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1.0 TGmb Monday May 9, 2011, PM1
1.1 Called to order at 1:33pm

1.2 Introductions of TG officers

1.3 Adrian Stephens was Skyped into this session as authorized by the WG.

1.4 Meeting reminders and PatCom Policy reviewed.

1.4.1 PatCom slides 1-5 were displayed and a call for potentially Essential Patents was made.

1.4.2 No issues were noted.  No items identified.

1.5 Agenda proposed in doc 11-11/614r0

1.5.1 Reviewed the proposed Agenda

1.5.2 For Monday:

1.5.2.1 Monday PM1

1.5.2.2 Chair’s Welcome, Status, Review of Objectives, Approve Agenda, prior minutes

1.5.2.3 Editor’s report(42r3)

1.5.2.4 Interpretation Requests (if any)

1.5.2.5 TGmb Timeline & Schedule

1.5.2.6 Comment resolution, Motions 

1.5.2.7 10-1455, CID 12009 – ed comments

1.5.2.8 566 – GEN

1.5.2.9 599 – MAC
1.5.3 For Thursday, an error was noted and corrected (for rev 1) change “Plans for May” to “Plans for July”.
1.5.4 No objection for the proposed agenda for the week See slide 3
1.6 Editor Report : 11-11/42r3

1.6.1 Reviewed the report from Adrian

1.6.2 Note Doc 11-10/1455 has all the comments, and will be used with any final motion.

1.6.3 Slide 9: Ad-Hoc notes column added for those comments with some proposals.

1.6.4 Action item report from Dorothy, the editor changes in “Impact” had a few issues; there were 4 comments that needed changes.

1.6.5 We need to provide time to review comment proposals.

1.6.6 Status of MIB 

1.6.6.1 We have spent about 2 hours on this topic already.

1.6.6.2 Current status is to be as preservative as we can.

1.6.6.3 We will fix only the big things, but not deal with the “fix the MIB” comment, and add a statement of “Here be dragons”

1.6.6.4 Adrian has prepared text to put at the beginning of the MIB annex.

1.6.7 The MEC process will help us make cleaner Amendments.  No significant changes were proposed in the previous discussions.
1.6.8 Questions:

1.6.8.1 What to do with the MIB?  Do we recompile it and note issues, or do we don’t compile it.  

1.6.8.1.1 Answer, we are trying to avoid making it worse, and the compliance statements and new compliance statements need to be written, and it is too large for normal - nominal use.

1.6.8.1.2 We do not have the answers, but we do have to decide what level of errors to allow, and which will need to be fixed. 

1.6.8.2 We have agreed to minimize the fixes, but to fix where really necessary.

1.7 No Interpretation Requests

1.8 Comment Resolution: MAC

1.8.1 CID 12858
1.8.1.1 Review Comment
1.8.1.2 Proposed Resolution – Agree

1.8.1.2.1 Move to MAC A ready for motion

1.8.1.3 Note that 11s makes changes in this clause and we will have to revisit this in the future.

1.8.2 CID 12286

1.8.2.1 Review the comment

1.8.2.2 Propose to use traffic category.

1.8.2.3 Proposed Resolution: Change "traffic class" to "traffic category".
1.8.2.4 Move to MAC A ready for motion

1.8.3 CID 12073

1.8.3.1 Review the comment

1.8.3.2 Identified several locations with similar references

1.8.3.3 “Higher MAC Address” was searched. 11.5.1.1 (1210.31) gives the method to compare the addresses.

1.8.3.4 Discussion on if this is sufficient, or not.  

1.8.3.5 Clause 8.2.2 has the conventions. – Where is the bit when doing the comparisons?  Can we bring up the Wikipedia description? And look at it.

1.8.3.6 Review of definition of MAC.

1.8.3.7 What we may want to include in 11.5.1 and what should be added?

1.8.3.8 How do we check MAC addresses? Min/Max and greater and lesser.

1.8.3.9 Do we add the proposed text in 11.5.1? 

1.8.3.9.1 "compare them as 48-bit unsigned integers,   b0 (least significant) - b47 (most significant) Where the I/G bit is in b40.  (i.e. the least significant bit of the most significant octet)."
1.8.3.9.2 Insert this on line 31 some place.

1.8.3.9.3 At 1210.33 insert just the “,   b0 (least significant) - b47 (most significant) Where the I/G bit is in b40.  (i.e. the least significant bit of the most significant octet)."

1.8.3.10  There was more disagreement and concern that we were making it worse. 
1.8.3.11 ACTION ITEM 1: Send to Adrian to word smith the proposal:

1.8.3.12  
Change "For the purposes of comparison,
the MAC address is encoded as 6 octets, taken to represent an unsigned binary number. The first octet of the MAC address shall be used as the most significant octet. The bit numbering conventions in 8.2.2
(Conventions) shall be used within each octet."
to 
"For the purposes of comparison, the MAC address is encoded as 6 octets, taken to represent an unsigned binary number. The first octet of the MAC address shall be used as the most significant octet (i.e. the least significant bit of the most significant octet b0 (least significant) - b47 (most significant) where the I/G bit is in b40). The bit numbering conventions in 8.2.2 (Conventions) shall be used within each octet."

1.8.4 CID 12420

1.8.4.1 Review comment and context.

1.8.4.2 Concern that there is normative text in a Note

1.8.4.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree

1.8.4.4 Mark as MAC A and ready for motion.

1.8.5 CID 12034

1.8.5.1  Same note, different word.
1.8.5.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – Change normative verb to informative.

1.8.5.3 There is a question if the text is described in the right clause.

1.8.5.4 Moving the “Note” to 10.24.3.2.1 may be the best place for that paragraph.  It is has the table usage, and may be a better location for that text.

1.8.5.5 10.24.3.2.5 and 10.24.3.2.6 as could have the copy.

1.8.5.6 Change thee proposed resolution for both 12420 and 12034

1.8.6 CID 12034 and 12420 -- 

1.8.6.1 Proposed Resolution:  Agree in Principle: Move the cited paragraph to the last paragraph in 10.24.3.2.5, removing the "NOTE --" and changing the “can” to “might”.  Copy the text to the last paragraph in 10.24.3.2.6

1.8.6.2 Change to MAC A and ready for motion.

1.8.7 CID 12434

1.8.7.1 Review the comment
1.8.7.2 Proposed Resolution: Reject. The behavior is described in the text; the NOTE is purely informative.
1.8.7.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion 
1.8.8 CID 12435

1.8.8.1 Review the comment

1.8.8.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

1.8.8.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion 

1.8.8.4 Concern that the text was not complete. Reread the sentence.

1.8.9 CID 12436

1.8.9.1 Review the comment.

1.8.9.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – the proposed text does not clarify the sentence.

1.8.9.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion 

1.8.10 CID 12437

1.8.10.1  Review the comment.

1.8.10.2  Proposed Resolution:  Disagree.   If you managed to miss an update,  you will be different and the AP's value will be later.   You really want the STA to detect this and solicit the changes.   The comment is wrong.   In the usual case of the count being updated in a beacon containing the updated EDCA parameters,   The STA has all the information on hand.  It's only for those STA that miss the beacons containing both the updated count and EDCA parameters that will need to poll the AP.

1.8.10.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion.

1.8.11 CID 12438
1.8.11.1  Review the comment.

1.8.11.2  Proposed Resolution: Accept.

1.8.11.3  Change to MAC A and ready for motion

1.8.12 CID 12049

1.8.12.1 Review the comment

1.8.12.2  Proposed Resolution: Accept.

1.8.12.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion 

1.8.13 CID 12861

1.8.13.1 Review the comment

1.8.13.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept

1.8.13.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion

1.8.14 CID 12059

1.8.14.1 Review the comment

1.8.14.2  Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-09 22:04:49Z) Turn the NOTE into body text and replace "are advised to" with "should." Also remove the Editor's Note at line 56.

1.8.14.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion

1.8.15 CID 12197

1.8.15.1 Review the comment

1.8.15.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

1.8.15.3 Change to MAC A and ready for motion

1.8.16 CID 12198

1.8.16.1  Review comment

1.8.16.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree

1.8.16.3  Change to MAC A and ready for motion

1.8.16.4  The size of management frames is unclear in the clear.  See 8.3.3.1. – figure 8-30.  the numbers do not all align.  The maximum should be 2304 plus 16 for a max of 2320.  The change the commenter is requesting will fix one problem  (the 2304 will be deleted).  But there is still two problems here.
1.8.16.5 Look at 8.3.3.1 page 442.30 –

1.8.16.5.1 2324 should be 2320.  

1.8.16.6 we have a partial resolution, but we need Mark R. and Jouni to check the lengths are set up properly.

1.8.16.7 Jouni says that 2320 would be as good as any other.  We have not need to specify. 

1.8.16.8  Is there a better number to put in 8.3.3.1, the current number is wrong, but 2320 is a better number than 2324.  You can put in vendor specific numbers in management frames.

1.8.16.9  The definition of the MAX size of the MMPDU is not specified, so changing the figure would not make it completely defined.

1.8.16.10 ACTION ITEM 2: Mark R will work on finding a proposed number with Jouni.

1.8.17 CID 12187

1.8.17.1  Review the comment: 

1.8.17.2 Discussion from 704r0 : 
Discuss.   The "shall generate … to be transmitted" is in response to an earlier comment that "shall transmit" ignored the power-saving protocol.   The assumption is that the MLME generates the management frame,  which is then subject to additional delay due to any power-saving,   queuing and channel access.   This is no different to any other management frame,  and doesn't need to be spelled out here.

Invalidation of the association ID is not explicitly described,  and does not need to be described.  Transition of the link into State 1 ensures that any subsequent attempt to use a frame in which the AID is significant is discarded according to the frame classification and filtering rules.

However,  the commenter does have a point because according to those rules,  the PS-Poll will be discarded,  and the victim never learns of its deauthentication.

We could change the rules to transition to state 1 on transmission of the deauth frame (success or failure).   But that introduces potentially a very long delay into this procedure,   and means that it might never terminate unless we also specify a timeout for this delivery.

An alternative may be to not buffer the DEAUTHENTICATION frames.   The principle here is that if we transmit it,  and it's not heard,  the victim may try and transmit to us again later.  If it does,  we generate another deauthentication frame,  which it may or may not receive.

Yet another alternative would be to pretend that unicast management frames for PS destinations are broadcast frames and deliver them using the broadcast mechanisms.

1.8.17.3  More discussion on the discussion.

1.8.17.4  We need to have a complete definition on how to do this, but it was not clear in the beginning.  So 11w has made this worse as we now have a key to work with the DeAuth Frame.  You would need a timeout to clear the key.  

1.8.17.5  This may need a submission to resolve this thing.  One option is to do nothing, or define the key for the protection, but would need more work.

