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1 Teleconference Jan 29th, 2010 11am EST.

1.1. Attendance:  Mark H, Adrian S., Mike M, and Matthew G.
1.2. Call to order at 11:20 am ET.

1.3. Matthew Gast to take minutes – Jon is traveling and not able to call in.

1.4. Remind of Patent Policy and meeting P&P.

1.4.1. No response to call for patents

1.5. Discussion of 11-10/0028r4

1.5.1. CID 2137 - Disagree.  TK is correct as per figure 8-20 and 8-22.  PTK, GTK, and STK are keys that include EAPOL-related keys.

1.5.2. CID 2139 - Disagree.  TK is correct as per figure 8-20 and 8-22.  PTK, GTK, and STK are keys that include EAPOL-related keys.

1.5.3. CID 2191 - Disagree.  No work is required because new cipher suites would need to add into this section, but there is no broken bit that needs to be fixed.

1.5.4. CID 2192 - Disagree for same reason as 2191.

1.5.5. CID 2199 - Need wider representation.  May either intro proposed term or restore non-AP STA.

1.5.6. CID 2180 - No conflict with this note.

1.6. Adjourned 12:02 am ET.
2 Teleconference Feb 12, 2010 11am EST.
2.1. Michael Montemurro TGmb Vice-Chair called the meeting to order at 11:05am ET.
2.2. Attendance: Michael Montemurro, Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens
2.3. Reminder that we are using the IEEE Patent Policy and P&P for 802 and 802.11

2.3.1.  No IP identified.
2.4. Proposed Agenda:

2.4.1. Look at Editorial issues 

2.5. Doc 11-10-190

2.5.1. CID 2216 and 2070: Review “bufferable language”

2.5.1.1. bufferable Unit

2.5.1.2. Tech Change may occur, 1st deletion would have prevented IBSS, but that was not what was intended.  As it is called out later in the clause.

2.5.1.3. Review ATIM – TIM
2.5.1.4. Missing AMPDU or MMPDU in several instances.

2.5.1.5. Change non-bufferable MMPDUs to same term that doesn’t exist so leave as is.

2.5.1.6. Two errors were found – Group Address A-MSDU on page 11 (11.2.1.6) item d) (line 16).

2.5.1.7. Page 17- (11.2.2.4) item a) remove “or A-MSDU

2.5.1.8. A new revision of 11-10-190 will be posted later.

2.6. Doc 11-10-216r0

2.6.1. CID 2214:

2.6.1.1. Add as a subcluase “the recommended tools for computation are”…

2.6.1.2. IETF MIB doctors gave advice

2.6.1.3. RFC that suggests MIB be a text file available on the .11 website.

2.6.2. CID 2039:

2.6.2.1. Proposed Resolution to change 

2.6.2.2. Note that the Character set used in the MIB should be limited to 7bit charset.

2.6.2.3. Change the char set in Anex D to use only the 7 bit charset.  

2.6.2.4. New tools are checking syntax in the comments as well as the normal definition lines.  

2.6.2.5. Some “Integer” types were not changed on page 102 & 103 need to check with IETF doctor to validate if all instances need to change.
2.6.2.6. “u” (micro) is not a 7 bit Ascii and we have had the publication editor change micro seconde to “us” and that won’t work here.  Add a note and make sure that the Char set is done appropriately (7 bit ASCII).  This is a compile issue.

2.6.3.  Adrian to issue new revision
2.7. End of time, Michael to update the agenda document and adjust the future call topics.

2.8. Adjourn 12:30pm (EST)
3 Teleconference Feb 26, 2010 11am EST.

3.1. Adrian Stephens, Technical Editor called the meeting to order at 11:05am ET.

3.2. Attendance: Peter Ecclesine, Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens
3.3. Reminder that we are using the IEEE Patent Policy and P&P for 802 and 802.11

3.3.1.  No IP identified.
3.4. Proposed Agenda
3.4.1. Review General AdHoc Comments

3.5. Doc 11-10/0038r2

3.5.1. General and MIB tabs are open

3.5.2. CID 2175

3.5.2.1. Check to see if definition is in the IEEE 100 dictionary.  Context for Frame seems to have been created in the standard.  No submission has been made for details or for further discussion.

3.5.2.2.  Proposed resolution: Disagree: 7.1.1. supplies a context for the use of the word frame.  The comment is not quite correct.  The terms “frame” and “MPDU” are synonyms. No change is warranted at this time.
3.5.2.3.  No Objection to bring to motion -- move to General Motion E Tab
3.5.3. CID 2200

3.5.3.1. Review comment.  See doc: 11-10-0216r1.  Addressed in part in 216r1, an update to be posted.  Mark the members of the table and the group that contains the table as deprecated.

