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1.0 TGmb Teleconference Oct 25, 2011
1.1 Called to order at 10:01 ET

1.2 Reminder of Patent Policy and Meeting rules

1.2.1 No issues were noted.

1.3 Attendance: Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Adrian Stephens, Intel; Mark Hamilton, Polycom; Dorothy Stanley, Aruba;  Kazuyuki Sakoda, Sony; Michael Bahr, Siemens; Mark Rison, CSR; Peter Ecclesine, CISCO;

1.4 Proposed Agenda:

1.4.1 Discuss the 92 comments that were received.

1.4.2 Review Comment files

1.4.2.1  https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1284-15-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-comments.xls
1.4.3 Review the Editor Report Document 

1.4.3.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1455-14-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-editor-comments.xls
1.5 Review of Comments received

1.5.1 91 of 92 comments have a proposed by Adrian

1.5.2 Comments sorted as Bugs that need review

1.5.3 Comment review and initial overview given.

1.6 Most Compelling Comments (AdHoc Status = Bug)

1.6.1 Look to find valid technical comments on changed text.

1.6.1.1 Changes to the draft open clauses for further comments

1.6.2 CID 15060 (also 15025)
1.6.2.1 WNM-Sleep Mode issue

1.6.3 CID 15036 and 15039
1.6.3.1 Review comment

1.6.3.2 Propose to accept

1.6.4 CID 15004

1.6.4.1 Review Comment

1.6.4.2 MLME-SETKEYS.confirm was removed, but a clause that still refers to this primitive needs to be removed.

1.6.4.3 Propose to accept
1.6.4.4 We edited the cited text, but the changes were just capitalization.

1.6.5 CID 15032

1.6.5.1 Review Comment

1.6.5.2 Read-Write vs Read Only in the MIB

1.6.6 The Argurment is that there is at least one that should be changed, so we can look at other comments that need to be changed.

1.7 Discuss Comments

1.7.1 CID 15046

1.7.1.1 Review Comment 

1.7.1.2 Review proposed change in CID 15047 in clause 10

1.7.1.3 The changes on merit seemed reasonable, but there seems to be at least one bug in the description.
1.7.1.4 Proposed Resolution: Accept 

1.7.1.5 For CID 15047: Proposed Resolution: Revised as the change was modified.

1.7.2 Group Opinion to make this change and the other ones we have pointed out so far:

1.7.2.1 Vote yes: 5   vote no: 0   Indifferent: 1

1.7.2.2 Question on if there would be a delay if we do make the change.

1.7.2.2.1 If we make a D12, we could still make the deadlines for Continuous Process in RevCom

1.7.2.2.2 If we have to make D13, we may have an impact to our schedule.

1.7.3 CID 15027:

1.7.3.1 Review Comment

1.7.3.2 Suggestion to Reject as this seems to be a new feature.

Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-25 06:20:27Z) - The proposed new uses of QoS Null may have an impact on legacy interoperability.   In the RDG case,  a Block Ack frame can be used to give the responder "thinking time" and also conveys potentially useful data.

1.7.3.3 The case of QoS Null is relevant to optimization of a polled TXOP in which the STA chooses not to use the granted TXOP.   The benefits such an optimization would afford are not viewed as sufficient justification for making this change.

1.7.4 CID 15040

1.7.4.1 Review Comment

1.7.4.2 Concern on the new wording was noted on “assigned”.

1.7.4.3 Proposed Resolution: accept.
1.7.5 CID 15024

1.7.5.1 Review Comment

1.7.5.2 Propose to reject

1.7.5.3 Discussion on how much of  a possible interoperable issue.

1.7.5.3.1 If we had looked at this earlier, it may be one we would have been comfortable entertaining a change.  But not now.

1.7.5.4 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-25 07:56:05Z) This comment is on text that has not changed in D11, and is not the topic of an unsatisfied comment.

