: 8-0-2

7.13. Motion #47

7.13.1. Move to: Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1597, 1577,  and 1585 on the Merge D & Q tab in doc:11-09/790r8 . 

7.13.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Mike Montemurro
7.13.3. These comments resolve the issue of merging and we are planning to do it.
7.13.4. Vote: 8-0-2
7.14. Review of Open Issues: 
7.14.1. Issue #1: CIDs 1119, 1120: “time zero”

7.14.2. Issue #2: CIDs 1712, 1715: optional sub-element processing radio measurement frames

7.14.3. Issue #3: CID 1480: Beacon periods

7.14.4. Issue #4: Admission control

7.14.5. Issue #5: Power management

7.15. While we have a subject matter expert on Admission Control, we should start with that. Topic. Of Admissoin control.
7.15.1. CID 1691: 

7.15.1.1. The Commentor wishes to withdrawn the comment on during the 11/18 am2 session because no action is required..  Mark the resolution as Withdrawn and the status of “u”.
7.16. Review of doc 11-09/1089r2
7.16.1.  There were some comments on the initial revision that we had discussed earlier this week from Matthew F. and the request was to split out the description to be for tx and rx separately in 11.2.2.3.
7.16.2. New text is here:

7.16.2.1.1. c) If a STA receives at least one directed ATIM management frame containing the STA’s individual address in the RA field during the ATIM Window then the STA shall remain in the Awake state at least until the earlier of the completion of the successful transmission to and reception from the source STA of each received ATIM, a frame with EOSP field set to one, and the end of the next ATIM Window.
7.16.2.1.2. d) If a STA transmits at least one directed ATIM management frame containing a STA’s individual address in the RA field during the ATIM Window then the STA shall remain in the Awake state at least until the earlier of the completion of the successful transmission to and reception from the destination STA of each transmitted ATIM, a frame with EOSP field set to one, and the end of the next ATIM Window. 

7.17.  CID 1120: 

7.17.1. Review comment
7.17.2. Proposed Resolution: in reply to the commenter:Disagree “TimeZero is defined to be a TBTT” is a non-mathematical way of saying that TSF times that satisfy (tsf-time modulo dot11BeadonPeriod) = 0 are TBTTs.

7.18. CID 1119 
7.18.1. Review comment.

7.18.2. Proposed Resolution: in reply to the commenter:Accept in Principle “TimeZero is defined to be a TBTT” is a non-mathematical way of saying that TSF times that satisfy (tsf-time modulo dot11BeadonPeriod) = 0 are TBTTs.   Delete “And transmitted at the beginning of the CFP”.

7.19. CID 1480

7.19.1. Review comment

7.19.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle  Change cited text “and STAs shall adopt that beacon period whenjoining the BSS.” To “and a STA shall adopt that beacon period when joining the BSS, i.e., the STA sets its dot11BeadonPeriod variable to that beacon period”.
7.20. Motion #48
7.20.1. Motion: adopt the following resolutions to the CID 1119, 1120, and 1480:

CID 1120
Proposed Resolution: in reply to the commenter:Disagree “TimeZero is defined to be a TBTT” is a non-mathematical way of saying that TSF times that satisfy (tsf-time modulo dot11BeadonPeriod) = 0 are TBTTs.


CID 1119 
Proposed Resolution: in reply to the commenter:Accept in Principle “TimeZero is defined to be a TBTT” is a non-mathematical way of saying that TSF times that satisfy (tsf-time modulo dot11BeadonPeriod) = 0 are TBTTs.   Delete “And transmitted at the beginning of the CFP”.


CID 1480

Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: Change cited text “and STAs shall adopt that beacon period whenjoining the BSS.” To “and a STA shall adopt that beacon period when joining the BSS, i.e., the STA sets its dot11BeadonPeriod variable to that beacon period”.