1.8.17.6 Straw-poll would be helpful, and so as time is nearly out, we should review this and take a straw-poll after we come back from the break.

1.9 Recess at 3:30pm.

2.0 TGmb Monday, May 09, 2011 PM2 
2.1 Called to order at 4:02pm

2.2 CID 12187 – continue discussion and straw-poll.

2.2.1 List of possible options was given, so the straw-poll to see how the group feels.

2.2.2 Discussion on what the options should be for the straw-poll and what we are considering.

2.2.3 Straw Poll – CID 12187

2.2.3.1 Option 1: Change the rules to transition to state 1 on transmission on the deauth frame (success or failure, buffer timeout – STA is sleep state, does not wake up.).

1. current spec transitions before transmissions

2. Requires AP to keep state longer – need key to transmit with.

2.2.3.2 Option 2: Do not buffer the DEAUTHENTICATION Frames.

1. the principle here is that if we transmit it, and it’s not heard, the PS STA may try and transmit to us again later.  If it does, we generate another deauthenticatoin frame, which it may or may not receive.

2. if 111w used, second deauth frames dropped, may result in deadlock, SAQuery to recover from deadlock.

3. STA that never transmits frames – (Waiting for TriggeR) will never learn that association dropped.

2.2.3.3 Option 3. No Change to current spec

1. unclear how to handle deauth frame for PS state

2.2.4 Discussion on the Straw-poll made changes until the group was happy with the descriptions for the Straw-poll. There was another option discussed, but people decided the other option was not useful, and then during the discussion, the option 2 above not seen very useful or correct.
2.2.5 Straw-Poll results:

2.2.5.1 Option 1: 5 

2.2.5.2 Option 2: 1

2.2.5.3 Option 3: 1

2.2.6 Action Item 3: Jouni and Mike – Write text to fix, try to get for this week.

2.3 MIB/MEC topic discussion – led by Peter E.

2.3.1 Review of Doc 11-11/615r0

2.3.1.1 Discussion on the validity of ASN.1 description.
2.3.1.2 How to properly compile the MIB to a certain level was discussed.

2.3.1.3 We do not have perfect set of rules to work against, and the rules are changing a bit, and it is not set in stone.  The rules are evolving.  We should not go down the perfect path, as it would be unattainable.

2.3.1.4 We have already agreed that we are not going to have a perfect MIB, we will not throw it away, we will not fix everything right now, but will maintain the MIB to about the same level that we have now.

2.3.1.5 The biggest question is do we need to change the rules that we are going forward with this direction.  Do we want to ensure that the MIB compiles…make sure it is basically syntactically correct?
2.3.1.6 Can we fix the MIB over time?  Submission would need to be provided.

2.3.1.7 We should accept that there may be warnings, but errors should not be allowed.

2.3.1.8 There may be issues that will cause trouble going forward. Is it the new amendment that is causing the trouble, or is it the interaction that is causing the errors.

2.3.1.9 Some believe that compilation is not really required to check against the rules.

2.3.2 Display the new text from Adrian as a header to the MIB:

2.3.2.1 Add the following to the DESCRIPTION at 1842.37 (D8.0):

“Note that not all objects within this MIB are referenced by a group, and not all groups are referenced by a MODULE-COMPLIANCE statement.  Some existing groups and the dot11Compliance MODULE-COMPLIANCE have been modified since the previous revision of this standard.  Implementations should not claim compliance to dot11Compliance.
2.3.2.2 There were not successful compilations when amendments were rolled in.
2.3.2.3 There are several issues….the compilers have changed the warnings to errors, and the interaction of the different additions cause new errors, that by themselves do not seem to be incorrect.

2.3.3 When do we go through this process, and what the process is going to be?  Both questions need to be determined this week.  
2.3.4 MEC comments are coming from Task Groups and Editor Groups and somehow this cause several inputs that the WG will need to resolve.
2.4 Comment Resolutions using Doc 704

2.4.1 CID 12074

2.4.1.1 Review the comment.

2.4.1.2 Propose Resolution: Agree
2.4.1.3 Move to Mac A – ready to Motion

2.4.2 CID 12773

2.4.2.1 Review the comment

2.4.2.2 Discussion from Doc 11-11-704: Discuss.  Is the ability of these fields to be empty established elsewhere?   If so resolve as follows:  'Disagree.   "can" means unambiguously "is able to",   and this ability is supported by normative statements elsewhere in the draft.   Introduction of a "may" at this point would create a duplicate of normative statements elsewhere in the draft.'   If not, accept the comment.
2.4.2.3 Error with location of Comment group owner.  The Comment is not owned by MAC at this time.  Mike to fix up offline.

2.4.3 CID 12174

2.4.3.1 Review comment

2.4.3.2  Discussion from Doc 11-11-704: Discuss.  The note is about the unit of buffering (i.e. frame versus BU (which expands to MMPDU)),  not about whether it is buffered or not. I believe term "frame" should be replaced by MMPDU here at 1143.21 and .23.

2.4.3.3  Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: Replace “frame” with MMPDU at 1143.21 and 1143.23 and remove Editor note.

2.4.3.4 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.4 CID 12183

2.4.4.1  Review comment

2.4.4.2 Discussion from 11-11-704: Discuss. Either this is a recommendation, in which case it should not be a note, and should be in clause 10 somewhere,  or it is informative,  in which case it should be reworded to avoid normative verbs and their synonyms.
2.4.4.3 This is a recommendation and included in clause 10.

2.4.4.4 A new section should be added to include this properly.

2.4.4.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Insert a new sub-clause titled: “3GPP Cellular Network Information Procedures” before 10.24.3.2.5.  Insert the following text in the new sub-clause: Realms referenced in the 3GPP Cellular Network Information ANQP message, should not be included in the NAI Realm List (see 8.4.4.9)"
2.4.4.6 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.
2.4.5 CID 12069

2.4.5.1 Review the comment

2.4.5.2 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principal.   Change “G.7” to “L.1.6.2 (Interleaving the DATA bits)”.
2.4.5.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.6 CID 12182

2.4.6.1 Review the comment

2.4.6.2 Proposed resolution: Disagree – no submission has been received.

2.4.6.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.7 CID 12190

2.4.7.1 Review the comment

2.4.7.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.7.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.8 CID 12178

2.4.8.1 Review the comment

2.4.8.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.8.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.9 CID 12170

2.4.9.1 Review the comment

2.4.9.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.9.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.10 CID 12162

2.4.10.1 Review the comment

2.4.10.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.10.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.11 CID 12443
2.4.11.1 Review the comment

2.4.11.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.11.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.12 CID 12862

2.4.12.1 Review the comment

2.4.12.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.12.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.13 CID 12854

2.4.13.1 Review the comment

2.4.13.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.13.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.14 CID 12735

2.4.14.1 Review the comment

2.4.14.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.14.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.15 CID 12163

2.4.15.1 Review the comment

2.4.15.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

2.4.15.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.16 CID 12194

2.4.16.1 Review comment

2.4.16.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle. Delete "or bufferable management frame".  Regarding 10.2.1.6 bullet h),  this clearly admits the transmission of management frames as in the following:  "The More Data bit of the directed data or bufferable management frame using delivery-enabled ACs...".    QoS Data frames are explicitly called out when describing EOSP,  as they are the only frames capable of signaling this.   No additional change to the normative procedure is needed.

2.4.16.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.17 CID  12151

2.4.17.1  Review Comment.

2.4.17.2  Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: Change "string" to "integer" at 344.64 and 246.25.

2.4.17.3 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.18 CID 12199

2.4.18.1  Review Comment

2.4.18.2  Proposed Resolution: Disagree.   All QoS Null frames are eventually "dropped" in the sense that they do not proceed up the MAC data plane and emerge from the MAC SAP.   The standard is silent as to where this occurs.   The QoS Null frames may also contain certain information in the QoS Control field used to determine the transmitter's queue state.   When this inspection occurs is also not defined in the standard.

An implementation is therefore free to make use of this QoS Control field information prior to any discard based on the type/subtype, and no change is warranted in the standard.  Furthermore, the change as proposed would make legacy devices non-compliant.
2.4.18.3 When is the trigger point for the PS mode?
2.4.18.4  The backward compatible issue is the highest concern.  If we fix the issue, it may be that backward compatibility would be an issue.

2.4.18.5 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.4.19 CID  12192
2.4.19.1  Review the Comment
2.4.19.2  Comment 12190 has the change necessary.

2.4.19.3  Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: At the cited location, modify the text to read “an ACK” should be “an ACK or Block Ack from the AP”

2.4.19.4 Move to MAC A and ready for motion.

2.5 Recessed 6:04pm

3.0 TGmb, Tuesday, May 10, 2011 PM2

3.1 Called to order at 4:03pm by Dorothy.

3.2 Proposed agenda is Comment resolution

3.2.1 Start with Adrian’s editor Comments

3.2.2 Finish the MAC comments

3.2.3 Gen AdHoc comments

3.3 Editor comments: 11-11/1455r7

	Count
	Resn Status
	 
	 
	 

	Comment Group
	A
	P
	D
	Grand Total

	Editorials
	39
	17
	7
	63

	Terminology
	31
	10
	1
	42

	Terminology - may be a
	104
	268
	108
	480

	Terminology - technical impact
	41
	21
	12
	74

	Trivial Technical
	1
	 
	 
	1

	Grand Total
	216
	316
	128
	660


3.3.1 Concern that the definition that is being used to define what “can” can be used for.  The definition being a prescription.

3.3.2 The added statement is in 11-11/595r0

3.4 Motion 119:
3.4.1  Move to approve comment resolutions in 11-10-1455r7-000m-revmb-sponsoer-ballot-editor-comments on the following tabs: Editorials, Terminology, Terminology – may be a, Terminology - technical impact, Trivial Technical.

3.4.2 Moved Mike M., 2nd Stephen McCann

3.4.3 Results: 6-0-3 -- Motion passes.

3.5 MAC Comments:

3.5.1 Review the action items from yesterday: 
3.5.1.1  Action Item 1: Send to Adrian to word smith the proposal – re: CID 12073

3.5.1.2  Action Item 2: Mark R will work on finding a proposed number with Jouni – re: CID 12198 – frame sizes.
3.5.1.3 Action Item 3: Jouni and Mike – Write text to fix, try to get for this week re: CID 12187.

