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Minutes for TGmb meeting in Los Angeles, California from January 18-21, 2010
1 Monday January 18, 2010 -- 4:00pm – PM2 timeslot
1.1. Review the Patent Policy (see slide 4 of 11-10-0063r1)

1.1.1. No LOA requested.
1.2. Review meeting logistics (see slide 5-10 of 11-10-0063r1).

1.3. Review the LB160 results.

1.3.1. Results from LB160 (REVmb-D2.0)

1.3.1.1. 166 affirmative (89%), 20 negative (11%), with 25 abstentions

1.3.1.2. Change from LB 149: +11 affirmative, -3 negative, -4 abstensions

1.3.1.3. This was a recirculation ballot; all comments must be against changed text

1.3.1.4. 246 comments received (195 technical), stored in 11-09/0706r7
1.4. Slide 12: Plan of Record:

· May 2008 – Issue Call for Comment/Input

· July 2008 – begin process input and old Interpretation requests 

· 
Acknowledge previous Task Group referrals

· Sept 2008 – PAR revision process started

· Nov 2008 – close receipt of new input

· Nov 2008 – WG/EC approval of PAR Revision

· Dec 2008 – NesCom/SASB approval PAR Revision

· May 2009 – First WG Letter ballot  

· (includes All published Amendments as of May 2009)

· Nov 2009 – Recirc start
· January 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)

· July 2010 – Sponsor Ballot Start

· (Include all published amendments as of July 2010)

· November 2010 – Sponsor Recirc

· March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval

· June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval

1.5.  Approval of minutes of prior meetings

1.6. November 2009 minutes: 11-09/1190r0 – https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1190-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-1190-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-nov-2009-atlanta-plenary.doc" \t "_parent" nov-2009-atlanta-plenary.doc
1.6.1. Approved my unanimous consent.

1.7. No Telecons since last TGmb session.

1.8. Draft Update:

1.8.1.  D2.01 is on the server

1.8.2. Includes the 11n update

1.8.3. Editorial review to be carried out following this meeting – Volunteers Are Welcome!
1.9. Review Agenda as contained in 11-10-0063r1

1.9.1. General Ad Hoc would like Tues PM2
1.9.2. Security topics targeted for Wed PM1 (2219 CID presentation)

1.9.3. Discussion of CIDs 2070, 222, and 2223 for Tues PM1

1.9.4. No other specific topics were called out, and progress will be general order of comment resolutions.

1.9.5. No objection to adopting the Agenda as contained in 11-10-0063r1

1.10. Editor’s Report
1.10.1. contained in 11-10-02r0
1.10.2. LB160 Documents

1.10.2.1. REVmb DRAFT (members’ area of 802.11 website)

1.10.2.1.1. Draft P802.11REVmb_D2.0.pdf

1.10.2.1.2. Draft P802.11REVmb_D2.0 Redline.pdf
1.10.2.2. Composite comments (all ad-hocs)

1.10.2.2.1. 11-09-0706-07-000m-revmb-wg-ballot-comments.xls

1.10.3. Draft 2.01 status

1.10.3.1. Draft 2.01 includes STD IEEE 802.11n-2009

1.10.3.2. It has not been reviewed

1.10.3.3. An editorial review is planned starting after the 802.11 session

1.10.3.4. Any defects will be addressed in D2.02 or D2.03

1.10.4. Status by Ad-Hoc reviewed.

[image: image1]
1.10.5. Historic Page Statistics reviewed (see slide 10)
1.10.6.  Discussion of Possible Motion and next recirculation time targets.
1.11. Remaining Time: Comment Resolutions.

1.11.1. Comments are in 11-09/790r7

1.11.2. Bill has a document 11-10-71r0 and Michael has a document 

1.11.2.1.  Michael has highlighted the “easy set”

1.11.2.2. Processing the comment quickly to identify the low-hanging fruit is a good thing.

1.11.2.3. We may want to recess for 5 minutes and pull out the CIDs that may have more concern.

1.12. Review 11-10-71r0
1.12.1. CID 2153: Agreed that a PAR Change is necessary, Gen AdHoc to propose a resolution consistent with that decision.
1.12.2. CID 2155: proposed resolution is Accept, do both changes.

1.12.3. CID 2154: reverse the order of the clause 3.83 and 3.84 – accept.

1.12.4. CID 2177: review comment : 

1.12.4.1. Reject. Requirements are stated in the text, not in the definition. See, e.g., 9.1.1 ("The DCF shall be implemented in all STAs…"), 9.1.3.0a ("The HCF shall be implemented in all QoS STAs."). While the requirements may be more than necessary for an IBSS-only STA, the IBSS-only STA is not addressed in the standard.  Extending the standard to cover the IBSS-only STAs should be taken to WNG.Reject, requirements are stated in the text not in the definition…
1.12.4.2. Discussion of the proposed resolution

1.12.4.3. Removal of the last sentence was proposed to not be seen as promising any action.

1.12.4.4. Accept the proposal in principle, but the last sentence may be targeted for removal.

1.12.5. CID 2085: spelling words…editorial – Accept.

1.12.6. CID 2086: “in the clear” be better explained? – accept the resolution to reject.the CID.

1.12.7. CID 2087: Accept in principle. This is not first use of the acronym.  Change to "TPC", as first use is in 5.4.4
1.12.7.1. No objection.

1.12.8. CID 2093: review of comment: proposed resolution: Accept – no objection.

1.12.9. CID 2092: review of comment

1.12.9.1. MA.UNITDATA-STATUS.indication is generated when the status is known, and so “that is anticipated to be used” does not make sense.  

1.12.9.2. This CID needs more discussion and review.

1.12.10. CID 2205: review of comment.

1.12.10.1. The use of “may set” implies optionally.  So a change to “optionally sets” may be a better resolution.

1.12.10.2. Resolution: Accept in Principle: Change “may set” to “optionally sets”.

1.12.11.  CID 2038: Proposed resolution: Accept. Change reference to IEEE Std 802-2001.
1.12.11.1. The text needs to be updated as there is a normative reference already there.

1.12.12. CID 2220: Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle. Change "except for management frames of subtype Probe Request" to "except for management frames of subtype Probe Request or subtype Action"

– no objection

1.12.13. CID 2181 and 21821: read the comment and a request to do more thought and discuss later.

1.12.14.  CID 2029: proposed resolution: Reject. It is already marked as such. No need to separately mark every occurrence in the text of the feature.  – no objection.

1.12.15. CID 2184: proposed resolution: accept. No objection.

1.12.16. CID 2185: review comment: Proposed resolution: Accept in Principle: Move the note to the 1-1-0 row. – no objection.
1.12.17. CID 2245: Accept. Change Radio Resource Measurement to Radio Measurement in Tables 7-29 and 7-30 – no objection.

1.12.18. CID 2218: Accept.  See CID 2245 for text changes – copy and past the resolution from CID 2245. – no objection
1.12.19. CID 2106: discus why a change for a deprecated feature is needed.

1.12.19.1. Proposed resolution: accept. (Make the name changes).

1.12.19.2. – no objection

1.12.20. CID 2067: Editorial issue

1.12.21. CID 2107 and 2186: Proposed resolution: Accept and Accept in Principle with “Replace “Key” with “Wrapped Key” in the rightmost field in Figure 7-95o6a (i.e., do not change “Key Length”. On line 59, replace “The Key field is the IGTK being distributed” with “The Wrapped Key field contains the wrapped IGTK being distributed”. On lines 59-60, replace “Key field” with “Wrapped Key field”. “
1.12.21.1. – no objection

1.12.22. CID 2140: Editorial

1.12.23. CID 2068 and 2187: comment Resolution: Accept in Principle and Accept “Change Figure 7-101h8 to show the field size to be one octet.” - -no objection.

1.12.24. CID 2127: review of comment: a discussion of the names and the fact that TGw spent a lot of issues with the names and we should discuss this later.

1.12.25. CID 2131, 2135, 2134, 2132 – same clause, the changes are to make things consistent, and to have the editor make the proposed changes.

1.12.26. CID 2188:  proposed resolution: Reject. It’s a normative clause, regardless of the sub clause title -- we should discuss this later.

1.12.27. CID 2136:  Proposed Resolution: Accept:  -- no objection.
1.12.28. CID 2138: Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle. Change "may be concatenated" to "are concatenated"
1.12.29. CID 2108: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection.