7.20.2. Moved Adrian; 2nd Jon R.

7.20.3. Vote: 8-0-1 motion passes.
7.21. Last open issues: CID 1712 and 1715.

7.21.1. CID 1712: 

7.21.1.1. Review comment

7.21.1.2. Proposed Resolution:
7.21.1.3.  DISAGREE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-19 17:22:59Z) - the requested change is not compatible with legacy devices. On the optional sub-elements item: Disagree. This is for general structure and future use of the Frame Report when a subelement may not be required.  On the wastefulness of transmitting values that cannot be reported: Disagree, because it is a bad idea to make the frame format overly complex to support this suggested change.
7.21.2. Motion #49 

7.21.2.1. Move to resolve CID 1712 with the following resolution: DISAGREE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-19 17:22:59Z) - the requested change is not compatible with legacy devices. On the optional sub-elements item: Disagree. This is for general structure and future use of the Frame Report when a subelement may not be required.  On the wastefulness of transmitting values that cannot be reported: Disagree, because it is a bad idea to make the frame format overly complex to support this suggested change..

7.21.2.2. 
Moved Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Bill Marshall

7.21.2.3.  No discussion

7.21.2.4. Vote: 7-0-2 motion passes .

7.21.3. CID 1715

7.21.3.1.  Review comment

7.21.3.2.  Propossed Resolution: DISAGREE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-19 17:22:59Z) - on first appearance the requested change is not compatible with legacy devices.  The commentor is solicited to provide a submission that explains the proposal in a way that provides backwards compatibility.
7.21.3.3. No objection.

7.21.4. Motion #50

7.21.4.1. Move to resolve CID 1715 with the following resolution: DISAGREE (ARCHITECTURE: 2009-11-19 17:22:59Z) - on first appearance the requested change is not compatible with legacy devices.  The commentor is solicited to provide a submission that explains the proposal in a way that provides backwards compatibility.

7.21.4.2. Moved Peter E. 2nd Michael M.

7.21.4.3. No discussion

7.21.4.4. Vote: 8-0-1 motion passes

7.22. Recess at 12:32pm
8 TGmb Thursday PM2

8.1. Called to order 4:00pm

8.2. Review the Agenda for today as in 11-09/1134r9
8.2.1.  Attendance & policy reminder

8.2.2. Final comment approval motions (see slides 45-51)
8.2.3. Approval motion for 11-09/1089r2 (MAC power management)

8.2.4. Possible reconsideration of CID 1336

8.2.5. Letter Ballot Motion discussion

8.2.6. Comment Database reality check

8.2.7. Preparation for January meeting

8.2.8. Teleconferences/ad hocs

8.2.9. Review Timeline

8.2.10. AOB

8.2.11. Adjourn
8.3. Approved without objection
8.4. Final comment approval motions (see slides 45-51 on 09/1134r9)

8.4.1. Motion #51

8.4.1.1. Move to Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1166, 1418,  1425,  and 1424 on the General Motion C Tab in doc:11-09/767r8 . 

8.4.1.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Bill Marshall

8.4.1.3. Comments resolved in the submission done by Bill.

8.4.1.4. Vote: 6-0-3 motion passes
8.4.2. Motion #52
8.4.2.1.  Move to: Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1370 and 1332 on the General Motion D Tab in doc:11-09/767r8 . 

8.4.2.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Adrian Stephens

8.4.2.3. These comments were address by a submission by Adrian.

8.4.2.4. Vote: 6-0-3 motion passes.

8.4.3. Motion #53

8.4.3.1. Move to: Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1285, 1289,  1170,  1290,  1291, and 1556 on the General Motion B Tab in doc:11-09/767r8 . 

8.4.3.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Michael Montemurro

8.4.3.3.  These comments were discussed this week.

8.4.3.4. Vote:  7-0-2 motion passes
8.4.4. Motion #54

8.4.4.1. Move to Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1104,  1105,  1252,  1718,  1328,  1711,  1714,  1331,  1430,  1432,  1437,  1435,  1436,  1438,  1449,  1453,  1077,  1455,  1457,  1458,  1462,  1156,  1467,  1333,  1157,  1158,  1469,  1159,  1470,  1324,  1160,  1334,  1337,  1123,  1482,  1483,  1484,  1514,  1516,  1057,  1061,  1594,  1599,  1578,  1309 as documented on the Arch Motion G tab in doc:11-09/790r8 . 