1.7.6 CID 15052

1.7.6.1 Review Comment

1.7.6.2 Propose to reject

1.7.6.3 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-25 07:00:39Z) - The equations should be viewed as expressing constraints on the implementation.   In particular note that aRxPLCPDelay is expressed as:  (DS, OFDM & ERP PHYs) "Implementers may choose any value for this delay as long as the requirements of aSIFSTime and aCCATime are met.", and (HT PHY) "Implementation dependent".  The comment does not take the variability of "D" into account.
1.7.6.4 More discussion on the equations needs to be done.

1.7.6.5 Action Item: Mark R to provide a more descriptive resolution for consideration. (Adrian to mentor).  

1.7.6.6 Note that we do not want to make changes where we do not have strong consensus on.

1.7.7 CID 15023
1.7.7.1 Review Comment

1.7.7.2 Question on backward compatibility?

1.7.7.3 The effective change is to remove how the value is selected.

1.7.7.4 It removes an ambiguity

1.7.7.5 The new text would make it the same as TGac.

1.7.7.6 There is a potential for compatibility.

1.7.7.7 Check for the level of support in the WG prior to discussion.

1.7.7.7.1 Action Item: Adrian and Peter to check with broader group for support.

1.7.8 CID 15049

1.7.8.1 Review Comment

1.7.8.2 Are we comfortable with this scope of Change?

1.7.8.3 These are clearly editorial – No Technical change is being requested.

1.7.8.4 This does open some text.

1.7.8.5 Poll the group for comfortable level of change:

1.7.8.5.1 Yes: 6  No: 1 (but ok with other changes) Abstain:

1.7.8.5.2 Given we have other changes we seem ok with this one.

1.7.8.6 Proposed Resolution: Accept.

1.8 We will look to accept the proposed resolutions on Friday the 28th if possible

1.8.1 Action Item: Everyone to review Doc 11/10:1455r14 for Friday’s call.
1.8.2 We reserved a teleconference for Nov 1 if needed…hopefully not needed.
1.9 Checking of Change Volunteers:

1.9.1 Peter, Jon, Dorothy, Mark H.

1.10 Adjourned at 11:03 ET (Next Call will be on Friday Oct 28th, 2011 at 10 ET).

2.0 TGmb Teleconference Oct 28, 2011
2.1 Called to order at 10:04 ET

2.2 Reminder of Patent Policy and Meeting rules

2.2.1 No issues were noted.

2.3 Attendance: Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Adrian Stephens, Intel; Mark Hamilton, Polycom; Dorothy Stanley, Aruba;  Eldad Pra , Intel; Peter Ecclesine, CISCO; Michael Bahr, Siemens; Bill Marshall, AT&T; Dan Harkins, Aruba; Mark Rison, CSR;
2.4 Proposed Agenda:

2.4.1 Introductory information

2.4.2 Discuss the 92 comments that were received.

2.4.3 Review Comment files

2.4.3.1  https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1284-15-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-comments.xls
2.4.4 Review the Editor Report Document 

2.4.4.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1455-17-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-editor-comments.xls
2.4.5 Dan Harkin Presentation: 

2.4.5.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-1411-00-000m-thwarting-side-channel-attacks.dot
2.5 Review Proposed comment Resolution: doc 11-10/1455r17 – Discuss Ad-hoc Status
2.5.1 Review comments tab, sort on Discuss

2.5.2 CID 15058

2.5.2.1 Added line to the resolution to send comment to the Pub Editor for consideration since last call.
2.5.2.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 13:24:59Z) - The group declines to make the changes indicated because the current usage is not ambiguous.  This comment will be sent to the IEEE-SA project editor for consideration during publication.
2.5.3 CID 15056

2.5.3.1 Review the comment

Proposed Resolution: REVISED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 13:49:01Z) - Replace ^ with superscript at: 1713.39, 47 (and removing parentheses)

2.5.3.2 Replace ^ with ** at: 1930.34, 1930.54, 1983.15, 2179.26, 2180.52,  2191.01, 2191.17, 2212.55, 2213.10, 2215.26, 2215.46,
2.5.4 CID 15054