1.12.30. CID 2219: discussion for later – 11-10-18r0 is submission.
1.12.31. CID 2190 and 2109: proposed resolution is “Accept in Principle – Remove the hovering “SetProtection”.”
1.12.32. CID 2097: editorial
1.12.33. CID 2027: already marked -- proposed Resolution: Reject. It is already marked as such. No need to separately mark every occurrence in the text of the feature.
1.12.34. CID 2090: Proposed resolution: Reject. Correct adjective has been used in this case. Deprecated functions fail to perform the function described (e.g., WEP); obsolete functions works as described, but are not used in any known products.  If a function marked as "obsolete" is actually used in an 802.11 implementation, it should be brought to the Task Group's attention and the marking of "obsolete" will be removed.  – no objection.

1.12.35. CID 2081: proposed resolution: Accept.  See also CID 2080 – no objection.
1.12.36. CID 2095:  Proposed resolution: Accept – no objection.

1.12.37. CID 2145: discussion for later.

1.12.38. CID 2094 and 2193: Accept with the following proposed change: Change the paragraph to, "The various entities within this model interact in various ways. Certain of these interactions are defined explicitly within this standard, via a SAP across which defined primitives are exchanged.  This definition includes the GET and SET operations between MLME, PLME and SME as well as other individually defined service primitives, represented as double arrows within Figure 10-1. Other interactions are not defined explicitly within this standard, such as the interfaces between the MAC and MLME and between the PLME and PLCP and PMD; the specific manner in which these MAC and PHY LMEs are integrated into the overall MAC sublayer and PHY is not specified within this standard."
1.12.38.1. No objection.

1.12.39. CID 2147, 2148 and 2149: Proposed Resolution Accept.

1.12.40. CID 2150: proposed resolution: Reject: Range given is not incorrect.

1.12.41. CID 2096: later discuss requested
1.12.42. CID 2221: Proposed Resolution: Accept.

1.12.43. CID 2194 and 2195: Proposed Resolution: Accept

1.12.44. CID 2124 and 2037: Proposed Resolution: Accept.

1.12.45. CID 2176: Proposed Resolution: Reject. Requirement is present on page 622 line 63 "A non-AP STA shall not change power management state using a frame exchange that does not receive an ACK."
1.12.45.1.  Discussion requested.

1.12.46.  CID 2152: discussion on rewording the resolution.  Accept the rejection in principle.
1.12.47.  CID 2224: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. Change to "A non-AP QoS STA may be in PS mode…" – no objection.

1.12.48. CID 2091: proposed Resolution: accept. – Discussion is needed.

1.12.49.  CID 2172, 2173, 2174, and 2128: editorial.

1.12.50.  CID 2155: proposed Resolution: accept. - -no objection.

1.12.51. CID 2110: discussion needed.

1.12.52. CID 2170, 2210, 2171: editorial
1.12.53. CID 2229: discussion needed.
1.12.54. CID 2111, 2230, 2231, 2161, 2196, 2166, 2169, 2166: Discussion

1.12.55. CID 2169: Editorial

1.12.56. CID 2120: Discussion

1.12.57. CID 2197, 2157, 2129, 2164, 2158, 2162, 2167, 2112, 2198: Discussion required.

1.12.58. CID 2159, 2130, 2165: Discussion.

1.12.59. CID 2015: Discussion

1.12.60. CID 2237, 2235: Proposed Resolution: Accept. Change "TXOP" to "medium time"
1.12.61. CID 2236: Proposed Resolution: Accept.

1.12.62.  CID 2239: Proposed Resolution: Accept. At end of first paragraph, change TSID to TID. (Resolution to #1694 in previous ballot missed this one.) – no objection.

1.12.63. CID 2240: Proposed Resolution: Reject. SME handles the ADDTS, which includes the TCLAS elements.  No additional interface description is needed.  – no objection.

1.12.64. CID 2242: Proposed Resolution: Accept. CID 1696 in previous ballot wasn't implemented correctly. Delete paragraph at line 5. – no objection.

1.12.65. CID 2243: Proposed resolution: Accept. – no objection.

1.12.66. CID 2216:  Proposed resolution is Accept, but the editor will need to do some checking.

1.12.67. CID 2117: Proposed Resolution: is Accept. – But discussion will need to be done to check the non-AP STA issue.
1.12.68. CID 2141, 2016, 2144: editorial

1.12.69. CID 2017, 2057: Editorial
1.12.70. CID 2013, 2000, 2006, 2007: need discussion.

1.12.71. CID 2088: Proposed Resolution: Reject. dot11CurrentFrequency is a control variable, written by the SME. This sentence forces the PHY to use it. – 

1.12.71.1. Discussion requested.

1.12.72. CID 2104: Discussion

1.12.73. CID 2082: Proposed Resolution: Reject. The text is clear, note is helpful in understanding the rational behind the text.  No objection.

1.12.74. CID 2103: directed at the same text and same resolution as 2082.

1.12.75. CID 2051: proposed Resolution: Accept. – no objection.

1.13. Reached the end of our time, so we need to continue with more comment resolution after the dinner break.

1.14. Recess: 6:01pm

2  Monday January 18, 2010: Evening 6:30 – EVE timeslot
2.1. Remind everyone that we are still under the same rules and Patent Policy requirements.

2.2. Continue with 11-10-71r1 (editing it to become r2) as it was posted on the server during the break.

2.2.1. CID 2215 Proposed Resolution: Accept -- no objection.

2.2.2. CID  2008: Discussion required
2.2.3. CID 2123 proposed resolution: Accept – no objection
2.2.4. CID 2080: Accepted – no objection – we already accepted 2081 same comment subject.  Use resolution from there.

2.2.5. CID 2032 and 2125: proposed resolution: Accept with the resolution to 2125. – no objection.

2.2.6. CID 2066: proposed resolution: Reject. Changes are shown in the way that Frame Maker shows changed tables. – We should change the explanation with more detail. – assign comment to Editor for proposed new resolution.
2.2.7. CID 2178:  Proposed Resolution: Reject. The table in A.4.4.2 only contains those frame types that the baseline standard and its amendments have seen fit to describe here, and the table makes no claims to be totally inclusive..  – no objection

2.2.8. CID 2001, 2002, 2058, 2003, 2062, 2059, 2004 2005, 2060 – PICs was very explicitly left in and so the proposed resolution: Reject. PICS entries for temperature were intentionally kept.  See resolution to CID #1000 in LB149. – no objection.

2.2.9. CID 2064: Proposed resolution: Accept. Change to “CF2.1 or CF2.2 “ – no objection.

2.2.10. CID 2063 and 2065: Proposed Resolution: Accept. – no objection.

2.2.11. CID 2116: Discussion required
2.2.12. CID 2009: Proposed Resolution: Reject. Annex C is not maintained – no objection

2.2.13. CID 2118: Proposed Resolution: Accept. – no objections.

2.2.14. CID 2069: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. Change to "It is written by the SME or external management entity" – no objections

2.2.15. CID 2018: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objections.

2.2.16. CID 2072: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. There is no such thing as a control/status variable.  Change to "It is written by the SME or external management entity"  -- no objection.

2.2.17. CID 2048: Proposed Resolution: Accept.  – no objection.

2.2.18. CID 2073: Proposed Resolution: Accept. Change to "It is written by the SME" – no objection.
2.2.19. CID 2071: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. There is no such thing as a control/status variable.  Change to "It is written by the SME or external management entity" – no objection.

2.2.20. CID 2019: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection.

2.2.21. CID 2074: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. There is no such thing as a control/status variable.  Change to "It is written by the SME or external management entity" – no objection.

2.2.22. CID 2030: Proposed Resolution: Accept. – no objection.

2.2.23. CID 2020: Editorial

2.2.24. CID 2075, 2076: Proposed Resolution: Accept. Change to "It is written by the SME". Change to read-only. – no objection.

2.2.25. CID 2021 and 2077: Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle. Change to "It is written by the SME when the device is initialized for operation in a band defined by a Regulatory Class." – no objection – 
2.2.26. CID 2078: Proposed Resolution: Reject. Variables written by the SME and used by the MAC are control variables, not status variables.  If it was written by the SME and only used by external entities, then it would be considered status. – no objection.

2.2.27. CID 2039: Accept. Change SYNTAX for dot11LCIDSEIndex to Integer32 – 

2.2.27.1. discussion – does this change cause any incompatibilities issues 

2.2.27.2. no objection

2.2.28. CID 2010, 2011, 2061: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. Mark it deprecated -- we need to include more description as to why they are deprecated.
2.2.29. CID 2202 and 2024: Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle and Accept. -- Add to description:   Superseded by the regulatory domain and regulatory classes mechanisms. 

2.2.29.1. Modify the resolution to not remove the new D2.0 text that was added, but ok to mark deprecated and the reason.

