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Vate of the CRC

Chair asked for a voice vote on approving the resolutions, indluding
the editorial change discussed in the 2008-01-05 CRC meefing.

Each attendes, when individually asked, stated they had no
abjections to atcepting them

Hart without objections
Kwak without objections
Ecclesine without objections
Ganesh without objections
Paine without objections






12/06/2007 Noon EDT Session:  

Attendees:  Paine, Venkatesan and Hart
Meeting called to order at noon ET

Request made by chair for any matters pertaining to patent issues that the chair should be aware of. None.

Discussed the 5 recirculation-2 comments in my ballot. 
The Committee decided to wait till Recirculation ballot #2 closed (Sat 12/08/2007) and meet on Monday (12/10/2007) to decide how to resolve comments, plan for a third recirculation.

12/13/2007 Noon EDT Session:  

Attendees:  Paine, Hart, Ecclesine, Brian Hart, Joe Kwak and Ganesh Venkatesan
Meeting called to order at 1205 ET

Request made by chair for any matters pertaining to patent issues that the chair should be aware of.

Discussed Comment Resolutions in document 2970r1:

· CID #18 – change resolution to Proposed Accept. A similar comment is addressed in the editorial set of comments.

· CID #3 – change the resolution to “use a semi-colon instead of the comma recommended “.

· CID #43 (from Recirculation #1) – Joe to modify a comment resolution to accommodate RCPI/RSNI related changes.

· Editorial – Remove ‘/’ from MIB variable names.

Meeting recessed for 15 minutes till (13:00 EST)

Meeting back in order at 13:00 EST.

Vote on comment resolution documents:

Motion-1:
Move to incorporate all resolutions in the normative text document in document 07/2960r2 (Hart) into the next TGk Draft.

Moved:  Hart

Second:  Kwak

Results:  4/0/0

Motion-2:
Move to instruct the editor to incorporate all comment resolutions in 07/2973r1 (Hart in column u) into the next version of the TGk draft and forward for Sponsor Ballot Recirculation.

Moved:  Hart

Second:  Ganesh

Results:  4/0/0

Motion-3:
Move to instruct the editor to incorporate all comment resolutions in 07/2970r1 (Ganesh in column u) into the next TGk draft and forward for Sponsor Ballot Recirculation.

Moved:  Ganesh

Second:  Ecclesine

Results:  4/0/0

Motion-4:

Move to instruct the editor to incorporate all editorial comment resolutions in 07/2971r1 (Editor in column u) into the next version of the TGk draft and forward for Sponsor Ballot Recirculation.

Moved:  Kwak

Second:  Ecclesine

Results:  4/0/0

Motion-5:

Move to instruct the editor to incorporate all technical comment resolutions in 07/2968r1 (Kwak in column u) into the next version of the TGk draft and forward for Sponsor Ballot Recirculation.

Moved:  Kwak

Second:  Ganesh

Results:  4/0/0

The teleconference finished at 13:30 EST.

2008-01-03 12:00 PM EST
Meeting called to order at 09:01 am  PST.

1. Attendance: Richard Paine, Joe Kwak, Bill Marshall

2. Agenda:

LB118 Progress

11k D10.1 draft review

SB #3 Schedule and Logistics
3. Discussions:

LB118 finishes on 2008-01-05 at 2359ET and Richard has talked to Mike Kipness about the start of SB Recirc #3 on 2008-01-06 at 2359ET.  

Joe reported that D10.2 will be completed later tomorrow.

Joe suggested that we note in the SB Recirc #3 notice or email that we need the comments by 2008-01-14 to get all the work done in Taipei that needs to be done for the closing plenary on 2008-01-18.

Discussion on Joe’s drop dead for the redline and draft; that time is 6pm ET on 2008-01-06.

Ganesh’s comment (b) on D10.1 needs discussion among the CRC.

Meeting adjourned at 09:24 am PST.