3.5.2 CID 12073: 

3.5.2.1 Review the comment

3.5.2.2 Review the Adrian had sent text for Action item #1.

3.5.2.3 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-10 23:15:41Z) - After: 1210.32: "For the purposes of comparison, the MAC address is encoded as 6 octets, taken to represent an unsigned binary number. The first octet of the MAC address shall be used as the most significant octet. The bit numbering conventions in 8.2.2 (Conventions) shall be used within each octet." 
Insert: "This results in a 48-bit unsigned integer labeled b0 (least significant) to b47 (most significant), where the I/G bit is in b40."
At 1206.13 after "lower MAC address" insert "(see 11.5.1 for MAC address comparison)"

3.5.2.4 Move MAC B and ready for Motion 

3.5.3 CID 12187

3.5.3.1 Review the comment

3.5.3.2 Jouni worked on a document: 11-766r0 for action item #3: 

3.5.3.2.1 Review the document 

3.5.3.2.2 Abstract: 

REVmb/D8.0 CID 12187 identified issues in the Deauthentication and Disassociation procedure on the AP in the case the non-AP STA being disconnected is in power save mode at the time. This submission proposes changes to reorder operations in the Deauthentication and Disassociation procedures to delay releasing of the Association ID (AID) and deletion of the PTKSA (if applicable) to be able to use normal PS buffering procedures and management frame protection for the Deauthentication and Disassociation frames. Transition into State 1 (or State 2) is done immediately to ensure that no further Class 3 frames from the STA or to the STA are accepted during the short period between the moment that the AP starts the Deauthentication/Disassociation procedure and the transmission of the Deauthentication/Disassociation frame.

3.5.3.2.3 This new proposed text would describe how we release the states and keys.

3.5.3.2.4 Edits were made during the review and a new revision is expected to be posted after our discussion.

3.5.3.2.5 Changes on the screen were painfully made, but the group agreed to the word smithing.

3.5.3.2.6 Changes to 10.3.2.4 were accepted by the group.
3.5.3.2.7 Check that Deauth.confirm is still in the draft.

3.5.3.2.8 Check the insertion point of a new line item f).

3.5.3.2.9 Similar changes were made to the proposed text for 10.3.2.4 and 10.3.2.8
3.5.3.3 ACTION ITEM 4: Dorothy to post the r1 of the document.

3.5.3.4 Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-10 23:21:36Z) Instruct the editor to make changes documented in 11-11/766r1.

3.5.3.5 Move to MAC B and ready to motion

3.5.4 CID 12198

3.5.4.1 Review comment

3.5.4.2 From Action item 2 from Mark R, and Jouni. – emailed proposed text:

3.5.4.2.1 From Mark’s e-mail: 

During the first MB session yesterday, I was asked to work with Jouni
to come up with text to clarify maximum frame sizes.  Here is what
I've come up with, in consultation with Jouni:

8.2.3
=====

Change "the maximum MSDU size (2304 octets) or" to "the maximum MSDU size (2304 octets), the maximum unencrypted MMPDU size excluding the MAC header and FCS (2304 octets) or".

Change the 7955 in Figure 8-1 to 7951, 

and add a NOTE:

NOTE---The maximum frame body size shown in Figure 8-1 is for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size A-MSDU (note TKIP encryption is not allowed).  The maximum frame body size if A-MSDUs are not used is 2320 octets for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU or MMPDU and 2324 octets for TKIP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU.  The frame body size might in all cases be greater if a vendor-specific cipher suite is used.

8.3.3.1
=======

Add a sentence "The maximum unencrypted MMPDU size, excluding the MAC header and FCS, is 2304 octets" at the start of this clause.

Change the 2324 in Figure 8-30 to 2320, and add a:

NOTE---The maximum frame body size shown in Figure 8-30 is for CCMP encryption with a maximum-size MMPDU (note TKIP encryption is not allowed).  The frame body size might be greater if a vendor-specific cipher suite is used.

Change the arrow in Figure 8-30 to stop in the HT Control field, before the Frame Body field.

8.5.14.x
========

This contains statements of the form "The number and length of the Diagnostic Request elements in a Diagnostic Request frame is limited to 2304 octets."  These are superfluous and arguably misleading given the proposed new sentence in 8.3.3.1, since the length will actually be limited to less than 2304 octets.  We could delete all these sentences, or change them into a general:

NOTE---The [number and] length of the [xxx] elements in a [xxx] frame is limited by the maximum MMPDU size (see 8.3.3.1).

Note, however, that when 11ac comes along and increases the maximum MMPDU size to about 11k, those statements would become meaningful again.

Mark

3.5.4.3 The proposed resolution is Accept in Principle make the proposed change and then add the text in the e-mail..
3.5.4.4 Removing the “Magic Numbers” being scattered in 8.5.14.x, so we make the change to reference 8.3.3.1 to make it consistent and more maintainable.

3.5.4.5 The last part of the e-mail in 8.5.14.x needed more editorial instructions.

3.5.4.6 The final Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-10 23:54:52Z) - Make the proposed change and make the following changes documented below:

8.2.3
=====

Change "the maximum MSDU size (2304 octets) or" to "the maximum MSDU size (2304 octets), the maximum unencrypted MMPDU size excluding the MAC header and FCS (2304 octets) or".

Change the 7955 in Figure 8-1 to 7951, and add a:

NOTE---The maximum frame body size shown in Figure 8-1 is for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size A-MSDU (note TKIP encryption is not allowed). The maximum frame body size if A-MSDUs are not used is 2320 octets for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU or MMPDU and 2324 octets for TKIP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU. The frame body size might in all cases be greater if a vendor-specific cipher suite is used.

8.3.3.1
=======

Add a sentence "The maximum unencrypted MMPDU size, excluding the MAC header and FCS, is 2304 octets" at the start of this clause.

Change the 2324 in Figure 8-30 to 2320, and add a:

NOTE---The maximum frame body size shown in Figure 8-30 is for CCMP encryption with a maximum-size MMPDU (note TKIP encryption is not allowed). The frame body size might be greater if a vendor-specific cipher suite is used.

Change the arrow in Figure 8-30 to stop in the HT Control field, before the Frame Body field.

8.5.14.x
========

This contains statements of the form "The number and length of the Diagnostic Request elements in a Diagnostic Request frame is limited to 2304 octets." These are superfluous and arguably misleading given the proposed new sentence in 8.3.3.1, since the length will actually be limited to less than 2304 octets. Replace the sentences mentioned above with sentences of a general form:

The [number and] length of the [xxx] elements in a [xxx] frame is limited by the maximum MMPDU size (see 8.3.3.1).

3.5.4.7 Move to MAC B – ready for motion.

3.5.5 CID 12031

3.5.5.1 Review comment

3.5.5.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.5.3 Move to MAC B – Ready to Motion

3.5.6 CID 12030

3.5.6.1 Review comment

3.5.6.2 GAS Query response not yet received.

3.5.6.3 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 00:03:31Z) Insert "GAS query response not yet received." at the cited location

3.5.7 CID 12032

3.5.7.1 Review comment

3.5.7.2 Figure 8-146 should be referenced.

3.5.7.3 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Insert the reference “8-146” at the cited location.

3.5.7.4 Move to MAC B – mark Ready to Motion

3.5.8 CID 12384

3.5.8.1 Review comment

3.5.8.2 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 00:09:03Z) - Principle. There is no process of association defined for IBSS.
Replace cited text "…to allow pre-RSNA devices to join the BSS." with "to allow pre-RSNA devices to join an IBSS or to associate with an infrastructure BSS."

3.5.8.3 Move to MAC B – mark Ready to Motion

3.5.9 CID 12859

3.5.9.1 Review the comment

3.5.9.2 Discussion on local variables and MIB description.
3.5.9.3 Is the cited text in the wrong subclause? Should the last bulleted item be moved to 10.3.1?  What goes in clause 8 vs. what goes in clause 10?

3.5.9.4 Taking the last sentence, and moving it to clause 10.3.1.x

3.5.9.5 It was not clear how to resolve this comment.

3.5.9.6 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – the list of values that must match between the BSSs are clear.

3.5.9.7 Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion.

3.5.10 CID 12033

3.5.10.1 Review the Comment

3.5.10.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.10.3 Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion.

3.5.11 CID 12441

3.5.11.1 Review the Comment

3.5.11.2  Proposed Resolution:  Disagree.  The NOTE is making explicit a consequence of the previous statement, i.e. having disallowed a combination of fragmentation and Block-ACK, the only acknowledgement mechanism left if conventional ack.   The description of conventional ACK is made elsewhere and no permission is needed here to make use of it.
3.5.11.3 Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion.

3.5.12 CID 12035 
3.5.12.1  Review the comment.

3.5.12.2  Discussion on why this is not quite right.

3.5.12.3  Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 00:25:58Z) Remove the phrase: ", on the Address 1 field of each A-MSDU" in the second sentence of the paragraph. 
Add the phrase "An MPDU carrying" before "an A-MSDU" in the last sentence.

3.5.12.4  ACTION ITEM 5: Mark R to check with Adrian on the details.

3.5.13 CID 12036

3.5.13.1  Review the comment

3.5.13.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.13.3  Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion.

3.5.14  CID 12452
3.5.14.1  Review the Comment

3.5.14.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle.  Replace cited sentence with:  "The exception is that recognition of a valid data frame sent by the recipient of a PS-Poll frame shall also be accepted as successful acknowledgment of the PS-Poll frame."
3.5.14.3  Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion.

3.5.15 CID 12037

3.5.15.1  Review the comment.

3.5.15.2   Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.15.3 Concern that this was not quite right.

3.5.15.4 ACTION ITEM 6: Mark to check and bring suggestion back tomorrow.

3.5.16 CID 12038

3.5.16.1 Review the Comment

3.5.16.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.16.3  Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion.

3.5.17 CID 12040
3.5.17.1  Review the Comment

3.5.17.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.17.3  Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion

3.5.18 CID 12193

3.5.18.1  Review the Comment

3.5.18.2  Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.5.18.3 Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion

3.5.19 CID 12191

3.5.19.1 Review the comment

3.5.19.2 Proposed Resolution Agree

3.5.19.3 Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion

3.5.20 CID 12195

3.5.20.1 Review the comment

3.5.20.2  Proposed Resolution from Adrian: Agree in Principle.  In 8.2.4.1.7,   there is no exclusion for non-BU frames, which means that the sentence at 1002.42 is both superfluous and potentially misleading. Remove the sentence at 1002.42.

3.5.20.3  Question on if this is correct?  Review the context and original comment again.  Does the BU Frame need to have the BIT defined?  Because we have the sentence in there that talks about the BU, which causes this confusion.  So if we remove the sentence, then we leave it clearer.
3.5.20.4   We need to revisit this because it may make legacy non-compliant.

3.5.20.5   In 2007, the rules for transmit were thought to be zero.

3.5.20.6    Deleting the sentence is not going to assist in understanding the expected behavior.

3.5.20.7 ACTION ITEM 7: Jouni to look into this some more.

3.5.21 CID 12050

3.5.21.1 Review the comment.

3.5.21.2  Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 01:01:18Z) - Change the beginning of the note to "It is recommended that User Applications not send location…" and change "may" to "might" on L64. 

