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1.0 Monday – PM1 – Nov 8, 2010;

1.1 Called to order by Dorothy 

1.2 Review Patent Policy 

1.2.1 No Patent issues noted or requested

1.3 Agenda Review.
 - Agenda document is 1223r0 (the working document is 1223r1).
1.4 Proposed Agenda

1.4.1 Chair’s Welcome, Status, Review of Objectives, Approve Agenda
1.4.2 Editor's report
1.4.3 Approval of Prior Minutes
1.4.4 Agenda approved without objection.

1.5 Approval of Minutes of prior meetings

1.5.1 Sept 2010 – 11-10/1111.

1.5.1.1 Matters from minutes: there were some typos that were requested to be fixed.  This will be revisited later in the week.

1.6 Results of Initial SB (Revmb-D6.0)

1.6.1 172 (92%) affirmative

1.7 Review the Editor’s report Doc 11-10-0002r4

1.7.1 Review the Balloting Status

1.7.2 Numbering

1.7.2.1 We will keep the WG and Sponsor Ballots in the same spreadsheet.  The numbering for SB comments will be started at 10001 

1.7.3 LB1000 (First Sponsor Ballot)

1.7.3.1 454 comments total.

1.7.3.2 Editorial  = 76

1.7.3.3 Technical = 371

1.7.3.4 General = 7

1.7.4 Editor has taken 212 comments for editorial resolve.

1.7.5 MAC got 70 comments

1.7.6 GEN got all the left over comments.

1.7.7 Number history reviewed.

1.7.7.1 6.01 = TGP

1.7.7.2 6.02 = TGz

1.7.7.3 6.03 = Speculative resolutions of Editorials

1.7.7.4 6.04 = LB1000 technical comments included
1.7.7.5 7.0 SB recirc

1.7.8 Review status of 6.01

1.7.8.1 Still some issues in the roll-up,   do we publish in the incomplete state (editor notes are marked), or do we wait.

1.7.8.2 The combination of the old Annex I and J has left some issues with the TGp changes to tables that no longer exist.  TGp needs to refer to the Transmit mask, and have it readded.
1.7.8.3 Review the Action items from the Sept Minutes.

1.7.8.4 We may want to wait for Peter to see if the info is available soon or not.  If he has it available soon, then delay may be appropriate.

1.7.8.5 ACTION ITEM: Dorothy to follow up with Peter E.

1.7.9 Planning 

1.7.9.1 The IEEE staff has indicated that early publication work can start immediately so that will be ready for publication on the day of approval.  As long as it is ready on that day, it would not impact our schedule, but if we don’t, then a 2 month slip is possible/likely.

1.7.9.2 Review the project plan embedded in the slides.

1.7.9.3 There will need to be a lot of monitoring to ensure that the TGv publication editing goes smoothly.
1.8 To Start comment resolution:

1.8.1 Start with 10.3 comments.

1.8.2 Review Mark Hamilton’s Submission: 11-10/826r5

1.8.2.1 Mark had missed Sept, so there was a discussion about what the discussion in Waikoloa was about.

1.8.2.2 The issue of having a state machine variable being connected with two different entities.  We need to tidy up the language more.  There was a thought that we should go back to the 3 state diagrams, and then fix the text accordingly.

1.8.2.3 The idea of 3 States vs. 4 is because we wanted to have 4 states to show when the RSNA authentication.  But the issue started out by the question of “who writes the variable?” There was not completely clear view that one specific entity was writing the variable.  By looking at all the occurrences of the variable, and try to determine if the MLME or the SME was the one writer, but there were some cases where only one or the other could write it.  So if we keep 4 states, then we needed a new interface to communicate between the entities.  The other alternative was to remove the 4th state.  There was no behavior that the 4th state was giving to the MAC or the MLME.  So having the extra state, we actually are causing more confusion rather than less. (Goal of making the new state in the first place).
1.8.2.4 We looked for a document that Adrian had thought he sent out, but not found.

1.8.2.5 We then reviewed an excerpt from an E-mail discussion last month:

Why have a 4-state state machine?

- It is much clearer to the reader - The terms authentication and association are both used, and all mixed up in the text, with various adjectives applied (802.1X, EAP, RSN, and none to imply not those).  We could (and should) try to clean this up, as well, but a single picture goes a very long way to clarifying concepts in the reader’s mind and would remove a lot of confusion, I believe.

- IBSS uses 802.1X authentication, but not 802.11 authentications – the way this is handled in the text is clumsy, and without the 4th state, we can’t help with a picture

- FT can be clearly seen to be different, and why and how it is different, when all 4 states are understood clearly

- The alternative (as far as I know) is to have 2 separate state machines, a 3-state in the MLME and a 2?-state in the SME/802.1X – as a general rule, 2 loosely coupled state machines is always a bad idea, due to getting out of synch issues.  I think that can be said here, too.  As either SM makes a transition, it will need to ensure appropriate actions are communicated to the other, so it also transitions if/as appropriate.  At this point in the design, you start to realize that we really are sharing state anyway, just doing it the hard way.

- The new Fast Initial Authentication group (or whatever they are going to be called next week) needs a clean model of all the states involved in authentication and association (including the 802.1X parts), so they have a foundation on which to discuss changes.  I fear that without a straightforward state machine model, they will re-invent the many struggles of 802.11i and 802.11e, yet again, and perhaps make a bigger mess.  In my view, the whole purpose of this subclause (and friends) is to provide a mental model that we can all use – consistently – to have discussions about new concepts like this, without massive confusion.  This model is not there solely to describe normative behavior.

To this end, I thought we were getting pretty close with 10/0728 and 10/0826.  I gather from comments and meeting minutes that serious concerns were found/raised in Hawaii, but I haven’t quite understood what they are (as I mention above).  So, for lack of anything better, my intent is to complete 10/0826 in the 4-state model, and we can discuss from there.

