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Tuesday October 16, 2001

Agenda: (Email from Heberling)

Roll Call 

Old Business:

Open Issues:

   Problem Class
        Priority         Class Total

TPC

2

  3

Pwr.Mgt.

3

  5

CAP

3

  4

CFP

2

  6

StreamMgt.

3

16

SEC

3

  3

Auth.

3

  9

Assoc.

3

14

Security and Privacy dependent open issues will be put on hold until the Security/Privacy proposal is reviewed.

New Business:

Topics for Thursday's Con-Call to be drawn from the list below:

Problem Class

Priority
Class Total

Repeater


2

2

Channel Status Rsp
2

4

Channel Time Req
2

5

CoordHndOvr

2

5

CoordSel


2

8

Attendees:

James Allen  

Jay Bain

Ari Singer

Gregg Rasor

Nick Evans (acting secretary)

Al Heberling

Bill Shvodian

Mark Schrader

Bob Huang

James Gilb

Rick Alfvin

Raju Gubbi

Minutes:

11:08AM CDT  - Called to order by Heberling.  He asked for an update from G Rasor. G Rasor said the scheduled release of preliminary draft is next week. He will post it to the reflector and asked to put it on the agenda for next Tuesday’s meeting.  Singer indicated that he had time for the next two weeks to work on this for Austin.

11:12
A Heberling went through the open issues list: 01/374r3.  This is the version that came out of Chicago last week.  The first item he said is high-priority is on TPC. J Gilb confirmed that it’s defined in D07 in clauses 7.4.9 and 7.4.10. J Bain said additional text is in clause 8.13. 

11:15
A Heberling next asked about the MLME transmit power control primitive. J Gilb referred to the PHY TX start request in the PHY SAP, which has a TX vector that includes TX power level (Table 53). He said power is set when PHY TX start request is initiated; there is no separate command for setting power. He said the question is: Who decides on what power level to use? The PNC determines the maximum piconet power level. Currently the SME is not involved in setting the TX power level. He suggested closing those open items (#392, 367, 266—all closed in D07).

11:25
There was a discussion of 01/374r3: it was sent to J Barr, but it was not approved, so it’s not yet posted to the reflector.  B Shvodian sent a copy to R Gubbi.

11:26
A Heberling raised the power management issue item 102. J Bain said this issue relates to issue 265 and is closed.  Clause 7.4.8 is listed as TBD in D07.  J Bain said this clause could be removed.  All agreed to delete it. Item 102 was resolved in D08 (deleted from doc).

11:29
A Heberling raised item 13: MLME power management request. See clause 6.3.1. J Bain said this item is his and stays open; clause 6.3.1.3 still needs cleaning up. 

11:32
J Gilb said item 390 captures all of item 13; they both remain open. J Bain said he’ll try to resolve the issue by this Thursday.

11:35
A Heberling raised item 177: direct wake-up. J Gilb said this is optional and part of an informative annex. Waiting for text; issue remains open.

11:41
A Heberling raised issue 366: it was closed in D07.

11:47
A Heberling raised item 169: should stream negotiation happen in the CAP or the CFP?  B Shvodian proposed it should occur in the CFP in the management time slot. R Gubbi asked for more text on the proposal. Item remains open.

11:50
A Heberling raised item 338, which also relates to CAP. Item remains open.

11:51
A Heberling raised item 222, which relates to 169. J Gilb said it may be closed because it’s adequately covered by other raised issues; it’s redundant. B Shvodian said to leave it open until he provides text.

11:54
A Heberling raised item 260: editorial issue in D07, clause 7.4.2, last paragraph. J Gilb proposed resolving it by deleting the sentence in D08. R Gubbi approved. Item closed.

11:56
J Gilb closed item 397 in D08; the changes are documented in 01474r1.