3.5.21.3  Move to MAC B and move Ready to Motion

3.6 Recessed at 6:01pm

4.0 TGmb Tuesday, May 10, 2011, Evening
4.1 Called to order at 7:33pm by Dorothy S.

4.2 Comment Resolutions:
4.2.1 CID 12195

4.2.1.1 Update from Jouni

4.2.1.2 For IP assist there is no statement on when to set the bit.
4.2.1.3 In 2007 frame, it is clearly states that the Infrastructure case the PM bit is only in action frames.

4.2.1.4 There are exceptions that should be addressed, and the statements from Adrian is not aligned with the standard.  We do not tell what to do for one frame type in an IBSS, In a BSS case we describe it for some not all.

4.2.1.5 Bufferable Management frame – review from p24.64 in D8.0.

4.2.1.6 Discussion on PM and Bufferable in an IBSS and BSS.

4.2.1.7 A sentence should be added to the IBSS case to match the BSS case.

4.2.1.8 A bit being reserved will make a possible issue with backward compatibility.

4.2.1.9 One way to resolve this would be to remove Probe-Request from the bufferable frame list.

4.2.1.10  Proposed Resolution:  AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 00:47:32Z) Make the IBSS procedures match BSS procedures.
Change "A STA shall set the Power Management subfield in the Frame Control field of frames containing all or part of an BU that it transmits using the rules in 8.2.4.1.7 (Power Management field)."
to

"A STA shall set the Power Management subfield in the Frame Control field of frames containing all or part of an BU or individually-addressed Probe Request frame that it transmits using the rules in 8.2.4.1.7 (Power Management field). The Power Management sub-field is reserved in all management frames that are not Bufferable Management Frames or individually-addressed Probe Request frames."
4.2.1.11 Move to MAC B and ready for motion.

4.2.2 CID 12051
4.2.2.1 Review comment

4.2.2.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree
4.2.2.3 Move to MAC B and ready for motion.

4.2.3 CID 12185
4.2.3.1 Review the comment.

4.2.3.2 Proposed Resolution: Agree

4.2.3.3 Move to MAC B and ready for motion

4.2.4 CID 12175

4.2.4.1 Review Comment

4.2.4.2 The two clauses are too general in the references.

4.2.4.3 Geo-spatial 10.11.9.6

4.2.4.4 Location Civic Report to 10.11.9.9

4.2.4.5 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 02:59:17Z)
At P1150L18, change the reference from "10.11.9" to "10.11.9.6".
At P1150L28, change the reference from "10.11.9" to "10.11.9.9". - 

4.2.4.6 Move to MAC B and ready for motion

4.2.5 CID 12722

4.2.5.1 Review the Comment.

4.2.5.2 Proposed resolution: Disagree.   "can" means unambiguously "is able to",   and this ability is supported by normative statements elsewhere in the draft.   Introduction of a "may" at this point would create a duplicate of normative statements elsewhere in the draft.'
4.2.5.3 Move to MAC B and ready for motion

4.2.6 CID 12723

4.2.6.1 Review the comment

4.2.6.2 Proposed Resolution: Disagree.   "can" means unambiguously "is able to",   and this ability is supported by normative statements elsewhere in the draft.   Introduction of a "may" at this point would create a duplicate of normative statements elsewhere in the draft.'
4.2.6.3 Move to MAC B and ready for motion

4.2.7 CID 12176 and 12160

4.2.7.1 Review the comment

4.2.7.2 The Presentation in 11-11-0491r0

4.2.7.3 Update to Annex V. presented.

4.2.7.4 This covers several CIDs, but the document does not explicitly list it out.

4.2.7.5 Proposed resolution: AGREE (MAC: 2011-05-11 03:12:39Z)
Incorporate the text changes incorporated indicated in 11-11/491r0

4.2.7.6 Move to MAC B and ready for motion

4.2.8 CID 12180

4.2.8.1 Review the comment

4.2.8.2 Proposed resolution: Agree

4.2.8.3 Move to MAC B and Ready for Motion

4.3 Review status – MAC has two comments left: 12035 and 12037 that Mark R is researching.

4.4 Comment Resolutions for GEN

4.4.1 Mike to take notes – THANKS TO MIKE
4.5 - Discussion on Country Regulatory comments
CID 12135, 12139, 12140, 12142, 12136, 12141, 12137, 12143, 12144, 12138, 12145, 12146
4.5.1 - Resolution: Disagree. The suggested change would cause interoperability issues with legacy devices that do not have the new channels in their tables, and may determine that the information is being sent in error.
4.5.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.5.3 - Leave in "Country Specific" 
4.6 CID 12132, 
4.6.1 – Proposed Resolution: Principle. Remove NomadicBehavior from Table E-1 classes 1,2,4,22, 23,24,27, and 28.
4.6.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.6.3 - Leave in "Country Specific" 
4.7 CID 12133
4.7.1 – Proposed Resolution: Principle. Remove NomadicBehavior from Table E-2 classes 2,3,6,7,9,10, and 16.
4.7.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.7.3 - Leave in "Country Specific" 
4.8 CID 12134
4.8.1 – Proposed Resolution: Principle. Remove NomadicBehavior from Table E-2 classes 1, and 32-45.
4.8.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.8.3 - Leave in "Country Specific" 
4.9  Discussion on MLME-11u –

4.9.1 CID 12177  
4.9.1.1 –Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 04:03:38Z)- Replace "B11a" with "B19" on 1149.31 and 1155.15. Delete the Editor's Notes in both locations.
4.9.1.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.1.3 - Leave in "GEN A" 
4.9.2 CID 12008 
4.9.2.1 – Proposed Resolution: Agree
4.9.2.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.2.3 - Leave in "GEN A" 
4.9.3 CID 12055
4.9.3.1 – Proposed Resolution: Agree
4.9.3.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.3.3 - Move to "GEN A" 
4.9.4 CID 12056
4.9.4.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree
4.9.4.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.4.3 - Move to "GEN A" 
4.9.5 CID 12057
4.9.5.1 Proposed Resolution:- Agree
4.9.5.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.5.3 - Move to "GEN A" 
4.9.6 CID 12058
4.9.6.1 Proposed Resolution: – Agree
4.9.6.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.6.3 - Move to "GEN A"
4.9.7 Discussion on MLME-Primitives-11u -- CID 12007
4.9.7.1 Proposed Resolution: – Agree
4.9.7.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.7.3 - Move to "GEN A" 
4.9.8 CID 12152
4.9.8.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree- 
4.9.8.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.8.3 - Move to "GEN A" 
4.9.9 CID 12153
4.9.9.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree- Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.9.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.9.9.3 - Move to "GEN A"  
4.10 MLME-11v comments: 

4.10.1 CID 12042
4.10.1.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 04:12:25Z) - Change "frame" to "BU", or "frames" to "BUs" at: 994.40 (2nd occurance), 994.41, 994.55, 994.57, 994.61, 996.35. Also, 987.2.
4.10.1.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.10.1.3 - Move to "GEN A" 

4.10.2 CID 12052
4.10.2.1 Proposed Resolution: As seen on 1112.35, this table is now Table 10-6 (Allowed measurement requests).
Replace the reference "Table 11-14" with "Table 10-6". Remove the Editor's Note on 1116.25.
Also remove Editor's Note on 1112.31.
4.10.2.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.10.2.3 - Move to "GEN A" 
4.10.3 CID 12053
4.10.3.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree
4.10.3.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.10.3.3 - Move to "GEN A" 

4.10.4 CID 12078
4.10.4.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 04:23:59Z) - The "disassociate" in this case is meant to be flexible, and not specifically a DISASSOCIATE.request or Dissasociate frame.
Change
"then the non-AP STA shall disassociate from the AP and attempt to re-associate with an AP corresponding" to
"then the non-AP STA shall either disassociate from the AP or attempt to reassociate with an AP corresponding"

4.10.4.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.10.4.3 - Move to "GEN A"

4.10.5 CID 12855
4.10.5.1 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 04:28:12Z) Remove cited text."
4.10.5.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.10.5.3 - Move to "GEN A"

4.10.6 CID 12054
4.10.6.1  Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 04:30:02Z) At 1134.31, change "may" to "can". Add a clear nomative statement that is permissive that an AP may disassocaite at any time for any reason, to 10.3, so this "can" has a normative foundation. Add a sentence at the end of 10.3.2.1, third paragraph (1007.21): "A STA may deauthenticate a peer STA at any time, for any reason." Add a sentence at the end of 10.3.3.1, fifth paragraph (1009.42): "A STA may disassociate a peer STA at any time, for any reason." In 4.5.3.5, fourth paragraph (64.19), delete "need to".

4.10.6.2 - Mark the comment "ready for motion"
4.10.6.3 - Move to "GEN A". 

4.11 Recessed at 9:30pm
5.0 TGmb, Wednesday, May 11, 2011, AM1
5.1 Called to order at 1:34pm by Dorothy

5.2 Note that we have added a new slot on Thursday PM2.

5.3 Review the Agenda in 11-11/614r3

5.4 Request from Harish Ramamurthy. Marvel to present 11-11/787r0 (Sequence number exempt Management Frames)

5.4.1 30 minute time requested, but 15 minutes was granted to allow an introduction of the subject for discussion.  Then we can either dispose of this tomorrow or as a comment next recirc.

5.4.2 Noted that we are in comment resolution but an exception was allowed to present the material.

5.4.3 Co-Author Matthew Fischer, Broadcom introduced the topic.

5.4.4 Duplication of sequence number is not an issue, so any value would be ok in these cases.

5.4.5 We did discuss something along the lines of not having a sequence number for QOS-NULL (see CID 12199).

5.4.6 Discussion proceeded on why other management frames would need to be exempt from the sequence rules.

5.4.7 Legacy devices would have an issue with the unicast frames, but most of the frames would most likely be a broadcast type frame.
5.4.8 Argument is the legacy compatibility is not an issue as there are no known devices that have implemented the list of frames being listed.

5.4.9 The problem is that in TGae, we noticed that priority to Management Action Frames and Management No-Ack Frames, that begged the question on where the sequence came from.  There is a Per AC sequence space, and so when you have QOS for management frames, you need to know where the sequence number is going to come from and a criticality of getting the number as a response that is being generated in SIFS time do not generally have a sequence number.  

5.4.10 The management frames that are providing a schedule, and so they must not be queued or they would not be able to make the advertised time.  The transmission of these types of frames, they have to be generated on a scheduled time.  The larger pool for management frames would be ok, as you do not have a sequence that you are trying to maintain.
5.4.11 Duplication detection would not be a problem, so PSMP would be not be at issue.

