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1.0 Monday – PM1 – September 13, 2010;
1.1 Called to order by Dorothy 

1.2 Agenda Review.
 - Agenda document is 1047r0 (the working document is 1047r1).
 - Add Editor's report for today's session (to go along with MEC comment discussion).
1.3 Proposed Agenda

1.3.1 Chair’s Welcome, Status, Review of Objectives, Approve Agenda
1.3.2 Editor's report

1.3.3 Approval of Prior Minutes

1.3.4 Comment Resolution - MEC

1.3.5 Interpretation Request

1.4 Policies and Procedures, Attendance reminder

1.4.1 No patent or LOA information items reported.

1.5 Editor's report. Document 11-10/0002r3 by Adrian Stephens.
 - The MEC change is in Clause 1.2. Draft 5.01 rolls 11p into the 11mb Draft. Draft 6.01 would consist of Draft 5.01 with the MEC requested change.
 - For 11p roll-up, the draft of interest would be D5.01 - eventually moving to D6.01.
 - The change was made to the scope in the PAR submission. Updating the draft with an updated PAR scope and purpose with what is in the PAR is an editorial change.
 - IEEE staff has indicated that submitting D6.0 for the first Sponsor Ballot.
1.6 Approve LB167 Editorial comment resolutions

1.7 Motion #101:  Approve comment resolutions in 11-09/0956r9 on the "Ready for motion Sept 2010" tab.
By: Adrian Stephens; 2nd Michael Montemurro
Discussion: 
- We are just approving the motion on one tab.
- If we are recirculating Draft 6.0, we should not be accepting these proposed resolutions.
Result: 12 - Yes; 0 - No; 0 - Abstain. Motion Passes
1.8 Question on the Withdrawn comments in Doc 11-09/0956r9 -- The withdrawn comments should be marked “unresolvable”. However the text of the resolution indicates "disagree" for the older Ballots.
1.8.1 The LB167 comments are all "unresolvable."
1.8.2 We will not make a change to the older resolutions.

1.9 Approval of minutes of prior meetings
July 2010 minutes: 11-10/0830r0 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0830-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-july-2010-san-diego-plenary.doc" \t "_parent" 0830-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-july-2010-san-diego-plenary.doc 

Teleconference Minutes: 11-10/1015r0 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1015-00-000m-teleconference-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1015-00-000m-teleconference-minutes-aug-2010.doc" \t "_parent" minutes-aug-2010.doc 

1.9.1 Minutes approved by acclamation.

1.10 Interpretation Request

1.10.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0992-01-000m-august-2010-interpretation-request.doc 

1.10.2 This was verified by Dan Harkins, and he provided to the requester information on the error.

1.10.3 Updated response to the new template was made.
1.10.4 Motion: Accept the interpretation response contained in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0992-01-000m-august-2010-interpretation-request.doc on the subject of AES-CCM test vectors and forward the response to the IEEE-SA for publication.
1.10.5 Moved: Jon Rosdahl  2nd: Harry Worstell
1.10.6 No discussion
1.10.7 Result: 11-0-0 motion passes.
1.11 Comment Resolution work this week

1.11.1 Topics: 11p roll-in, clause 10.3, unsatisfied comments

1.11.2 Discussion on a plan for getting most work done this week.
1.11.3 Another option is to look at the 11p roll-up comments and prepare for resolution.
1.12 Discussion on 11p roll-up

1.12.1 There is a concern that we may have created a circular reference where the 11p refers to FCC, and the FCC refers to 11p, and so this may be a real issue. In D-1, D-2, D-3.
1.12.1.1 Issue with FCC rules, ASTM 2213, and the 11p declarations.

1.12.1.2 There is a question Table D-2 was removed, but 11p had a row added to this table, and now, if we leave the table in, will there need to be more text included?
1.12.1.3 The table was defined to communicate the transmission limits for the 11p cases.
1.12.1.4 It may be that table D-1 may be sufficient as regulatory requirements.

1.12.1.5 The ETSI references are still in D-1.  

1.12.1.6 If the entries for D-2 were merged into D-1 that would resolve the concern.

1.12.1.7 Editor took note to do so when preparing the 6.01 draft.

1.12.1.8 Table D-3 has similar issue, and if we move the new items to D-1 and remove D-3.  

1.12.1.9 ACTION ITEM:  Lee Armstrong to provide descriptions for entries 17 and 18 on Table D-4. This description be included in D6.01 as a starting point for comments.
1.12.2 Spurious Transmission

1.12.2.1 In the old I.2.1 in 11p, became D.2.1 in D5.0. the paragraph indicated a change but the particular paragraph had been removed/changed significantly. 

