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1. Minutes for TG REVmc During the 2013 Nov 802 Plenary in Dallas, TX
1.1. Meeting called to order at 1:33pm Monday PM1 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)
1.2. Introduction of TG officers

1.3. Proposed Agenda:

1. Chair’s Welcome, 
2. Status, 
3. Review of Objectives

4. Approve minutes
5. Editor’s Report

6. Approve agenda

7. Timeline and Schedule
8. Comment resolution
1.4. Review the Patent Policy 

1.4.1. A Call for Potential Essential Patents was made

1.4.2. No items were noted or raised

1.5. Approve Prior Meeting Minutes:

1.5.1. Approved without objection

1.6. Editor Report 11-13/95r6 – Adrian STEPHENS

1.6.1. Thanks for assistance given

1.6.2. Review comment status
1.6.3. Review Editorial comment resolution status

1.6.4. Encourage TG to review D2.1 for the editorial changes.

1.7. Approve Agenda:

1.7.1. Add 1314r0 to Monday PM1

1.7.2. PM1 – 1369r0, 1326r1, GEN Adhoc 13/1160r0

1.7.3. The rest of the agenda as reported in 11-13/1270r3

1.7.4. No objection to proposed agenda – approved by consent

1.8. Timeline and Schedule

1.8.1.  Review new plan of record
· 20 July 2012 – 12 Sept 2012 – Call for Comment/Input
· 29-30 Aug 2012 – NesCom, SASB PAR Approval
· Sept 2012 – Begin to process input 
· Sept 2012 – 11aa, 11ae integration
· Jan – First WG Letter ballot  - without 11ad
· Dec 2012 – March/May 2013  – 11ad integration 
· Sept 2013 – Letter ballot on D2.0
· Dec 2013 – March 2014 – 11ac integration
· Letter Ballot on D3.0 (includes 11ac) March 2014

· Mar 2014 – April 2014 – 11af integration
· Letter Ballot on D4.0 (includes 11af) July 2014

· July 2014 – Mandatory Draft Review
· Jul - Aug 2014 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days) 
· Nov 14 – Initial Sponsor Ballot 
· July 2015– WG/EC Final Approval
· Sept 2015 – RevCom/SASB Approval
1.8.2. Changes include Dec 2013-March 2014 11ac integration – LB on D3.0 in March 2014

1.8.3. Change ->  March 2014 – April 2014 – 11af Integration -  LB on D4.0 in July 2014

1.8.4. This seems reasonable see timeline for updated Timeline.

1.9. Comment Resolution: 11-13/1314r0 – Adrian STEPHENS

1.9.1. CID 2007

1.9.1.1. Review Comment

1.9.1.2. Proposed Resolution: Rejected.   The statements at 509.47 and 509.52 exclude To DS=From DS=0 from use by a mesh STA.  So the insertion of “infrastructure” by .11ad at line 38 is correct.
1.9.1.3. No objection

1.9.2. CID 2013

1.9.2.1. Review comment
1.9.2.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised.  At 510.52 change “10.2.1.2” to “10.2.2.2”.  At 510.62 change “10.2.2.4” to “10.2.3.4”
1.9.2.3. No objection

1.9.3. CID 2464

1.9.3.1. Review comment

1.9.3.2. Assign to Mark Hamilton

1.9.4. CID 2451
1.9.4.1. Review Comment

1.9.4.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised.

Replace cited sentence with:

“An AP optionally sets the More Data field to 1 in Ack frames to a non-DMG STA from which it has received a frame that contains a QoS Capability element in which the More Data Ack subfield is equal to 1 and that has one or more ACs that are delivery enabled and that is in PS mode to indicate that the AP has a pending transmission for the STA.”

1.9.4.3. No objection

1.9.5.  CID 2014

1.9.5.1. Review Comment

1.9.5.2. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 04:22:42Z).  Replace the first row of the “Usage” table with:

“Duration value (in microseconds) within all frames except:

· PS-Poll frames transmitted by a non-DMG STA during the CP

· frames transmitted during the CFP using the HCF”

1.9.5.3. No objection

1.9.6. CID 2320

1.9.6.1. Review Comment

1.9.6.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

1.9.6.3. No objection

1.9.7. CID 2480

1.9.7.1. Review comment  

1.9.7.2. Proposed Resolution:  Rejected.   The proposed change, by itself, is not sufficient.   A new STA that uses QoS Null (NoAck) cannot determine whether its peer supports this or not.  So it cannot determine whether an Ack will be sent or not in this case.

1.9.7.3. No objection
1.9.8. CID 2124

1.9.8.1. Review Comment
1.9.8.2. There are some other locations 537L24 where there are sentence that also should be considered to be removed. We should not have all the things that a DMG STA does not do.

1.9.8.3. Concern with whether a normative statement is there that indicates what can or cannot do. 

1.9.8.4. Check the location at 1556.62 this seems to need a normative statement to be able to remove this one.

1.9.8.5. Check on p540.62 to see if this sentence is required. 

1.9.8.6. Are we removing needed information?  No, only the redundant statements, so if we find redundant informative info, then it should be removed.

1.9.8.7. Reminder that “Note” is informative and if the info is really required, then it should not be a “Note” and should be normative text.

1.9.8.8. No specific Objection, but there was some concern that the DMG folks did not say this is ok.
1.9.8.9. After reviewing the proposed resolution again, no objection to the change, but the question of “Why” is the “NOTE” Necessary question not being addressed.

1.9.8.10. The Discussion included: Notes are informative. Removing them has no effect on implementations of the standard.

1.9.8.11. Proposed Resolution: Revised: make changes as indicated and delete the last 2 sentences at 537.24 and the sentence at 540.62.

1.9.8.12. This was finally agreed to with one outstanding concern.
1.9.9. CID 2479

1.9.9.1. Review Comment – Similar to CID 278
1.9.9.2. Was rejected before as the comment failed to identify changes sufficiently.

1.9.9.3. Assign this to Matthew FISCHER for an updated submission for consideration.  If no submission is provided the same rejection as CID 278 would be used.

1.9.10. CID 2452

1.9.10.1. Review comment

1.9.10.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept
1.9.10.3. No Objection

1.9.11. CID 2495

1.9.11.1. Review Comment

1.9.11.2. The Re-Association Response Frame is not used by MESH.
1.9.11.3. The presentation in 11-13/1314r0 is wrong.

1.9.11.4. Proposed Resolution: Revised: Add the following into the Note Column of Table 8-27 and Table 8-29.  “The EDCA Parameter Set Element is present if dot11QosOptionImplemented is true; otherwise not present.”

1.9.11.5. No Objection

1.9.12. CID 2015:

1.9.12.1. Review Comment

1.9.12.2. See  577.06 this seems to be different than the example at 574.14

1.9.12.3. This is a problem of indicating the “Last” so “2-(Last – 1)” does not show the proper order if the Management MIC element (MME) is not present.

1.9.12.4. Discussion on what the “LAST” is
1.9.12.5. The order is important if they are present.

1.9.12.6. There is an option to just remove the Order column. And put a sentence that the information should be in the order shown.