2.5.4.1 Review the comment

2.5.4.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-27 07:40:59Z) - Apart from trivial changes that made the capitalization of "Floor" consistent, no change has been made to text in D11 referencing these functions, so the question of where to define these functions is out of scope.
2.5.5 CID 15053

2.5.5.1 Review the Comment

2.5.5.2 Updated the Proposed Resolution. 
2.5.5.3 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED - Apart from trivial changes that made the capitalization of "Floor" consistent, no change has been made to text in D11 referencing these functions, so the question of where to define these functions is out of scope.
2.5.6 CID 15057

2.5.6.1 Review Comment
2.5.6.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED - The group declines to make these changes as any inconsistency does not create ambiguity.

This comment will be submitted to the IEEE-SA project editor for consideration during publication.

2.5.7 CID 15065

2.5.7.1 Review Comment
There are 583 "Block Ack" in draft - scope of change is very big.

2.5.7.2 Some of these relate to "Block Ack" ack policy,  which is an enumeration value and arguably a proper name - i.e. can stay upper case.   Others relate to "Block Ack" agreement or mechanism are should arguably be lower case. See also CID 15082
2.5.7.3 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 11:20:48Z) - The capitalization currently in the draft has been through multiple rounds of IEEE-SA publication editing.  As such it can be deemed to be acceptable to the IEEE-SA.

2.5.8 CID 15067

2.5.8.1 Review comment:

2.5.8.1.1 Note 306 instances of "packet" - some of which are correct in context (e.g. Null Data Packet,  Ethernet Packet).
2.5.8.2 Proposed Resolution: REVISED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 14:16:07Z) - Although 802.11 doesn't explicitly define it as such,  a packet is generally equivalent to a PPDU.
At cited location, change "packet" to "PPDU".

2.5.9 CID 15069
2.5.9.1 Review Comment:

2.5.9.1.1 Note that there are 132 instances of WNM-Sleep
2.5.9.1.2 Make a single change but not a global replace.

2.5.9.2 Was this sequence an acronym? Yes so single change sufficient. 

2.5.9.3 The “(WMN)” needs to be prior to the word “sleep”

2.5.9.3.1 Or we need to work on adding the “-Sleep”

2.5.9.3.2 See page 32.16 for example of another example of hyphen pattern

2.5.9.4 Proposed Resolution: REVISED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 09:44:39Z) - Change WNM to "wireless network management-(WNM-) sleep" at the cited location.

2.5.10 CID 15073
2.5.10.1 Review Comment

2.5.10.1.1 Disagreement

Proposed Resolution: REVISED (EDITOR: 2011-10-28 10:06:28Z) - Add the following para at the end of this subclause:

2.5.10.2 "Delivery of group addressed data to power saving STAs using a DTIM beacon is described in 10.2.1.4."

2.5.11 CID 15077

2.5.11.1 Review Comment

2.5.11.2 Proposed Resolution: Accept

2.5.12 CID 15080

2.5.12.1 Review Comment

2.5.12.1.1 There are 130 instances of this pattern
2.5.12.2  Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 10:24:19Z) - The cited text has not changed since 802.11-2007, which was professionally edited by the IEEE-SA.

This comment will be submitted to the IEEE-SA publication editor for consideration during the publication editing.

2.5.13 CID 15028

2.5.13.1 Review Comment
2.5.13.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 10:37:30Z) - ".confirm" primitives have been eliminated when they performed no function related to the protocol defined in the standard.

Typically the following status codes were eliminated because they do not reflect operation of the protocol:
1. Timeouts (e.g. failure to receive an acknowledgement),  except where the timeout is defined in the protocol.

2.  Local resource exhaustion,  except where there is a protocol to determine the value of the local resource

Once these status codes were eliminated,  .confirm primitives that now performed no function were removed. Note the completion of transmission of a management frame is not considered to be relevant to the operation of the protocol. Where a knowledge of change of state in a peer entity is relevant to the operation of the protocol, a response management frame (with an associated .confirm) has been defined.

