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Ad Hoc meeting Monday November 8, 2010

09:10 CST
· The chair Michael Montemurro (Research in Motion) brought the meeting to order.
· Reviewed the IEEE Patent Policy
· Call for essential patents – None given.
· Reviewed Agenda for the week (10/1260r1) and made a couple of changes.
· No objection to adopting the ad-hoc agenda in document 1260r1.

· Comment resolution

· Started to work on the following tentative comment resolutions in the database tool.

· CID 330: The chair spoke to the vice-chair and there is no guidance about the abstract.

· CID 356: now marked as comment group B

· CID 212: removed the words “membership status” from the sentence and mark it as comment group B
· CID 341: now marked as comment group B

· CID 164: agree, comment group B
· CID 166: modified and now in comment group B

· CID 211: modified and now in comment group B

· CID 167: modified and now in comment group B

· CID 168: agree, comment group B
· CID 169: agree, comment group B

· CID 353: modified and now in comment group B
· CID 257: modified and now in comment group B

· CID 175: agree, comment group B
· CID 176: submission required for this one.
· CID 255: modified and now in comment group B. Note some new typos in the Figure 8.4ae1 and 8.4ae2 labels (dots should be hyphens) and their cross references.

· CID 242: modified and now in comment group B
· CID 249: modified and now in comment group B
· CID 237: agree, comment group B

· CID 258: modified and now in comment group B

· CID 260: agree, comment group B
· CID 178: disagree, comment group B

· CID 217: disagree, comment group B

· CID 150: disagree, comment group B
· CID 101: modified and now in comment group B

· CID 141: submission required for this one.

· CID 15: agree, comment group B
· CID 16: agree, comment group B
· CID 238: agree, comment group B

· CID 18: modified and now in comment group B
· CID 181: disagree, comment group B

· No objection to adjourning the ad-hoc meeting.
Monday November 08, 2010

16:06 CST
· The chair Michael Montemurro (Research in Motion) brought the meeting to order.

· Reviewed Agenda for the week (10/1260r1).

· No objection to adopting the agenda in document 1260r1.

· Chair: Please note that the TGae letter ballot (LB169) has 461 comments, as opposed to 454 mentioned as mentioned in IEEE 802.11 opening plenary.

· Reviewed the IEEE Patent Policy
· Call for essential patents – None given.
· September 2010 minutes (11-10-1176r0)

· No matters arising

· Moved and approved by unanimous consent

· November 3rd teleconference minutes (11-10-1263r0)

· No matters arising

· Moved and approved by unanimous consent

· Letter Ballot 169

· Chair: Please note that some of the comments were actually for TGad (20 of them) and not TGae. The commenter has agreed to withdraw them.

· Comment resolution

· The comment resolution spreadsheet from LB169 is in document 11-10-1221r2.

· Started to work on the following tentative comment resolutions in the database tool
· CID 105: modified and now in comment group C
· CID 454: modified and now in comment group C
· CID 426: modified and now in comment group C
· CID 19: agree, comment group C
· CID 184: modified and now in comment group C
· Changed to work on spreadsheet 11-10-1315r0

· CID 294: modified and now in comment group D
· CID 411: modified and now in comment group D
· CID 293: modified and now in comment group D
· CID 98: no resolution at the moment
· CID 199: disagree, comment group D
· CID 371: disagree, comment group D
· CID 225: disagree, comment group D
· CID 387: disagree, comment group D
· CID 2: disagree, comment group D
· CID 397: agree, comment group D
· CID 418: no resolution at the moment
· CID 460: no resolution at the moment
· CID 379: out of scope, forward to TGmb for their consideration
· CID 427: disagree, comment group D. Also inform TGmb for their consideration
· CID 116: agree, comment group D
· CID 378: agree, comment group D. Also forward to TGs for their consideration
· CID 222: disagree, comment group D
· CID 326: modified and now in comment group D
· CID 430: no resolution at the moment
· CID 218: disagree, comment group D
· Document submitted as 11-10-1315r1
· Recess until Tuesday at 18:00 CST
Tuesday November 09, 2010

10:35 CST
· 57 comments resolved on 11/8

· 1221r3 uploaded with yesterdays comments 

· Comment resolution
· CID 3 rejected – see 1221r4 for comments – Group E, ready for motion 

· CID 73 rejected - see 1221r4 for comments – Group E, ready for motion 

· CID 74 

· What mgmt frames are sent in TDLS ? 