3.5.3.2.  Proposed resolution: Agree in principle; Make changes as shown in 11-10-0216r2.   These mark the members of the table, and the group that contains the table as deprecated.  As the group is marked optional in the compliance statement, there is no need to create any new group.   The issue of the ifIndex preventing compilation of the deprecated table was an issue with the tools.  This issue went away when the recommended tools were used as described in document 11-10/0216.  The editor’s note cited in the comment is removed by changes in the cited document.
3.5.3.3.  No Objection to bring to motion -- move to General Motion E Tab
3.5.4. CID2115

3.5.4.1. Pending submission from Bill Marshall
3.5.4.2. Action Item:  Secretary to send reminder to Bill.
3.5.5. CID 2054

3.5.5.1. Still pending, Adrian to check to see if the changes described in 10-216 cover the concept.

3.5.5.2. The tables with “Read-Create” are created by the receipt of info from an external entity, and then not changed.  There is more than just the cited table that are of this type.  Make the change global to address this issue once.

3.5.5.3.  Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle; Global change all “It is written by an external management entity when requesting a measurement.” To “It is written by an external management entity when the table entry is created, i.e., when requesting a measurement.”
3.5.5.4.  No Objection to bring to motion – move to General Motion E Tab.
3.5.6. CID 2050

3.5.6.1. The main issue is overloading of the label.  We need description to use Entry “0”  as the self component of its own information element and non-zero entries for other STAs.  It is believed that in general this is the practice, but it should be noted in the description to make it standard.

3.5.6.2.  Recommend adding to the description of dot11LCIDSETable, the use of entry 0 to refer to components of its own information element, and non-zero for information from other STAs.  Peter to look at the details and propose text.
3.5.6.3. Action Item: Pending submission from Peter Ecclesine.
3.6. Doc 11-10-210r3

3.6.1. CID 2113

3.6.1.1. See Doc 11-10-210r3

3.6.1.2. Topic: Normative references to regulatory classes should be removed.
3.6.1.3. Discussion on what the ramifications might be.

3.6.1.4. We should remove normative reference to adherence to the law.  The STA are required to be compliant with the regulatory laws.

3.6.1.5. 11p changes will ensure that they are not referenceing a particular law, but they do have some items for the Annex I.  So the headings would need to remain while the existing text may not be necessary anymore in the cited clauses in 210r3.

3.6.1.6. Peter to update the document to r4.

3.6.1.7. Action Item: Peter to send a note to the reflector to discuss this as well.

3.7. D2.04 is done, it containes the defects as well as 11n roll-up.  Also includes changes to the MIB from Doc 11-10-216r0 (for CID 2214).
3.7.1. Peter to help review the MIB changes.

3.8. Adjourn 12:25 EST

4 Teleconference March 5, 2010 – 11am EST.
4.1. Matthew Gast called the meeting to order at 11:08am ET.

4.2. Attendance: Peter Ecclesine, Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens, Matthew Gast, Michael Montemurro, Mark Hamilton
4.3. Reminder that we are using the IEEE Patent Policy and P&P for 802 and 802.11

4.3.1.  No IP identified.

4.4. Proposed Agenda – approved without objection
4.4.1. Roll Call/call for essential Patent Claims

4.4.2. CID 2199 (Security)

4.4.3. CID 2026 (Security)

4.4.4. CID 2113 (MAC)
4.5. Clause 11.3 topic move out another week.

4.6. CID 2199 (Security)
4.6.1.  Review comment.

4.6.2. Question on whether or not to create a new term. “FT originator” is a neutral term that does not matter if it is the AP or the non-AP stay (the term we aren’t using anymore).
4.6.3. FT originator is being used in TGu. need to check to see if it is the same usage.  If it is, then this is more reason to use this term in this case.  If it is used as another context then we need to look for another term, or give guidance to TGu. – After check, FT originator is not used, and looks like a good idea.

4.6.4.  The comment while well written, cannot be  “accept” only.  It needs an Accept in Principle

4.6.5.  Proposed resolution: Accept in Principle: Add a definition for FT originator in clause 3: A STA that initiates the FT Protocol …(see comment file for final text)..  FT request frame. Replace the term “the STA” in Clause 11a where it referes to the FT-Originator Role with “FT-Originator”. (It used to be Non-AP STA, but it was not always consistent.)