1.12.2.2 The reference will be in Table D-1, and so the need for the statement is not necessary. 

1.12.2.3 Issue resolved

1.12.3 D2.2 (D5.0) Transmit power levels

1.12.3.1 In 11mb, we removed the table D-5, and in 11p it added an entry to the removed table.  So is this information is required, and if so in what form.

1.12.3.2  We believe that Peter E would need to be consulted for more input on this paragraph/issue.

1.12.3.3  ACTION ITEM: Carl will check whether if the power levels are in the CFRs.  If they are, they would not be required as the rules are referenced in table D-1. – Carl can only check the US; the ETSI specs are password protected, and will need someone else to check Europe.

1.12.3.4 Question is if the requirements specified are over and above what is in the other specs, or if it is just a redundant requirement.

1.12.3.5 Action ITEM: Peter E to check on the ETSI requirements. (TGmb chair to notify Peter of AI.)

1.12.4 Table D-6 Transmit Power Classifications

1.12.4.1  Are these numbers also redundant?  

1.12.4.2 There do not seem to be any clauses that reference these materials.

1.12.5 CARL reported on the EIRP column: Section 90.3.77 of the FCC rules references the channel number (170-184) and it lists the maximum EIRP for each channel, so the US entries are not necessary in Table D-5 for the individual Transmit powers.  This is from an RNR, but he would like to make sure it is in the CFR, and make sure that all the proper sections are listed.
1.12.6 For the emissions Masks (Mask M) 
1.12.6.1  There is a need to keep it in 11mb somewhere to address the specific type of mask that is required.

1.12.6.2 If we remove all the other masks, we can get a reference to the 4.9Ghz band that has the mask defined in the FCC rules.

1.12.7 More discussion on Powerlevel and references to the FCC.  There was a discussion on Table D6 Max STA Transmit Power Classification.
1.12.7.1  There may be more discussion to review this a bit more later.

1.12.8 That concludes the Annex D and Annex E issues.

1.12.8.1 The transmit spectrum masks and the classification tables will be left for comment resolution discussion. (Table D-5 and D-6).

1.12.9 Look in Clause 17 for editor notes.

1.12.9.1 Transmit Mask M thing is here.  I.2 was removed, now it should be somewhere, but it was changed to outside the 11mb standard.  So the new reference will be obtained by Carl.
1.12.10 Thanks to Adrian, Tech Editor for his proactive approach to start the roll-in process as speculative issue.

1.13 Review Timeline from end of Plan of Record:

· July 2010 – Conditional Sponsor Ballot Approval from EC

· August 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days) – Closes Sept 14

· September 2010 – Sponsor Ballot start – D6.0
· December 2010 – Sponsor Recirc. Start – (January-Feb)

· July 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval

· Sept 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval
1.13.1 So if the first Ballot goes out by the 20th, then we will be optimistic to get the comments resolved by the end of Dec.

1.13.2 Draft 6.1 would have TGp, and could be posted at the close of the sponsor ballot so that we don’t have to explain to the voters why we have two drafts.

1.13.3 Draft 6.2 would have TGz, 6.3 would have TGv and TGu would be 6.4.

1.13.4 So, the comment resolutions would be made against these roll-ups and Jan-Feb would be the expected time for the recirc for Draft 7.0.

1.13.5 D7 may or may not include TGv and TGu if they drag out longer than another window for recirc.

1.14 Time check – 10 minutes left.
1.14.1 Next topic would be to look at the unresolved issues when we come back.

1.15 Recessed at 3:20pm

2.0 PM2 Monday, September 13, 2010, 4pm
2.1 Dorothy Called to order at 4:06pm

2.2 Agenda for PM2

2.2.1 Review Comments that were withdrawn or that were left unresolved.

2.3 Start with the withdrawn comments and look for editorial and those that have little work to do to prepare for when the letter ballot comments come back.  The idea is to prepare for what we expect to come back in the first Round of Sponsor Balloting.

2.3.1 CID 5015: review where were left it.  Comment had been withdrawn, and so no previous discussion had taken place.

2.3.1.1 Review the comment details, page1320, Draft 5, near the bottom, shows that if Radio Measurement is supported, then measurement pause is required.
2.3.1.2 If the note is confusing, if we delete just the word “pause” (twice) this note may make more sense. (Page 684. D5.0).

2.3.1.3 Discussion on Measurement Pause. Is it optional or mandatory?

2.3.1.4 After long discussion, we ask why is there a Note here in 10.11.9.7?  May it be better to drop it altogether? And add a statement that it is always supported when Radio Measurements are supported.
2.3.1.5 Another problem in 10.11.6 is when a incapable response is allowed or not.  The first statement is about the general case, and the latter statement is an error condition.
2.3.1.6 To this issue: Proposed comment Resolution: We agree with the commenter that the Note is not necessary, and a replacement statement of “Measurement Pause shall be supported by a a STA supporting Radio Measurement.”