5.4.12 We have spent 20 mins --  time checked
5.4.13 The concern is that the critical time entities are not always the one in control of the frames that need the time critical reaction.  It may not be possible for the MAC to have two entities picking from a single source.

5.4.14 There is an implementation constraint that is at issue.

5.4.15 These frames are not protected by robust management, because they are time critical pseudo frames and these allow us to ignore the Sequence number.

5.4.16 Check the Sense of the Group

5.4.16.1  One opinion was to give a chance to think about it and get some time to think. 

5.4.16.2 One was to bring this back up after the PHY comments on Thur AM1.

5.4.16.3 This was decided to bring back up on Thursday AM1.

5.5 Gen Comments (Thanks to Dorothy for taking notes).
5.6 All comments put on Gen B tab after discussion:
5.6.1 CID 12263
5.6.1.1 Resolutions: Agree in Principle; Delete the cited sentence.

5.6.2 CID 12265
5.6.2.1 Resolution: Disagree; The cited paragraphs accurately describe the services. No change is warranted.

5.6.3 CID 12266
5.6.3.1 Resolution: Agree in principle; Remove the cited sentence

5.6.4 CID 12024

5.6.4.1 Resolution: Agree – reference seems correct as in D8.0. Remove Editor Note.

5.6.5 CID 12288

5.6.5.1 Resolution: Disagree: The term “join” here is used generically. The comment references IBSS but this section of the text does not. So a change is not warranted.

5.6.6 CID 12290

5.6.6.1 Resolution: Agree in Principle: Change “ The parameters that control differentiation of traffic classes using EDCA are fixed” with “The parameters that control differentiation of the delivery of MSDUs with different priority using WDCA are fixed.”

5.6.7 CID 12161

5.6.7.1 Resolution: Agree

5.6.8 CID 12005

5.6.8.1  Proposed Resolution: Disagree:  there are no semantics defined for 'snooping',  and therefore it cannot safely be added to the 802.11 architecture
5.6.9 CID 12095
5.6.9.1 Resolution: Agree

5.6.10 CID 12070

5.6.10.1 Resolution: Agree in Principle: Change reference to figure 8-420

5.6.11  CID 12203

5.6.11.1  Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.   The IEEE-SA style guide defines the verb "can" to mean "is able to".   In order to clarify this equivalence the "Word Usage" paragraph at IEEE-SA  Standards Style Manual (2009) page 21 suggested for use within a draft shall be added as an early clause.  Given this definition,  the meaning of "can" in the draft is unambiguous and no further change is warranted.
5.6.12 CID 12022

5.6.12.1 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: Move the following definitions to 3.2: ANQP (dependent on Public Action frames), advertisement protocol (mentions 802.11), advertisement server (dependent on advertisement protocol), emergency services association (dependent on RSNA),  extended service set link (mentions 802.11),   GAS (mentions 802.11),    interworking service (mentions 802.11),  subscription service provider roaming (mentions 802.11)

5.6.13 CID 12159 – 

5.6.13.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 22:15:50Z) In In the following locations perform the indicated changes:

6.21 -- Replace "IEEE Std 802.11" with "this standard"

10.21 -- Replace "IEEE 802.11 MACs" with "MACs not on the same instance of the WM"

11.20 -- no change

12.11 -- Replace "An IEEE 802.11 service that provides over-the-air transportation" with "An over-the-air transportation service" and move definition "generic advertisement service (GAS)" to clause 3.2

13.37 -- delete "in an IEEE 802.11 infrastructure"

13.41 -- delete "IEEE 802.11"

13.52, 13.54, 13.58 -- no change

14.26 -- Change "802.11" with "this standard"

16.9 -- Change "direct IEEE 802.11" to "WM"

17.12 -- Change "some IEEE 802.11 security protocols." with "some security protocols defined in this standard".

18.38 & 18-46-- delete "IEEE 802.11"

20.16 -- no change

25.55 (2 instances), 25.57, and 25.58-- no change

30.48 -- remove the line "selector: An item specifying a list constituent in an IEEE 802.11 Management Message element."

31.48 -- Delete "IEEE 802.11"

31.53 -- Change the defintion to "A deprecated cryptographic data confidentiality algorithm specified by this standard."

5.6.14 CID 12204 – 

5.6.14.1 Proposed Resolution:Agree

5.6.15 CID 12218 

5.6.15.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree

5.6.16 CID 12167

5.6.16.1  Proposed Resolution: Agree

5.6.17  CID 12022

5.6.17.1  Agree in principle; Add the acronym “IGTKA” with its expansion “Integrity Group Temporal Key Association”

5.6.18 CID 12033

5.6.18.1  Agree in principle; Add the acronym “OCB” with its expansion “Outside the context of a BSS””

5.7 Recess at 3:30pm

6.0 TGmb, Wednesday, May 11, 2011, PM2

6.1 Dorothy called the meeting to order at 4:02pm.

6.2 MIB Discussion Joe Kwak – 11-785r1

6.2.1 10 comments originally submitted by Joe.

6.2.1.1 The document will be updated if necessary, and the resolutions for these comments will be refer to this document for changes.

6.2.2 CID 12011

6.2.2.1 Review comment

6.2.2.2 Move the Transmitted Frames upfront to see what the section is talking about, and add “transmitted Frames for each PHY.

6.2.2.3 Confusion if the references in the MIB get condensed or not,

6.2.2.4 ACTION ITEM 8: Dorothy to check with Adrian about how the final document will look.  If they are collapsed, then the repeating “Transmitted frames” does not seem right, but if they don’t collapse, then it would make more sense with them.

6.2.3 CID 12012

6.2.3.1 Review the comment

6.2.3.2 Add the definition of “dot11WNMRgetDestionURI” to the list and the definition that is missing.
6.2.3.3 ACTION ITEM 9: Dorothy to check with Adrian, can we make the change in the location, or do we need to have a new list?

6.2.4 CID 12013

6.2.4.1 Review the comment

6.2.4.2 AdHoc notes suggest we accept.

6.2.4.3 Propose to accept the proposed change in the document.

6.2.5 CID 12014

6.2.5.1 Review the comment

6.2.5.2 The document proposes a bit different (but correct) change.

6.2.5.3 Propose to accept the proposed change.
6.2.6 CID 12015

6.2.6.1 Review comment

6.2.6.2 Document proposal matches the comment proposed change.

6.2.6.3 Mark as Accept.

6.2.7 CID 12016

6.2.7.1 Review the comment.

6.2.7.2 We may want to change all 11 instances of “Zero length is the null default for this attribute.” And delete the sentence when followed by “DEFVAL ( “”H ).

6.2.7.3 Another choice would be to change the sentence to “Null is the default value for this attribute.”

6.2.7.4 Or use “The default value is Null”.

6.2.7.5 Proposed Resolution: incorporating the changes as described in 11-11/785r2 and Change all instances of "Zero length is the null default for this attribute" to "The default value is null" in the MIB.
6.2.8 CID 12017
6.2.8.1 Review the comment

6.2.8.2 Proposed Resolution: incorporating the changes as described in 11-11/785r2 and change all instances of "Zero length is the null default for this attribute" to "The default value is null" in the MIB.
6.2.9 CID 12016 and 12017

6.2.9.1 An Editor note is also added to the text to have the changes made universally to “Zero length is the…” and to also insert “DefVal ( ‘’H) at two locations. (see r2 for specific locations).

6.2.9.2 Note that the end of the document, the Editor note will be added to indicate that the other locations not listed in the doc will need to change as well.

6.2.9.3 There is an error in the document where the name for the element label is incorrect.  It was corrected.  (Incorrect name from the ver d7.01, and not the current d8.0).

6.2.10 CID 12018 
6.2.10.1  Review comment, the document lists the table referenced.

6.2.10.2  A “discussion” label was added to clarify why the table is here.

6.2.10.3  A “Changes” label was added to show the expected changes.

6.2.10.4  Propose to accept with the document changes.

6.2.11 CID 12019:

6.2.11.1  Review comment

6.2.11.2  A candidate list entry was missing an entry.

6.2.11.3  It is a list limited.
6.2.11.4  The table is general what should be used for this one.

6.2.11.5  The editing instructions may have an issue.  The limit of 2304 should not be included here.

6.2.11.6  Is Fragmentation allowed? Then the limit does not matter.

6.2.11.7  Multiple issues, should this be a table, list, multiple octet strings…?

6.2.11.7.1 If we make this a table, we make this a table inside a table.

6.2.11.7.2 We don’t really have an alternative that we can think of.

6.2.11.8  Nested tables while ugly, are the best way to go.

6.2.11.9  Second issue, don’t keep the max table length text.

6.2.11.10  dot11WNMRqstBssTransitCandidateList OBJECT-TYPE also needs the same adjustment.

6.2.11.11 ACTION ITEM 10: Joe K: will add to the 11-1/0785r2.

6.2.12 CID 12020

6.2.12.1  Review comment

6.2.12.2  Make same adjustments we talked about on CID 12018

6.2.12.3  Similar table changes as we have discussed, and will bring back r2 later today.

6.3 Note from Mark : Jon - Other places where there are bits called out but endianness is not stated. 1985.10, 2039.56, 2041.11, 2044.25, 2048.50, 2083.43

6.4 Minutes by Mike, (Thanks Mike).

6.4.1 Gen comments on MIB based on roll in for TGv - document 11-11/785r1
6.4.1.1 Generic resolution to all of these comments: - Resolution: "Accept in Principle or Acc. Make changes as indicated in document 11-11/785r2"

6.4.2 CID 12011
6.4.2.1 - The text is obtuse. 
6.4.2.2 - The resolution is to insert transmitted frames for each PHY.
6.4.2.3 - Chair to take an action to confirm with Adrian on hyperlink text.

6.4.2.4  ACTION ITEM 12: Chair to confirm on hyperlink text.

6.4.3 CID 12012
6.4.3.1 - add Destination dot11RqstDestinationURI to MIB.
6.4.3.2 - Resolution: "Accept. Make changes as indicated in document 11-11/785r1"
6.4.3.3 - Move dot11RqstDestinationURI entry after Vendor Specific.
6.4.3.4 - Chair to confirm TGmb needs to create a new MIB instance to make a change

6.4.4 CID 12013
6.4.4.1 - add the text given in the comment.

6.4.5 CID 12014, 12015
6.4.5.1 - no add'l changes
6.4.6 CID 12016, 12017, 
6.4.6.1 - there are 8 instances of the sentence when DEFVAL is present. 
6.4.6.2 - updated resolution "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-11 23:33:33Z) incorporating the changes as described in 11-11/785r2 and change all instances of "Zero length is the null default for this attribute" to "The default value is null" in the MIB."
- P2078L19 - Add a DEFVAL
- P2079L21 - Add a DEFVAL
6.4.6.3 - 12017 - need to correct the base line text to fix the MIB element label. There was a cut and paste error.

