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The current TGn CRC call plan:

Wednesday, April 01, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663        Bridge: 5, Passcode: 5228709

Wednesday, April 08, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663        Bridge: 5, Passcode: 9662615

Wednesday, April 15, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663         Bridge: 5, Passcode: 3527796

Wednesday, April 22, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663        Bridge: 5, Passcode: 3309270

Wednesday, April 29, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663        Bridge: 5, Passcode: 3813773

Wednesday, May 06, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663        Bridge: 5, Passcode: 7927018

The Teleconference meetings will be conducted in accordance to the usual policies and procedures:

	IEEE CODE OF ETHICS

	IEEE-STANDARDS ASSOCIATION (IEEE-SA) AFFILATION FAQ

	IEEE-SA ANTITRUST AND COMPETITION POLICY

	IEEE-SA LETTER OF ASSURANCE (LOA) FORM

	IEEE-SA STANDARDS BOARD PATENT COMMITTEE (PATCOM) INFORMATION

	IEEE-SA PATENT POLICY

	IEEE-SA PATENT FAQ

	IEEE 802 LAN/MAN STANDARDS COMMITTEE POLICIES & PROCEDURES

	IEEE 802.11 Working Group Policies and Procedures at https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/public-file/07/11-07-0360-04-0000-802-11-policies-and-procedures.doc


1.0 April 1, 2009 TGn CRC Teleconference Minutes:
Conference logistics:  +1 916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 5228709
Tentative Agenda TGn CRC Teleconference April 1st:
1. Attendance
2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see page 2 of this document).
3. Agenda for this call 

4. Action Frames, progress in TGw, input from TGn
· Meeting Documents for  discussion will be found at: https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents
· TGw matrix of Action Frames 11-09-0426 r1 with fields filled for 11n
· https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0426-01-000w-action-frame-analysis.xls
5.     Sponsor ballot close date Saturday April 04

6.     Next call:  April 08   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 9662615

7.     Any other business

8.     Adjourn


1.1 Attendance
17 attendees:

	Last Name
	First Name
	Affiliation
	Voter Status

	Adachi
	Tomoko
	Toshiba Corporation
	Voter

	Bagby
	David
	Calypso Ventures, Inc.
	Voter

	Hart
	Brian
	Cisco Systems, Inc.
	Voter

	Marshall
	Bill
	AT&T
	Voter

	Erceg
	Vinko
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	Fischer
	Matthew
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	Kakani
	Naveen
	Nokia Corporation
	Voter

	Loc
	Peter
	Ralink Technology, Corp
	Voter

	Perahia
	Eldad
	Intel Corporation
	Voter

	Banerjea
	Raja
	Marvell
	Voter

	Rosdahl
	Jon
	CSR
	Voter

	Stephens
	Adrian
	Intel Corportaion
	Voter

	Banerjee
	Kaberi
	Independent
	Non-Voter

	Chan
	Doug
	Cisco Systems, Inc.
	Voter

	Schultz
	Don
	Boeing
	Voter

	Mesecke
	Sven
	Buffalo
	Voter



1.2 IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (URLs included on page 2).

Reviewed policy, No actions requested.

1.3 Agenda for this call 


Review Tenative agenda and tasks for today’s call.  
Only the one topic (TGw Protected Frames review) expected today due to outstanding Recirc ballot.

Request to look at doc 429, and also add as a discussion item a proposed solution.
Agenda approved as sent out with the addition of discussion of a proposed solution.
1.4 Action Frames, progress in TGw, input from TGn


1.4.1 Review current status of TGw and why we need to look at this issue.

From the E-mail announcement: 
“To provide context for the call topic see the note below from TGw:

Nancy Cam-Winget and Paul Lambert have prepared document 11-09/0426, which seeks to categorize Action frames. Many thanks to Nancy and Paul for preparing this much needed document.
Agenda
1.     Review document 11-09/0426, identify new categories that may be needed, and if any changes are needed, prepare a new revision of the document. 

2.     When we have consensus on the categories we need, we will adjourn, with action items to the Chairs or Vice Chairs of active Task Groups to have their TG’s review the document as it pertains to their own use of Action frames, and to return comments to TGw, hopefully no later than April 8. 

The goal of this exercise is to give TGw the information it needs to identify the options available for it for solutions to the Action frame security problem in a timely fashion.
         Meeting Documents for discussion will be found at: 

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents
· TGw matrix of Action Frames 11-09-0426 r1 with fields filled for 11n

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0426-01-000w-action-frame-analysis.xls
“

1.4.2 Walk through the 11-09-429r0 and explanation of proposed resolutions, starting on row 46. and then also review the definition and purpose of the columns.

1.4.3 Question on the broadcast storms with Public Action Frames.  There were differing views.  PSMP case with a lower case y is probably correct….allowed, but not frequently used.

1.4.3 TGw has been provided with 429, and unless there are any other corrections or issues, this would be our input to them.


1.4.4 Row 48 PSMP should only be marked as Broadcast.  This change will need to be made in the material given to TGw.  

1.4.5 Proposed Solutions



Adrian: 2 options: 

Unprotected Public Action Frames vs the time sensitive nature of the HT frames.

1. change the HT frames to be public action frames

2. specify that HT frames are not protected.

Option 2: This has the effect of requesting TGw to agree not to protect more than just the Public Action Frames.  Adding to the category is not a significant complication, but can be handled.  

Option 1: There is some objection to change HT frames to public Action Frames because it is not in keeping in the definition of what is being passed back and forth.  Less complex, but we would be abusing the Public Action Frames and we would run the risk of some of the existing implementations and concern of interoperability.

1.4.5.1 Discussion: 11n would need to make the correction as 11w is before 11n, so it does not know of acknowledge the existence of 11n.  11n would be able to correct this issue in the long run.

A section could need to be added, or if 11w has the principle defined properly, then our selecting the proper management frame type would be sufficient.

11w spec 5.4.3.8 calls out the robust protection of management frames

TGn has made changes so that all Public Action Frames use the broadcast SSID.

TGw would have a statement of Action frames with the following category(ies) to be excluded.

11w set up categories that will or will not be included in the robust management frames.  With 11w and 11n having such close schedules, it is not clear how to ensure that this topic gets resolved and not impact either schedule.

1.4.5.2 Future work would be able to use the existing categories to determine if their new action frames would be protected or not.  If we think about it, we could reserve a set of category codes that provide us with a clue to whether that category would be protected or not.  For example, we could reserve the last 10 category codes to indicate the non protection state.

 1.4.5.3 Another possible solution would be to add a bit that would indicate if these sets of frames would be protected or not.  Concern of how to determine if the system could be examined for security compliance and threat.    This bit would be to the TGn centric view.  If we believe that there is a threat, we need to identify if we need to be protected or not.

 1.4.5.4 The discussion on possible ramifications and what each of thes issues may or may not provide.

1.4.6 Strawman: Add to TGw in the definition of Robust Management Frames a note that some categories are being excluded.  And Public Action frames would be the first one on the list.  Then in the TGn amendment, TGn would add HT cat 3 frames to the list.

1.4.6.1 Question on if a general solution is really necessary as it may not be time critical, and so we have a possible issue of detection.  This may be a set of use cases that are being questioned.  It is possible to think of some strange Beamforming paramenters that could be sent to a Transmitting STA, but the quality of the link would obviously be compromised, but the dropping of the link quality, would force the two STA to reestablish the parameters, and so the rogue would have to continually be on the attack to make it a real threat. But is this anyworse than someone sending CTS-to-Self frames repeatedly?

1.4.6.2 More discussion of corner cases and possible qualification of how bad or good an attack is and if the protection would help or hinder the use case.

1.4.6.3 DOS attacks in different flavors were talked about.  

1.4.6.4 Adrian and Matthew have had a lot of offline discussion and they fundamentally agree with the Strawman proposal. But are still open for further clearification/improvements.
1.4.6.5 Brian is concerned that Public Action Frames being included in the initial list may not proper.  It was pointed out that by requiring a wildcard SSID in all Public Action Frames, we have precluded the protection of the Public Action Frames.  
1.4.6.6 If an Amendment is using Public Action Frames, and needs protection, then it may be construed that these are not truly public frames and a different category should probably be created
1.4.6.7 The chair reminded the group that we need to allow TGw to resolve this issue on their April 8th call.  More discussion on the Reflector is expected, so that next week we can submit a recommendation to TGw by next Tuesday.  

