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TGmb Monday AM1 slot
1.1 Called to order at 1:30pm by Dorothy Stanley – 16 attendees.
1.2 Review proposed agenda

1.3 Announcement of officers and affiliations.

1.4 Patent Policy reviewed

1.4.1 No patents or LOA requests noted

1.5 Review other WG Rule slides.

1.6 Review of Agenda in 11-10-0722r0

1.7 Review of Attendance recording procedures

1.7.1 See 11-09/0246r0

1.8 Documentation

1.8.1 http://mentor.ieee.org
1.8.2 Use “TGm” for documents relating to the Revision PAR

1.9 Review of Last LB:
1.9.1 Results from LB163 (REVmb-D4.0)

1.9.2 164 affirmative (89%), 20 negative (11%), with 28 abstentions

1.9.3 Change from LB 162: -3 affirmative, +0 negative, +3 abstain

1.9.4 This was a recirculation ballot; all comments must be against changed text

1.9.5 98 comments received (57 technical), stored in 11-09/0706r13 as CIDs 4000 to 4097

1.10 Current TGmb Plan of Record

1.10.1 May 2008 – Issue Call for Comment/Input

1.10.2 July 2008 – begin process input and old Interpretation requests 

1.10.3 
Acknowledge previous Task Group referrals

1.10.4 Sept 2008 – PAR revision process started

1.10.5 Nov 2008 – close receipt of new input

1.10.6 Nov 2008 – WG/EC approval of PAR Revision

1.10.7 Dec 2008 – NesCom/SASB approval PAR Revision

1.10.8 May 2009 – First WG Letter ballot  

1.10.9 Nov 2009 – Recirc start

1.10.10 July 2010 – Conditional Sponsor Ballot Approval from EC

1.10.11 August 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)

1.10.12 September 2010 – Sponsor Ballot start

1.10.13 December 2010 – Sponsor Recirc. start

1.10.14 March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval

1.10.15 June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval

1.11 Approval of minutes of prior meetings

1.11.1 May 2010 minutes: 11-10/0629r0 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0629-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-may-2010-beijing-china.doc 

1.11.2 Teleconference Minutes: 11-10/0707r1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0707-01-000m-june-july-2010-con-call-minutes.doc 
1.11.3 No matters were noted: 

1.11.4 Minutes approved by acclamation
1.12 Review of Draft Update & Editor’s Report (Adrian Stephens)
1.12.1 See 11-10-0002r3

1.12.2 Adrian to send out an editorial update to the AdHoc Chairs.
1.13 Review Sept 2010 Meeting plan:

1.14 Review Conditional approval packagel for the EC approval to go to Sponsor ballot.

1.14.1 Need to have outstanding Commentors state which comments were still outstanding.

1.14.2 There is more work to address outstanding comments not satisfied.

1.14.3 Current no-voters are being contacted

1.14.4 Unsatisfied comments will need to be included in the EC package

1.15 Proposed TGmb Agenda
1.15.1 Monday PM1

1.15.1.1 Chair’s Welcome, Status, Review of Objectives, Approve Agenda

1.15.1.2 Comment Resolution

1.15.1.3 Motions

1.15.2 Tuesday PM1

1.15.2.1 Comment Resolution

1.15.2.2 Key Info/Key Descriptor Field use – Dan Harkins

1.15.2.3 Motions

1.15.3 Tuesday PM2

1.15.3.1 Comment Resolution – Clause 11.3 (Assoc/Reassoc)
1.15.3.2 Motions

1.15.4 Wednesday PM1

1.15.4.1 Comment Resolution

1.15.4.2 Motions

1.15.5 Wednesday PM2

1.15.5.1 Comment Resolution

1.15.5.2 Motions

1.15.6 Thurs PM 2

1.15.6.1 Comment Resolution

1.15.6.2 Request for conditional approval for SB

1.15.6.3 Motions

1.15.6.4 Plans for September

1.15.6.5 Adjourn

1.15.7 No objection to the proposed Agenda – approved.

1.15.8 See 11-10-0722r1 for updated agenda.
1.16 Editorial change report and motion are documented in 11-10/02r3.

1.16.1 The 09/956r8 has the proposed resolutions this has been used to spectulative edit D4.01.  

1.16.2 Discuss CID 4074
1.16.2.1  Review the comment

1.16.2.2 Action fields vs Action Frames….

1.16.2.3 The group agreed with the proposal of “Action Frames” for consistency.

1.16.3 CID 4075

1.16.3.1 Review the comment

1.16.3.2 Disagree with commentor to make a change

1.16.4 CID 4058

1.16.4.1 Review the comment

1.16.4.2  Agree that QoS to be “Qos” in the cited text, there may be other instances of Qos but in dot11Qos cases we only had this one case missed.  In other instances, we have not been consistent with the Qos vs QoS, so we may want to revisit it in a new comment in the future if needed.

