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TGmb Teleconference July 31, 2009


Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: Architecture comments from 11-09/790r4

· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

1. Telecon started late due to bridge snafu.

a. THANKS to Matthew Gast for taking notes of today’s call.

2. Called to order Start of meeting 11:25 am

3. Attendance:  Adrian, Mark, Jeremy, Matthew, Bill – joined 11:53 am

4. Meeting and Patent policy reviewed.
a. No new claims identified

5. Architecture comments will be the topic today: see 11-09-790r4
6. CIDs 1577, 1585, 1597

· Adrian willing to do the work to merge these annexes if that is what the group wants.

· ** Action (Matthew): We may not have all the information as to why they were split; will take to reflector to see if we can find out more

7. CID 1058

· Adrian: already fixed editorial comment, x-ref to 1586

· Resolution: the tg agreed to accept Adrian's editorial resolution for this.

8. CID 1575

· Matthew:  Bill Marshall states that NDIS is implementation dependent and should be removed.

· Adrian: NDIS frequently implements only a subset of these objects.  An alternative resolution would be to delete the whole sentence.

· Resolution: The TG agreed with Adrian's proposed resolution and will delete the sentence containing NDIS.

9. CID 1460

· Matthew: Bill Marshall states that other changes are necessary in this clause: we should also change "MAC" to "the MAC" in all the bullets of this list.  Also change "is" to "are" matching the plural use of "frames" .

· Adrian: "is" to "are" is already taken care of by the resolution to CID 1461.  We can change the resolution of this comment to Agree in Principle to also add add "the" to mac address.

· The TG agreed with this suggestion

· Matthew: There is also a proposed change about the first bullet at 502.54 "Specifies that data frames neither from the MAC address nor to the MAC address is protected"  The proposed change is to rewrite as two phrases to be sure that the use of "neither" does not override the use of the plural "frames"

· Adrian: disagree, changing is to are is sufficient; done by 1461

· The TG agreed with this resolution.

<Bill Marshall joins teleconference>

10. CID 1014:

· Bill Marshall: Is annex q supposed to compile?

· Adrian: It can't right now as a standalone document.  In theory, you should append Q to D and be able to compile.  Q might have to become a separate module to compile.

· Bill: Within D there are sequence gaps

· Mark Hamilton: It is weird, but legal to have numbering gaps in a MIB.  

11. Discussions of comments in discuss motion set 2 in of r3 of architecture comments.

12. CID 1635

· The TG agreed with the proposed resolution.  This is a technical comment whose resolution is trivial and does not require debate.

13. CID 1636

· This is also a trivial technical comment.

14. Meta-discussion: on trivial comments

· Adrian: Transfer trivial comments to editor, and let editor propose resolutions.

· The procedure for transferring a comment is to assign it to the editor and hit save.  However, before doing so, the ad hoc leader should set the comment to be of category "trivial technical"

· ** Action for Adrian: send e-mail to ad-hoc leaders describing how to classify comments as trivial technical.

15. CID 1634

· The TG agreed that this is also trivial and should be transferred to the editor

16. Meeting Adjourned 12:30 EDT.

Teleconference for Aug 7, 2009 11:00am EDT.

Proposed Agenda:

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution: MAC comments from 11-09/864r2
· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)
1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:05am
2.0 Attendance: Bill Marshall, AT&T; Adrian Stephens, Intel; Peter Ecclinstine, CISCO; Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Matthew Gast, Trapeze; Mike Montumurro, RIM;
3.0 Review agenda as 11-09-918r0 slide 11
4.0 11-09/0864r2 will be doc to review today.
5.0 IP policy and Meeting rules review

5.1 No response for call for new IP issues.

6.0 MAC AdHoc Comment group -- Start with QoS tab – 11-09/0864r2
6.1 CID 1689 now in Editor Minor Technical list

6.2 CID 1690 Comment seems correct, but the change may be a bit complicated, and should have more review than just the adhoc Chair

6.2.1 Change Tx Qos frame to TxQoS Data frames whose TID field contains this TID.
6.2.2 Resolution updated in 0864r3.

6.3 CID 1161 review comment

6.3.1 Discussion on if Figure 11-9 had other useful info.  This figure is referenced by Figure 11-7 by inference. 

6.3.2 A Submission may be needed to deal with the requested change for the comment.  The diagram seems fine, but the comment of the non-AP STA may not know the difference.  So a means to help them disiguish the difference may be as simple as clarification of the text.
6.3.3 On page 610, line 62 remove the clause Result clase and remove “inboth cases” next sentence.

6.3.4 See resolution updated in 0864r3.

6.4 CID 1693 Review Comment

6.4.1 The sentence cited may be poorly written.  Deletion of the sentence may be the simplest solution.  They were informative and had no normative context.
6.4.2 Resoution Principle: remove the two cited sentances.

6.4.3 See resolution updated in 0864r3

6.5 CID1695 review comment.

6.5.1 The TID field description has some ambiguity to it.  We may need to revisit the decision to not rewrite the TID description.  We do not have 75% in either decision.  TGe did not intend to rewrite the TID field.
6.5.2 Proposed : DISAGREE this would require that the Transmitter would have to rewrite the TID field.  