1.4.6.8 We will have a TGn call at 11 EDT and TGw is scheduled for 12 EDT, so we may need to limit the time on the TGn call to one hour.  TGw needs to have the proposal at least a day earlier.  Delivery of the basic proposal for them by the 7th,  allows them to keep to their proposed schedule.

1.4.6.9We can confirm on the call next week that we have captured everything, but we do need to have a basic input for them the day before.

1.4.7 Question on possible Broadcast storms:

It was pointed out that in clause 9.2.7 (See draft 9.0) that a sentence has been added that may be an issue that should be included in a SB comment.  Suggest that all review, and if there is a mistake that has crept in, a appropriate comment be made before the closing of the SB recirc.
1.5 Sponsor ballot close date Saturday April 04

1.6.     Next call: April 08   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 9662615  
This one will be targeted for one hour and there will be 2 topics.  
1. Review SB comments, and 2.TGw proposal/response
1.7 Call adjourned 12:17 EDT
2.0 April 08, 2009 TGn CRC Teleconference Minutes:

Conference logistics: +1  916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 9662615
Tentative Agenda TGn CRC Teleconference:
1. Attendance
2.  IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below).
3. Agenda for this call 

4.      Sponsor ballot results & Comments received from recirculation Sponsor ballot #2.

5.      Comment allocation and plans to generate submissions for discussion on subsequent calls

6.      Action Frames, input from TGn, solution proposal from TGn

·         https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0429-01-000n-protected-action-frame-discussion.xls
·         https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0446-00-000n-proposal-on-protection-of-action-frames.doc
7. The TGw conference call will begin immediately after the TGn CRC call:
TGW call :  Wednesday, April 08, 2009, 12:00 US Eastern Time 
Toll free US: +1-888-875-9370, Other: 916-356-2663, Bridge: 3, Passcode: 7650428

Agenda: Review document 11-09/0426 r4 and entertain proposals for resolving the Action frame controversy.
8.    Next TGn CRC call:  April 15   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3527796

9.    Any other business

10.  Adjourn
Called to order at 11:02 EDT
2.1 Attendance

	
	LastName
	FirstName
	Affiliation
	Status

	1
	Bagby
	David
	Calypso Ventures, Inc.
	Voter

	2
	Erceg
	Vinko
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	3
	Fischer
	Matthew
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	4
	Kakani
	Naveen
	Nokia Corporation
	Voter

	5
	Kraemer
	Bruce
	Marvell
	Voter

	6
	Loc
	Peter
	Ralink Technology, Corp.
	Voter

	7
	Ramamurthy
	Harish
	Marvell
	Voter

	8
	Banerjea
	Raja
	Marvell
	Voter

	9
	Rosdahl
	Jon
	CSR
	Voter

	10
	Stephens
	Adrian
	Intel Corporation
	Voter

	11
	Banerjee
	Kaberi
	Independent
	non-voter

	12
	Mesecke
	Sven
	2rw Consultants
	Voter

	13
	Lambert
	Paul
	Marvell
	Voter


2.2 IPR and other relevant IEEE policies – (Listed on page 2 of this doc).


No response to call for info

2.3 Agenda for this call – Review of Tenative agenda – no objection.
2.4 Sponsor ballot results & Comments received from recirculation Sponsor ballot #2.

IEEE P802.11n 15 day Re-circulation Sponsor Ballot #2 asked the question “Should  P802.11n  Draft 9.0 be forwarded to RevCom?” 

     The official results for Recirculation Sponsor Ballot  #2 follow:
Ballot Opening Date:  Thursday   March 20, 2009 - 23:59 ET
Ballot Closing Date:     Friday      April 04, 2009 - 23:59 ET 

RESPONSE RATE:

277 eligible people are in this ballot group.
171 affirmative votes 
  41 negative votes with comment

    4 negative votes without comments

  17 abstention votes

======= 

233 votes received = 84 % valid returns
                               =   7 % valid abstentions

This ballot has met the 75% returned ballot requirement

This ballot has met the <30% abstention requirement
APPROVAL RATE:
171  affirmative votes      =      80.7 % affirmative
   41  total negative votes  =     19.3 % negative

This ballot has met the 75% approval requirement
Motion passes
2.4.1 Consolidated comment file: https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0024-07-000n-tgn-sb-composite-comments.xls
   28 new comments: 

2.5 – Comment allocation and plans to generate submissions for discussion on subsequent calls 

2.5.1 MAC and PHY proposed comment resolutions prepared for next call.

2.5.2 – similar comments coming for each vote.  What is the value of doing recircs?
2.5.3 – we have one major issue that has some solutions being worked in the backrooms, but expect a proposal to come forward on the next set of calls.  New text may be made available by the time of the next call.  So do we get this done in time for another recirc or not will have to wait to see how the discussion goes.

2.5.4 – limited Editor work to resolve this time around. Editor will not be available 4-10 to 4-17.

2.5.5. Emphasize MAC/PHY/GEN for the next call then move on to COEX, but will probably have two calls or more to resolve these last issues.
2.6      Action Frames, input from TGn, solution proposal from TGn

·         https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0429-01-000n-protected-action-frame-discussion.xls
·         https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0446-00-000n-proposal-on-protection-of-action-frames.doc
The current TGw document is https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0426-04-000w-action-frame-analysis.xls
No changes proposed from the e-mail discussion.

2.6.1 Question on if we were to do protection less often.

2.6.2 This was explained that the frame sequences that may not be protected are set this way because there is not an identified reason for protecting them.

2.6.3 status update on 09/426r4, all the Task groups with the exception of TGs have responded to the request for input from TGw.

2.6.4 The hope is that TGw will set a generic set of rules that the follow-on Amendments will follow and allow for proper operation.

2.6.5 The next TGw call will have to have some discussion on the Public Action frames and whether or not they should be protected.

2.7.      The TGw conference call will begin immediately after the TGn CRC call:

TGW call:  Wednesday, April 08, 2009, 12:00 US Eastern Time 
Toll free US: +1-888-875-9370, Other: 916-356-2663, Bridge: 3, Passcode: 7650428
Agenda: Review document 11-09/0426 r4 and entertain proposals for resolving the Action frame controversy.

2.8 Next TGn CRC call:  April 15   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3527796

2.9   Any other business -- none
2.10 Adjourn
3.0 April 15, 2009 TGn CRC Teleconference Minutes:

     +1  916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3527796

Tentative Agenda TGn CRC Teleconference:
1.  Attendance
2.  IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below).
3.  Work plan for this call 

 Proposed comment resolutions for MAC & PHY Comments received from recirculation Sponsor ballot #2.

Primary meeting documents for this call:  https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
11-09-455      Proposed MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer

11-09-465      Proposed PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg

4.  Next TGn CRC call:  April 22   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3309270
            Tentative agenda for April 22 call:     remaining MAC, PHY, Gen, COEX, Editorial resolutions

5.  Any other business

6.  Adjourn
Called to order  11:07 am PDT
3.1 Attendance

	
	LastName
	FirstName
	Affiliation
	Status

	1
	Perahia
	Eldad
	Intel Corporation
	Voter

	2
	Erceg
	Vinko
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	3
	Fischer
	Matthew
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	4
	Kakani
	Naveen
	Nokia Corporation
	Voter

	5
	Kraemer
	Bruce
	Marvell
	Voter

	6
	Loc
	Peter
	Ralink Technology, Corp.
	Voter

	7
	Ramamurthy
	Harish
	Marvell
	Voter

	8
	Banerjea
	Raja
	Marvell
	Voter

	9
	Rosdahl
	Jon
	CSR
	Voter

	10
	Vlantis
	George
	ST Micro
	Voter

	11
	Feinberg
	Paul
	Sony
	non-voter

	12
	Mesecke
	Sven
	Buffalo
	Voter

	13
	Lambert
	Paul
	Marvell
	Voter

	14
	Van Zelst
	Allert
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Voter

	15
	Chan
	Doug
	Cisco
	Voter



3.2 IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below).
No response for call for patents

3.3 Work plan for this call 

Proposed comment resolutions for MAC & PHY Comments received from recirculation Sponsor ballot #2.