6.4.7 CID 12018
6.4.7.1 - no add'l changes
6.4.7.2 - clean-up editing instructions for this comment.

6.4.8 CID 12019
6.4.8.1 - clean-up editing instructions for this comment.
6.4.8.2 - the best way to address this comment is to provide a table inside of the table.
6.4.8.3 - delete "the maximum length is ...2304 octets."
6.4.8.4 - P2044L59. the reference to 2304 octets needs to be removed.
6.4.8.5 - The transition request needs to change as well.

6.4.9 CID 12020
6.4.9.1 - no add'l 
6.4.9.2 - Joe KWak will update the document and post a 11-11/785r2

6.4.10 CID 12010 
6.4.10.1 - Joe Kwak will prepare a submission to address this in document 11-11/795r0.
6.5 Discussion on remaining MIB comments:
6.5.1 CID 12009
6.5.1.1 - Proposed resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:01:51Z) The sentiment of the group is to keep the current functionality.  Add the following to the DESCRIPTION at 1842.37 (D8.0):
“Note that not all objects within this MIB are referenced by a group, and not all groups are referenced by a MODULE-COMPLIANCE statement. Some existing groups and the dot11Compliance MODULE-COMPLIANCE have been modified since the previous revision of this standard. Implementations should not claim compliance to dot11Compliance.”
6.5.1.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.2 CID 12080
6.5.2.1 - Resolution: Agree
6.5.2.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.3 CID 12081
6.5.3.1 - Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:13:23Z) -
add "(least significant bit)" after B0 at cited text and Ditto 1962.9, 1962.32
on 1961.56 and 1962.14 are missing an"e" please add.
On 1962.15 is missing a Carriage return/linefeed, and an extraneous "e"
6.5.3.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.4 CID 12082, 12083, 12084, 12085, 12086, 12087, 12088, 12089, 12090, 12091, 12092
6.5.4.1 - Resolution: Agree
6.5.4.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.5 CID 12092
6.5.5.1 - this was submitted to TGu from another IEEE 802 WG
6.5.5.2 - Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:29:42Z) remove cited entry.
6.5.5.3 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.6 CID 12093
6.5.6.1 - Resolution: Agree in Principle. Move dot11WNMCompliance to be under dot11Compliances
6.5.6.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B
6.5.6.3 Discussion of PICS comments
6.5.7 CID 12154
6.5.7.1 - Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:40:16Z) at 1827.52 add an "*" infront of "IW2.2". Change all "IW2.3:O" on page 1829 to "IW2.2:O"
6.5.7.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.8 CID 12156
6.5.8.1 – Proposed Resolution:  AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:45:39Z) Add reference to 8.4.2.95 (Advertisement Protocol element) to the reference column at 1829.6, 1829.12 
6.5.8.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.9 CID 12155
6.5.9.1 – Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:47:33Z) Same as CID 12154: at 1827.52 add an "*" infront of "IW2.2". Change all "IW2.3:O" on page 1829 to "IW2.2:O"
6.5.9.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B
6.5.10 CID 12157
6.5.10.1 - Resolution: Agree
6.5.10.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.5.11 CID 12158
6.5.11.1 - Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:47:33Z) Same as CID 12154: at 1827.52 add an "*" infront of "IW2.2". Change all "IW2.3:O" on page 1829 to "IW2.2:O"
6.5.11.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.6 Discussion on Terminology
6.6.1 CID 12071
6.6.1.1 - Resolution: Agree in principle. Change only values referring to frames. (Watch to not change MIB variable names or reference to security key types, unicast cipher, or unicast subfield. Figure 4-16)
6.6.1.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.6.2 CID 12072
6.6.2.1 - Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 00:58:38Z) Make proposed change only to values referring to "multicast frame" (No changes to FMS or FMS frames or other uses of multicast in MIB names, or diagnostics or service names).
6.6.2.2 - Mark as Ready for Motion and GEN B

6.7  - Recess until Thursday at 8am at 6pm.
7.0 TGmb, Thursday, May 12, 2011, AM1

7.1 Meeting called to order at 8am by Dorothy

7.2 Dorothy to take minutes while we process Gen Adhoc PHY comments.

7.3 Gen Adhoc PHY Comments: -- Move to Gen C Tab when processed.
7.3.1 CID 12130
7.3.1.1 Agree 

7.3.2  CID 12060

7.3.2.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle, Based on Draft P802.11v_D4.0 Nov 2008, clause 10.3.51 was timing measurement, and now in REVmb clause is 6.3.57.
7.3.3 CID 12101, 1202, 12103, 12104 – 
7.3.3.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree

7.3.4 CID 12061, 12062

7.3.4.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree

7.3.5 CID 12200, 
7.3.5.1 Change made in Clause 17

7.3.5.2 Proposed change is to change the spectral mask reference 
7.3.5.3 Change the relative base of the mask, relative point of measurement.
P1503L20 in D8.0. 
7.3.5.4 Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 15:33:02Z) based on 11-11/0668r5 the network throughput simulations show no improvement as a result of the proposed change.
7.3.6 CID 12105, 12106
7.3.6.1 Proposed Resolution: Disagree based on 11-11-0668r5, the network throughput simulations show no improvement as a result of the proposed change.

7.3.7 CID 12063, 12064

7.3.7.1 Proposed Resolution:  Agree
7.3.8 CID 12065

7.3.8.1 Agree

7.3.9 CID 12100

7.3.9.1 Proposed Resolution: 
7.3.9.2 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 15:53:02Z) insert at the end of the sentence at 1640:50 the following sentence: "A channel center frequency of 5.000 GHz shall be indicated by dot11ChannelStartingFactor = 8000 and nch = 200." 

also remove "0," from 1640.46

also remove "0," from 1502.1

and at 1502.10 delete "The value null for nch shall be reserved, and". 

7.3.10  CID 12201, 12202

7.3.10.1 Disagree based on 11-11-0668r5, the network throughput simulations show no improvement as a result of the proposed change.

7.3.11  CDI 12066

7.3.11.1  Agree

7.3.12 CID 12131

7.3.12.1 Agree

7.4  Discussion on other presentations:

7.4.1 Yesterday we had a presentation given 11-11/787, and the authors now have a new presentation 11-11/794 that is unrelated.  Today 10 minutes granted to present either presentation to gain some socialization of the topics.  Suggested that decision be delayed to after this week’s session.

7.4.2 Yesterday we noted that we were not motioning the 11-11/787 this week.

7.4.3 One of the authors would like to look at 11-11/794.

7.4.4 Neither one of the documents addresses current comments, which is our objective this week.  The chair suggested that a motion be delayed until the group gets a chance to review the proposals.

7.4.5 The decision was to look 11-11/787r0

7.5 Review again 11-11/787r0:

7.5.1  Harish Ramamurphy represented the document.

7.5.2  Suggestion to add a description of the problem that it is trying to solve.
7.5.3 Suggest that this come up in a later time.

7.6 The Task group was invited to review 11-11/794 for discussion at a later session/telcon.

7.7 Return to Comment resolution:  
7.7.1  CID 12107

7.7.1.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 16:26:31Z) - change heading of 8.5.13 to "TDLS Action Field formats",  change "Action frame formats" to "Action field formats",   change "frame format" to "Action field format" and change "frame body"/"frame" to "Action field" throughout 8.5.13

Make a corresponding change to "TDLS Action Frame" to "TDLS Action Field" references throughout the Draft.

Add a statement in 8.5.13.1 general "References to one of the action field values as a frame, e.g. TDLS Setup Request frame, denote a data frame carrying a TDLS Action Field and any vendor-specific elements tunneled as described in 10.22.1."

7.7.1.2 Mark Ready for Motion – Gen C

7.7.2 CID 12023 

7.7.2.1 Proposed Resolution; Agree

7.7.3  CID 12296

7.7.3.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle, delete the cited sentence

7.7.4  CID 12331

7.7.4.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree

7.8 Recessed until PM1 at 10:00.

8.0 TGmb, Thursday, May 12, 2011, PM1
8.1 Called to order by Dorothy at 1:33pm

8.2 Review Agenda from Doc 11-11/
8.3 Motion 120:
Move to approve resolutions in 11-11-0599r3 Comments Tab, Except CIDs 12035, 12036, 12037, 12038, and 12192
and 11-11-0566r5 comment tabs Gen A, Gen B, Gen C tabs
8.3.1 Moved: Jouni  2nd Mike M, 
8.3.2  Discussion: 

8.3.2.1 - need to revisit the resolution to 12192 in 11-11/599r3

8.3.2.1.1 -it makes sense that a control frame should not change power management mode.

8.3.2.1.2 - the comment resolution does not make sense.

8.3.2.1.3 - there was confusion between BlockACK and BlockACK Request

8.3.2.2 - pull out 12035-12038 as well.

8.3.3 Results: 7-0-0  -- Motion passes.

8.4 CID 12192: 

8.4.1 Review comment

8.4.2 Discuss why it should be an “agree”.
8.4.3 Discussion on the use of BlockAckRequest.

8.4.4 New Proposed resolution: Agree

8.5 Update from Mark Rison on  his action items:

8.5.1 CID 12035, 12036, 12037, and 12038

8.5.1.1 12035 and 12037 seemed ok,

8.5.1.2 12036 the editor note was correct – take away the haddock

8.5.1.3 12038 not correct if for all STAs.

8.5.2 CID 12035

8.5.2.1 While the resolution is correct, it is not necessarily sufficient.

8.5.2.2 We will need a new comment on fixing the clause, but the proposed change does improve and it is correct.

8.5.2.3 No change to the resolution.

8.5.3 CID 12036

8.5.3.1 The Editor note is correct, and should not be removed 

8.5.3.2 That is disputed.  Discussion on the state of this comment.

8.5.3.3 Proposed resolution: On page 832.47  add “or DA” after the Address 1 field.

8.5.3.4 New Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle at 832.47 add “or DA field” after “address 1 field”

8.5.3.5 Make change to DB and mark ready for motion 

8.5.4 CID 12037

8.5.4.1  No change = “ Agree”

8.5.5 CID 12038

8.5.5.1 No change = “Agree”

8.6 Motion 121: 

Approve comments: 
12192 as “Agree” 
12035 as “AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2011-05-11 00:25:58Z) Remove the phrase:  ", on the Address 1 field of each A-MSDU" in the second sentence of the para. And Add the phrase "an MPDU carrying" before "an A-MSDU" in the last sentence.
12036 as “Agree in principle” at 832.47, add “or DA field” after “address 1 field”
12037 as “Agree”
12038 as “Agree”
8.6.1 Moved: Stephen McCann, 2nd Harry Worstell

8.6.2 Results: 6-0-1 -- Motion passes.

8.7  MIB paper for doc 11-11/785r2

8.7.1 We reviewed this doc (r1) yesterday, but have now the updates (r2).
8.7.2 CID 12011: 

8.7.2.1 Dorothy took an action item to check if the clause titles will be deleted or not.  (ACTION ITEM 11: check if clause titles will be deleted or not).
8.7.2.2 We looked the text from D8.0

8.7.2.3 The “Transmitted” and “Frames” is separated by a list.

8.7.2.4 The comment will be declined.

8.7.2.5 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – the parenthetical Clause Headings will be deleted upon publication.