· Some features from 11k/11v may be implemented through TDLS  so it should be allowed 

· Agree in principle – text changed as in 1221r4 

· Group E, ready for motion
· CID 75 – disagree 

· need rewording of page 41 line 15 ? – no the text is exp

· OCB – outside the context of BSS – needs to be considered for policy exchange 

· Each policy exchange is unidirectional 

· Group E, ready for motion

· Discuss issue of MFQ policy issue: 

· Add bit to config request to make it special 

· Also allow partial MFQ policy to be sent 

· CID 97: reject – pending resolution of CID 418
· CID 176: refer to CID 418 
· CID 209: Pending submission – Michael Bahr
· CID 219: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 220: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 221: 

· This is from baseline and “shall” is for replay protection 

· Baseline: 9.3.2.11 mandates that this counter be on a per link bases 

· So no change – as this problem is in baseline due to many individual mgmt frames sent on a per link bases (e.g. public action frames)

· reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 226: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 370: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 372: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 394: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 395: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 396: reject - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 402: accept in principle - Group E, ready for motion

· Page 46.07, change text as in comment resolution 
· CID 403: accept  - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 404: accept  - Group E, ready for motion
· CID 405: Henry to think about this 

· Should the frame be dropped if the sequence number is messed with? 

This is the first time the trusted and un-trusted values are in the same frame.
· Meeting recessed until after the break.
Tuesday November 09, 2010

10:35 CST
· The chair Michael Montemurro (Research in Motion) brought the meeting to order.

· Reviewed Agenda for the week (10/1260r1).

· No objection to adopting the agenda in document 1260r1.

· Continued to work on the following tentative comment resolutions in the database tool

· CID 405: no resolution at the moment
· CID 419: same as CID 405

· CID 430: depends on CID 418

· CID 441: modified and now in comment group D
· CID 460: depends on CID 418
· CID 24: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 28: add an editorial note about this. Modified and now in comment group E
· CID 33: out of scope
· CID 70: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 76: same as CID 24
· CID 83: agree, comment group E
· CID 84: agree, comment group E
· CID 85: no resolution at the moment
· CID 112: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 113: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 114: agree, comment group E
· CID 118: agree, comment group E
· CID 119: agree, comment group E
· CID 121: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 125: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 155: disagree, comment group E
· CID 186: out of scope
· CID 190: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 192: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 207: same as CID 24
· CID 241: agree, comment group E
· CID 243: agree, comment group E
· CID 244: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 251: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 262: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 263: disagree, comment group E
· CID 282: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 283: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 296: no resolution at the moment
· CID 325: same as CID 326

· CID 327: agree, comment group E
· CID 328: agree, comment group E
· CID 329: modified and now in comment group E
· CID 359: same as CID 244.
· Recess until Wednesday at 08:00 CST
Wednesday November 10, 2010

08:00 CST
· Meeting called to order by Mike Montemurro, Research in Motion.
· Matthew Fischer, Broadcom volunteers to take minutes.
· Mike reminds participants to sign attendance.
· 1260r1 agenda document discussion
· No objections to the agenda as presented

· Paul Lambert, Marvell, presents 11-10-xxxxr0
· Allan Thomson’s name on bottom of document – Paul says he is a virus infecting documents. Document has not been uploaded.
· Paul: misunderstanding of use of sequence numbers as indicated in 11ae draft, asking why this method was chosen

· Paul: prefer DATA encapsulation for mgmt QOS, as proposed previously, see TGz

· Paul: quite a few frames pre-association affected

· Paul: already have QOS for DATA frames, encapsulation known, this solution already employed by other groups, completely viable for QOS of mgmt frames – Paul prefers this method – see also 11v 11-09-0047

· Paul: wants to know why TGae has chosen sequence number modification instead of data encapsulation – what am I missing?