2.3.1.7 A check of the MIB definitions:  dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is defined as a read-write.  So it is capable of being turned off or on.

2.3.2 CID 5014:

2.3.2.1 Review the comment. And CID 4093.
2.3.2.2 Why can we not add a optional Sub-element in the Link Measurement Report Frame Action field.  That is the point to be extensible.  We can have a defined sub-element that would be able to address the need.

2.3.2.3 There was concern on where it should be added.  Can we just add an element that would report generically the incapability?
2.3.2.4 There is no other field in the Neighbor Report Response frame.  While this is not addressed by the comment, but it is a similar issue.

2.3.2.5 There is no real good way to resolve this as a generic fix.

2.3.2.6 Legacy devices do not have a way to respond to the request with the standard the way it is now.  A response with a report, but there is no way to indicate incapability.

2.3.2.7 If a request for something that was indicated by the STA as not being capable, it has no way to say “incapable”.
2.3.2.8 We may be able to resolve this more generically by deleting the following in 10.11.11 Link Measurement “and return a Link Measurement Report with the Incapable bit in the Measurement Report Mode field set to 1”.

2.3.2.9 This case is really a case where a STA has sent the AP something that is not valid, and so if we simply ignore the frame, it would resolve this issue.

2.3.2.10  The STA should not send it in the first place.  The Standard should not try to cover all the “non-compliant” statements.

2.3.2.11 Better solution would be to delete the entire paragraph.

2.3.2.12 Proposed resolution would be to drop the paragraph.

2.3.3 CID 5013

2.3.3.1 Review the comment.  This will be covered in Dan’s presentation.  It is also in the Editorial non-required comment.

2.3.3.2 We agree with the comment and would possibly be fixed in the text from Dan.

2.3.4 CID 5012

2.3.4.1 Review the comment – not required Editorial, but looks like a good change.

2.3.4.2 CID 5011

2.3.4.2.1 Review the comment – out of scope comment
2.3.4.2.2 Settings of the Max SP Length subfield.  

2.3.4.2.3 This comment would most likely be rejected because the MAC layer has internal layering.  MSDU-> A-MSDUs and MMPDUs per SP.  The A-MPDU is the transport of these three.  This is not incomplete, but rather a misunderstanding by the commenter.

2.3.4.3 CID 5010

2.3.4.3.1 Reviewed comment – Accepted in principle, it was moved to editorial set that would be considered in the future.  The comment deals with table 8-25. 

2.3.4.3.2  See 8.4.2.1 – “The frame body components specified for many management subtypes result in elements ordered by ascending Element ID, with the exception of the MIC Management element”
2.3.4.3.3 This sentence was altered during TGma, and this sentence is informative, but is thought to have less value than the second sentence which was added by TGw.  This was a requirement that was introduced to have the MIC be at the end.  The first sentence is required in order to make the second sentence more meaningful.
2.3.4.3.4 The comment can be declined and said that the order in tables are necessary to be kept in order.  There are several instances that the TIM element being in the wrong places causes trouble.
2.3.4.3.5 In the 2003 edition, there was not a statement of required ordering.  Only the table for the management frames gave the ordering.
2.3.4.4 CID 5009

2.3.4.4.1 Review the comment. – Accepted in principle that was editorial not required.

2.3.4.4.2 The cited figure, the bits are numbered “11, 12, 13, 13, 15”.

2.3.4.4.3 Comment should be done as soon as possible.

2.3.4.5 CID 5008

2.3.4.5.1 Review comment – Out of Scope

2.3.4.5.2 Error Recovery upon a peer failure – there is no normative statement on which of the two options should be used.

2.3.4.5.3 A note could be added, but that would not be normative.

2.3.4.5.4 Review of CID 4062 as the original comment.
2.3.4.5.5 Look at 9.20.5 (d5.0)

2.3.4.5.6 Common sense says that the lower value is going to drop out sooner.  The Block ACK agreement is unidirectional.  The response comes back with timeout value.  Both have to drop a dead connection.  The value would be convenient to be the same, but does not really break if it is not the same.  The one that originates the setup request gives a shorter value than the accepter, and then there is no problem.  But if the acceptor gives a smaller value, the sender will continue getting dropped for not meeting the shorter timeout.
2.3.4.5.7 We could add a statement that the shorter number should be used to avoid issues, so that both could use the same value.

