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Announced Telcons for TGmb: Wed at 16:00 ET – Dec 10 and Jan 7 for QoS/PS-Mode:
Teleconference information:  

Date:  Wed, Dec 10, 2008

Time:  1600 ET

Telcon Announcement info: QOS/PS-Mode
Tentative Agenda:

1. Attendance 
2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below) 
3. Agenda for this call 
4. Comment categorization and action items (CIDs 4, 6, 7, 8, 48, 49, 50, 51, 59, 60, 80, 93, 94; 61, 62, 101) 
5. Adjourn 
Telcon Announcement info:
Since we’ve been through all the comments once in Dallas, I am assuming there are no “easy” ones to just knock off.  So, I suggest that we try to go through all the comments in the QoS and PS-Mode groups, and decide for each if the group generally feels:

a)       Generally accept the Comment, but the Proposed Change needs additional study or details

b)       Generally accept the Comment’s concern, but feel an alternate Proposed Change is needed

c)       Generally do not accept the Comment’s concern, and need someone to detail the Resolution response

And, then we assign a volunteer to provide a Resolution proposal for each comment, for consideration at or before our January 7 teleconference.

Please come ready with opinions about which direction to take on each of our comments, and be ready to volunteer for at least one Resolution action.

Approved Agenda:

1. Attendance: Mark Hamilton, Mike Montemurro, Jon Rosdahl, Mark Rison, Bill Marshall, Jouni Malinen, Youko Omori,
2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below) reviewed – no questions – no requests.
This is a reminder that the teleconference is covered by the IEEE patent policy and other policies and procedures.  Please review the following prior to the call:


-  IEEE Patent Policy - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
-  Patent FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/faq.pdf
-  LoA Form - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/loa.pdf
-  Affiliation FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html
-  Anti-Trust FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf
-  Ethics - http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf
-  IEEE 802.11 Working Group Policies and Procedures -
     https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/public-file/07/11-07-0360-04-0000-802-11-policies-and-procedures.doc
3. Agenda for this call  -- approved Tenative Agenda
4. Comment categorization and action items (CIDs 4, 6, 7, 8, 48, 49, 50, 51, 59, 60, 80, 93, 94; 61, 62, 101) 
1. CID 4: no strong opinion – Assigned Mark  H.
2. CID 6: Accept original Proposed change – Jon R.
3. CID 7: Accept original Proposed change – Jon R. to wordsmith
4. CID 8: last sentence on page 465 of the base standard, TGn suggested this be rejected.  Suggestion Reject: accept TGn Resolution to reject, but reference does not match the comments.
5. CID 48:  Mark Rison to send proposed text to allow CFI as a classifier type. also to find other places that needed to be updated to match (like Table 7-42).
6. CID 49: Accept 
7. CID 50: Accept
8. CID 51: Accept
9. CID 59: discussion that this should not count. – Mark H.
10. CID 60: Comment withdrawn – Commenter will resubmit during WG LB time.
11. CID 80: Accept the first option of the proposal change.
12. CID 93: Accept
13. CID 94: Accept
14. CID 61: one proposal: “Shall be set to zero” with “(And the STA shall therefore adopt AM upon successful completion of the entire frame exchange)” added immediately afterwards. Concerned that deployed stations may not be consistent.   Question of if this is only for unicast traffic  -- Broadcast Probe from an AP then it is broken as the standard precludes that   ---- 11.2.1 5 or 6 paragraph says that the STA does not change its PS mode.  Unicast Probe Request will need a QoS message to go back into PS mode Action Frames are the only management types that may set the PS bits.  Concern on the legacy devices and what the final answer should be.  If  we look at making the bit significant, then what would happen in the AP when it receives it?  So another proposal is to “Set to zero and that the AP ignore this bit”.  Concern on making AP compliant or not.  Concensus to make text for “Shall be set to zero” – Mike M to update the Spreadsheet. Counter.
15.  CID 62: Discussion on what should be buffered and what corner cases may be encountered. Action frames should be buffered, beacons and probes not buffered. Example of exchange given.  A larger suggested change was offered. Sleep mode in TGv may be also an issue.  TGn may make changes that will also effect this.  If an AP thinks the STA is gone, then you would not be able to construct the de-authentication. A change to this first draft needs to be done to fix the problem that will be come apparent when TGw is applied.  If both PS and TGw are active at the same time, then we will see this problem.  Jouni to prepare a submission to describe the problem and the solution.
16. CID 101 Same as CID 62
5. Adjourn 17:03
6. Next Call on Jan 7, 2009 at 16:00 ET.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jan 7, 2009
Teleconference information:  

