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1 TGmb May 17, 2010: PM1 Timeslot.
1.1. Called to order by Michael Montemurro, Vice Chair  1:30pm

1.1.1. The TG Chair, Matthew Gast, was not able to attend this week.
1.2. Review Agenda – 11-10/0503r1
1.2.1. Approve Agenda by unanimous acclamation

1.3. Review Patent Policy and P&P rules. Slide 4-9.
1.3.1. No LOA requested or Patents identified.

1.4. Officer election: -- slide 11

1.4.1. Chair Dorothy 

1.4.2. Vice Chair: Michael Montemurro

1.4.3. Secretary: Jon Rosdahl

1.4.4. Editor: Adrian Stephens

1.4.5. unanimous acclamation – (9 in the room)
1.4.6. Chair to take over after this week’s session. And Mike to continue running this week’s session.
1.5. Review Plan of Record see slide 14 (11-10/503r1
1.6. Approval of Minutes for March 2010 Plenary: Doc 348r0

1.6.1. unanimous consent

1.7. Approval of Minutes of telecom: Doc 11-10/0526r0
1.7.1. unanimous consent
1.8. Editor report – 11-10/0002r2:

1.8.1. review status of LB162

1.8.1.1.  look at how comments are divided by AdHoc group

1.8.2. review status of draft

1.8.2.1. D3.01 speculative editing of 19 editorial comments from LB162

1.8.2.2. Review the process of creating the Draft 3.01 and the current status.
1.8.2.3. Discuss the editor comment resolutions
1.8.3. Motion #88: Motion to approve Editor comments.
1.8.3.1. move Adrian Stephens; 2nd Jon Rosdahl
1.8.3.2. results: 9-0-0  motion passes
1.9. General Temperature comments Notes taken by Michael Montemurro (THANKS!!!)
1.10.  Document 551r0 contains all GEN adhoc comments with proposed resolutions for temperature on the GEN Temperature tab.
- All comments are proposed to be accepted with exception of the use of temperature in Clause C. The proposal is to disagree with the use of 

1.10.1. Temperature in Clause C.
1.10.2. We cannot delete occurrences of Temperature in the MIB (Clause D). The group does not know whether the variable can be removed.
- We could simply create a new variable without the Temperature, and deprecate the old one.

1.10.3. For CID 3145: in Clause D, we should resolve the comment as: "Disagree -- This MIB entry has been marked deprecated with this revision. This would be a candidate for removal in a future revision."

1.10.4.  For CID 3024. The resolution will be "Accept in Principle. Delete the dot11TempType from the Dot11PHYOperationEntry"

1.10.5. For CID 3010, 3144. The resolution will be "Accept"

1.10.6. For CID 3146. The resolution will be: “Disagree. This is part of a Deprecated MIB object and no change is warranted at this time."

1.10.7. For CID 3005, CID 3147, CID 3011:  the resolution will be: "Disagree -- This MIB entry has been marked deprecated with this revision. This would be a candidate for removal in a future revision. See CID 3145"

1.10.8. For CID 3008, CID 3143, CID 3009 the resolution will be: “We are not making any changes or maintenance to Annex C, as this clause is already noted as it "may be out of date" and is subject to be removed in a subsequent revision. This would be a candidate in a future revision (TGmc for example) for deletion.

1.10.9. For CID 3004, CID 3142, CID 3003, CID 3140, CID 3002, CID 3021,  
1.10.9.1. The resolution will be: "Accept".

1.10.10. For CID 3020, CID 3139, CID 3138, and CID 3001, 
1.10.10.1. The resolution will be "Reject. All the entries in the PHY were removed and this entry in CFxx was added to allow manufacturers to have a single place to indicated the temperature range that the devices was designed for. (See CID 3139)

1.10.11.  For CID 3137, CID 3019, CID 3007, CID 3107, CID 3136, CID 3028, CID 3000, CID 3018, CID 3135, CID 3017, CID 3006 
1.10.11.1. The resolution will be "Agree"
1.10.12. For CID 3016,  CID 3014 
1.10.12.1. The resolution will be "Agree"
1.10.13.  For CID 3015, 
1.10.13.1. The resolution will be "Agree. The resolution will be done when the renumbering exercise is going to occur."
1.10.14.  A motion to accept these comments will be made on Thursday.

1.11. Discussion on CID 3067 - Document 11-10/604r0
1.11.1. Presentation of proposal by Ashish (Marvell).
1.11.2.  - We had discussed the comment on the teleconference and identified that a submission was necessary.
1.11.3.  - the backoff timer isn't continued until after the ATIM window. The backoff timer returns for any pending transition.
1.11.4.   This proposal does not mention the ATIM window.
1.11.5.  - The backoff starts after the ATIM window. This is only applicable when there is power-saving in an IBSS.
1.11.6. - The proposed resolution is inconsistent with the ATIM window.
1.11.7. There is a possible issue here, but the statements are inconsistent when in power saving.

1.11.8. The presentation would need to be updated to make the proposed statements to be made consistent before we have the change made.

1.11.9.  - Ashish will come back later this week with an updated presentation. 

1.12. Discussion on GEN adhoc comments:
1.12.1.  CID 3084 is addressed in Draft 3.01 -- : Action Field format.
1.12.1.1. - We're replacing the phrase "frame body" with "Action field"
1.12.1.2. - The changes also, in some occurrences, add clarifying text to indicate the appropriate field/fields.
1.12.1.3. there were 312 instances of change that had been made to make this comment resolution consistent.  