2.2.29.2. No objection.

2.2.30. CID 2053: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. Change to "It is written by the SME when the device is initialized for operation in a band defined by a Regulatory Class." – No objection.
2.2.31. CID 2052: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. Change to "It is written by the SME when the device is initialized for operation in a band defined by a Regulatory Class, or written by an external management entity."  -- No objection.

2.2.32. CID 2022: Proposed Resolution: Accept.  – no objection

2.2.33. CID 2056: Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle. This MIB variable violates ARC recommendations, in that it is written by two entities for different purposes, and therefore may generate race conditions.  No good solution exists without significant changes in the mechanisms defined by 802.11k-2008.  Leaving it as a read-write control variable seems the best solution available.  See CID 2055 for revised description.
2.2.33.1. While it violates the ARC rules, there may not be a real issue with a race condition.  The resolution may need to be just the revised description without the extra statements.  

2.2.33.2. New Proposed resolution: Accept in principle. Change to "It is written by an external management entity when requesting a measurement, and by the SME when accepting a measurement request."
2.2.33.3. no objection to the new proposed Resolution:

2.2.34. CID 2055: Proposed resolution: Accept in principle. Change to "It is written by an external management entity when requesting a measurement, and by the SME when accepting a measurement request."  -- no objection.

2.2.35. CID 2023: Proposed resolution: Accept – no objection.

2.2.36. CID 2203: Proposed resolution: Accept – no objection

2.2.37. CID 2049: Accept in principle. The value of the MIB variable is an integer.  Endianness only matters when values are stored as sequences of bytes. Remove Editor's Note. Additional changes given for CID 2203.
2.2.37.1. No objection.

2.2.38. CID 2012: Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: create  a new dont11PHYoperationsConmplianceGroup with dot11temptype not included and deprecated existing dot11PHYComplianceGroup.—no objection
2.2.39. CID 2114 and 2217: Editorial

2.2.40. CID 2204: Proposed Resolution: Reject. 800-38B is already listed as a normative reference – no objection.

2.2.41. CID 2033: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection

2.2.42. CID 2036: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection

2.2.43. CID 2041: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection
2.2.44. CID 2034: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection

2.2.45. CID 2045,2044, 2035, 2043, and 2042: Proposed Resolution: Accept – no objection

2.2.46. CID 2122, 2119, and 2211: Editorial

2.2.47. CID 2214: Editor is assigned to compile and report issue.

2.2.48. CID 2179: Proposed resolution: Accept in principle. Delete the phrase.
2.2.48.1. Delete the bracket portion for the enhancements.

2.2.48.2. New proposed Resolution: delete the placeholder for list of enhancements.

2.2.48.3. no objection to the new proposed Resolution: 

2.2.49. CID 2083 and 2126: Editorial

2.2.50. New revision of 10/71r2 will be posted.

2.2.51. The Adhoc chairs will populate the Comment database and prepare motions.

2.3. Review the proposed comment resolutions from 11-10-28r1
2.3.1.  CID 2016: Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (SECURITY: 2010-01-12 21:31:08Z) Change dot11ExtendedChannelSwitchEnabled to dot11ExtendedChannelSwitchActivated. – 

2.3.1.1. no objection. – move to motion tab.

2.3.2. CID 2132: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (SECURITY: 2010-01-11 22:32:41Z) Replace "Hence two such key management algorithms are happening in parallel between any two STA’s Supplicants and Authenticators." with "Note that two peer STAs may follow this procedure simultaneously."

2.3.2.1. no objection move to motion tab

2.3.3. CID 2135 Proposed Accept – no objection – discussed twice now. – move to motion tab
2.3.4. CID 2142: Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (SECURITY: 2010-01-14 21:42:32Z)  The text clearly states that the STA can send the CSA or send both the CSA and ECSA.

2.3.4.1. no objection – move to motion tab
2.3.5. CID 2143: Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (SECURITY: 2010-01-14 21:44:27Z) The text clearly states that the STA can send the ECSA or both the ECSA and the CSA..
2.3.5.1. no objection – move to motion tab

2.3.6. Last of the easy ones. – Now Ready for Motion: 2016, 2108, 2132, 2135, 2136, 2138, 2142, 2190, and 2143.

2.4. There were 188 CIDs in Bill’s Doc and the 5 from Michaels. 143 accepted in some state and 45 were requested to be discussed later.
2.4.1.  Of the 45 that were deferred, there are several that we should be able to finish up in the temperature ones and may be several others.

2.4.2. CID 2181: Proposed Resolution: Reject. Contents of a Probe Response frame sent by a non-AP STA is covered by the "Otherwise" at page 108 line 4.
2.4.2.1. The otherwise statement is in the middle of two ways to set the Probe Response, and the otherwise statement should follow the two ways.

2.4.2.2. We may want to change the three paragraphs further.

2.4.2.3. See page 108 of D2.0 – discussion on what changes to the first 4 paragraphs may be made to hopefully make it clearer.
2.4.2.4. A proposal will need to be made to resolve this CID. “Insert the following sentence before “otherwise on line 4 on page 108. STAs in an IBSS set the short preamble subfield to 1 in transmitted beacon frames when dot11ShortPreambleoptionimplemented is true”.
2.4.2.5. STAs set the short preamble subfield to 0 when ShortPreambleOptionImplemented is false and in frame types not listed above.

2.4.2.6. New proposed Resolution: Accept in principle: Insert the following phrase before the closing period of the first sentence “; STAs in an IBSS set the short preamble subfield to 1  in transmitted beacon frames when dot11Short Preambleoptionimplemented is true”  Delete the paragraph at line 10 and its preceding editor’s note.
2.4.3. CID 2182 – discussion on if this is really following the same issue or not.  The Editor’s note was added because there was concern that the IBSS case was the variable being set properly.  In the current specification, you have is allowed in this IBSS, presumable, the first STA in the IBSS gets to determine the option.    The Otherwise may address it, but it is still ambiguous. 

2.4.3.1. a concrete proposal is not clear at this moment.  What we could do is hold a straw-poll and see what the group is feeling. But given the numbers and the comments that we have had, the group is not very opinionated on this particular issue.   

2.4.3.2. Adrian to provide a proposal later to address this more completely.

2.4.4. CID 2127: the commenter is withdrawing this comment.  TGmb has been avoiding opening up arguments that were resolved in heated debate the TG.  
2.5. The group effectiveness has gone low, and so we will recess at 9:21pm.
3  Tuesday January 19, 2010: start 1:35pm :: PM1 timeslot
3.1. called to order at 1:35pm

3.2. change to agenda – 

3.2.1. MAC will now be Tues PM2, and GEN will move to Wed PM2

3.2.2. Opportunistic Keying Comment Group will be discussed on Wed PM1 in the Security group of comments. (2098, 2099, 2100, 2101).
3.2.3.  No other changes to the Agenda at this time.

3.2.4.  No objection to approve the modifications to the agenda (see 11-10-63r2).
3.3. 71r3 list of proposed resolutions from Bill (continue from last night.)

3.3.1.  CID 2188 reviews the comment that was deferred.

3.3.1.1. Editor notes are not left in during publication.

3.3.1.2. Concern that the title of “overview” is more informative.
3.3.1.3. Proposal to change the title of the clause to introduction instead of Overview.

3.3.1.4. if we combine the General and overview sub clauses would be a good move.

3.3.1.5. Proposed Resolution: Accept; Merge “Overview” subclause into “general Subclause”.

3.3.1.6. no objection

3.3.2. CID 2219: skip as it is on the agenda for later in the week.

3.3.3. CID 2096: Proposed resolution: accept, but we wanted to think about this overnight.  Review the context.
3.3.3.1. The reference is in counter measures.  The state machines, the supplicant needs to know this to start the proper timers.  So the timing may be affected with this change.

3.3.3.2. The “Wait for send Report Frame to complete” maps to the confirm, and we should add a statement that the delay is tied to the confirm.  

3.3.3.3. New Resolution: Accept in Principle: Michael MIC failure notifications are transmitted in EAPOL-Key Frame and therefore this primitive is required.  Change third line of the 5line rectangular box in figure 8-12 from “wait for send report frame to complete” to “wait for the MLME-EOPL.confirm”.  Also change “MLME-MICHAELMICFAILURE.indication on page 272 line 44 to “MLME-MICHAELMICFAILURE.indication”.
3.3.3.4. there is a timeout (ack timeout) that is a concern as well, the other failure mode.

3.3.3.5. The Secretary was distracted by a light and could not get it to turn off.

3.3.3.6. The group was happy with the change.  No objection.

3.3.4. CID 2176: Discussion
3.3.4.1. The reject of the comment is problem incorrect.  The statement that was removed may actually be providing a value.  It may be a discussion point difference of “frame” vs “frame exchange”.