1.9.12.7. Another one is to have 1.2.3.n.last....

1.9.12.8. Do we need to make these changes in other instances?

1.9.12.8.1. Where ever we find the order column we may have to make the change.

1.9.12.9. Straw Poll: 

1.9.12.9.1. Do you want to : 

A. Remove the Order Colum

B. Change to 1, 2...,n, Last

C. Change to 1,2,3,4,5 (i.e no “last”)

D. As above plus change title to “Rank”

E. Change to 1,2,3,last-2, last-1, last

F. Use “Last and “Penultimate” terminology

G. Reject the comment

H. Resolve the comment by “Last (-n)”

1.9.12.9.2. Vote: A:4  B:9  C:3   D:1  E:10  F:2  G:3  H:2

1.9.12.10. Adrian to go off and come back with a new resolution along the lines of E.

1.9.13. CID 2016: 
1.9.13.1. Review Comment
1.9.13.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised. Change cited text to read: The FSS field specifies the number of SSW frames allowed per sector sweep slot minus one (9.36.5 (Beamforming in A-BFT)). The range of this field is 0 to 15 For example, when the number of SSW frames allowed per sector sweep is 5, the field contains the value 4.
1.9.13.3. There was a question of if the example is of value.

1.9.13.4. Do we need to indicate the range for every field? Only if a comment requests it.

1.9.13.5. No Objection

1.9.14. CID 2018
1.9.14.1. Review Comment

1.9.14.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

1.9.15. CID 2460

1.9.15.1. Review Comment

1.9.15.2. Agree with the Sentiment, but it is to do more work.

1.9.15.3. Assign to Mark HAMILTON

1.9.16. CID 2324

1.9.16.1. Review Comment
1.9.16.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

1.9.16.3. No objection

1.9.17. CID 2019

1.9.17.1. Review Comment

1.9.17.2. Review the context

1.9.17.3. Suggestion to remove the “Action Frame” that has only one entry in that column anyway, 

1.9.17.4. Proposed Resolution: Revised. Remove the sentence at 592.18.  Remove the “Action frame” column.  In Robust cell for Radio Measurement, replace contents of cell with “See Note 1”.  Insert new Note 1 in table footer to read: “Yes, except for Link Measurement Request and Link Measurement Report in a DMG BSS.” Renumber existing NOTE as appropriate.

1.9.17.5. Review is encouraged, but no objection noted for now.

1.10. Recess until Tues PM1.

2. Meeting called to order at 1:33pm Tuesday PM1 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)

2.1. Proposed Agenda:

1. Presentations: 1369r0, 1326r1

2. Comment Resolution: 1314-r1, 361r15 GEN -1160r0,
2.1.1. Agenda approved by consent

2.2. Presentation of 11-13/1369r0 Carlos CORDEIRO (Intel)
2.2.1.  Review the proposed changes

2.2.2. Issue noted with header, so will be fixed and updated to r1.

2.2.3. One minor comment on some editorial change, and so will be included in a new r1.

2.3. Presentation of 11-13/1326r1

2.3.1. Review the proposed changes
2.3.2. Main issue TRN-Fields to TRN-Units.

2.3.3. No questions but there will be an R2 to fix the header properly.

2.4. Comment Resolution: 11-13/1314r1 – Adrian STEPHENS

2.4.1. Review where we left off. – 

2.4.2. CID 2019 - 

2.4.2.1. Question on starting a note with “Yes”, but the colum is one of Yes or No. See 592.51

2.4.2.2. There was a problem with having an issue with this text in a Note

2.4.2.2.1. Note that notes in a table are Normative

2.4.2.2.2. And this Note is a Normative type note

2.4.2.3. Change: proposed resolution: 

Revised.   Remove the sentence at 592.18.  Remove the “Action frame” column.

In Robust cell for Radio Measurement, replace contents of cell with “See NOTE 1”.   Insert new NOTE 1 in table footer to read:  “Radio measurement frames are Robust, except for Link Measurement Request and Link Measurement Report in a DMG BSS.”  Renumber existing NOTE as appropriate.

2.4.2.4. No objection

2.4.3. CID 2325

2.4.3.1. Review Comment
2.4.3.2. Proposed resolution:  Make changes in 11-13/1314r2 under CID 2325.   These changes reword the cited locations to describe what the STA is capable of, not what the AP is limited to doing.

2.4.3.3. No objection

2.4.4. CID 2022

2.4.4.1. Review Comment

2.4.4.2. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 18:48:01Z):. Change “Wakeup Schedule” to “DMG Wakeup Schedule” at the following locations:  137.31, 626.37, 901.26 (and rest of subclause), 1063.22 (and rest of subclause), 1063.45 (and rest of subclause), 1078.52 (and rest of subclause), 1080.10 (and rest of subclause), 1399.51 (and rest of 10.2.6, including Figure 10-11), 1429.44, 1430.43

2.4.4.3. No objection

2.4.5. CID 2468

2.4.5.1. Review comment

2.4.5.2. Assign to Brian HART (Cisco)
2.4.6. CID 2473

2.4.6.1. Review Comment

2.4.6.2. Missing the use case for why the proposed change would be offered.

2.4.6.3. Concern that the level is really an ESS level, and not well worded in the definition.
2.4.6.4. Not certain how an IE would prevent joining, but this is similar to what 11n did with the rate sets.

2.4.6.5. Proposed Resolution: Reject: The proposed change is “ugly” in that it creates a mechanism partly, but not wholly defined by the standard.

2.4.6.6. We should not use this proposal as we have this issue with all other Vendor specific features.

2.4.6.7. Updated Proposed Resolution: The use case is not clear from the comment.  We believe there are other mechanisms that can achieve what we believe to be the intent of the commenter.

2.4.6.8. Discussion that went round and round for a few minutes on what the commenter may or may not have meant.

2.4.6.9. Propose that we check with the commenter before we close on this one.

2.4.6.10. Assign to Matthew FISCER (Broadcom)

2.4.7. CID 2453

2.4.7.1. Review comment

2.4.7.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

2.4.7.3. No objection

2.4.8. CID 2326

2.4.8.1. Review comment

2.4.8.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

2.4.8.3. No objection

2.4.9. CID 2327

2.4.9.1. Review comment

2.4.9.2.  Proposed resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 18:50:34Z).  Replace “may” with “can”.  This verb is appropriate because the cited text is followed immediately by a reference to text that indicates the circumstances under which it is present.

2.4.9.3. No objection

2.4.10. CID 2328

2.4.10.1. Review Comment

2.4.10.2. Propose resolution: Revised.  Delete the first sentence of the paragraph at the cited location.

2.4.10.3. No objection

2.4.11. CID 2329 - 2330

2.4.11.1. Review Comment

2.4.11.2. Similar issue as in CID 2328, so do we want to also delete the 2nd and 3rd sentence?  

2.4.11.3. Review context.

2.4.11.4. CCA report and CCA request does not seem defined well in any other location.

2.4.11.5. The proper way is to have this defined in a new subclause somewhere else, and then check the other ones for the same issue.

2.4.11.6. More review is needed

2.4.12. CID 2331

2.4.12.1. Review Comment

2.4.12.2. “Might” may be wrong, and “present” rather than “included”

2.4.12.3. Proposed resolution: Revised.  Replace sentence with: “The Beacon Reporting subelement is present in a Beacon Request for repeated measurements; otherwise not present.”

2.4.12.4. Review the impact of the change
2.4.12.5. How do we know it is always present (optional to mandatory?) ?

2.4.12.6. The ambiguity of the language allows for this to be optional...so we need to change the resolution.

2.4.12.7. Updated Proposed resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:04:02Z):.  Replace sentence with: “The Beacon Reporting subelement is optionally present in a Beacon Request for repeated measurements; otherwise not present.”