Primary meeting documents for this call:  https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
11-09-455      Proposed MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer

11-09-465      Proposed PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg
3.3.1 Request for PHY first, but there is an overlap with TGw, and so there was a request to look at possibly either shorten the call or do MAC first to allow some to switch over.

3.3.1.1 – Mathew F. wants to switch to TGw in an hour, and as he is the MAC presenter, we need to do the MAC first for one hour, then go with PHY.

3.3.2 A request to gather the responses, and then vote next week on the resolutions.

3.4 MAC Comments
3.4.1 11-09-455r0      Proposed MAC resolutions  
3.4.2 CID 2003 – baseline scope statement questioned.

3.4.2.1 Proposed Response/Resolution: Disagree – There is nothing in the stated scope of the standard that disallows a single MAC from having multiple optional features, and so, from the first version of the 802.11 standard, the MAC has always had optional features.  It is convenient and appropriate to create specific terminology related to such optional features in order to create a more readable standard. Such terminology can also apply to sets of optional or mandatory features. An example of the previous use of such terminology is the term PC which refers to the Point Coordinator that performs the point coordination function, which is an optional feature of the first version of the 802.11 standard. There are instances of AP and PC used throughout the standard, and this is perfectly acceptable, as the terms exist solely to note when an optional feature is being employed. Also see HC, and QOS STA, which are later additions to the standard. The uses of HT STA and HT AP are similar to all of these examples, in that they too, simply provide a convenient way to express requirements for STAs that implement an optional set of features.
3.4.2.2 Does this response address the intent as well as the specific wording?  This is precisely addressing the explicit statement, and not addressing any other possible implied point.
3.4.2.3 Discussion on if the comment is in scope, and if the resolution is complete enough.
3.4.2.4 A sentence is added to the end of the resolution, “in addition, procedurally this comment is out of scope for this particular SB recirculation.
3.4.2.5 concensus on the proposal was made, and will be brought up next week for final vote after the document will have been reviewed.
3.4.3 CID 2004 – While very similar to 2003 it is different.
3.4.3.1 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – (this resolution reads differently from the resolution to CID 2003) There is nothing in the stated scope of the standard that disallows a single MAC from having multiple optional features, and so, from the first version of the 802.11 standard, the MAC has always had optional features. It is convenient and appropriate to create specific terminology related to such optional features in order to create a more readable standard. Such terminology can also apply to sets of optional or mandatory features. There is nothing in the scope that prevents the coupling of multiple optional features, which is what has been done in this instance. An example of coupling of multiple features in the 802.11 standard is:  Block Acknowledgement, which can only be employed by STAs that also support the QOS feature. The case cited in the comment is similar, in that some optional features of the amendment are only allowed to exist in an implementation when coupled with another optional feature. This practice is not new and it is not out of scope. In addition, this comment is procedurally out of scope as this is not addressing a change between Draft 8 and Draft 9.

3.4.3.2 Discussion of whether we find precence or do we point out that the PAR allowed the adjustment.  Is this a behavior or information inference.
3.4.3.3 Concensus on the proposal as documented in r1 of the doc09-455r1

3.4.4 CID 2008 statement of what should be allowed or not in Clause 7.

3.4.4.1 Proposed resolution: Principle – The statement is not normative, but only informative, and this information is needed in order to allow the proper interpretation of the normative language that already exists in 9.2.8.  However, the TGn amendment also already has included this same information in a new sentence to be added to 9.2.8, so the information found in 7.2.3.13 is redundant. TGn editor to delete the cited sentence. (Note however, that the normative behavior in 9.2.8 speaks only of when to SEND an acknowledgement, and not when NOT to send an acknowledgement – see CID 2009) 

3.4.4.2 Review clause 9.28

3.4.4.3 Changes to the proposed resolution are included in doc 09-455r1. change the parenthetical portion to point out the resolution to 2009 and the proposed change here need to work together to resolve the issue completely.
3.4.5 CID 2009 – agree per the discussion on CID 2008


3.4.6 CID 2010 – Primary Rate comment

3.4.6.1 Proposed Resoution: Principle – TGn editor to make changes shown in document 11-09-0455r0 under any heading that includes CID 2010. Note that it is extremely difficult to determine a wording that allows the language to flow properly in creating the description of the determination of the response rate.
3.4.6.2 Review of the proposed text changes that are documented in 09-455.

3.4.6.3 Why do we have primary rate in the first place.  The following seems somewhat conflicting or confusing: 

9.6.0e.5.2 Selection of a rate or MCS

To allow the transmitting STA to calculate the contents of the Duration/ID field, a STA responding to a received frame transmits its control response frame at a primary rate or MCS, or at an alternate rate or MCS, each of which are determined according to the following rules:
3.4.6.4 It is proposed to change to “at a primary rate or an alternate rate or MCS”

3.4.6.5 Question if this is correct or not, but this will be changed, and after a weeks review will be voted on at a later conference call.
3.4.5 CID 2011 – TXBF feedback 
3.4.5.1 There are two proposed resolutions in 09-455r0, and so a discussion on the two alternates was done.

3.4.5.2 Unsolicited feedback needs to be added to 9.18.2 someplace.  Then we don’t need to change 9.19.3.
3.4.5.3 The changes discussed were added to 09-455r1 for review prior to voting at a later telcon.

3.4.5.4 More discussion is needed on the reflector, and this one will be passed back on the reflector.

3.5 PHY Comments.

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0465-00-000n-tgn-sb2-phy-comments.doc
Originally there were only 3 comments, but now we have 5: 2001, 2005, 2017, 2027, and 2028
3.5.1 CID 2001 similar comment from before.

3.5.1.1 Proposed resolution: Disagree. Explanation: TGn specification mandates support of 2 spatial streams at an AP and 1 spatial stream at a STA. As a result, all TGn specification compliant APs must have at least two antennas for the reception/transmission. This means that STBC or Beamforming may be used during the transmission. Therefore, it is not necessary to mandate alternate diversity techniques as proposed in the comment that require buffering at the receiver, an additional antenna and a switch. In addition, the proposed technique may yield overhead since the same burst has to be transmitted twice when compared to the STBC transmissions (STBC transmissions at the two transmit AP antennas are simultaneous, no overhead). In the presentation 07/2796r0 no comparison was shown to alternate techniques such as STBC and Beamforming, and also overhead due to retransmissions was not accounted for in the results. The STBC and Beamforming techniques do not require an additional STA antenna, an antenna switch and burst buffering at STAs. To add PASD option on the top of STBC and Beamforming may not be trivial, and uplink/downlink transmissions may become unbalanced (possibly 4th order diversity on the downlink and 2 order diversity on the uplink direction) assuming 2 AP antennas and 2 switched diversity STA antennas employing PASD..
3.5.2.2 Explaination on the resolution was given. No objection or comment to proposal.
3.5.2 CID 2005 repeated comment requesting STBC modes to be mandatory.

3.5.2.1 prosposed resolution: Disagree. For the complexity reasons, STBC technique was defined as optional. Same was defined for other features like Beamforming and LDPC, for example.  Some of the implementations may require only basic set of features because of the power, cost and chip area optimization reasons.

3.5.2.2 Explaination of proposed resolution.  The argurment from the commenter would lead us to make more options madatory, and that would not lead other problems.
3.5.2.3 An extra statement of “After reviewing the comment, the CRC has decided to decline the suggestion of the commentor”.  The final text will be in 09-465r1.

3.5.2.4 No objection.
3.5.3 CID 2017 Limit Mixed Mode NDPs

3.5.3.1 Proposed Resolution: Disagree. For an ease and consistency of implementation it is better to have same restriction for MM and GF packets. 
3.5.3.2 Explaination was given for the proposed resolution.  This was an old comment that had been rejecte before, but this is a new iteration.  A Review of the history of this issue was made.