A detailed rationale is provided in: https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0284-01-000m-proposed-resolution-for-revmb-cid-11023.doc

2.5.14 CID 15029
2.5.14.1 Review Comment

2.5.14.1.1 There was an e-mail thread on this and there may be an error here, but there is not sufficient reason to make any change at this time.

Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 14:36:26Z) - The timeout was removed because there is no protocol associated with it.    In the case of failure (either to transmit the request frame or to receive the response frame,  no primitive is emitted).

This has the same effect (as far as the protocol is concerned) from the MLME providing a TIMEOUT after an unspecified time (including infinity).

2.5.14.2 Please see CID 15028 for more background.

2.5.15 CID 15030

2.5.15.1 Review Comment
2.5.15.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 14:51:40Z) - The ResultCode has not been generally removed,  but only removed from those primitives in which it previously performed no protocol-defined function (such as a timeout for an unspecified duration).
A .confirm exists for those primitives where a protocol action is defined for it (such as carrying a Result Code from a peer STA).
Please also see the resolution of comment 15029.

2.5.16 CID 15046

2.5.16.1 Review Comment
2.5.16.2 Proposed Resolution: ACCEPTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-25 06:24:45Z) - Change:
<<
In an infrastructure BSS or in an IBSS the following applies:
--- The Power Management subfield is reserved in all management frames that are bufferable management frames and that are not individually addressed Probe Request frames.
--- Otherwise, a value of 1 indicates that the STA will be in PS mode. A value of 0 indicates that the STA will be in active mode. This field is always set to 0 in frames transmitted by an AP.
>>
to:
<<
In an infrastructure BSS the following applies:
--- The Power Management field is reserved in all management frames that are not bufferable management frames.
--- The Power Management field is reserved in all management frames transmitted by a STA to an AP with which it is not associated.
--- The Power Management field is reserved in all frames transmitted by the AP.
--- Otherwise, a value of 1 indicates that the STA will be in PS mode. A value of 0 indicates that the STA will be in active mode.

In an IBSS the following applies:
--- The Power Management field is reserved in all management frames that are not bufferable management frames and that are not individually addressed Probe Request frames.
--- Otherwise, a value of 1 indicates that the STA will be in PS mode. A value of 0 indicates that the STA will be in active mode.
>>
Also, for consistency and searchability, at 442.27 change "Pwr Mgt" to "Power Management".
Similarly for "PwrMgt" at 1255.17 and 1259.27

2.5.17 CID 15027

2.5.17.1 Review Comment
2.5.17.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-25 06:20:27Z) - The proposed new uses of QoS Null may have an impact on legacy interoperability.   In the RDG case,  a Block Ack frame can be used to give the responder "thinking time" and also conveys potentially useful data.

The case of QoS Null is relevant to optimization of a polled TXOP in which the STA chooses not to use the granted TXOP.   The benefits such an optimization would afford are not viewed as sufficient justification for making this change.

2.5.18 CID 15081

2.5.18.1 Review Comment 
2.5.18.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 10:48:07Z) - Named values in an enumeration can be considered as creating Proper Names for those values.  As such, upper case usage is appropriate.
This comment will be submitted to the IEEE-SA project editor for consideration during publication editing.

2.5.19 CID 15005

2.5.19.1 Review Comment
2.5.19.2 There was a bit of discussion on whether to send to Pub Editor or not.  There are hundreds of these changes, so as an editorial, it would be in their scope it is really something that editorial needed.
2.5.19.3 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-24 11:03:53Z) this text has been through the IEEE-SA publications editing and therefore meets its reasonable expectations regarding consistency.
This comment will be submitted to the IEEE-SA editor for consideration during publication editing.

2.5.20 CID 15040
2.5.20.1  Review Comment

2.5.20.2  Proposed Resolution: Accepted

2.5.21 CID 15052

2.5.21.1 Review comment
2.5.21.2 Initial Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (EDITOR: 2011-10-25 07:00:39Z) - The comment is on portions of the draft that did not change in D11 and are not the subject of unsatisfied comments.

