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March 27, 2009 TGmb Teleconference Call notes:

Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call

· Call for essential patent claims

· Discussion of document structure CIDs

· Issue #1: normative statements in clause 7 (CIDs 16, 29, 43, 53, 103; note that CID 29 has two tabs suggesting 250 changes)

· Issue #2: documentation of SME (CID 18)

· Issue #3: use of “if and only if” (CID 32)

· Issue #4: normative nature of MIB (CID 54)

· Issue #5: use of terms “mandatory” and “optional” (CID 63)

1.0 Friday, March 27th, 2009 --Called to order by Mike Montemurro, Vice-Chair 

1.1 Agenda approved.
1.2  Attendance: Mike Montemurro, Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens, Bill Marshall



(Mathew Gast offered his regrets as he was travelling.)

1.3 Patent policy reviewed
1.3.1 Bill Marshall raised the issue of the CIRO patent claim and lack of LOA for TGmb.  This will be referred to the WG chair to request an LOA and more instructions on how to proceed.

1.4 Start on CID 16, and 29.  The changes to Clause 7 that Bill proposed are acceptable with the exception of removing the Normative text.

1.4.1 A statement at the beginning of Clause 7 could help us in the full edits.  The statement would say something like a STA shall only send frames as defined in Clause 7.

1.4.2 Declarative language does leave some “shall”, “is” and “may” that are left in, and we should be more consistent and define what that is.

1.4.3 if we write down a set of conventions and then point the TG to the submission so that new amendments would be more consistently prepared.  So there is two outcomes of today’s discussion, 1. the resolution of the comment, and some guidelines for preparation of new amendments.

1.4.4 Clause 7: “Optional present” vs “is present” which every way, it should be consistent.  Changing to Shall is several hundred, but going the other way may be more changes.  Normative language in Clause 7 may be more clear than the “Optionally”.   When talking about the presence or absence, we could use the normative verbs.  We need to look at the procedure vs the frame formats and where it is defined should be consistent.

1.4.5 Which ever way we decide, we should look to see if one way or the other is fine, but we should look for the lower number of changes for the way to go with.

1.4.6 Suggested new paragraph to clause 7:
A STA shall transmit frames that are compliant to the frame formats described in Clause 7.
1.4.7 CID 16 and 29 assigned to group 11.

1.4.8 Discussion on if the elements should be ordered or not.

1.4.9 Changing the description of the ordering is not seen as a positive thing at this time.
1.4.10 Suggested change to paragraph:  “A compliant STA shall transmit frames using only the frame formats described in Clause 7.”

1.4.11  We still need to come up with an algorithm on how to make them all consistent.

1.4.12  AI-1: Adrian to look at the size of the task to make it consistent.

1.5 CID 29: Comment to move Procedures to other clauses looks relatively straight forward.  There are some other proposed changes that may come in later amendments, but this would be the list for first iteration.

1.6  CID 16: this is going to be something that will be dealt with after TGn is adopted.  The procedures that are identified do not include the requested references, and will need to address this when TGn is finished. (an other amendments).

1.7  CID 43 – defer to next call after AI-1 is done.

1.8 CID 53:  Comment is not requesting change to draft, but rather on process that has been experienced in the past.
1.8.1 While claims of specific change the draft is not made, an explanation to address the comment was included in the proposed resolution.

1.8.2 Response to points of comment made.

1.9 CID 103 should be point to CID 16.

1.10 AI-2: Mike M. post r13 of 08/1127

1.11 Meeting adjourned 
2.0  April 3, 2009 Telecon for TGmb

Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call

· Call for essential patent claims

· Discussion of definitions

One issue: what definitions should move from the definition clause to the 802.11-specific definition clause? (CIDs 5, 11, 12, 14, & 26)

· Discussion of style CIDs

Issue #1: indentations, headings, and hanging paragraphs (CIDs 27 & 28; note that both have an extra tab in the comment spreadsheet)

Issue #2: use of “if and only if” (CID 20)

Issue #3: number of ordered lists in a subclause (CID 22)

Issue #4: source of the value aDTT2UTTTime (CID 19)

· Small editorial issues: CIDs 37 & 71

    
Attendance:



Jon Rosdahl, Matthew Gast, Bill Marshall, Mark Hamilton, Adrian Stephens.
2.1 Called to order at 11:12 EDT.
2.1.1 See 11-09-0422r1 for agenda and policy slides.