2.4 Next time block could look at 10.3 

2.4.1 Mark had an action item to update his document.

2.5 Recessed at 6:02pm
3.0 PM1, September 14, 2010 1:30-3:30pm
3.1 Called to order at 1:33pm by Dorothy

3.2 Agenda:

3.2.1 Status of Draft and Sponsor ballot status.

3.2.2 Report on 802 EC Report

3.2.3 Clause 10.3 topic

3.3 Status of Draft and Sponsor Ballot Status

3.3.1 Michael K. has responded that we can proceed without a Recirc.

3.3.2 The bottom line is that if the WG desire was to match the PAR, then we need to inform the WG and we can proceed with the Sponsor Ballot.

3.3.3 Plan for Sponsor Ballot: is contained in EC Report

3.4 802 EC Report Review – 10/801r4

3.4.1 Summary:

3.4.1.1 The IEEE 802 EC granted conditional approval to P802.11REVmb to proceed to sponsor ballot at its July 2010 closing meeting.

3.4.1.2 WG 802.11 recirculation ballot on P802.11REVmb_D5.0 closed, meeting the terms of the conditional approval

3.4.1.3 Details of meeting these terms are shown on the next slide, and the status of the P802.11REVmb WG ballot is shown on the following slides.

3.4.1.4 WG 802.11 requests that the IEEE 802 EC approve the start of sponsor ballot on P802.11REVmb.

3.4.2 We need to put in a slide that details the MEC review.

3.4.3 LMSC OM Clause 14 conditional approval description (slide 3-4).

3.4.4 Results of the ballot reviewed (slide 5)
3.4.5 Review of Timeline

3.4.5.1 The first sponsor ballot should be 45 days.  Need to adjust the end date.  The start date is next Monday and that allows the pool to close this week and get verified, and so we have a reasonable date to start, (Monday) and need to move the end date to Nov 5th.

3.4.6 Put in new Mandatory Editorial Coordination (MEC) slide into the deck as new slide 9.

3.4.6.1 IEEE SA staff performed MEC on P802.11 REVmb D5.0, and indicated one mandatory change to be made prior to Sponsor Ballot (See 11-10-1070r0).  This change was deemed editorial by the WG chair and IEEE staff liaison, and P802.11REVmb Draft 6.0, which includes this change, will be submitted to Sponsor Ballot.
3.4.7 Dorothy will finalize the scrubbing of the document and get it to Bruce to send to the EC.

3.5 Clause 10.3 discussion

3.5.1 We had decided that we would start with Mark’s doc and walk though the document.

3.5.2 There is a concern that we do not agree on where the state variables are written.  There is also a concern that we do not have all the interested parties here today, and we may want to schedule a call that would better be utilized.

3.5.3 We may want to talk to the issue of security today.

3.5.4 Looking at the diagram 10-6

3.5.4.1 Transition from state 3 to state 4 is only known by 802.1x and SME.  It is not known by the MLME.
3.5.4.2 If the state variable is owned by someone other than the SME, then we need an interface to tell the SME of the transition.  

3.5.4.3 All the arrows are all SME involved messages.  

3.5.4.4 So if we clear the wording to allow the SME to be the owner then the state variable can be set clearly by the SME.

3.5.4.5 The order of events detailed in the clause should not be that critical that would preclude the SME from owning the state variable.

3.5.4.6 Response: Which ever way we choose, the interface between the SME and the MLME is inadequate.  The Packet Filtering would need access to the variable.  There is a 10-0782r2 which lists the places that the MLME needs to write to the state variable.

3.5.4.6.1 Review of 10-0782r2

3.5.4.6.2 Page 5 has a table that shows when the state variable is written.

3.5.4.6.3 There were events that either could do it, and there were places that only one or the other could do it, but what was even more interesting was that in one case neither one could do it as the series of events are not known to either one sufficiently.

3.5.4.7 A check on page 790.31, the reference was a read rather than a write, and so the reference may be incorrect.  Several checks of the MLME write were not verified to be the correct reference.  It is unknown why this is, something is wrong, and the intention was to locate writes, and the wrong revision may have been used, so the author asked for time to update the table. And defer further discussion on this topic.
3.6 So we will defer the discussion on the table until the doc can be updated, and practically speaking that would be on the next conference call.

3.7 Teleconference call schedule:

3.7.1 Times to meet would be the 

3.7.1.1 Possible dates Oct 1, 8, 15, 22, 29
3.7.1.2 Dates that seemed better:  15, 22, 29

3.7.1.3 We will schedule topics for those dates with discussion with the submitters.

3.7.1.4 Start time seemed to have dropped last time.

3.7.1.5 Better to start at 10 ET is the group’s hope.

3.7.1.6 Authorization will be asked for Oct 15, Oct 22, Oct 29 for 10 ET.

3.7.2 We would continue to work through the unsatisfied comments and the withdrawn comments.  We need to prepare a submission to address them and we can discuss on the calls.
3.8 How to spend the rest of today?

