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Attendees:  Doug Chan, Dave Bagby, Joe Levy, Jon Rosdahl, Eldad Perahia, Paul Feinberg (non-voter),Vinko Erceg, Peter Loc, Matthew Fischer, Adrian Stephens, Naveen Kakani, Bruce Kraemer,
Meeting called to order by Joe Levy at 9:05am

Minutes taken by Jon Rosdahl

Proposed Agenda:

1. Attendance
2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers above).
3. Agenda for this call. 
4. Gen comment resolution 11-09/0101r2 
5. Mac comment resolution 11-09/0120r02
6. Adjourn

1. Attendance – 9 voters on call 1 non-voter


2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers above).
NOTE WELL: Please review the documents at the following links:
-  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.  – agreed as proposed.
4. Gen comment resolution 11-09/0101r2 
4.1.0 – slide 5 CID 145/146 – proposed resolution:

· Disagree - 802.11 has from the onset created a  PHY aware MAC that supports multiple PHYs.  Having a MAC be PHY aware has provided a means to enhance the features that 802.11 has included in its current standard. 
Being able to advertise which MAC specific features are being supported enhances the feature sets that can be supported. 

· Add comment on why restricted at this time and how it can be extended.  

· Add PAR comment.  

· Being able to advertise what MAC specific features are being supported enhances the feature sets that can be supported.

· Features that have been developed for specific PHYs have been indicated in variable and elements that are specific to the PHY being created.  If a legacy PHY could make use of a new MAC feature, that would needs be verified, and a means to indicate when it would be viable or not in a generic means for compatibility with the legacy PHYs that do not make use of the new feature.  No change to the HT-extended Capability field is warranted at this time.
4.1.1 adjust the 2nd to last sentace of last bullet to read: 
It would need to be verified if a legacy PHY can make use of a new MAC features. There maybe compatibility issue of Legacy devices not being aware of some new features.
4.1.2 remove “at this time” from the last sentence.
4.1.3 remove the redundant sentence from slide 5

4.1.4 need to add a specific PAR comment – it is there already in the first sentence.

4.1.5 – no objection to the final read:
Disagree - 802.11 has from the onset created a  PHY aware MAC that supports multiple PHYs.  Having a MAC be PHY aware has provided a means to enhance the features that 802.11 has included in its current standard. 
Being able to advertise which MAC specific features are being supported enhances the feature sets that can be supported. 
Features that have been developed for specific PHYs have been indicated in variable and elements that are specific to the PHY being created.  It would need to be verified if a legacy PHY can make use of a new MAC feature.  There may be a compatibly issue of legacy devices not being aware of some new features.  No change to the HT-extended Capability field is warranted.

4.1.6 Motion Number 396: Move to accept resolution for CID 146/145

Moved: Jon R., 2nd Peter Loc – 10 yes, 0 no, 0 abstain -- passes
4.2 CID 148, 162, 64, 21, 48

Motion to Slide 7, 11, 13, and 15 respectfully doc 101r3

Moved: Adrian,  2nd Jon R.


4.2.1 Slide 9 does not look complete? Not in motion.


4.2.1.5 – Bruce Kraemer joined call. 11 voters 1 nv at this time.


4.2.2 Motion did not look right, so it was retyped and formally remade
4.2.3 Motion Number 397: Move to accept the resolutions for CID 148, 162, 64, 21, 48 as contained on slides 7, 11, 13, 15 as shown in 101r3.



Moved: Adrian, 2nd Jon R. -- 10 yes, 0 no, 1 abstain -- passes
4.3 CID 82 – Adrian and Brian have not proposed a new resolution – still pending AI.
4.4 CID 52, 53, 54 do not have text, and looking for a volunteer – Joe to try to craft start.
4.5 CID 63: see slide 21 for proposed resolution.

· Agree in Principle:

· Move PSMP (HTM 12.x) from table A.4.20.1 to table A.4.4.1 and label as PC 35.x

4.5.1 remove the “Detailed review necessary” from the proposed resolution.
4.5.2 checked with editor to ensure the instructions were sufficient.