2.2 Slides reviewed for the Patent Policy

2.2.1 Call for patents (see slide 7)

2.2.2 Repeat of last weeks call for CISRO patent is relevant.

2.2.2.1 The WG chair is to provide an official response.

2.3 Review of Proposed Agenda

2.3.1 CID 29 was left over from last week, and there is a proposal for it’s resolution ready if there is time left over.
2.4 Continue on the resolution preparations:
2.4.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/08/11-08-1127-13-000m-tgmb-issues-list.xls
2.5 CID 5, 11, 12, and 14
2.5.1 These 4 have been resolved by changes that have been done to TGn D6 onward.

2.5.2 Change the resolution for 5, 11, 12, 14 would change to reject as no action is necessary, as this was fixed in TGn D6 and is not included in the base document.

2.6 CID 26 refers to a tab of changes that identifies the definitions that need to be done from the baseline.

2.6.1 Review the tab: 802.11-specific definitions
2.6.2 It may be that 3,85 may not be unique to 802.11.  TKIP may be a crafted method that is unique to 802.11, but there is not a “definition” for TKIP.

2.6.3 No objection to move all 16 definitions to the new definition section.

2.6.4 Question on why these 16 were on this list, and why others were not?

2.6.4.1 Definitions that are published in Clause 3 are taken and put into an IEEE book of definitions.  So what we are trying to decern is those definitions that are unique to 802.11 and what should be general defined by the definitions.
2.6.5 If there are other proposed definitions to be moved, please bring a proposal to the F2F in Montreal.

2.7 CID 27 and 28
2.7.1 There is a tab that has these extraneous subheadings listed.

2.7.2 The Editor has made some speculative edits in correcting these already, and a list of those edits was shown.

2.7.3 The renumbering method was explained.
2.7.4 As the change to the headings is really just numbers, it is not a change to the text, is this ok to have the editor make these changes.
2.7.5 There was a discussion on the hanging paragraphs.
2.7.6 The resolution is: Accept in Principle and the editor will explain what was done at the F2F and address any issue then.

2.8 CID 20

2.8.1 Discussion of the three proposed resolutions in the resolution field of 08-1127r13.
2.8.2 As the comment is correctly pointing out the “if and only if” text in the TGn, there is only one base doc instance of the “if and only if” that needed to be addressed.  Only one place that it is a non-technical useage.

2.8.3 There are 8 instances of “if and only if”, but only the one needs to be changed.

2.8.4 Discussion for which option to take determined: 

2.8.4.1 The three options: 

2.8.4.1.1 Option 1: Counter. Change "A STA may enter PS mode if and only if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is greater than zero." to "If the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is greater than zero, a STA may enter PS mode."

2.8.4.1.2 Option 2: Reject. The text is clear and correct.

2.8.4.1.3 Option 3: Counter. Change “A STA may enter PS mode if and only if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is greater than zero.” To “A STA may enter PS mode if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is greater than zero. A STA shall not enter PS mode if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is equal to zero.”
2.8.4.2 Discussion of philosophy of how the standard should specify behaviour and if non-conformance is a problem with amendments as they are created.

2.8.4.2.1 Interoperating with Legacy devices is a concern

2.8.4.2.2 Legitimate reasons for 

2.8.5 The consensus was to accept the proposed resolution: Option 3 -- Counter. Change "A STA may enter PS mode if and only if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is greater than zero." to "A STA may enter PS mode if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is greater than zero. A STA shall not enter PS mode if the value of the ATIM window in use within the IBSS is equal to zero."
2.9 We are at the end of our time; the chair will add the remaining CIDs to the end of our Telcon Schedule. 
2.9.1 We still have 10 minutes to make up for starting late….no objection to extend for 10 minutes.

2.10 We need to review the length of the schedule call time at the F2F meeting.

2.11 CID 22

2.11.1 number of ordered lists in a subclause 
2.11.2 Comment indicates that only a single order list per sub-clause.