3.8.1  We can continue on the withdrawn comments.

3.8.2 We could work today and drop off what is not needed.

3.9 Discussion on unresolved comments 

3.9.1 CID 5007 – Editorial – not required, left to the Editor to address.

3.9.1.1 The issue is that all the published amendments will be included, and a change is not necessary.

3.9.2 CID 5008 – 

3.9.2.1 Question on where we left off, consensus to have a statement be added that the shorter time be used.

3.9.3 CID 5006
3.9.3.1 Editorial comment that the editor can deal with.

3.9.4 CID 5005

3.9.4.1 Editorial comment that the editor can deal with

3.9.5 CID 5004

3.9.5.1 Unsatisfied comment: reviewed the comment and context

3.9.5.2 There is an issue of prioritization of the schedules, and which colliding schedule is serviced and how to choose which is serviced first.  The reason for this is that there are not many implementations of this, and because no one cares.   So what is the scenario that we are trying to address?
3.9.5.3 If we have an overflow case with a large number of broadcast packets for example, and  not enough time to get them out, and because you are allowed to drop packets if you have not any more buffering space, so then the solution could be best left to the implementers and that is a differentiator for the devices.

3.9.5.4 The condition specified can exist.  There are many conditions that are competing to fill in the air, but it is up to the developer to determine.

3.9.5.5 We could add a Note: Note that when the service period coincides with the TBTT or transmission of Group buffered BU, then the implementer determines the course of action.

3.9.5.6 We may want to say that the scheduled traffic takes precedence because there are some QoS requirements that are involved.

3.9.5.7 The “Note Idea” is a good compromise for the issue.  An explanation to the commenter explaining why we are not mandating that would also be nice to send.

3.9.6 CID 5003

3.9.6.1 Withdrawn comment

3.9.6.2 Review the comment.
3.9.6.3 There is not a conflict, but rather a misunderstanding.

3.9.6.4 No there may be a conflict 766 line 37 Draft 5.0

3.9.6.4.1 “shall discard” 

3.9.6.4.2 The STA has completed the setup and has all the keys, and it gets an unprotected frame and must drop in one place, in the other place it is used to trigger a DS trigger.

3.9.6.4.3 What is the meaning of discard?  Can we use it for other things even when we are discarding?  Can you make any determination with a packet that is being discarded?
3.9.6.4.4 What we mean in this place we say doesn’t do deauth, but you may do an SA query.

3.9.6.5 We should put in a note in 11.14.3 (D5.0), (page 766 after the 4th paragraph) and the note would say “Note: the STA that discards unprotected unicast Disassociation and Deauthetication frames can perform the SA query procedure as defined in 10.14 (D5.0)
3.9.7 CID 5002

3.9.7.1 Similar to 5003, Comment was withdrawn

3.9.7.2 Review the comment and context.

3.9.7.3 The issue is that the “Allowed” is not where it was expected.

3.9.7.4 The condition of when we do not have a key “if” statement seems incorrect, and will need to be addressed.

3.9.7.5 If there is a key we will never process an action frame.
3.9.7.6 The pseudo code will need to have some checking done to ensure the case for the unprotected frame.

3.9.7.7 An Else statement for when we do not have a key and what is there is the better Else state, and a process to be done in the normal “If” case.

3.9.7.8 ACTION ITEM: Jouni to propose text that would be better address the issue.  Jouni will put in a Sponsor Ballot comment and propose the solution. (See page 832 D5.0)

3.9.8 CID 5000 and 5001

3.9.8.1 CID 5001 Technical comment that was a duplicate of 5000.

3.9.8.2 Review the comment

3.9.8.3 The comment is really on the base standard and not on the balloted versions.

3.9.8.4 Looking at table 11-2, the Encoding of ResultCode to Status Code field Value, when you go back to the Status codes table 8-35, the mapping seems correct.
3.9.8.5 There is a match, but there is a problem.  What happened is that in TGu, a request for 11-2 from the ANA was rejected, but was told he could go to the Status code table, and then the commenter decided that there is not a name for each value with an associated description.  Then the assignment would be for the name and not the description.  

3.9.8.6 We do not want global scope for the enumeration for the status codes.  The scope of the table 11-2 is for only that one MLME interface.
3.9.8.7 Some question the necessity of having a Global Enum of the Status codes.  Some think that the mapping is not providing a local definition.

3.9.8.8 The problem is that the numbers have been added to some tables.
3.9.8.9 The Editor would need some help to determine where to put the short informative names for the status codes, to make it clear that all the text was addressed.