3.3.4.2. Review the comment to look for what that deleted the text.  The text that was missing

3.3.4.3. We could not find the specific issue and what was “changed” 
3.3.4.4. Action Item: Jon to find out what the specific text that is missing is and if he pointed to the wrong clause or not.

3.3.5. CID 2091 question of Power Management State vs Power Management Mode.  

3.3.5.1.   see page 622 last sentence
3.3.5.2. Proposed resolution: Accept in principle to make the change. – no objection.
3.3.6. CID 2015: The rate sets are for indication of receiving rates.  The transmitter is the one that meets the requirements of the receiver.  The comment would try to overturn what was done in a previous comment.  We may want to reverse the previous change and revert to the description to allow the bi-directional functionality.  
3.3.6.1. No objection to reverse the decision. – Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle Revert the changes causes by CID 1512 originally.
3.4. CID 2222 
3.4.1. The removal of the sentence seems to limit the functionality.

3.4.2. Disagreement, the sentence says that the sender may send a management frame, and then the frame may be sent later when the frame is sent.

3.4.3. This change provides a way to prevent a type of DOS.

3.4.4. Frame types of DeAuth and DisAssoc, they seem to be not going to be received if the STA is in PS mode anyway.

3.4.5. There are some things that if sent, they would need to be resent if the STA tries to send when not authenticated.

3.4.6. A buffered frame is only buffered for a listen interval.

3.4.7. No unassociated or authenticated STA can have frames buffered. Management frames are buffered in the Q in NCV0.

3.4.8.  If the frame is not associated, then no buffering for that STA.  What is the timing of when does the STA get de-authenticated when the AP is sending the DeAuth.
3.4.9. The change of success is very low if the STA is in PS mode.

3.4.10. The original comment was 1364 – these frames should not be buffered.
3.4.11. Under what condition you would be getting a probe response if wanting to be in PS mode?  

3.4.12. By bringing the DeAuth and DeAssoc.
3.4.13. This was text that was added between 2007 and D1.0, so it is not old text.

3.4.14. The cited text may be ok as these three specific cases may need to be buffered in order to allow a STA to receive it when it is awake.

3.4.15. When was the text added?   The comment 1364 does not give a lot of extra notes other than the group accepted the comment request.
3.4.16. CID 61 may be the comment that caused the text to be added in the first place. Submission 11-09-3r4 caused the change.(This is also the place that we lost the text identified in CID 2176).

3.4.17. Just reversing the change, we would have more issues.  

3.4.18. Cannot just make the cited changes as there are several other places with similar text.

3.4.19. Review of 11-09-3r4 – discussion on the list in the submission.

3.4.20. The arguments in 11-09-3r4 show that DeAuth and DeAssociation should probably be put back in.
3.4.21. The idea of putting back some would need to be done carefully to show which action frames may be buffered.  So we create a term “bufferable Action frames” to address the fact that some Action frames may be buffered.

3.4.22. New Resolution: Agree in Principle: insert at the paragraph within clause 11.2.1.0a “A bufferable management frame is a unicast management frame, addressed to an associated station, of the following subtypes: Action, Disassociation, Deauthenticaion, or Probe Response (when sent in response to a unicast probe request). A bufferable MMPDU is an MMPDU that will be transmitted using a bufferable management frame.”    Whereever “Action Frame” is used in clause 11.2.1, replace with “bufferable management frame”.  Where ever MMPDU” is used in clause 11.2.1, replace with “Bufferable MMPDU.”  Make changes for consistency or to remove and do away with redundancy following these changes.
3.4.23. A note of the rational was also added to the “AdHoc” notes of the database for this comment to allow a bit of knowledge to pass back.

3.4.24. We also need to capture the fact that it has to be a STA that is associated.
3.4.25. So after we have done all the research, we agree to this new resolution.

3.5. CID 2223: Similar story but next paragraph. The technical issue is the same, and the proposed resolution would be similar, but it is a Group Address issue.

3.5.1. The blanket resolution we just made, we may have not been specific enough, and that should have been due to unicast vs group addressed.

3.5.2. We may be able to just define the fact that bufferable frames include certain types and categories. 

3.5.3. Public Action Frames may not need to be buffered.

3.5.4. There was a table that 11w created that may have some information to help us with the discussion.

3.5.5. Buffering a frame that is time sensitive then it is a waste.

3.5.6. The AP must buffer the frames for STAs that are in PS mode.

3.5.7. Public Action Frames have two different goals, 1. Speed or 2. Guaranteed delivery.
3.5.8.  from the previous CID resolution:
3.5.8.1. Proposed Resolution for both CID 2222 and 223: Agree in Principle: insert at the paragraph within clause 11.2.1.0a “A bufferable management frame is a unicast management frame, addressed to an associated station, of the following subtypes: Action, Disassociation, Deauthenticaion, or Probe Response (when sent in response to a unicast probe request); or a group –addressed management frame of the following subtypes: Action, Disassociation, Deauthentication. A bufferable MMPDU is an MMPDU that will be transmitted using a bufferable management frame.”     Whereever “Action Frame” is used in clause 11.2.1, replace with “bufferable management frame”.  Where ever MMPDU” is used in clause 11.2.1, replace with “Bufferable MMPDU.”  Make changes for consistency or to remove and do away with redundancy following these changes.

3.5.8.2. New Proposed Resolution was also for CID 2070. 

3.5.8.3. No objection to the new resolutions.  Move to ready for motion..

3.6. Recess at 3:32pm
4 Tuesday, January 19, 2010 -- 4pm start time :: PM2 timeslot
4.1. Called to order at 4:05pm

4.2. Continue with the processing of comments in 11-10-71r1.

4.2.1. Revisit CID 2176: look for the deleted text as was found in 11-09-03r4, and use that as the basis for the proposed resolution.
4.2.2. Proposed resolution: Accept in Principle, Add the following paragraph to 11.2.1.0a “A STA shall remain in its current Power Management mode until it informs the AP of a Power Management mode change via a frame exchange that includes an acknowledgment from the AP. Power Management mode shall not change during any single frame exchange sequence, as described in 9.12. “  Note: Clause 9.12 may have moved in D2.01 after incorporation of 802.11n-2009. (Annex S).
4.2.2.1. There is a similar statement in 7.1.3.1 that says the PM bit description.  So it may be that we are not required to add it, but not “real” bad if we do add it.  
4.2.2.2. There is some text that is similar, but we don’t have the specific need for this due to the statement in clause 7.  

4.2.2.3. Accept the proposed resolution and restore the paragraph. Move to MAC motion B group.

4.2.2.4. There will be some work by the Editor to change the reference from 9.12 to annex S.

4.2.3. CID 2117:  Review the comment details

4.2.3.1. Proposed resolution: Accept.

4.2.4. CID 2116: suggests that we delete Annex C.  This was marked as discuss in the first pass of comments. 

4.2.4.1.  We may have some issue, but only that it was marked for removal.
4.2.4.2. Having had the statement that it may be deleted in there for 1.0 and 2.0 and no comment that it should not be deleted coming back.  This is a special case, the other places that are deprecated that we agreed to a process that we would mark them as such on this revision (TGmb) and that at the next revision (TGmc) that this would go, but that it would stay in the interim drafts.

4.2.4.3. Commenter withdrew his comment.

4.2.5. CID 2088, 2104:  The comment was discussed.
4.2.6. It depends where this is implemented and where the MLME interface is and if it supports this behavior.

4.2.7. Doesn’t the SME do DFS? Then this would be correct?

4.2.8. Checking for a channel switch indication. – The proposed resolution is probably correct.

4.2.9.  Proposed Resolution: Reject. dot11CurrentFrequency is a control variable, written by the SME. This sentence forces the PHY to use it.
4.2.10. No objection for either CID.  Both are for the same sentence and the same resolution.

4.2.11. The remaining CIDs are Temperature or Clause 11.3 or a submission already prepared. 

4.2.12. CID 2145 has a submission 11-10-0010r0 that proposes a resolution.

4.2.12.1. The first look of the submission looks like it is a technical change, but the editorial change makes it read better.

4.2.12.2. The change from NonERP to UseProtectionBit is the main point of the change.  The example becomes an optional list of reasons for setting the UseProtectionBit.  The change to the first paragraph may cause legacy devices to become “non-compliant”.  If we want to not do that we need to reject the change to the first paragraph.

