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Monday March 6th 2006, PM2 session

1632
Rob Poor calls the meeting to order.

Agenda doc is 15-06-0092-00-004b, opening and closing doc is: 15-06-0126-00-004b.
Rob shows the meeting agenda and operating policies and procedures document. Rob reads the IEEE SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards document dated March 2003. Additional policies and procedures are read which can be found in the document 15-06-0126-00-004b including the Anti-Trust statement, trademark statement, etc..
Rob discusses the agenda. Tonight the recirculation ballot closes based on the previous sponsor ballot. Rob wants to be able to determine if we can resolve the comments and hopefully avoid another round of voting.
Rob asks for a motion to accept the Hawaii meeting minutes. Rene makes a motion to accept the Hawaii meeting minutes, seconded by Clint Powell, no discussion. The motion passes by unanimous consent.

Rob agrees to allocate 15 minutes for a presentation by Liang tomorrow sometime – March 7th. Rob asks if there are any other presentations…

Rob asks for a motion to approve the meeting agenda, Motioned by Clint seconded by Eric Gnoske, no discussion, the motion passes with unanimous consent.

Rob asks if anyone envisions voting no on the recirc. Rene mentions that he will, for instance, due to missing MCPS-DATA.indication key parameters, Eric Gnoske agrees.

There is some discussion about the current comment database Robert was able to see in the MyBallot system. The group is examining a “disapprove technical” submitted by Robert Cragie. There also appears to be a “disapprove general” regarding removing PSSS or adding it to the 2.4GHz band.
The group thinks that we might be able to have Robert Cragie clarify some of his comments. The group is reading through Robert’s comments and considering how to react to them. Since the discussion is tending toward problem solving, Rob is keeping notes about the recirc comments.
· Comment 75, FRAME_TOO_LONG, nomenclature appears to be used to define a number of bytes and that because the frame is too long it extends past the CAP or GTS.
· Monique will compile a proper comment resolution database after the ballot closes tonight.

There is discussion about DoS attacks based on comment 55. Ed thinks this has always been true and not the result of changed text and so can be rejected. 
Regarding comment 54, Ed mentions that this is the reason why math text books always italicize formulas. 

Comment 53, suggest removing the word optional.  Comment 52, unclear. Comment 51, suggestion is acceptable. Comment 50, Monique can decide
Rob mentions that the next session is tomorrow March 7th, AM1 in the same room.

1802 Rob recesses the meeting until AM1 tomorrow.

Tuesday,  March 7th 2006, AM1 session

0823
Rob Poor calls the meeting to order.

We begin today be reviewing Robert Cragie’s comments, specifically, the key look up table – The text about length was removed. Rene believes that it was an editorial change while Robert says it was in D3 and should not have been taken out since there was no comment. Rene agrees that the text can be put back in.
Robert Cragie’s technical comment (81) was a misunderstanding and so he withdraws this comment.
Rene is asking for a doc number for the comment database. Rob Poor states that the document for this database is: 15-06-0144-00-004b.
Regarding Eric Gnoske’s comment (95) about the failure of 7.5.8.2.3 (incoming frame security procedure - see the comment database) the group discusses whether MLME-COMM-STATUS.indication and MCPS-DATA.indication should be changed to include other key material. The group thinks that the appropriate parameters returned from the security procedure should be contained in all the indication primitives and passed to the higher layer.
Comment 96, the resolution for comment 95 is acceptable for this comment.
Comment 97, Rene thinks that more descriptive information should be passed up to the higher layer based on what step the security procedure (7.5.8.2.3) failed. A possible solution is FAILED_SECURITY_CHECK_A, FAILED_SECURITY_CHECK_B and so on. The problem may be that the MAC enumerations table (table 78, clause 7.1.17) may not be have enough room for many more enumerations. Rene will check to see if the range starting at 0xD0 can contain the additional enumerations.
Comment 98, the issues is how we handle the case where there is no security material to return from the incoming frame security procedure. The failure enumeration will indicate that there are undefined security parameters.

Comment 99, the  idea is to add an element to the security policy descriptor (table 91) called “key type” which is and enum of (linkkey, groupkey, dontcare) and make the corresponding changes to step “e” of  clause 7.5.8.2.3. This specifies a check on incoming frames that was set in the securing process of outgoing frames.
1006 Rob recesses until AM2.