2.11.3 Review of the baseline and TGn draft found the purported issue after the TGn is applied.  TGn changes the numbered list to a dashed list because the lettered list of steps is needed.  To refer into a list, a lettered step needed to be created, and in 9.9.1.5 is seen as corrected by TGn.  
2.11.4 Resolution: Rejected: There is not a problem in baseline, and the comment provided by TGn has been corrected by TGn.
2.12 CID 19

2.12.1 source of the value aDTT2UTTTime 
2.12.2 Finding the source of the value is possible to search in the pdf.  We believe that the changes could make things less stable than better noted.

2.12.3 A source of the first useage of the source.

2.12.4 Resolution: Reject the source can be found by easy text search.

2.13 CID 37, and 71

2.13.1 Accept

2.14 Put CID 5, 11, 12, 14, 26, 27, 28, 20, 22, 19, 37, 71, into group 12 in the spreadsheet.
2.15 Comment 29 still has a bit of work to do, and would like to add to our agenda for next week’s agenda. – There is some concern that we need to get this one resolved sooner than later.

2.15.1 No objection to extend the call a bit to discuss Comment 29.

2.15.2 Review of 09-433r0.
2.15.3 Propose for the Resolution for CID 29 to be that it would follow the process defined in document09-433r0.

2.15.4 Question about Clause 6.2 and if there is a “shall be present” and if it should be changed to “is Present”.  This goes for any clause, and look for the specific points were it may be necessary to adjust.  A scan would need to be made.  Clause 12.3 has also some of this type of language also.  

2.15.5 We should treat all these instances consistently.

2.15.6 CID 29 Resolution: 
2.15.6.1 Counter.  Adopt proposal in submission 11-09/0433r1.
Accept the changes recommended in the "7-procedures" tab.
Add a new paragraph to clause 7 (will eventually become clause 7.1.1)
stating the following:
"A compliant STA shall transmit frames using only the frame formats
described in Clause 7."
2.15.7 There is a concern on the use of the word “only” but it is a bit of a different discussion.  We need to look at this in a different context and separately.  There may be only later amendments that have added the word “only” but not too many.

2.15.8 Is the intent to share this with the other Task Groups?

2.15.8.1 The intent is that here is a trail of how we came to this agreement of conventions.  We may want to create a language useage doc, but it is a much larger scope than this document. 

2.15.8.2 The Editors have been tracking some conventions and something similar to technical conventions set.

2.15.9 This completes the discussion on CID 29.
2.16 Meeting adjourned 12:35 pm --- Next meeting April 17th.
3.0  Teleconference #3: April 17, 2009
Topic: Power Save
Proposed Agenda

1. Roll call

2. Call for essential patent claims

3. Discussion of power save CIDs

· Finish proposing resolutions to CIDs 61, 62, and 101
3.1 Called to order –9:11 MDT
3.2 Attendance: Matthew Gast, Jouni Malinen, Jon Rosdahl, Michael Montemurro, Bill Marshall
3.3 Review Patent rules and call for patent 

3.3.1 No new responses.

3.4 Start using TGmb Issues List – 08-1127r15.

3.4.1 CIDs 61, 62, and 101 have had some discussion last December.

3.4.2 CID 62 and 101 – these are related.
3.4.3 Change MSDU and Mangaement Frames to MSDUs and MMPDUs.

3.4.4 What is the status of Doc 09-3 which touches the same clauses.

3.5 CID 62, 61, 101 resolved by 09-03r3.
3.5.1 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle (Counter) adopt 09-03r3.

3.5.2 Change to comment group 12

3.6 CID 29 is completed with the document with rules

3.7 CID 43 – Counter, See Resolution for CID 29.

3.8 CID 18 -- no impact on the MB draft as is, the identified paragraph should be deleted as soon as TGn is rolled in, but for TGmb, there is no current action.  The original commenter is interested in the paragraph in TGn, and so it is not in TGmb yet.
3.8.1 Proposed resolution: reject: This paragraph is not included in TGmb at this time.  This issue may be addressed when P802.11n is rolled into TGmb.

3.8.2 Assign to comment group 12
3.9 CID 32 – Counter: See CID 29

3.9.1 Assign to comment group 12

3.10 CID 54 – the MIB is based on an old document.

3.10.1 Unknown work to do this.

3.10.2 The ISO/IEC 8825-x was updated in 2004

3.10.3 A submission is requested to resolve this.

3.10.4 Proposed resolution. Reject – The document is consistent with the quoted references.  The commentor is encouraged to create a submission with the changes required to address the suggestion.
3.10.5 Move to comment group 12

3.11 CID 63 – PICs 

3.11.1 Basically the PICs indicates what is mandatory or optional to implement, and not what is enabled or not.  That is the current state of what it is.
3.11.2 Proposed resolution: Reject: the proposed change does not contain the specifics necessary to update the draft.  The commenter is encouranged to create a submission with the changes required to address this suggestion.