1.16.5 MOTION #93: Approve comment Resolution in 09/0956r8 on the “LB163 Editorals Tab”.

1.16.5.1 Moved Adrian Stephens, Michael Montumorro

1.16.5.2  Count: 11-0-2 motion passes.

1.17 MAC Comments: 
1.17.1 CID 4028

1.17.1.1 Review comment and context

1.17.1.2  Acronym and full title not the same in the normative text and the figures.  Do we add an acronym after the full title, or change the figure?

1.17.1.3 The editor would rather have the figure just have the full name.

1.17.1.4 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle, Replace “Pwr MGT” with Power Management” and “More Frag” with “More Fragments” in figure 7-2..

1.17.1.5 No objection, move to ready to motion

1.17.2 CID 4026

1.17.2.1 Review the comment and context

1.17.2.2 QoS versions of the protected frames fields.

1.17.2.3  Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Modify the cited sentence to include “QoS Null (no data), QoS CF-Poll (no data), and QoS CF-ACK+CF-Poll (no data)” 
1.17.2.4 Concern that we are making a actual change, but the clause is redundant and sets or clears the Protected bit.

1.17.2.5 After discussion we found it was ok.

1.17.2.6 No objections, move to ready for motion

1.17.3 CID 4027
1.17.3.1  Review comment and context

1.17.3.2  Clause 7.4a.3 says that the ESOP is the same in the A-MSDU, but there is not description of how to set the field.

1.17.3.3 The cited location has some description, but not complete. There should be a general description and then reference the 7.4a.3 with the additional text added.

1.17.3.4 Concern that compliant devices would become non-compliant if we were to do this, so we may not want to do this change.
1.17.3.5  The comment is only finding a bit that was missing, are there other parts missing?  

1.17.3.6  The ESOP bits only exist for the frames transmitted by the HC, and for frames sent by station, the bits are now something else.

1.17.3.7 Bit ESOP is not contained in bit 8-15 defintions, so while we may be ok with the comment for ESOP, we are not in agreement in 8-15 bits.

1.17.3.8 Need more time to think about this problem.

1.17.4 CID 4025

1.17.4.1  Review the comment and context

1.17.4.2 Discussion on what it should be, and looked at 6.1.1.3 as a explaination.

1.17.4.3  Proposed Resolution: Disagree: The setting of the ACK policy is defined in Clause 6.1.1.3.  Further 6.1.1.3 clarifies that MSDUs of different service classes be sent using MPDUs with different ACK policy.  This means that an A-MSDU can only contain MSDUs of the same service class and no additional specification is needed to describe how to combine different service classes in an A-MSDU.
1.17.4.4 No objection, mark ready for motion.

1.17.5 CID 4024

1.17.5.1  Review the comment and context.

1.17.5.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: The setting of the ACK policy is defined in Clause 6.1.1.3.  Further 6.1.1.3 clarifies that MSDUs of different service classes be sent using MPDUs with different ACK policy.  This means that an A-MSDU can only contain MSDUs of the same service class and no additional specification is needed to describe how to combine different service classes in an A-MSDU.

1.17.5.3 Basically a duplicate of 4025
1.17.5.4 No objection, mark ready for motion

1.17.6 CID 4062

1.17.6.1 Review the comment and context

1.17.6.2  Proposed resolution  Agree in Principle: Change “ADDBA Request” to “ADDBA Request and Response”.

1.17.6.3 No objection , mark ready for motion

1.17.7 CID 4034

1.17.7.1 Review the comment and context

1.17.7.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

1.17.7.3 No objection, mark ready for motion

1.17.8 CID 4059

1.17.8.1 Review comment and context

1.17.8.2  Check to ensure that RCPI is described in 19 and 20.

1.17.8.3  Proposed Resolution: Agree

1.17.8.4 No objection, Mark ready for motion

1.18 Gen AdHoc comments:
1.18.1 Mike Take notes while Jon is projecting
1.18.2 Discussion on GEN Adhoc comments
1.18.3 CID 4001
- The task group agreed to mark the text deprecate and allow 11mc to remove.
- Agreed resolution: "Disagree. The object was already marked "Deprecated" will be considered for removal in a future revision."
- Mark the comment "Ready for Motion".
1.18.4  CID 4031
- The temp type was intentionally retained to allow vendors to mark temperature clause.
- debate on whether the "*" was required.
- Agreed resolution: "Agree in Principle. Change "Radio type (temperature range)" to "Which temperature type is supported?"  Remove the "CFxx:" in the 4th column of the CFxx section. Also remove the "*" from the "*CFxx"in the first column.
1.18.5  CID 4000
- Agreed Resolution: "Disagree. CFxx is included to provide manufacturers a way to indicate the temperature type."
1.18.6  CID 4031
- Discussion on the additional details on the comment.
- Update the resolution with " Also remove the "*" from CF5."