6.5.3 One way would be to add a note that in this case that the TID subfield retains the previous value ….or something like that.

6.5.4 The rules and normative text elsewhere should be sufficient, but in this location a note to help clarify.

6.5.5 Add a note to the line after: Note: In this case the TID retains the value set from the Priority parameter of the MACunit.Data Request.

6.5.6 This change to Accept in Principle.

6.5.7 See Resolution updated in 0864r3

6.6 CID 1696  review Comment
6.6.1 This paragraph has value as it notes that the TID field is not rewritten.
6.6.2 Is UP recoverable in all cases?  I don’t believe that the original UP is recorded.  The paragraph is misleading if it implies that the original UP is recoverable.

6.6.3 Proposed Resolution: Decline – 

6.6.4 The recovery of the UP is not possible, so the reverse mapping may not be possible.  Classify operates above the MAC-SAP.  The value deteremined by the classifier is done after the SAP, so maybe ….possible confusion.  

6.6.5 Can the paragraph be collapsed?  What is meant by original?  As in the paragraph?  The interrpreation may cause more abiquity.

6.6.6 Proposed resolution: Decline 
6.6.7 Possible Change the paragraph 

“When the Processing subfield of the TCLAS Processing information element is set to 1 or 2, then the receiver cannot recover the original UP “

6.6.8 Review of the Processing subfield description.

6.6.9 If the UP field is determined from a TCLAS, regardless if there are multiples, you have overwritten the original UP, and so it cannot be recoved.

6.6.10 This would apply to TCLAS in general? Believed so.

6.6.11 Concern on the level of understanding of us today on the UP usage.
6.6.12 Some more research may need to be done on this to ensure we don’t break it more than we fix it.

6.6.13 Defer for more thought.

6.6.14 We found that when you have an TCLAS, it rewrites many of the fields, so the original UP cannot be found.

6.6.15 Suggest changing this paragpraph to state something like “when you match on TCLAS, you loose UP.

6.6.16 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle – replace the cited paragraph with “When an MSDU is classified using an TCLAS Information Element; the original UP cannot be recovered by the receiver.

6.6.17 See 0864r3 – will mark as ready for motion.

6.7 CID 1697  review comment

6.7.1 Proposed change is ambiguous.

6.7.2 There should be a way to control when the TS is deleted or not.
6.7.3 Discussion is that the Reassociation should delete/refresh the information.

6.7.4 Unless there is someone wanting to work out the extra implications of keeping the TS alive througth the association would need to be done.

6.7.5 The reassociate flushing all the parameters is a logical way to look at this.

6.7.6 Reassociation with the same AP would not logically be done during a call very often.

6.7.7 Flushing all of the Non-AP TS seems to be required, and so this comment should be disagree.

6.7.8 Proposed Resolution: Disagree – Change in behaviour, non-trivial even if we agreed, and the premise is disagreed.
6.7.9 Some discussion of any chanages in the parameters during the reassociation would also need to be addressed.

6.7.10 Proposed text for resolution rationale. Reassocaition may change the capabilitities may have significant impact to existing TS which may change the validity of existing TSs.  The proposed resolution does not provide enough detail to implement this change.  

6.7.11 See 0864r3 for final version.

6.8 Time check – 25 minutes left. – Mike M dropped off

6.9  CID 1487  -- will take up later… Chalk and Cheese = Oil and Vinegar?
6.10 CID 1485 – review comment

6.10.1 “Normal frame transmission rules” only appears in this part of the draft.

6.10.2 Discussion on when a frame may be transmited. 

6.10.3 Propsoed change did not cite what to do.

6.10.4 Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: change paragraph to read:

“AP shall send out the buffered broadcast/multicast MSDUs before transmitting any unicast frames”

6.10.5 There are 2 other instances see page 583 line 8 and line 31.
6.10.6 Do we need to specify the channel access mechanism explicitly?

6.10.7 We should be able to delete the sentances on 583 Line 8 and line 31.

6.10.8 The Proposed resolution was updated to include deletion of  the sentances with “normal frame transmission”

6.10.9 “normal DCF” is another instance 596 line 19.of the meaningless use of “normal” 
6.10.10 Strict interpration says that it is not allowing EDCF so this may be broken on 596 line 19.  we should change the sentence.

6.10.11 “Shall be done” is poorly worded .

6.10.12 Add to the Proposed resolution: for change to page 596 line 19.

6.10.13 Also page 618  line 65 – delete the phrase “using the normal access method”

6.10.14 Also page 619 line 2 – delete the phrase “using the normal access mechanisms”.

6.10.15 Also page 366 line 23 – delete the word “normal”

6.10.16 see the updated Resolution in 864r3

7.0 Action Item: Mathew will post 11-09-864r3 with the updated resolutions.

8.0 Next telecom is Aug 14 – Security and Management Comments will be the topic of the call.

9.0 Large number of proposed resotuions in the MAC area that have been proposed, that we all should review to see if there is any objection.  Believe to have the non controversial ones set up.

10.0 Adjourned at 12:30 EDT.

References:
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