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1.0 TGmb Monday, March 14, 2011 PM1 – 
1.1 Called to order at 1:33pm by Dorothy

1.2 We did introductions – Adrian Stephens called in via Skype to present the Editor report for this session.

1.3 Patent Policy and Meeting rules

1.3.1 There was no notification given.

1.4 Approval of Agenda contained in 11/291r0

1.4.1 See slide 3

1.4.2 No objection to proposed Agenda.

1.4.3 Note that Reg and Annex D&E

1.5 Minutes from January and telcon approved:

1.5.1 11/074 and 11/0275 

1.5.2 Approved by unanimous consent without objection.

1.6 Editor Report doc 11/42r2

1.6.1 Adrian presented the details

1.6.2 Review Ballot status on Slide 4

1.6.3 Slide 5 explains the numbering used for comments

1.6.4 Slide 6 shows recent comment status

1.6.4.1 Note that we have 178 comments fairly equally split originally, but some have been shifted from editor to MAC and Gen.

1.6.4.2 There is one comment that is a spreadsheet that has more comments that were added to the database.

1.6.5 Slide 7 has the revision summary, and shows where TGv and TGu were rolled into 7.01 and 7.03 respectfully.

1.6.6 MAC Adhoc needs an update to be sent to Michael.

1.6.7 Slide 8 1284 has all the comments, and in 10/1455 it has comments sorted by topic

1.6.8 Slide 9 reports on 802.11v roll-up

1.6.9 Slide 10 reports on 802.11u roll-up

1.6.10 Slide 11 reports on 

1.6.11 Slide 12 reports on Planning for D8.0

1.6.11.1 Need 4 volunteers for review:

1.6.11.1.1  Dorothy Stanley

1.6.11.1.2  Michael Montemurro

1.6.11.1.3  Harry Worstell

1.6.11.1.4 David Hunter

1.6.11.2 Each will need to give about 2 hours.  This is contingent on having the comment resolutions done this week.  If we do get this goal, then the review is needed.

1.6.11.3 We have a call for the 25th if needed. Otherwise the ballot would start that day.
1.6.12 Slide 13 unadjusted project plan.
1.6.12.1 2 weeks for ballot prep can be reduced to 1 week and then we could give 7 days to the ballot or to resolution or not

1.6.13 Slide 14 review of comment status.

1.6.14 Slide 15 review of CID 11211

1.6.15 Slide 16 discussions on proposed resolution from David.

1.6.15.1 Possible choices are reject, or to prepare a mapping table.

1.6.15.2 We do not have a list of the rules that we follow on how the variables are named.  Is there a definitive list of how the variable names are being created.

1.6.15.3 We tried to document some things, and that is captured in the 802.,11 style guide, but that has not been touched for a couple years.  Maintainance of that document would be helpful to the editors.

1.6.16 Slide 17 proposed rejection resolution

1.6.16.1 How burden is the tech editor and the effort that this may cause.

1.6.16.2 Not certain the full weight of change.

1.6.16.3 It may be possible to automate the changes, but it may cost about a week of time.
1.6.16.4 If we are waiting for TGs, then time would be afforded to do it.

1.6.16.5 The risk may not be high if we open the document up.

1.6.16.6 The timing of the comment is very different coming now vs. coming later.

1.6.16.7 The window of opportunity is in a short window time.

1.6.16.8 Trying to understand the ripple effect.

1.6.16.9 The reason for the capitulation is to make things more precise and to show the overload of field names with the germane useage of the word.

1.6.16.10 The logistics does not allow for the comment to be held open and start the ballot, but would be better to reject and allow a later submission.

1.6.16.11 The formal process is to reject and then a pile-on comment with a submission that can be evaluated.
1.6.16.12 The timeframe that David is wanting may work ok after rejection.

1.6.16.13 The changes would be able to done, and then a thorough check would have to be done after the fact to ensure that the proper change was applied.

1.6.16.14 Mapping table: old name – new name – Rule.  Giving the context.

1.6.16.15 i.e. change “priority” to “Priority” where followed by field or variable.

1.6.16.16 Location points are very hard and tedious, that would be much harder.

1.6.16.17 Pragmatically this would need to be done.

1.6.16.18 Proposed Resolution had no objection, and so this comment would be to disagree.

1.6.16.19 Any further discussion would be if the commentor provides further comments on future ballots.

1.6.16.20 Adrian is willing to work with David on a few junk ones to see if it will work the way we think, but after the ballot gets started.

1.6.17 Slide 18: E-Motion 1

1.6.17.1 Motion # 115: Approve comment resolutions in 11-10-1455-05-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-editor-comments on the “Editorials & Terminology” tabs. 24 Agree, 14 Principle, 4 Disagree,  2 Scope,  1 Unresolvable
1.6.17.1.1 Moved: Micheal Montemurro, 2nd Harry Worstell

1.6.17.1.2 Results: Passes 7-0-0
1.6.18 Slide 19 a new motion for later in the week if we get all the comments taken care of.

1.7 Review Doc 11-316r0 – CID 11001
1.7.1 Review Comment and discussion in the submission.

1.7.2 The effort done here has shown a clash at 46 and 47 where 11u has added a code that should have been different, but the implementors may not know of this clash at this point, and we may want to make the change to correct the clash .
1.7.3 Some values do not have names. In Table 8-35 Reason codes:

1.7.3.1 If the implementors agreed that these values (46 and 47) could be reassigned, then it would be ok to do it but in the lack of that feedback, we would just follow the proposed changes as documented.

1.7.4 In Table 8-36 Status codes

1.7.4.1 Need some feedback from 11u on value 62.  if it is a local STA timout, then it is in the wrong place.  Need to find out if this is an external entity then it would be ok and valid.  “timeout” is a bad name, but rather “Guest Timeout” would be a better choice for the name, and for clairity.

1.7.4.1.1 Propose that we change “Timeout” to “GAS timeout” in clause 6 interface and here in this table.

1.7.4.2 Feedback needed on line 64 where the name and the description are not very good match.  Would a better name or description be better in this instance.
1.7.4.2.1 There is a chance that this change to the description may have just missed being updated.  

1.7.4.2.2 Michael to check with Stephen to see what the intent was for this row.

1.7.4.3 Codes used in a Primitive that do not have an entry .

1.7.4.3.1 We would need the ANA to add new entries for these 4 rows, and we need a description for the “QUERY_RESPONSE_OUTSTANDING”

1.7.4.3.2 Michael will check with Stephen as well.

1.7.4.3.3 The first 2 are old instances and were not in the tables, we could delete them, as they do not exist…it may be that we error on the side of caution and give them a number.

1.7.5 Clause 10.4.4 TS setup

1.7.5.1 Remove of table 10-2.

1.7.5.2 Add a reference to table 8-36

1.7.5.3 We are not making any technical change, because we are just moving where the names are enumerated.

1.7.5.4 The MLME definition should provide the detail list.

1.7.5.5 Review context in 6.3.26.5.

1.7.5.6 The MLME SAP would need to be updated:
1.7.5.6.1 Merge the result code from table 10-2 into the result code enumerations in 6.3.26.5.