8.7.2.6 Move to ready for motion. – MIB- Motion tab
8.7.3 CID 12012:

8.7.3.1 Review comment.

8.7.3.2 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12012 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.3.3 Move ready for motion.

8.7.4 CID 12013:

8.7.4.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12013 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.4.2 Move ready for motion.

8.7.5 CID 12014:

8.7.5.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12014 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.6 CID  12015:

8.7.6.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12015 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.6.2 Move ready for motion

8.7.7 CID 12016

8.7.7.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12016 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.7.2 Move ready for motion

8.7.8 CID 12017

8.7.8.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12017 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.8.2 Move ready for motion

8.7.9 CID 12018

8.7.9.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12018 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.9.2 Move ready for motion

8.7.10 CID 12019

8.7.10.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12019 in 11-11/0785r2.

8.7.10.2 Move ready for motion

8.7.11 CID 12020

8.7.11.1 Proposed Resolution: Incorporate the changes indicated for CID 12020 in 11-11/0785r2. including the “Note to the Editor on page 10”

8.7.11.2 Move ready for motion

8.8 Terminology comment resolution
8.8.1 Notes by Michael M. (THANKS MIKE)
8.8.2 CID 12331
8.8.2.1 - decided to remove the cited sentence and all other occurrences.
8.8.2.2 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 17:05:27Z) delete cited sentence, Also delete similar sentence at 162.28 and 220.33."
8.8.2.3 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.8.3  CID 12605
8.8.3.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 21:36:10Z) Surely once you're joined you're not outside the context of a BSS, even if you're not associated. The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request) during which the advertised BSSBasicRateSet (including any BSS membership selector values) is validated by the joining STA, so the cited text is correct.
Also, you don't associate in an IBSS."
8.8.3.2  - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.9 Regulatory comment resolution
8.9.1 CID 12067
8.9.1.1 - there was no consensus on how to resolve the comments.
8.9.1.2 - the cited numbers are meaningless
8.9.1.3 - this is an "internal helping tool" for the standard.
8.9.1.4 – Proposed Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 21:40:16Z) Instruct the ANA to mark these resources as "reserved"."
8.9.1.5 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.9.2 CID 12068
8.9.2.1 - the changes to the draft have removed conditions for behavior.
8.9.2.2 - we need to confirm whether CCA-ED is only required with CCA-ED
8.9.2.3 – Proposed Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 21:46:50Z) - change "For OFDM PHY operation in specific bands, the CCA-ED thresholds” to "For OFDM PHY operation with CCA-ED, the thresholds" and remove the editor note and delete the line at 2252.46 and at 2252.52 delete the extra heading title."

8.9.2.4 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.9.3 CID 12094
8.9.3.1 - This is a duplicate of the CID 12068
8.9.3.2 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 21:51:57Z) - change "For OFDM PHY operation in specific bands, the CCA-ED thresholds "to "For OFDM PHY operation with CCA-ED, the thresholds" and remove the editor note."
8.9.3.3 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"
8.10 MLME Primitive comment resolution
8.10.1 CID 12076
8.10.1.1 - we should not delete MLME-EAPoL.confirm
8.10.1.2 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:03:29Z) - Redraw Figures 6-3 and 6-4 without MLME-MREQUEST.cfm and without MLME-MREPORT.cfm.
Delete MLME-DLSTeardown.confirm (6.3.27.6).
Remove MLME-DLSTeardown.confirm from Figure 10-17.
Delete the paragraph starting at 1036.63.
Delete the paragraph starting at 1037.56.
Delete MLME-HL-SYNC.confirm (6.3.28.3).
Note - MLME-DLS.confirm is a special case (and stays as is), because there is a DLS Response frame to trigger this primitive. It is just that the peer MAC/MLME generates this DLS Response frame without needing any MLME-DLS.response primitive from the peer SME.
8.10.1.3 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.2  CID 12312
8.10.2.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:05:00Z) The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request), so the cited text is correct."
8.10.2.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.3 CID 12025
8.10.3.1 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:08:30Z) replace "Octet String" with "A set of SSID elements", repace "variable" with "as defined in 8.4.2.2". And Delete "A list of" from start of Description."
8.10.3.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.4 CID 12313 
8.10.4.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:12:22Z) The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request), so the cited text is correct"
8.10.4.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.5 CID 12315 
8.10.5.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:13:10Z) The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request) during which the advertised BSSBasicRateSet is validated by the joining STA, so the cited text is correct"
8.10.5.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.6 CID 12314
8.10.6.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:12:55Z) The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request), so the cited text is correct"
8.10.6.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.7 CID 12316
8.10.7.1 - Resolution: "CID 12316 - DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:14:03Z) The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request) during which the advertised BSSBasicRateSet is validated by the joining STA, so the cited text is correct."
8.10.7.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.8 CID 12317
8.10.8.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:15:08Z) The process of establishment of a link with an existing BSS includes Scanning (discovery), Joining (synchronization), authentication and association (infrastructure only). The next step after scanning is joining (i.e., the MLME-JOIN.request) during which the advertised BSSBasicRateSet is validated by the joining STA, so the cited text is correct."
8.10.8.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"
8.10.9 CID 12317
8.10.9.1 - Resolution: "Agree"
8.10.9.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.10 CID 12857
8.10.10.1 - Resolution: "DISAGREE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:19:35Z) - While it is truly badly named, it is referenced at 979.22. Do not remove the parameter"
8.10.10.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.11 CID 12148
8.10.11.1 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:28:08Z) - Delete the sentence: "The Extended Capabilities element is present whenever dot112040BSS… is true". And similarly in  121.16. 123.46, 126.17, 128.24, 131,31, 134.20 and similar.
8.10.11.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.10.12 CID 12006
8.10.12.1 - Resolution: "AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 22:28:08Z) - Delete the sentence: "The Extended Capabilities element is present whenever dot112040BSS… is true". And similarly in 121.16. 123.46, 126.17, 128.24, 131.31, 134.20 and similar.
8.10.12.2 - Move to GEN D and mark "ready for motion"

8.11 Recessed for 30 minute break at 3:30pm

9.0 TGmb, Thursday, May 12, 2011, PM2
9.1 Called to order at 4:03 by Dorothy

9.2 Agenda continue with comment resolutions

9.2.1 See 11-11/614r5
9.3 Gen Comments

9.3.1 Dorothy to take notes

9.3.2 Move to Gen D tab when finalized.

9.3.3 CID 12325 - 

9.3.3.1 Disagree,” The process of establishment…

9.3.4 CID 12326

9.3.4.1 Disagree,” The process of establishment…

9.3.5 CID 12327

9.3.5.1 Disagree,” The process of establishment…

9.3.6 CID 12184

9.3.6.1 Agree

9.3.7 CID 12027

9.3.7.1 Agree in Principle, Remove “association that include SSID from this MLME-START.request primitive.

9.3.8 CID 12856

9.3.8.1 Agree in Principle, at Add a third paragraph to 6.3.12.1.3, "The SME should notify associated non-AP STAs of imminent infrastructure BSS termination before issuing the MLME-STOP.request.  This can be done with the BSS Transition Management procedure, using the Termination information."
9.3.9 CID 12863

9.3.9.1 Agree , see CID 12076

9.3.10 CID 12028

9.3.10.1 Agree in principle, see CID 12076

9.3.11 CID 12129

9.3.11.1 Agree in principle, 

9.3.12 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE - Replace When Generated text (6.3.34.2.3) with, "This primitive is generated by the MLME when a valid Link Measurement Report Frame is received from the requested STA."  

Delete INVALID_PARAMETERS parameter from MLME-START.confirm, and MLME-TPCADAPT.confirm.

Delete "when the MLME-LINKMEASURE.request primitive contains invalid parameters," at 209.45.

Delete "when the MLME-TDLSPTI.request contains invalid parameters," at 252.63.

Delete "when the MLME-TDLSPEERPSM.request contains invalid parameters," at 260.64.

Delete "the Location Configuration Request frame contains invalid parameters," at 273.32.Delete "when the MLME-BTMQUERY.request contains invalid parameters and" at 286.65.

Delete "the BSS Transition Management Request frame contains invalid parameters" at 288.58.

Delete "when the MLME-FMS.request contains invalid parameters," at 290.64.

Delete "the TFS Request frame contains invalid parameters," at 299.34

Delete "when the MLME-TFS.request contains invalid parameters" at 299.37.

Delete "the Sleep Mode Request frame contains invalid parameters," at 306.39.

Delete "the TIM Broadcast Request frame contains invalid parameters" at 309.29.

Delete "when the MLME-CHANNELUSAGE.request contains invalid parameters" at 315.48.

Delete "when the MLME-DMS.request contains invalid parameters" at 320.31.

Delete "a) If one or more request parameters are invalid, issue an MLME-ENABLEMENT.confirm primitive with ReasResultCode set to INVALID_PARAMETERS; else" at 1078.43.

Replace the text of 11.2.3.2.2, with "Upon receipt of an Open System MLME-AUTHENTICATE.request primitive, the requester shall Construct an Open System authentication request frame and transmit it to the responder."

Replace the text of 11.2.3.3.2, with "Upon receipt of a Shared Key MLME-AUTHENTICATE.request primitive, the requester shall Construct a Shared Key authentication request frame and transmit it to the responder."

Discussion from Adrian: Note,   DISASSOCIATE.confirm is deleted by another comment.   INVALID_PARAMETERS is Status Code value 38, contrary to the commenter's assertion.

Do not remove INVALID_PARAMETERS from ADDTS and ADDBA .confirm, because it is present in the .response.

Do not Delete "when that MLME-ADDTS.request primitive is found to contain invalid parameters," at 177.47.

9.3.13 CID 12043

9.3.13.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle Add the text, as proposed, but worded: "If dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true and the STA does not have credentials for the AP, and the STA is initiating an emergency services association procedure, the SME shall submit the MLME-ASSOCIATE.request with EmergencyServices parameter set to true."

Also add to the end of sub-bullet (c): "If the MLME-ASSOCIATE.request primitive contained the EmergencyServies parameter set to true, an Interworking element with the UESA field set to 1 shall be included in the Association Request frame."

Delete sub-bullet (b).