But, I don’t want to create extra work, or a divide among the interested parties here.  So, please take this as an attempt to help pull us in a direction together, by providing an alternative to better understand and not as a counter to any other ideas.

1.8.2.6 We had an issue when the 802.1X authentication gets changed without telling the MLME.  The MAC layer does not know that the port closed.
1.8.2.7 We then reviewed the Sept Minutes.  The secretary read back 15 minutes worth of notes to get us back to memory of the old discussions.
1.8.2.8 Points that were made need more discussion.  There were places where only the MLME was able to know what is going on.  The state variable being read is ok regardless of which entity, but it is the write that is a problem.  The impossible case of resuscitation frame being acknowledged is not possible.  The state change may need to be more definitive as to when it is.  The MA-Unit Data primitive is a problem because the ACK is not passed up the chain.

1.8.2.9 Given this long discussion, can we look for the idea of support for either 3 or 4 states?  We can make the state variable cleanly written by SME, but the SME is not fully defined.  The SME will need a new clause to make it more meaningful.

1.8.2.10 Straw Poll: Would you support returning to a 3 state model?

1.8.2.10.1 Discussion on why the poll is being questioned.

1.8.2.10.1.1 Can a 4 state model address the concerns?

1.8.2.10.1.2 There is a new MLME primitive option as well to consider for the 4 state model...
1.8.2.10.2 Vote: 1 yes,  9 no, 4 abstain
1.8.2.10.3 So this means that we need to proceed on the text changes to address the concerns for the 4 state model.

1.8.2.11  11-10/826r5 assumes the changes in 11-10/728r2 have been applied.  

1.8.2.12  ACTION ITEM: Mark H will need to pull the changes together with the current draft. Then we need to walk through the proposal.

1.8.2.13 We need to also get a feel for if the state variable is in the SME or MLME (MAC).  

1.8.2.14  The number of times where it could be only one or the other is a few cases that we can review.  Where the state change takes place on the ACK of a frame.  Then from the SME point of view the transition is related to the 3-4 transition on the completion of the 4-way handshake.

1.8.2.15  The SME will not know when the ACK arrives is the main issue.  This could be resolved with a new primitive, and that complicates this issue.

1.8.2.16  The fundamental concern is that we may want to make the state transition not dependant on the ACK in the first place.  This is the more important path to take.  The effect of doing this, we would need to delay the “setkeys”.  If you transmit a frame that has encryption that was sent prior to the sending of the packet, then the frame is going to be dropped.

1.8.2.17  The small change would be to drop requirement of the ACK.

1.8.2.18 There are not a large number of supporters for the SME location.  We should be able to make the MLME work as well.  The Rational is that the MLME is in our control, and more clearly defined in the standard, so it would make sense to define it as the owner.

1.8.2.19  StrawPoll: Question : “I prefer that the state variable be written by: MLME or SME or abstain”

1.8.2.19.1 9 MLME    0 SME     6 abstain

1.8.3  There was a request to add a topic that comes from the TGae comments to the Tuesday PM1 – Transmit AC for Control Wrap Frames.

1.8.4 Going forward, Mark needs to get time to accomplish the action item.  So, Mark would need to make sure that the 728r2 covers the comments. 
1.8.5 One way to handle this is that Adrian gives Mark the Word version of 10.3 and then makes the changes to show the changes explicitly.

1.8.6 Mark suggested that he could have it done by Thursday, AM1.

1.9 There was a request to talk about TGad’s version of 10.3.  There are a number of comments on this in TGad, and they have created a problem in maintenance and functionality that is not being included in TGad.  The omission of security and fast transition means that they may or may not need it, but this will cause problems with maintaining it in the future. 

1.9.1 What is the motivation for not using the baseline text?

1.9.2 Can we provide input into the TGad group?

1.9.3 The TGad group did not use the 2007 plus all the amendments in their base draft.

1.9.4 This may be a TGmc issue, and they would have to do the work that TGad should be doing now.
1.9.5 The TGad missing amendment updates, we should bring it up in all the avenues that we have available.  The amendment is not based on the proper base.

1.9.6 ACTION ITEM: Adrian to raise the issue at the Editor’s meeting.  

1.9.7 ACTION ITEM: Mark H.: once we have the text in a better state to be agreeable, we then can present in January or March meeting for the state machine tutorial  

1.10 Although we still have 10 minutes, we are at a good break point.  The topic of Transmit AC for Control Wrapped frames….

1.11 Recess 3:21pm.
2.0 TGmb Nov 09, 2010 PM1
2.1 Meting called to order at 1:31pm by Dorothy

2.2 Proposed Agenda:

2.2.1 Transmit AC for Control Wrapped frames, see 11-10-1315, Transmission Tab, CIDs 379, 427 (from 11ae)

2.2.2 Comment Resolution – 11p roll-in 11-10-1327
2.2.3 Other comment resolution.

2.3  Review 10-1315r0
2.3.1 Comment ID #379 from TGae  LB.

2.3.1.1 Review context see 9.2.4.2 in TGae and then in REVmb d6.0.

2.3.1.2 Suggestion is to fix the error now.
2.3.1.3 Suggested change: Add “Control Wrapper frames shall be sent using the access category of the carried control frame." To the end of the paragraph in 9.2.4.2 page 473 Line 24.

2.3.2 Comment ID #427 from the TGae LB

2.3.2.1 Review context.
2.3.2.2 It was thought that a line from 11e was missing.  We pulled up 11e and looked at the cited location.

2.3.2.3 In reviewing the paragraph, it was thought that the 2nd sentence could be removed.  If it removed the paragraph is better.
2.3.2.4 Suggested resolution would be to remove the 2nd Sentence. In 9.2.4.2.