· Matthew Fischer, Broadcom: pre-association frames, e.g. 11k measurement, 11v report

· Paul: all action frames?

· Mike: no – 11p frames

· Paul: 11p can be encapsulated

· Mike: no – 11p did not do it that way, spec work needed to convert everything from mgmt frame to encapsulated data frame would be huge

· Mike: see 11-10-0365r3

· Paul: can change the allowance for data frames pre-association – 

· Matt: how would you determine which frames to accept pre-association?

· Paul: you would parse the body of the frame

· Paul: had discussions with Santosh – other mechanisms for prioritization

· Mike: divided the problem into two parts – classification/de-prioritization – 365 gives an overview of the process that got us to this point

· Mike: policy discussion describes policy parts for TGae

· Mike: if you move to the frame formats part of the document, then you can see the options that were suggested as a solution

· Mike: cannot remember why it was ruled out

· Henry Ptasinski, Broadcom: mostly pre-association

· Paul: how many lines of spec are changed to repack every mgmt frame

· Henry: you’d have to redefine everything

· Mike: could do encapsulated if you restrict the changes to just mgmt action frames

· Paul: what other frames need QOS?

· Mike: 11p

· Henry: probe response

· Paul: probe response can be handled with a rule that says BCAST response frames are handled differently

· Henry: do you have the spreadsheet that shows prioritization?

· Mike: 11-10-0097r6

· Mike: lots of non-action frames

· Mike: that’s why we ruled out encapsulated data frames – I was a co-author on 11-10-0047 – I would prefer encapsulation

· Mike: nice thing about the current solution is that it can be applied to non-action frame very easily

· Mike: that’s the background on the non-encapsulation decision

· Mike: after ruling out encapsulation, we investigated new mgmt format, and implicit priority, then ran up against sequence numbers

· Matt: what about reserved TYPE?

· Henry: was investigated

· Henry: looked at it, but what about QOS field? Maybe use subtype to extend to allow complete mirroring of all mgmt frames

· Matt: would have to include new bytes, so frames do not map directly from the existing mgmt subtypes – adding a couple of new bytes – body shifts

· Matt: this starts to look like a new 

· Mike: if you do encapsulated data frames, then there is a massive amount of spec work

· Paul: agreed that the encapsulation modification would require that the editor modify a huge number of locations

· Paul: seems silly to make the technical decision based on the difficulty of performing the editing

· Mike: if we could have originally had the mgmt action as an encapsulated data frame then we would not have to be facing this problem

· Henry: yes, 11e should have done something for the action frame

· Matt: 11e could have mirrored all mgmt frames in type reserved, just as it mirrored all data frames within unused DATA type space

· Paul: appreciate discussion, thanks, not fully convinced, not sure of 11p considerations

· Mike: there is a requirements doc that identifies these frames

· Mike: we are not going to recirculation after this meeting

· Mike: thank you, Paul

· Mike: back to the agenda

· Mike: do not know the will of the group – tab a, b, c, d, e are finished comments, there is a withdrawn tab – 11-10-1221r5 – looking for a motion to approve those completed comments

· Matthew: I move (motion as stated in 11-10-1221r5)

· Henry: second

· Mark: CID 418 not yet included?

· Mike: correct

· Henry: CID 405?

· Mike: not in the tabs that are subject of motion

· Mike: rejected 427 and sent the comment to TGmb, and TGmb said that we should do the resolution, so we have 427 back in the unresolved group

· Henry: did they say more than just “do it?”