2.5.21.3 This was originally a Technical reject, but now proposed as a procedural rejection due to e-mail exchange on the Reflector.

2.5.21.4 Review CID 14004 to see if this is a comment that is related to the previous CID.

2.5.21.5 IT would be a better resolution to be could not come to consensus rather than reject for procedural or technical reasons.

2.5.21.6 Proposed Resolution: Rejected: The CRC cannot come to consensus on any changes to address the comment.
2.5.22 CID 15023

2.5.22.1 Review comment

2.5.22.2 Concern that there is a new “Shall”

2.5.22.3 Today they would have to match capability

2.5.22.4  Discussion on the concern of the change that may occur and the compatibility concerns.
2.5.22.5 Change of Philosophy between 11n and 11ac.  

2.5.22.6 The proposed change would apply to 11n devices that the 11ac amendment is only for 11ac, but if 11ac wants this then we may want to let this be done later.

2.5.22.7 There was concern about whether this was really correctly described and the change would be valid.

2.5.22.8 Propose to reject may be warranted.

2.5.22.9 Proposed Resolution: Reject: The cited text is unchanged in D11 and is not the subject of an unsatisfied comment.

2.5.23 CID 15047

2.5.23.1 Review Comment
2.5.23.2  Proposed Resolution: REVISED (EDITOR: 2011-10-27 07:56:41Z) - Change:
<<The Power Management bit(s) in the Frame Control field of the frame(s) sent by the STA in this exchange indicates the Power Management mode that the STA shall adopt upon successful completion of the entire frame exchange. The Power Management bit shall be ignored in frame exchanges initiated by the AP. A non-AP STA shall not change power management mode using a frame exchange that does not receive an ACK or BlockAck from the AP. A non-AP STA shall not change power management mode using a BlockAckReq frame. The Power Management bit is reserved in all management frames that are not bufferable management frames and in bufferable management frames sent by a non-AP STA to an AP with which it is not associated.
>>
to:  
<<The Power Management subfield(s) in the Frame Control field of the frame(s) sent by the STA in this exchange indicates the Power Management mode that the STA shall adopt upon successful completion of the entire frame exchange, except where it is reserved (see 8.2.4.1.7). The Power Management bit shall be ignored in frame exchanges initiated by the AP. A non-AP STA shall not change power management mode using a frame exchange that does not receive an ACK or BlockAck from the AP, or using a BlockAckReq frame.
>>
[Note this change assumes the change requested in 8.2.4.1.7 is agreed to.]
This is a simplified version of the proposers change omitting statements about what to do with reserved fields.

2.5.24 CID 15024

2.5.24.1 Review Comment 
2.5.24.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED: This comment is on text that has not changed in D11, and is not the topic of an unsatisfied comment.

2.5.25 CID 15025

2.5.25.1 Review Comment
2.5.25.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED: This comment is on text that has not changed in D11, and is not the topic of an unsatisfied comment.
2.5.26 CID 15031

2.5.26.1 Review Comment
2.5.26.2 Improving the structure of the doc is the goal
2.5.26.3 Concern with making change to proposal in R17.
2.5.26.4 Proposed Resolution: - Rename 10.3.1 heading "State variables"
Add level-3 heading before 1059.01 "State transition diagram for non-mesh STAs.  At 1059.01 delete "these".
At 1059.46 add level-3 heading "Frame filtering based on STA state"
At 1405.17: replace "(see 10.3)" with "(see 10.3.1)".
At 1405.55: replace "defined in 10.3.1" with "defined in 10.3.3".

2.5.27 CID 15026

2.5.27.1  Review Comment
2.5.27.1.1 This may be a bug, but it is out of scope for this ballot.
2.5.27.2  Proposed Resolution: REJECTED The comment is on text that is unchanged in D11 and not the subject of an unsatisfied comment.