3.5.3.3 Page 181 of draft 9, question of calibration procedure for Single stream stations and if there is a conflict or inconsistency there?  There is an issue with the calilbration and if the Single Stream STA can or cannot send the NDP sequences.
3.5.3.4 This issue warrents more discussion on the reflector, so the question is if a single antenna device would declare itself beamforming capable or not.  

3.5.3.5 Action Item:  Alert to send a comment to the reflector to initiate the discussion.

3.5.4 CID 2027 RCPI issue.

3.5.4.1 Proposed resolution for 2027: Disagree. PICS is not intended for providing performance measures, it indicates conformance and should not be used otherwise. In addition, preamble and other fields of 2003 devices in many cases are very similar to 2007 and later devices. Averaging over multiple antennas may increase accuracy, but how to distinguish accuracy between single antenna and multiple antenna TGn devices? One may argue that receiver sensitivity of newer devices is better and therefore PICS should accommodate this also. How about better accuracy EVM, energy detect threshold, CCA, clock, temperature range, etc. options in the PICS?

3.5.4.2 Explaination of the proposed response.

3.5.4.3 Propose to stop the resolution at the word “Averaging” delete the remainder.  See the final edits in 09-465r1.  no objection.

3.5.5 CID 2028 RCPI Issue

3.5.5.1 Response is similar to 2027 and is adjusted accordingly: the response is identical to 2027. No objection or discussion.   See the final edits in 09-465r1.

3.6         Next TGn CRC call:  April 22   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3309270
Tentative agenda for April 22 call:  remaining 1 left for PHY, then remaining MAC with the remaining time finish Gen, COEX, and Editorial resolutions
3.7     Any other business

None

3.8 Adjourn 12:56 EDT
4.0 April 22, 2009 TGn CRC Teleconference Minutes:
Tentative Agenda TGn CRC Teleconference:
1.  Attendance
2.  IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below).
3.  Work plan for this call 

 Proposed comment resolutions for MAC & PHY Comments received from recirculation Sponsor ballot #2.

Primary meeting documents for this call:  https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
11-09-465      Proposed PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg
11-09-455      Proposed MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer

4.  Next TGn CRC call:  April 29   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3813773
            Tentative agenda for April 29 call:     remaining resolutions
5.  Any other business

6.  Adjourn
4.1 Attendance
	
	LastName
	FirstName
	MI
	Affiliation
	Status

	1
	Perahia
	Eldad
	
	Intel Corporation
	Voter

	2
	Erceg
	Vinko
	-
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	3
	Fischer
	Matthew
	J
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	4
	Kakani
	Naveen
	K
	Nokia Corporation
	Voter

	5
	Kraemer
	Bruce
	P
	Marvell
	Voter

	6
	Loc
	Peter
	-
	Ralink Technology, Corp.
	Voter

	7
	Ramamurthy
	Harish
	
	Marvell
	Voter

	8
	Rosdahl
	Jon
	W
	CSR
	Voter

	9
	Van Zelst
	Allert
	-
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Voter

	10
	Chan
	Doug
	
	Cisco
	Voter

	11
	Zhang
	Hongyuan
	
	Marvell
	Voter

	12
	Stephens
	Adrian
	
	Intel Corporation
	Voter



4.2 IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers page 2).
No new issues were brought up.


4.3 Work plan for this call 

 Proposed comment resolutions for MAC & PHY Comments received from recirculation Sponsor ballot #2.

Primary meeting documents for this call:  https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
11-09-465      Proposed PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg
11-09-455      Proposed MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer

4.3.1 Continue review of 11-09-465r0



We have tentative agreement on the proposed resolutions, but no vote has been taken yet.


4.3.2 CID 2017 – review status

4.3.2.1 Discussion of whether single stream can not send the NDP.  There is one place that says Single stream can send and another place that says it cannot.  This needs to be reconciled.
4.3.2.2 This change may have been easier earlier, but now we need to reconcile this with a few options.  

4.3.2.3 ACTION ITEM: Vinko to put the options into the document 11-09-465r1 so that others will be able to come up to speed on the topic and be prepared for the motion for next week.

4.3.2.4 The option that is currently being proposed, if support for only one spatial stream, then only one NDP would be sent.


4.3.3 Continue Review of 11-09-455r2



4.3.3.1 We have tentative agreement on the proposed resolutions, but no vote has been taken yet.



4.3.3.2 We will look to vote on resolutions as they come complete rather than piecemeal.

4.3.3.3 Revision two has some additional changes to CID 2010, but the essential resolution is the same, but some clarification was added.  It is a rephrasing to help the flow in the clause.


4.3.4 CID 2010 – Primary Rate definition/use

4.3.4.1 after review of the current status, no comment or objection to the corrected text.

4.3.4.2 Question on the normative behaviour language?  Now they are declarative statements, with a normative verb at the end of each paragraph.

4.3.4.3 Proposed resolution column is adjusted to refer to the new revision.

4.3.4.4 Proposed Resolution: Principle – TGn editor to make changes shown in document 11-09-0455r2 under any heading that includes CID 2010.

4.3.5 CID 2011 -- TXBF feedback

4.3.5.1 Proposed Resolution: Principle – make changes to include the new element as shown in document 11-09-0455r3, under any heading that includes CID 2011..
4.3.5.2 Review suggested details for changes to subclause 7.2.3 and 9.18.2

4.3.5.3 Question on the format of the document resolved to leave as it has been clear enough in the past.

4.3.5.4 9.18.2 the first paragraph there may be an issue with adding it so far down in the clause, and proposed to move this new paragraph closer to the start.  

4.3.5.5 Change the location to be the last sentence of the first paragraph.

4.3.5.6 There will be a new revision posted prior to voting.

4.3.6 CID 2012

4.3.6.1 TGw is looking to create a new column called Robust.  So by setting the field to “no” then the HT action frames would not be encrypted.

4.3.6.2 Proposed Resolution: Principle – TGn editor to make the changes shown in document 11-09-0455r0 under any heading that includes CID 2012.
4.3.6.3 There is a problem in that the TGw needs to publish a new draft and then TGn editor must then reflect those changes and then we can produce the proposed changes.
4.3.6.4 This will need to be addressed in a timely manner, but we have the issue with resolving a comment with a promise to future change.  We need to get the TGw draft prior to resolving this issue.  The CID will be colored “hot pink” to indicate that this is an open issue that we need to resolve before we can move forward.

4.3.6.5 is this resolve to have non-protected frames going to cause TGn to have detractors point out that some of the management frames are not protected….This topic has been discussed at length in TGw and a review of the TGw minutes is suggested.  Summary of the discussion was reviewed.
4.3.6.6 The current TGw proposal has not been accepted, but it is highly likely that it will be accepted, but a new draft will be a couple weeks out.  The chair pointed out that we may need to wait to complete the comment resolutions until we see the TGw draft.

4.3.7 CID 2013 – TXBF Feedback – See CID 2011 – same resolution
4.3.8 CID 2017 – Limit MM NDPs – Transferred to PHY – colored gray
4.3.9 CID 2018 – RIFS rules – 
4.3.9.1 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – TGn editor to remove the phrase “, except within a PSMP sequence as explicitly indicated in 9.16.1.2 (PSMP Down link transmission (PSMP-DTT)) and 9.16.1.3 (PSMP Up link transmission (PSMP-UTT))” From the second paragraph of 9.2.3.0b
4.3.10 CID 2019 MAC Figure 9

4.3.10.1 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – the purpose of figure 9-1 is to show the different access methods of the MAC. Beamforming, antenna selection, etc. are not access methods and therefore do not need to appear in the diagram. The introductory sentence to the diagram begins with “The MAC architecture can be described as shown in Figure 9-1” – the implication is that the architecture can also be described in other ways, each of which depends on which aspects of the MAC are being emphasized in the diagram. In this case, the purpose of the diagram is to show access methods.


4.3.10.2 no objection to the proposed resolution.


4.3.11 CID 2020 Public Action Frame
4.3.11.1 Proposed Resolution: Principle – TGn editor to change the modifications to 7.4.7.1 Public Action frame in TGn draft 9.0 by including editing instructions and modifications to the baseline’s first paragraph so that the first paragraph of the baseline will read as follows: “The Public Action frame is defined to allow inter-BSS and AP to unassociated-STA communications in addition to intra-BSS communication.”