1.19 Recessed at 3:30pm
2.0 TGmb Tuesday PM1
2.1 Meeting called to order at 1:35pm Dorothy Stanley – 13 attendees

2.2 Proposed agenda for this block:

2.2.1 Key Info/Key Descriptor Field use – Dan Harkins
2.2.2 Comment Resolution

2.2.3 Motions
2.3 Doc 11-10/856r0 -- Key Info/Key Descriptor Field
2.3.1 Not posted yet due to Microsoft PowerPoint 2010 issue.  Adrian to assist to get it fixed and posted right after this time slot.

2.3.2 Reviewed Presentation.

2.3.3 EAPOL Key Frame Key Descriptor Version 

2.3.3.1 Describe what the version number determines today.
2.3.4 Discussion on how useful the Key Descriptor version is.
2.3.4.1 Clause 8 seems to indicates usage.

2.3.4.2 Question on how to use the proposal in a backward compatible way?

2.3.4.3 Vendor Specific use would not be effected by this, as they would be using it the same way they are, the version is not indicative of the AKM being used.

2.3.4.4 As TKIP is deprecated, so we should deprecate version 1 at the minimum.  

2.3.4.5 The Pair-wise cipher, the use of TKIP required to use a specific key wrapping method.
2.3.5 This presentation was informational for a proposal that will be coming later and a text submission and a comment in the first sponsor ballot time frame may be submitted.

2.4 Comment Resolution – MAC AdHoc

2.4.1 825r1 was posted with the current status of the MAC AdHoc

2.4.2 CID 4063

2.4.2.1 Review Comment and context

2.4.2.2 Proposed Accept in Principle  ADDBA Response frame was included in 7.3.1.15 as part of the resolution to  CID 4062

2.4.2.3 No objection, mark ready to motion in group 2

2.4.3 CID 4093

2.4.3.1 Review comment and Context

2.4.3.2 Proposed Accept in Principle: The same issue exists for the Neighbor Report.  One way to solve this issue is to modify the second paragraph in clause 11.10.5, changing:  “and the corresponding report shall have the Incapable bit in the Measurement Report Mode….” To  “and the corresponding report shall include a Measurement Report IE with the Incapable bit in the Measurement Report Mode Field set to 1.  Measurement requests for radio measurements that the STA has advertised is not capable of shall be rejected, and the corresponding report shall include a Measurement report IE with the Incapable bit in the Measurment Report Mode Field set to 1.”
2.4.3.3 Concern on how to fix this and remain backward capatible.  Also backward compatible with something that is incapable, is nonsense.  So for this case, the change would be for one field.
2.4.3.4 This seems to be underspecified., but maybe not.  More effort to look at this may be needed.

2.4.3.5 The proposed change is thought to be an improvement.

2.4.3.6 Opitonal SubElements are different from IE, so this is not quite correct.  See page 295 for list of Optional Subelements IDs for Linke Measurement Report Frame.

2.4.3.7 Add to the Proposed Resolution: 
2.4.3.7.1 “Instruct the editor to add the Measurement Report IE as an Optional sub-element to all sub-element ID tables in 7.4.6.2, and 7.4.6.4. 

2.4.3.8 We were not able to find a good solution, as there is not an easy fix.

2.4.3.9 The incapable bit in the Measurement field in 7.4.6.2.

2.4.3.10 In 7.4.6.4, there is no sub-element.that would be allowed.

2.4.3.11 7.4.6.2 does not seem to have a problem.

2.4.3.12 Only 7.4.6.4 and 7.4.6.6 have the issue.

2.4.3.13 Measurement Report Mode field definition is in 7.3.2.22.
2.4.3.14 We could define a sub-element with the same name and definition that contains this same fields.  We already have several uses that would conflict.

2.4.3.15 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – The group considered the commentor’s solution, but does not believe it resolves the issue.  The first proposed alternative attempts to add an information element to a structure which is parsed in terms of sub-elements, causing a clash of name-spaces.  The second proposed change would break backward compatibility.

2.4.3.16 No Objection – Move Ready for Motion in Group 2

2.4.4 CID 4038

2.4.4.1 Review comment and context

2.4.4.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle.  We Define FTO (Fast BSS- Transition Originator) to refer to the STA in this case.  Replace “STA’s” with “FTO’s” in the cited locations.  Change STA to FTO in 7.4.8.3 (p309.17).
2.4.4.3 No objection move to ready for motion in Group 2

2.4.5 CID 4097

2.4.5.1 Review comment and context
2.4.5.2 There seems to be a nested iff that was missing

2.4.5.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree

2.4.5.4 No objection move to ready for motion in group 2

2.4.6 CID 4060

2.4.6.1 Review comment and context

2.4.6.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept.

2.4.6.3 Some concern on backward compatibility

2.4.6.4 More review of context
2.4.6.5 No objection to the Resolution move to ready for motion in group 2

2.4.7 CID 4064

2.4.7.1 Review comment and context

2.4.7.2 The definitions are going to be moved to clause 3, so the change would not be necessary, so instead leave as is, and move to clause 3.