2.3.2.5 The sentence may be extraneous, but it should be done in TGae.

2.3.2.6 TGs also has modified this sentence.

2.3.2.7 The TGae chair said it would take this back to his group for editing.

2.3.3 MOTION #102: Move P473L24, insert the following sentence: “Control Wrapper frames shall be sent using the access category of the carried control frame."
2.3.3.1 Moved Mike Montemurro 2nd Adrian

2.3.3.2 Adopted by Unanimous consent.
2.4 Comment Resolution – 11p roll-in 11-10-1327
2.4.1 Review suggested changes that correct issues with 11p roll-up regarding the transmission Mask from document.

2.4.2 Editor then displayed how those changes would be applied to Annex D.

2.4.3 Discussion on what should be done to clear the text up.
2.4.4 Table D-3 should not be changed at this point, still need some research and text to allow its removal.

2.4.5 Discussion on Transmit Mask M and how it is tied to the referenced table.

2.4.6 There are a few more editor issues that need to be done it could be posted.

2.4.7 Request for a Task Group Review to look at the other “Red” ink to clear the text.

2.4.8 Clean up work to do after the review.  It may be a couple weeks to get it posted and reviewed.  It will be D6.01.  Dorothy to announce it on the TG reflector.

2.5 Comment Resolution: Misc comment Resolution. 11-10-1329

2.5.1 Editor would like to remove the Editorial ones, as the Editor has generally been able to resolve them before.

2.5.2 CID 10212, CID 10217, CID 10037, CID 10006 request to discuss

2.5.3 CID 10020 CID 10143, CID 10016, CID 10031,  CID 10032 request to discuss
2.5.4 CID 10178, CID 10126, CID 10127, CID 10119 request to discuss

2.5.5 CID 10117, CID 10150, CID 10118, CID 10142 request to discuss

2.5.6 CID 10412 needs better editor instruction

2.5.7 CID 10147, CID 10148, request to discuss

2.5.8 CID 10073, may be offensive 

2.5.9 CID 10052 need more info 

2.5.10 CID 10040 offensive and needs more discussion.

2.5.11 Suggest that we accept the rest of the comments.

2.5.12 Bill to make a new revision and help make it clear on what is being considered.

2.5.13 Concern on some proposed changes in clause 5 where the CID 10215 for example makes a change.  Request that all the CIDs that are changing clause 5 where the word shall is being changed should be removed.

2.5.14 Line 43 to 47  has all the clause 5 changes, some may be ok, 

2.5.15 ACTION ITEM: All TGmb members: if you want to pull a comment let Bill know soon.

2.5.16 CID 10181 was proposed to be rejected, there was some disagreement with that proposal, and so a discussion is needed.

2.5.17 Note that on the discuss tab are the rest of the comments.

2.6 Comment discussion CID 10028 has a submission 11-10/1339 for discussion.

2.6.1 Review the submission on why this comment should be rejected.
2.6.2 Question on why relaxing the mask leads to lower power limits.

2.6.2.1 To meet the restrictive levels, you meet the power and the reg restrictions.

2.6.2.2 If the Spec says 40db down, and you are still meeting the Regulatory demand, then you could only use 13dBm.

2.6.3 The Regulatory requirements give a limit, so you could use a different mask to meet it, it does not have a reason for making the change.

2.6.4 Question on loss capacity?

2.6.4.1 The Shannon theory, the 20 dB SINR using previous mask.

2.6.5 The relaxation of the mask seems to be an old requirement and the new Task groups are looking to change it going forward.

2.6.5.1 The 11n should keep it as is, and the 11ac may make the change for that class of devices, but the 11n should stay as it was specified in the standard.

2.6.6 There are devices that can meet the current specified mask, but there is no real reason to change it here.
2.6.7 It sounds like we will need to dedicate some time to have the PHY experts for 11n that worked on this before, and have them join the discussion.

2.6.8 There was a question if the comment was out of scope.

2.6.8.1 This is a revision and the entire document is open for change.

2.6.8.2 After we start to recirc, then the unchanged text would be out of scope.

2.6.9 Is it possible that the mask in 5 GHz would be ok, and only the 2.4 GHz is the issue?
2.6.9.1 No, it is a concern, and the increase of the technology is not causing a change.

2.6.10 There is activity in the FCC and the OOB requirements may be changing, and the tighter mask may be a good thing to leave in.  The rules may be change that it may not be an issue.

2.6.11 These rules would be published in Dec, but may be later to include

2.6.12 The PAR seems to limits the scope to roll-ups and corrections, so it may be that the comment is out of scope.
2.6.13 How would one make this happen…an interpretation request?

2.6.14 We have one submission that says reject, we would need another to help resolve the current discussion, and as the TG would need to resolve this, and the Chair would suggest that we gain more agreement on the discussion both pro and con...
2.6.15 We need to get some system guys input as well as the old PHY guys

2.6.16 The timeline to resolve these comments is planned to go out in January, so we could schedule this topic on a telecom or in the January Interim.

2.6.17 There are actually several comments along this topic.  There are 3 different comments types.  The other types of comments:

2.6.17.1 CID 10089 looks at how the mask is specified.  It is specified in both absolute and relative values, and this should be clarified.

2.6.17.2  CID 10027discusses Flatness of the mask – requests relaxing the requirements.

2.6.17.2.1 The 11n text was thought to be ok, but the REVmb draft may have introduced the error. 

2.6.18 Matthew F volunteered to produce a submission to resolve 10089.

2.6.19 CID 10027 will need folks to look at this as it is a bit different from the previous discussion.

2.6.20 Recess at 3:29pm
3.0 TGmb November 9, 2010,  PM2
3.1 Called to order at 4:10
3.2 Comment Resolution MAC processing
3.2.1 CID 10112: 

3.2.1.1 Review context

3.2.1.2 Is the parenthetical qualifier correct or not.

3.2.1.3 The definition of bufferable management frame is used by both IBSS and BSS.
3.2.1.4 Maybe rewording to clear up the sentence.

3.2.1.5 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: Change to read”…or a Probe Response frame that is sent in an IBSS in response to a unicast Probe Request frame.”