1.12.1.4. We reviewed the changes in d3.01 and the specific issue that addressed and the respective changes.

1.12.2.   There was a significant set of detail to put into the resolution: 

AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (EDITOR: 2010-05-06 09:33:43Z) - Change "frame body" to "action field" where is refers to a structure that starts with a category subfield and does not end with vendor specific elements.

Note that 7.4.1.0a implies that the following subclauses define the format of the Action Details field.  In fact none of the following subclauses use the term "Action details", except in the headings.  

Resolve this conflict by rewording the para of 7.4.1.0a as follows: "Subclause 7.4 (Action frame format details)(#28) describes the Action field formats(#3084) allowed in each of the action categories defined in Table 7-24 (Category values) in 7.3.1.11 (Action field)."

Also note conflicting definitions between the "Action field" defined in 7.3.1.12,  and the names given to the first octet after the Category field:  variously "Action Value", "Action".  Resolve the conflict by renaming this field to "<name of category> Action",  e.g. "QoS Action".

Also note that nowhere is the size of the QoS Action field defined.   It is implicitly 1 octet from the explicit definition for other categories.   Reword the para of 7.4.2.0a to resolve this ambiguity thus: "Several Action frame formats are defined for QoS purposes. These frames a identified by the single octet QoS Action field, which follows immediately after the Category field. The values of the QoS Action field are defined in Table 7-45 (QoS Action field values)."

Similarly, the size of the Block Ack Action field is not defined.  Resolve by adding the following text in 7.4.4.0a: "A Block Ack(#3084) Action field, in the octet immediately after the Category field, differentiates the Block Ack Action frame formats."

The Public Action field is not adequately defined. Resolve by adding the following text in 7.4.7.1: "A Public Action field, in the octet immediately after the Category field, differentiates the Public Action frame formats."

The FT Action field is not adequately defined. Resolve by adding the following text in 7.4.8.0a: "An FT Action field, in the octet immediately after the Category field, differentiates the FT Action frame formats."

The differentiating field for Protected Dual of Public Action frames is not adequately defined.  Resolve by adding the following text in 7.4.9a.1: "A Public Action field, in the octet immediately after the Category field, differentiates the Protected Dual of Public Action frame formats."  Also change the title of Table 7-57m to "Public Action field values defined for Protected Dual of Public Action frames" to reflect the proper naming of this field.

The size of the HT Action field is not defined.  Resolve by adding the following text in 7.4.10.1: "An HT Action field, in the octet immediately after the Category field, differentiates the HT Action frame formats."

Generally adjust language in references to these field, and in column headings of tables to reflect the new names.  Adjust names of tables defining action field formats for consistency.

1.12.2.1. - Mark CID 3084 as "ready for motion"
1.12.3. - CID 3086 - There are 25 frame types in table A.4.4.2. Table A.4.4.2 is out of date and not many people ever refer to the table.
1.12.4.  - CID 3086 would require a submission.
1.12.5.  - CID 3148 - The consensus is to accept the comment and mark it ready for motion.
1.12.6.  - CID 3029 - The consensus is to "Agree in Principle: Delete "in order to permit ..." to the end of the sentence." from the first sentence. Mark the comment "ready for motion"
1.13. Recess until 4pm.

2  TGmb PM2 May 18, 2010.

2.1. Called to order by Michael Montemurro, Vice Chair  4:10 pm
2.2. CID 3012 and CID 3013 – 11-10-0612r0 Presentation from Gabor

2.2.1.  Proposal: Define a new Location Measurement Request and Report (in addition to LCI) which uses:

· the encoding defined in RFC3825bis (binary)

· RFC3825bis can be used to describe a rectangle, or

· The encoding defined in RFC5194 (XML)

· RFC5194 encoding can be used to describe multiple type of shapes

· An irregular shape can always be approximated with a polygon

· It may not fit into an MPDU, fragmentation may be necessary

· Can use the fragmentation defined in 802.11u for GAS Responses

to describe the geodetic location of a STA.

2.2.2. Discussion on whether the points plus uncertainty or a point and radius to describe the possible location.

2.2.3. A measurement report contains one LCI, 

2.2.4. can two points be enough to determine the rectangle volume.
2.2.5. Points are not really points.  Each point has some uncertainty and then the actual point is within the volume, and that is the bounded volume.

2.2.6. There was a discussion on the arbitrary shape that the volume limits the possible location.

2.2.7. Review of CID 3012 details:

2.2.8.  While there is a submission that has been prepared, there is another way to do this, so maybe a different method should be examined.

2.2.9. Where does the requirement for an arbitrary shape come from?  It is not in the draft today, but maybe a requirement from outside events and or devices.  What LCI can do, it is not what is required.
2.2.10. Does LCI represent something broken…not necessarily, it is just capable of describing arbitrary shapes….but others note that this functions as described and designed.

2.2.11. The question is not if it is broken, but is it broken in certain scenarios.

2.2.12. Strawpoll: Do you feel that LCI as defined in IEEE 802.11 is specified incorrectly or ambiguous?

2.2.12.1. Results: 0 yes;  7- no; 2 abstain

2.2.13. Strawpoll: Can LCI describe the location of a STA in motion adequately?

2.2.13.1. Result: 6 yes, 1 no, 3 abstain.

2.2.14. Proposed Resolution for 3012: Disagree – The LCI coding represents the volume within which the STA is positioned.  The group acknowledges that there are other mechanisms that can describe location.
2.2.15. General agreement on the proposed resolution. Set comment to Comment A ready for motion.

2.3. CID 3013: Change “LCI Subject Local” to “Location Subject Local”

2.3.1. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: Change “LCI Subject Local” to “Location Subject Local” and “LCI Subject Remote” to “Location subject Remote” in table 7-29l and throughout the draft.