1038 Rob calls the AM2 session to order.

Liang Li, presentation on the progress of the Chinese WPAN working group and WPAN standard. See document: 15-06-115-00-004b.
Rob Poor asks for a motion that Liang Li is recognized as an official liaison between the Chinese WPAN and TG4B. Clint makes the motion, Rob seconds this motion. The discussion is that Liang will keep the TG4B informed by making regular reports. The motion passes by unanimous consent.
Back to comments… Please refer to the comment database as discussion is mostly encapsulated in the suggested remedies.
Comment 31, the typo comment is accepted and the text will be corrected.

Comment 30, the wording is a bit off, the word “is” will be removed and “signal” will be added.

Comment  29, will be fixed, see comment database.
Comment 25, reject this since we cannot change the 2.4 GHz band. See section 6.1.

Comment 16, rejected because the formula would be confusing if a line break was added.
Comment 15, accepted, the page format will be changed.
Comment 27, rejected, D4 does not split the sentences.
Comment 26, accepted, this will be fixed.

Comment 64, accept the misspelling correction.
Comment 65, accept, make the change to “one bit”.
Comment 66, accept, fix the misspellings.

Comment 71, accept, the figure sizes (8 & 9) will be made uniform with figures 6 & 7.

Comment 1, accept, remove the incorrect capital letter.
Comment 5, accept. Note that this is TOC pages 9 & 10, no the body pages.

Comment 68, accept, include both.


Comment 69, accept and include acronym for EIRP (Effective Isotropic Radiated Power).

Comment 7, accept.

Comment 8, accept.
Comment 67, accept, add the parenthesized acronyms where necessary.

Comment 3, reject, outside the scope of the PAR.

Comment 4, accept, the left column is vertically spaced differently than the right column.

Comment 6, accept, but continue Roman numerals for the TOC, should be “v” not “1”.

Comment 17, Accept.
Comment 28, reject, check your printer driver.

Comment 32, reject, it doesn’t hurt anything.

Comment 18, accept, change “logically connected” to “associated with”.

Comment 73, accept.

Comment 19, accept, change as in comment 18.

Comment 74, accept, make adjacent.
Comment 33, reject.
Comment 75, this uncovers the fact that there are two meanings , ask commenter for solution.
Comment 94, reject.
Comment 63, reject, a 2003 device can receive frames with payloads larger than “aMacMaxSafePayloadSize”.

Comment 22, 21, 20, reject, see comment 63.
1233
The meeting recesses until PM1.

1352
Rob calls the PM1 session to order.
Comment 76, accept, change accordingly,
Comment 23, reject, we will ask Phil for more clarification.

Comment 57, reject, 
See comment resolution database for the following comments:

Comment 60, 59, 58, 61, 34, 78, 35, 24, 79, 62, 82, 37, 36, 83, 39, 38, 85, 84, 40, 95, 41, 45,
1532
Recess until PM2.

1611
PM2 called to order.
See comment resolution database for the following comments:

Comment 42, 43, 44, 46, 90, 91, 47, 92, 48, 
There is some discussion about the origin of automatic data request, where it came from, what draft inserted it, etc.. 

See comment resolution database for the following comments:

Comment 49, 50, 93, 51, 52, 9, 54, 10,
Comment 53, accept, and delete sequential freshness line from the table, it is not an independent security option.
See comment resolution database for the following comments:

Comment 11, 12, 13
There are 27 remaining comments.

1802 
The meeting recesses until AM1 tomorrow.

Wednesday, March 8th 2006, AM1 session

0822
The AM1 session is called to order.
We begin by working on comments in the usual fashion by reviewing 15-06-0114-00-004b, please refer to this document for details regarding the comment resolutions discussed in the session.
Comment 2, 55, 56, 70, 72 (same as 95), 77 (similar to 76), 80, 103, 104, 106 (same as 79), 107 (same as 72, 95), 109 (same as 72, 95, 107), 112, 105,

Comment 108, 116 the chair believes it would be appropriate to have the commenter questions answered by holding off the resolution until the commenter can have a dialog with the writer so that understanding may be understood. Rene gives a short presentation on this comment (and comment 116, see document number 15-06-0xxx-00-004b). We will try to organize a conference call with the following people: Rene Struik, Øyvind Janbu, Robert Cragie, Phil Beecher, Zack Smith, Reinhard Wobst, Don Sturik, Rob Poor, Ed Callaway, Liang Li and Eric Gnoske to participate in a conference call to resolve this issue at 8:00 AM tomorrow, March 9th.
1001
The meeting is recessed until PM1.