8.4.4.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Mike Montemurro
8.4.4.3. This set of comments includes a series that needs a submission to consider.
8.4.4.4. Vote: 6-0-3 motion passes
8.4.5.  Motion #55

8.4.5.1.  Move to Accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 1595, 1515 and 1552 as documented on the Arch Motion H tab in doc:11-09/790r8 . 

8.4.5.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Mike Montemurro
8.4.5.3. Vote: 7-0-2
8.4.6.  Motion #56
8.4.6.1. Move to Move to accept the comment resolution for CID 1000 as documented on the General Temperature tab in doc: 11-09/767r8.

8.4.6.2. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd: Adrian Stephens

8.4.6.3. Discussion temperature comment to remove normative temperature clauses from the draft.  Howver it is left in the PICs.

8.4.6.4. Vote: 7-0-2 motion passes
8.5. Approval motion for 11-09/1089r2 (MAC power management)

8.5.1. Motion #57

8.5.1.1. Move to Approve resolutions of P802.11REVmb WG ballot 149 comment #1131 in document 11-09/0864r13 on the Power management tab.

8.5.1.2. Moved: Matthew Gast, 2nd: Adrian Stephens.
8.5.1.3. Discussion does 0864r13 point to the submission rev 2? yes, so r13 is fine.

8.5.2. Vote: 7-0-2 motion passes
8.6. Possible reconsideration of CID 1336

8.6.1. A request of the commetor was made that a submission would be necessary to further consider the coment.  

8.6.2. There was some concern that there is a “shall” statement with a detect that is not described.

8.6.3. There is concern that this was not put in a formal submission and posted to the  mentor server.

8.6.4. There is concern about a possible cut-paste error as well

8.6.5. The commentor is encouraged to submit during the LB recirc for consideration.
8.7. Letter Ballot Motion discussion

8.7.1. When do we want to go to LB and is so for how long?

8.7.2. The next Draft has the 11w amendment and over 800 comment resolutions.
8.7.3. We may also decide if we want to include 11n now or later.

8.7.4. Suggestion of a 20 day LB that closes just prior to the start of our session. And roll 11n in in parallel.

8.7.5. Some would suggest 2 weeks prior to the start of our next interim meeting.

8.7.6. Query of the TG Editor.

8.7.6.1. The roll-in of the approved comments will take about 3 weeks.

8.7.6.2. The review period can be shorter than in the past.

8.7.6.3. So if we start on Dec 11 and go out 4 or 5 weeks and close on Jan 8th that gives time to accommodate the holiday.  The period is about 4 weeks.
8.7.6.4. The Motion could indicate that we would start the recirc as soon as possible, but that we would end on Jan 8th.  With an informational item that says “imformative Note: TGmb anticipates the start of the ballot period will be approximately Dec 11, leading to a 4-week ballot period.

8.7.7. Motion #58

8.7.7.1. Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the first working group ballot on P802.11REVmb D1.0,

Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 2.0 incorporating these resolutions and, 

Approve a Working Group Recirculation Ballot to start as soon as possible, ending on Friday, January 8, 2010 asking the question "Should P802.11REVmb D2.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?" 

8.7.7.1.1.1.1. Informative Note: TGmb anticipates the start of the ballot period will be approximately Dec 11, leading to a 4-week ballot period.

8.7.7.2. Moved: Adrian Stephens; 2nd: Harry Worstell
8.7.7.3. Vote: 9-0-0 motion passes.

8.8. Comment Database reality check
8.8.1. Stand at ease while we double check the database
8.8.1.1. Found some Security Comments missing the Motion Number.

8.8.1.2. Filled in the proper number from the minutes.

8.8.1.3. MAC, Gen, Architecture finished filling in the Motion numbers and updated the database files.

8.9. Resume at 5:15pm.
8.10. Preparation for January meeting
8.10.1. We will need to get some comments before we need to do anything.