2.3.2. Move to comment A tab and mark ready for motion.

2.4. Discussion on MAC Adhoc Admission Control comments 
2.4.1. There have been some preparations, but not a general consensus on the resolutions.
2.4.2.  11-10/532r0 presented for discussion.

2.4.2.1. CID 3131 

2.4.2.1.1. review the comment and discussion.

2.4.2.1.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.  The HC’s scheduling behavior is not modified for EDCA access policy. Insert “, in the case of HCCA and HEMM access policies, to” after “within the HC and” at the cited location.

2.4.2.1.3. Agreed, move to tab A ready for motion.

2.4.2.2. CID 3132

2.4.2.2.1. review the comment and discussion

2.4.2.2.2. long discussion for Admission Control but we should limit it to EDCA due to line 2 page 524.

2.4.2.2.3. There is an issue that Admission Control is only used for EDCA. 

2.4.2.2.4. Admission Control the STA performs an algorithm to determine if it is ok to transmit.  The polling of the station would always be accept.  It is who is admitting the data to the system.

2.4.2.2.5. Proposed resolution needs to be held off for now. Disagree In the Case of Admission Control, or priority AC, or it discards the data…..
2.4.2.2.6. it was decided more time was needed, and a complete answer brought back.

2.4.2.3. CID 3133 & 3134:
2.4.2.3.1. Review the comment and discussion.

2.4.2.3.2. Proposed Resolutions: 

2.4.2.3.2.1. CID 3134 Agree in principle.  Insert the following at the cited location:  “If the AP is accepting a request corresponding to an AC for which ACM is 0 (e.g., the TSPEC is to change APSD behavior), the Medium Time field shall be set to 0."(#3134)”

2.4.2.3.2.2. CID 3133 Agree in principle.  Insert the following at the cited location:  “If the AP is accepting a request for a downlink TS, the Medium Time field shall be set to 0.(#3133)”

2.4.2.3.3. This change helps clarify what should be expected to be delivered.

2.4.2.3.4. Seem to have agreement after discussion and will move them to Tab A and mark ready for Motion.

2.4.3. CID 3130:
2.4.3.1. Discussion: While a TS is identified by a TSID,  the commenter correctly identifies that the parameter specific to the MAC data SAP is the “priority” parameter.  This is then variously interpreted as a UP or a TSID as described in 6.1.1.2.

2.4.3.2.  Proposed resolution: Agree.

2.4.3.3.  The change indicated is shown here: 

traffic stream (TS): A set of medium access control (MAC) service data units (MSDUs) to be delivered subject to the quality of service (QoS) parameter values provided to the MAC in a particular traffic specification (TSPEC). TSs are meaningful only to MAC entities that support QoS within the MAC data service. These MAC entities determine the TSPEC applicable for delivery of MSDUs belonging to a particular TS using the TS identifier (TSID)priority parameter value provided with those MSDUs at the MAC service  access point (MAC_SAP).

2.4.3.4. mark ready for motion.

2.5. MAC AdHoc Comment Resolution:

2.5.1. Low hanging fruit MAC Comments.

2.5.2. CID 3042

2.5.2.1. review comment and context

2.5.2.2. No harm to add DCF.
2.5.2.3. Proposed resolution: Agree.

2.5.2.4. move to Motion A Tab,  and mark ready for motion.

2.6. Time Check – Determine whether we need Wed Eve or not:
2.6.1. still need to use wed Eve.
2.7. recess at 6:pm

3 TGmb Wed May 19, 2010 PM1
3.1. Called to order by Mike Montemurro at 1:35pm
3.2. Clause 11.2 – Submissions 11-10/190r2
3.2.1.  CID 3064:
3.2.1.1. Proposed resolution: Agree in principle.  Make change as shown in the 11-10/0190 latest version tagged with this CID.  This limits the buffering of probe response frames to IBSS

3.2.1.2. Review of the context of the change

3.2.1.3. Move to Group B ready for motion.

3.2.2. CID 3095

3.2.2.1. review comment and context

3.2.2.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.2.2.3. Move to Group B ready for motion.

3.2.3. CID 3094

3.2.3.1. Review comment and context

3.2.3.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.2.3.3. Move to Group B ready for motion .

3.2.4. CID 3093
3.2.4.1. review comment and context

3.2.4.2. Insert a note (see page 15) Note: Bufferable MMPDUs are transmitted using AC VO. Thus the AC of the MMPDU is, by definition, AC VO.

3.2.4.3. Missed a “No” that needed to be returned – removed previously.

3.2.4.4. in g) ….AP transmits one BU destined for ….  The “one BU” rather than one Frame is the substitution.

3.2.4.5. 11.2.1.6 e) change reviewed – extra period needs to be removed.

3.2.4.6. Proposed resolution: Agree

3.2.4.7. Move to Group B ready for motion.

3.2.5. CID 3049

3.2.5.1. review comment and context 

3.2.5.2. Proposed resolution: Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.   Make changes as shown in the latest revision of 11-10/0190.  These replace the “MSDU, A-MSDU or MMPDU” with BU and the definition of BUs excludes A-MSDU for non-HT devices.

3.2.5.3. Discussion on the introduction of “unit” and change that sentence to be “A bufferable unit (BU) is an MSDU, A-MSDU (HT Stas only) or bufferable MMPDU that is buffered to operate the powersaving protocol.”
3.2.5.4. Make the same change to 11.2.1.0a to remove “unit”.  A bufferable unit(BU) is an MSDU, A-MSDU or bufferable MMPDU that is buffered to operate the power-saving protocol.  Other editorial errors will be addressed by the editor (a vs an; for example).