2.4.7.3 CID 4023 moves the definitions for BU to 3.2 and the abbreviation in 3.3.

2.4.7.4 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: CID 4023 moves the cited definition to clause 3.2

2.4.8 CID 4066

2.4.8.1 Reviewed Comment

2.4.8.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – Commenter withdraws comment.

2.4.8.3 Move to ready for motion in group 2

2.4.9 CID 4030

2.4.9.1 Review Comment and context

2.4.9.2 Proposed resolution: Accept in Principle: Modify the paragraph changing “ACK” to “ACK frame or BA frame”.   Change “The Power Management bit in the Frame Control field of the frame” to “The Power Management bit(s) in the Frame Control field of the frame(s)”.
2.4.9.3 No objection move ready to motion in group 2

2.4.10 CID 4027 

2.4.10.1  Review the comment again.  It would be better to ensure that the bits are sent the exact same in all the frames in the A-MSDU.

2.4.10.2 So if we say that bit 4 shall be the same, nothing bad happens.  That would be ok.

2.4.10.3 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle  Add the following to clause 9.7d, “When an A-MPDU contains multiple QoS control fields ,buts 4 and 8-15 of the QoS control fields shall be identical.”  In Clause 7.1.3.5.0a, add the following: “See 9.7d.1.  for constraints on the contents of the QoS Control Field when present in an A-MPDU.”
2.4.10.4 No objection move ready to motion in group 2

2.4.11 CID 4040
2.4.11.1 Review comment and context

2.4.11.2 The PS-Poll if you are a non-QoS then it is clear.  If you are a QoS STA, you can use the appropriate AC for the PS-Poll. PS-Poll ACK has no clear definition for the Control Frames.  but the discussion was lost and did not really have anything to do with the comment here.

2.4.11.3 Proposed Resolution: Accept.

2.4.11.4 No objection, move ready to motion in group 2

2.4.12 CID 4050

2.4.12.1 Review Comment and context

2.4.12.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle, Make the cited changes as indicated.  Remove “’s MAC” in the caption of Figure 11-9 (801.43). 
2.4.12.3 No objection, move ready to motion in group 2
2.5 Recess at 3:28pm 

3.0 TGmb Tuesday PM2 

3.1 Called to order at 4:02

3.2 There was a request from David Cypher to review the temperature comments.prior to moving to the 11.3 comments.

3.3 Mike Montemurro to take minutes the rest of this time block. (THANKS).
3.4 Temperature comments:

3.4.1 CID 4031 - Discussion on Previous Resolution.s

3.4.1.1 - There can't be a temperature reference in the PICS because there is nothing to reference to in the standard.

3.4.1.2 - There can be no normative text in the PICS that is not in the base standard.

3.4.1.3 - There's no reference for CF3, CF4, and CF5. However the reference could be added - the reference exists.

3.4.1.4 - CF1 gives a reference to Clause 5.2. Clause 5.2 is a non-normative clause which is against the IEEE style guide.

3.4.1.5 - There is an IEEE 802.11 style manual.

3.4.1.6 - This clause cannot be interpreted using the IEEE Standards style guide.

3.4.1.7 - One way to resolve this is to add an informative statement in Clause 5 and point the row in the PICS.

3.4.1.8 - The purpose of indicating the temperature range in the PICS was for a vendor to indicate their operational temperature range.

3.4.1.9 - We could add a statement in clause A.2

3.4.1.10 - The operating temperature could be put in a box by itself.

3.4.1.11 - There should not be an individual row because there is no reference.

3.4.1.12 - There is no ambiguity with what is currently written. It could be improved by changing "O.4" to "O".

3.4.1.13 - The commentor is asked to propsed alternatives to providing this information in the PICS according to existing ot ISO standards.

3.4.1.14 - There is other information about a device that is not included in the PICS.

3.4.1.15 - We should re-consider removing the 4 rows.

3.4.2 - CID 4000. Change the comment resolution to "Accept"

3.4.3 - CID 4031. Change the comment resolution to "Accept in Principle. Remove CFxx and the "*" from "CF5"

3.4.4 - Leave CID 4001 is unchanged.
3.5 Discussion on Clause 11.3 – Non-Architecture comments:
3.5.1 CID 4055. Agree and mark "Ready for Motion".

3.5.2 CID 4045 - move to Clause 11.3 - Architecture.

3.5.3 CID 4041 - The figure shows states and state changes for an originating STA.

3.5.4 
- perhaps we could add a statement referring to the figure that "not all state changes are shown".

3.5.5 
- there can be different behaviour for an AP versus a STA under certain conditions.

3.5.6 CID 4053 - Skip

3.5.7 CID 4044 - We should remove the paragraph.

3.5.8 CID 4051 - This resolution is dependent on the resolution to CID 4044.

3.5.9 CID 4044 - The proposed resolution to 4044 cleans up a corner case with MFP. We can reject the comment and simply leave the FT exception. However we still have an MFP corner case to address.

3.5.10 Discussion on document 11-10/826r1 - Proposed changes to clause 11.3

3.5.10.1 - Assign CID 4044 to Mark Hamilton with an updated version of document 11-10/826r1.