2.5.28 CID 15008

2.5.28.1 Review Comment
2.5.28.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED  - The cited text is unchanged in D11 and is not the subject of an unsatisfied comment.

2.5.29 CID 15001

2.5.29.1 Review Comment
2.5.29.2 It is believed it was the intent of the group to make this change,  as shown by an "agree in principle" for CID 10077.   However document 11-11-0159r2 cited as the resolution only changed the values for .11n in 5.0 GHz,  and did not change the value for 2.4 GHz.  Nowhwere did the comment resolution or cited document address this discrepancy.

2.5.29.3 Discussion on when we had this discussion.

2.5.29.4 We need to ensure that the WG is aware of this specific change and to make sure that we do not cause a new No vote.

2.5.29.5 ACTION ITEM: Adrian to write a proposed Revised Resolution and circulate on the reflector. (Eldad will assist with the rationale and resolution). Dorothy will start the e-mail thread and start driving this topic.
2.5.29.6 One way to resolve this would be remove the redundant figure.  There are no tables, only figures.

2.5.29.7 We will need to look at the history and incorporate that into the resolution.

2.5.29.8 Originally Vinko had a submission that we believe changed both but that changed, we need to check with Vinko and see if it was changed by error or not.

2.5.29.9  Adrian is not going to be available to drive the discussion, so he will provide a proposed resolution, and then Dorothy will drive the e-mail discussion.

2.5.30 CID 15033

2.5.30.1 Review Comment
2.5.30.1.1 There was a long e-mail discussion on this topic that eventually came to the conclusions that there was no consensus on any possible change or no change.
2.5.30.2 Proposed Resolution: REJECTED- The cited text is unchanged in D11 and not the subject of an unsatisfied comment.

2.6 Review Proposed comment Resolution: doc 11-10/1455r17 – 

2.6.1 Concern of previous Resolutions

2.6.2 CID 15074

2.6.2.1 Concern that the reference would need to be dropped.

2.6.2.2 Insert a definition of the DTIM

2.6.2.3 The abbreviation of DTIM seems to change in the spec

2.6.2.4 New proposed: at the end of the cited location (4.3.13.32) insert the following sentence :”the delivery of FMS data is described in 10.2.1.4”
2.6.2.5 This would not be correct. 4.3.13.22 has a reference to an alternative. It is partial true, but does not refer to the DTIM that the comment specific requested.

2.6.2.6 An alternative would be to decline as it is out of scope.

2.6.2.7 New Proposed Resolution: REJECTED The comment is on text that is unchanged in D11 and not the subject of an unsatisfied comment.

2.7 Review Proposed comment Resolution: doc 11-10/1455r17 – Discuss Ad-hoc Status

2.7.1 There was no contentious point for these, and so no discussion ensued.

2.8 Dan Harkin Proposal

2.8.1.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-1411-00-000m-thwarting-side-channel-attacks.dot
2.8.1.2 Introduction on the attack was given

2.8.1.3 Explanation on why this is a problem

2.8.1.4 There is an informative note that needs to be corrected also.
2.8.1.5 If we do not make the change it could be no problem. But if we have a publication that tells the world of this possible problem may occur.

2.8.1.6 The Square root is a variable that should preclude the ability to determine the number of iterations.

2.8.1.6.1 The research that the author did to make this proposal found that there was a timing issue.

2.8.1.7 Concern that we would have more “no votes” that may occur.

2.8.1.7.1 “Implementations should”

2.8.1.7.2 Word “can” has caused over 700 comments

2.8.1.7.3 Can in this context mean “is allowed” or “is able to be”

2.8.1.7.4 Might means that a probability rather than an option.

2.8.1.7.5 May followed by a Should is probably the correct pair.

2.8.1.7.6 Need to italicized the variables that are being introduced in the code

2.8.1.8 Need to save the file in “doc” mode.

2.8.1.9 Summary of 

2.8.1.9.1 change recommend for should

2.8.1.9.2 “k can be set” changed to “k may be set” 

2.8.1.9.3 Fix italicization

2.8.1.10 Question on the algorithm that is being used.
2.8.1.10.1 The iteration loop is where the timing attack is looking at.