3.2.1.6 Move to comment group MAC A.

3.2.2 CID 10054:

3.2.2.1 Review context

3.2.2.2 See context on page 483.Line 39.

3.2.2.3 The use of the word “Busy” should be “Idle”

3.2.2.4 Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.2.2.5 Move to comment group MAC A

3.2.3 CID 10180

3.2.3.1 Reviewed context.

3.2.3.2 A submission is going to be required.

3.2.3.3 A BSS should have list of operating classes.

3.2.3.4 ACTION ITEM: Peter 

3.2.4 CID 10179

3.2.4.1 Reviewed context

3.2.4.2 See paragraph on page 525L54
3.2.4.3 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: Change “aSlotTime, PIFS, DIFS, EIFS, TxPIFS and TxDIFS (see 9.3.7 (DCF timing relations)).” to “aSlotTime (see 9.3.7 (DCF timing relations)).”  Only the slot time needs to be listed because all other parameters are derived from aSlotTime.

3.2.4.4 Move to comment group MAC A.

3.2.5 CID 10033

3.2.5.1 Review the context of the comment.
3.2.5.2 There may be no limit to the TXNAV timer if it is continually set with the last frame transmitted.

3.2.5.3 On page 246, line 17 may be a negative value.

3.2.5.4 Would a note or another case would be better was discussed.

3.2.5.5 On Page 530, line 7-12 could have a statement that says subject to the TXOP limits as described in 527line 33. (9.19.2.2).

3.2.5.6 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Add after the quoted sentence “, subject to the TXOP limit restriction as described in 9.19.2.2”

3.2.5.7 Move to comment group MAC A

3.2.6 CID 10030

3.2.6.1 Review the context of the comment

3.2.6.2 Discussion on possible text to improve the clause.
3.2.6.3 What condition is necessary? Seems sufficient.

3.2.6.4 Proposed resolutions: Disagree, P531 L33 Describes the desired behavior.

3.2.6.5 Move to Comment Group MAC A

3.2.7 CID 10023

3.2.7.1 Review the context of the comment.

3.2.7.2 What is wrong?  Point is that there is no duplicate detection explicitly stated.

3.2.7.3 Simply add “shall buffer the non-duplicate MSDU”.

3.2.7.4 This is a problem as we don’t have a definition for “non-duplicate MSDU”.

3.2.7.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle. On page 549 line 41, change “shall buffer the MSDU regardless” to “buffers the MSDU regardless”. Then on page 555, line 5, change “record is modified” to “record shall be modified” and on page 555, line 9 and line 21, change “in the buffer” to “in the buffer, if no MSDU with the same sequence number is already present”.

3.2.7.6 Discussion:  
3.2.7.6.1 There may be that there is a “shall” statement in the wrong place.

3.2.7.6.2 If we add a “discard” to 9.20.7.6.2 then 

3.2.7.6.3 More discussion on possible choices

3.2.7.6.4 Adjust the resolution.

3.2.7.7 Move to comment Group MAC A

3.2.8 CID 10024

3.2.8.1 Review context

3.2.8.2 Page 551 line 12-16.

3.2.8.3 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle; Add the following sentence at the cited location before “It maintains its own state...” add “It is also responsible for identifying and discarding duplicate frames (i.e. frames that have the same sequence number as a currently buffered frame) that belong to the BlockACK agreement.
3.2.8.4 Move to Comment Group MAC A

3.2.9 CID 10025

3.2.9.1 This is addressed already in CID 10023.

3.2.9.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle. On page 549 line 41, change “shall buffer the MSDU regardless” to “buffers the MSDU regardless”. Then on page 555, line 5, change “record is modified” to “record shall be modified” and on page 555, line 9 and line 21, change “in the buffer” to “in the buffer, if no MSDU with the same sequence number is already present”.  Note that this Change is also included in CID 10023

3.2.9.3 Move to MAC A

3.2.10 CID 10026

3.2.10.1 Addressed with same resolution as 10023.

3.2.10.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle. On page 549 line 41, change “shall buffer the MSDU regardless” to “buffers the MSDU regardless”. Then on page 555, line 5, change “record is modified” to “record shall be modified” and on page 555, line 9 and line 21, change “in the buffer” to “in the buffer, if no MSDU with the same sequence number is already present”.  Note that this Change is also included in CID 10023

3.2.10.3 Move to MAC A
3.2.11 CID 10107

3.2.11.1 Review the comment.

3.2.11.2  This is no different that getting a MCS that is non decodable.

3.2.11.3 Reception of data frames is unreliable. Due to lots of reasons.

3.2.11.4  Cited clause should be 9.22.3.1

3.2.11.5  If the duration field is sufficient for the full frame, then it would ok.

3.2.11.6  Does this change cause a problem with existing devices?
3.2.11.7 There may be a problem, but fixing it may cause existing devices to be non-compliant. 

3.2.11.8  Discussion on frame exchange.

3.2.11.9 While it may be weak, then we don’t see a reason to create non-compliance.

3.2.11.10 Proposed Resolution: Disagree; the example cited the ACK would be sent using non-HT format which would be receivable to 20-Mhz STAs.
3.2.11.11 Move to MAC A.

3.3 We will start with CID 10113 tomorrow.

3.4 Recessed at 6:01pm

4.0 TGmb November 10, 2010, PM1 Wednesday.
4.1 Called to order at 1:34pm by Dorothy
4.2 Comment Resolution to continue today.

4.2.1 CID 1013

4.2.1.1 Review comment.  There seems to be two issues here.

4.2.1.2 Power Management mode is indicated in the frame.
4.2.1.3 Acknowledgement “ means ACK or BlockACK

4.2.1.4 The Power management bits are the same in a frame sequence, and all the MMPDUs in an A-MPDU are part of the same frame sequence.