3.11.3 Move to comment group 12

3.12 End of Comments on the Agenda

3.12.1 Agenda for May 1 will refert to if required as the CIDs for that day have not been completed.

3.13 Adjourned 9:55 am MDT.
4.0  Teleconference #4 : April 24, 2009
Topic: Security, MAC, and management


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call

· Call for essential patent claims

· Discussion of security comments

· CIDs 81 & 92: discuss proposed resolution

· Discussion of MAC comments

· Double encapsulation (CID 68)

· MA-UNITDATA.confirm (CID 56)

· Discussion of management comments

· CID 77: Discuss proposed resolution

· CID 78: Determine if 802.11k addressed this comment
· Adjourn

4.1 Called to order at 11:04 EDT

4.2 Attendance: 

4.2.1 Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Matthew Gast, Trapeze Network; Jouni Malinen, Atheros; Michael Monemurro, RIM; Bill Marshell, AT&T; Mark Rison, CSR; Adrian Stephens, Intel;
4.3 Review Patent Policy

4.3.1 No new patents identified

4.4 Security Comments 11-08-1127r16 

4.4.1 CID 81 & 92

4.4.2 Discussion of proposed resolution

4.4.3 The two sentances that are being questioned may be better to just delete.
4.4.4 New resolution: Accept for 81, and Counter see 81 for 92

4.5 Question on the editor notes on the D0.04, and acronyms.

4.5.1 In an Amendment, the first use of an acronym is expanded, but when it is rolled in, if it is not the first use, then it is not necessary to roll-it up.

4.5.2 Editor to review some of the proposed changes in D0.05.

4.6 MAC Comments – CID 58, CID 56

4.6.1 CID 58 – Reject as we do not have a submission as promised from Jan 12th.

4.6.2 ACTION ITEM: Matthew to send a reminder to commentor and allow presentation at Montreal

4.6.3 CID 56 – Reject as we do not have a submission as expected.

4.6.4 ACTION ITEM: Matthew to send a reminder to commenter and allow presentation at Montreal if desired.

4.7 Management Comments: CID 77 and CID 78

4.7.1 CID 77

4.7.1.1 Proposed Resolution: Counter. Change the text to read: "The DS Parameter Set element contains information to allow channel number identification for STAs. The information field contains a single parameter containing the dot11CurrentChannel- Number (see Annex J for values). The length of the dot11CurrentChannelNumber parameter is 1 octet. See Figure 7-41."
4.7.2 Concern that we may be recycling something that has been published for a long time and that we may make existing devices non-compliant.

4.7.3 The DS Paramenter Set is not required for non DS PHY devices. This is found to not be absolutely true.  So we would need to add some text to the table in clause 7.

4.7.4 The name having DS is somewhat misleading, and so we may have issue already in that we are requiring some PHYs to use an element that is currently named DSxxxx so renaming allows for removing the ambiguity.

4.7.5 There is a note that this may have been address by 11k.

4.7.6 There has been a bit of discussion on the use of this parameter, and if you have a 40MHz channel, we could get a bit confused on which channel number.  Clause 17 is not listed as required to use this parameter set.
4.7.7 The safer play is to leave it as is, and then allow the comment to come back during the letter ballot process.  This may be seen as new functionality, and so a more public statement of discussion to the WG is suggested.

4.7.8 New Resolution: Reject. The current text does not prevent the DS parameter Set from being used for 5 GHz band.
4.7.8.1 Move to group 12

4.7.9 CID 78 Information Element

4.7.9.1 Nov 08 discussion was probably talking about Pilot frames

4.7.9.2 Possible response:  there is not sufficient information to effect the change, and a change could make interoperability a potential problem.
4.7.9.3 Proposed Resolution: Reject: Making this proposed change would effect the interoperability of current implementations of IEEE 802.11.
4.7.9.3.1 Move to comment group 12

4.8 Plans for next call

4.8.1 There are two call times authorized left May 1 and May 8th for use if we need.  It is proposed to use the May 1st to discuss the 09-03r3 document and the PowerMode issues. 