2.8.1.10.2 The solution to y is a couple machine iterations, the square root is more time consuming

2.9 End of time:

2.9.1 Next Call will be Nov 1 at 10am ET 

2.9.1.1 Note that Europe ends their summertime time shift, and clocks change on Sunday.

2.9.1.2 The teleconference time is fixed at 10am ET, 

2.9.1.2.1 So it will be at 2pm UTC, 3pm German time.

2.9.2 Action item for everyone: 

2.9.2.1 1. Review 11-10/1455r18 for proposed resolutions 

2.9.2.2 2. Review Dan’s Proposed submission 11-11/1411r1 for consideration on Tuesday.
2.9.2.3 3. Review CID 15001 - transmit spectral masks of 20 and 40MHz changes.
2.10 Adjourned 10:03am
3.0 TGmb Nov 1, 2011 – 10am ET.
3.1 Called to order at 10:04 ET

3.2 Reminder of Patent Policy and Meeting rules

3.2.1 No issues were noted.

3.3 Attendance: Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Adrian Stephens, Intel; Mark Hamilton, Polycom; Dorothy Stanley, Aruba;  Eldad Pra , Intel; Michael Bahr, Siemens; Bill Marshall, AT&T; Dan Harkins, Aruba; George Valantis, STMicro;  Stephen McCann, RIM;  Kaz, VK Jones, Qualcom
3.4 Proposed Agenda: (sent out via E-mail by Dorothy)

1. Call to Order, Patent Notification
2. Complete comment resolution (CID 15001 and any other proposed changes to draft resolutions)
3. Draft Motions:
a) Approve comment resolutions in 11-10-1455-18-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-editor-comments.xls  in the “Comments” tab
[increment document version as required]
b) Incorporate the text changes in 11-11-1411-00-000m-thwarting-side-channel-attacks.dot
[increment document version as required, expect -01]
c) Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the fifth recirculation Sponsor Ballot on P802.11REVmb D11.0,
•          Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 12.0 incorporating these resolutions 
and 
•          Approve a 15 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question 
“Should P802.11REVmb D12.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”
4. AOB
a) Report on D12 Review plan
5. Adjourn

3.5 Review current status of Resolutions Doc:

3.5.1 11-10/1455r18 is the latest version.
3.5.2 E-mail sent out with changes highlighted.

3.6 CID 15001

3.6.1 Review proposed resolution:
3.6.2 Proposed resolution: Revise: Change figures 20-17 and 20-18 replacing -45dBr with -40dBr. At 1788.36 and 1789.01 change -45dBr to -40dBr.
3.6.3 Objection to proposed resolution.

3.6.4 Position: Concern with having the two different sets should not be a major concern.

3.6.5 The propagation characteristics in the different bands is different, and so the different levels is a meaningful difference, and we should pay attention to the emissions that are potentially interfering 

3.6.6 In the 2.4 band,  we have out of band limit at -41 dbm at channel 1 or 11 so we have a tighter mask there already, so 45 number was a rational number that was chosen, and if we lower this to 40, we are still going to be restrained in channel 1 and 11, so only channel 6 would be the effectively the only channel we would really be allowing to change, and add more interference.

3.6.7 This comment was dealt with before, and no change  then and so no change now

3.6.8 Support for the 3 points made.  Previous discussions (last year) had rationale that was compelling, but not as compelling as the argument today. Support no change..  FCC regulations take precedence over our specs, but no change is warranted.
3.6.9 There are different levels for b, g, and n.  a is -40, b is -50, g is -40, and n is -45. so what ever we do we have a mix of masks. We may leave it unchanged and get this done more quickly would be the best path suggested.

3.6.10 No strong consensus to make a change. Strong consensus would be required to make the change.  
3.6.11 While the text here has not changed, we have unsatisfied comments on this topic.