· Mike: we said – it affects mesh if TGmb does it – they said – if TGae modifies it, then it is post TGs

· Mike: it is only removing a sentence

· Mike: further discussion on the motion?

· Mike: no further discussion noted, so we vote:

· MOTION:

· As stated in 11-10-1221r5 – (to approve resolved comments)

· Moved: Matthew Fischer, Second Henry Ptasinski

· Result: 12-0-0, Motion passes

· Comment resolution
· Mike: trivial technical tab

· CID 17 – asking to remove a normative statement because they are not allowed in clause 8

· Henry: the cited text is not normative, there is no shall

· Mike: there is a get-out-of-shall-free statement at the start of clause 8

· Mike: resolution is agree

· CID 264 – agree
· CID 360 – agree

· CID 375 – TDLS frames are encapsulated, so this comment does not make sense – but there is a table entry – which frames are those? In TDLS that need higher priority?

· Santosh, Cisco: not certain

· CID 375
· Graham, DSP group: response frames are direct, not tunneled, so that is probably the set of frames

· Henry: not true, it is the TDLS discovery frames that are direct, - frames in question for TDLS are actually public frames, so they are covered by line above

· Henry: make it same as unicast probe response

· Matt: that’s AC_VO

· Mike: accept in principle – change the TDLS line to TDLS discovery response, category 4, action 14, AC_VO

· Santosh: delete TDLS line and call it public, 4, 14

· Henry: I can reorder

· Matt: category-order

· Santosh: yes

· Henry: ok

· Agree in principle, with the reordering described

· CID 377
· Group: discussion regarding whether it is worth it to force admission control on mgmt frames – since most are being pushed to AC_BE anyway, AC seems not necessary and not worth the extra work, and AC_VO, AC_VI mgmt traffic is probably not easily described with a TSPEC anyway

· Agree

· CID 428 – Agree in Principle
· CID 429 – Agree in Principle – with modification after long discussion

· CID 263 - Agree
· CID 1 – Disagree
· CID 34 – Disagree
· Mark: have answered this question many times previously, so provide the same answer – have evaluated the encapsulation method and found it lacking due to pre-association frame issues

· CID 35 – defer to contribution promised by commenter

· Mike: 2 minutes remaining: any objection to recessing?

· Santosh: what about category 4, 10-13 action? Need to deal with those as well.

· Henry: yes

· Mike: which frames?

· Mike: objections to recessing? No objection heard, so we are in recess

Thursday November 11, 2010

10:50 CST
· Mike Montemurro, Research in Motion, chair of TGae, calls the group to order, after recovering from a PC crash.
· Matthew Fischer, Broadcom volunteers to take minutes.

· Agenda review: No objections to agenda

· Comment Resolution
· Beginning with editorial comments:

· Henry Ptasinski, Broadcom: Editorial comment tab in document 11-10-1363r0
· CID 420
· Comment group G is now ready for motion

· Now reviewing Santosh’s proposed resolutions in 11-10-1375r1

· Negotiation tab comment resolution discussion

· Discussion ends after starting discussion on comment CID 180

· Chair asks for no objection to recess, hearing none, group is recessed

Thursday November 11, 2010

13:30 CST
· Comment resolution 

· CID 449 – Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 400 -  Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 354 -  Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 107 -  submission required – expand for priority type 1 - Santosh

· CID 401 – submission required – Santosh 

· CID 108 – Disagree - Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 279 – Agree in Principle - Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 452 – Agree - Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 110 – Agree in Principle - Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 22 – Agree - Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 355 – Agree in Principle - Ready for motion – Comment Group H

· CID 79 – submission Michael Bahr 

· CID 381 - Agree in Principle - Ready for motion – Comment Group H
· From 11-10-1261r0: 

· Motion #2 passes 4/0/0

· Motion #3 passes 4/0/0

· Teleconference dates set

· Timeline discussed
· Adjourn for the week.
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