4.6.6. The editor will use Michael and others to review the possible changes when it is inserted.

4.6.7. No objections to the proposal – Mark CID ready for Motion.

4.7. CID 2026 (Security)
4.7.1. Review comment

4.7.2. Review doc: 10-0206r0

4.7.3. This expresses the Shared Key more simply than originally posted in the spec.
4.7.4. Proposed Resolution from 10/0206r0: Accept comment 2026 based on discussion and editorial instructions in 10/0206r0.

4.7.5. No objections, Mark ready for motion.

4.8. CID 2113 (MAC)

4.8.1. Doc 10/210r5

4.8.2. Review document. And proposed changes

4.8.3. This removes any normative reference to a regulation and leaves informative tables in I.1 and allows any country to be able to use J.4.  and the tables for J.1, J.2, and J.3 remain, but this provides a path forward.
4.8.4. This comment had been requested to be reviewed by the Regulatory AdHoc.

4.8.4.1. This was discussed on the Regulatory AdHoc call on March 4th, and no issues were identified.  They reviewed 10/210r4, and some typos were corrected and r5 was updated.  This is in the minutes 10/279r0.

4.8.4.2. There is a Joint meeting that is scheduled for Wed PM1 of the March Session in Orlando.  We will review the comment and any other Regulatory issues then.

4.8.5. Proposed resolution will be determined on Wed PM1, and this CID will be marked as “Discuss” with Peter and the document number assigned.

4.9. Announced Agenda complete – AOB:
4.10. Review the Editor Report that was prepared for the Session.

4.10.1. Review doc 10/0002r1

4.10.2. CID 2010 needs to be marked deprecation to have the proper definition added.  Peter will look for the proper Deprcation text to give to Adrian.

4.10.3. CID 2010 change the proposed resolution: “in addition add the following to the description: this MIB variable was deprecated because the temperature type is characteristic of the system not just the MAC or PHY.”  Any Temperture requirements placed on us by regulation should be outside the scope of 802.11 Standard.  This is similar to the Annex I and J issues.

4.10.4. After further discussion, CID 2010 proposed Resolution will be changed by Adrian and an updated resolution will be presented in the Orlando Session.
4.10.5. Do we need to add a note that we are following the IETF conventions?  Peter to add a comment in the review of D2.04 that this was missed in the discriptions of the conventions being used in the MIB.

4.10.6. CID 2035 was marked as MR, but really there is no further action, so this will be changed to “M”. (Modified implementation).  This resolves the 11n roll-up 
4.11. Review CID 2175: 
4.11.1. In our discussion last week, we failed to take into account the discussion from our alst F2F session (LA).  There we agreed to change the description, but that we wanted a submission to make any of the other implied changes.  

4.11.2. Revise the proposed resolution:

4.11.2.1. AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-05 17:26:25Z) Add "Syn: Frame." to the definintion of MPDU.  Clause 7.1.1. supplies a context for the use of the word frame.  The comment is not quite correct.  The terms "frame" and "MPDU" are synonyms. No other change is warranted at this time.
4.11.2.2. No objection heard. – Still marked as ready for motion, move to General Motion E tab.
4.12. For our Next Call on March 12, we have about 47 comments left.

4.12.1. Gen 24 for clause 11.3

4.12.2. Gen 2 for MIB

4.12.3. 12 MAC comments

4.12.4. 9 Security
4.13. Matthew adjourned the call at 12:29 EST

5 Teleconference March 12, 2010 – 11am EST
5.1. Attendance: Matthew, Mike, Adrian, Peter, Bill,  Jon, and Jouni

5.2. Proposed Agenda from Slide 16

· Roll call / call for essential patent claims

· Comment resolution

· Discussion of CID 2050 (MIB label)

· Comments from LB 160 MAC spreadsheet (11-10/0033r2)

· Comments from “Clause 11.3” tab of LB 160 General spreadsheet (11-10/0038r2)

· Additional comment resolution (time permitting)

· Comments previously not addressed by teleconferences #1-6

· Preparation for Orlando meeting
5.3. Agenda Order for processing comment resolutions changed

5.3.1.1. CID 2050

5.3.1.2. CID #2105

5.3.1.3. Clause 11.3 CIDs – 11-10/0302r0 and 11-10/0038r5

5.3.1.4. MAC spreadsheet – 11-10/0033r3

5.4. Meeting P&P notice and IPR LOA request made

5.4.1. No issues raised.
5.4.2. see slide #7

5.5. CID 2050:

5.5.1. Commenter wishes to withdraw:

5.5.2. Peter sent an e-mail to withdraw the comment.  Jon took that e-mail and used it for the text put into the proposed resolution:

UNRESOLVABLE (GEN: 2010-03-08 19:46:45Z) -  
From the comment submitter:
I submitted CID 2050 about the MIB dot11LCIDSETable:
"dot11LCIDSE Table is inadequate, containing an entry from the STA's management entity and entries from received beacons and public action frames. There needs to be another set of MIB variables for the STA itself, and this table remains for observed LCIDSE information elements."
After more closely looking at the scenarios for enabling STAs and dependent STAs, I see that each STA picks one entry to be active for itself, and the others are for/from other STAs. A dependent STA does not know it’s location, but uses the location in the enablement message.
 I request that my CID 2050 be withdrawn from the LB160 list of active comments.
5.5.3. Comment has been marked Unresolvable and moved to the Editor AdHoc for final disposition handling.  There is not real “Withdrawal status”.

5.6. CID 2105

5.6.1. TKIP has been deprecated, and this comment is removing whereTKIP could be implied was re-added.

5.6.2. We need to Revert the changes from “CCMP” to “enhanced data cryptographic encapsulation mechanisms” in 6.1.2, i.e., only describe the security services to be provided by CCMP. In addition, reconsider introduction of the “enhanced data cryptographic encapsulation mechanism” throughout the draft.
5.6.3. This can be referred to as “enhanced data cryptographic other than CCMP” in some places, but we may want to not make the global change and be a bit more specific in 6.1.2.

5.6.4. In this one clause, this should be left as CCMP rather than make the change and pickup unintended consuequnces.

5.6.5. Propsosed Resolution: Accept in principle and make proposed changes to 6.1.2

5.6.6. Mark ready for motion.

5.7. Clause 11.3 Comments: doc:11-10/0302r0

5.7.1. Review the changes in context.

5.7.2. CID 2155 – 
5.7.2.1. Proposed Motion: AGREE (GEN: 2010-01-21 01:21:48Z) in 11.3.0a Change sentence to be "These two variables create four local states for the relationship between the STA and the remote STA."
5.7.2.2. Already marked ready for motion from January, but we did not get it approved.

5.7.3. CID #2111 – 

5.7.3.1. Concern with “unless it becomes associated”.

5.7.3.2. change to “unless in State 3 or State 4”.

5.7.3.3. This is less ambiguous, and doesn’t mix states and “associated” name
5.7.3.4. Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 13:27:33Z) Replace the second paragraph in 11.3.1.0a with "Successful authentication sets the STA's state to State 2. Unsuccessful authentication leaves the STA's state unchanged. The STA shall not transmit Class 3 frames unless in State 2, or State 3 or State 4.  Authentication notification when in State 3 or 4 implies disassociation as well." 
5.7.3.5. Mark ready for motion.

5.7.4. CID 2229: same concern as #2111

5.7.4.1. Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 14:15:23Z) See CID 2111 for specific text changes: (then add copy of resolution from CID 2111).
5.7.4.2. Mark ready for motion.
5.7.5. CID 2230: same concern as #2111
5.7.5.1. Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 13:47:30Z) - The cited text is to clarify the original statement that on disassociation "This STA shall become associated again if it wishes to utilize the DS."  The "if previously in State 3 or 4" part qualifies the "associated again", not the "prior to sending Class 3 frames". There is no need for a 5th state.  However, CID 2111 changes the paragraph and removes the cited text. 
5.7.5.2. Mark ready for motion.

5.7.6. CID #2231 –

5.7.6.1. Same concern as #2111, same change only this time it is “unless in State 2, or State 3 or State 4”.
5.7.6.2. Proposed resolution: AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 12:42:56Z)  Change  "The STA shall become authenticated again prior to sending Class 2 frames." 

To

"The STA shall not transmit Class 2 frames unless  in State 2, or State 3 or State 4." 
5.7.6.3. Mark ready for motion

5.7.7.  CID 2161 and CID 2162

5.7.7.1. Possible Issue on 11e Directlink frames in 11.3.2.0a

5.7.7.2. When a DLS setup is done, does a peer key handshake take place – yes.

5.7.7.3. What is the state of the state machine between two peer STAs?

5.7.7.3.1. The peers could do a 4-way handshake, but they don’t have a clear association, but there is a similar state structure. 