3.5.10.2 - Assign CID 4051 to Mark Hamilton with an updated version of document 11-10/826r1

3.5.10.3 - This document is built on the assumption that the Task Group accepts the changes in document 11-10/728r1

3.5.11 CID 4043 - Document 11-10/826r1 addresses this comment.

3.5.11.1 - The originating STA moves to state 1 if the authentication fails.

3.5.11.2 - The AP does not change state if authentication fails.

3.5.11.3 - In the FT case, the STA and the AP remain in their previous state if FT-Auth fails.

3.5.12 CID 4054 - document 11-10/826r1 addresses this comment.

3.5.13 CID 4042 - document 11-10/826r1 addresses this comment.

3.6 Recess at 6pm
4.0 TGmb Wednesday July 14, 2010 --  PM1 – 1:30pm 

4.1 Meeting called to order by Dorothy Stanely at 1:33pm.

4.2 Gen AdHoc comments:

4.2.1 Notes taken by Mark Hamilton
4.2.2 CID #4077: 

4.2.2.1 Yongho e-mailed Dorothy.  He is withdrawing this comment, based on discussion with Peter E.  

4.2.2.2 Proposed Resolution: “Disagree.  Commenter has withdrawn the comment”

4.2.3 CID #4076: Same as above.

4.2.4 CID #4035: 

4.2.4.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree

4.2.5 CID #4052: 

4.2.5.1 Discussion: Is the concept “WDS” used or defined by the Standard, just not explicitly?  It is believed there are implementations that are called compliant, which implies the concept does exist in the Standard.  Noted that 802.11s describes the 4-address frame format as “formerly known as WDS”.  “WDS” was removed as a term, in 802.11-2007.  It seems three instances were left in (ignoring Annex C): Definitions, Figure 8-38, and Annex D.  Dorothy will do an archeological dig for the history of this change in TGma, and report back.

4.2.6 CID #4067: 

4.2.6.1 This topic was considered in CID #3083 in Beijing.  This comment has a more specific proposed resolution, in response to the reject done in Beijing.  Dorothy will contact Venko, Eldad and Youhan to get more expert opinions, and will report back.

4.2.7 CID #4095: 

4.2.7.1 Look at Figure 9-14 and Figure 9-20.  Note CID #1648 was done in Draft 2.0.  Discussion that the equation in question is a duration that starts after the initial SIFS.  Thus, the commenter is correct that the SIFS term should not be included in the equation.  This is not agreed.  Will be discussed off-line. 

4.2.8 CID #4029:  

4.2.8.1 Disagree.  The delivery of group-addressed frames cannot overlap with a service period since the frame exchange must complete prior to a DTIM beacon, which would trigger the delivery of group-addressed frames.  See clause 11.1.2.1.

4.2.9 CID #4065: 

4.2.9.1 Principle: Change cited text as indicated by the commenter to the proposed change text.

4.2.10 CID #4096: 

4.2.10.1 Principle: Change “incapable” bit to “refused” bit at the cited location in 11.10.8.6 (40.28).

4.3 MacAdhoc Comments:

4.3.1 CID 4095

4.3.1.1 Review comment and context

4.3.1.2 Review Page 476 figure 9-14

4.3.1.3 Review page 511 figure 9-20

4.3.1.4 Review CID 1648 for context

4.3.1.5 Some believe that we should remove, other say maybe not.

4.3.1.6 Need to draw it out on paper to help come to consensus.

4.3.2 CID 4029

4.3.2.1 Review comment and context
4.3.2.2 Proposed Resolution: Reject. The delivery of group-addressed frames cannot overlap with a service period since the frame exchange must complete prior to a DTIM beacon, which would trigger the delivery of group-addressed frames.  See clause 11.1.2.1

4.3.2.3 No objection, move ready to motion in group 3

4.3.3 CID 4065
4.3.3.1 Review comment and context
4.3.3.2 Proposed Agree in Principle: Change cited text as indicated by the commentor to the proposed change text.

4.3.3.3 No objections move ready to motion in group 3

4.3.4 CID 4096

4.3.4.1 Review comment and context

4.3.4.2 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, change the “Incapable bit” to “refuse bit” at cited location in 11.10.8.6 (line 28).
4.3.4.3 No objection, move ready to motion in group 3

4.4 Recess at 3:pm
5.0 TGmb Wed PM2 4-6pm Molly A

5.1 Meeting called to order by Dorothy Stanley at 4pm with 16 attendees.
5.2 Start with Doc 11-10-728r1 by Adrian for review

5.2.1 11.3.1.2.d, do not make this change.  The SME and MLME are both involved in the 8.2.2 algorithms.  Leave this as “STA” to cover both entities.

5.2.2 11.3.1.3.a change:  okay.

5.2.3 11.3.1.3.c change: okay

5.2.4 11.3.2.0a change: discussion on whether this is MLME or MAC.  Decided MLME is okay, since we agree the MLME sends Management frames, and therefore the Disassociate frame.