4.3.11.2 No objection to the proposed resolution.

4.3.12 CID 2025 – Rebroadcast of Action Frames

4.3.12.1 Proposed Resolution: Principle - TGn editor shall replace the change shown in TGn draft 9.0 for the first paragraph of 9.2.7, not for the reason given by the commenter, but instead, because the case described in the paragraph cannot happen – the frame in question is one that has RA=AP’s UCAST address, TA=STA’s UCAST address and address3=DA, which is BCAST/MCAST. There is no place for a wildcard BSSID in this frame. The new change to this paragraph is to split the paragraph after the second sentence to avoid confusion of the two cases of a BCAST/MCAST frame. Only frames with ToDS=1 are redistributed by the AP. Whenever an AP transmits an MCAST/BCAST frame, it typically has FromDS=1, (or possibly 0) and ToDS=0 (except for the WDS case), so a receiving AP will NOT forward the frame.

4.3.12.2 Explaination given of why this resolution is correct.
4.3.12.3 9.2.7 is talking about frames, and the insertion is wrong, and the best thing to do would be to remove the insertion all together.

4.3.12.4 The breaking up of this paragraph is really a TGmb issue.  TGn would then delete the change to the first paragraph of 9.2.7.  The commentor should be able to point this out in the TGmb ballot coming out next month.

4.3.12.4 The new Resolution would be changed to  Principle – TGn editor to delete the change to the first paragarph of 9.2.7. from the TGn draft because the change introduced is not applicable, that is, management frames do not have ToDS=1 and therefore, are not forwarded by the AP – Note also that the case described by the commenter cannot happen – the frame in question for the cited case is one that has RA=AP’s UCAST address, TA=STA’s UCAST address and address3=DA, which is BCAST/MCAST address. There is no place for a wildcard BSSID in this frame. And whenever an AP forwards an MCAST/BCAST frame, it typically has FromDS=1, (or possibly 0) and ToDS=0 (except for the WDS case), so a receiving AP will NOT forward that frame after it receives it – these frames do not match the case described by the commenter. And while the first case in the paragraph refers to a frame with a BCAST/MCAST RA  , those frames do NOT have ToDS=1, and only frames with ToDS=1 are redistributed by the AP, so those frames do not match the case described by the commenter, either. – One could consider splitting the paragraph after the second sentence to avoid confusion of the two cases but such a split of the paragraph would really be within the scope of TGmb and not TGn.
4.3.12.5 No objection to the new proposed resolution that provides the detail and rational.

4.3.13 CID 2026 Immediate BA

4.3.13.1 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – The cited bullet item is for a specific case which is the existing baseline condition, and we do not want to modify it at the risk of making existing implementations possibly non-interoperable with new ones.

4.3.13.2 Rational and possible consequences were noted.
4.3.13.3 Counter rational presented on if there is a significant impact or not to the commenters proposed change.  Would we not be better to add a specific rule for the HT immediate?  Or the compressed block ack.  
4.3.13.4 There still is a problem with applying a “may” case for the new types of BA.  If we allow a multitude of choices, then the STA would not know which to use.

4.3.13.5 there may be no  limitations for BAR frame and so limiting the BA to the highest basic rate.

4.3.13.6 Draft 2.0 has the specific restriction for the BA to be transmitted at the highest basic rate and MCS.  This is for the HT case.  The difference is that in a non-HT PPDU had a rule set that was contrary to the baseline, and so this was the reason that this rule was removed.
4.3.13.7 a request to have a bit more discussion on this on the reflector.
4.3.13.8 A suggestion that the change requested by the commenter does not introduce any inconsistency,  but the fact that the baseline is really being changed by the amendment we need to be sure that all the changes are included, and that the non-changes are reflected correctly as well.

4.3.13.9 ACTION ITEM: Matthew will post this topic to the reflector.

4.3.14 Additional Change
4.3.14.1 This error was caught during a subsequent review of some changes.  It is included in the 09-455 to capture the proposed change and for discussion.

4.3.14.2 the comment made: The language of 9.9.1.2 does not appear to allow the transmission of BlockAckReq and BlockAck frames as part of an exchange or as the only frames of an exchange within a TXOP. This needs to be rectified, but we need to be careful. For example, should a transmitter be allowed to gain an EDCA TXOP and then send ten different BlockAckReq frames to ten different RAs during a single TXOP? Should the transmitter be allowed to send four different BlockAckReq frames for four different ACs to a single RA? Do the existing bullet items need to be modified in order to make AC and/or RA restrictions more explicit?

4.3.14.3 Proposed Change: TGn editor: within subclause 9.9.1.2 EDCA TXOPs, in the first change noted in TGn draft D9.0, add a new bullet item to the list following the last bullet item e) as shown below:

e) Any frames required for link adaptation as specified in 9.16.2

f) Any number of BlockAckReq and BlockAck frames.


4.3.14.4 Discussion on the proposed change.

4.3.14.5 No objection to the proposed change.  Will mark green for voting later.

4.3.16 Status of 09-455 now that we have made the changes today, we should post the new revision and then come back on the next call to close out the open items before voting.  There are still some Coex and General comments left open that will be discussed next week.  


4.3.16.1 A special Thanks to Matthew for his hard work and efforts.


4.3.16.2 Matthew will post the update revision.
4.4 Next TGn CRC call:  April 29   916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3813773
            Tentative agenda for April 29 call:     remaining resolutions

4.4.1 Status of Coex Comments:

4.4.1.1 Question: The text for Coex comment resolution is tentatively scheduled to be ready on the next call.

4.4.1.2 Answer: The text for the Coex Comments will need some F2F time and so will not be ready prior to Montreal session.

4.4.1.3 if we are pushing to close the comments then we will not have as good a set of responses, so having the time to prepare a better set of responses and presentations for Montreal is a better plan.

4.4.2 Status on General Comments:


4.4.2.1 Some responses from the IEEE are still pending on some of these open comments.

4.4.3 There are one open PHY and about 3 open MAC issues.  There are 3 in General and 4 in Coex.

4.4.4 Prioritize for next week to be PHY, MAC, Gen and possibly Coex.

4.5 Any other business


4.5.1 None
4.6. Adjourn at 12: 46 EDT
5.0 April 29, 2009 TGn CRC Teleconference Minutes:
Telcon info: 916-356-2663, Bridge 5, 3813773
Tentative Agenda TGn CRC Teleconference:
1.  Attendance
2.  IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers below).
3.  Work plan for this call: comment resolution proposals for comments received from Sponsor Ballot re-circ #2 

·         PHY Comments (0ne comment to review)

·         MAC Comments (3 pending review)

·         GEN + COEX Comments (as time permits and submission prepared)

 
Please download the latest revision of the Primary meeting documents prior to this call: 

 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
11-09-455      Proposed MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer

11-09-465      Proposed PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg

4. Next TGn CRC call:  

Wednesday, May 06, 2009, 10:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663 Bridge: 5, Passcode: 7927018
     

Tentative agenda for May 6 call: 

Remaining MAC, PHY, Gen, COEX, Editorial resolutions
5.      Any other business

6.      Adjourn
5.1 Called to order 11:02 PDT
Attendance
	
	LastName
	FirstName
	MI
	Affiliation
	Status

	1
	Perahia
	Eldad
	 
	Intel Corporation
	Voter

	2
	Erceg
	Vinko
	-
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	3
	Fischer
	Matthew
	J
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	4
	Kakani
	Naveen
	K
	Nokia Corporation
	Voter

	5
	Kraemer
	Bruce
	P
	Marvell
	Voter

	6
	Loc
	Peter
	-
	Ralink Technology, Corp.
	Voter

	7
	Ramamurthy
	Harish
	 
	Marvell
	Voter

	8
	Zhang
	Hongyuan
	 
	Marvell
	Voter

	9
	Rosdahl
	Jon
	W
	CSR
	Voter

	10
	Chu
	Liwen
	 
	ST Micro
	Voter

	11
	Levy
	Joseph
	 
	Interdigital
	Voter

	12
	Mesecke
	Sven
	 
	Buffalo
	Voter

	13
	Lambert
	Paul
	 
	Marvell
	Voter

	14
	Van Zelst
	Allert
	-
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Voter

	15
	Barr
	John
	 
	Independent
	Voter


5.2 IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers page 2).


IPR and Meeting policies were pointed out.