5.7.7.3.2. This may be a can a worms .

5.7.7.4. There is no authentication between the peers, so this is a different condition from 11.3.  They are both in an infrastructure BSS, but in the Direct Link Setup protocol should indicate if it is now in State 3 or 4 for a established frames.

5.7.7.5. Only Data frames are used in the DLS.

5.7.7.6. DLS STA do not authenticate or associate as defined in 11.3

5.7.7.7. Either we make an exception in 11.3, or make the state transition definitions in the DLS clauses.
5.7.7.8. Mapping the DLS states to the 11.3 State definitions is an option.

5.7.7.9. Concern on the mapping of DLS to the 11.3 states.

5.7.7.10. When a Frame is received, the src address is looked up to see what state you have with that STA and if in the proper state receive it else drop it.

5.7.7.11. Another way would be to add an Editor point.

5.7.7.11.1. Add an Editor’s note so that we don’t forget it and allow more thought on it during the next LB.

5.7.7.11.2. Proposed Resolution for 2161: AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 12:48:13Z) Delete "For example, " and change "discards" to "shall discard" in 11.3.1.0a.

Add Editor's Note: "EDITOR’S NOTE: Additional investigations regarding DLS should be done with the following change."
5.7.7.11.3. Proposed Resolution for 2162: AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 05:54:16Z) in 11.3.2.0a  the 6th paragraph 1st sentence: Delete "For example, " and change "discards" to "shall discard".
5.7.7.11.4. mark ready for motion.

5.7.8. CID 2163 –
5.7.8.1.  Proposed resolution: AGREE GEN: 2010-01-20 07:07:06Z - Accept. Change "may" to "shall" in 11.3.1.1

5.7.8.2.  mark ready for motion

5.7.9. CID 2164 – Management Frame Protection condition added

5.7.9.1. If and only If statement removed with part of this CID resolution.

5.7.9.2. Changes made to 11.3.1.2, 11.3.1.4, 11.3.2.6, and 11.3.2.8.

5.7.9.3.  Proposed Resolution: AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 03:58:24Z) Make the following changes in 11.3.1.2: 

Delete "if and only if Management Frame Protection had not been negotiated when the PTKSA(s) were created" 

Add "or if Management Frame Protection was not negotiated when the PTKSA(s) were created," after the first "if conditional phrase" at the start of the paragraph and correct capitalization.

in 11.3.1.4:

add "if Management Frame Protection was not negotiated when the PTKSA(s) were created," to the start of the paragraph(line 4) and correct capitalization.

in 11.3.2.6: 

add "If Management Frame Protection was not negotiated when the PTKSA(s) were created," to the start of the paragraph and correct capitalization.

and in 11.3.2.8:

add "If Management Frame Protection was not negotiated when the PTKSA(s) were created," to the start of the paragraph and correct capitalization.

5.7.9.4.  Mark ready for motion

5.7.10. CID 2196 – same issue as 2164

5.7.10.1. Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 12:59:18Z) The Cited "if and only If" was deleted by CID 2164 and the sentence was relocated and rewritten.
5.7.10.2. Mark ready for motion.

5.7.11. CID 2197 – Simplifies the rationale for Reason Code assessment.

5.7.11.1. Changes made to 11.3.1.3 b), 11.3.2.2d), 11.3.2.4e), 11.3.2.5 b), and 11.3.2.7 b).
5.7.11.2. Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 03:03:28Z) In 11.3.1.3 b), Replace paragraph with  "The STA shall indicate the appropriate reason code for the STA deathentication as defined in Table 7-28 (Reason codes) of 7.3.1.7(Reason Code field)."

Similar change to be made in 11.3.2.2 d) Replace paragraph with

"When the status code of the association is not Successful, the AP shall indicate a specific reason for the failure to associate in the status code of the Association Response frame as defined in Table 7-23 (Status Codes) in 7.3.1.9 (Status Code Field).  The state for the STA shall be set to State 2.(#1342)"

Similar change to be made in 11.3.2.4 e) Replace paragraph with

"When the status code of the reassociation is not Successful, the AP shall indicate a specific reason for the failure to reassociate in the status code of the Reassociation Response frame as defined in Table 7-23 (Status Codes) in 7.3.1.9 (Status Code Field).  The state for the STA shall be set to State 2 on the AP the Reassociation Request frame was sent to."

Similar change to be made in 11.3.2.5 b) Replace paragraph with 

"The STA shall indicate the appropriate reason code for the AP dissacociation as defined in Table 7-28 (Reason codes) of 7.3.1.7(Reason Code field)."