9.3.14 CID 12044

9.3.14.1 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE: Reword b) as follows: "

At an AP having dot11InterworkingServiceActivated equal to true, subsequent to receiving an MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication primitive with EmergencyServices set to true, and does not include an RSN element, the SME shall accept the association request even if dot11RSNAActivated is true and dot11PrivacyInvoked is true thereby granting access, using unprotected frames (see 8.2.4.1.9 (Protected Frame field)), to the network for emergency services purpose." 

In 6.3.7.4.2, add a parameter, "EmergencyServices", to MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication parameter list, after TIMBroadcastRequest.  Add an entry to the parameter description table, after TIMBroadcastRequest, with the following entries: "EmergencyServices"; "Boolean"; "True, False"; "Specifies the setting of the UESA field received from the non-AP STA, if an Interworking element was present in the Associate Request frame.  The parameter shall be present only if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true."

9.3.15 CID 12189,  
9.3.15.1 Proposed Resolution: agree

9.3.15.2 Proposed Change: Revert the change in D8.0, i.e., replace '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.' with '6) If an MLME-SAQuery.confirm primitive with an outstanding transaction identifier is not received within dot11AssociationSAQueryMaximumTimeout period, the SME shall allow the association process to be started without starting an additional SA Query procedure.'  In addition, revert the similar change in 10.3.3.5 for reassociation.

9.3.16 CID 12045, 

9.3.16.1 Agree in principle, conflict corrected in the resolution to CID 12189:  Revert the change in D8.0, i.e., replace '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.' with '6) If an MLME-SAQuery.confirm primitive with an outstanding transaction identifier is not received within dot11AssociationSAQueryMaximumTimeout period, the SME shall allow the association process to be started without starting an additional SA Query procedure.' In addition, revert the similar change in 10.3.3.5 for reassociation.

9.3.17 CID 12046

9.3.17.1 At 1012.7, replace “shall be included in this primitive” with “shall be included in the MLME-ASSOCIATE.response.”

9.3.18 CID 12047

9.3.18.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 23:53:50Z) The proposed change is in the right direction.  However, there is no UESA in the MLME-REASSOCIATE.request. 

Add the text, as proposed, but worded: "If dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true and the STA was associated to the ESS for unsecured access to emergency services, the SME shall submit the MLME-REASSOCIATE.request with EmergencyServices parameter set to true."

Also add to the end of sub-bullet (b): "If the MLME-REASSOCIATE.request primitive contained the EmergencyServices parameter set to true, an Interworking element with the UESA field set to 1 shall be included in the Reassociation Request frame." 

Delete sub-bullet (c).

9.3.19 CID 12048

9.3.19.1.1 Proposed Resolution:  AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-12 23:55:27Z) - Reword b) as follows: "At an AP having dot11InterworkingServiceActivated equal to true, subsequent to receiving an MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication primitive with EmergencyServices set to true, and does not include an RSN element, the SME shall accept the association request even if dot11RSNAActivated is true and dot11PrivacyInvoked is true thereby granting access, using unprotected frames (see 8.2.4.1.9(Protected Frame field)), to the network for emergency services purpose." 

In 6.3.8.4.2, add a parameter, "EmergencyServices", to MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication parameter list, after DMSRequest.  Add an entry to the parameter description table, after DMSRequest, with the following entries: "EmergencyServices"; "Boolean"; "True, False"; "Specifies the setting of the UESA field received from the non-AP STA, if an Interworking element was present in the Reassociate Request frame.  The parameter shall only be present if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true."

9.3.20 CID 12021

9.3.20.1 Proposed Resolution:  Disagree; The proposed change does not include sufficient detail to supply the change.

9.3.21 CID 12860

9.3.21.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree

9.3.22 CID 12041

9.3.22.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE - Add, "When dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true and the Interworking field in the Capabilities element of the Probe Request is equal to 1, " before the existing text in (d) and (e).  Delete "when dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true" and "containing an Interworking field in the Extended Capabilities information element set to 1" from the text on 972.48.
9.3.23 CID 12001

9.3.23.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE - Add, "When dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true and the Interworking field in the Capabilities element of the Probe Request is equal to 1, " before the existing text in (d) and (e).  Delete "when dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true" and "containing an Interworking field in the Extended Capabilities information element set to 1" from the text on 972.48.
9.3.24 CID 12127

9.3.24.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE in PRINCIPLE, Change to “If dot11MultiDomainCapabilityActivated is true, a STA that is joining an infrastructure BSS and receives a Beacon or Probe Response frame from the infrastructure BSS AP containing a Country element shall adopt the applicable parameters included in that Country element."
9.3.25 CID 12178

9.3.25.1 Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE:  change to "In addition to the table entries in 6.3.3.3.2 (Semantics of the service primitive), if dot11MultiDomainCapabilityActivated is true, a STA that is joining an IBSS and receives a Beacon or Probe Response frame containing a Country element shall adopt the applicable  parameters included in that Country element."
9.3.26 CID 12006

9.3.26.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle, see response in 12004-At an AP having dot11InterworkingServiceActivated equal to true, subsequent to receiving an MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication primitive with EmergencyServices set to true, and does not include an RSN element, the SME shall accept the association request even if dot11RSNAActivated is true and dot11PrivacyInvoked is true thereby granting access, using unprotected frames (see 8.2.4.1.9(Protected Frame field)), to the network for emergency services purpose." 

In 6.3.7.4.2, add a parameter, "EmergencyServices", to MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication parameter list, after TIMBroadcastRequest.  Add an entry to the parameter description table, after TIMBroadcastRequest, with the following entries: "EmergencyServices"; "Boolean"; "True, False"; "Specifies the setting of the UESA field received from the non-AP STA, if an Interworking element was present in the Associate Request frame.  The parameter shall be present only if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true."

9.3.27 CID 12149

9.3.27.1 Proposed Resolution : AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2011-05-13 00:19:23Z) - See Response in CID 12044 - 

Reword b) as follows: "At an AP having dot11InterworkingServiceActivated equal to true, subsequent to receiving an MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication primitive with EmergencyServices set to true, and does not include an RSN element, the SME shall accept the association request even if dot11RSNAActivated is true and dot11PrivacyInvoked is true thereby granting access, using unprotected frames (see 8.2.4.1.9(Protected Frame field)), to the network for emergency services purpose."

In 6.3.7.4.2, add a parameter, "EmergencyServices", to MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication parameter list, after TIMBroadcastRequest.  Add an entry to the parameter description table, after TIMBroadcastRequest, with the following entries: "EmergencyServices"; "Boolean"; "True, False"; "Specifies the setting of the UESA field received from the non-AP STA, if an Interworking element was present in the Associate Request frame.  The parameter shall be present only if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true."
9.3.28 CID 12150

9.3.28.1 Proposed Resolution :Agree in Principle, see response in 12048

AGREE IN PRINCIPLE: Reword b) as follows: " At an AP having dot11InterworkingServiceActivated equal to true, subsequent to receiving an MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication primitive with EmergencyServices set to true, and does not include an RSN element, the SME shall accept the association request even if dot11RSNAActivated is true and dot11PrivacyInvoked is true thereby granting access, using unprotected frames (see 8.2.4.1.9 (Protected Frame field)), to the network for emergency services purpose."
In 6.3.8.4.2, add a parameter, "EmergencyServices", to MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication parameter list, after DMSRequest.  Add an entry to the parameter description table, after DMSRequest, with the following entries: "EmergencyServices"; "Boolean"; "True, False"; "Specifies the setting of the UESA field received from the non-AP STA, if an Interworking element was present in the Reassociate Request frame.  The parameter shall only be present if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true."

9.3.29 CID 12150

9.3.29.1 Proposed Resolution “Agree in Principle, see response in 12048 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE: Reword b) as follows: "At an AP having dot11InterworkingServiceActivated equal to true, subsequent to receiving an MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication primitive with EmergencyServices set to true, and does not include an RSN element, the SME shall accept the association request even if dot11RSNAActivated is true and dot11PrivacyInvoked is true thereby granting access, using unprotected frames (see 8.2.4.1.9(Protected Frame field)), to the network for emergency services purpose." 

In 6.3.8.4.2, add a parameter, "EmergencyServices", to MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication parameter list, after DMSRequest.  Add an entry to the parameter description table, after DMSRequest, with the following entries: "EmergencyServices"; "Boolean"; "True, False"; "Specifies the setting of the UESA field received from the non-AP STA, if an Interworking element was present in the Reassociate Request frame.  The parameter shall only be present if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true."

9.3.30 CID 12027

9.3.30.1 Already resolved, same resolution as 12184.

9.3.31 CID 12129

9.3.31.1 Already resolved

9.3.32 CID 12010

9.3.32.1 Decline – The proposed change does not provide sufficient detail for the editor to implement.
9.4  Motion 122: 
Approve comment resolutions in 11-11-566r6 “MIB –motion”, “Gen D”, “Country Specific” tabs.

9.4.1 Moved by Alex Ashley, 2nd Jouni Malinen

9.4.2 Results: 6-0-0 -- Motion passes.

9.5 Motion 123
Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the second recirculation Sponsor Ballot on P802.11REVmb D8.0,
- Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 9.0 incorporating these resolutions and,
- Approve a 20 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11REVmb D9.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”

9.5.1 Moved by  Jouni Malinen, 2nd Stephen McCann

9.5.2 Results: 7-0-0  -- Motion Passes
9.6 May – July Meeting Planning

9.6.1 Objectives

9.6.1.1 Comment resolutions

9.6.1.2 SB recirc

9.6.2 Conference calls

9.6.2.1 May 20, Possible June 24, July 8, 15.

9.6.2.2 10 am ET (7am Pacific), 2 hours.

9.6.2.2.1 No objection to call days.

9.6.3 Ad Hoc Meeting

9.6.3.1 None

9.6.4 Schedule Review – 

9.6.4.1 Plan of Record reviewed:

9.6.4.1.1 Nov 2010 – Sponsor Ballot D6.0 completion.

9.6.4.1.2 Jan 2011 – Sponsor Recirc Started.

9.6.4.1.3 Nov 2011 – WG/EC final Approval

9.6.4.1.4 Mar 2012 – RevCom/SASB approval

9.6.4.2 Review of TGs timeline.

9.6.4.2.1 Schedule review, see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0107-01-000s-tgs-timelines-discussion.ppt 
9.6.4.2.2 The Editor has talked to the IEEE Staff and has expectation to take the TGs by Mid June if ready.  Then the TGs can get EC/WG approval in July, and RevCom in Sept.
9.6.4.2.3 D12 is expected to be done out of this meeting and their final one.

9.7 Dorothy congratulated everyone for all the work done this week.

9.8 Adjourned at 5:46pm.
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