4.2.12.3. So we have an opinion to change the first but not the last, and one to change the last but not the first.

4.2.12.4. We can solve the compliance issue by changing the “Shall” to a “Should”.  Then legacy devices would not be non-compliant.

4.2.12.5. Now after we make the change, there may also be an issue with the loss of the example text.
4.2.12.6. We could add a paragraph between the cited paragraphs: The Use_Protection bit may be set to 1 when the NonERP_Present bit is 1.

4.2.12.7. Thus the new proposed resolution: Accept in  Principle: Insert the following text at page 437, line 18 after the first sentence:  “In an IBSS if a member of an IBSS detects one or more NonERP STAs that are members of the same IBSS NonERP_Present bit should be set to 1.” And “The Use_Protection bit may be set to 1 when the NonERP_Present bit is 1.

4.2.12.8. No objection to the proposed resolution. – Move to MAC Motion C tab.
4.2.13. This completes processing 11-10-0071 Sheet1.

4.2.14. There is another tab, but that is just the remainder of the comments that Bill did not have any suggested resolutions.

4.3. MAC Comments - -We will start on the MAC set of Comments and proceed through the database.
4.3.1. CID 2183 – Capability Information Field

4.3.1.1. Review of the comment and the context.

4.3.1.2. There may not be any real conflict, the frame type is specified. However, there is a concern that there is a difference to the reference to the MIB variable and the use of the “STA intends to use” in the lower one.  The par on line 30 should relate to the MIB variable rather than intend to act.

4.3.1.3. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: There is no conflict because the paragraph at line 16 calls out specific frame types. Remove editor’s Note. 
Change paragraph at line 30 to read: 
 “STAs in an IBSS set the DSSS-OFDM subfield to 1 in transmitted Beacon and Probe Response MMPDUs when dot11DSSSOFDMOptionImplemented and Dot11DSSSOFDMOptionActivated are true.   Otherwise, STAs in an IBSS set the DSSS-OFDM subfield to 0”
4.3.1.4.  After discussion and crafting of the resolution (including the loss and rewrite) the TG agreed that it was good.  No Objection. – Move to MAC motion C.
4.3.2. CID 2113: review the comment.

4.3.2.1. Clearly a submission would be needed for the changes implied. 

4.3.2.2. The standard set of Regulatory tables that need to be updated more frequently than the standard is updated, so these tables are outside the scope of the standard.  It seems that devices are able to work in these regulatory areas which are not defined in Annex J, so a change is may not be needed.  11u has a mechanism that may address this problem and we should allow them to fix this issue.
4.3.2.3. We have an ANA database, we could have a Regulatory Database that we could keep updated without having to go through the balloting process.  We would replace part of Annex I and J with a description of where to find this information on the 802.11 Website.

4.3.2.4. We should discuss this in front of the larger WG.

4.3.2.5. annex J is normative and we cannot believe that the Annex is going to be ALWAYS correct as the regulatory rules are changing all the time.

4.3.2.6. We should defer this to a WG plenary topic.  We could bring it up to the WG on Tomorrow’s agenda.  Preparation for discussion would need to be prepared.

4.3.2.6.1. We can put this comment in a powerpoint and the discussion points.

4.3.2.7. We agree that the information should be insync, but it seems at least for now that it is impossible.
4.3.2.8. Potential solutions were added to the adhoc notes to be used for the PPT for Wed.

4.3.3. CID 2140: This was marked as possibly an Editorial comment, but the Editor had already passed it to the MAC Adhoc.

4.3.3.1. WE should look at the comment a bit more.  The proposed resolution was to reject as it is not possible to find the cited bad text.

4.3.3.2. A search was done in both the D2.0 and the redline looking for the cited text.  It seems that this is a possible artifact in the redline,  but we could not find it.
4.3.3.3. Proposed Resolution: Disagree: the cited text does not appear in the text.

4.3.3.4. no objection – Move to MAC motion C

4.3.4. CID 2206: review the comment

4.3.4.1. Length must be parsed in order to find the start of the BIP field from 11w.
4.3.4.2. we may have some issue with Legacy Vendor Specific info, but we cannot address that outside the standard.  

4.3.4.3. Is the BIP element extensible?  If the frame is protected by BIP, then what is left after the length is accounted for would be the Vendor Specific data.

4.3.4.4. BIP is not extensible.  See table 7-26 for more details.

4.3.4.5. Length must be parsed in order to find the start of the BIP field from 11w?

4.3.4.6. There are a couple places to do Vendor Specific Action Frame, and there are Vendor Specific Elements.  So we should preclude having the VSE in VSAF.
4.3.4.7. the Action Frames should define the field not that of the frame.

4.3.4.8. Figure 7.101h9 shows frame format; 7.2.3.12 action frame field.

4.3.4.9. 7.3.1.11 Action Field -- category followed by stuff.  The next step is to look for Vendor Specific (7.4.5.) and we find the next point that does not have a length field.
4.3.4.10. The Vendor-Specific content field has variable length, but no length Tag.  This is not a problem for the MME, which appears at the end of the Frame, because it has a fixed length.  However, it is not possible to parse backwards from the end of the frame with any vendor-specific IEs that follow the content.

4.3.4.11. 7.24, there is a category values.  So we need to cope with both vendor specific and vendor specific protected.
4.3.4.12. We could have a statement that when the category is Vendor Specific, there are no Vendor Specific elements following the Vendor Specific Content in the Vendor Specific Action Frame.

4.3.4.13. In 7.4.5, we can add the information.

4.3.4.14. Proposed Resolution: Agree: Insert the following text into 7.4.5 
“When category is Vendor-Specific the Vendor specific elements shown in table 7-19 (Action Frame Body) are absent”
Insert the following text into the information column of Table 7-19 in the row” 2-(Last – 1)” These elements are absent when the Category subfield of the Action Field is Vendor-Specific or Vendor-Specific Protected.”
Insert at the end of 9.1.4.0e “The MME of a Vendor-Specific Protected Action Frame is located at the end of the frame body.  NOTE: It is not necessary to be able to parse the Vendor-Specific content to locate the MME.”
4.3.4.15. After crafting the Proposed Resolution, no objection, and it was assigned to the MAC Motion Tab C.

4.3.5. CID 2089 review comment.
4.3.5.1. the answer to the commenter’s comment is No

4.3.5.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree: Frames are only received after passing the FCS check, according to the conventions in 7.1.1 (7th paragraph).  Frames which do not pass the FCS check are not processed further.

4.3.5.3. Search for the FCS and receive parsing. Validated the resolution 7.1.1.
4.3.5.4. No objection, assign to MAC Motion Tab C.

4.4. Recessed until Tomorrow. 6:03pm

5 Wednesday January 20, 2010, 1:30 :: PM1 timeslot
5.1. Called to order 1:39pm

5.2. Agenda: Comment Resolution: Security

5.2.1. Presentation: 11-10/0018r0 for CID 2219 (Adrian Stephens)

5.2.2. Opportunistic Keying comment group: CIDs 2098, 2099, 2100, 2101

5.3. 11-10/0018r0 for CID 2219 (Adrian Stephens)

5.3.1. Abstract: This presentation describes
An issue with the 4 –Way Handshake in the current (i.e. Draft P802.11REVmb_D2.0) spec and the consequent failures that are observed in the field
A proposed resolution
5.3.2. Presentation was made.
5.3.3. 3 possible approaches explained:
    1. Delay sending encrypted data until both sides have had a reasonable opportunity to update their keys.
    2.  Attempt to coordinate the MLME-SETKEYS.requests from supplicant and authenticator based on an event they can both observe
     3.  Modify the protocol to allow two keys to be active during a key handover period.

5.3.4. Discussion on the possible recommendation.
5.3.4.1. The stopping of traffic for 20ms is not agreeable to have occur.
5.3.4.2. There may be actual issues here, but the solution is not seen as a better solution over what is there.

5.3.5. The Unicast case sounds like a broken client case and a problem with the implementation not the protocol.  The race conditions described may not be a race condition, but rather an implementation issue.

5.3.6. The initial handshake case, the first sending is in the clear.  The STA has one key and indicates if the key is used for RX, TX, or both.

5.3.7. The interpretation of the standard may be a bit ambiguous, but it is possible to use the standard and implement this.
5.3.8. The delay of 20ms is unacceptable, and the way the spec is today, we can make a good choice of building devices to not have this race condition.

5.3.9. The implementation is probably at fault in this case, and we can insert some small delay to work with a corner case, but that will cause other issues down the road.

5.3.10. Due to the fact we see devices having a problem, the standard must not be as clear as we would hope.

5.3.11. The loss of Message 4 is the real issue.  If Message 3 comes in late, then if the STA is already got the encryption on, then it would reply with encryption, and that would be a problem.