3.2.5.5. Move to Group B ready for motion.

3.2.6. CID 3065
3.2.6.1. review comment and research on comment 

3.2.6.2. Proposed resolution: Disagree. The commenter does not identify a problem with the protocol, so no change is warranted.

3.2.6.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.7. CID 3051

3.2.7.1. Review comment.
3.2.7.2. Proposed Agree in Principle, make the changes as shown in the 2nd interpretation under CID 3051 in 11-10-190r3.

3.2.7.3. Move to Group B ready for motion
3.2.8. CID 3050

3.2.8.1. Review comment and commentary for the CID.

3.2.8.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle. The use of the term “delivery-enabled” is elsewhere reserved for U-APSD operation.  While accepting there is an inconsistency, this is best resolved by changing the use of this term at the cited location as follows: At page 788 line 25,  delete “, that AC shall be considered delivery-enabled. However,”

3.2.8.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.9. CID 3072

3.2.9.1. review comment and presentation on CID

3.2.9.2.  Proposed resolution: Agree in principle.  MSDUs are the unit of buffering, and do not have a Frame Control field.   An equivalent change that relates to MSDU parameters is to make the following change:  replace “in which the Order bit in the Frame Control field is 0” with “except those with a service class of StrictlyOrdered”.  Make matching changes in 11.2.1.6 d) and 11.2.2.4 a).

3.2.9.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.10. CID 3053

3.2.10.1. review the comment and context

3.2.10.2. Proposed Resolution:  Disagree. The cited subclause contains no rule that prevents a STA from waking whenever it wishes to receive other Beacon frames – i.e., the rules state when it must be awake,  not when it must be asleep.  Note that a STA using U-APSD is also a STA in PS mode.  As such, it is subject also to the requirements of 11.2.1.8.  Bullet a) states:  “The STA shall enter the Awake state so as to receive the Beacon frame (which contains a DTIM) at the start of each CFP.”

3.2.10.3. Move to Group B ready for motion
3.2.11. CID 3096

3.2.11.1. Review the comment and presentation.

3.2.11.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.  Change “Beacon or ATIM frames” to “RTS, CTS, or ACK Control frames; Beacon or ATIM management frames; or (QoS) Null data frames” at the cited location
3.2.11.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.12. CID 3071
3.2.12.1. review the comment and context

3.2.12.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree.

11.2.2.4 a) states:

“Following the reception or transmission of the Beacon frame, during the ATIM Window, the STA shall transmit a directed ATIM management frame to each STA for which it has one or more buffered individually addressed(#1359) MSDUs and A-MSDUs(11n).”

11.2.2.4 f) states:

“If a STA is unable to transmit an ATIM during the ATIM Window, for example due to contention with other STAs, the STA should(#1504) retain the buffered MSDU(s) and A-MSDU(s)(11n) and attempt to transmit the ATIM during the next ATIM Window.”

There is nothing here that permits a compliant IEEE 802.11-2007, on observing a multicast ATIM to transmit buffered MSDU(s) without also itself having transmitted an ATIM (“the STA shall transmit a directed ATIM management frame”).  It would also be a bad idea because:  1) multicast frames are receive with reduced reliability – just because you received a multicast frame does not mean your intended recipient will have received it; and 2) topology may make it possible for you to receive frames from some other third party,  but your indented recipient is hidden from that third party.

The behavior described in the comment is not compliant behavior, and it is not necessary to maintain “backwards compatibility” with it.
3.2.12.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.13. CID 3055

3.2.13.1. review comment and context 

3.2.13.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.  Insert “Within a PSMP sequence, “ at the start of the cited para

3.2.13.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.14. CID 3054

3.2.14.1. review comment and context  (see 11.2.1.12) 

3.2.14.2. Proposed resolution: Agree in principle.  There is no clear requirement relating to S-PSMP, and the NOTE can be clarified.

Replace note at cited location with the following para and note:

“A STA with an established PSMP session (see 11.4.4b) shall be awake at the start of the session’s SP and shall remain awake until the end of the SP unless permitted to return to sleep as described in this subclause.

NOTE—A STA in power save mode can also be determined to be awake following receipt of a trigger frame according to the operation of the U-APSD protocol (as defined in 11.2.1.4), following receipt of a PS-Poll frame (as defined in 11.2.1.7), or following a DTIM Beacon (as defined in 11.2.1.7).”

3.2.14.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.15. CID 3069

3.2.15.1. review comment and context 

3.2.15.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle. Change cited text to read follows: “If a STA receives a directed ATIM frame during the ATIM Window, it shall acknowledge the directed  ATIM and stay awake to receive the announced MSDU(s), A-MSDU(s), or bufferable MMPDU(s) for the entire beacon interval or until it has completed successful transmission to and reception from the source STA of the received ATIM, a frame with EOSP field set to one.”
3.2.15.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.16. CID 3068

3.2.16.1. review comment and context 

3.2.16.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree.  While the cited text is arguably redundant, it is not incorrect, and is present in STD-2007

3.2.16.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.17. CID 3070 

3.2.17.1. review comment and context

3.2.17.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree.  While the cited text is arguably redundant, it is not incorrect, and is present in STD-2007.

3.2.17.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.2.18. CID 3056

3.2.18.1. Review comment and context 

3.2.18.2. Proposed Resolution:  Disagree: There is no clear reason why the first transmission of a TIM should use DCF and retransmissions should use EDCAF.   However, this is not something that TGmb wants to change because it would make legacy devices non-compliant.