No new calls noted.


5.3. Work plan for this call: comment resolution proposals for comments received from Sponsor Ballot re-circ #2 

5.3.1 we have 9 comments left to resolve.
·         PHY Comments (0ne comment to review)

·         MAC Comments (3 pending review)

·         GEN + COEX Comments (as time permits and submission prepared)

 
The latest revision of the Primary meeting documents prior to this call: 

 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
11-09-455r5      Proposed MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer

11-09-465r1      Proposed PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg
5.4 PHY CID NDP 

5.4.1 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0465-01-000n-tgn-sb2-phy-comments.doc
5.4.2 We have an r2 that is nearly ready.  We are still wanting for some final discussions.  The authors and the majority of those that have been working in the CRC are exchanging e-mail and discussion.
5.4.3 There is some concern on a problem on r2 and one aspect that has not been discussed completely.

5.4.4 ACTION ITEM: Peter Loc will send an e-mail to the authors to identify the issue that needs to be resolved.

5.4.5 ACTION ITEM: Vinko to notify the group when r3 is ready for the group
5.4.6 this (PHY) will be agenda item #1 for next week’s call.

5.5 MAC CID


5.5.1  A new rev 5 was posted real time.
5.5.2 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0455-05-000n-sb2-mac-resolution-proposals.doc
5.5.3 There are 2 comments and one Rogue comment.

5.5.3.1 Roque comment is a descriptive term for a comment that is given to the CRC outside the normal balloting process.

5.5.4 CID 2010 

5.5.4.1 Proposed resolution: “Principle – TGn editor to make changes shown in document 11-09-0455r4 under any heading that includes CID 2010.”
5.5.4.2 Discussion on the rate used for the BlockAck and Compressed Block Ack frame

5.5.4.3 The proposed change resolves the backward compatibility concern and allows the highest rate be used for the particular ACK frame.

5.5.4.4 ok, no objection,but change line 123 to 121 referrence.


5.5.5 CID 2026 :

5.5.5.1 Proposed resolution: “Principle – TGn editor to make changes shown in document 11-09-0455r6 under any heading that includes CID 2026 – Note that the cited bullet item is for a specific case which is the existing baseline condition, and we do not want to modify it at the risk of making existing implementations possibly non-interoperable with new ones. However, we can extract the new case and treat it separately to allow the behavior described.”


5.5.5.2 No general discussion or objection, so it will be collored green.


5.5.6 CID 2012 

5.5.6.1 TGw is still discussing this.  We have agreed to wait until the text is available. We are not expected to see this for another week.


5.5.7 Rogue Comment.



5.5.7.1 from doc 0455r5:

“The language of 9.9.1.2 does not appear to allow the transmission of BlockAckReq and BlockAck frames as part of an exchange or as the only frames of an exchange within a TXOP. This needs to be rectified, but we need to be careful. For example, should a transmitter be allowed to gain an EDCA TXOP and then send ten different BlockAckReq frames to ten different RAs during a single TXOP? Should the transmitter be allowed to send four different BlockAckReq frames for four different ACs to a single RA? Do the existing bullet items need to be modified in order to make AC and/or RA restrictions more explicit?
TGn editor: within subclause 9.9.1.2 EDCA TXOPs, in the first change noted in TGn draft D9.0, add a new bullet item to the list following the last bullet item e) as shown below:

e) Any frames required for link adaptation as specified in 9.16.2
f) Any number of BlockAckReq and BlockAck frames.
5.5.7.2 Discussion on why the restrictions may or may not be wanted on the TXOP.  The need to limit the BlockackReqs is questionable.  If you do not have the AC, then you could send multiple BlockAckReqs but not sure that the benefits are there.
5.5.7.3 After a bit of discussion, the concensus was to take the suggested proposal.

5.5.7.4 Then a question on the word Any and Any Number being a bit more vague.  The debate on the wording degraded and then we asked do we want to constrain the useage or not.  If we want to constrain this, then we need different wording.  The constraint wanted is hard to put into a simple sentence; we want to ensure that the STA is fair in the usage of the AC and/or RA.
5.5.7.5 ACTION ITEM: Peter Loc – send a proposal on what the restraint that may be wanted on the RA or numerical constratin.

5.5.7.6 more discussion on what constraints are there already.  We do not want to include a new constraint that adds to the limitation.

5.6 What shall we do with the other MAC comments that are ready?

5.6.1 The TGn Editor can prepare a speculative Draft, but there are still a bunch of comments that are outstanding.

5.6.2 Given that there are some comments that are marked green and ready, but a formal motion helps resolve the comments properly.
5.6.3 CID 2026 and the Rogue comment had the largest amount of discussion.

5.6.4 an r6 would need to be posted prior to the motion that excludes 2012 and the Roque comment.

5.6.5 no objection for the motion

5.7 Motion 427: Move to accept the following CIDs 2003, 2004, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2025, and 2026 as documented in 11-09-0455r6.


Moved: Jon R; 2nd Matthew F.


5.7.1 Discussion: clarification of numbers included.


5.7.2 Roll call vote of those on the call.



Doug Chan – Yes



Vinko -
Yes



Matthew F. – Yes



Bruce K – abstain



Joe L – yes



Peter L – Yes



Sven M. – dnr


Eldad – Yes



Jon R – yes



Adrian – Approve – Yes



Paul Lambert – dnr


Harish – Yes



Hung Z. – yes



Alert v.
- dnr


Liu C. 
Yes


Motion Passes 11 yes, 0 no, 1 abstain (dnr = did not respond)
5.7.3 The other MAC CIDs will be done next week.

5.8 We are still waiting on Potential Proposals for Coex.

5.8.1 Vinko has 2021 and 2022 but they are not quite ready.

5.8.2 John Barr is trying to help with the resolution and would like to ensure that the 40MHz comment set and would like Vinko to correspond with John B in preparing the resosution.

5.9 General CIDs


5.9.1 There are only 2 comments left in this area.


5.9.2 2028 is in Gen, but Vinko has it in PHY also.  


5.9.3 2027 and 2028 were assigned to PHY and they should be in 11-09-465



Joe L. missed that these had been transferred to PHY.


5.9.4 CID 2002 and 2007
5.9.4.1 Proposed Resolution: “UNRESOLVABLE 

802.11 WG, TGn and the TGn CRC believe they have faithfully followed the procedures provided by PatCom concerning the soliciting of potentially essential patents and associated LOAs as specified in: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt

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.

It has also been noted that the status of LOAs believed relevant to P802.11n will need to be reviewed prior to a request for Standards Board approval and publication as there are potentially two paragraphs that could be selected from the IEEE-SA Ops Manual (sub-clause "6.3.1 Public Notice") for inclusion in the P802.11n front matter (currently page iv of the draft). One paragraph applies when LOAs are not received, and one for when LOAs are received.

“

5.9.5 Discussion on what the resolution options are.  It is possible to get ourselves into a legal situation depending on how we address these comments. Use these same resolutions is the best path to keep ourselves out of legal trouble, and to allow any of the different front matter to be used in the amendment.
5.9.6 Discussion on the front matter.  One set is used if one or more LOAs has been received, and the other is when No LOAs has been received.  There is not third option.
5.9.7 Given this information, the third paragraph would be deleted and put the resolution on a new slide and used for the resolution.  See 11-09-0495r1 for the improved resolution that will be presented on next week’s call.
5.10 The only CID left out was assigned to the Editor CID 2006.  The Editorial staff reported that we have passed their review. 