2008-01-05  Meeting of the CRC (3:00 PM EST)

1.  Attendance: Richard Paine, Joe Kwak, Brian Hart, Ganesh Venkatesan, Peter Ecclesine

2. Agenda:

Adrian Stephens Comment on extensibility

3. Adrian Stephens Comment

Hello Brian,
 

We probably need to sit down and talk about this.   I'm even less happy with
the presumably D11 text here than I was the D10 text,  because now it requires
all amendments to consider and add to the list of exclusions.
 

However,  you agree to most of my changes and they replace this text,  so perhaps
the point is moot.
 

Regarding putting generalized statements in 7.1.1 about parsing:
1.  This is still the wrong place to do it.  Clause 9 is.
2.  I am uncomfortable with adding new blanket behaviours related to frames,  as we
have the potential of making legacy devices non-compliant.  The devil is in the detail.
That's why I'd prefer to keep extensibility on a per-element (and its components) basis.
All action frames can carry elements (even those with supposedly fixed contents are defined
to contain a fixed part followed by vendor specific elements).  That's why you can't ever extend
the fixed part of a management frame.   So elements are the
key to extensibility and explicitly marking *new* elements as extensible or not and adding
this normative text ensures that they are properly treated in the future when they extend.
 

Best Regards,

 

Adrian P Stephens

 

Tel: +1 (503) 616-3800 (skype-in)
Tel: +44 1954 204 609 (office)
Tel: +44 792 008 4900 (mobile)
Skype: adrian_stephens

 

----------------------------------------------
Intel Corporation (UK) Limited
Registered No. 1134945 (England)
Registered Office: Pipers Way, Swindon SN3 1RJ
VAT No: 860 2173 47

 



From: Brian Hart (brianh) [mailto:brianh@cisco.com] 
Sent: 04 January 2008 22:10
To: Stephens, Adrian P
Cc: Peter Ecclesine (pecclesi); Venkatesan, Ganesh; Paine, Richard H; Joe Kwak
Subject: RE: FW: D10.0 comments
Hi Adrian & all
 

Detailed comments inline below.
 

Subject to the will of 11k, we can certainly act on your suggestions below. However, I believe that this leaves the question of frame extensibility unresolved, so probably further discussion would be helpful.
 

Cheers
Bri
 

Part of a No vote: no (a moot point as I didn't get to vote this time)

Type: Technical

Comment:

The parsing rules added to the end of 7.3.2 are over general.  When dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled is true,

all elements are extensible - even those defined a long time before TGk.   

The "elements subject to extensible parsing include" adds nothing because the

first dash list item creates the general case.

[This problem arises in an older version of the text, since avoided. Since these comments refer to D10 not D11, then we need to revisit the revised text with the commenter else we may have a whole bunch of new comments. Latest voted-in text inserted below for reference]

Change:

7.1.1 Conventions
In section 7.1.1, insert after the last sentence:

If dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled is true, iIn a management frame received without error, for all the frames except those listed below, a STA that encounters a defined frame type value shall parse it according to its known and supported definition, and shall treat all octets in the frame beyond the known and supported length as reserved. Frames not subject to extensible parsing areinclude:

— Action frames of Category equal to Radio Measurement (7.4.6)

— Action frames of Category equal to Public and Action value equal to Measurement Pilot (7.4.7a.2)
- Control frames in 7.2.1.1 to 7.2.1.8 inclusive

- Data frames in 7.2.2

- Management frames in 7.2.3.2, and 7.4.1 to 7.4.5 inclusive 

Note: Some parsing rules apply trivially to the listed frames. For instance frames with trailing optional elements cannot have octets beyond the known length. Frames with a variable-length field, which do not include a length indication for that field, cannot be extended.

Change:

7.3.2 Information Elements
Insert text at end of clause 7.3.2

If dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled is true, iIn a management frame received without error, for all the elements except those listed below, the following statements for extensible parsing apply:

— A STA that encounters a defined element ID value shall parse it according to its known and supported definition, and shall treat all octets in the element beyond the known and supported length as reserved.

— A STA that encounters a defined sub-element ID value within a defined element shall parse the subelement according to its known and supported definition, and shall treat all octets in the sub-element beyond the known and supported length as reserved.