3.2.18.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3. Clause 11.2 – Submissions 11-10/532r0
3.3.1. we have already done some.. finish the CIDs listed in this doc.
3.3.2. CID 3123

3.3.2.1. review comment and context. 

3.3.2.2. Proposed resolution: Disagree. Under non-APSD power saving there is a 1:1 correspondence between units of buffering and PS-Poll frames received.  So while the AP could conceivably transmit the polled-for MSDU, A-MSDU or MMPDU in an A-MPDU, it could not use the opportunity to transmit more than one of these buffered items.  There is no need to mention A-MPDU here because aggregation takes place in a MAC sublayer beneath the operation of the power-saving protocol.

3.3.2.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.3. CID 3122
3.3.3.1. review comment and context

3.3.3.2. Proposed resolution:  Agree in principle.   Change first sentence of second para of bottom right cell of Table 11-1 to read:  “...in response to a PS-Poll from that STA, during the CFP in the case of a CF-Pollable PS STA, or during a scheduled or unscheduled APSD service period for the STA.”

3.3.3.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.4. CID 3124

3.3.4.1. review comment and context 

3.3.4.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.  Insert: “of the QoS Capability element of the STA’s (Re)Association Request frame” after “Max SP Length field” in the 4th para of 11.2.1.4.

3.3.4.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.5. CID 3127
3.3.5.1. review comment and context

3.3.5.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree; The commenter is incorrect.  The unit of buffering and operation of all of the power-saving protocol is the “MSDU, A-MSDU or MMPDU”, regardless of whether this is transmitted in one MPDU or is fragmented across multiple MPDUs.

3.3.5.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.6.  CID 3126

3.3.6.1. review comment – this may be an overlap with another one, but the resolution matches.

3.3.6.2. Proposed resolution: Agree in principle.  Replace  “in which the Order bit in the Frame Control field is 0” with “not using the StrictlyOrdered service class” in list item 3 of 11.2.1.5.

3.3.6.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.7. CID 3125

3.3.7.1. review comment

3.3.7.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in principle.  Add “(i.e., an AP for which dot11APSDOptionImplemented is true)” after “APSD-capabile AP”.

3.3.7.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.8. CID 3128

3.3.8.1. review comment 

3.3.8.2. Proposed resolution: Disagree.  The proposed change does not identify a problem within the 802.11 standard. The proposed change would make a legacy device that chooses to transmit a PS-Poll in this case non-compliant.

3.3.8.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.9. CID 3129

3.3.9.1. review comment 
3.3.9.2. Proposed resolution: Agree in principle.   Insert the following NOTE after the first para of 11.2.1.11: “NOTE—This aging function is independent of (i.e., in addition to) other causes of MSDU discard within the MAC, such as due to the operation of a per-TS MSDU lifetime, or related to dot11QAPEDCATableMSDULifetime.”

3.3.9.3. Move to Group B ready for motion

3.3.10. That completes the file, but there is still CID 3132 that is waiting for an update and feedback from Dave S.

3.4. MAC AdHoc comment processing

3.4.1. CID 3044

3.4.1.1. review comment

3.4.1.2. Proposed resolution: Disagree no problem identified.

3.4.1.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion.

3.4.2. CID 3045

3.4.2.1. review the comment

3.4.2.2. Proposed resolution: Disagree; A Frame that’s size exceeds a TXOP would be fragmented.  The procedure is correct.
3.4.2.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion.

3.4.3. CID 3047

3.4.3.1. review comment

3.4.3.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree; An external collision would occur duing the execution of the frame exchange sequence and would not apply here.

3.4.3.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion.

3.4.4. CID 3085

3.4.4.1. Review comment -- similar to CID 3084 use same resolution outcome.

3.4.4.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle; See the resolution to comment 3084.  The fields were consistently renamed.

3.4.4.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion.

3.4.5. CID 3088

3.4.5.1. Review Comment – restores a “non-AP:” where appropriate.

3.4.5.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree
3.4.5.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion.

3.4.6. CID 3091

3.4.6.1. Review Comment 

3.4.6.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.4.6.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion.

3.4.7. CID 3104

3.4.7.1. review comment
3.4.7.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.4.7.3.  Move to Group B ready for Motion.
3.4.8. CID 3105
3.4.8.1. review comment

3.4.8.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.4.8.3.  Move to Group B ready for Motion
3.4.9. CID 3121
3.4.9.1. review comment

3.4.9.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree

3.4.9.3.  Move to Group B ready for Motion
3.4.10. CID 3061
3.4.10.1. review comment

3.4.10.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree; The method used by the AP to determine whether it has the same Authenticator as the target AP listed in the neighbor report is out of scope of this standard.
3.4.10.3.  Move to Group B ready for Motion
3.4.11. CID 3062
3.4.11.1. Review comment.  A 3 bit value is being defined for a single bit.

3.4.11.2. Proposed Resolution: Agree – Mark bit 5 as reserved and request 3 bits from ANA.

3.4.11.3. Move to Group B ready for Motion
3.4.12. CID 3066
3.4.12.1. review comment 

3.4.12.2. The channel number will be used across the PHYs, and the Channel number for that 
3.4.12.3. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle Change the sentence to “The DS Parameter Set element contains information to allow channel number identification for STAs.”.
3.4.12.4.  Move to Group B ready for Motion
3.5. Recess 3:35pm.
4 TGmb Wednesday May 19, 2010 PM2