1.7.5.6.2 With the 11v and 11u rolled in this may be a null set, but this is a action that is already done.

1.7.5.6.3 With the 7.03, this is a mute point, and the extra update is not needed.

1.7.6 Page 9:  10.4.9 TS deletion

1.7.6.1 Review the proposed change.

1.7.6.2 There is almost a match into d7.03, but the timeout code is missing.

1.7.6.3 This would have to be added as a change in r1 of the document.

1.7.6.4 Add an editing instruction to add the missing Result Code enumerations.

1.7.7 Page 9: 10.5.2.3 

1.7.7.1 Review the proposed change.

1.7.7.2 Need to check the MLME has all the result codes.

1.7.7.3 We should remove the TIMEOUT value in the MLME

1.7.7.4 Editor line added that removes the TIMEOUT here where it is not valid.

1.7.8 Page 10: 10.5.3.2 Block ACK teardown

1.7.8.1 Review the proposed change.

1.7.8.2 In this case, the TIMEOUT should be added. As it was in the text, but not in the table.

1.7.9 Page 10: 10.7.2.3 Setup DLS Procedure

1.7.9.1 See page 196 of D7.03

1.7.9.2 Propose to remove the Timeout in the .confirm for consistency.

1.7.9.3 Table 10-7 did not include Timeout, so it should be removed in the result code enumeration.

1.7.10 10.7.4.2 DLS teardown.

1.7.10.1 Table 8-35 has the reason codes, but the applicable is left in the table 10-8.  

1.7.10.2 We should also check the DLS Teardown request to ensure that the Result Codes are in fact all there and match them appropriately.

1.7.10.3 The lists should be merged.

1.7.10.4 Add an Editor instruction to merge the lists in the .request and .indicate primatives for DLS teardown. – 6.3.27.5.

1.7.10.5 TIMEOUT was there, but it is needed to be added in the .request…. it is on the .indicate already.
1.7.11 10.21.3.1.3 GAS request

1.7.11.1  .indication and .confirm are on 360 of D7.03

1.7.11.2  In the response we have 7 values in both places, so it should match, but it does not, so they need to be merged.

1.7.11.3  Page 362 the response… is missing a transmission failure.

1.7.11.4  SUCCESS is missing in status code field table 10-15, but it is in the MLME, so the updated reference takes care of that.

1.7.11.5 TRANSMISSION_FAILURE does not make sense in the GAS response. In general, Michael to check on if this is necessary in 10-15.

1.7.11.6 The reference in the table in the MLME will need to be updated.

1.7.12 Changes to Clause 6 interfaces

1.7.12.1 Doc 11-284 removes a bunch of .confirms which are listed on page 12.

1.7.12.2 In 6.3.7.5.2,  list changes
1.7.12.3 In 6.3.29.5.2 remove the TIMEOUT

1.7.12.4 In 6.3.38.4.2  ignore the add “INVALID PARAMETERS”, and have only the addition of “REFUSED”

1.7.13 8.5.8.10 DSE Power Constraint frame format

1.7.13.1 Change table 8-206 to match the MLME interface
1.7.14 Menzo was asked to look at some of the last remaining issues that 6.3.64.3 and Micheal is checking 6.3.71.2. 

1.7.15 The final editor note will have to be discussed later

1.8 Time was up at this point,  Recess at 3:33pm

2.0 TGmb Tuesday March 15, 2011, PM1 
2.1 Called to order by Dorothy at 1:31pm

2.2 Proposed agenda: TDLS Comments, then Annex D &E and Regulatory.

2.2.1 No objection to the ordering.

2.3 MAC Comments: 

2.3.1 CID 11049 Security TDLS

2.3.1.1 Review comment

2.3.1.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.3.1.3 No objection - Moved to MAC motion B

2.3.2 CID 11227 TDLS Peer Key Handshake

2.3.2.1 Review comment

2.3.2.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

2.3.2.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.3 CID 11032 TPK handshake message 1

2.3.3.1 Review comment

2.3.3.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

2.3.3.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.4 CID 11017 TPK handshake Message 1

2.3.4.1 Review Comment

2.3.4.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: “Replace “10.22.2 (TDLS payload)” with “1.22.4 TDLS direct-linke establishment)”. In addition, the same change in 11.5.11.4.3 (Page 920 line 63). – Change to 10.22.4 (TDSL direct-link establishment)

2.3.4.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.5 CID 11018 TPK handshake Message 2

2.3.5.1 Review Comment same thing

2.3.5.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: “Replace “10.22.2 (TDLS payload)” with “1.22.4 TDLS direct-linke establishment)”. In addition, the same change in 11.5.11.4.3 (Page 920 line 63). – Change to 10.22.4 (TDSL direct-link establishment)

2.3.5.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.6 CID 11019 TPK handskae Message 3

2.3.6.1 Review comment

2.3.6.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

2.3.6.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.7 CID 11235

2.3.7.1 Review Comment

2.3.7.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – delete “appropriate”.

2.3.7.3 Discussion on what the word “appropriate” is… decision to delete “appropriate”.

2.3.7.4 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.8 CID 11104

2.3.8.1 Review comment

2.3.8.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: the intent of 802.11z has been to disallow broadcast discovery requests in order to avoid too much traffic and potential wakeup at the STAs.  The sentence on page 533 is likely a remnant of an earlier version of 802.11z where broadcast discovery was still allowed.  Therefore, on page 533.28, delete “or to the Boardcast address”.

2.3.8.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.9 CID 11034 TDLS direct-link teardown

2.3.9.1 Review comment

2.3.9.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

2.3.9.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.10 CID 11234 TDSL channel Switching
2.3.10.1 Review Comment

2.3.10.2 Proposed Resoluton: disagree On the base channel, the TDLS STAs have no option but to follow the bandwidth of the AP per the following rule in 10.22.1 on page 799.46:  “The channel width of the TDLS direct Link on the base channel shall not exceed the channel width of the BSS to which the TDLS peer Stas are associated.”.

2.3.10.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.11 CID 11048: TDLS Channel Switching

2.3.11.1  Review Comment

2.3.11.2  Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-15 05:58:32Z) -  Replace "When two TDLS Channel Switch Request frames still cross, then both TDLS Channel Switch Response frames are executed sequentially depending on their reason code." with "If a TDLS Channel Switch Request frame is received from the TDLS peer STA to which a pending TDLS Channel Switch Request frame was previously sent before receiving TDLS Channel Switch Response, the TDLS initiator STA shall not reply to the TDLS Channel Switch Request frame and the TDLS responder STA shall reply to the TDLS Channel Switch Request frame."
2.3.11.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.12 CID 11040.

2.3.12.1 Review comment…same as 11048  -- 
2.3.12.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-15 06:02:19Z) - Replace "When two TDLS Channel Switch Request frames still cross, then both TDLS Channel Switch Response frames are executed sequentially depending on their reason code." with "If a TDLS Channel Switch Request frame is received from the TDLS peer STA to which a pending TDLS Channel Switch Request frame was previously sent before receiving TDLS Channel Switch Response, the TDLS initiator STA shall not reply to the TDLS Channel Switch Request frame and the TDLS responder STA shall reply to the TDLS Channel Switch Request frame."
2.3.12.3 No objection – Moved to MAC motion B

2.3.13 CID 11036

2.3.13.1 Review comment

2.3.13.2  Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-15 06:03:19Z) - Replace "The regulatory class shall not have a value of 2.407 GHz for the channel starting frequency." with "A 40 MHz off-channel direct link shall not be established in the 2.4 GHz band."
2.3.13.3  No objection – Move to MAC motion B
2.3.14 CID 11027

2.3.14.1 Review Comment

2.3.14.2  This was discussed on the Telcon on Feb 25. See CID 11027.

2.3.14.3  Proprosed resolution: Agree in Prinicple – (From the Telecon minutes).

AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-02-25 15:33:02Z)

Make the suggested text change for the Country element.