— A STA that encounters an unknown, unsupported or reserved sub-element ID value within a defined element shall ignore that sub-element and shall parse any remaining element body for additional sub-elements with recognizable sub-element ID values. Elements not subject to extensible parsing areinclude:

— Measurement Request elements containing Measurement Type fields with values 3 to 9 inclusive

and 255 (7.3.2.21 and 7.3.2.21.4 to 7.3.2.21.11 inclusive)

— Measurement Report elements containing Measurement Type fields with values 3 to 9 inclusive

— (7.3.2.22 and 7.3.2.22.4 to 7.3.2.22.10 inclusive)

— AP Channel Report, Neighbor Report, RCPI, BSS Average Access Delay, Antenna Information,

RSNI, Measurement Pilot Transmission Information, BSS Available Admission Capacity, BSS AC

Access Delay, RRM Enabled Capabilities and Multiple BSSID elements (7.3.2.36 to 7.3.2.44b

inclusive)
- Elements in 7.3.2.1 to 7.3.2.20 inclusive

- Elements in 7.3.2.21.1 to 7.3.2.21.3 inclusive

- Elements in 7.3.2.22.1 to 7.3.2.22.3 inclusive

- Elements in 7.3.2.23 to 7.3.2.35 inclusive

Note: Some parsing rules apply trivially to the listed elements. For instance elements with trailing optional subelements cannot have octets beyond the known length. Elements with a variable-length field, which do not include a length indication for that field, cannot be extended.

[Note: Despite being the author, I personally am not that happy with the “and supported” language which is ambiguous: from 7.1.2 the initial “frame fragment” should be globally supported so what does “supported” actually mean?]

The parsing rules here for sub-elements are in the wrong place.  

There is no such thing as a standard

sub-element definition visible at this point, only a format defined in 7.3.2.21.4,  which is presumably specific

to the related element.

[Strictly there being no such thing as a standard sub-element is true. Yet, practically, the word “subelement” has only ever been used to indicate a T(1 octet)+L(1 octet)+V(n octets). Nonetheless it is incumbent upon 11k to write more correct language: e.g.  Move the format defined in 7.3.2.21.4 to 7.3.2. Move the subelement language to below that format. I see from comments below we are on the same page.]

Suggested Remedy:

TGn has been grappling with how to cope with "extensible" elements.  We wanted the new HT elements to

be extensible, but realized that we cannot assume a legacy implementation treats its elements as

extensible.  We wanted to avoid "legacy HT" from stopping us extending HT elements when we get around

to doing "son of HT" by explicitly marking certain elements as extensible.

In TGn D3.0 we had a NOTE attached to extensible elements.  There were a number of comments related

to that that TGn is currently resolving.    Please see changes to 7.3.2 proposed in 11-07/2935r0.

[This draft looks good. I think that text deals with the case of known but unsupported elements more successfully.]

In my view we should not attempt to extend legacy elements to avoid potential interoperability problems.

[We are 100% agreed on this.]

The solution proposed in 11-07/2935r0 is to add a column to the table 7-26 to indicate "extensible" and

then to add normative text in clause 9 related to the interpretation of extensible elements.

[OK with this]

I recommend the following changes:

1.  Remove the changes in 7.1.1 entirely.  They are redundant to the changes in 7.3.2.

[This is the only substantive point of contention. Frames do not equal elements. Therefore either we should agree that frame extensibility text is needed, or answer why these extensibility improvements should be limited merely to elements?]

2.  Remove the inserted text in 7.3.2,  it is replaced by the following changes.

3.  Adopt the method proposed in 11-07/2935r0 to indicate extensible elements and mark those elements

documented in 7.3.2 after "elements subject to extensible parsing include:" as extensible

[OK with this. Ditto we need to do this everywhere we define subelements]

4.  Create a new subclause in 9 (perhaps a subclause of 9.1.6a introduced by 11-07/2935r0) that contains

the rules for extensible parsing of sub-elements.

[OK with this.]

5.  Consider defining the concept and format of sub-elements at a higher level so that it's not essentially

a format defined per element, and so that the new subclause in 9 can meaningfully talk about how to

parse a sub-element rather than how to parse a channel report element sub-element.