5.2.5 More discussion

5.2.6 Review of each change proposed.
5.2.7 11.3.2.Reason code used where Result Code should have been 
5.2.8 CID 4092 -- comeback issue. Clause 10 needs to have parameters expanded.

5.2.9 Add timeout Interval element parameter to 10.3.6.4.2

5.2.10 11.3.2.2 – f) g) h) to be addressed in Mark’s document.
5.2.11 11.3.2.2 add a Note on the end where the MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request generates a protected Disassociatoin Frame addressed to this STA.

5.2.12 11.3.2.3 d) use Result Code instead of Reason Code in two places.

5.2.13 11.3.2.4  b1 same type of changes as in 11.3.2.3 -- .

5.2.14 Discussion on the impact of all the changes we are wanting to make and if this is better to do now or later in Sponsor ballot.
5.2.14.1 There is some that would like to push to have a clean document regardless of if there are lots of change bars…get it right and clean.

5.2.14.2 There are some that would like to minimize the changes to only those that are critical (DOS type) and keep the notes for later.

5.2.14.3 The GenAdHoc will hold an AdHoc during AM2 on Thursday to try to prepare enough information for the closing Timeslot on Friday.

5.2.14.4 Room was requested and reserved to work.

5.2.15 Continue reviewing document until 5:30pm.

5.2.16 Adrian to take the document and polish up what we pointed out and repost for consideration.
5.3 MAC Comments
5.3.1 CID 4094 
5.3.1.1 Review comment and context.

5.3.1.2 Proposed Resolution: Reject. A measurement pause is always supported.  According to 11.10.8.7 a measurement pause can only appear in a measement request that includes multiple measurements.  Thereofore it doesn’t really make sense to add a capability bit.
5.3.1.3 No objection move ready to motion in group 3.

5.3.2 CID 4061

5.3.2.1 Review comment and context

5.3.2.2 Review 10.3.27.3 and in 10.3.27.4

5.3.2.3 How do we know how the timeout is set in the primitive?

5.3.2.4 Discussion on possible choices

5.3.2.5 Search for how BlockAck is being set.

5.3.2.6 There is an interopable issue if the BlockAckTimeout is not set the same way and determine if it is a negation or not.

5.3.2.7 The group is nervous on making the proposed change.  Both sides of the exchange is probably keeping independent timeouts, and when either side timesout, then there may be a timeout message sent.

5.3.2.8 Proposed resolution:  Disagree: There is no consensus on the proposed change or alternative possible change.  The Task group decided to leave the text as is.
5.3.2.9 No objection: move to ready for motion in group 3

5.3.3 All MAC Comments now are pending.

5.4 Comment Status:

5.4.1 GEN – 26 Assigned, 7  Ready for Motion

5.4.2 MAC – 25 Ready for Motion

5.4.3 EDITOR – 40 approved.

5.5 Recessed at 6:pm
6.0 TGmb Thursday July 15, 2010 PM2 slot 4-6pm 
6.1 Called to order by Dorothy Stanley at 4pm with 16 attendees.

6.2 Report from Gen AdHoc
6.2.1 11-10-826r3 was reviewed

6.2.2 The group did not get all the way through the document

6.2.3 There was some issues with SetKeys that will need to be discussed in the future.

6.2.4 Questions 

6.2.4.1 Can 826 be used without Adrian’s doc?  Not possible as 826 is based on the changes from Adrian’s document

6.3 Strawpoll: Can we defer changes to 11.3 to a later ballot?

6.3.1 Question on how the changes in the operations manual effects the process that we are proceeding, can we have the conditional approval be on D4 rather than D5

6.3.1.1 The process to request Conditional is based on the last ballot with D4.0 and a plan on how the group will complete the ballot.
6.3.1.2 It is possible to speed up the last ballot, but that is not where we are now.

6.3.1.3 Could we speed up the procedure by using 4.0?  

6.3.1.4 What we could do is make our plan to be that we expect a 6.0 for the final draft, and that we acknowledge we may have to do another recirc after this next one.

6.3.1.5 Issues with doing this?

6.3.1.5.1 We may not have consensus to the resoluions.

6.3.2 Vote: 3 -4-6

6.4 Discuss Alternatives going forward:

6.4.1 Defer consideration to 11.3 discussions to a later ballot.

6.4.2 Point of order to return to the Agenda

6.4.2.1 Chair ruled that the comment resolution is what we need to get direction on for resovling 11.3.

6.4.3 Return to discussion:

6.4.4 Alternatives:

6.4.4.1 Defer consideration of 11.3 comments to a later Ballot, reject them, or have withdrawn

6.4.4.2 Adopt the current changes

6.4.4.3 Take Adrian’s changes, without Mark’s. take step towards better 11.3

6.4.4.4 Why are we hurrying to get to SB?

6.4.4.5 Let’s look at the plan and make sure we understand the impact from deferring and what the impact would be to continue with the updating of 11.3 now.