4.2.1.5 Proposed Resolution: The cited text establishes the requirement that the Power management does not change part way through the transmission of an A-MPDU, and 8.2.4.1.7 shows that the power management field contains the power management mode of the STA, this establishes that the power management field of the STA cannot change during the transmission of the A-MPDU, and the cited text uses the term acknowledgment, which is interpreted to include ACK and BlockACK frames.

4.2.1.6 Move to MAC B

4.2.2 CID 10106
4.2.2.1 Review the comment.

4.2.2.2 Discussion on possible options

4.2.2.3 The non-AP STA would know if it was missing an MPDU. 

4.2.2.4 The non-AP STA marks the ones that you got, the Spec does not say you have to remember the ones you don’t get.

4.2.2.5 For those MPDUs that you receive, you mark the ACK bit, but you don’t track all the MPDUs that you don’t get.  They are just not marked, but you don’t know when they are coming.

4.2.2.6 More discussion on possibilities.

4.2.2.7 Any STA that receives an EOSP bit gets to go to sleep.  The AP that does not get an ACK needs to allow for the STA to sleep, and send next time.
4.2.2.8 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle; Add a note on page 629 line 9: “Note -- An AP that transmits an A-MPDU containing data MPDUs in which the EOSP field is set to 1, and that receives a BA that does not acknowledge for all of those MPDUs cannot retransmit any missed data MPDUs within the current service period because the destination STA might now be asleep. 
4.2.2.9 Move to MAC B
4.2.3 CID 10114

4.2.3.1 Review the comment

4.2.3.2 Note that the cited text needs to change “an” to “a”.

4.2.3.3 The definitions for Bufferable or non bufferable should be separate definitions.

4.2.3.4 See page 616 line28, says that the PM bit is set to zero in all management frames.
4.2.3.5 Discussion on that PM settings occur in a non-BU. Frame.

4.2.3.6 Discussion on IBSS STA PM modes.

4.2.3.7 Proposed Resolution:   Accept in principle page 626 line 28: change “The Power Management bit shall be set to zero in all management frames that are not bufferable management frames.” to “The Power Management bit is reserved in all management frames that are not bufferable management frames.”   On page 626, line 41; remove the word “data” from the sentence.  

Note: revisit definition of Bufferable Management Frames in clause 3. – Note correct cross-reference on page 227 line 15.
4.2.3.8 Move to MAC B

4.2.4 CID 10042

4.2.4.1 Review the comment
4.2.4.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree; No, Dot11SpectrumManagementRequired =true is not true when Dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is not present.

4.2.4.3 Move to MAC B

4.2.5 CID 10041

4.2.5.1 Review the comment

4.2.5.2 Propose Resolution: Agree in Principle; On Page 660 line 17, replace the word “this subclause” with “10.8”
4.2.5.3 Move to MAC B

4.2.6 CID 10043

4.2.6.1 Review the comment

4.2.6.2 Propose Resolution: Agree in Principle; On Page 660 line 17, replace the word “this subclause” with “10.8”. Similar resolution to CID 10041.

4.2.6.3 Move to MAC B

4.2.7 CID 10044

4.2.7.1 Review the comment

4.2.7.2 Propose Resolution: Agree in Principle; On Page 660 line 17, replace the word “this subclause” with “10.8”. Similar resolution to CID 10041.

4.2.7.3 Move to MAC B

4.2.8 CID 10039

4.2.8.1 Review the comment

4.2.8.2 Propose Resolution: Agree in Principle; On Page 660 line 17, replace the word “this subclause” with “10.8”. Similar resolution to CID 10041.

4.2.8.3 Move to MAC B

4.2.9 CID 10059

4.2.9.1 Review the comment context.

4.2.9.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: in 8.4.2.56, reference of the description of the use of this element is an incomplete list, need to add 10.11.9.1.
In 10.11.9.1 on page 680, remove the last three sentences fro the paragraph at line 1.

In 10.11.9.1 on page 678, insert the following new paragraph after the first paragraph: “If the requested Beacon Measurement Report includes the Supported operating classes element, and the received Beacon that is used to populate the fields of this element does not contain channel number, operating class, and/or reported frame information for that any measurement may be included in the beacon report; otherwise these fields shall be set to 255 in the beacon report.  The STA shall use the Reporting Detail specified in the measurement request to determine the data to be included in the measurement report.  If the STA has no beacon information available then the STA may either refuse the request or send an empty Beacon Report. 
4.2.9.3 We did not get this completed, the proposed text did not seem quite right, so Matthew will bring back the text after the break and we will revisit it.
4.2.10 CID 10083
4.2.10.1  Review the comments
4.2.10.2  Discussion on statement in comment

4.2.10.3  In 11.1.6 item d).  When RSNA is used in a deployment that meets the design assumptions in 11.1.6

4.2.10.4  Andrew proposed some text to send to Mike and we will look at it after the break.

4.3 Recessed at 3:31pm

5.0 TGmb November 10, 2010, Wednesday PM2
5.1 Called to order at 4:04pm

5.2 Resume Comment Resolving

5.2.1 CID 10083 – resume discussion

5.2.1.1 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: When RSNA is used in a deployment that meets the design assumptions in 11.1.6, a system based on IEEE 802.11 can mutually authenticate the STA, AP and AS. An IEEE 802.11 system in combination with appropriate IETF defined EAP methods, will mutually authenticate the STA and the AS, while the AP and AS have a trust relationship established using a variety of other methods. The four way handshake in IEEE 802.11 is then used to establish the final binding that enables the AP to attest to the STA that it was authorized by the AS. The effect is mutual authentication between the STA, AP and AS.

5.2.1.2 Move to comment group MAC B

5.2.2 CID 10396

5.2.2.1 Review the comment.

5.2.2.2 See page 768 line 51.
5.2.2.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle on page 768 line 45, Change “the parameter” to “the loop parameter i”.