4.1. called to order by Mike M. at 4:02pm

4.2. Minutes for this time slot taken by Michael Montemurro while Jon Leads GenAdHoc Discussion – THANKS!!!

4.3.  Discussion on Gen comments:
- The latest GEN comment resolutions are posted in document 11-10/555r1
- Resolved comments will be marked "ready for motion"
4.4. Annex I comments:
4.4.1.  CID 3030
- Agree in Principle. Remove "legacy" from Table I-2.
4.4.2.  CID 3116
- We will only remove legacy from table I-2. 
- Agree in Principle. Removed by CID 3030 as sentence containing "legacy" was removed from Table I-2.
4.5. Annex J comments:
4.5.1. CID 3027
- Recommendation is to "Agree in Principle".
(from AdHoc Notes: GEN: 2010-05-19 08:34:44Z Proposed AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (GEN: 2010-05-19 08:33:01Z) - NOTE-The example Country element shown in Figure 7-46) describes USA operation (‘55’, ’53’) using both J-1 class 12 and J-4 class 81 for 2.4 GHz band, 11 channels at 100 mW limit (in hexadecimal): ‘07’, ’0F’, ’55’, ’53’, ’04’, ‘C9’, ’0C’, ’0’, ‘01’, ‘0B’, ‘64’, ‘C9’, ’51’, ’0’, ‘01’, ‘0B’, ‘64’. "
But then we could not determine where the example Country element was, so we are now leaning to disagree unless Peter can respond before Thurs AM1.  Fig 7-46 contains the Country Element Format p165.20.

- Can not determine "what" example Country refers to. Need to discuss rewording the note with Peter Eccelsine.
4.5.2. CID 3026
- Accept.

4.6.  General-Frame Types
4.6.1.  CID 3086
- The commenter has recommended that the group reject this comment.
- DISAGREE: The table in A.4.4.2 only contains non-global operating classes refer to the operating classes enumerated in the leftmost column of tables J-1, J-2 and J-3 (see 7.3.2.54 Supported Operating Classes).

4.7.  MIB
4.7.1. CID 3111
- Agree in Principle. Do not make any changes to the MIB. Adjust the introductory material in Annex D so that it is consistent with the current mib.
4.7.2. CID 3112
- Agree
4.7.3. CID 3113
- Agree
4.7.4. CID 3114
- Agree

4.8.  HT PHY
4.8.1. CID 3106
- Agree
4.8.2.  CID 3083
- More details are required to address this comment. 
4.8.3.  CID 3108
- Agree.
4.8.4.  CID 3109
- Agree.

4.9.  MLME General
4.9.1.  CID 3067
- The commenter prepared 11-10/604r1 to address the comment.
- Agree in Principle. Using the proposed change in 11-10/604r1. Note minor editorial clarification required.
4.9.2. CID 3048
- Reject. The cited line is correct. Note to commenter, the BSSID parameter is copied to the BSSSID address field, not the destination address field of the Probe Request.
4.9.3. CID 3063
- 
4.10. MLME Primitives
4.10.1. CID 3092
- Agree in Principle. See resolution to CID 3029.

4.11.  PICS


4.11.1. CID 3082
- Agree
4.11.2. CID 3141
- Accept and change comment group to Temperature.
4.11.3. CID 3022
- Accept and change comment group to Temperature.
4.11.4. CID 3023
- Accept and change comment group to Temperature.
4.11.5. CID 3025
- Accept in principle. Accept comment and fix reference by changing it to 7.3.2.9.
4.11.6. CID 3110
- Accept.
4.11.7. CID 3081
- Agree in Principle. Change "20ms" to "long slot time". Same resolution as 3110.

4.12. MLME – General
4.12.1. CID 3063
- Reject. The Requirement to not respond is specific to when dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true was added to avoid misleading channel numbers in radio measurement reports. Extending this behavior is not necessary and is detrimental as it would make legacy devices non-compliant.

4.13. Clause 11.3
4.13.1. CID 3076
- Agree.
4.13.2. CID 3077
- Agree
4.13.3. CID 3101
- Agree
4.13.4. CID 3102
- Agree

4.14. Recess 6pm
5 TGmb Thursday PM1
5.1. called to order by Mike M. at 1:38pm

5.2. MAC Comment resolutions

5.2.1. CID 3132

5.2.1.1. We left discussion on this that more thought was needed.

5.2.1.2. 9.9.3.2 Controlled Access Admission Control  (HCCA)

5.2.1.3. so HCCA does use Admission control

5.2.1.4. Discussion on how the HCCA and how the scheduler works and TxOps and not always medium time.

5.2.1.5. The current statement is not necessarily incorrect, and the current statement does no harm, and is actually correct.  The proposed change is not necessary.

5.2.1.6. the text is confusing, and so the proposed change should remove confusion. 
5.2.1.7. Some believe that the proposed text helps others do not.

5.2.1.8. further discussion on Access Admission Control
5.2.1.9. Can you transmit without a TSpec?

5.2.1.10. Strawpoll:  Proposed resolution: Disagree. In the case of Admission Control the TID subfield of the QoS data frame is a number in a range of 0-7. this cannot match an inactive TSPEC:
5.2.1.10.1. Yes = 2 No = 2  Chair did not vote.

5.2.1.11. it is not worth blocking the Recirc, and it would be ok by the commenter to let it be, and then look again next time around.

5.2.1.12. Proposed Resolution: Disagree – TGmb did not come to an agreement on a change to address this comment.  The commenter is encouraged to provide more analysis to this issue.
5.2.1.13. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion.

5.2.2. CID 3103

5.2.2.1. review comment

5.2.2.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree; The commenter is incorrect. The TSID is in the range of 8-15 whenever the TSPEC is being set-up.

5.2.2.3. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion

5.2.3. CID 3038

5.2.3.1. Review comment and context.

5.2.3.2. Not all the ack types are listed in the sentence.

5.2.3.3. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle Insert “,Implicit BlockACK request, PSMP ACK” after “normal ACK” at cited location.