[Good improvement. As long as we keep the number–spaces separate.]



From: Venkatesan, Ganesh [mailto:ganesh.venkatesan@intel.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2008 1:01 PM
To: Brian Hart (brianh); Paine, Richard H; Joe Kwak
Cc: Peter Ecclesine (pecclesi)
Subject: RE: FW: D10.0 comments
I recommend inviting Adrian to the meeting on Saturday as well.  We will be able to close on this issue a lot faster if Adrian attends this meeting.

Cheers --
ganesh
 
From: Brian Hart (brianh) [mailto:brianh@cisco.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2008 12:50 PM
To: Paine, Richard H; Joe Kwak
Cc: Venkatesan, Ganesh; Peter Ecclesine (pecclesi)
Subject: RE: FW: D10.0 comments

Hi Richard
 

I have a lot of respect for Adrian & would lean towrds just accepting, yet I disagree with many of his comments. WE can 
- delete all our text (& worry about it in 11y SB)
- discuss it with Adrian
 

In either case I am open to a Saturday metg - after 10am PT pls :-)
 

B


From: Paine, Richard H [mailto:richard.h.paine@boeing.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2008 11:32 AM
To: Joe Kwak
Cc: Brian Hart (brianh); Venkatesan, Ganesh; Peter Ecclesine (pecclesi)
Subject: RE: FW: D10.0 comments
Importance: High
Joe, I got a call from Peter who has talked to Brian.  We are awaiting a response from Brian on the possible meeting tomorrow.  
 

The SB recirculation is a 10 day recirculation, not 15 days as Adrian implies.  
Richard H. Paine 
Success is getting what you want, happiness is liking what you get! 
Cell:  206-854-8199 
IPPhone:  425-373-8296 
Email:  richard.h.paine@boeing.com 



From: Joe Kwak [mailto:joekwak@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2008 6:09 AM
To: Paine, Richard H; Brian Hart (brianh); Venkatesan, Ganesh; Peter Ecclesine (pecclesi)
Subject: Re: FW: D10.0 comments
Hi All,

Brian worked out the changes for the new parsing rules.  It would
seem normal that he should address this new comment concerning
parsing. 

If we think we need to include additional changes in the draft for 
Adrian's comment prior to the next recirculation, we will need to meet
on a teleconference sometime tomorrow, Saturday 05JAN08, to discuss
and approve Brian's additional changes..  I am not available for teleconf
until after noon Pacific time.   Richard, please send out email for 
new meeting as soon as you know that we need one.

Richard:  Will our next recirculation need to be 15 days, as Adrian
surmises?  Is he incorrect about the minimum number of days
for a SB recrculation?  

Please reply to all.
Thanks,
Joe Kwak
630-7390-4159
At 05:50 AM 1/4/2008 -0800, Paine, Richard H wrote:

Who wants to respond to Adrian's comments and recommended changes?  I think we should respond to him quickly and perhaps it should be Ganesh since you are in the same company.

Richard H. Paine 
Success is getting what you want, happiness is liking what you get! 
Cell:  206-854-8199 
IPPhone:  425-373-8296 
Email:  richard.h.paine@boeing.com 


From: Stephens, Adrian P [mailto:Adrian.P.Stephens@intel.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 3:24 AM
To: Paine, Richard H
Cc: Bruce Kraemer; Matthew Fischer
Subject: D10.0 comments

Hello Richard,
 
I do have a comment I'd like to make on D10.0, and I'm in the TGk sponsor ballot pool.
 
(I'm copying Matt because he was one of the commenters on TGn related to the issue
shown below.  I'm copying Bruce because there's some overlap and we may need to coordinate a 
solution between TGk and TGn.)
 
 
However,  I didn't respond to the 10-day recirc ballot quickly enough to be able to make my comment as I was travelling.  
I also note in passing that the LMSC rules require at least 15 day recircs.
 