3.9.8.10  So, for this comment, we did review the cited tables, but they are consistent.  We could either reject or accept the comment as it was written.  We have checked the cited locations and it is correct.

3.9.8.11  Checking on other alternatives would be left as an exercise to the reader/commenter.

3.10 We can start on the unsatisfied comments to review if more really needs to be done.

3.10.1 What is the value of that exercise? 
3.10.1.1 – Just to make sure we didn’t miss any other comment instruction. (A comment that said to align the PAR).  
3.10.1.2  Comments that are not commented back on later do not imply any implicit agreement or disagreement.
3.11 Recessed at 3:30pm

4.0 PM2 Tuesday, September 14, 2010
4.1 Called to order by Dorothy at 4:06pm

4.2 Status
4.2.1 We have looked at all the withdrawn comments.

4.2.2 Propose we look at the unsatisfied comments that we may want to look at.

4.2.3 We have Peter here to address the 11p integration Action Item.

4.3 Proposed Agenda:

4.3.1 Look at 11p Action item

4.3.2 Look at the unsatisfied comments.

4.4 11p Action Item review:

4.4.1 Review what we discussed on Monday with Peter.

4.4.2 Peter will check on the European Regs.
4.4.3 The Table D-6 may be needed to give meaning to the PICs entries.

4.4.4 Mask M reference is 47 CFR 90.210m.

4.4.5 Discussion on how to add the 20MHz width description and the Mask M.
4.4.6 There will be a change to what the 11p roll-in produces to remove the regulatory references from clause 17 and complete the alignment which will need to be done as part of the 11p roll-up in 6.01.
4.4.7 ACTION ITEM: Peter E to provide detail for updates to Adrian before the end of the Sponsor Ballot… see clause 17.3.10.3 and 17.3.10.3.4.  

4.4.8 ACTION ITEM: Peter E to add a 20 MHz mask to be referenced from 17.3.10.3.

4.4.9 Need to tell Carl that we have the Mask M reference from Peter.

4.5 Review Unsatisfied comments:
4.5.1 See document 801r5 which has an embedded file that has the comment list.

4.5.2 CID 1005

4.5.2.1 No discussion – agreed

4.5.3 CID 1006

4.5.3.1 No discussion – agreed

4.5.4 CID 1007

4.5.4.1 No discussion – agreed

4.5.5 CID 1008

4.5.5.1 No discussion – agreed

4.5.6 CID 1009

4.5.6.1 Disagreed

4.5.7 CID 1010, 1011, 1012, 

4.5.7.1 Disagreed

4.5.8 Continued looking at the comment list, and did not stop to record the CIDs until we found one we will actually discuss.  We reviewed the status, looking for possible issues that needed to be revisited now that we have learned so much.

4.5.9 CID 2225 was marked out of scope, so the commenter may want to bring it back now that it would be in scope during the Sponsor Ballot period.

4.5.10 CID 3058
4.5.10.1 This was withdrawn, but no discussion on any possible solution or problem was recorded. 

4.5.10.2  There may be a point here.  There is an ACK policy for PSMP ACK.  That tells the receiver that this is sent within the PSMP mechanism, and even if you did not get the PSMP frame, you know that I cannot send an immediate response.  The Problem with the immediate response which is either an ACK or BlockAck is that it would trample whatever was scheduled after this. 

4.5.10.3 There was a NoACK added to the ACK policy, and that may be a potential solution to point to.

4.5.10.4  If we look at value 1 in Table 8-14,  we see that a BAR ACK is allowed in a PSMP

4.5.10.5  We have a Multi-TID BlockAckReq that can only be used in PSMP sequences.

4.5.10.6  Looking at 575 (d5) 9.25 PSMP Operation.  Near the bottom of the page, it says that within PSMP you need to use specific BlockACK types.  The second sentence gives one pause.  Basic BlockACKs are what we are talking about.  
4.5.10.7  In table 8-14, the statement for the BasicBlockAckReq frame can be adjusted to indicate that it is only set in the PSMP case.
4.5.10.8  Having received a PSMP you know that I cannot respond immediately and the normal ACK may cause a possible confusion.

4.5.10.9  We could add a statement that a one is used in a PSMP.

4.5.10.10 Page 252 line 20 (D5)is the change location.

4.5.10.10.1 Add to the sentence “The value of 1 is used in a Basic BlockAckReq frame inside a PSMP sequence, “and then the old text.

4.5.10.11 In the preceding box, it has the 9.25.1.7 PSMP ACK rules cited.  We need to double check to see if we need anything further or not.