2.4.12.8. Keep the updated Resolution. 
2.4.12.9. No Objection

2.4.13. CID 2332
2.4.13.1. Review Comment

2.4.13.2. Similar to CID 2328

2.4.13.3. Propose resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:04:34Z):.  Delete the first sentence of the paragraph at the cited location

2.4.13.4. No objection

2.4.14. CID 2333

2.4.14.1. Review Comment

2.4.14.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

2.4.14.3. No objection

2.4.15. CID 2334 and CID 2335

2.4.15.1. Similar comment to CID 2329

2.4.15.2. More work has to be done.

2.4.16. CID 2026

2.4.16.1. Review comment

2.4.16.2. Proposed resolution:  REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:05:30Z).   Replace “The Reporting Reason subelement” by “The Data field of the Reporting Reason subelement” at 691.47, 691.64 and 691.44. and at 692.44 change “all fields in the Reporting Reason subelement” to “all subfields of the Data field of the Reporting Reason subelement”.

2.4.16.3. When is this subelement even present was discussed.

2.4.16.4. If it is to be sent with Zero, then what is the value of sending it

2.4.16.5. The resolution would be to include the sentence as well as the caption.

2.4.16.6. No objection

2.4.17. CID 2403, 2492, 2404
2.4.17.1. Assign to Adrian STEPHENS (Intel)

2.4.18. CID 2336

2.4.18.1. Review the comment

2.4.18.2. Discussion on what the paragraph should say.

2.4.18.3. Proposed Resolution: Revise: The Version field indicates the version number of the RSN protocol. Version 1 is defined in this standard.  Other values are reserved.

2.4.18.4. No objection

2.4.19. CID 2409

2.4.19.1. Review comment

2.4.19.2. Assign comment to Graham SMITH
2.4.20. CID 2027

2.4.20.1. Review comment

2.4.20.2. Discussion on comment

2.4.20.3. Proposed Resolution: Revised.  Delete figure 8-226.   Delete “(non-DMG)” from figure 8-225.   Copy “DMG Attributes” field from figure 8-226 to the end of figure 8-225, and modify size to “0 or 2”.

Delete: “when the element is transmitted in a non-DMG BSS and in Figure 8-226 (TSPEC element format (DMG)) when the element is transmitted in a DMG BSS”

After: “The DMG Attributes field is defined in Figure 8-229 (DMG Attributes field format).”, insert:  “The DMG Attributes field is present in a TSPEC when the BSS to which the TSPEC applies is a DMG BSS;  otherwise absent.”

2.4.20.4. No objection

2.4.21. CID 2409

2.4.21.1. This was assigned to Graham SMITH, but he has provided a submission already.

2.4.21.2. Review 11-13/0015r1

2.4.21.3. There is a note to make changes as indicated, but there are no change bars or indications...

2.4.21.4. There are 4 cells that have changed – see p730

2.4.21.5. Discussion on whether or not these changes will cause non-compliance or not.

2.4.21.6. We need to have more discussion to understand the implications.

2.4.22. End of Document.

2.5. Comment resolution GEN AdHoc – thanks to Mike MONTEMURRO (Blackberry) for the notes for the rest of this timeslot and the next.
2.5.1. CID 2112 – 
2.5.1.1. Rejected as discussed on telecom. 
2.5.1.2. Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (GEN: 2013-11-10 19:12:51Z): The commenter has not requested a specific change. This comment is not part of an MBS comment.
2.5.1.3. Mark Ready for Motion
2.5.2. CID 2115 - Accept. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.3. CID 2004 - Accept. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.4. CID 2001 - Accept. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.5. CID 2207 
2.5.6. - REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 21:14:04Z) Delete "contiguous" at cited location..
2.5.6.1. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.7. CID 2208 
2.5.7.1. - REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 21:16:01Z) replace "may" with "might" 
2.5.7.2. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.8. CID 2209 
2.5.8.1. REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 21:19:03Z) Replace "may have" with "might have" and on line 2 replace "may be" with "is" 
2.5.8.2. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.9.  CID 2211 - 
2.5.9.1. The PBSS and PCP definitions need to be aligned.

2.5.9.2. Examined defining PCP in terms of the mlme.start primitive.

2.5.9.3. Straw Poll: Do you prefer a or b:

2.5.9.3.1. A: Alternate Proposal text: 

Personal basic service set (PBSS): A directional multi-gigabit (DMG) basic service set (BSS) that includes one STA that has used the MLME-START.request primitive with the BSSType parameter equal Personal. 
- 2

2.5.9.3.2. B: Adrian's Proposed new text: 

Personal basic service set (PBSS): A directional multi-gigabit (DMG) basic service set (BSS) that includes one STA that is in a PBSS control point (PCP), and in which access to a distribution system (DS) is not present. 
- 5

2.5.9.3.3. Proposed Resolution: "REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 22:20:59Z) Replace definition of "personal basic service set (PBSS)" with the following text: "A directional multi-gigabit (DMG) basic service set (BSS) that includes one STA that is in a PBSS control point (PCP), and in which access to a distribution system (DS) is not present.". 
2.5.9.3.4. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.10.  CID 2216 
2.5.10.1. - "REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 22:26:12Z) Delete "Scheduled SPs start at fixed intervals of time."". 
2.5.10.2. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.11. CID 2218 – 
2.5.11.1. REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 22:28:29Z) Replace "contiguous time" with "period of time"
2.5.11.2. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.12. CID 2219 – 
2.5.12.1. REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 22:32:20Z) Replace "may" with "is either"
2.5.12.2. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.13. CID 2221 
2.5.13.1. - Accept. 
2.5.13.2. Mark Ready for Motion.
2.5.14. CID 2456 
2.5.14.1. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-12 22:39:41Z) Add a "NOTE --" after the definition of station, saying:
"For 802.11 purposes, a station is any MAC/PHY entity providing 802.11 MAC service. This differs from the 802 Overview and Architecture definition of 'station,' which includes bridges, or 'end station,' which must be an endpoint of link layer data traffic."". 
2.5.14.2. Mark Ready for Motion.

2.6. Recess 3:30pm until PM2
3.  Meeting called to order at 4:01pm Tuesday PM2 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)
3.1. Plan for this slot is to continue with the Gen AdHoc Comments.

3.2. Comment Resolution:

3.2.1. CID 2099 - The commenter is looking for feedback on whether doing this work is worthwhile. 

3.2.1.1. - There is interest in working on this. Mark RISON, Guido HIERTZ, and Adrian STEPHENS are assigned a task to create a submission with the proposed changes.

3.2.2. CID 2000 - Submission required. Assign to Adrian STEPHENS.

3.2.3. CID 2402 - Submission required. Assign to Gabor Bajko.

(Secretary note: This CID was reassigned to Brian HART (Cisco) on 2013-Nov-21)

3.2.4. CID 2213 - There is already a comment to remove occurrences of PCP/AP

3.2.4.1. - Perhaps we could resolve this comment with the resolution to the other comment.

3.2.4.2. - A PCP and an AP are mutually exclusive.

3.2.4.3. - This should be handled when the group agrees to address the occurrences of PCP/AP

3.2.4.4. - CID 2145 is a CID that deals with "/". 

3.2.4.5. - Assign this comment and CID 2145 to Adrian STEPHENS.

3.2.5. CID 2189 – 
3.2.5.1. Assign to Adrian STEPHENS.

3.2.6. CID 2185 – 
3.2.6.1. The comment requires a submission, but Adrian may not have time to generate the submission. There are no other volunteers.

3.2.6.2. Mark as needing a submission without volunteer

3.2.7. CID 2200
3.2.7.1.  - "Personal" networks are similar to "independent" networks. Directional is not the correct term. "Personal" networks refer to a set of devices at a short range. The network is really a PAN. 