5.3.12. Allowing 2 keys to be active at a time, would be a problem for not having a way to indicate which key is in use.

5.3.13. The life of the key is not necessarily very long, and it may be that TGac and TGad may need to look at this more in their context.

5.3.14. The thing that is missing is the key ID in the packet to determine which key is being used.  Getting a new cipher suite will be hampered.
5.3.15. CID 2219:  

5.3.15.1.1. Proposed resolution #1: Insert the following new paragraph at 331.20:
The Authenticator/Supplicant should postpone the sending of encrypted data after receiving/sending Message 4 for a period of 20 ms.
NOTE – This gives the implementation time to install the new temporal key and avoid transmission of data using a key that has not yet been installed by the peer.

5.3.15.1.1.1. Discussion, the normative nature of the resolution was not readily accepted.

5.3.15.1.2. Proposed resolution #2: Insert at page 331 line 20: “NOTE – Synchronization of installing the new temporal keys between the Authenticator and Supplicant may lead to data loss, where one uses the new temporal keys before it is installed by the peer.  Postponing the sending of encrypted data for 20ms after receiving/sending Message 4 mitigates this case.”

5.3.15.1.3. Proposed Resolution #3:  Insert at page 331 line 20: “NOTE – Synchronization of installing the new temporal keys between the Authenticator and Supplicant may lead to data loss, where one uses the new temporal keys before it is installed by the peer.”
5.3.15.1.4. Proposed Resolution #4: Reject comment
5.3.15.1.5. Proposed Resolution #5: something else

5.3.15.2. StrawPoll: vote for any you like (multiple choices)

5.3.15.2.1. results: #1:  1   #2:  3  #3:  7  #4:  9   #5: 5
5.3.16. There was a concern that we may want a change bar in the draft and putting something in that can be changed later may be helpful to fix this later.

5.3.17. A quick check of the timeline for this week.  We most likely will not get all the comments done this week, so we are not in a rush to close this comment.

5.3.18. Thanks to those that would like to work on option #5 (Adrian, Henry, and Jouni).

5.3.19. As there is multiple volunteers to work on this more, there is no need to rush to close this today.

5.4. CID 2098, 2099, 2100, 2101
5.4.1. review the comment CID 2098– 

5.4.2. There is exactly one PMKID for each PMKSA.

5.4.3. Proposed Resolution or CID 2098: Disagree; there is only one PMKSA for each PMKID.

5.4.4. Request that we look at all four CIDs first…

5.4.5. Review the other comments CID 2099, 2100, 2101

5.4.6. The implementation of the key caching did not cause any detriment to the Standard.  However, the change to the supplicant would be required.

5.4.7. There are implementations that do this now, and if it is not allowed, then what is the scope of the key.

5.4.8. The concern of adopting the changes.  It feels like it changes the architecture of security and maybe it is just the interpretation, but it will affect the behavior.  
5.4.9. In TGmb, we should be cleaning up roll-up issues.  Multiple vendors are doing this and it seems beneficial, so it would seem that this behavior is acceptable.  If it is not acceptable, then the keyScope bit should be removed.  The request is to clean this area of the standard up to match what is happening in practice and to remove the small discrepancy.

5.4.10. Having implementing devices in this area, encourage that some change be made to make this clear, rather than just rejecting the comment.  

5.4.11. Really this boils down to two changes in 8.4.1.1.1: “remove the authenticator “and make the PMKID a multiple case.
5.4.12. Look at the draft for context.  A discussion on what the intended change would effect.

5.4.13. If we make PMKID and Authenticator MAC Address both plural that may be a good solution.
5.4.14. Another solution may be to remove the Key scope Bit from the Neighbor Report.

5.4.15. We need to resolve all 4 CIDs in one solution to make the standard stay consistent and to well specify the solution.
5.4.16. We may want to outline the solution, and then allow the experts to come back with full solutions that address the corner and extended cases.

5.4.17. A request of is there something more missing?  The commenter stated that he already did, and the 4 comments address this completely.  By allowing the change to occur in a submission, where the comments would all be in context, that may help the group resolve this 

5.4.18. The alternative of “remove the key scope bit” may not be a real solution to consider.  Some thought it may be a good way to deal with this issue.  
5.4.19. When the STA goes to the Authenticator, they end up with a jointly derived MSK, and that is used to drive the key generation.  The MSK is used as the PMK. (first half).  That would mean that the key scope bit would indicate that you would get the same MSK. Further details were quickly pointed out that were not captured in the minutes.
5.4.20. A scenario of how multiple key management may be used.
5.4.21. Would it be possible to have multiple combinations, …  …
5.4.22. Having multiples may work, but we would need to be clear of the management of the keys.  Make PMKSA the repository of all info; the other is to have a linkage between PMSKs and BSSIDs.

5.4.23. If on the fly you generate a PMKSA, then you have to manage the multiples…

5.4.24. You have to specify how the management is done.  How the lifetime expires the keys and the multiples would have the same PMKID.
5.4.25. Reauthentication would imply that you have to drop the old and start with the new.

5.4.26. Is there any text for the semantics for the key scope bit?  

5.4.26.1. There is some text that tells that it may be set, but not how to use the bit.

5.4.27. The chair handed over control to the Vice-chair

5.4.27.1. Not necessarily understanding all the ins and outs, it sounds like we should have the more complete solution prepared between now and March.

5.4.27.2. The vice-chair gave control back.

5.4.28. There seems that there is stuff working in the marketplace now, and so we may not need to fix this.  

5.4.29. The bits in the neighbor frame may help those that are well familiar with the standard, it doe not help the new-comer.

5.4.30. There may be proprietary means to the need to not be clear, as we cannot all agree on a single way to resolve this, but allow a more opaque solution that allows innovation.
5.4.31. As the discussion is very broad, the discussion may be better served to have a slide or submission on the topic.  We should provide a submission to resolve these comments.  There seems to be some opposition to removing the authenticator MAC address and allowing the PMKID to be plural.   The commenter is willing to generate a submission, but would like more info on the specific context and direction that the group would be amenable to.

5.4.32. StrawPoll:

5.4.32.1. To resolve the key caching comments, would you prefer a submission that 
      1. eliminates the PMKID and Authenticator MAC address from the PMKSA
      2. includes language describing the possibility of multiple PMKSAs when authenticators have multiple BSSIDs?

5.4.32.2. 1) single PMKSA approach  or 2) multiple PMKSA approach.
5.4.32.2.1. Discussion: of what the approach impact may be.

5.4.32.2.2. concern for support of opportunistic Key caching.

5.4.32.3. 1) single PMKSA approach with support for multiple PMKIDs or 2) multiple PMKSA approach

5.4.32.3.1. Discussion: if we want to have an undecided option, then can we help find what the group is comfortable with.  There is a concern that if we allow an undecided option that it does not help direct which submission direction should be taken.
5.4.32.3.2. There are 13 people in the room

5.4.32.3.3. Those in favor of option 1:  7 Option 2: 1 – out of 13 people (plus chair).

5.5. CID 2026: 
5.5.1. review comment
5.5.2. In the process of creating 11y, 8.2.2.2 and 8.2.2.3 was copied and used for the DSE Enablement handshake.  So when we cleaned up the 11.11.2.2, the same type of changes should be made to 8.2.2.2.  

5.5.3. Request to see if there is a volunteer for submission: AI: Peter will take the lead.

5.5.4. The comment that caused the changes to 11.11.2.2 (CID 1544) should be the same method to resolve this.  There was a submission of 09/1111r2 but the comment said to accept and just take the changes from the comment.  While similar, the specifics would need to be checked and aligned to the new CID.
5.6. CID 2105: 
5.6.1.  Review the comment. This comment is looking to reverse some of the latest changes.  

5.6.2. The point was to allow multiple schemes allowed, and having the generic term allows the standard to not be a management headache.
5.6.3.  The term was generic, but the list of schemes that are thought to be included to the generic term may not be clear enough as the “enhanced” word may be an emotional issue.

5.6.4. The phrase was chosen because it was already in use, and its use was expanded to be more “generic” use in the protocols that would be used in the future.

5.6.5.  The concern is that the generic definition was defined to mean not WEP, but that would allow the inclusion of TKIP and in some places it is really intended to have CCMP only and not the full set of possible protocols.
5.6.6. There is a comment on page 331 and the editor notes, and the comments will need to completed together with this one

5.6.7. The Comment is in GEN (CID 2180), so we need to transfer it to Security.
5.7. Recessed at 3:35pm.
6 Wednesday January 20, 2010 - PM2 Timeslot
6.1. called to order 4:10pm
6.2. Agenda: Gen Comments: 
Temperature and Clause 11.3 changes are initial targets.