4.5.10.12 Page 581 line 6 – has pertinent sentence
4.5.10.13 Page 577 line 50-52 is the answer to the question that the Immediate BlockACK is supported correctly and no action needed for the comment request. This indicates the PSMP case, and the existing sentence is only required, so no change is necessary at all.

4.5.11 No other comments seemed to be open-ended to discuss.

4.6 Other business items that we need to discuss before PM2?

4.6.1 We could talk about timelines now if we wanted to.

4.7 Review Timeline details.

4.7.1 Adrian projected the MS Project plan of our timeline.

4.7.2 We discussed the possible roll-in times and the possible places to save time.
4.7.3 We possibly get done Oct 17, 2011, but would be close to missing the deadline to get on the Dec RevCom Agenda.

4.7.4 We had a discussion that we would like to find a way to pull this schedule in to July timeframe, but we could not find an easy place to find a schedule waste.

4.7.5 We may have D7.0 contain 11p and 11z, and then D8 would add 11v and then D9 would hold 11u.  This targeting was seen as a reasonable view, but it was noted that we may want to push to get D8 to have both 11v and 11u.  This may not save us 4 weeks, and we would loose some of the parallel efforts.

4.7.6 A “what if” plan can be made, to see how the different options play out now that we have some more concrete starting points.  We will look at it again later on: PM2 Wed or PM1 Thurs.

4.8 Recessed 6:01.pm
5.0 PM2 Wednesday, September 15, 2010, 4-6pm

5.1 Called to order by Dorothy at 4:02.

5.2 Proposed Agenda:

5.2.1 10-1071r0 – Key Descriptor Version Usage – Dan Harkins

5.2.2 Timeline discussion

5.2.3 Final preparations for Dallas

5.2.4 Status from Adrian and Bill on the MLME vs. SME exercise

5.3 Review 11/10-1071r0

5.3.1 Presentation Key Descriptor

5.3.2 See Figure 11-28 (5.0) – 

5.3.3 Several changes described.

5.3.4 Discussion on what it means to have deprecated TKIP.

5.3.5 Would a better term than deprecated be better used in the new table being proposed?

5.3.6 Disagreement that Key Descriptor Version being marked deprecated.

5.3.7 Agreement to change to just set Key Descriptor Version to zero for new devices, but don’t have a statement about “legacy backward compatibility”.

5.3.8 “It shall be set to zero on all transmitted EAPOL-Key frames except under the following circumstances.”.

5.3.9 There is still an issue with the “shall be ignored” for all devices.
5.3.10 One major issue is that it is un-testable, and we don’t need to add more.  

5.3.11 We should not try to restrict the receiver, but rather tell the transmitter how to set it.

5.3.12 “Ignore on receipt” may not be testable, is not really relevant, but is for interoperable description.

5.3.13 The group was happier with the receiver requirement removed.
5.3.14 For the key descriptor version usages that have the 3 values spelled out, an additional phrase would be added to say “Otherwise it shall be zero” or “in all other cases 0”.

5.3.15 Question on what about in the IBSS case?  You don’t know the length of the MIC field if we change the MIC field to be variable length.  How do we address this corner case?

5.3.15.1  In IBSS, we have to have a common subset of pair-wise ciphers, but the two stations can negotiate different sizes.

5.3.15.2  The AKM case may have a different issue.

5.3.15.3  Discussion continued on a quick pace talking about the 4-way handshake and what happens if the MIC field is variable or not.  How to support the AKM with different MIC lengths.

5.3.15.4  Message 1 needs to have a fixed length MIC field.  This should be 16 bits.  If it is always this size, it is ok as the value of this field is always zero.
5.3.16 Concern that we may need to always have some constraint on the length of the MIC field.  If we address this issue, then this may be easier to understand.

5.3.17 Discussion on numbering or renumbering was cut short to allow the editor to do the work as needed.
5.3.18 What does the effect of this change on the existing devices? 

5.3.18.1 This is a socialization presentation, and that a comment in sponsor ballot will come to request this to be added.  The idea is to get more feedback on this proposal and get it polished to be able to have a reasonable solution for the comment resolution.

5.3.18.2 We would want to find out if an existing device is using the Key Descriptor Version(KDV) field. If they have been relying on the KDV, then it may be hard to make the AKM only focus work well, or at least a concern that it might be.

5.3.18.3 The idea is that a limited use of the KDV is a way to step us to a AKM usage only.  An existing STA is going to not be using a new AKM, so they will not be using it anyway.

5.3.19 There is no change that obsoletes the existing devices, but having the implementations move to use AKM more is a good thing.  Adding support for a new AKM outweighs the idea of using both the KDV field with the AKM.