3.2.7.2. - Personal speaks to the range, but infrastructure and independent refer to the organization.

3.2.7.3. - Personal networks are different from independent in that there is one STA in control.

3.2.7.4. - Personal networks are not an infrastructure networks in that there is no DS.

3.2.7.5. - We should look at some of the other comments.

3.2.7.6. - We should not be changing the term "personal" because it was debated extensively in TGad and it was renamed multiple times.

3.2.7.7. - Jon will gather all "personal vs directional" comments in one set. At that point, we can create a co-ordinate response to all of the comments.

3.2.7.8. - There is a lot work to be done if the group decides to change the name.

3.2.7.9. - There was insufficient interest in changing the name.

3.2.7.10. – Action Item: Jon to propose a Reject reason for all of these comments.

3.2.8. CID 2263 – 
3.2.8.1. Beacon table mode refers to a Beacon Report in table mode. 

3.2.8.2. – Action Item:  Michael MONTEMURRO to propose a resolution to this CID.
3.3. Motions:
3.3.1. MOTION 40:
 Incorporate the text changes indicated in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/13/11-13-1298-01-000m-dmg-allocation-deletion-fixes.docx (11ad fixes)

3.3.1.1. Moved By: Adrian Stephens Second: Michael Montemurro

3.3.1.2. Result: 10 - Yes; 0 - No; 0 - Abstain. 

3.3.1.3. Motion Passes
3.3.2. MOTION 41: 
Approve comment resolution to comments in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/13/11-13-0233-20-000m-revmc-wg-ballot-comments.xls in the “Editor” tab except CIDs 2039, 2145, and 2131

3.3.2.1. Moved By: Adrian STEPHENS    2nd: Michael MONTEMURRO
3.3.2.2. Result: 12 - Yes; 0 - No; 0 - Abstain.

3.3.2.3. Motion Passes

3.3.3. MOTION 42: 
Incorporate the text changes indicated in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/13/11-13-1369-01-000m-brp-minor-fixes.docx, and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/13/11-13-1326-02-000m-brp-trn-unit.docx

3.3.3.1. Moved By: Adrian STEPHENS     2nd:  David HUNTER
3.3.3.2. Result: 9 - Yes; 0 - No; 0 – Abstain

3.3.3.3. Motion Passes
3.4. Resume Comment Resolution:

3.4.1. CID 2007 
3.4.1.1. - "REJECTED (MAC: 2013-11-12 23:46:02Z): The comment fails to identify a problem that needs to be solved.
For the commenter: the change is not from 11ad. It is from 11-13/652, for CID 1192. In the analysis in that document, it quoted from the definitions, thus:
"Mesh Data frame: An individually addressed Data frame with both the From DS and To DS bits set to 1 and that is transmitted from a mesh station (STA) to a peer mesh STA, or a group addressed Data frame that has From DS set to 1 and To DS set to 0 that is transmitted by a mesh STA." 

… and, from clause 8:
"A QoS Data frame that is transmitted by a mesh STA is referred to as a Mesh Data frame."
The above are both from 802.11s.
From this, it was concluded that mesh data frames would only use the (1,1) (or (0,1) for group addressed) To/From DS." 

3.4.1.2. Mark Ready for Motion

3.4.2. CID 2461 
3.4.2.1. Proposed Resolution: - REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-12 23:53:44Z):  "If any associated STAs are in WNM-Sleep or using FMS, these fields should be included by the AP for as many DTIM periods as needed to exceed the longest interval any STA is expected to not receive Beacon frames."

3.4.2.2. Mark Ready for Motion.

3.4.3. CID 2047 - Accept. Mark Ready for Motion.

3.4.4. CID 2347 - Accept. Mark Ready for Motion.

3.4.5. CID 2494 – 
3.4.5.1. Menzo WENTINK to prepare a proposed resolution.

3.5. Recess at 6:00pm until Wednesday PM1
4.  Meeting called to order at 1:33pm Wednesday PM1 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)

4.1. Continued review of 11-13/1314r5 – Adrian STEPHENS  in particular CID 2114 and CID 2190.
4.1.1. CID 2114

4.1.1.1. Review comment

4.1.1.2. Discussion on PCO validity and extensible

4.1.1.3. How well deployed is PCO?

4.1.1.4. Have we identified all the features that are not being used/supported...

4.1.1.4.1. Not the subject of this comment.

4.1.1.5.  This comment is on one feature that is being considered now

4.1.1.6. Other features should be reviewed and if they are not being used be considered to be marked obsolete/deprecated

4.1.1.7. PCO Strawpoll #1:

4.1.1.7.1. Do you agree to deprecate or mark as obsolete the PCO mechanism?

4.1.1.7.2. Yes: 10    No: 1   abstain:  6
4.1.1.8. The discussion on obsolete vs. deprecation

4.1.1.8.1. There are 14 instances of obsolete, and there were 48 instances of deprecated, but many were in the MIB that are required and not of the same usage as being discussed.

4.1.1.8.2. Obsolete is defined in Wikipedia as something that is no longer wanted or useful, where Deprecated is more a replacement is more desired.

4.1.1.8.3. Long discussion on favourite word.

4.1.1.8.4. No push to remove a feature without marking obsolete/deprecated
4.1.1.8.5. Deprecated has been used to indicate that we no longer want to have it in the standard, and so we may want to remove it...others believe that obsolete indicates that and that deprecated means that it should be left in the standard forever.

4.1.1.9. PCO Strawpoll #2:
4.1.1.9.1. Do you prefer to deprecate or mark as obsolete?

A. Deprecate (no indication of future removal):

B. Deprecate and obsolete and might be removed later

C. Mark as Obsolete and might be removed later:

D. No preference:
E. None of the above:

4.1.1.9.2. Results: A: 6 B: 4 C: 12 D: 3 E: 1

4.1.1.9.3. C was the preference. 

4.1.1.10. Proposed resolution from 11-13/1314r4:  Revised.  At 777.21 (Extended capabilities) in the Definition column add:

“The PCO mechanism is obsolete. Consequently, this subfield might be reserved in a later revision of this standard.”

At 1008.09 (Set PCO Phase frame format) and 1514.35 (General description of PCO) add:

“The PCO mechanism is obsolete. Consequently, this subclause might be removed in a later revision of this standard.”

At 2340.52 (PICS) add

“The PCO mechanism is obsolete. Consequently, the PCO mechanism might be removed in a later revision of this standard.”

4.1.1.11. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 20:13:26Z): Make changes as described in 11-13/1314r4 for CID 2114.
4.1.1.12. No objection to the resolution.

4.1.2. CID 2190
4.1.2.1. Review comment

4.1.2.2. Review presented discussion 

4.1.2.3. Concern that for this feature that while not widely used, it may be that it is deployed, and the word deprecate may be more appropriate in this case.

4.1.2.4. Strawpoll, do you:

A: Agree to deprecate these mechanisms (no notice of removal inserted text)

B: Agree to mark as obsolete (notice of removal)

C: Want to keep them

4.1.2.4.1. A: 15, b: 6, C: 1

4.1.2.4.2. The preference is Deprecate.

4.1.2.5. So then the proposed resolution would need to be adjusted

4.1.2.6. Change in r4 to change obsolete to deprecate and post to R5
4.1.2.7. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 20:23:52Z):  Make changes as described in 11-13/1314r5 for CID 2190.
4.1.2.8. No objection to the proposed resolution.