In the "Link Identifier" row, change from "It is (optionally?) present if Status Code 0" to "It is present if the Status Code is 0".

For 20/40 BSS Co-existence, change the first two sentences to say "The 20/40 BSS Coexistence element is optionally present is the Status Code is 0 and not present otherwise."

For HT Capabilities, change "Status Code is 0 (successful)", to "Status Code is 0 (successful) and not present otherwise".

For Supported Operating classes, change "It is present if the TDLS

channel switching capability bit is equal to one. It is present for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "It is present if the TDLS channel switching capability bit is equal to one and the Status Code is 0 (successful) and not present otherwise."

For Timeout Interval, change "TPK Key Lifetime (optional). It is present if security is required

On the direct link. It is present for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "The Timeout Interval, containing the TPK Key Lifetime, is present if security is required on the direct link and the Status Code is 0 (successful), and not present otherwise." In the second column, replace "Timeout Interval" with "Timeout Interval (TPK Key Lifetime)".

For FTE, change "FTE of the TDLS responder STA (optional). The FTE is present if security is required on the TDLS direct link and the Status Code is 0 (Successful)" with "The FTE is present if security is required on the TDLS direct link and the Status Code is 0 (Successful), and not present otherwise."

For QoS capability, add "and not present otherwise." to the end of the first sentence.

For Extended Capabilities, change "The Extended Capabilities element is optionally present if any of the fields in this element are non-zero. It is present for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "The Extended Capabilities element is present if any of the fields in this element are non-zero and the Status Code is 0 (Successful), and not present otherwise."

For RSN IE, change "For RSN IE, change "The Supported Channels element is defined in 8.4.2.20 (SupportedChannels element). It is present if the TDLS channel switching capability bit is equal to one. It is present for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "The RSN element is present if the TDLS channel switching capability bit is equal to one and the Status Code is 0 (Successful), and not present otherwise."

For RSN IE, change "RSNE of the TDLS responder STA (optional). The RSNE is present if security is required on the direct link and the Status Code is 0 (Successful)." to "The RSN element is present if security is required on the TDLS direct link and the Status Code is 0 (successful), and not present otherwise". 

For Supported Channels, change "It is present if the TDLS channel switching capability bit is equal to one. It is present for Status Code 0 (Successful)" to "It is present if the TDLS channel switching capability bit is equal to one and the Status Code is 0 (Successful), and not present otherwise."

For Extended Supported Rates, change "The Extended Supported Rates element is present if there are more than eight supported rates, and it is optionally present otherwise. Present for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "The Extended Supported Rates element is present when there are more than 8 supported rates and Status Code is 0. It is optionally present when there are less than 8 supported rates and Status Code is 0. Otherwise it is not present."

For Supported Rates, change "The Supported Rates element indicates the rates that are supported by the STA. The Supported Rates element is defined in 8.4.2.3 (Supported Rates element). Included for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "The Supported Rates element indicates the rates that are supported by the STA and is present when the Status Code is 0 (successful), and is not present otherwise. The Supported Rates element is defined in 8.4.2.3 (Supported Rates element)."

For Capability, change "The Capability field indicates the capabilities of the STA. The Capability field is defined in 8.4.1.4 (Capability Information field). Included for Status Code 0 (Successful)." to "The Capability field indicates the capabilities of the STA and is present when the Status Code is 0 (successful), and is not present otherwise. The Capability field is defined in 8.4.1.4 (Capability Information field)."

2.3.14.4 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.15 CID 11007
2.3.15.1  Same resolution as CID 11027 – with the addition of  “Make the suggested text change at cited location and other tables, if applicable:”
2.3.15.2  Discussion on if Link Identifier is present or not when Status Code is non-zero..

2.3.15.3 Menzo and Henry to review Link Identifier to ensure it is correct as proposed.

2.3.15.4 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.16 CID 11051

2.3.16.1 Review comment.

2.3.16.2 Proposed Resoluion: Disagree The current ordering is used without problems in practical implementations and it is preferred not to change it at this point, to avoid interoperabiiltiy issues.  The allocation of elements IDs appears to be rather arbitry anyway, and there is no requirement to follow this ordering.  Certainly there is no strict chronology in the element IDS assignments.

2.3.16.3 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.17 CID 11233

2.3.17.1 Review comment.

2.3.17.2  Proposed Resolutoin: 

AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-15 06:22:07Z) - Add the following sentence in 10.22.1 on page 800.7: "The HT Operation element shall be present in a TDLS Setup Confirm frame when both STAs are HT capable but the BSS is not.".

In 8.5.13.4 on page 528.49, replace the description with the following: "HT Operation element (optional). The HT Operation element is present if the dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented attribute is true, the TDLS Setup Response frame contained an HT Capabilities element (optional), the Status Code is 0 (success), and the BSS does not support HT. The HT Operation element is defined in 8.4.2.59 (HT Operation element).".

2.3.17.3  No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.18 CID 11028
2.3.18.1 Review comment.

2.3.18.2  Proposed Resolution: Disagree – the intent of the link identifier is that it is present in every frame, irrespective of the status codes.

2.3.18.3  Menzo and Henry will review to see if it is the right description.

2.3.18.4 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.19 CID 11041

2.3.19.1  Review comment

2.3.19.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle –
AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-15 06:33:07Z) - Clarify this in 10.22.1 with the following statement:  "A STA shall not transmit a TDLS Action frame with the Type field of the frame set to Management. (D7.02+)"

Propose clarifying at cited location thus.  In Table 8-37,  code 12,  insert "<em-dash> <newline>See NOTE"  for Robust column.  Add table NOTE "NOTE--TDLS Action frames are always transported encapsulated within a data frame (see 10.22.1), so the question of whether these frame are Robust is not applicable."
2.3.19.3 Discussion on Action Frames vs Data frames when using TDLS.

2.3.19.4 No objection - Moved ot MAC motion B

2.3.20 CID 11031
2.3.20.1 Review comment

2.3.20.2 We discussed this one on the Telecon. It is proposed to agree.

2.4 Gen Adhoc comments

2.4.1 Thanks to Mike for taking notes.

2.4.2 CID 11109 – 

2.4.2.1 Agree; 

2.4.2.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.2.3 - This came in to address some Japanese regulatory requirements.

2.4.3 CID 11112 – 

2.4.3.1 Agree; 

2.4.3.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.4 CID 11113 – 

2.4.4.1 Agree; 

2.4.4.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.5 CID 11108 – 

2.4.5.1 Agree; 

2.4.5.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.6 CID 11106 – 

2.4.6.1 Agree; 

2.4.6.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.7 CID 11107 – 

2.4.7.1 Agree; 

2.4.7.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.8 CID 11105 – 

2.4.8.1 Agree; 

2.4.8.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.9 CID 11127 – 

2.4.9.1 Clause 17 says that CCA ED behavior is required for 3.6 GHz only. This fix makes CCA ED behavior more general.

2.4.9.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-03-15 06:58:38Z) In E.2.2 page 1738 after list item 'DFS' , insert dashed list item "CCA-ED (D.2.5 CCA-ED threshold)". In D.2.5 change start of first sentence from "For operation in the 3.65-3.7 GHz band, ..." to "For OFDM PHY operation in specific bands, ..." 