5.2.2.4 Move to comment group MAC B

5.2.3 CID 10397

5.2.3.1 Review the comment

5.2.3.2 Proposed resolution: Disagree; The first line of the equation defines H-SHA-1.

5.2.3.3 Move to comment Group MAC B

5.2.4 CID 10160

5.2.4.1 Review the comment.

5.2.4.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree; WDS is defined on page 18, line 35.
5.2.4.3 Move to comment Group MAC B
5.3 First pass on MAC being done, we need to start again and look at the comments that Bill had identified as easy, but Adrian had asked to discuss

5.3.1 CID 10031

5.3.1.1 Reviewed comment.
5.3.1.2 A submission for the specific change would need to be prepared.  The simple accept is not possible.

5.3.1.3 Assigned to Matthew F. for a submission.

5.3.2 CID 10032

5.3.2.1 Review Comment

5.3.2.2 A submission for the specific change would need to be prepared.  The simple accept is not possible.

5.3.2.3 Assigned to Matthew F. for a submission.

5.3.3 CID 10178

5.3.3.1 Reviewed comment

5.3.3.2 Proposed Resolution: disagree, while indicating the current operating class first in the list may be desirable, it would render existing implementations non-compliant.

5.3.3.3 Moved to comment group MAC B

5.3.4 CID 10117

5.3.4.1 Reviewed comment

5.3.4.2 Review CID 5014 and 5015 from previous discussions from the Sept. Minutes.

5.3.4.3 The measurement Pause issue is different from this one.

5.3.4.4 Page 684, line 46: requires an “incapable response” even if you said it was required.

5.3.4.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: on page 674 line 1 Change “is set to 1” to  “is set to 1, except as specified in 10.11.9.7”
5.3.4.6 Moved to comment group  MAC B

5.3.5 CID 10150

5.3.5.1 Reviewed comment context

5.3.5.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Replace the note text with “Measurement Pause is always supported by a STA implementing Radio Measurements.”

5.3.5.3 Move to comment group MAC B

5.3.6 CID 10118

5.3.6.1 Review comment

5.3.6.2 This was discussed in the Sept Meeting.
5.3.6.3 Proposed Resolution: Accept.

5.3.7 CID 10142

5.3.7.1 Review comment

5.3.7.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree – Note editor to correct spelling and grammar.

5.3.7.3 Move to comment group MAC B

5.3.8 CID 10412

5.3.8.1 Review comment

5.3.8.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – Delete cited sentence:

5.3.8.3 Move to comment group MAC B

5.3.9 CID 10147

5.3.9.1 Review the comment context.

5.3.9.2 Discussion on robustness

5.3.9.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree

5.3.9.4 Move to comment group MAC B

5.3.10 CID 10148

5.3.10.1 Review the comment context

5.3.10.2 Discussion on types of frames that would be affected.

5.3.10.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree

5.3.10.4 Move to comment group MAC B

5.3.11 CID 10040

5.3.11.1  Review the comment

5.3.11.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: replace “dot11RMxxxxActiviated” with “listed in 8.4.2.47 on page 1369 line 11 and delete “dot11RMxxxActivated” on line 18 on page 1369.

5.3.11.3 Move to comment Group MAC B
5.4 Process the comments that Bill had marked on the motion MAC tab from 11-10-1329r1.

5.4.1 We will adjust the database to reflect the proposal from 10-1329r1 and moved to comment Group MAC C.

5.4.1.1 CID 10038, 10035 updated as noted in 11-10-1329r1.

5.4.1.2 Moved to comment Group MAC C

5.4.2 CID 10034

5.4.2.1 This comment caused us to stop the just processing database, and a discussion was requested.

5.4.2.2 8.4.2.10 has the definition of the Country element.

5.4.2.3 Note that the First Channel Number is limited 1-200.
5.4.2.4 Page 525 line 37. Is the cited location, and the sentence says that there is a “reserved value”; First Channel Number does not have a reserved value.

5.4.2.5 Proposed Resolution was started. But we ran out of time.  To Continue when resume MAC Comment Processing.
5.5 Recessed at 6:03pm
6.0  TGmb November 11, 2010, AM1
6.1 Proposed Agenda
6.1.1 Comment Resolution – 10.3

6.1.2 Continue with CID 10034

6.2 Question on when the Spectral Mask would be discussed,
6.2.1 Answer it will be in January Interim.

6.3 Review 11-10/1364r0 – comments related to clause 10.3

6.3.1 Introduction to submission noted that the text is the clean version, but the numbering is not quite correct, but could not be adjusted readily, so it would be corrected if adopted by the editor.

6.3.2 Walk through the document.

6.3.3 Note that in the Diagraph there is a change that does not show as changed text due to the graphic nature…the “(non-AP STA)” that was added to a State 2->State 1 transition was added..
6.3.4 There was noted that the “will” had been changed by other commenter, so in 11.3.1.1 the “will” to “Shall” in the “b)” statement.  Mark to make change and post in the rev 1 of the document.

6.3.5 In 11.3.1.2 change “including issuance of” to “These result in the generation of an”

6.3.5.1 The editor will need to fix the indentation in 11.3.1.2 if it is incorporated.
6.3.5.2 In 11.2.1.2 c) Add “the corresponding” status code and delete “other than successful” on that same line

6.3.5.3 There may be a change to the “appropriate” word later.  It may be that the “shall” is the problem, and just removing the “shall” in the last sentence of “11.2.1.2 c)” may be sufficient. 
6.3.5.3.1 Discussion on the “shall” statement need or not.

6.3.5.3.2 Changing the “shall” to “is” may fix it easiest.

6.3.5.3.3 Agreement to change to “is”

6.3.5.3.4 This may be needed in several locations.

6.3.5.4 Add a “which is” after “…shall transmit authentication…”

6.3.6 11.3.1.3 – some reordering and captures the previous decisions.

6.3.7 The paragraph at the 3rd “a)” needed to be moved between “d)” and “e)”.  and then add “upon receipt of the MLME-DEAUTHENTICATE.confirm” prior to the “delete…”
6.3.8 Clause 11.3.1.4 has a bit of “double negative” can we write this without the extra negatives.  