8.10.2. The AdHoc Leaders will resume for the next go around.

8.10.3. Initial assignment by e-mai l should work, and then at the session we can do some preliminary review. And then work on starting the resolutions.

8.11. Teleconferences/ad hocs

8.11.1. Telecon choice.

8.11.2. Stay to Friday at 11am ET.

8.11.3. Starting on January 29th. Running until 2 april  for 1.5 hours.

8.12. Review Timeline

8.12.1. From slide 15 (09/1134r9)

8.12.2. We have met the targets so far.

8.12.3. Suggest to change the Form Sponsor Ballot to May 2010
8.12.4. Change the start Sponsor Ballot to July 2010

8.12.5. Change Sponsor Recirc to November 2010

8.12.6. Change the parenthetic note to July 2010.

8.12.7. Discussion on why the dates should change. Is it better to hold of from going to Sponsor Ballot and process the roll-ups in WG rather than Sponsor?
8.12.8. Discussion on what issues there are to roll-in of the Amendments.

8.12.9. No objection for accepting the changes to the Plan of Record.

8.13. AOB

8.13.1. MIB question from Bill Marshall
8.13.1.1. The belief is that the changes to the MIB are 100% backward compatible with the legacy devices.

8.13.1.2. The consensus is that there is not any known issues.

8.13.1.3. The normative behaviour that is described based on the MIB, and even if it is not made visible, you must behave in a specific way.  In some implementations, it is an external interface and in some an internal global variable.

8.13.1.4. Are we breaking SMNP?  If we are not breaking the MIB, then we could reorder and make the MIB more useful and organized if we had broken it.  The MIB is probably actually used more than some may believe.
8.13.1.5. A new Shiny MIB could be created, but a new Object ID would need to be created.  But there is very little motivation to do so. (no market, viability)

8.14. Adjourn at 5:50pm
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 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1103-03-000m-minutes-for-tgmb-telecons-oct-16-to-nov-13.doc" \t "_parent" telecons-oct-16-to-nov-13.doc
Presentations:
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1112-01-000m-aes-gcm.doc
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1202-00-000m-gcm-should-be-in-11ac-and-11ad.ppt
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1264-00-000m-qos-with-edca-downgrading.ppt
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1063-01-000m-lb149-ma-unitdata-rejection-of-un-admitted-traffic.doc
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1089-02-000m-lb149-comment-resolution-for-cid-1131.doc
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1244-03-000m-misc-lb149-resolutions.xls
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1111-01-000m-lb149-proposed-regulatory-comment-resolutions.doc
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1196-00-000m-further-mib-updates.xls
Comment Files:

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0864-14-000m-lb149-tgmb-d1-0-mac-ad-hoc-comments.xls
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0767-08-000m-wglb-149-tgmb-d1-gen-adhoc-comments.xls
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0790-08-000m-wg-lb149-tgmb-d1-architecture-adhoc-comments.xls
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0706-05-000m-revmb-wg-ballot-comments.xls
Closing Report:

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1291-00-000m-november-2009-tgmb-closing-report.ppt



Abstract


Minutes for 802.11 TGmb for the meetings held during the Plenary Session in Atlanta, GA, November 16-20, 2009





Executive summary: 


TGmb met for 8 slot times (16 hours) and completed the processing of the LB149.  A motion to request a recirculation was sent to the WG and the Plan of Record was modified:





Plan of Record as of November 19, 2009 (New dates are underlined)


May 2008 – Issue Call for Comment/Input


July 2008 – begin process input and old Interpretation requests 


	Acknowledge previous Task Group referrals


Sept 2008 – PAR revision process started


Nov 2008 – close receipt of new input


Nov 2008 – WG/EC approval of PAR Revision


Dec 2008 – NesCom/SASB approval PAR Revision


May 2009 – First WG Letter ballot  


(includes All published Amendments as of May 2009)


Nov 2009 – Recirc start


May 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)


July 2010 – Sponsor Ballot Start


(Include all published amendments as of July 2010)


November 2010 – Sponsor Recirc


March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval


June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval
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