5.2.3.4. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion.

5.2.4. CID 3039

5.2.4.1. review comment 99line38

5.2.4.2. Bullet two may need to be updated a bit.

5.2.4.3. we could add “plus any NDPs required plus explicit feedback if required” like is in bullet 1 

5.2.4.4. Proposed resolution: Agree in principle: Insert “plus any NDPs required plus explicit feedback if required” before “plus an additional SIFS interval” in a2i.

5.2.4.5. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion.

5.2.5. CID 3041

5.2.5.1. Review the comment

5.2.5.2. page 454 line 13 indicates that eth aP may use a different set of EDCA parameters. Do we need to create another MIB?

5.2.5.3. There are two tables, and the AP sends a table (see 453) bullet a) 

5.2.5.4. more discussion on the difference of dot11QAPEDCATable and dot11EDCATable.

5.2.5.5. there is a problem on page 454. line 

5.2.5.6. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle Change dot11QAPEDCATable to dot11EDCATable at cited location

5.2.5.7. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion
5.2.6. CID 3043

5.2.6.1. review comment

5.2.6.2. The clause is not normative.  There were several issues in this clause.

5.2.6.3. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle; In clause 9.2.0b.3, remove “generally an ACK frame” and replace all other occurrences of “ACK Frame” with “frame containing an acknowledgement”. And perform any other necessary re-wording in the clause.
5.2.6.4. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion.

5.2.7. CID 3046

5.2.7.1. review comment

5.2.7.2. we can change the “ACK frame”  to a more generic term

5.2.7.3. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle  Replace ”When a STA receives a frame addressed to it and requires an acknowledgement, it shall respond with an ACK frame independent of its NAV.”   WITH “When a STA receives a frame addressed to it that requires an immediate response, except in the case of an RTS, it shall transmit the response independent of its NAV”>

5.2.7.4. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion

5.2.8. CID 3057

5.2.8.1. review the comment

5.2.8.2. Proposed Resolution: disagree – it is a requirement that the AP satisfy this condition.  How the AP chooses to do so is an implementation detail.

5.2.8.3. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion.

5.2.9. CID 3058

5.2.9.1. The commenter withdraws the commenter.

5.2.9.2. Resolution status: Unresolvable: Withdrawn by the commenter

5.2.9.3. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion.

5.2.10. CID 3059

5.2.10.1. review the comment

5.2.10.2. Proposed Resolution: Disagree; the quoted text prevents legacy OBSS devices doing false positive radar detection based on the presence of 11n GF PPDUs.

5.2.10.3. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion

5.2.11. CID 3060

5.2.11.1. review comment

5.2.11.2. this was discussed during the 11n development.  The amount of stuff that is allowed in Non HT aware devices to be allowed.  A compromise of specific features that were included were accepted, but the Multi-TID Block Ack was not included.  MTBA is only necessary for large blocks of data.
5.2.11.3. Proposed Resolution:  Disagree; This was discussed during P802.11n and the compromise adopted by the group was to accept PSMP, but not accept MTBA, based upon a complexity/benefit discussion.  
5.2.11.4. Move to Comment Group C and mark ready for Motion

5.2.12. That covers all the MAC AdHoc comments

5.3. Proceed to GEN Adhoc comments: 

5.3.1. Mike takes notes for this section: THANKS!
5.3.2.  Discussion on GEN comments
- Mark all comments processed today as "ready for motion"
-

5.3.3.  CID 3083 

- Reject. The commenter is correct that Figure 20-15 and Equation 20-64 do not include spatial mapping. In fact, all equations in this section assume spatial mapping has been removed from "soundings" of the channel. 

The commenter is also correct that the Responder shall not remove the spatial mapping. The reason is that section 9.19.2.4.3 instructs (through a note) that the initiator is responsible for removing spatial mapping for bout Sounding directions.

So there is no consistency.

5.3.4.  CID 3075 & CID 3097 

- Agree in principle.  Remove "'s MLME" as indicated (see also CID 3075) and also for 11.3.1.1 and 11.3.2.4.  Change "STA" to "MLME" in 11.3.1.2.b (first occurrence), 11.3.1.3.a (second occurrence), 11.3.2.1.a, 11.3.2.1.b, 11.3.2.3.a (second occurrence), 11.3.2.3.b, 11.3.2.5.a.

5.3.5. CID 3100 

- Accept in principle. Replace the text of bullet b) with "The STA shall include in the Disassociation frame the appropriate reason code for the AP disassociation as defined in Table 7-22 (Reason codes) of 7.3.1.7 (Reason Code field)."

5.3.6.  CID 3079 

- Reject. The SME cannot receive an MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request, rather the SME invokes the MLME-DISASSOCIATE request to occur when it receives the MLME-DISASSOCIATE.indication primitive. 
5.4. Recess 3:33pm
6 TGmb Thursday PM2
6.1. Called to order by Michael Montemurro, Vice Chair  4:03 pm

6.2. resolve Gen Adhoc comments continued with Clause 11.3
6.2.1. Thanks to Mike for taking minutes: Thanks!

6.2.2.  CID 3078 

- Accept in principle. Change "before invoking the MLME-DiSASSOCIATE.request primitive" to "upon receiving the MLME-DISASSOCIATE.indication primitive"

6.2.3.  CID 3079 (again) 

- Accept in Principle. Change "upon receiving a MLME-DISASSOCIATE.request" to "upon receiving a MLME-DISASSOCIATE.confirm" and insert before list item d) "d) The MLME shall issue an MLME-DISASSOCIATE.confirm primitive to inform the SME of the disassociation."