6.4.4.6 The changes to 11.3 do not have a consensus for all the comments.
6.4.4.7 There are some significant problems with the schedule.  We need two quiet periods to make this process to be able to publish the revision.  There is a quiet time after the current u,v,z publish and then incorporate them and then we can plan to make our targets.

6.4.4.8 The option of deferring is the most practical to meeting the plan to get into Sponsor Ballot.

6.4.4.9 The 11.3 topic is a rather difficult topic and we may want to use this time for polishing the clause.
6.4.4.10  Currently the plan is that in Sept, you would have comments from draft 5.

6.4.5 Review of detail plan.

6.4.5.1 Draft 5 – 6 weeks to prepare and run ballot and resoluionts.

6.4.5.2 If we use the accelerated process we could delay the start of D5 a couple weeks to allow the final comments (11.3) to be completed and incorporated into D5 and hopefully be the final draft, and recirc twice
6.4.6 Alternatives cont

6.4.6.1 Complete resolution of the D4.0 comments after this meeting, finish on Telecons, Target Mid August.

6.4.6.1.1 So can we finish the work on two more telecons?

6.4.6.1.1.1 There seems to be about 30 mins to finish Mark’s doc and then resolve the last two issues.

6.4.6.1.1.2 Ballot could start on Aug 16 Target

6.4.6.1.1.3 15 days takes you to Sept 1.

6.4.6.2 Concern on how much work can be done in the time frame as this is a concern with the speed up of the process.

6.4.7 Restate the alternatives

6.4.7.1 1. Defer consideration of 11.3 comments to a later ballot, Reject them, or have withdrawn.  Ballot out of this meeting

6.4.7.2 2. Take Adrian’s changes Now, without Mark’s. take step towards a better 11.3.  Ballot out of this meeting

6.4.7.3 3. Complete resolution of the D4.0 comments after this meeting, finish on telecons,

6.4.7.3.1 4th aug target, (23, 30, 6h telecom
6.4.7.3.2 Ballot start Aug 16 target open ; clos e sept.1 (approx)

6.4.7.4 Vote for those comfortable with: 1=7, 2=5, 3=4

6.4.7.5 If we drop the last one (3), and only vote for one:  1=6; 2 = 3

6.4.7.6 The strawpoll results show a majority to defer consideration on 11.3 comments.

6.5 Process last Gen AdHoc comments
6.5.1 Mike M. Take comments.

6.5.2  Discussion on the 11.3 comments - Architecture Documents

6.5.3 - CID 4080 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.4 - CID 4081 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.5 - CID 4082 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.6 - CID 4045 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.7 - CID 4083 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.8 - CID 4084 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.9 - CID 4047 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.10 - CID 4092 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.11 - CID 4085 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.12 - CID 4086 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.13 - CID 4087 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.14 - CID 4088 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.15 - CID 4089 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.16 - CID 4090 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.17 - CID 4091 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.18 - Discussion on the 11.3 comments

6.5.19 - CID 4041 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.20 - CID 4053 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.21 - CID 4051 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.22 - CID 4046 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.23 - CID 4044 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.24 - CID 4043 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.25 - CID 4054 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.26 - CID 4042 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.27 - CID 4049 - Disagree. Commentor has withdrawn the comment. Move to Ready for Motion and Withdrawn group.

6.5.28 Discussion on remaining comments:

6.5.29 - CID 4067 - Proposed resolution from PHY experts:

6.5.29.1 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-07-16 00:09:00Z) .      In first paragraph on p. 1254 (D4.0), add two sentences "Spatial mapping matrices Q_{k,A} and Q_{k,B} are assumed to be identity matrices here for simplicity of illustration.  (Note that spatial mapping matrix for sounding PPDUs are specified in 20.3.13.2.) "

6.5.29.2 - Mark the comment Ready for Motion.

6.5.30 - CID 4052

6.5.30.1 - proposal is to decline the comment and leave the clause unchanged. 

6.5.30.2 - If we accept the comment, there will be an undefined term in Annex C.

6.5.30.3 - Resolution is "Disagree. There are references to WDS in Figure 8-38. There are references to htis in Annex C, while Annex C is deprecated, it is still in the standard. When Annex C is removed, and if figure 8-38 no longer contains WDS, then it could be a candidate for removal."

6.5.30.4 - Mark the comment ready for motion.