Similar change to be made in 11.3.2.7 b) Replace paragraph with

"The STA shall indicate the appropriate reason code for the STA disassociation as defined in Table 7-28 (Reason codes) of 7.3.1.7(Reason Code field)."
5.7.11.3. mark ready for motion.

5.7.12. CID 2129,  CID 2130, and CID 2157 – same issue as 2197

5.7.12.1. Proposed resolution 2129: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 05:50:43Z) A consistency to the cited sentence was made.  CID 2197 has the specific changes listed in this clause and several others.
5.7.12.2. Proposed Resolution for 2130: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 15:13:22Z) The specific text changes are noted in CID 2197.  Also for consistency, other places where this text was reiterated was fixed as well.
5.7.12.3. Proposed Resolution for 2155: AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 03:52:43Z). The editor note is to be removed, CID 2197 addresses the Editor's concern.
5.7.12.4. Mark all three ready for motion.

5.7.13. CID 2167 

5.7.13.1. Proposed resolution basically Changes comma to period and make two sentances. – 

5.7.13.2. Proposed Resolution: AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 06:03:41Z) Change "The STA shall transmit an Association Request frame to the AP, if the MLMEASSOCIATE.request primitive contained an RSN..."
To
 "The STA shall transmit an Association Request frame to the AP.  If the MLMEASSOCIATE.request primitive contained an RSN..."
5.7.13.3. mark ready for motion.

5.7.14. CID 2159

5.7.14.1. Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-01-20 07:28:49Z) - Remove Editor's Note and parenthetical in 11.3.2.4 h).

5.7.14.2. Mark ready for motion

5.7.15.  CID 2168
5.7.15.1. Proposed resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-03-12 14:56:52Z) Change the following titles by adding the quoted word:

·      11.3.2.1 Non-AP STA association "initiation" procedures 

·      11.3.2.2 AP association "receipt" procedures

·      11.3.2.3 Non-AP STA reassociation"initiation" procedures

·      11.3.2.4 AP reassociation "receipt" procedures

·      11.3.2.5 Non-AP STA disassociation "initiation" procedures
5.7.15.2. mark ready for motion

5.7.16.  CID 2128

5.7.16.1. Handled before, but not voted on.  Added to 10/0302 for completeness.

5.7.16.2.  Proposed resolution: DISAGREE (GEN: 2010-01-20 06:48:31Z) - No change required. The figure is correct in the non-redline version of the draft.
5.7.16.3. Already marked ready for motion.

5.7.17. CID 2165
Secretary Note: The comment and the AdHoc notes do not align.  The Telecon discussion was on the AdHoc Notes and the proposed resolution from Bill (11-10/71r4), which is different from the actual topic of the comment.  The comment is asking for the first paragraph to use a “indication” instead of a “request” in the first paragraph.  The TG discussed the value of moving the first paragraph into the lettered list.  What follows is the actual discussion notes, but this Comment will have to have a different proposed resolution than what was discussed on the Telecon. 

5.7.17.1. The first paragraph is the SME action and the next paragraph is what the MAC does, so we should reject the comment, as those are two different entities.

5.7.17.2. We should put in the 2nd paragraph the “originating STA’s MLME” or AP’s MLME as appropriate. For the resolution for an Accept in Principle.  This highlights the difference in the instructions and actions.

5.7.17.3. Proposed Resolution to the comment would be to make the noted changes.
5.7.17.4. Action Item: Jon to incorporate the suggested change into the next rev of 11-10/0302.
5.8. MAC comments: 11-10-033r3
5.8.1.  CID 2232: 

5.8.1.1. review comment:

5.8.1.2. No easy way to clarify the text from what is there already.  Admission control comments have had need to have commenter to participate with the discussion.  

5.8.1.3. Action Item: Matthew to set a time for Admission Control for next week’s discussion. – Tues PM1 is the target time.
5.8.2. CID 2092 

5.8.2.1. Submission from Adrian due next week.  Scheduled Tues PM1.
5.8.3. CID 2079 

5.8.3.1. Recycled from Oringal call for comment due to no submission.

5.8.3.2. Still no submission, so we will reject it.

5.8.3.3. We will use the same resolution from Original comment file.

5.8.3.4. Without a submission, the repeating of the comment is not necessarily effective.

5.8.3.5. Proposed Resolution. Out of Scope.This comment is not directed toward changed text between D1.0 and D2.0, and is out of scope for LB160.

5.9. Meeting adjourned at 12:31pm EDT 
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