Date:  Wed, Jan 7, 2009

Time:  1600 ET
Tentative Agenda:

1. Attendance 
2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below) 
3. Agenda for this call 
4. Review of minutes from Dec 10 telecon, and CIDs with complete proposed resolutions (08/1456r0)  (CIDs 49, 50, 51, 60, 80, 93, 94) 
5. Power save buffering of management frames (09/3r0)  (CIDs 62, 101)  (Jouni Malinen) 
6. Any other presentations/proposals on remaining items (CIDs 4, 6, 7, 8, 48, 59; 61) 
Reminder/status on these:

· Mark H to wordsmith resolutions to CIDs 4 and 59 
· Jon R to wordsmith resolutions to CIDs 6 and 7 
· Mark R to propose text for CID 48 
· Mike M to wordsmith resolution to CID 61 
· We need someone to wordsmith resolution to CID 8 
7. Adjourn 
1. Attendance: Mark Hamilton, Jon Rosdahl, Mark Rison, Bill Marshall, Jouni Malinen, Youko Omori
2. Remind us of IPR rules:

This is a reminder that the teleconference is covered by the IEEE patent policy and other policies and procedures.  Please review the following prior to the call:


-  IEEE Patent Policy - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
-  Patent FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/faq.pdf
-  LoA Form - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/loa.pdf
-  Affiliation FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html
-  Anti-Trust FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf
-  Ethics - http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf
-  IEEE 802.11 Working Group Policies and Procedures -
     https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/public-file/07/11-07-0360-04-0000-802-11-policies-and-procedures.doc
3. Agenda approved.

4 Review of minutes done, and no comment or objection

5 Power save buffering of management frames (CID 62 and 101) (09/3r0) Jouni Maline – 

5.1 Reviewed document 09/0003r0

5.2 Jouni explained the rational for each of the proposed options.
5.3 Question on association states that this may create.

5.4 a Non-ap STA would need a power save buffering or remember the old static Key to allow deauth to occur.  Saving the old SA or have a PS buffer. Are two options.
5.5 Question on if TGmb or TGw should handle this…

TGw has open comments on this topic, so maybe they will be able to resolve it.

5.6 If TGw will be discussing this, we may be able to use that discussion in our decision process.

5.7 TGw is starting a new recirc and may take this up in the F2F meeting in Jan (about 12 days).

5.8 Multicast buffering? May be useful, using the same rules it should be usable.  The mechanism is using the next DTIM.  Questionable usefulness.  No one seems to be doing this anyway.  It would be the same mechanism as used for Data.
5.9  data frames and unicast action frames will be buffered. And no other frames.
5.10 From Jouni:

Based on this discussion, I'm planning on updating the
09/3r0 document with text changes to use power save buffering for
unicast Action frames, but all other management frames would be sent
without buffering. In addition, I'm proposing a clarifying statement
to make it clear that AP will use PwrMgt field from Data frames and
Action frames to update the non-AP STA's PS state and PwrMgt field in
any other frame will not be used to update PS state (those frames are
required to set PwrMgt to zero, but that does not mean the non-AP STA
is waking up if it is in PS mode).

5.11 Jouni will prepare further clarification for the PowerSave management for the AP and Non-AP actions.
5.12 Jouni will provide comment to TGw and see what the resolution may be.

5.13 CID 62 and CID 101 will get a counter resolution with a pointer to the paper and final proposal in either TGw and or TGmb document.

6.  Any other presentations/proposals on remaining items (CIDs 4, 6, 7, 8, 48, 59; 61) 
Reminder/status on these:

· Mark H to wordsmith resolutions to CIDs 4 and 59 
1. CID 4: Mark sent an e-mail to the TGmb reflector – 
------------------Start of e-mail ------------------------
A partial resolution proposal for CID 4.

In 9.2.1, 3rd paragraph, replace “and use of the NAV in HCF is described in 9.9.2.2.1” with “and the use of the NAV in HCF is described in 9.9.1.2 and 9.9.2.2.1”.