4.2. CIDs 2423, 2424 – ERP PHY  and  CIDs 2411, 2412 – DSSS deprecation
4.2.1. These are similar in the concept of deprecating/obsolescing a feature set.

4.2.2. Review all 4 comments

4.2.3. The goal of this set of comments may need more discussion 

4.2.4. For 2411 and 2412 suggest a path for deprecation not an immediate removal.
4.2.5. Discussion on the point that there are some large number of devices that are still using long or short preambles

4.2.6. Concern that changing the mandatory rates would cause legacy devices to be non-compliant.

4.2.7. This change is different because this feature set is widely used and deployed.

4.2.8. We need to be very careful in process of how to deprecate/obsolete.

4.2.9. More discussion on why we should or should not make a change.

4.2.10. The CID 2423 and 2424 proposals are not as dire as the deprecation, but are optionalizing the feature to allow a migration of implementation of the mandatory rates.
4.2.11. Concern to have proper path to removal.

4.2.12. Concern that these rates for making option are parts in the link adaptation mechanism.

4.2.13. The length of the preambles is terrible, but the deprecation may be too drastic, but maybe we can find a compromise in using CID 2423, 2424 as a first step.

4.2.14. Getting started here may help in making changes elsewhere.

4.2.15. Deprecating 11b is a good idea because there are a lot of 11b cards that have known errors and cause lots of problems in the field.  We should drop features that are old and outdated at some point, and keep the standard document readable.

4.2.16. The point of view of some in the field is that they are turning off 1 and 2 MB from being used at all to help in the deployment of wireless networks.
4.2.17. Just because we mark something as deprecated or obsolete is not going to have the units in the field go away immediately.  We are going to see this in the standard for many years before it will finally be removed.

4.2.18. We may want to mark 16 and 17 as deprecated and also have the optional changes marked as indicated.

4.2.19. Concern that the unintended consequences may cause poor choice in alternates.

4.2.20. There is an IEEE conference report that may be worth looking at…need to ensure we have the rights to post and how to properly present.

4.2.21. There are many things that we could do. By dropping 2 rates 5.5 and 11, we could be making progress to eliminate 11b only devices over time.

4.2.22. We have 11b deployed, but we need to be careful how we deal with its demise.  Having a larger audience involved or a tiger team to get all the options pulled together to discuss the consequences and to find support.

4.2.23. There are many good ideas that are being proposed, but we have to acknowledge that this group makes decisions that affect industry every day…every hour.  We have discussed this for a long time, and we have postponed the decision continually to avoid making a decision.  We want to be careful, but we need to find a way to move toward the desired outcome.
4.2.24. We have seen that many outside groups have clamored for the removal of 11b, and so we should really consider marking as deprecated to move us in the right direction.  Making things as optional is a minimal first step.

4.2.25. If we determine today that we want to mark this deprecated, we will not see this in the published standard for at least another 18 months, and during that time there will be lots of votes and comments that will occur and lots of opportunity for discussion.

4.2.26. We cannot have 11b marked as deprecated, and not also change the mandatory list is appropriately marked as optional.

4.2.27. We need a transition plan that will work.

4.2.28. Changing clause 19 to deal with the deprecated 16 and 17 will also need to take place.

4.2.29. We are not going to make a decision today, but as we have a normal plan that any major change is only done so with strong consensus.  We do not want to make a change that may cause a lot of comments that may cause us to oscillate on the changes. 
4.2.30.  “Small probability of next LB in January, high probability of next LB in March 2014; goal to come to consensus on these 11b related CIDs before March; if consensus not reached then, these comments should not hold up the process, rather we will go out with the next ballot and the discussion on these CIDs continues. We are submission based, and we encourage submissions for discussion and identification of alternative proposals.”.  
4.2.31. We can use Telecon and other meeting time to encourage the discussion and consensus.
4.2.32. We need a proposed resolution text to be able to resolve these comments.  This will allow us to ensure consensus and not just decline the comments that do not have a fully acceptable proposed change.

4.2.33. We will mark down that we will continue this discussion on Wed PM1 in January’s Interim for sure, and will also allocate a telecom to focus on this topic.  
4.2.34. Over the course of the discussion today we have a few options that we discussed and were tracked on screen:
Terms:

Deprecate = avoid use, 

Obsolete=generally not used, might be deleted in future

Process: 
- 11mc discussion
- ad-hoc group to develop plan
- other

Options

1. No changes at this time

2. Develop transition plan

2.1. Remove mandatory items in Clauses 16 and 17; In clause 19, deprecate transmission and mandate reception of 16 & 17

2.2. Deprecate 11b transmission

2.3. Deprecate 11b only devices

3. Deprecate Clause 16, 17

4. Make use of 5.5, 11 optional (CID 2423)

5. Deprecate use of 5.5, 11  (CID 2423)

6. Make use of 5.5, 11 obsolete (CID 2423)

7. In clause 19, make support of Clause 16 optional

8. Short Preamble – deprecate

9. Short Preamble – no change
4.3. Recessed at 3:30pm until PM2
5. Meeting called to order at 4:05pm Wednesday PM2 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)
5.1. Review plan for this slot.

5.1.1. We are planning on security on Thursday PM2

5.1.2. Comment Resolution of MAC this meeting slot
5.2. MAC Comment Resolutions:

5.2.1. CID 2048

5.2.1.1. We can probably do this in real time

5.2.1.2. Move to other CIDs for now

5.2.1.3. Assigned to Adrian STEPHENS (see 11-13/0875)

5.2.2. CID 2408

5.2.2.1. Reviewed before, but Menzo had asked for time to review more.

5.2.2.2. This was done on the Telecon, and was removed from the motions on Tuesday.

5.2.2.3. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 22:08:42Z):: Make Changes as specified in 11-13/1199r8 noting correct reference in Clause 9.20.2.2. not 9.19.2.2.

5.2.2.4. No objection 

5.2.3. CID 2058

5.2.3.1. Reviewed Comment

5.2.3.2. The TXTIME(xx) we searched for existing places that 11ad did not make the change that is contended to be incorrect.
5.2.3.3. It was found that all the cited instances were infact created by 11ad, and that more homework will need to be done to resolve.

5.2.4. CID 2065

5.2.4.1. Review Comment

5.2.4.2. Looking for volunteer to take this one.

5.2.4.3. Assign to someone…no one immediately identified.

5.2.4.4. Assign to Dorothy STANLEY for now.

5.2.5. CID 2354

5.2.5.1. Review comment

5.2.5.2. Protected vs unProtected,  or Immediate vs Non-Immediate…

5.2.5.3. Protection can be applied to any of the Block Ack types.

5.2.5.4. There are 7 instances of “non-Protected Block Ack” instances
5.2.5.5. Possible proposal: Replace with words: “a block ack agreement that is not a protected block ack agreement.”