2.4.9.3 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.10 CID 11111 – 

2.4.10.1 Agree; 

2.4.10.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.11 CID 11110 – 

2.4.11.1 Agree; 

2.4.11.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.12 CID 11123 – 

2.4.12.1 Agree in Principle; 

2.4.12.2 - Resolution: "Insert sentence at 1738.5  "No station can transmit for more than 4 ms without carrier sensing, whether transmitting fragments or frames, unless it is controlled by another STA" and remove all references to CS4msBehavior, both for Annex D and Annex E.

2.4.12.3  Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.13 CID 11060 - "

2.4.13.1 Agree in Principle; 

2.4.13.2 - Resolution. Add "with which the STAs are currently associated." to the end of the sentence at the cited location.

2.4.13.3  Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.4.14 CID 11082 - Agree in Principle;

2.4.14.1  Resolution. AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-03-15 07:20:39Z) Add "tunneled direct-link setup (TDLS)" to the beginning of all the peer U-APSD definitions, and where used later in the draft.
2.4.14.2 Ready for Motion; Gen Motion A

2.5 Recess at 3:30pm

3.0 TGmb Tuesday, March 15, 2011, PM2
3.1 Called to order by Dorothy at 4:02pm
3.2 Agenda: Continue comment resolutions – Gen AdHoc

3.3 GEN AdHoc Comment Resolutions – Thanks to Michael for taking notes.
3.4  CID 11128 - Propose Agree in Principle. 

3.4.1 - Proposed to resolve comment by updating references.

3.4.2 – Action Item: Dorothy to verify the reference.

3.4.3 - Is the updated reference relevant to how the functions are used in the standard.

3.5 CID  11083 - Agree in Prinicple. GEN Motion A. Ready for Motion

3.5.1 - Resolution: "bufferable management frame: Either a unicast Probe Response tha11077t is sent in an IBSS in response to a unicast Probe Request frame, or a Action, Disassociation, or Deauthentication frame."

3.6 CID 11085 – Agree in principle:. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.6.1 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-03-17 00:08:05Z) - move definition of non-bufferable MMPDU to become a separate definition.
3.7 CID 11077 - Proposed disagree

3.7.1 Action Item: Dorothy to ask Adrian to post somehing to the reflector.

3.8 CID 11084 - Agree in Principle; Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.8.1 – Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-03-15 08:42:23Z) change "independent basic service set (IBSS) dynamic frequency selection (DFS) owner (IDO) station (STA):"

to 

"dynamic frequency selection (DFS) owner station (STA):"

3.9 CID 10086 - Agree in Principle. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.9.1 - Resolution: "Change peer U-APSD to "TDLS peer U-APSD" at these locations: 244.6, 50.18, 246.49, 429.55 (7 locations), 484.33, 484.40, 529.65, 530.5, 530.11, 532.65, 702.39, 702.46, 702.48, 702.50, 702.55(2), 702.60, 703.27, 704.06, 799.19, 807.37, 1457.22, 14.1, 14.6, 14.10, 32.65

- on p32.65. TDLS added to both entries."

3.10 CID 11061 - Agree. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.11 CID 11087 - Agree in principle. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.11.1 - Resolution "Change ", but have the option of transmitting frames" to "and transmit frames"

3.12 CID 11239 - Agree in principle. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.12.1 - Resolution "change at cited location: "A description of the cipher suites and AKM suites supported in the BSS."

to "A description of the cipher suites and AKM suite selected by the STA." for 6.3.7.4.2 on page 109.20 change to "A description of the cipher suites and AKM suite selected by the STA that is requesting association."

Similarly in 6.3.8.2.2 and 6.3.8.4.2."

3.13 CID 11239 - Agree in principle. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.13.1 - Resolution: Make proposed change, but "allowed" should be "present" for WG802.11 style consistency.

3.14 CID 11002 - this comment should be addressed by document 11-11/316

3.14.1 – Action Item: Dorothy to contact Adrian.

3.15 CID 11045 -  Agree in Principle.. Gen Motion A. Ready for Motion.

3.15.1 - Resolution: "Replace "SME for a STA to establish disassociation with an AP" with "SME for a STA to disassociate from a STA with which it has an association. (line 39).

Replace "a specific peer MAC entity that is within an AP" with "a specific MAC entity" (line 54).

 Replace "a specified peer MAC entity that is within an AP" with "a specified MAC entity" (page 123 line 15)."

3.16 CID 11212 - Disagree. Gen Moiion A; ready for motion. 

3.16.1 - Resolution: "There is no particular rule observable in the draft about whether these parameters should be lower case, InitialCaps, UPPER_CASE_WITH_UNDERSCORES, or something else. The IEEE-SA has no such rule, and the material cited has been through multiple rounds of IEEE-SA professional editing, from which we may determine that they do not regard such consistency to be necessary. While it is the commenter's preference to strive for consistency, the material cited is not incorrect and transgresses no IEEE-SA rule of style. Further, the substantial number of changes to be made would open up much of Clause 6 to further comment."

3.17 CID 11241 -Agree in Principle. Gen Motion A; Ready for motion.

3.17.1 - Resolution: "Change "Once it is specified that a data frame is protected to or from a MAC address, this is reset by the MLMESETPROTECTION.request primitive. The MLME-SETPROTECTION.request primitive deletes the state by specifying None.”

Change text to,

"Once data frames are protected to and/or from the specified MAC address, the MLME-SETPROTECTION.request primitive is used to reset the prior setting. Invocation of the MLME-SETPROTECTION.request primitive with a ProtectType of None deletes a protection state."

3.18 CID 11088 - Agree in Principle; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.18.1 - Resolution "change cited location to "Reports the outcome of an MLME-GETTSFTIME.request primitive"

3.19 CID 11089 - Agree in Principle; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.19.1 - Resolution "To fit in with our style should say: "The value of the TSF timer. Present only if ResultCode is SUCCESS."

3.20 CID 11091 - Agree in Principle; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.20.1 - Resolution "Replace cited sentence with: "Upon the receipt of this primitive, the MLME attempts to transmit a Timing Advertisement frame to the specified MAC address, using the procedures defined in 10.21."

3.21 CID 11093 - Agree; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.22 CID 11094 - Agree in Principle; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.22.1 - "Resolution: "Change "the SME should operate" to "the SME operates""

3.23 CID 11095 - Agree; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.23.1 - Resolution "The protocol in 10.22.4 cites a MIB variable as providing a value for the timeout, so this parameter is unused. Remove the cited parameter"

3.24 CID 11096 - Agree; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.25 CID 11090 - Agree; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.25.1 - Cited location is 225.13

3.26 CID 11097 - Agree in Principle; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.26.1 - Resolution: "Change "the SME should operate according" to "the SME operates according"."

3.27 CID 11092 - Agree in Principle. Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.27.1 - Resolution: "Add TIMEOUT and UNSPECIFIED_FAILURE. This is consistent with the other .confirms

3.28 CID 11099 - Agree in Principle. Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.28.1 - Resolution: "Change "the SME should operate according" to "the SME operates according".

3.29 CID 11100 - Agree; Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.30 CID 11101 - Agree in Principle. Gen Motion A; Ready for Motion

3.30.1 - Resolution:" Change "the SME should operate according" to "the SME operates according"."

