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Teleconference October 16, 2009.

Attendees: Adrian S., Jouni M., Mike M., Matthew G., Bill M., Jon R

1.0 Called to order by Matthew Gast at 11:04am ET

2.0 TGmb Telecon Agendas in 11-09/1097
3.0 Slide 5 has duties and the Patent Policy

4.0 Slide 7 call for any new Patents
4.1 No responses.

5.0 Slide 9 -- Today’s agenda

5.1 Roll call / call for essential patent claims

5.2 Comment resolution: MAC comments from 11-09/864r8

5.3 Review proposed resolutions

5.4 Discuss open comments marked discuss

5.5 Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

6.0 11-09/864r8 review

6.1 CID 1346

6.1.1 Initial discussion to take the second suggestion.

6.1.2 Commenter's point about the fourth paragraph saying that 'a STA must fragment a unicast MSDU so that the first MPDU does not cause the TXOP limit to be exceeded' is invalid. For TXOP limit=0 it is obvious that this paragraph does not apply: simply because regardless of how a STA may fragment an MSDU, it will never be able to fit it in a TXOP of duration zero.

6.1.3 Looking at the context, Line 39 and line 50,

6.1.4 We should start line 50 with a clarification.

6.1.5 Proposed Resolution. Accept in Principle. Add “when the TXOP limit is non-zero” at the beginning of paragraph on page 396.

6.1.6 There may be some other clarifications, but there is no comment suggestion that it is really required.

6.1.7 Move to motion MAC C

6.2 CID 1647

6.2.1 Review of comment
6.2.2 There are more issues here than what is pointed out.  A sequence that starts with a CTS to Self does not have an ADDR2 field.
6.2.3 Imagine an RTS/CTS, if you can only hear the CTS response, how do you know if it is a RTS/CTS or a CTS to self.  The point is if there is a difference in how the 3rd party STA.  The reaction should be the same.  Unless it was directed to the STA that sent the RTS or CTS to self.
6.2.4 This is to allow a RTS/CTS to work within a TXOP.  The TXOP holder is getting a chance to reissue the RTS/CTS without waiting for a NAV.  So the third party would not know and would still have to respect the NAV.
6.2.5 Can the last clause of the sentence be replaced?  “which…” “which is the MAC address from the Address 2 field of the frame that initiated a frame exchange sequence except …”
6.2.6 Really we are just adding the exception to the end of the sentence
6.2.7 :Proposed resolution: Accept in Principle add to the end of the cited sentence “except when it is a CTS Frame in which case the TXOP holder address is the address 1 field”.
6.2.8 Move CID to MAC C motion tab.
6.3 CID 1655

6.3.1 Review comment

6.3.2 The medium Idle for PIFS means that the medium is idle at a specific time for a specific duration see diagram 9.2.10.

6.3.3 See figure 9.12 transmitting after a PIFs you could do this by sensing the medium is busy during the period cca detect, but it is about half the slot.  So there is a period of a bit that is specified in the PHY specifications over the whole value of PIFS that is about 25ms but in reality, we have only sensed it for a smaller portion of that time.  Do we mean continuously idle or is it ok for the sampling?

6.3.4 Which case are we intending to describe in this clause? Do we really mean the fully contiguous or the sampled one?

6.3.5 There was more discussion on the timing and the understanding is that this was a PIFs transmission, and the specification of PIFs specification actually calls out its use in HCCA. See 9.2.3.2

6.3.6 11n also makes some changes in this area. So the changes made by 11n breaks out in a list the times when this is to be used. So the interpretation of TGn is that the PIFs timing in 9.2.2.1 that is intended is in 9.2.10 not that the medium has been fully idle.

6.3.7 TGn did not change the statement in 9.2.1.2, but did in 9.2.1.1

6.3.8 9.2.3.2 is the PIFS section and of the TGn seemed to fix it (9.1.2.1.2).

6.3.9 Given what words to use, it is in 9.2.10.  replace “when the WM…” with “when  as in 9.2.10”

6.3.10 Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle replace the cited sentence with “When the WM is determined to be idle at TxPIFs slot boundary as defined in 9.2.10”

6.3.11 There is also a similar sentence on p403.02.

6.3.12 The editor could be instructed to make a similar change and to sort the detail.

6.3.13 New Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle replace the cited sentence with “When the WM is determined to be idle at TxPIFs slot boundary as defined in 9.2.10” The editor could be instructed to make a similar change to page 403 line 2

6.3.14 Move CID to Motion C
6.4 CID 1656

6.4.1 Review the comment

6.4.2 This seems to be a similar issue, but we may want to look at the specifics. 

6.4.3 If we think that this is similar, then we would craft something like: PIFs after the last transmission only if the PHY-CCA is clear after the last boundary as defined in 9.2.10?

6.4.4 This is a bit different than that, so we need to look at the figure in 9.2.10.  (Figure 9-12).  So at the end of CCA-Down….discussion on walking the timing chart.

6.4.5 On page 403,  the text does not realize that some of the timings are the same but a different name.  If the TX STA is the HC, then the STA can recover by tx at the PIFS TXOP Slot boundary, and the CCAdel is clear.

6.4.6 So you could replace the last “only if the CCA…” with “only if the CCAdel period preceding the TxSlot boundary. As shown in figure 9-12).”

6.4.7 Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: replace a) with “If the Transmitting STA is the HC, it may initiate recovery by transmitting at the Tx PIFS slot boundary after the end of the last TX transmission only if the PHY-CCA.indication primitive is clear during the CCAdel period preceding the Tx PIFs slot boundary as shown in figure 9-12”

6.4.8 Move to MAC C motion Tab.

6.5 CID 1657

6.5.1 Review the comment – Page 403.19

6.5.2 Question isn’t the retry counters independent of which TXOP….

7.0 The chair had to drop off at this point.

7.1 The group was let go early to review the remaining comments that have a status of “Proposed”.  All comments to be sent via e-mail reflector.
7.2 AI: Matthew G: Update Agenda and Mac Comment files and then post.

7.3 Meeting is adjourned at 12:07pm.
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