5.2.5.6. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 22:23:23Z): Replace occurrences of "non-protected block ack agreement" with "a block ack agreement that is not a protected block ack agreement" with appropriate wordsmithing

5.2.5.7. No objection

5.2.6. CID 2066

5.2.6.1. Review comment

5.2.6.2. Note that we will assign 2115 and 2258 which are in GEN to Adrian.

5.2.6.3. Note that 2115 will have to be removed from the motion tab and reassigned to Adrian for complete solution.

5.2.7. CID 2462

5.2.7.1. Review comment

5.2.7.2. Look for direction to resolve the CID.

5.2.7.3. We often see a STA that will do a re-association after sleep.

5.2.7.3.1. This is not proper

5.2.7.3.2. Poor process at least.

5.2.7.4. Doing a 4WH is done again when doing a reassocation.

5.2.7.5. The current standard says you are to do a 4WH or else you will lose the PTK key.

5.2.7.6. You have to come out of power save mode, and then do a 4WH to continue.

5.2.7.7. Review the context. – 10.3.5.4 – 

5.2.7.8. The Behavior of reassocation is what is needing to be worked on.

5.2.7.9. We need to know what happens when reassociation.

5.2.7.10. It is most likely that reassociations are handled the exact same way as an association.

5.2.7.11. We cannot be assured that there is any retained information for STA when doing a reassociation.

5.2.7.12. Assigned to Mark HAMILTON for further homework.

5.2.8. CID 2050
5.2.8.1. Review comment

5.2.8.2. Looking for volunteers

5.2.8.3. Review the context for this occurrence in 10.24.16.2.

5.2.8.4. Need a phrase that replaces the “non-AP or DMG STA” words.

5.2.8.5. DMG Boss vs DMG Groupie may be something to consider…not really.

5.2.8.6. Need a volunteer or if it is not done in time, it may be declined. 

5.2.8.7. The confusion may only be due to the DMG STA, and the AP /  non-AP will not be as much an issue.

5.2.8.8. Assign to Adrian STEPHENS for inclusion in is other resolutions.

5.2.9. CID 2076 – GEN AdHoc Comment

5.2.9.1. Review comment

5.2.9.2. Proposed Resolution: ACCEPTED (GEN: 2013-11-13 22:55:41Z)
5.2.9.3. No objection.

5.2.9.4. Question on when “frame” is to be present or not..

5.2.9.4.1. We have crafted some rules to make sure we have consistency.
5.2.10. CID 2024

5.2.10.1. Review comment

5.2.10.2. Reference text: 1132.37 – 

5.2.10.3. Proposed Resolution: REJECTED (MAC: 2013-11-13 23:02:20Z): Quite a bit of this sentence seems redundant, but it doesn't hurt anything to remind the reader of PCF behavior that some DCF rules (like group addressed frames after a DTIM Beacon) still apply.

The phrase mentioned by the commenter does not seem incorrect or redundant.  It is part of the qualification that only group addressed frames not delivered using GCR-SP must follow the DTIM Beacon, and this is correct.

Since the PCF mechanism is obsolete, and this sentence is not incorrect, and the redundancy is benign, there's no benefit in spending effort cleaning up the text.
5.2.10.4. No objection

5.2.11. CID 2141
5.2.11.1. Review comment

5.2.11.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.11.3. No objection

5.2.12. CID 2142

5.2.12.1. Review comment

5.2.12.2. Proposed resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 23:05:58Z).  Make the global change for "initiate transmission" and "initiate transmissions", except 9.20.3.3.
5.2.12.3. No Objection

5.2.13. CID 2052

5.2.13.1. Review comment

5.2.13.2. Proposed resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 23:07:57Z): Replace 19.4.8 with 19.4.
5.2.13.3. No objection

5.2.14. CID 2029

5.2.14.1. Review comment

5.2.14.2. Review context – p1153.55

5.2.14.3. Reviewed what the final paragraph would end up looking like.

5.2.14.4. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-13 23:18:00Z): Insert "transmitted by an AP or mesh STA" after "If the PPDU is an HT PPDU" and delete "transmitting", replace "across" with "of", and delete "of the transmitting mesh STA" at the end of the sentence.  Move "value of".  Delete "that applies".  Split into two sentences.  Same change in the next bullet.

Example, was:

If the PPDU is an HT PPDU, the value of maximum A-MPDU length exponent that applies is the minimum value in the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent subfield of the A-MPDU Parameters field of the HT Capabilities element across all HT STAs associated with the transmitting AP or all peer HT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA.

Becomes:

If the PPDU is an HT PPDU transmitted by an AP, the maximum A-MPDU length exponent value  is the minimum value in the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent subfield of the A-MPDU Parameters field of the HT Capabilities element _of_ all HT STAs associated with the AP.

If the PPDU is an HT PPDU transmitted by a mesh STA, the maximum A-MPDU length exponent value is the minimum value in the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent subfield of the A-MPDU Parameters field of the HT Capabilities element _of_ all peer HT mesh STAs.

5.2.14.5. No objection

5.2.15. CID 2064
5.2.15.1. Review comment

5.2.15.2. See page 1154.39

5.2.15.3. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.15.4. No objection

5.2.16. CID 2056

5.2.16.1. Review comment

5.2.16.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.16.3. No Objection

5.2.17. CID 2437

5.2.17.1. Review comment

5.2.17.2. The contention that the value can be zero is not for sure.  Need to determine if this value can be zero?  More research needs to be done.

5.2.17.3. Note that if we can change to one, then we need to check other locations 729.45 for example.

5.2.17.4. On page 1161 it shows a STA issue, and the AP statement needs to review that as well.

5.2.17.5. Assign to Mark HAMILTON and he will come back with results.

5.2.18. CID 2348
5.2.18.1. Review comment
5.2.18.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised.  Replace "may" with "might" in both occurrences in the cited sentence.
5.2.18.3. No objection

5.2.19. CID 2349

5.2.19.1. Review comment

5.2.19.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.19.3. No objection

5.2.20. CID 2350

5.2.20.1. Review comment

5.2.20.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised.  Replace "contiguous time" with "period of time"
5.2.20.3. No objection

5.2.21. CID 2351
5.2.21.1. Review comment

5.2.21.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised. Replace the first "may" with "might", replace the second “may” with “is”.

5.2.21.3. No objection

5.2.22. CID 2353
5.2.22.1. Review comment

5.2.22.2. The number of MPDUs in these MSDUs may not exceed the reorder buffer size in receiver...change may to shall.

5.2.22.3. Proposed resolution: Accept

5.2.22.4. No objection.

5.2.23. CID 2067

5.2.23.1. Review comment

5.2.23.2. Suggestion to drop more useless words..

5.2.23.3. Proposed Resolution: Delete “normative behaviour of the” from the cited sentence. 

5.2.23.4. No objection

5.2.24. CID 2068

5.2.24.1. Review comment

5.2.24.2. RD being optional is an interesting issue.  The second sentence is ambiguous at best.  Need to maybe reword to be more clear.
5.2.24.3. 9.26.1 has most of the material that could be in General.

5.2.24.4. We could take General and move to 9.26.3.

5.2.24.5. This may need some offline time to work out the particular solution.

5.2.24.6. Assigned to Mark HAMILTON
5.2.25. CID 2072
5.2.25.1. Review comment

5.2.25.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.25.3. No objection

5.2.26. CID 2081

5.2.26.1. Review comment

5.2.26.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.26.3. No Objection

5.2.27. CID 2073
5.2.27.1. Review comment

5.2.27.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.27.3. No objection

5.2.28. CID 2161

5.2.28.1. Review comment

5.2.28.2. Proposed Resolution: Accept

5.2.28.3. No Objection

5.2.29. CID 2444

5.2.29.1. Review Comment

5.2.29.2. There was discussion that this may or may not be ambiguous see 1687.36

5.2.29.3. Change to be “reorder TKIP protected frames.

5.2.29.4. Proposed Resolution: Mark will work on it and look at tomorrow.
5.2.29.5. Ran out of time so we will need to review tomorrow to finish it.
5.3. Recess at 6pm until Thursday PM1.
6. Meeting called to order at 1:30pm Thursday PM1 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)
6.1. Review plan for this slot.