3.31 Recess 6pm

4.0 TGmb, Wednesday, March 15, 2011, PM1 
4.1 Called to order by Dorothy

4.2 Proposed agenda:

4.2.1 Comment resolution: 284r0 – CID 11023

4.2.2 No objections to the agenda

4.3 Doc 284r0

4.3.1 Any changes will be put in over the discussion for an r1.

4.3.2 Introduction to the document was given

4.3.3 There are some confirms that are infact useful, and in those cases we should document that they are valid to ensure they are not removed in the future.
4.3.4 Are there some .confirms that need a TIMEOUT, then we should leave it in, so the conclusion should be changed from “all” to “most” and have an understanding that we will only remove the ones that do not make sense.

4.3.5 Discussion on the value of .confirm with a single value of Success.
4.3.6 So we have a few changes to the doc list of rules.

4.3.7 Look at 6.3.22.2 MLME_EAPOL

4.3.7.1 Argument is that we would remove TIMEOUT, and SUCCESS and that would leave us without any parameters.

4.3.7.2 We are ok to take the EAPOL off the list, but we should have some explaination on what TIMEOUT means….or rather if it is TRANSMISSION failure, we could change it.

4.3.8 MLME_EAPOL is removed from the list of deletion, and added to the “And Finally”  list:

4.3.8.1  Rename “TIMEOUT” to “TRANSMISSIONFAILURE” in the EAPOL.confirm and add text stating the effect of receipt “The primitive communicates that the frame has been transmitted. See procedures in 11.3.2.4.1.”

4.3.8.2 See 11.3.2.4.1 for example we are discussing

4.3.8.3 See 6.3.21 for another example

4.3.9 Review of the list of .confirm primitives that are to be removed.
4.3.10 Review the list of result codes to remove from the .confirm primitives.

4.3.11 Doc 316 addresses the issue of the response and the confirm not having the same set of result codes.

4.3.12 Look at 6.3.29.5 MLME-DELBA 

4.3.12.1 Need to  add INVALID _PARAMETERS to line 14 in Doc 284r0.

4.3.13 Look at row 25, BTM in 6.3.58 of D7.03, we look at the response first.

4.3.13.1 The “Status code” should be changed to “result code”.

4.3.13.2 We note that we have this inconsistency throughout clause 6.  The frame body format shows “Status Code”, and in the primitive it is “Result Code” in most of the primitives.  Changing it in BTM would match the inconsistency in other areas.

4.3.13.3 Table 8-244 has status codes definitions.  We need to be aware that BTM is not using the normal Result code, but rather there is a specific Status code that it is using.
4.3.13.4 So on line 25 remove the renaming instructions.

4.3.14 Look at  BTM.indication

4.3.14.1 Request/indication should match

4.3.14.2 Response/confirm should match 

4.3.14.3 Otherwise there is no place for the resultcode to come from.

4.3.14.4 The BTM.query frame is sent, then generally the request is done, and yet we still do not see where the resultcode comes from.

4.3.14.5 The indication is caused when BSS Transition request frame.

4.3.14.6 See 8.5.14.9 BSS Transition Management Request Frame format.

4.3.14.7 Review of frame body: Category, Action , Dialog Token, Request Mode, Disassociation Timer, Validity Interval, BSS Term Dur, Session Infor, BSS Truansition.
4.3.14.8 There is no result code in the frame.

4.3.14.9 The removal of result codes that serve no purpose should also be removed.


4.3.14.10 The editor is to remove the parameter entirely if there are no result codes left after removing the listed result codes.

4.3.14.11 On row 25, we will add TRANSMISSION_FAILURE, and UNSPECIFIED_FAILURE.

4.3.15 See Figure 6-17 in D7.03.

4.3.15.1 What is the (optional) meaning for the third transition?

4.3.15.2 It is suspected that it is a cut and paste error, and should be fixed at some point.

4.3.15.3 Review the description of BSS Transmission in clause 10.23.6.2.
4.3.15.4 When the request is a group address, then there is not a response, from the Non-AP STA, so that is the reason for the “(optional)”.

4.3.15.5 So a better wording would be “when individually address”, but we are not reviewing that part in today’s discussion.

4.3.16 The next one is DMS line 31 that we need to review.

4.3.16.1 6.3.67 DMS.confirm

4.3.16.1.1 Result codes reviewed.

4.3.16.1.2 DMS.response

4.3.16.1.3 There is no result code parameter there

4.3.16.1.4 So they appear to be locally generated, so do we remove them all?

4.3.16.1.5 Frame format on page 819.

4.3.16.1.6 Review 8.4.2.91 

4.3.16.2 So on line 31, we will mark it “Agreed” for R1.

4.3.17 Now we review the GAS row 34..
4.3.17.1 So we want to remove “UNSPECIFIED_FAILURE and TRANSMISSION FAILURE, TIMEOUT may be valid.

4.3.17.2 See GAS.response on 362 (D7.03)
4.3.18 Look at the “And Finally list”

4.3.18.1 6.3.67.7.2 Semantics of primitive.

4.3.18.2 Result Code is a cut-n-paste error from the DMS Request Frame

4.3.19 That concludes the review of 11-11/284r0, Dorothy will send Adrian the notes we took here, and Adrian will cross check with his and post an R1.  This will be used in motions later this week.

4.3.20 CID 11023 – proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle Incorporate the changes in 11-11/284r1.

4.3.21 Move to Gen Motion C

4.4 Review status of Doc 11-11/316r2.

4.4.1 Changes include CID 11002 as this also is addressed by this submission.
4.4.2 There was an e-mail thread from Stephen that has not been incorporated yet.

4.4.3 A new revision can be created during the break, and resolutions that can be provided for the open comments.

4.4.4 An Updated revision will be ready for PM2, 

4.4.5 We can start with the responses that we have, and Adrian is to check with Stephen.

4.5 CID 11077

4.5.1 We had agreed to talk about it on Thursday, but we wanted to get some feedback while we had Adrian available.

4.5.2 There was some discussion on e-mail thread, on the question “In general, there is no specification for how A-MPDU’s are treated when used for PS delivery of Buffered frames”.

4.5.2.1 There is no specific statement to A-MPDU, but some would argue that we do not have to have it specifically called out.

4.5.2.2  One argurement is that it is no different from a Block-ack sequence.

4.5.2.3  Does the action specified adequately describe what to do?

4.5.2.4  There is still an outstanding debate that needs to be concluded.  Not everyone believes it to be sufficiently specified.

4.5.2.5  The debate will need to find an example that shows the underspecified cases, and then debate if it is sufficient or not.
4.5.2.6  Adrian to get some discussion onto the reflector.

4.6 Gen Comments:

4.6.1 Thanks to Mike for taking minutes.

4.6.2 CID 11080 - Accept in Principle; Ready for Motion; Gen Motion C

4.6.2.1 - Resolution "Replace 6) with

"6) If an MLME-SAQuery.confirm primitive with an outstanding transaction identifier is not received within dot11AssociationSAQueryMaximumTimeout period, the SME shall issue a MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request primitive addressed to the STA with Reason Code "Previous Authentication no longer valid", after which the SME shall delete the old SA."

4.6.3 CID 11013 - Accept in Principle; Ready for Motion; Gen Motion C

4.6.3.1 - Resolution "Replace 6) with

"6) If an MLME-SAQuery.confirm primitive with an outstanding transaction identifier is not received within dot11AssociationSAQueryMaximumTimeout period, the SME shall issue a MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request primitive addressed to the STA with Reason Code "Previous Authentication no longer valid", after which the SME shall delete the old SA."