6.2.4.  CID 3073 

- Accept in Principle. Change the label "Unsuccessful Association" to "Unsuccessful (re)Association. Add a state change from state 3 to state 2 labeled "unsuccessful (re)association"

6.2.5. CID 3074 

- Disagree. Some Action frames can be used in other states, e.g. DSE-Enablemen can be used in state 1.

6.2.6.  CID 3080 

- Agree in principle. Add ", and the STA shall be set to state 1", near the end of the first paragraph of 11.3.1.1,  just before "before invoking MLME-AUTHENTICATE.request primitive."  Same thing in 11.3.1.3.  Add ", and the STA shall be set to state 1", near the end of the first paragraph of 11.3.1.2,  just before "upon receiving a MLME-AUTHENTICATE.indication primitive."  Same thing in 11.3.1.4.

6.2.7.  CID 3099 

- Agree in principle. Replace the text of bullet b) with "The STA shall include in the Deauthentication frame the appropriate reason code for the STA deauthentication as defined in Table 7-22 (Reason codes) of 7.3.1.7 (Reason Code field)."

6.3. Comment Resolution motions

6.3.1. Motion #89: Move to approve MAC AdHoc comment resolutions on Tab A of document 11-10/553r4

6.3.1.1. moved Michael M, 2nd Jon Rosdahl
6.3.1.2. results: 5-0-0 motion passes

6.3.2. Motion #90: Move to approve MAC AdHoc comment resolutions on Tab B of document 11-10/553r4

6.3.2.1. moved Michael M, 2nd Jon Rosdahl
6.3.2.2. results: 5-0-0 motion passes

6.3.3. Motion #91: Move to approve MAC AdHoc comment resolutions on Tab C of document 11-10/553r5 and GEN AdHoc comment resolutions in document 11-10/551r3.
6.3.3.1. Moved Michael M, 2nd Adrian Stephens.
6.3.3.2. results: 5-0-0 motion passes
6.4. All comments have been addressed.  A check of the database was made to ensure non were missing.  All ok at 5:23pm.
6.5. Motion #92: Go to Ballot Motion:
Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the working group ballot on P802.11REVmb D3.0,
Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 4.0 incorporating these resolutions and,
Approve a 15 day Working Group Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11REVmb D4.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”
6.5.1. moved Adrian Stephens; 2nd Jon Rosdahl

6.5.1.1. results: 5-0-0  motion passes
6.6. Availability of Revision of TGmb.

6.6.1. There is a request to make D3.0 available for purchase via the IEEE Store.

6.6.2. One reason is to make it available for reference for the Task groups that will follow TGmb.

6.6.3. The renumbering that is potential to occur may be a good reason to wait to make it available.

6.6.4. There are a lot of changes that TGmb has made, and those should be made available to the group.

6.6.5. Straw poll: 2-1-2 for making it available.

6.6.6. The Chair indicated that she would make the formal request to the WG chair to make TGmb 3.0 available.

6.7. Review Goals for July
6.7.1. Resolve Comments from recirc ballot

6.7.2. Form Sponsor Ballot

6.7.3. Obtain condition approval for Sponsor Ballot.

6.8. Telecons:
6.8.1. June 18th and July 2

6.8.2. 10am ET, 2 hours

6.9. Review Current TGmb Plan of Record.

6.9.1. Change Sponsor Pool to Aug

6.9.2. change July to Conditional approval

6.9.3. Add Sept 2010 Sponsor Ballot start.

6.9.4. change November to Dec for Recirc

6.9.5. Remove comment from July.

6.9.6. Resulting new plan:

6.9.6.1. July 2010
– Conditional Sponsor Ballot Approval from EC
6.9.6.2. August 2010
– Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)

6.9.6.3. Sept 2010 
– Sponsor Ballot Start

6.9.6.4. Dec 2010 
– Sponsor Recirc

6.9.6.5. March 2011 
– WG/EC Final Approval

6.9.6.6. June 2011 
– RevCom/SASB Approval
6.10. AOB:
6.10.1. a late comment was sent – contained in Doc 11-10/666r0 -- from Joe Kwak

6.10.1.1. we will need to address it in the next  recirc process

6.10.2. Last minute e-mail regarding CID 3083:

6.10.3. From Andrei Popescu: Note that the proposed comment resolution states
“1. I am ‘correct that the Figure 20-15 and Equation 20-64 do not include spatial mapping’

2. I am ‘correct that the Responder shall not remove the spatial mapping’

Let me reiterate that in 20.3.12.1 the text is ‘STA B sends the quantized estimates of H(tilde)_AB,k to STA A’. This is an unambiguous statement, but it is incorrect since VK’s comment [numbered #1 above] confirms that H(tilde)_AB,k does not include the spatial mapping. So this section clearly instructs the implementer of STA B to send to STA A CSI feedback that does not include the spatial mapping. This is plain wrong.

Section 20.3.12.1 should be modified to show clearly that H(tilde)_AB,k includes the transmitter’s spatial mapping.
More specifically, proposed changes to section 20.3.12.1 are:
· Figure 20-15 to also show the spatial mapping matrix for sounding Q_A [at STA A], Q_B [at STA B].

· Statement 

· ‘STA B sends the quantized estimates of H(tilde)_AB,k to STA A’ [802.11mb-D3.0, p1270, line 25] to be changed to 

· ‘STA B sends the quantized estimates of H(tilde)_AB,k*Q_A,k to STA A
“
6.10.3.1. This comment will be reprocessed during the next recirc.

6.11. Adjourn 6 pm
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