1338
The PM2 meeting is called to order

Comment 108, will be addressed in tomorrows conference call.
Comment 118, 7.6.3.3 is normative test, Rene thinks that there are still problems with the “a”, “m” and “c” data. Ed thinks that the referenced procedure in annex B provides the method for calculating “c” where the table is just a definition. Whether “c” is appropriate is a different question. Ed mentions that the annex was written because the CCM stuff was hard for implementers to understand. 
Ed makes a motion that the comment be rejected, seconded by Clint; Discussion – Rene will submit an unambiguously described step-by-step resolution for this comment:

Vote for 4

Vote against 1

Abstain 1

The motion passes.

Comment 111, typo in comment was changed from step “b” to step “c”. Rene describes a scenario in which a higher layer sending device must be known to the receiving device before it can send a packet to it if the receiving device has a network key… Rene is describing the nesting of the procedures 7.5.8.2.4, Ed mentions that the only place the DeviceDescriptor lookup procedure is used is in the Blacklist procedure, if this is the only place it is used then we can modify the DeviceDescriptor lookup procedure. Rob mentions that he thinks it is decent operation for a device with unknown credentials but a proper network key to be able to communicate on the network. The group appears to believe that the suggested remedy needs more work. Rene mentions doc 15-05-0539-02-004b describes this issue.
Comment 110, similar to 111, Ed mentions that we may need to rethink 7.5.8.2 in regards to a new device because any new device is not known and will be rejected. Refer to do number 15-05-0539-02-004b and the comment database.
Rob is wondering if in D3 a device would have been able to get a packet through. Rene said that Phil and he asked a question about what would happen if a device wasn’t known. 

Comment 113, PIB material, Rene thinks the PIB tables should be less implementation oriented rather than specification oriented. Rob states that this is a matter of opinion. Rene gives an example of the blacklist procedure, DeviceDescriptorHandle (table 89?)… Rob mentions that his recollection of implementation was that a system needed to be compliant where it exposed its behavior, what it did inside was an implementer’s choice, so to speak. The spec doesn’t tell one how to implement it tells one how a system should behave. Rob goes on to say that if is functionally correct, one shouldn’t worry over it. 
Rene mentions that his concern here is that if he wants to re-map the PIB tables he can do that except for the KeyIdLookupList which he has a problem mapping… Rob mentions that no one is forced to implement in any certain way. Rene mentions that this may force implementers in a certain direction. 

Rob says that he will reject this comment on the basis that PIB table implementations are specific…
Rene is thinking of an implementation that may violate the blacklist procedure but will he be able to get a stamp, Rob says yes, if it behaves according to the spec. Ed points out Figure 3, and goes on to say that the MLME-SAP and MCPS-SAP are the only points where a systems behavior can be checked. Furthermore, Rob states, whatever goes on underneath is implementation specific. 
Rene withdraws this comment. 

Rob orders a 5 minute recess…

Comment 114, Rene mentions that, and probably many others, don’t understand this term (UniqueDevice) , and is having a problem understanding the security impact. 
1538
The meeting is recessed until PM2.

1605
The PM2 meeting is called to order.

Rob asks Rene if he might withdraw a comment or two…?
Comment 115, withdrawn based on the same reasoning (that implementation specific methods are not behavior which is what the standard is about).
Comment 112, clauses 7.5.8.2.4 – 6, Rene thinks that the clauses are hard to understand. 
There is discussion about PIB table implementations and about the order of which error codes are returned to the higher layer (in the case where comment 97, fine grain security failures) are reported. 

This comment will be discussed in tomorrow’s security editing call.

Comment 101, commenter withdraws the comment; he now believes it to be an implementation detail.
Comment 100, will be decided in the security conference call.
Comment 117, Rene would like to see additional checks in conjunction with freshness; Rob does not see how the higher layer is precluded from additional security check. 
Comment 119, Rene mentions that there is a device and we want to process frames from it using s network wide key. The problem is many devices trying to do the same thing. There is inconsistency between the handling of secured and unsecured frames. The commenter withdraws this comment.
1802
The chair recesses the meeting until PM2 tomorrow. 
Submission
Page 1
Eric Gnoske, Atmel Corporation