4.5.3 Motion Number 398: Motion to approve the mofied resolution as contained in slide 21 in doc 09/101r3 as the resolution for CID 63:
· Agree in Principle:

· Move PSMP (HTM 12.x) from table A.4.20.1 to table A.4.4.1 and label as PC 35.x
Moved: Adrian, 2nd Jon -- 10yes, 0 no, 1abstain -- passes
4.6 CID 232/233 slide 24

· Propose to Agree 233

· Propose to Agree in Principle 232:

· Current text D7.0: RCPI shall equal the received RF power within an accuracy of +/- 0. 5 dB (95% confidence interval) within the specified dynamic range of the receiver. 

· Proposed additional/replacement text:  Improved RCPI accuracy is optional,  the RCPI accuracy shall equal the receiver RF power within the accuracy indicated in table A.4.20.2 HT PHY features (95% confidence interval) within the specified dynamic range of the receiver. 

4.6.1 Disagreement on resolution.  This is possibly a MIB variable issue.  There may need a MIB change, but the PICs entry may be sufficient.  The accuracy of the device would be indicated by selecting the PICs entry.. this is to indicate that the device is at a higher accuracy than otherwise required.  Concern that this may set a bad precedence for a standard.  To have the device be able to report what the accuracy level being used may be better.  If we can make this a more informative way and indicated in a different means. 

4.6.2 Counter proposal, if we were to take the commenter’s proposed change, but change “may” to “can”  then this would be sufficient.  This would become 
P323L58 change " range of the receiver." to " range of the receiver. RCPI measurement can be made with improved accuracy.

4.6.3 Question on CID 233 which has a new set of PICs boxes.  There were objections to adding any of the PICs boxes. Counter proposal to reject or add a MIB variable.

4.6.4 It was recalled that the objections in the F2F were against adding a MIB variable, and that the PICs seemed to be more palatable.  Having a PICs on a note does not make sense to some on the call.
4.6.5 more time will be needed to address both CID 232 and 233… discussion will continue on the TGn reflector.
4.7 CID 57/144 Patent Issues – Proposed resolution is repeat of what we have done before, but the change of the comment resolution needs to have the comment type be changed to “Unresolvable”

4.7.1 Given we are waiting on further advice, it is truly Unresolvable.

4.7.2 New Proposed resolution after discussion of changes:
· Unresolvable
· 802.11 WG, TGn and the TGn CRC believe they have faithfully followed the procedures provided by PatCom  concerning the soliciting of notice of potentially essential patents and associated LOAs as specified in: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt 
· TGn CRC is restricted from any additional action beyond these procedures. 
· TGn CRC has asked the WG11 chair to pass this comment on to PatCom for further review and advice. While awaiting further advice, TGn CRC and WG11 will continue to follow IEEE IP procedures. 
4.7.3 See IEEE-SA Ops Manual,  6.3.1 Public Notice – one paragraph explains when LOAs are not received, and one for when LOAs are received.  We need to look at the requirements of this Public notice policy, and then adjust accordingly. The editor to check on which Notice is actually in the draft and make reccomendations.
4.7.4 more time neeeded to be spent on this to address the specifics, The change to the header material should be noted in this resolution.  Continue discussion on the TGn reflector. Defferred comment till new proposal and public notice field is checked.
4.8 General Ad-Hoc will take up deffered items on a subsequent call 
5. Mac comment resolution 
  120r2 posted today.


5.1 CID 108 (page 12 120r2)  --  Proposed Resolution:
Principle – Dual CTS protection used to allow NULL frame, but that has been deleted, so TGn editor to remove bullet item iii).
Reviewed the cases and the context of the comment. And then decided that the comment should be “disagree” the new proposed text:
Disagree – The case described in item iii) is when Dual CTS protection has been used to protect the entire STBC exchange, in which case, it is no longer required to send control response frames during the exchange using a legacy rate (for example, an ACK frame in response to a DATA frame). This allows STBC STAs to exchange frames using STBC in both directions, which may be necessary, given their relative locations.

5.1.2 Motion Number 399: Move that CID 108 be resolved as noted in doc 09/120r3.


Moved by Matthew, 2nd Joe L.  -- 10 yes, 0 no, 1 abstain --  passes
5.2 CID 109 (page 12 120r2)


Reviewed comment

Proposed resolution:

Disagree – I believe that this case is not allowed – that is, a control response frame is not allowed to have the MRQ bit set to 1
5.2.1 If you are not the Txop owner, you would not be able to set this.  In 9.18.2 we may be able to note the descrepency.  The problem is that if you are not the TXoP owner, and set the MRQ bit then you are setting a requirement that the Txop owner may not be able to honour.  Page 167 line 46 has a sentence that precludes a need to do this.  We may want to do this under the transmit beamforming that are not under the reverse direction protocol.  The question is which way to go on the resolution.
5.2.2 Dave B. dropped due to power loss. Voters now at 10.
5.2.3 if bi-directional training is not allowed, then what is the choice?