3.6.12 Proposed Resolution: Reject –The CRC discussed the proposed change and did not come to consensus to make a change.
3.6.13 Question about if this point is closed for good? – if no change is made, it is unlikely to find support for a change

3.6.14 This will be included in 11-10/1455r19.

3.6.15 There was an error in getting 11-10/1455r19 posted, so a version 20 was posted.

3.7 Review the proposed motions

a)  Approve comment resolutions in 11-10-1455-20-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-editor-comments.xls in the “Comments” tab
b) Incorporate the text changes in 11-11-1411-01-000m-thwarting-side-channel-attacks.dot
c) Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the fifth recirculation Sponsor Ballot on P802.11REVmb D11.0,
•          Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 12.0 incorporating these resolutions 
and 
•          Approve a 15 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question 
“Should P802.11REVmb D12.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”
3.8 Review final changes to 11-11/1411r1

3.8.1 Dan reviewed the changes from r0 to r1.

3.9 Motion #136:
3.9.1 Approve comment resolutions in 11-10-1455-20-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-editor-comments.xls  in the “Comments” tab
3.9.1.1 Moved: Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens
3.9.1.2  Results: VK – yes, kaz – yes, JR-yes, dan-yes, bill –yes, Stephen yes eldad yes Adrian yes george abstain another Mark H. yes
3.9.1.3  9-0-1 motion passes
3.10 Motion #137:
3.10.1 Incorporate the text changes in 11-11-1411-01-000m-thwarting-side-channel-attacks.dot
3.10.2 Moved: Dan Harkins, 2nd Stephen McCann
3.10.3 Speak for motion: Explain on why this is a good thing to fix in the spec.
3.10.4 Results: 7-0-3 motion Passes
3.11 Look at the planning for draft processing going forward:
3.11.1 The Sponsor ballot should start on Sunday, and we had put in 10 day for d12 recirc, and allowing us 6 days to resolve next comment set, and then another 10 days for the last recirc, we make the deadlines.  If we add 5 days more to the schedule we may not make the schedule as planned.
3.11.2 Is there any objection to a 10 day ballot?  Then we changed the proposed motion to 10-day.
3.12 Motion #138:
3.12.1 Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the fifth recirculation Sponsor Ballot on P802.11REVmb D11.0,
•          Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 12.0 incorporating these resolutions 
and 
•          Approve a 10 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question 
“Should P802.11REVmb D12.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”
3.12.2 Moved: Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Stephen McCann
3.12.3 Results: 8-0-1 motion passes
3.13 Report on D12 Review Plan:
3.13.1 Peter, Jon, Mark H, Dorothy are on the committee to review as quickly as possible. Deadline end of Thurs to complete the review.

3.13.2 Try for Wednesday if possible.

3.13.3 There are only about 50 changes in total.

3.13.4 We want to make sure we make no silly errors at this point.

3.13.5 Draft 11.2 today, and review today/tomorrow, and get feedback to Adrian by Thursday AM.

3.13.6 We could use a couple more reviewers just for good measure: Stephen and Kaz.

3.13.7 This gives 3 teams of 2 for double coverage on all changes.

3.13.8 Each team would get a block to check.

3.13.9 Review instructions will come out later today.

3.13.10 Watch the e-mail for instructions.  They will be posted after Dorothy grants.

3.13.11 There will be a D12 redline as well as D11.2 that will need to be reviewed.

3.13.12 The Reviewers will need to understand the changes made.

3.13.13 The reason for both version is to ensure that the comments being removed don’t induce a change.

3.14 Next Meeting is next week in Atlanta

3.14.1 We have 3 slots, but will release at least one slot

3.14.2 Plan for next week is to prepare conditional approval for RevCom

3.14.3 Need to contact voters with outstanding comments and to determine how many are resolved.

3.14.4 David Hunter is working to report his satisfaction of his comment status soon.

3.15 Thanks to everyone – Especially Adrian for the hard work.

3.15.1 Safe Travels to everyone.

3.16 Adjourned 10:55am.
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