5.10.1 Propossed Resolution: Agree, Thank you for your review”


5.10.2 Will vote on next week.

5.11 Coex is the last block of comments.  Next week’s call will target the Coex comments.


5.11.1 The draft versions of the resolutions may not be ready for next week.


5.11.2 We will not be able to close next week, but we would like to get started.


5.11.3 Vinko is addressing specific issues on the measurements; this will not cover all the CIDs.


5.11.4 Between George and Vinko, All the CIDs may be covered.


5.11.5 Vinko has 2021 and 2022, but they may not be ready for next week.

5.11.6 2014, 2015, 2016, 2023, and 2024 are assigned to George 


5.11.7 John B and Goerge are working together to craft the proposals.

5.11.8 It is unlikely to get concensus on these next week, but we will look to get them started and then attempt to close them during the Face-to-Face Meeting the week after.
5.12 MOTION 428: Move to set the Comment resolution for 2006 as “Thank you for your review” 

Moved by Adrian, 2nd Jon R

5.12.1 Discussion:  Concerned that when there hass not a proposed change, we reject, but here we are accepting.  

5.12.2 Disagree, we have not done that, the context here is clear

5.12.3 Are we being consistent?
5.12.4 This is an editorial comment.  This comment is from the IEEE staff, and indicates that we have met the requirements.
5.12.5 As this is in a special category.  The concern was caused by the “y” in the “is this part of the No Vote”, this is not an issue.
5.12.6 This comment is located in Doc: 11-09-0024r7
5.12.17: Roll call vote of those on the call:
Doug: dnr

Vinko dnr

Matt F – Yes

Bruce K – abstain

Joe L – yes

Peter L – yes

Sven M – dnr

Eldad – dnr

Jon R – yes

Adrian S – yes

John B. dnr

Paul L – dnr

Harish – Yes

Huang Y yes

Alert – dnr

Liu Ch – dnr

Motion passes 7 yes 0 no, 1 abstain.  (dnr = did not respond)
5.12 Next TGn CRC call:  

Wednesday, May 06, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
               916-356-2663 Bridge: 5, Passcode: 7927018     

Tentative agenda for May 6 call: 

Remaining MAC, PHY, Gen, COEX resolutions
5.5.   Any other business – none
5.6. Adjourn – 12:42 EDT.
6.0 May, 2009 TGn CRC Teleconference Minutes:
Wednesday, May 06, 2009, 11:00 AM US Eastern Time 
916-356-2663        Bridge: 5, Passcode: 7927018
Tentative Agenda TGn CRC Teleconference:
1. Attendance
2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers page 2).
3. Work plan for this call: comment resolution proposals for comments received from Sponsor Ballot re-circ #2 

Primary meeting topics & documents for this call: 
 

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg – 11-09-0465 r2
Open issue regarding: 
CID 2017    Treatment of NDP for 1SS 

MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer - 11-09-0455 r6

Open issues regarding:

CID 2012 on encryption of steering matrix (W action frames)

New comment regarding Transmission of BlockAckReq and BlockAck frames within TxOP

11-09-0024 r7 Composite of TGn Sponsor Ballot Comments

GEN + COEX Comments (as submissions and time permit)

11-09-0495 r1 IP CID resolutions

11-09-0511 r0 40 MHz behavior in 2.4 GHz

4. There are no more TGn CRC calls prior to the May Interim meeting. 
Any remaining comment resolutions will be discussed in Montreal.

5. Any other business

6. Adjourn
6.1 Called to order at 11:05 EDT
6.1.01 Attendance

	
	LastName
	FirstName
	MI
	Affiliation
	Status

	1
	Erceg
	Vinko
	-
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	2
	Fischer
	Matthew
	J
	Broadcom Corporation
	Voter

	3
	Stephens
	Adrian
	 
	Intel Corporation
	Voter

	4
	Kraemer
	Bruce
	P
	Marvell
	Voter

	5
	Loc
	Peter
	-
	Ralink Technology, Corp.
	Voter

	6
	Ramamurthy
	Harish
	 
	Marvell
	Voter

	7
	Zhang
	Hongyuan
	 
	Marvell
	Voter

	8
	Rosdahl
	Jon
	W
	CSR
	Voter

	9
	Chu
	Liwen
	 
	ST Micro
	Voter

	10
	Mesecke
	Sven
	 
	Buffalo
	Voter

	11
	Van Zelst
	Allert
	-
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Voter

	12
	Bagby
	David
	 
	Calypso
	Voter

	13
	Vlantis
	George
	 
	ST Micro
	Voter

	14
	Chan
	Doug
	 
	Cisco
	Voter


6.2 Adopt agenda

6.3 IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers page 2).

6.3.01 Reminder that we are using the IEEE P&P and no new information offered.

6.4 Work plan for this call: comment resolution proposals for comments received from Sponsor Ballot re-circ #2 

6.4.01 Primary meeting topics & documents for this call: 
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/documents?x_group=000n
6.4.02 PHY resolutions   - Discussion leader: Vinko Erceg – 11-09-0465 r2
6.4.02.1 Open issue regarding: 
CID 2017    Treatment of NDP for 1SS 
6.4.02.2 Vinko presented the discussion and concensuss as documented in 09-0465r3.

6.4.02.3 Issue is how to send the second NDP frame from a single stream.
6.4.02.4 Discussion on the details of the proposal and the possible restrictions that this may cause.
6.4.02.5 Value of NDP bit was explored.

6.4.02.6 Does this proposal add restrictions to the 2xn case while helping the 1x1 case?
6.4.02.7 Peter L proposed that Rev 9 text may be better than the proposal, for the case of 2 or more spatial streams.  The change here should only address the 1x1 case.
6.4.02.8 Review 3rd proposed paragraph “TGn Editor: on page 182, line 24, modify text as follows”…
6.4.02.9 Question on the overload use of an ACK for calibration.  If we reuse the ACK, will the designers and systems be surprised with the reuse.
6.4.02.10 Question: As an ACK has no transmitter address, how do we determine the addresses to know whence it came? Unsolicited ACK case.

6.4.02.11 Question: rules that refer to ACK will need to address legacy rules as well as other transmit rules for ACK

6.4.02.11.1 The belief is that this is ok.

6.4.02.12 Initial reaction is that this may not be a good idea to reuse the ACK.

6.4.02.13 Vinko was reminded that he should use the TGn reflector for discussions.
6.4.02.14 ACTION ITEM: Adrian to send summary of concerns on the TGn reflector.

6.4.02.15 Next paragraph – how to handle the matrix

6.4.02.16 While this is a bit unconventional, but if the implementors are ok, maybe this will be ok.

6.4.02.17 Review next changes, and some of these changes return the behaviour as it was before.  Some are simple clarifications.
6.4.02.18 Proposal is to take the notes and put into Annex Q.

6.4.02.19 The discussion did not seem to have complete consensus.
6.4.02.20 Question why can’t the NDP packet be sent by a single stream device?

6.4.02.20.1 Long story, but in the mixed mode case, there is a problem with some implementations that would break the legacy or backward compatibility in regards to the Greenfield mode.  This is a receiver side issue.  

6.4.02.20.2 if the restriction of only allowing NDP to be transmitted by 2 or more spatial streams would be better restriction than if we put the new burdens for single stream devices

6.4.02.20.3 Unify Mixed Mode and Greenfield modes.  What is the difference in having special ACK vs having a sounding packet.

6.4.02.20.4 This is a long standing comment that has had not been resolved for over 2 years.

6.4.02.21 ACTION ITEM: Vinko – Create a better picture of what the issue is and how this proposal resolves the issue.

6.4.02.22 This topic may take a few hours during next week’s Session.
6.4.02.23 This will be a specific Agenda item on Monday PM2.
6.4.03 MAC resolutions   - Discussion leader: Matt Fischer - 11-09-0455 r6
6.4.03.1 Open issues regarding:

CID 2012 on encryption of steering matrix (W action frames)

New comment regarding Transmission of BlockAckReq and BlockAck frames within TxOP

6.4.03.2 CID 2012 is waiting on the new TGw draft.  That draft is still not available. So we need to hold off some more until we get a chance to see the draft.  The proposed change is contingent on a change to what would be the TGn baseline…

6.4.03.3 Rogue Comment: review what this comment is and the proposed resolution as documented in 09-430r6.  This has been discussed on several conference calls and was excluded from the previous motion to allow people to review and think about the resolution.  No other proposal has been offered, and no objections received.  This has had plenty of noodle time.
6.4.03.3.1 Question: is there anyone still having any concerns?

6.4.03.3.1.1 no response.