6.3.8.1 Keeping the frame as is may be the right thing, and so it may be commented on later, but for now as this is not definitively defined in other locations.

6.3.8.2 A new clause that describes MFP may be needed….but not today.

6.3.8.3 Note that a STA is not an AP, so we need to change “STA is an AP “to “STA is contained within an AP”.
6.3.9 Clause 11.3.2.1 the mark up code is a bit confusing, but the “final” view makes it much clearer.

6.3.9.1 Change in “e)” the “SME shall enable” to “SME enables”

6.3.9.2 Need a new bullet for the MLME part of the “e)” paragraph.

6.3.9.3 Add a “(RX_TX)” to the primitive statement.
6.3.10 Clause 11.3.2.2 there is a couple of editor notes, but it may be that this is ok.

6.3.10.1  Leave the Editor note for now as they do no harm, and we can ensure it is ok later.
6.3.10.2 In “5)” change the “may generate” to “and thereby generate”.

6.3.10.3  In “6)” is in the wrong place, but will be left for now.  Will be discussed later.  Possibly it should be the first paragraph, but that did not have consensus either.

6.3.10.4 In “c) after f)” change the “AP” to “SME”
6.3.10.5  Discussion on if the MLME needed to be instructed on where the status code is defined. – Consensus = NO.

6.3.10.6  There may be a comment to show how RSNA is required is done in the next ballot.
6.3.10.7  In the “3rd i)” there is another “(Rx_TX)” needed.

6.3.10.8  In the final paragraph prior to the note has a “this STA” and it should be a “the STA”.  Question on why this paragraph is here, but then left as modified.

6.3.10.9 The MLME needs to be separate from the SME instructions.

6.3.11 Clause 11.3.2.3 and 11.3.2.4 had similar changes as in 11.3.2.2 will need to be made.
6.3.11.1 Changes were made accordingly.

6.3.11.2  In 11.3.2.4 the “i)” after the “d)” There was a duplicate “State 3” so delete the extra one.

6.3.12 Clause 11.3.2.3
6.3.12.1  Discussion on “new AP” vs. “target AP”

6.3.12.2 The sentence in “c)” is very long and hard to parse, but is thought to be correct.

6.3.12.3  The parameters of the primitives may be subject to some future comments that align with some old 11r discussions.
6.3.12.4 In the old “e)” undelete the “and the STA is in State 3” 

6.3.13 Clause 11.3.2.4

6.3.13.1 In “d)” Change the first “and” to “,” (a comma).

6.3.13.2  Delete the initial inserted text in “d)”.
6.3.13.3 Move the “except” clause to the end of the sentence. Then delete the except and reverse the condition, and then put to the front of the paragraph and change the “when” to “if” in both locations in “c)”
6.4 We have run out of time for this morning, and will resume PM2 later today.
6.5 We will have some admin things as well.

6.6 Request to look at Matthew’s paper on the Transmit “absolute vs. relative”.

6.6.1 A request to let that topic fall to January.

6.6.2 A request to let the topic air time this time.

6.7 Recessed 10:01am.
7.0 TGmb November 11, 2010, Thursday PM2
7.1 Called to order at 4:00pm by Dorothy

7.2 Proposed Agenda

7.2.1 Finish 1364,

7.2.2 MAC –Comments

7.2.3 1342 document from Matthew

7.2.4 Plans for Nov-Jan

7.2.5 Motions

7.2.6 AOB

7.3 No objections to the Agenda

7.4 Introduction and affiliations were done.

7.5 Resume reviewing the 11-10/1364r0 document.

7.5.1 During the review, the minutes note any changes made to the document, and it will be posted as revision 1.

7.5.2 After reviewing the latter parts of the document, no further changes were required.  Now we need to look at crafting the proposed resolutions for the comments.

7.5.3 Request a motion to adopt the document to include in the draft.
7.5.4 ACTION ITEM: Mark to post the document 11-10/1364r1 which will contain the changes agreed during today’s review.

7.5.5 ACTION ITEM: Mark and Adrian to work together to propose suggested resolutions for all the comments cited in the document.

7.6 MAC Comment processing

7.6.1 Resume comment processing

7.6.2 CID 10034 (continued)

7.6.2.1 The minutes about this CID from yesterday were reviewed.
7.6.2.2 The Operating Class field has reserved values.

7.6.2.3 The First channel Number has invalid values.

7.6.2.4 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2010-11-10 23:59:51Z) Change "finds a First Channel Number or Operating Class field with a reserved value" to "finds a invalid First Channel Number field or Operating Class field with a value that is reserved"

7.6.2.5 Move to comment Group D

7.6.3 CID 10060

7.6.3.1 Review comment.

7.6.3.2 A submission may need to be made.  

7.6.3.3 Suggest Agree in Principle and do a global replace on the “beacon report element” with “beacon report”

7.6.3.4 What is in the Beacon Report table that is not an element?

7.6.3.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle; Replace all occurrences of “Beacon Report Element” with “Beacon Report”.

7.6.3.6 The editor will need to check the instances for correctness.

7.6.3.7 Move to Comment Group D

7.6.4 CID 10177

7.6.4.1 Review comment context 

7.6.4.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2010-11-11 22:36:03Z)  "When an AP is switching to a different channel and one or more of its associated STAs do not support Extended Channel Switch, then both the Extended Channel Switch Announcement and the Channel Switch Announcement elements and frames may be used."

7.6.4.3 Move to comment Group MAC D

7.6.5 CID 10151

7.6.5.1 Review comment

7.6.5.2 Compare the suggested sentence with the proposed sentence.
7.6.5.3 Proposed resolution:  AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2010-11-11 22:40:32Z) - Replace cited paragraph with the following:
"An FC STA shall support 20/40 BSS Coexistence Management.