4.6.4 CID 11081 - Accept in Principle; Ready for Motion; Gen Motion C

4.6.4.1 - Resolution "Replace 6) with

"6) If an MLME-SAQuery.confirm primitive with an outstanding transaction identifier is not received within dot11AssociationSAQueryMaximumTimeout period, the SME shall issue a MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request primitive addressed to the STA with Reason Code "Previous Authentication no longer valid", after which the SME shall delete the old SA."

4.6.5 CID 11014 - Accept in Principle; Ready for Motion; Gen Motion C

4.6.5.1 - Resolution "Replace 6) with

"6) If an MLME-SAQuery.confirm primitive with an outstanding transaction identifier is not received within dot11AssociationSAQueryMaximumTimeout period, the SME shall issue a MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request primitive addressed to the STA with Reason Code "Previous Authentication no longer valid", after which the SME shall delete the old SA."

4.6.6 CID 11072 - Accept in Principle; Ready for Motion; Gen Motion C

4.6.6.1 - Resolution "Modify item (g) above on line 23: Replace

'defined in 6.3.7.5.2. If the Result Code is SUCCESS, the association identifier' with

'defined in 6.3.7.5.2. If the ResultCode is SUCCESS, and the SME has an existing SA with the non-AP STA, and an SA Query procedure with that non-AP STA has failed to receive a valid response, then the SME shall send an MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request primitive to the STA with Reason Code "Previous Authentication no longer valid" (NOTE--This MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request generates a protected Disassociation frame addressed to the STA). If the ResultCode is SUCCESS, the association identifier...'

4.6.7 CID 11074 - Accept in Principle; Ready for Motion; Gen Motion C 

4.6.7.1 – Resolution: Remove lines 9 through 15 (paragraph and NOTE). Add a new step (g) into the procedure above (page 717 line 47) and update letters for remaining items accordingly: 'g) If the ResultCode is SUCCESS, and the SME has an existing SA with the non-AP STA, and an SA Query procedure with that non-AP STA has failed to receive a valid response, then the SME shall issue an MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request primitive with Reason Code "Previous Authentication no longer valid". NOTE--This MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request generates a protected Disassociation frame addressed to the STA.' The editor to correct language..

4.6.8 Add to resolution: CIDs 11080, 11013, 11081, 11014, and 11074 with "Editor to make similar change in 10.3.3.5, and correct the language as needed. 

4.7 Recess at 3:30pm

5.0 Wednesday, March 16, 2011, PM2: Called to Order at 4pm by Dorothy.

5.1 Proposed Agenda – Process the last remaining 68 comments 18 Gen/ 50 MAC.

5.2 Gen comments:

5.2.1 Thanks Mike for taking minutes while Processing Gen comments.

5.2.2 CID 11128 - updated reference in resolution to FIPS PUB 180.3-2008

5.2.3 CID 11098 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.4 CID 11103 - Agree in Principle; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.4.1  Resolution "Change cited sentence to "The following MLME primitives support the management of TDLS Peer PSM."

5.2.5  CID 11121 - Disagree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.5.1  Resolution "There is no particular rule observable in the draft about whether these parameters should be lower case, InitialCaps, UPPER_CASE_WITH_UNDERSCORES, or something else. The IEEE-SA has no such rule, and the material cited has been through multiple rounds of IEEE-SA professional editing, from which we may determine that they do not regard such consistency to be necessary. While it is the commenter's preference to strive for consistency, the material cited is not incorrect and transgresses no IEEE-SA rule of style. Further, the substantial number of changes to be made would open up much of Clause 6 to further comment."

5.2.6 CID 11011 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.7 CID 11012 - Agree in Principle; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.7.1  Resolution "Change "AP" to "AP's MLME at line 714.27, and "MLME"(10.3.3.3) to "AP's MLME" at line 716.61 (10.3.3.5)

5.2.8 CID 11071 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.9 CID 11015 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.10 CID 11075 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.11 CID 11056 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.12 CID 11024 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.13 CID 11236 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.14 CID 11083 - Agree in principle ; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.14.1  Resolution "11073 - AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-03-16 08:35:07Z) Spectrum management is not a PHY. Editor is to delete the paragraph at cited location:"

5.2.15 CID 11042 - Agree; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.16 CID 11021 - Agree in Principle; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.16.1  Resolution " Change Annex to normative and re-order as necessary and also delete pages 2100-2104 as they are blank."

5.2.17 CID 11023 - Agree in Principle; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.17.1  Resolution " Incorporate the changes in 11-11/284r1."

5.2.17.2  The comment will need a hyperlink to the submitted document.

5.2.18 CID 11001 - Agree in Principle; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.18.1  Resolution "incorporate the changes described in 11-11/316r3."

5.2.18.2  The comment will need a hyperlink to the submitted document.

5.2.19 CID 11002  - Agree in Principle; Ready for Motion; MAC Motion C

5.2.19.1  Resolution "incorporate the changes described in 11-11/316r3."

5.2.19.2  The comment will need a hyperlink to the submitted document.
5.3 MAC Comments:

5.3.1 CID 11131

5.3.1.1 Review Comment:

5.3.1.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-16 08:52:14Z) - IEEE 802.11 only refers to IEEE 802.1X and does not make reference to specific EAP methods. See Page 56, Line 52.

5.3.1.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.2 CID 11130

5.3.2.1 Review Comment

5.3.2.2 Proposed Resolution: Out of Scope – this Comment refers to 802.11s amendment.  It is not currently incorporated in D7.0

5.3.2.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.3 CID 11132

5.3.3.1 Review Comment

5.3.3.2 Proposed Resolution: Out of Scope – this Comment refers  X.509 certificates, which are beyond the scope of this standard.

5.3.3.3  No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.4 CID 11134

5.3.4.1 Review Comment

5.3.4.2 Doc 11-11/366r0 was submitted for this comment.
5.3.4.3 Proposed Resolution: 11134 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-16 09:05:19Z) - Adopt the changes described in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0366-00-000m-proposed-resolution-for-revmb-address-filtering-cid-11134.doc
5.3.4.4 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.5 CID 11133

5.3.5.1 Review comment

5.3.5.2 Need more research for this comment.

5.3.5.3 Proposed Resolution: Insufficient detail has been provided in change suggested by the commentor.

5.3.5.4 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.6 CID 11062

5.3.6.1 Review comment

5.3.6.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-16 09:16:05Z) - This statement is true for an FCS with protocol version 0. If and when a new protocol version is defined (potentially including a new FCS), the statement would need to be updated

5.3.6.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.7 CID 11214

5.3.7.1 Review comment

5.3.7.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-16 09:28:11Z) - The cited text has been through multiple cycles of IEEE professional editing. So the presence of the "will" clearly is editorially acceptable to them, or they would have changed it.
Further "is" is misleading because it has never happened yet.

5.3.7.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.8 CID 11079

5.3.8.1 Review comment

5.3.8.2 This is to be discussed when we talk about 11077.
5.3.9 CID 11003

5.3.9.1 Review comment

5.3.9.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

5.3.9.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.10 CID 11076

5.3.10.1 Review comment

5.3.10.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-16 09:38:21Z) - There is no ambiguity about "which dot11MultiDomainCapabilityActivated" because there is only one such instance known to the MAC.
I guess if we were to be really picky we would talk about dot11MultiDomainCapabilityActivated in the instance row of the dot11StationConfigTable identified by the ifIndex corresponding to the current MAC entities interface index. But this is not the point the commenter is trying to make. There is no confusion between sender's and receiver's MIB variables, because the 802.11 protocol knows nothing directly about the value of a peer's MIB variables.