 
I wonder if you would add the following to your comments for resolution:
 
Part of a No vote: no (a moot point as I didn't get to vote this time)
Type: Technical
Comment:
The parsing rules added to the end of 7.3.2 are over general.  When dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled is true,
all elements are extensible - even those defined a long time before TGk.   
The "elements subject to extensible parsing include" adds nothing because the
first dash list item creates the general case.
The parsing rules here for sub-elements are in the wrong place.  There is no such thing as a standard
sub-element definition visible at this point, only a format defined in 7.3.2.21.4,  which is presumably specific
to the related element.
 
Suggested Remedy:
TGn has been grappling with how to cope with "extensible" elements.  We wanted the new HT elements to
be extensible, but realized that we cannot assume a legacy implementation treats its elements as
extensible.  We wanted to avoid "legacy HT" from stopping us extending HT elements when we get around
to doing "son of HT" by explicitly marking certain elements as extensible.
 
In TGn D3.0 we had a NOTE attached to extensible elements.  There were a number of comments related
to that that TGn is currently resolving.    Please see changes to 7.3.2 proposed in 11-07/2935r0.
 
In my view we should not attempt to extend legacy elements to avoid potential interoperability problems.
The solution proposed in 11-07/2935r0 is to add a column to the table 7-26 to indicate "extensible" and
then to add normative text in clause 9 related to the interpretation of extensible elements.
 
I recommend the following changes:
1.  Remove the changes in 7.1.1 entirely.  They are redundant to the changes in 7.3.2.
2.  Remove the inserted text in 7.3.2,  it is replaced by the following changes.
3.  Adopt the method proposed in 11-07/2935r0 to indicate extensible elements and mark those elements
documented in 7.3.2 after "elements subject to extensible parsing include:" as extensible
4.  Create a new subclause in 9 (perhaps a subclause of 9.1.6a introduced by 11-07/2935r0) that contains
the rules for extensible parsing of sub-elements.
5.  Consider defining the concept and format of sub-elements at a higher level so that it's not essentially
a format defined per element, and so that the new subclause in 9 can meaningfully talk about how to
parse a sub-element rather than how to parse a channel report element sub-element.
 
 
 
 
Best Regards,
 
Adrian P Stephens
 
Tel: +1 (503) 616-3800 (skype-in)
Tel: +44 1954 204 609 (office)
Tel: +44 792 008 4900 (mobile)
Skype: adrian_stephens
 
----------------------------------------------
Intel Corporation (UK) Limited
Registered No. 1134945 (England)
Registered Office: Pipers Way, Swindon SN3 1RJ
VAT No: 860 2173 47
 


Skype: adrian_stephens

4. Discussions:

The meeting came to order at 1300PST.

Brian Hart discussed the following points; there are two paths

1. Move 7.1.1 and 7.3.2 text and use 11y to deliver extensible parsing rules.  The text should be moved to Clause 9.

2. Move the extensible parsing rules to Rev mb.

Joe Kwak argued emphatically to not change and to discuss with others in Taipei about the parsing rules.

Peter Ecclesine emphasized schedule.

Brian Hart expressed the options

1. Do nothing

2. Follow Adrian’s suggestions

3. keep the existing text and limit new text to RRM Enabled

There was a discussion about the consequences – which are a new no vote on D11 or D12.  Brian emphasized that doing nothing guarantees a new no vote and that an editorial change from 7.1.1 and 7.3.2  to Clause 9.14 called MAC Frame Processing could alleviate the new no vote scenario.

Joe emphasized that the comment will need to be submitted in Sponsor Ballot under the chair vote on D11. 

The group resolved that there should be the following Clauses added with the moved text:

9.14 MAC Frame Processing

9.14.1 Extensible frame parsing

9.14.2 Extensible element parsing

The following vote was taken in the Comment Resolution Committee (CRC):


[image: image1]
There was a discussion about how to handle the question with Adrian.  The 11k chair will email Adrian Stephens with the editorial change and vote taken.

The CRC will meet with Adrian in the Taipei meeting on the subject of satisfaction of the comment.

The discussion took place about when the CRC would meet after the close of the Sponsor Ballot.  The CRC will meet immediately after the CAC meeting on Thursday evening to resolve conclusion of the SB recirculation #3 at 2359ET.  

Abstract
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