6.3. CID 2105: As a point of closure on the last topic from just before the break, we believe that the original change in the broad sense is ok, but we should probably have a term for “Good” protocols and one for “ones that are not WEP”. We should let the experts go and think on this one and see what they come back with later. (Container class).  

6.3.1. Right now we have two terms. One for deprecated and one for non-deprecated.  The argument is that it was really first WEP and Non-WEP.  If we have a container class that holds the protocols that are of known value.

6.3.2.  A submission will be done by Bill and brought back for discussion.
6.4. Notes for the rest of the time slot to be taken by Michael M.

6.5. Discussion on Temperature comments

6.5.1. During the comment resolution from LB#1 we decided to move Temperature information out of normative clauses. The information was used to Annex A.

6.5.2.  Comment 2013, 2000, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2061, 2011 resolutions.

6.5.2.1. Comment 2013. Consensus is to accept the comment and remove the row from the table.

6.5.2.2. Comment 2000. Consensus is to accept the comment and remove Clause 14.8.2.4.

6.5.2.3. Comment 2006. Consensus is to accept the comment.

6.5.2.4. Comment 2007. Consensus it to accept the comment and remove the last row of Table 16-8

6.5.2.5. Comment 2008. Consensus is to accept the comment and remove the 2nd row of Table 18-4.

6.5.2.6. Comment 2010. Consensus is to accept in principle and change the definition of the variable to “Deprecated” and add a reason.

6.5.2.7. Comment 2061. Consensus is to accept in principle and put in the description that it is deprecated with text from the comment. The status of the Variable is to be set to “deprecated”.

6.5.2.8.  Comment 2011. Consensus is to agree in principle and adopt the same resolution as 2010.

6.5.2.9.  The consensus is to adopt the same resolution to 2010, 2061, and 2011.

6.5.3. References to temperature should be removed from the PICS.

6.5.3.1. The temperature entries in the PICS allow a manufacturer to specify the operating temperature for their products.

6.6. General comments from GEN adhoc:

6.6.1.  Comment 2102

6.6.1.1. The comment refers to the use of WDS in Figure 8-38. In this case, WDS should not be removed.

6.6.1.2. Consensus is to reject the comment and state “On first investigation of this comment, we found that figure 8-38 uses “WDS” in a normative manner. The removal of WDS would not work in this instance. A submission describing the specific changes would be required to make the suggested change.”

6.6.2.  Comment 2175

6.6.2.1. There is no objection to the proposed change.

6.6.2.2. The commenter will come back with a submission.

6.6.3. Discussion on 2058, 2059, and 2060

6.6.3.1.  Suggestion is to “agree in principle” and remove the “Yes
No  N/A” from the PICS, and the references column was removed.

6.6.3.2.  Consensus is to leave the resolutions as is.

6.6.3.3.  We could move the row elsewhere in the PICS. The suggested place is at the end of the IUT table (A.4.3)

6.6.3.4. Comment 2058 revised resolution: Consensus is to move the temperature items (PICS entries for DS12) from Table A.4.6 to Table A.4.3. Relabeling the items appropriately.

6.6.4. Comment 2003. Consensus is to accept the comment resolution.

6.6.5. Comment 2002 has the same resolution at 2058.

6.6.6. Comment 2062 will become an Accept.

6.6.7.  These comments are “comment group” temperature.

6.7. Discussion on comment 2031

6.7.1.  Consensus is to accept the comment.

6.8. Discussion on Clause 11.3 comments.

6.8.1.  Comments 2128 – Propose reject the comment.

6.8.2.  Comments 2155 – Propose accept the comment.

6.8.3.  Comment 2169 – 

6.8.3.1. Do we need to show every single state transition?

6.8.3.2. The underlying assumption is that the relationships refer to one pair of STAs.

6.8.3.3. Transitions:

6.8.3.3.1. There is no definition for the state transition for an unsuccessful auth. In any state.

6.8.3.3.2. An unsuccessful auth in state 2 is not defined.

6.8.3.3.3. Unsuccessful reassoc results with the STA in state 2.

6.8.3.3.4. Unsuccessful reassoc in state 4 takes you to state 2. “unsuccessful association” label from state 4 to state 2 should be “unsuccessful reassociation”

6.8.3.3.5. Agree to leave this comment open and come back with a proposal.

6.8.4. Comment 2110

6.8.4.1. The text that this comment refers to is the basis for the majority of state transition issues with comment 2169

6.8.4.2. IEEE 802.11-2007 states that unsuccessful association leaves the STA in state 2.

6.8.4.3. If the STA loses state, it should be able to either associate or re-associate.

6.8.5.  Comment 2156

6.8.5.1. The unsuccessful authentication in State 4, the STA should remain in State 4 if FT is enabled.

6.8.6.  Comment 2111

6.8.6.1. This proposed resolution contradicts an earlier comment resolution.

6.8.6.2. The group should consider two diagrams. However that is not the answer.

6.8.6.3. further discussion did explore alternatives, but no consensus
6.9. Recess for the evening 6:01pm.

7  Thursday, January 21, 2010, PM1 Timeslot
7.1. Mtg called to order at 1:35pm

7.2. comment resolution processing to continue the rest of today, but we do not see that we will finish this week, but will try to get all the comments 
7.3. Minutes kept by Matthew Gast while Jon lead the comment resolution process.

7.4. - CID 2121
- Jon: No normative way to populate normatively
- Adrian: Too much work for low return.
- Straw poll on resolution: 7-0-4

7.5.  - CID 2115
- Bill Marshall to produce submission for March meeting.

7.6.  - CID 2200
- Adrian: The problem is that ifIndex is a standard type, and
should not be deprecated.
- Adrian Stephens to find a way to change the MIB.

7.7.  - CID 2201
- statement of why agreed upon: table is obsolete and not needed
because supportedregulatoryclasses table is better.
- See CID 1062 from LB149.
- Ready for motion; general motion C

7.8.  - CID 2025
- This refers to the entries in the table referenced by CID
2200.

7.9. - CID 2202
- See CID 2024.  (CID 2024 corrected and added to Motion C.)

7.10. - CID 2054
- Adrian: "read-create" is creating an object once, and then that
value can be read multiple times
- Need to find an SNMP expert to help answer what this.
Deferred.

7.11. - CID 2050
- Chair to follow up with Peter E for submission

7.12. MLME Primitives
7.12.1. - CID 2207
- the protected dual primitives (MLME-PD<foo>) are exact
duplicate.
- 3 changes needed: (1) delete the PD primitives, (2) add
protected attributes as per comment, (3) delete when generated
- proposed resolution: accept changes proposed by commenter,
plus modify primitives based on value of attribute
- no object to resolution, added to gen motion c tab

7.12.2. - CID 2208
- Accept comment, add to motion C

7.13. Normative statements
7.13.1. - CID 2189
- There are two "shalls" and three "shoulds" in clause 5.
- Proposed resolution: Agree in principle.  The editor is
instructed to turn "shalls" into informative statements, and normative
statements should be moved to appropriate locations.
- Ready for motion on Motion tab C.

7.14. PICS comments
7.14.1. - CID 2028
- Several PHYs are obsolete, but the PICS do not indicate
that.  Normative clause does not indicate it.
- CID 1051 indicated this statement would be done, but the value
is questionable.
- proposed resolution: Agree in principle.  Add sentence "The
use of hopping patterns is obsolete, and may be removed in a later
revision of the standard."
- moved to motion C

7.15. Regulatory comments
7.15.1. - CID 2212
- Agree.  Motion tab C.

7.16.  Meeting recessed at 3:32 pm.

8  Thursday, January 21, 2010 – PM2 TimeSlot: 

8.1. Meeting called to order at 4:23pm

8.2. The Chair offered thanks for your patience in waiting for the start of the meeting, the AdHoc chairs were helping the Chair get the motions that we will be considering in our final timeslot.

8.3. Agenda
8.3.1.  comment Resolution

8.3.2. Preparation for March 2010 meeting

8.3.3. Teleconferences

8.3.4. Review Timeline (slide 12)

8.3.5. AOB

8.3.6. Adjourn

8.4. Motions on the comments that we have resolved so far.

8.4.1.  General Motion A: 
8.4.1.1. Motion #59

Move to accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 
2179,  2153,  2151,  2177,  2090,  2081,  2193,  2094,  2147,  2148,  2150,  2149,  2096,  2194,  2195,  2124,  2169,  2104,  2088,  2103,  2082,  2123,  2080,  2066,  2178,  2001,  2062,  2059,  2004,  2005,  2060,  2064,  2063,  2065,  2009,  2118,  2069,  2018,  2072,  2048,  2073,  2071,  2019,  2074,  2030,  2075,  2076,  2021,  2077,  2078,  2039,  2053,  2052,  2022,  2056,  2055,  2023,  2049,  2203,  2012,  2033,  2041,  2034,  2045,  2044,  2035,  2042
as documented on the General Motion A tab in Doc: 11-10-38r1.
 