Alternatively we could add a note somewhere saying "where the value of a MIB variable is referenced, it is understood to refer to the instance of the MIB variable related to the local STA."

5.3.10.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.11 CID 11004

5.3.11.1 Review the comment

5.3.11.2 Similar to CID 11041

Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-15 06:33:07Z) - Clarify this in 10.22.1 with the following statement: "A STA shall not transmit a TDLS Action frame with the Type field of the frame set to Management. (D7.02+)"

Propose clarifying at cited location thus. In Table 8-37, code 12, insert "<em-dash> <newline>See NOTE" for Robust column. Add table NOTE "NOTE--TDLS Action frames are always transported encapsulated within a data frame (see 10.22.1), so the question of whether these frame are Robust is not applicable."
5.3.11.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.12 CID 11054

5.3.12.1 Review Comment

5.3.12.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-16 09:45:34Z) - Note, the element's shortest length is 3 octets as it has two optional fields. Replace 18-257 with 3-18.

5.3.12.3 No objection: Move to MAC Motion B

5.3.13 CID 11043

5.3.13.1 Review comment

5.3.13.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

5.3.13.3 When we looked at this in January, more info was required…now we have more info and a more complete response.

5.3.13.4 No objection: Move to MAC Motion C

5.3.14 CID 11215
5.3.14.1 Review comment

5.3.14.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-16 09:55:07Z) - There is no particular rule observable in the draft about whether these parameters should be lower case, InitialCaps, UPPER_CASE_WITH_UNDERSCORES, or something else. The IEEE-SA has no such rule, and the material cited has been through multiple rounds of IEEE-SA professional editing, from which we may determine that they do not regard such consistency to be necessary. While it is the commenter's preference to strive for consistency, the material cited is not incorrect and transgresses no IEEE-SA rule of style. Further, the substantial number of changes to be made would open up much of Clause 6 to further comment.
5.3.14.3 No objection -- Move MAC Motion B

5.3.15 CID 11242

5.3.15.1 Review comment

5.3.15.2 See page 423.6 

5.3.15.3 Add a sentence that matches for AKM suite selector.

5.3.15.4 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-16 10:00:38Z) Insert the following text at 424.42: "An AKM suite selector has the format shown in Figure 8-138 (Suite selector format).

5.3.15.5 No objection -- Move MAC Motion B

5.3.16 CID 11006

5.3.16.1 Review comment

5.3.16.2 Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-16 10:02:28Z) - P435L31 Insert “Defined in 11.5.1.7.2 (Key derivation function (KDF))” in Key Derivation Type column.

5.3.16.3 No objection -- Move MAC Motion B

5.4 Recessed for the day.

6.0 TGmb Thursday, March 16, 2011, AM1
6.1 Called to order by Dorothy at 8:03

6.2 Proposed Agenda: resolve 35 comments – revisit one Gen AdHoc comment.

6.2.1 We will get a first pass and there needs to revisit aftwards.

6.2.2 No objection

6.3 CID 11085

6.3.1 Review resolution:

6.3.2 We need to have an explicit definition for the non-bufferable.

6.3.3 Proposed new Resolution:  Agree in Principle: -move definition of non-bufferable MMPDU to become a separate definition.”

6.3.4 Move to Gen Motion B (Comments that did not get full support).
6.4 CID 11029

6.4.1 Review comment – need to review from Telcon minutes ---

6.4.2 There are several comments that have had the resolution corrupted.

6.4.3 Need to correct offline.

6.5 CID 11025

6.5.1 Review comment
6.5.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

6.5.3 No objection -- Move MAC Motion B

6.6 CID 11115, 11117, 11116, 11118, 11119, 11120, 11121, 11122,
6.6.1 Review comment  -- See page 512.54

6.6.2 This is a similar problem that we delt with on another CID (see CID 11027)
6.6.3 This is a different table.  There are several CIDs on this table.

6.6.4 Proposed Resolution: Make similar adjustment as in the resolution to CID 11027.

6.6.5 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.7 CID 11029 and 11030

6.7.1 Review comment  from Telecon minutes.

6.7.2 Corrected Proposed Resolutions in the database.

6.8 CID 11059

6.8.1 Review comment

6.8.2 Is this is similar CID 11077? Yes
6.8.3 Revisit this one when we take up CID 11077, 11079 and 11059.

6.9 CID 11243

6.9.1 Review comment

6.9.2 Idle medium should be Busy medium

6.9.3 Proposed Resolution: AGree
6.9.4 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.10 CID 11078
6.10.1 Review comment

6.10.2 This one should be discussed with 11077 set.

6.11 CID 11008, 11009

6.11.1 Review comment

6.11.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-17 00:32:33Z) - Make changes as indicated in 11-11-0155r2.

Note, this change was approved prior to D7.0 (motion 109), but not actioned in D7.0 due to editor oversight. It has since been actioned in D7.02.

6.11.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.12 CID 11052

6.12.1 Review comment

6.12.2 We should check with Menzo on this one. Action Dorothy to check with Menzo.

6.13 CID 11046

6.13.1 Review comment

6.13.2 Look at PTI Control element definitions
6.13.3 Proposed resolution : Agree

6.13.4  No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.14 CID 11222
6.14.1 Review Comment

6.14.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-17 00:44:45Z) - At 708.48 add: "In this context, direct communication refers to the transmission of any class 2 or class 3 frame with an Address 1 field that matches the MAC address of the remote STA." after the first sentence. Add "local" before the first STA and "remote" before the second STA at 708.47.

6.14.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.15 CID 11069
6.15.1 Review comment

6.15.2 This is in the originating STA section, maybe better to say indicated as in first paragraph.

6.15.3 Proposed Resolution:  Replace “originating STA” with “indicated STA”
6.15.4 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.16 CID 11010
6.16.1 Review Comment

6.16.2 This would require a submission, so we will decline for now, and then ask for a submission.

6.16.3 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – the commenter is requested to provide a submission.

6.16.4 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.17 CID 11044

6.17.1 Review comment

6.17.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-03-17 00:55:51Z) - At 712.30 replace: "shall transmit a Deauthentication frame to the indicated STA" with "shall generate a Deauthentication frame to be transmitted to the indicated STA".
After 712.30, add a note: "NOTE--as the Deauthentication frame is a bufferable MMPDU, the transmission of this frame might be delayed by the operation of a power-saving protocol."

Likewise for disassociation thus:
At 719.10 replace: "shall send a Disassociation frame to the STA." with "shall generate a Disassociation frame to be transmitted to the indicated STA."

After 719.10, add a note: "NOTE--as the Disassociation frame is a bufferable MMPDU, the transmission of this frame might be delayed by the operation of a power-saving protocol."

6.17.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B
6.18 CID 11114

6.18.1 Review comment

6.18.2 It is thought that there is no conflict with the cited text.

6.18.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree
6.18.4 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.19 CID 11016

6.19.1 Review comment

6.19.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-17 01:11:50Z) - The condition dot11LCIDSERequired and dot11ExtendedChannelSwitchActivated are true is required in E.2.2, there are no situations where dot11LCISDSERequired and dot11ExtendedChannelSwitchActivated is both true and an associated STA does not support Extended Channel Switch.