1 Comment resolution – MAC comments, 11-13-1459, 11-13-1314r6, 11-13-1457
2 QoS Map – Jouni

6.1.1. Approved new plan, but need to wait for Jouni to come before doing 11-13/1457….

6.2. Comment Resolution:

6.2.1. CID 2437

6.2.1.1. Review the comment
6.2.1.2. Not adding to two locations, just one spot.

6.2.1.3. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:39:32Z): Change "The value of AIFSN[AC] shall be greater than or equal to 2" to "In EDCA, the value of AIFSN[AC] shall be greater than or equal to 2 for non-AP STAs."
6.2.1.4.  No objection after a short discussion on possible additional locations to try to change..

6.2.2. CID 2068

6.2.2.1. Review the comment

6.2.2.2. See Doc 11-13/1459r0

6.2.2.3. The submission shows the material that was duplicative and shows how to move it to the correct spot.

6.2.2.4. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:44:15Z), Make changes as indicated in 11-13/1459r0.

6.2.2.5. No objection

6.2.3. CID 2444

6.2.3.1. Review comment

6.2.3.2. Review context for the cited locations and 1693.62
6.2.3.3. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:51:17Z). Add “TKIP protected frames” after “shall not reorder” in this sentence and the next sentence.  Similarly, add “CCMP protected frames that are transmitted to the same DA’ after “shall not reorder” in 11.4.3.4.4.e.

6.2.3.4.  No objection

6.3. Doc 11-13/1457r2 Dan HARKINS (Aruba)
6.3.1.  This submission resolves several comments: proposes resolution to CIDs 2417, 2418, 2419, 2420, 2421, and 2422
6.3.1.1. There was a problem with the presentation in that there was material in a spreadsheet as well as the document 11-13/1457r2, so we loaded the file to the server, and it was 11-13/1466r0.  That file has an incorrect title tab, and so Dan was asked to upload a corrected file after his presentation.
6.3.2. CID 2417

6.3.2.1. Review comment

6.3.2.2. Proposed resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 19:53:27Z): Delete the cited text.
6.3.3. CID 2418

6.3.3.1.  Review the comment
6.3.3.2. Proposed Resolution:  REJECTED (MAC: 2013-11-14 20:02:19Z): There is nothing that implies the frame is sent broadcast, but even if it is it should not cause a problem.
6.3.4. CID 2419

6.3.4.1. Review the comment

6.3.4.2. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 20:03:26Z): Mention that the recipient transmits a Response containing the same public key it sent in its Request.  Make changes as indicated in 11-13/1457r2
6.3.5. CID 2420
6.3.5.1.  Review the Comment
6.3.5.2. Possible Resolution: Revised - Mention that the recipient transmits a Response containing the same public key it sent in its Request.  Make changes as indicated in 11-13/1457r2
6.3.5.3. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 20:05:47Z): This is not quite right. The initiator selects but the responder decides whether it is acceptable.  Change "acceptable" to "supported", as indicated in 11-13/1457r2.
6.3.5.4. No Objection

6.3.6. CID 2421

6.3.6.1. Review the comment

6.3.6.2. Concern on the use of “should” in a Note.  The informative note should not include “should”.  The word “might” would be better, but it does not seem correct.
6.3.6.3.  Suggestion to the note to a different type of note that would be possible, but better to drop the “Note” all together.
6.3.6.4. Changes were made to 11-13/1457r2 to make an r3…

6.3.6.5. Proposed resolution: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 20:09:11Z): A rejection is added to the Request Type and text on sending and handling is added. No concept of "permanent rejection" is defined though as that seems to be more trouble than it is worth. An informative note on an exponential back-off to subsequent Requests has been added.  Make changes as indicated in 11-13/1457r3.
6.3.6.6. No objection

6.3.7. CID 2422

6.3.7.1. Review comment

6.3.7.2. There was a typo of PTKSA only existed in one place and it should be TKSA, and so this will also be added to the changes in 11-13/1457r3… did not want to add another error.

6.3.7.3. Proposed resolution: CID 2422: REVISED (MAC: 2013-11-14 20:17:09Z): Mention removal of old Mesh PMKSA and all Mesh TKSAs created from it when instantiating the new Mesh PMKSA.  Make changes as indicated in 11-13/1457r3.
6.3.7.4.  No objection
6.4. Comment resolution: 11-13/1314r6

6.4.1.  CID 2000
6.4.1.1. Review comment 

6.4.1.2. Proposed resolution was reviewed.

6.4.1.3. A concern on the text was pointed out that a ballot comment would be ok if they wanted to see all definitions changed somehow.

6.4.1.4. Proposed Resolution: Revised. Turn all but the first sentence into a NOTE--.

6.4.1.5. No objection

6.4.2. CID 2213

6.4.2.1. Review Comment

6.4.2.2. Proposed Resolution: Revised Delete Cited Definition (note to editor, this is a subset of the changes for CID 2115).

6.4.2.3. No objection

6.4.3. CID 2131

6.4.3.1. Review comment

6.4.3.2. Sprunny is a word that was given that caused a large case of laughter.

6.4.3.3. Change the ith to something to add the “i” at the end of the word.

6.4.3.4. Why do we want to make this change in the first place?

6.4.3.5. From the submission: Discussion:  While I think “th” is overwhelmingly ugly, the question is whether the change below introduces ambiguity.

If it does, we can resolve this by adding to 1.4 (Word Usage):

‘The expression “index” followed by a number identifies a single occurance of an ordered sequence.   For example, “symbol index 2 of the frame” identifies the second symbol.’

And then prefix each of the insertions below with “index”.

6.4.3.6. This may be just a style matter, but in some cases the changes may not be thought to be helpful.

6.4.3.7. Use of a subscript was offered, but not thought to be helpful.

6.4.3.8. Strawpoll: 

A; Do you Prefer to reject this comment
B: Prefer to make changes to address the comment

6.4.3.8.1. A:9, B: 3 preference was to reject the comment.

6.4.3.9. Proposed Resolution: Reject; These expressions are unambiguous, and we prefer not to make any change.
6.4.3.10. No objection
6.4.4. CID 2145

6.4.4.1. Review comment

6.4.4.2. We already approved this earlier this week, but then we said we wanted to relook at this..Now it would be ok to put back as originally approved.

6.4.4.3. For 2145, we would accept the Proposed Resolution: of Accept again.

6.4.4.4. Proposed Resolution: Accept.

6.4.4.5. No objection

6.4.5. CID 2115 
6.4.5.1. Review what was done earlier this week.

6.4.5.2. There is a misconception of the “/” in general and “PCP/” which is 1400 locations in the draft.

6.4.5.3. Review the changes proposed on page 4.

6.4.5.4. Check the proposed changes in the context of the draft.

6.4.5.5. Proposed resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-14 20:58:53Z).  Make the changes in 11-13/1314r7 for CID 2115.
6.4.5.6. No objection
6.4.6. CID 2190

6.4.6.1. Already marked complete.

6.4.7. CID 2015

6.4.7.1. Review the idea of what is “last”

6.4.7.2. Proposal in accordance with the straw poll has been prepared.

6.4.7.3. Review the changes for “Last -1” and “Last” for each instance.

6.4.7.4. There are two proposed changes that need to be checked for accurate location indication.
6.4.7.5. 1085.20 has a description of BRP frame that may be hard to understand, but we have no comment to change at this point, but a LB comment in the future would be necessary.

6.4.7.6. On page 1084.62 delete rows at lines 60and 62, and change the text in the information for order 6 (line 57) to read: “Zero or Channel Measurement Feedback elements”

6.4.7.6.1. There are a few that are similar to this issue, so may be better to not change now, but do so on the next LB.  the change for this CID has to do with “LAST”.  Technical editor to make a note of this issue, and will bring a comment on this on the next ballot.