6.6 Motions on Comment Resolutions

6.6.1 Review all the motions that we may make.
6.6.2 Motion #94: 
6.6.2.1 Move to approve MAC adhoc comment resolutions on Tabs “Withdrawn”, “1”, “2” and “3” of document 11-10/825r4.
6.6.2.2 Moved Mike Montemurro, 2nd Mark Hamilton

6.6.2.3 Result: 12-0-1 -- Motion passes 

6.6.3 Motion #95 Gen
6.6.3.1  Move to approve the GEN Motion A, Withdrawn tabs  comment resolutions in document 11-10/769r2.
6.6.3.2 Moved Jon Rosdahl; 2nd Mike Montemurro

6.6.3.3 Result: 13-0-0

6.6.4 Motion #96

6.6.4.1   Move to approve the comment resolution of comment 4067 as:

· AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-07-16 00:09:00Z) .      In first paragraph on p. 1254 (D4.0), add two sentences "Spatial mapping matrices Q_{k,A} and Q_{k,B} are assumed to be identity matrices here for simplicity of illustration.  (Note that spatial mapping matrix for sounding PPDUs are specified in 20.3.13.2.) "

· The resultant paragraph should read:

· Figure 20-15 (Baseband-to-baseband channel) illustrates the observed baseband-to-baseband channel,

· including reciprocity correction. Spatial mapping matrices Q_{k,A} and Q_{k,B} are assumed to be identity matrices here for simplicity of illustration.  (Note that spatial mapping matrix for sounding PPDUs are specified in 20.3.13.2.)  The amplitude and phase responses of the transmit and receive chains can

· be expressed as diagonal matrices with complex valued diagonal entries, of the form and at

· STA A. The relationship between the baseband-to-baseband channel, and the over-the-air channel,

·  is shown in Equation (20-64).

· 2.      After Step d) on p. 1255, editor to add a note

·  "NOTE:  When a non-identity matrix is used for Q_{k,A}, STA A is responsible for accounting for the spatial mapping in its local channel estimate as well as in the quantized CSI fed back since the channel feedback received in step c) is actually H(tilde)_{AB,k}*Q_{A,k} and not H(tilde)_{AB,k}.  Furthermore, since Q_{k,B} is defined in 20.3.13.2, additional steps can be taken in STA A to remove the effect of Q_{k,B} when computing the correction matrix K_{A,k}. "
6.6.4.2 Moved Mike Montemurro; 2nd Jon Rosdahl

6.6.4.3 Results: 13-0-0 motion passes
6.6.5 Motion #97

6.6.5.1 Move to approve the comment resolution of comment 4052 as: Disagree – There are references to WDS in Figure 8-38.  There are references to this in Annex C. While Annex C is deprecated, it is still in the standard.  When Annex C is removed, and if figure 8-38 no longer contains WDS, then it could be a candidate for removal

6.6.5.2 Moved: Adrian Stephens, 2nd Bill Marshall

6.6.5.3 Results 10-0-1 motion passes.

6.7 Mike takes notes here.
6.7.1 Discussion on Sponsor Ballot Approval package in document 11-10/801r0

6.7.2 - Update to remove Adrian Stephens from unsatisfied voter list. Bill Marshall has 1 remaining comment. Mark Hamilton has 5 remaining comments.

6.7.3 - Remove "comments by topic" slide (we don't have that data).

6.7.4 - We covered the comments on the spreadsheet. 

6.8 delay for commercial break to check database

6.9 Motions for missing comments:
6.9.1 Motion #98.

6.9.2 Move to approve as comment resolution of comments 4080, 4081, 4082, 4045, 4041 4053 4051 4043 4044 4046 4054 4083 4084 4047 4042 4049 4092 4085 4086 4087 4088 4089 4090 4091: 

6.9.3 - Disagree, "The commenter has withdrawn the comment."

6.9.4 Moved: Jon Rosdahl

6.9.5 Second: Michael Montemurro

6.9.6 Result: 10 - yes, 0 - no. 1 0 - abstain. Motion passes.

6.10 - back to regularly scheduled sponsor ballot approval.

6.10.1  The document 11-10/801r0 has been uploaded. 

6.10.2 - Editor has confirmed that all comment resolutions for LB163 have been resolved and approved.

6.11 Motion to go to recirculation.

6.11.1 Motion #99
6.11.1.1 Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the Recirculation letter ballot on IEEE P802.11m/D4.0, Instruct the editor to prepare IEEE P802.11m/D5.0 incorporating the approval resolutions and Approve a 15 Day recirculation Letter Ballot on IEEE P802.11mb/D5.0 asking the question “should 802.11Revmb D5.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”
6.11.1.2 Moved: Mike Montemurro, 2nd Bob Miller

6.11.1.3 Results: 9-0-1 motion passes

6.11.2 Motion #100

6.11.2.1 Move to Approve 11-10-0801-00 as the report to the IEEE 802 Executive committee in support of a request for conditional approval to forward IEEE P802.11REVmb to Sponsor Ballot, instructing the TGmb Chair to insert the spreadsheets of unsatisfied comments when available.

6.11.2.2 Moved: Adrian Stephens, 2nd Mark Hamilton

6.11.2.3 Results: 9-0-0 --  motion passes
6.12 Telecons

6.12.1 Approve Telecons 
6.12.1.1 Aug 20, 27, Sept 3, 10

6.12.1.2 11 am ET

6.12.1.3 2 hours

6.12.2 There were no objections to these dates

6.12.3 The Chair  will populate the calendar for approval by the WG on Friday.

6.13 Time has run out, adjourned at 6pm
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