6.19.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.20 CID 11237

6.20.1 Review Comment

6.20.2 Proposed Resolution; Agree

6.20.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.21 CID 11058

6.21.1 Review Comment

6.21.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree: The CRC is unable to determine a change that would satisfy the comment.

6.21.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.22 CID 11057
6.22.1 Review the comment

6.22.2 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-17 01:18:37Z) - 
Refer to table 8-39. The meaning of a value 1 in the Channel Width field means "Any channel width in the STA’s Supported Channel Width Set subfield". So if a STA that supports only 20MHz operation transmits one of these frames with a Channel Width field set to 1, a compliant receiver will interpret this as "Any channel width out of 20MHz". The transmission will have no effect on the receiver.

6.22.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.23 CID 11129

6.23.1 Review comment
6.23.2 Proposed Resolution: disagree – The current text is clear.  No change is required.

6.23.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.24 CID 11226

6.24.1 Review comment

6.24.2 Proposed resolution: Disagree – “Negotiated” indicates that Management Frame Protection is enabled on the link.

6.24.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.25 CID 11050

6.25.1 Review comment

6.25.2 Harry Worstell wanted his name included in the minutes. The CRC indicates that he was present and participating.
6.25.3 Harry says that we can delete “TPK Name” from 847.16 (Request from the chair to put into the minutes).
6.25.4 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.26 CID 11065

6.26.1 Review Comment

6.26.2 Proposed Resolution; Agree

6.26.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.27 CID 11066

6.27.1 Review Comment

6.27.2 Missing description was deleted last time.

6.27.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree

6.27.4 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.28 CID 11020

6.28.1 Review Comment

6.28.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Apply any change to all the figures changes by comments related to CID 10120.
6.28.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.29 CID 11067

6.29.1 Review Comment

6.29.2 Proposed Resolution - Agree

6.29.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.30 CID 11230

6.30.1 Review Comment

6.30.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – Delete the word “FieldChannelNumber” from the cited location.

6.30.3 No objection – Move to MAC Motion B

6.31 Stand-at-ease for database updates and file postings.
6.32 Motion 116
6.32.1 Move to Approve comment resolutions in

-11-11-0279-04-000m-gen-adhoc-recirc-1-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions.xls on the Gen Motion  A, Gen Motion B, and Gen Motion C tabs

-11-11-0271-03-000m-mac-adhoc-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolution-feb11.xls on the MAC a, MAC Motion B and MAC Motion C tables
6.32.2  Move Michael Montemurro, 2nd Harry Worstell
6.32.3 Resutls 4-0-0 motion pass

6.33 This looks like we have all but 3 comments resolved.  We will get the databases updated and files posted.

6.34 This session is recessed at 10:am.
7.0 TGmb, Thursday, March 17, 2011, PM2

7.1 Called to order 4:08pm by Dorothy.

7.2 Proposed agenda: 291r1 – 

7.2.1 Comment Resolution

7.2.2 Motions

7.2.3 Plans for May
7.2.4 Review TGs timeline for inclusion.
7.2.5 AOB

7.3 CID 11052
7.3.1 Reivew comment

7.3.2 Feedback received from Menzo: 
7.3.3 Proposed response: Agree in Principle - 
Replace the text at cited location with "The procedure to trigger and terminate an unscheduled SP between PU buffer STA and a PU sleep STA are described in 10.2.1.5 (Power management with APSD) and 10.2.1.6 (AP operation during the CP), where the PU buffer STA shall take the role of the AP and the PU sleep STA shall take the role of the non-AP STA using U-APSD, except that a frame with the EOSP field equal to 1 shall not act as a trigger frame."

This is the current consensus after multi-vendor testing with the other proposed resolution, which appeared to increase jitter.

7.3.4 No objection --  Move to MAC Motion D

7.4 CID  11079, 11059, 11078

7.4.1 Review Doc 11-11/465 – A-MPDUs with U-APSD.

7.4.2 do you you agree that the More-Data bit have to be the same in all MPDUs in an A-MPDU?  There was some unhappiness as well in the group discussion.
7.4.3 The proposal was to have the More-Data bit in the last MPDU in the A-MPDU different may be different from the rest.
7.4.4  There is still some debate on the final conclusion of which is the final MPDU.

7.4.5 There is not enough concensus, to resolve all the comments from the document, so more text changes will need to be crafted that match the proposal.

7.4.6 Proposed resolution for 11079 and 11059: Disagree- Commentor did not provide sufficient information for the CRC to address the comment.
7.4.7 Proposed resolution for 11078:  DISAGREE (MAC: 2011-03-17 08:50:14Z) - MPDUs in an AMPDU are buffered at a higher layer. Therefore their behaviour is already addressed by the cited text.

7.4.8 Move 11079, 11059, and 11078 to MAC Motoin D.

7.5 CID 11240 and CID 11239 

7.5.1 The Editor had a question on a conflict with the proposals.

7.5.2 Review the comments context.
7.5.3 Change the comment resolutions
7.5.4 Proposed new Resolution for both CIDS:  Agree in Principle: Change at cited location 6.3.7.2.2 and 6.3.7.4.2, 6.3.8.2.2, and 6.3.8.4.2 "A description of the cipher suites and AKM suites supported in the BSS." To "A description of the cipher suites and AKM suites selected by the STA."

7.5.5 These comments will be motioned independently (motion 117) later today.

7.6 Motion 117
7.6.1 Move to Approve comment resolutions in 
11-11-0271-04-000m-mac-adhoc-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions-feb11.xls on MAC Motion D tab (11052, 11059, 11078, 11079) 

And resolve CIDs 11239 and 11240 as “Accept in Principle”, at 104.60, 109.20, 113.60, and 118.22, change from “A description of the cipher suites and AKM suites supported in the BSS.” To “A description of the cipher suites and AKM suites selected by the STA.”And at 109.22 delete “Only one pairwise cipher suite and only one authenticated key suite are allowed in the RSN element”.” 
7.6.2 Moved Micheal Montemurro, 2nd Harry Worstell

7.6.3 3-0-0 motion passes.

7.7 Motion 118

7.7.1 Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the initial recirculation Sponsor Ballot on P802.11REVmb D7.0,
Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 8.0 incorporating these resolutions and,
Approve a 20 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11REVmb D8.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”

7.7.2 Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Michael Montemurro

7.7.3 4-0-0 motion passes.

7.8 Conference calls

7.8.1 Schedule calls for April  29, and May 6

7.8.2 Without objection approved.

7.9 TGs timeline schedule check

7.9.1 Doc 11-11/107r1 has schedule.
7.9.1.1 See slide 6 show they are about 2-3 weeks behind.

7.9.2 We need to revisit this in May, and encourage them to hold to the schedule.

7.9.3 TGmb has pulled in our schedule a bit, but we don’t know if we will need an extra recirc or not, but we could be done in Oct if we get sources TGs in June.

7.10 May Planning:

7.10.1  Objectives

7.10.1.1 Comment Resolution

7.10.1.2 SB Recirculation

7.10.2 Conference Calls 

7.10.2.1 April 29, May 6 2011

7.10.2.2 10am Eastern (7am Pacific), 2 hours 

7.10.3 Ad-Hoc meeting – none

7.10.4 Schedule review, 
7.10.4.1 Review and discuss TGs schedule.

7.10.4.2 see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0107-01-000s-tgs-timelines-discussion.ppt 

7.11 Adjourned 5:45pm
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