5.4 Timeline discussion

5.4.1 Reviewed what we had from last time.
5.5 Final preparations for Dallas

5.5.1 We have no issues with the next plenary session.  Plan to do comment resolutions.

5.6 Status from Adrian and Bill

5.6.1 There are a couple places where the text is just impossible because it is done strictly in either the SME or the MLME.
5.6.2 It may be that the 3 state diagraph as the 3-4 state is the problem that the completion of the 4-way handshake is in the SME, but not the MLME.

5.6.3 So who actually uses the state 3 or 4 state info, and it is an internal usage and for the reader to understand the whole process, and the idea of casting more light is not really helping.

5.6.4 If we define the state machine more strictly, and only have 3 states, then we may be better served.

5.6.5 Proposal that we should have a 3 state -- state machine, and an informative clause to explain what is going on inside of state 3.

5.6.6 Architecturally where the state variable lies is the objective of our exercise, and the conclusion is that there are a couple of places that the SME is the only one that can know what to do, and every else, it could be in either place. So, if the state variable is set immediately before or after sending a message, which would tell us which place it could be.  Many of those ordering places would not make a difference.  There were two places that it was impossible to know enough detail to set the variable from one entity or the other.  We should get some time to discuss this and try to get a handle to resolve this.

5.6.7 One point is that there is no trigger to move from State 4 to state 3, the EOPOL declining by the 802.1x is what causes us to move from 4 to 3, and is not described in our standard.  The problem area is that the already existing primitives exist; we could fix everything, by only updating the variable in MLME.  The missing transition (4 to 3)  is going to be a harder case to work out.  State 4 is only there to help describe the process to the reader and how the 802.1x is combined with the 802.11.

5.6.8 The use of the states is for description of what the state can do in the cases.

5.6.9 State 3 and state 4 helps the reader, but it is not really a limitation on the station.
5.6.10 State 4 is for when the port is open. A transition to the final state is not shown in the old standard.  

5.6.11 The final state may be described as a different case as this is supposed to be describing the MLME and we have the trouble when we get to describing the SME states as well.

5.6.12 If we leave state 4, we have to resolve a minor issue (who updates the state, the transition from 4 to 3).  If we remove the state, we drop back to the 2007 version. 
5.6.13 When in state 3, you only have the ability to send certain frames.  (Who is the you?).

5.6.14 The difference between the port open vs. port closed, the only frames are the EAPOL frames, and so the MAC should not be concerned about what the content of the frames are.

5.6.15 11w has a constraint on the states.  In 11w, there is a distinction on when robust management frames can be sent.

5.6.15.1  There is a difference in the state 3 and 4 in 11w, but it is described by a variable different to the state variable.

5.6.16 Next Steps: we could have more discussion with the Marks (Mark Hamilton and Mark Rison), and target the first telecom for this discussion.  How to decide to resolve all these issues will need proposals.  1. Go back to 3 states, 2. Changes to the current state to resolve the where the variable is.
5.6.17 We may have gotten to this state in resolving the FT cases and describing the way that the STAs handle the frame restrictions.

5.6.18 State machines that are strictly clean have only one entity that writes the variable. We have cases where that is not the case and we may get comments to clean that up, and we may not.  So we are not mandated to clean this up, but it is generally supported as a good idea.

5.6.19 Clause 10.3 asking the AP to make transitions is not available to the AP, so we need to start that discussion.

5.6.20 The only interface into the MLME is defined and the indication was removed from the MA-Unit DATA, and the interface was removed for the dependency on the MAC layer acknowledge.  The issuer of the MA-Unit DATA is not given any indication if the sent packet has been received or not. The 10.3 text is depending on the guaranteed delivery to get to know that the state transitions have occurred.

5.6.21 How the AP knows, it is not defined.  The MLME is possible to do things based on “X” but that is not to say that a explicit indication is required and ack’d.

5.6.21.1  The interface being described is a connection-less unit data transmission.  We previously described it with a response with the equivalent as an API with a result code.  For a Primative form, the Confirm is an over the air action that must match an event.  

5.6.21.2 The result is given in a specific format, and the rules for the Primitive creation and how they should work. 

5.6.21.3 There is an internal interface and there is no reason why the MLME does not know what is going on inside the MAC.  The MLME should know what is going on, and the MAC is not going to need further description for what should be the implementer’s choice.

5.7 Plan for the rest of this Session.

5.7.1 There seem to be several conflicts for members, so we will cancel the time for Thursday.

5.7.2 The WG will be informed on the status of the TGmb MEC request.

5.7.3 The EC has been informed, and the TG and WG chair will be getting the sponsor ballot will be started next week.

5.7.4 Draft 6.0 is in the member’s area.

5.7.5 Dan reported that Version 1 is available.  (10-1071r1)

5.8 Adjourned at 5:52pm
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