Move: Jon Rosdahl
2nd: Michael Montemurro.
Vote results: 9-0-0 – motion Passes.

8.4.2. General Motion B:

8.4.2.1. Motion #60:

Move to accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs: 2102 and 2031 as documented on the General Motion A tab in Doc: 11-10-38r1.
 
Move: Jon Rosdahl
2nd: Michael Montemurro.
Vote results: 9-0-0 – Motion passes

8.4.3.  General Adhoc Motion Temperature:

8.4.3.1. Motion #61:

Move to accept the comment resolutions for the following CIDs:

2000, 2002, 2003, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2058, and 2061 as documented on the General Motion A tab in Doc: 11-10-38r1.
 

Move: Jon Rosdahl
2nd: Michael Montemurro.
Vote results: 9-0-0 - Motion passes
8.4.4. Mac Adhoc Motions: MAC A

8.4.4.1. Motion #62:

Move to: accept the comment resolutions contained on the MAC Motion A Tab in document 11-10/0033r2

Moved: Matthew Gast

2nd: Bill Marshall

Vote results: 9-0-0 Motion passes

8.4.5. Mac adhoc Motion: MAC B

8.4.5.1. Motion #63

Move to accept the comment resolutions contained on the MAC Motion B tab in document 11-10/0033r2.

Note…

Moved: Matthew Gast

2nd: Adrian Stephens

Vote results: 9-0-0 Motion Passes

8.4.6. Mac adhoc Motion: MAC C

8.4.6.1. Motion #64

Move to accept the comment resolutions contained on the MAC Motion C tab in document 11-10/0033r2.

Note…

Moved: Matthew Gast

2nd: Adrian Stephens

Vote results: 9-0-0 Motion Passes

8.4.7.  Security adhoc Motion: Security – Group 1

8.4.7.1. Motion #65

Move to: Accept the comment resolutions contained in Comment Group 1 in document 11-10/0028r3

Moved: Michael Montemurro

 2nd: Bob Miller

Vote results: 9-0-0 Motion Passes

8.5. The remaining Comment Resolutions are going to wait until after we do the preplan and admin items on the agenda.
8.6. Telecons: 11am EDT on Fridays.

8.6.1. Jan 29 and Feb 19 Jon will not be able to help with web services on the call.
8.6.2. We had approved the telcon in Nov. and we will continue through March.

8.7. Review the TGmb and Editor timelines from 11-10-0072r0
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Amendment Ordering

Amendment Number Task Group REVCOM Date

802.11 Amendment 4 TGw Sept 2009 - Completed

802.11 Amendment 5 TGn Sept 2009 - Completed

802.11 Amendment 6 TGz July 2010 – was Jan 2010

802.11 Amendment 7 TGp Nov 2010

802.11 Amendment 8 TGv June 2010

802.11 Amendment 9 TGu Jun 2010 – was Sept 2010

802.11 Amendment 10 TGs Jan 2011

802.11 Revision 802.11mb June 2011

802.11-2011 Amendment 1 TGaa Oct 2011

802.11-2011 Amendment 2 TGac Dec 2012

802.11-2011 Amendment 3 TGad Dec 2012

•

Data as of Jan 2010

• See http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/11/Reports/802.11_Timelines.htm

Amendment numbering is 

editorial! No need to make 

ballot comments on these 

dynamic numbers!

Peter Ecclesine (Cisco Systems)


8.7.1.  aa will not be ready to get into the revision.
8.7.2. Once the Revision gets into Sponsor ballot the order and which are included is locked.  That leaves TGs that is at risk to be included or not.

8.7.3. We need to change the Plan of Record to start the Sponsor Pool in May.
8.7.4. Other TGs that are not listed in the Amendment Ordering should be added.  The Editors should update the slide.

8.8. Next TGmb Session will be to complete the comment resolutions, and go to recirc out of March.

8.9. Return to comment resolution processing:
8.10. General – No more comments for today.
8.11. MAC comments

8.11.1. CID 2225: review the comment

8.11.1.1. It is thought that this comment is not directed at text that has changed or has been affected by changes elsewhere.  

8.11.1.2. The group did not find it was in scope.

8.11.1.3. Proposed Resolution: Out of Scope: this comment is not directed to changed text in section 11.2.1.4 in D2.0 or an unsatisfied comment against 11.2.1.4 in LB149.
8.11.1.4. no objection – move to ready to motion state.

8.11.2. CID 2226: review the comment

8.11.2.1. Changes to 11.2.1.5 between D1.0 and D2.0 removed “non-AP” as a modifier to STA, changed “the MSDU” to “MSDUs”, and changed “management frames” to “MMPDUs that will be sent in an Action frame.”  This comment is not directed to changed text. (See page aan/798 in redline document).

8.11.2.2. Review the context in the draft text.  There are changes in the clause cited, the question is if the specific text change effected the question by the commentor.

8.11.2.3. this was fixed in CID 2070
8.11.2.4. Proposed resolution is to use the same text from CID 2070:

AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2010-01-19 23:35:27Z).Insert the following paragraph within clause 11.2.1.0a: 

"A bufferable management frame is a unicast management frame, addressed to an associated STA, of the following subtypes: Action, Disassociation, Deauthentication, or Probe Response (when sent in response to a unicast probe request); or a group-addressed management frame of the following subtypes: Action, Disassociation, or Deauthentication.  A bufferable MMPDU is an MMPDU that will be transmitted using a bufferable management frame."

Wherever "Action frame" is used in clause 11.2.1, replace with "bufferable management frame".  Wherever "MMPDU" is used in clause 11.2.1, replace with "bufferable MMPDU."  Make changes for consistency or to remove and do away with redundancy following these changes.

Note: This resolution is consistent with the resolution to CID 2070.

8.11.3. CID 2233: review comment
8.11.3.1. Propose to decline the comment.  The only two changes made to this paragraph were editorial in nature.  This comment is not directed to the changed text.
8.11.3.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree: Add an additional sentence to the cited: “in the case of the EDCA, the TID contains the UP value.”

8.11.3.3. no objection – mark ready for motion MAC Motion D
8.11.4. CID 2146 review the comment

8.11.4.1. Proposed resolution: Agree

8.11.4.2. What about the normal frame access rules, would you consider the ATIM as the normal rules?  There was a modification between the D1 and D2 that address the tracking of the PS mode. The PS bit set to either 1 or 0, but as a way to say you are changing your PS mode, a [QoS]NullData frame may be sent.

8.11.4.3. Look at page 700 line 28.  The dependent STA may have an issue.  This statement is ignoring the difference in the ATIM and the TIM window.  A letter ballot comment may be needed, but a sponsor ballot comment may be more appropriate.

8.11.4.4. But this discussion is not pertinent to the comment.

8.11.4.5. no objection – Mark ready for motion MAC Motion D

8.12.  Motion for MAC adhoc: MAC D
8.12.1. Motion #66

Move to: Accept the comment resolutions contained on the MAC Motion D tab in document 11-10/0033r3. Note: all of these comments are the resolutions discussed in real-time during the Thursday PM2 time slot.

Moved: Matthew Gast

2nd: Adrian Stephens

Vote results: 10/0/0 motion passes

8.13. Motion to adjourn: 

             Moved: Michael M. 

             2nd: Harry W. 

             Vote: 6-2-2

8.14. Meeting adjourned – 5:57pm
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Executive Summary:


	Comment Resolution work was done on comments received on WGLB160.


Current plan of record (changes highlighted in red):


May 2008 – Issue Call for Comment/Input


July 2008 – begin process input and old Interpretation requests 


	Acknowledge previous Task Group referrals


Sept 2008 – PAR revision process started


Nov 2008 – close receipt of new input


Nov 2008 – WG/EC approval of PAR Revision


Dec 2008 – NesCom/SASB approval PAR Revision


May 2009 – First WG Letter ballot  


(includes All published Amendments as of May 2009)


Nov 2009 – Recirc start


May 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)


July 2010 – Sponsor Ballot Start


(Include all published amendments as of July 2010)


November 2010 – Sponsor Recirc


March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval


June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval
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