NOTE --An FC HT STA that transmits a frame containing an Extended Capabilities element sets the 20/40 BSS Coexistence Management Support field of this element to 1."

7.6.6 CID 10395
7.6.6.1 Review comment.

7.6.6.2 Proposed Resolution Agree in Principle insert K is the Key; B is the variable length string” at line 44.

7.6.6.3 Move to comment Group MAC D

7.6.7 CID 10398

7.6.7.1 Proposed Resolution Agree in Principle insert K is the Key; B is the variable length string” at line 44. Note that this is the same resolution for 10395

7.6.7.2 Move to comment Group MAC D

7.6.8 CID 10401

7.6.8.1 Review comment

7.6.8.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: Dot1xAuthTxPeriod is defined in IEEE Std.802.1x-2004; whish is already cited as normative reference.

7.6.8.3 Move to comment Group MAC D

7.6.9 CID 10406

7.6.9.1 Review the comment 

7.6.9.2 Is GTK supposed to be GMK?

7.6.9.2.1 See figure 11-24

7.6.9.2.2 There are both GTK and GMK in the diagram.

7.6.9.3 The proposed resolution did not seem quite right.
7.6.9.4 It may be that the text is ok as is.

7.6.9.5 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE :Change "Any group master key (GMK) may be reinitialized" 
to 
"A group master key (GMK) is an auxiliary key that may be used to derive a group temporal key (GTK)." at the cited location.

7.6.9.6 Move to comment Group MAC D

7.6.10 Time was called.

7.7 Matthew’s paper 11-10-1364

7.7.1 Matthew requested to postpone to January

7.8 Request from Raja to present 11-10/1339r3

7.8.1 There is 30 mins that were not used by Matthew, so ok, but for discussion item only.

7.8.2 Review 11-10/1339r3
7.8.3 Question on if the 53 vs. 56 is correct. 

7.8.3.1 Response it is.

7.8.4 There was a previous discussion on what is in or out of Scope?

7.8.4.1 The comments on the document are all in scope, but as each of the recirculation ballots progress, then the comment on something that does not change would be out of scope.  However comments on unresolved comments would still be in scope.

7.8.5 Discussion on why the -53 dbm.

7.8.6  Clarification on what is “out of Scope”

7.8.7 The author is pointing out not out of Scope, but rather out of scope of the PAR.  Which is different from if the comment is “out of Scope”:
7.8.8 ACTION ITEM: Dorothy; The chair to get a statement posted to clarify what is in or out of scope of the PAR.

7.8.9 Discussion on the power levels that would be allowed.
7.8.9.1 Request to have a presentation on clarification on the issue.

7.8.10 An e-mail was sent out already to request members of the WG to look at these comments, and the chair will send another one to include comment CID 10088 and 10028 are the main ones, but there is some duplication.
7.8.11 ACTION ITEM: Raja and Matthew to look at the PHY comments and create a list of the actual technical issues, and then that can be shared with the group to prepare for January.

7.8.12 This will be a topic to be added to January Agenda, avoid TGac in scheduling.

7.9 Plans going forward

7.9.1 Discussion for reviewing the TGp roll-up 

7.9.1.1 Propose that folks use a template for gathering comments on the TGp roll-up.  We would need comments turned in by Dec 6.

7.9.1.2 Why do we need this review?  

7.9.1.2.1 This is a Task Group rather than a WG review, and this is just to review the editor notes and quality control prior to getting the next step and taking them into the recirculation.

7.9.1.2.2 The very least we could do is to process the editor notes as extra comments, but we need to resolve them.

7.9.1.2.3 The goal is to resolve the editor notes.

7.9.1.2.4 Remember that this is a very narrow review.  TGp was based on text that was not there when the roll-up was done.  We need to ensure that the references are all proper and cited items are all there.

7.9.2 Teleconferences:

7.9.2.1 Suggested dates: Dec 3, 17 and Jan 7., 10:00 ET 2 hours

7.9.2.2 Dec 3, Comment resolution, Dec 17 would be roll-up discussion, Jan 7 complete other topics in preparation for interim Mtg.

7.9.2.3 There was no objection for the Teleconference schedule, the chair will request the dates/times in the WG.

7.9.3 Ad-Hoc Meetings – None

7.10 Motions: 

7.10.1 Motion # 103: Move to incorporate the changes in 11-10-1364r1 into the TGmb draft.

7.10.1.1 Moved: Mark Hamilton 2nd Jon Rosdahl
7.10.1.2 No discussion – GOOD Work Mark!!!

7.10.1.3  Results: 15-0-0 motion passes.
7.10.2 Motion # 104: Move to adopt the comment resolutions in the MAC A, MAC B, and MAC C TAB in 11-10-1347r2 and incorporate the indicated text changes.

7.10.2.1  Moved: Mike Montemurro, 2nd Adrian Stephens

7.10.2.2 Results: 15-0-0 motion passes.
7.11 Continue the last 20 minutes with MAC Comment processing

7.11.1 CID 10124
7.11.1.1  Review the comment
7.11.1.2 Proposed resolution: Accept.

7.11.1.3 Move to comment Group MAC D

7.11.2 CID 10069

7.11.2.1 Review the comment

7.11.2.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Change “This standard defines one integrity protocol: BIP” to “This standard defines one integrity protocol for management frames: BIP.”
7.11.2.3 Move to comment Group MAC D.

7.11.3 CID 10120, 10121, 10122, 10123

7.11.3.1 Review each comment.

7.11.3.2  For each one, Proposed Resolution: Agree -

7.11.3.3 Move all three to comment Group MAC D

7.12 Review the report on the MAC
7.12.1 There are 22 comments without a proposed resolution.

7.13 Look at CIDs that are currently in Editor that may need discussion.

7.13.1 CID 10205 looks like it will need discussion.

7.13.2 ACTION ITEM: Adrian and Bill to identify the Editor Comments that still need more discussion and move to GEN.

7.14 Adjourned at 6:01pm
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