Add a new paragraph to the end of subclause 9.9.1.2:

“A STA shall save the TXOP holder address for the BSS in which it is associated, which is the MAC address from the Address 2 field of the frame that initiated a frame exchange sequence. If an RTS frame is received with the RA address matching the MAC address of the STA and the MAC address in the TA field in the RTS frame matches the saved TXOP holder address, then the STA shall send the CTS frame after SIFS, without regard for, and without resetting, its NAV. When a STA receives a frame addressed to it and requires an acknowledgment, it shall respond with an ACK frame independent of its NAV. The saved TXOP holder address shall be cleared when the NAV is reset or when the NAV counts down to 0.“

Note: I (Mark H) see no way to solve the CTS-to-self scenario.  A CTS is not self-evident as to whether the Address1 field (the only MAC address it has) is the sender’s own address or not.  Short of following the entire frame exchange sequence, there is no way for a STA not involved in the frame exchange to determine who is the TXOP holder for an exchange that starts (or appears to start – it could have simply missed receiving the RTS) with a CTS.  Do we think it is reasonable to require all STAs to follow the frame exchange sequence and notice (and save) the Address2 field from the Management/Data frame contained within it?

----end of e-mail----

1.1 no comments or objections  -- we will add this to the proposed resolution.
2. CID 59:
Proposal sent via e-mail:
-----Start of e-mail------

Here is my proposal for resolution of CID 59.

Change the 8th paragraph of 9.9.3.1.2 as follows:

“The MPDUExchangeTime equals the time required to transmit the MPDU sequence. For the case of an MPDU transmitted with Normal Ack policy and without RTS/CTS protection, this equals the time required to transmit the MPDU plus the time required to transmit the expected response frame plus one SIFS. Frame exchange sequences for Management frames are excluded from the used_time update.  If the used_time value reaches or exceeds the admitted_time value, the corresponding EDCAF shall no longer transmit using the EDCA parameters for that AC as specified in the QoS Parameter Set element. However, a non-AP STA may choose to temporarily replace the EDCA parameters for that EDCAF with those specified for an AC of lower priority, if no admission control is required for those ACs.”

----end of e-mail----


2.1 no comments or objections – we will add this to the proposed resolution.
· Jon R to wordsmith resolutions to CIDs 6 and 7 -- pending
· Mark R to propose text for CID 48 
1. Proposal sent via e-mail:
-----Start of e-mail------

OK, how about this?

In Table 7-42 replace the last two lines with:

2          IEEE 802.1Q parameters

4          IEEE 802.1D/Q parameters

3, 5-255   Reserved

[Note: 3 reserved for expected use by 802.11v.]

At the end of section 7.3.2.31 add:

For Classifier Type 4, the classifier parameters are the following parameters in an IEEE 802.1Q-2003 [B14] tag header: Priority Code Point (PCP; equivalent to IEEE 802.1D-2004 [B12] User Priority), Canonical Format Indicator (CFI) and VLAN ID (VID).  The Frame Classifier field for Classifier Type 4 is defined in Figure 7-90x.

The subfields in the classifier parameters are represented and transmitted in big-endian format.

[Note: need to double-check VID is indeed big-endian.]

The PCP subfield contains the value in the 4 LSBs; the 4 MSBs are reserved.

The CFI subfield contains the value in the LSB; the 7 MSBs are reserved.

The VID subfield contains the value in the 12 LSBs; the 4 MSBs are reserved.

and add a Figure 7-90x with caption "Frame Classifier field of Classifier Type 4" with the following cell contents and arrow labels:

Classifier Type (4)    1

Classifier Mask        1

802.1Q PCP             1

802.1Q CFI             1

802.1Q VID             2

Mark

P.S.: I've tried to ensure that the wording conforms to what the wording of the other bits will be when 802.11v comes out, but it might be worth producing a draft consolidated section 7.3.2.31 to check it all flows and is consistent.

----End of E-mail-----
1.1 proposed for resolution, but we will discuss this further at the F2F to clarify the references and to follow-up on the VID check that is noted.
· Mike M to wordsmith resolution to CID 61 – not on call
· We need someone to wordsmith resolution to CID 8 – looking for volunteers
7. Last call for AOB – none, so we adjourned at 17:00 ET.
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