4.8.2 What Questions do we need to discussion from Mark Rison’s points he sent to the reflector:

4.8.2.1 How do we clean up the spec re PM bit in Action frames?
4.8.2.1.1 The PM bit must be set to zero, then that means you are then in Active mode, so we may need to ensure what this intent is. 
4.8.2.1.2 The question of devices in the field, do they follow the spec or do they ignore the bit in these frames.

4.8.2.2 Question of which frames should or should not be buffered.  

4.8.2.2.1 Deauth or Athen may not be buffered plus some others

4.8.2.2.2 Other choices are the fact that action frames should or should not be buffered.

4.8.2.3 How consistent is the spec with the PM with IBSS and QBSS cases.

4.8.2.3.1 One possible choice is to remove some descriptions that are inconsistent.

4.8.2.4 From the E-mail sent Monday April 20, 2009: 

From Mark R: 

Jon R suggested that for suggestion (2.) add "Disassocation, and Deauthentication" to the exceptions in "b)"; but it is not just there.  Wherever it currently talks about buffering Action frames it should also talk about Disassoc and Deauth frames.

See e.g. my (Mark R) email of 2009-01-23.  For instance: -- (Attached for easy locating.)

- Current+proposed wording probably doesn't work for QBSSes

- Not sure whether proposed wording works for IBSSes

- I think I might be worth being more explicit than "Probe Response to
unicast Probe Request" (basically, what we're talking about here are
just Probe Responses from the AP the STA is currently associated with)

Also, I think Mark H made an interesting suggestion, which is to not
duplicate the PM rules in section 11.2.1.  See his email of
2009-03-13.

From Mark H's e-mail from 13 Mar 2009, he made the following suggestion:

In an attempt to close this issue out, let me (Mark H) make the following
proposal:

From the text in 09-0003r3, in the section titled "Change 11.2.1 as
follows", replace the 3rd, 4th and 5th paragraphs with:
"STAs shall use the techniques described in this clause to
indicate buffered frames, and to designate times for their transmission
that allow STAs in PS mode to coordinate with the transmission timing."

My(Mark H) intent is to avoid having several paragraphs to detail out how
buffered frames are signaled and transmitted under all different Power
Save mechanisms.  I (Mark H) think to try to detail it all out here is
complicated and messy and therefore clutters the intent of this section 
(which is, in my opinion, meant to be an overview and introduction to
the concept that there is thing called Power Save, and it causes frames
to buffered and delivered in a controlled fashion at appropriate times).
Further to detail all this here just introduces a redundancy in the
Standard, which results in things getting out of synch (like they
already have with the introduction of 802.11e, as exemplified by the
fact this problem is there now).

4.8.3 Agenda for next week would be set accordingly.

4.8.3.1 ACTION ITEM: Mathew A new revision of 0422 to be sent out.

4.8.3.2 Agenda would be to review 09-03r3 and the questions pointed out.
4.8.3.3 More discussion is expected on the reflector to prepare for the call.

4.9 Meeting Adjourned 12:00EDT.
5.0   Teleconference #5 : May 1, 2009 11:00 EDT
Topic: Power Management Mode


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call

· Call for essential patent claims
· Discussion of 09-03r3

· Topic includes: 

· PM bit in Action frames
· Which frames should be buffered
· Consistency for IBSS and QBSS cases
· Adjourn
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Abstract


Minutes for the teleconferences held from March 27 to May 8th for 802.11 TGmb.





TGmb is holding weekly teleconferences for the purpose of resolving our�review comments.  Our teleconferences will be held every Friday at 11:00�EDT.  For the purpose of planning, the teleconferences will address the�following topic areas.  The number in parentheses is the number of�outstanding comments in the topic area. The revision of this document that a teleconference is added is also noted.�


Proposed call schedule:


March 27: document structure (9) – included in R0�April 3: style (7) & definitions (5)  – included in R1�April 10: *CANCELLED* (Good Friday holiday)�April 17: power save (3)  – included in R2�April 24: security (2), MAC (2) & management (2)�May 1: Power Management (see 11-09-0003r3)�May 8: agenda to be determined if needed
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