6.4.03.3.2 Question: is there any one that missed seeing this or needed more time?

6.4.03.3.2.1 no response 
6.4.03.4 As there is not a perceived problem, then ok to motion.

6.4.03.5 Motion 429: Move to accept the resolution for the Roque comment as shown in 09-455r6.

6.4.03.5.1 Moved: Matthew F. 2nd Adrian S.

6.4.03.5.2 vote:

Vinko - yes

Matthew F – yes

Bruce K – Abstain

Peter L. – yes

Harish - dnr

Hongyuan – yes

Jon – yes

Sven – yes

Alert – dnr
Dave B – dnr
George – yes
Doug - dnr

Liwen – yes

Adrian – yes
12 on the call at the time of the vote. (dnr = did not respond)
6.4.03.6 9 yes 0 no 1 abstain – Motion passes.
6.4.03.7 For the remaining comment, we will take it up on Monday (4pm).

6.4.04 GEN + COEX Comments (as submissions and time permit)
6.4.04.1 11-09-0511 r0 40 MHz behavior in 2.4 GHz
6.4.04.2 George V. reviewed 09-511r0.

6.4.04.2.1 This submission looks to address about 30 no voters’ comments.

6.4.04.2.2 While not available to the call, John B indicated that Rick Noelins(sp?) wanted to be added as a co-author to this submission.

6.4.04.2.3 If the intolerant bit is just set, that seemed to be overkill in the presence of overlapping BSS.  This proposal suggests changing the note in 11.14.4.1 to be more normative with some clarification.
6.4.04.2.4 Proposed text  two different paragraphs – 1st paragraph:

“In addition to the restrictions on transmission of 40 MHz mask PPDUs found in subclause 11.14.4.1 to 11.14.4.4, if a STA operating in the 2.4 GHz ISM band has no means of determining the presence of non-802.11 communication devices operating in the area, then the STA shall not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs.”
6.4.04.2.5  Second paragraph proposal is to change “note 2” to be a new final paragraph in 11.14.4.1 :

“In addition to the restrictions on transmission of 40 MHz mask PPDUs found in subclauses 11.14.4.1 (Field used to determine 40 MHz PPDU transmission restrictions) to 11.14.4.4 (Restrictions on non-AP STAs that are not a member of an infrastructure BSS), if a STA operating in the 2.4 GHz ISM band has knowledgemeans of determining the presence of non-802.11 communication devices operating in the area and determines that non-802.11 communications devices are operating in the area, then it is recommended thateither no non-802.11 communication device is operating in the area or that non-802.11 communication devices are operating in the area but the STA implements a coexistence mechanism for these non-802.11 communication devices, then the STA may transmit 40 MHz mask PPDUs, otherwise, the STA shall not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs.”
6.4.04.2.6 The benefits of this proposal will allow the use of 40MHz in the case when the devices have control of when the non-802.11 devices are or are not in operation, and in the future allow the use of 40MHz in the future with this type of change.  If you have an enterprise that wants to use a 40MHz deployment by design, then this allows the systems to be able to operate.  This is consistent with the idea of having 40MHz be turned off “out of the box”. 

6.4.04.2.7 Well designed devices that have multiple radios will have a better coexistence design and with this proposal, they will be able to operate.  As it is now, the intolerant bit would preclude some of these cases.

6.4.04.3 Question on the e-mail traffic regarding this topic.  One of the main questions that typically come up is how many votes would be willing to accept this change that had previously voted no?
6.4.04.3.1 The work done on this has been open and today this has been presented to the group initially today.  The idea is to think about this and discuss this in more detail next week.

6.4.04.3.2 The idea of how many no-voters would flip is interesting.  A spreadsheet analysis has several groups of individuals, but as this document now has 4 authors, these would be some for sure.

6.4.04.3.3 Contact has been made to several groups, there was a Bluetooth all hands meeting last week, and John Barr was able to present these ideas to several voters who were there.  He has not had objections to what he has proposed.  No reaction has been officially sent.
6.4.04.3.4 In the 11n set of no-voters, there have not been any objections voiced yet.  

6.4.04.3.5 15-20 voters have seen the proposal to date.  

6.4.04.3.6 Bruce could send a request for comment to the Sponsor ballot, so we need to decide if the wording is sufficient to being able to bring better acceptance.

6.4.04.4 Question: is there anyone that has a specific rewording that they would like to do prior to being sent out?

6.4.04.4.1 No response.

6.4.04.5 This has been sent out to the TGn reflector.

6.4.04.6 Sending this out to the Sponsor Ballot Pool to look for comment.
6.4.04.7 This proposal will need some noodle time.

6.4.04.8 This is not limiting the use with the intolerant bit.  This allows a way to resolve the issue without a hard stop of using 40 MHz.

6.4.04.9 Differentiation by vendors in Coexistance is preserved with this proposal.

6.4.04.10 While this is not perfect, it seems to be very good first draft.

6.4.04.11 How much review time is needed for the group to know if it is acceptable?  If we have some discussion next week, and then wait to send this out to the Sponsor ballot group, then we run the risk of when does the next recirc go out.  
6.4.04.12 We may be able to get feedback over the next 7 days, and then use that feedback next week to determine how to proceed. (Include in draft, or send a question).

6.4.04.13 The expectation is that you will not get any more significant feedback by sending to the ballot group than what we will get at the meetings next week.

6.4.04.14 The idea of sending a request for special comments from the balloting group should be followed sooner than later it it is going to be done or not.
6.4.04.15 Question on if the rules in the proposal are for non-AP STA only?

6.4.04.15.1 No, it is does not specify that, but rather just points to STA.

6.4.04.15.2 The coexistence mechanism is the issue.  Before you turn this feature on, the devices should be aware of the environment that it is being deployed.

6.4.04.16 Action Item: Bruce:The current version will be sent to the ballot Pool

6.4.05 11-09-0495 r1  IP CID resolutions
6.4.05.1 We only have a few minutes, but the preliminary 0495r1 updates the proposed resolutions.  The comments 2002 and 2007 are a bit different.  To address one directly may not provide us with a better outcome than addressing it more generically..
6.4.05.2 Slide 4 provided some guidance from PatCom.
6.4.05.2.1 Discussion the technical merits of the use of the patent is ok, but not the price, conditions of use, or the essentiality of the patent it self.

6.4.05.2.2  from slide 4:

“So what can you discuss about patents at a standards-development meeting? 

· You can cover the content of the patent letter of assurance form, you can discuss the technical merits of using the technology under patent, and you can discuss the way patent information is made available from the IEEE. 

· You must not discuss subjects like the pricing for use of a patent, how a patent should be licensed, validity or interpretation of a patent claim, or any terms or conditions of use. These are not appropriate topics for discussion in a standards developing committee. Further information can be found in "What You Need to Know About IEEE Standards and the Law."

· Questions from industry or from individuals can be directed to the IEEE-SA Standards Board Patent Committee for further consideration.

6.4.05.2.3 More dissusion will be done next week.

6.5 There are no more TGn CRC calls prior to the May Interim meeting.  All remaining comment resolutions will be discussed in Montreal. We have 6-7 timeslots in Montreal F2F Session.
6.6 Any other business
6.6.01 No other business and at the end of time.
6.7  Adjourn at 13: 01 EDT.
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Abstract


Minutes of the Teleconferences for TGn CRC for April 1 to May 6th, 2009.  





R0-April 1: discussion of Protection requirements for Action Frames.





R1- April 8: discussion of SB2 results and stauts of the TGw request for input from TGn CRC.





R2- April 15: discussion of SB2 MAC and PHY Comments.  About half of the MAC comments and all but one of the PHY comments had proposed resolutions crafted.  These will be subject to review and voting during a later conference call.





R3- April 22: Discussion of SB2 PHY and MAC comments.  There is still 1 PHY and 3 MAC comments outstanding for later calls.





R4- April 29: Discussion of SB2 MAC, Gen, and Editor Comments.  There were two motions to resolve all but 2 of the MAC comments as well as the Editor Group comments.





R5 – May 6: Discussion of SB2 PHY, MAC and Coex Comments.  One motion made to adopt the resolution of the Roque MAC comment.  Coex and IP discussion started.
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