6.4.7.7. Need to revisit once we have the two points that are pointing wrong corrected.

6.4.8. CID 2436

6.4.8.1. Review comment

6.4.8.2. The comment is on D1.0, p1386.32.
6.4.8.3. “nonce” does not appear in 8.2.2.

6.4.8.4. Proposed Resolution:  Revised.  At 504.61 insert:
“Nonces are specified in two forms: an ordered sequence of octets, and a numeric form. Treating the nonce as an ordered sequence of octets, the leftmost octet is always transferred first. This is equivalent to transmitting the most significant octet of the numeric form first.”
6.4.8.5. Note that this will give Big-endian encoding which is counter to our normal Little-endian encoding.

6.4.8.6. If we do this do we not have a problem similar to the MAC encoding issues?

6.4.8.7. The proposed change indicates what is “transmitted” first and talks about how to transmit a nonce, but it does not tell how to convert to a number.

6.4.8.8. More work is needed for this text, and there was an alternative proposal and more homework will need to be done.  The text for OUI is similar, and so the plan was to make it similar, but the use of MIN and MAX for nonce is not similar to converting an OUI to a number.
6.5. Recess at 3:30pm until Thursday PM2.
7. Meeting called to order at 4:05pm Thursday PM2 by Dorothy STANLEY (Aruba)
7.1. Review plan for this slot.

7.1.1. Status 

7.1.2. Motions, 
7.1.3. QoS Map discussion
7.1.4. Plans for Jan

7.1.5. AOB

7.1.6. Adjourn 
7.2. Status report

7.2.1.  Ready for motion CIDs – Ed Motion 11-13/233r21

7.2.2. Review the Gen AdHoc CID 2115 that was marked in Gen Motion Dallas A, but was to be pulled, but then was fixed.

7.2.3. Review doc with comments ready for motion.

7.2.3.1. Doc 11-13/1160r1 – 11 comments to be motioned. (not 2115)
7.2.3.2. Doc 11-13-0361r17 has 50 plus comments in tab Motion MAC-Q

7.2.3.3. Doc 11-13/233r21 has tab Gen Motion Dallas B (1 CID - 2076) and Ed Motion 2 (2 CIDs)

7.2.3.4. And Resolve CID 2115 with Resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-14 20:58:53Z) Make the changes in 11-13/1314r7 for CID 2115
7.2.4. Question on CID 2496 and 2023, but these are not on the list for today.

7.3. Motion 43:

7.3.1.1. Move to approve comment resolutions in 11-13/1160r1 “Gen Motion Dallas A” tab except for CID 2115 and 11-13/0361r17 “Motion MAC-Q” Tab, 11-13/0233r21 “ed motion 2 and “Gen Motion Dallas B”  And Resolve CID 2115 with Resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-14 20:58:53Z) Make the changes in 11-13/1314r7 for CID 2115
7.3.1.2. Moved: David HUNTER 2nd Jouni Malinen

7.3.1.3. Results: 10-0-0 motion passes.

7.4. Review status of 11-13/0875r4 and 11-13/1199r8 - pending
7.4.1. Will pick up on a telecom
7.5. Plans for after this week:

7.5.1. Plans for JAN – Comment resolution

7.5.2. Conference calls:
7.5.2.1. 10 am ET for 2 Hours

7.5.2.2. Dec 6, 13, 20(?) and Jan 10, 17

7.5.3. Ad-Hoc meeting - No
7.5.4. Availability of 11mc in the IEEE store
7.5.5. D2.0 should be in the store.
7.6. Discussion on QoS Mapping

7.6.1. Discussion on what is this being used for and if it is being deployed.

7.6.2. Is there a use case that we can define?

7.6.3. What can we guarantee? We cannot say that all the STAs have the same map?

7.6.4. In testing this we have some implementations that believe that the map is different for STAs within the BSS, and we may want to add a note that all the STAs have a consistent mapping within a BSS.

7.6.5. There is an odd sentence that says an AP shall update the non-AP STA with the new “QoS Map Set Element…this should really be updating all the STAs in the BSS.

7.6.6. We could add an All STAs within the BSS…

7.6.7. We could look at the MIB for a clue. – not clue found there.
7.6.8. P1589.6 could be updated.  There is a nearly identical sentence on page 376.56, but it uses a “may”.  We could make it similar in language.

7.6.9. So there is no use case for a “Single” QoS Map update, so a proposal to fix this can come up in a later Telecon.
7.6.10. Comment Assignment
7.6.11. CID 2199 – Assign to Carlos CORDIERO

7.6.12. GEN and MAC AdHoc comments need to be assigned.

7.7. CID 2433

7.7.1. Review comment

7.7.2. See Doc 11-13/1399r0

7.7.3. dot11OCBActivated is true then the values are not defined in the MIB.

7.7.4. We cannot have a default value be dependent on a variable.

7.7.5. As the proposal is changing the description, then it is not really doing any change.  The MIB defaults to the defaults.

7.7.6. In real-time the dot11OCBActivated being true or false may be done at anytime, and it may change repeatedly in time.

7.7.7. What the default of the table is set by a Beacon frame.

7.7.8. To delete the final sentence and add a reference to the two table descriptions.

7.7.9. When you reboot, you reload the default values.

7.7.10. Running along, we get beacons and timings etc that will update the tables/variables in the STA.

7.7.11. The Reset.primitive Parameter has setting as to whether you go back to the default or not.

7.7.12. The MIB is not always implemented as it is described in the Standard…

7.7.13. The MIB is trying to help describe what is going on.

7.7.14. How the values are set/reset is outside the scope of the standard.
7.7.15. We could put in a pointer to the text for determining the value of the  entry.

7.7.16. This is written when we get an EDCA Parameter is received.

7.7.17. The dot11EDCATableCWmin and dot11EDCATableCWMax need to have the same changes applied.
7.7.18. Proposed resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-14 23:17:10Z) make changes for CID 2433 in doc 11-13/1399r1.
7.7.19. No objection.

7.8. CID 2410

7.8.1. Review Comment

7.8.2. A resolution for this issue was prepared by Mark H. in the past, but he will need to research it for later discussion.

7.8.3. This may be something that has a long standing error that was introduced when creating it without the proper pointer to it from Clause 17…

7.8.4. The dot11PHYDSSSTable is missing the HR version of dot11CCAModeSupported.

7.8.5. Assign this to Mark HAMILTON

7.9. CID 2483

7.9.1. Review the comment

7.9.2. dot11BeaconInterval only shows up once in the draft.
7.9.3. Proposed resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-14 23:26:40Z) change from dot11BeaconInterval to dot11BeaconPeriod.
7.9.4. No objection

7.10. CID 2482

7.10.1. Review comment

7.10.2. At 2751.21 from 8000 to 4814 for the default range value.

7.10.3. This was defined for future use, but not now used in the 2.4Ghz.

7.10.4. Annex E uses the variable to fix the first channel.

7.10.5. For class 16, the upper range should be 10005 not 10000.  

7.10.6. If we fix it for 2.4, but we could remove the range and then it would work for all cases as it changes.

7.10.7. The Unsigned32 has sufficient range that we do not need it here.

7.10.8. Proposed Resolution: REVISED (GEN: 2013-11-14 23:41:11Z) delete at 2751 l21 the range "(8000..10000)".
7.11. CID 2425 – assigned to Mark RISON
7.12. Adjourned at 5:43pm
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