5.2.4 page 118 item b change the subbullets and move them up to item a and thus delete item c. and change from a may to “Shall”  
5.2.5 leave item c but delete the “what is a control frame” from 9.6.0e.1
5.2.6 CID 109
New Proposed Resolution:

Principle – TGn editor to delete the phrase “that is not a control response frame” from item c) in 9.6.0e.1.
5.2.7 Motion Number 400: Move to accept the resolution for CID 109 as documented in doc 9/120r3
Moved Matthew 2nd Bruce   7 yes, 0 no, 2 abstain – passes
5.3 CID 93 Proposed Resolution:

Principle – two choices – either change “may” to “shall”, or change “the transmitting STA may transmit the frame using a rate supported by the receiver STA” to “the transmitting STA may transmit the frame using any rate that is supported by the receiver STA”
5.3.1 there is no difference in “may use a” is identical to “may use any”
5.3.2 the commenter is correct in that there is not away to block the sending of some rates.
5.3.3 discussion on the alternatives.
5.3.4 Motion Number 401: Move to adopt the following as the resolution:
Principle – TGn Editor to change “may” to “shall”

Moved: Matthew 2nd Adrian -- 7 yes, 0 no, 2 abstain – passes
5.3.5Adrian had to drop from the call… 9 on the call
5.4 CID 202
5.4.1 Discussion on this topic has occurred in the past, but unable to provide a ready answer as this is a hard thing to evaluate.
5.4.2 proposed to remove the “equal to” portion of the statement.
5.4.3 related to this, is a discussion that ws hard to hear.  The statement where you transmit a frame at a given rate. That the next transmission will be at a rate less than or equal to that frame.  The next transmission is a new transmission and follows the original rules, so the ratcheting does not occur.  The next transmission that is restricted on the rate selection for reverse direction, but it is unclear if that is true. 
5.4.4 if we simply agree with the commentor’s proposed change:
"Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all MCSs that have a Data Rate greater than the Data Rate of the received PPDU (the mapping of MCS to Data Rate is defined in 20.6"
5.4.5 Dave returned voter count is 10.
5.4.6 Motion Number 402: Move to accept the commentor’s proposed recommendation for CID 202 

Moved Matthew, 2nd Naveen   9 yes, 0 no, 1 abstain -- passes
5.5 CID 203


5.5.1 discussion and review of comment

Disagree – it is a note because it is a reminder of normative behavior described elsewhere, and therefore, it cannot be promoted to normative language. See the first sentence of 9.2.5.4.

5.5.2 the note was added before due to a comment. We have informative repetition to help the normative text.  The issue in this case is that it may not support +HTC, which is not really allowed.  This is a note to remind folks what is being supported.

5.5.3 suggest that we add to the Note the reverence from the resolution to the Note to help clarify the location of the normative location.  The normative definitions are in one place, and then we have these informative note to help indicate where it is.

5.5.4 The reference in the notes is precendence.

5.5.5 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – it is a note because it is a reminder of normative behavior described elsewhere, and therefore, it cannot be promoted to normative language – TGn editor to change the note by adding “as described in 9.2.5.4.” to the end of the cited sentence.
5.5.6 Motion Number 403: Move to adopt proposed resolution for CID 203 as contained in 09/120r3.
Moved: Matthew, 2nd Naveen --  9 yes, 0 no, 1abstain -- passes
6. Adjourn by mandatory cut-off of the call at 1pm EST
Additional documents of interest:

11-09/0206r0 Proposed SB IP Comment Resolution Text 

11-09/0024r1 TGn SB Composite Comments

11-08/1460 TGn Meeting Report – Jan 09

11-08-0024-00-000n TGn SB Composite Comments

11-08-0023-00-000n Sponsor Ballot Comment Attachment
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/file/09/11-09-0101-02-000n-802-11-tgn-gen-ad-hoc-overview.ppt
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/file/09/11-09-0120-02-000n-sb0-mac-all-cids.doc
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/file/09/11-09-0120-03-000n-sb0-mac-all-cids.doc
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