11:57
A Heberling raised 6 CFP items. The first one is item 344 re: clause 8.3.3 in D07. J Gilb said the issue is resolved but the changes haven’t yet been put in D08. Next was item 349: B Shvodian said he’s still producing text. That issue remains open.

12:00PM A Heberling raised item 350 re: clause 8.3.3.2 in D07. J Gilb said he doesn’t have the corrected text from Rolling Meadows on this issue. 

Action item for J Gilb to find that text.

12:03
A Heberling raised item 259, which is editorial. J Gilb said the agreement was to delete guaranteed start time. J Bain concurred; see 7.4.2 in D07. In D08, J Gilb deleted guaranteed start time in the CFP. Closed.

12:05
A Heberling raised item 221, which belongs to B Shvodian. J Gilb says it’s still open. R Gubbi will provide updated text, revising B Shvodian’s text. J Gilb asked if there are any objections to the issue; there were none.

12:08
A Heberling raised item 236: static GTS slots. B Shvodian said he’ll provide the text by Friday. J Gilb said this limits us to 256 GTS’s, or slightly less (252), per super frame. R Gubbi said this number is OK. 

12:12
J Gilb raised a new issue: 399. B Shvodian entered it into what will be r4 of 01/374.

12:13
A Heberling asked about text for item 236. B Shvodian said doc 436 is the power point doc. He’ll provide text by this Friday.

12:15
J Gilb raised an action item: A Heberling will add to the Tuesday 10/23 agenda the issues with static GTS text (doc number TBD). B Shvodian will provide the doc.

12:16
A Heberling raised item 90, which he said can’t be resolved until the security clause is done. J Gilb asked if text will be ready by Friday. G Rasor said he’d try.

12:18
A Heberling raised item 308 re: clause 7.5.17. R Gubbi recommended adding an extra line of text. The item stays open until R Gubbi gives proposed text. B Shvodian noted that the destination is specified but not the source. He opened a new issue, 400, assigned to R Gubbi.

12:23
A Heberling raised item 310 re: clause 7.5.2.21. J Gilb said it’s in the DSSA field and that the complete correction is in D08, including a cross-reference to clause 7.2.1.2. B Shvodian raised an issue with delayed ACK: the maximum bytes before confirmation from receiver is defined, but not the maximum number of frames. J Gilb and R Gubbi said an implied limit is 32 frames. J Gilb said to leave the issue open to confirm the exact number. B Shvodian proposed adding an ACK byte. J Gilb said the implied ACK is not addressed by that proposal. Item 310 remains open pending text from B Shvodian.

12:35
A Heberling raised item 309 re: D07’s clause 7.5.21: Error message with stream command. R Gubbi said bandwidth allocation is a separate issue from other system resources. R Gubbi will provide clarifying text. 

12:39
J Gilb asked whether to add a stream response for “destination unreachable.” New issue, 401, assigned to J Gilb.

12:42
A Heberling raised item 287, which is editorial: latency or stream. J Gilb said item 298 is a rehash of 287. Both items are closed in D08.

12:44
A Heberling raised item 288: Change latency in repeater service to stream. This is the same issue as 287 and 298. J Gilb said this item is also closed in D08 in clause 7.5.15.2. 

12:49
A Heberling raised item 303, which is editorial. J Gilb said it’s closed in D08.

12:50
A Heberling raised item 307: Which stream ID field? J Gilb proposed to assign the issue to clarify the reference and to rename “stream ID” to “stream control.” In clause 7.5.5.1, he changed the reference to stream index and included a cross-reference to the definition clause for stream control. Item 307 is closed.

1:00
A Heberling previewed Thursday’s meeting: continue with stream management, then move to repeater and other issues, including power management. Thursday meeting will be at 11:00AM CDT.

1:03
B Huang asked how he submits child network text for review. J Allen said it goes to him and J Barr for approval and then gets posted.

1:05
A Heberling adjourned the meeting.

End of rev 0

Thursday, October 18th.

Attendees:

Jim Allen (acting secretary)

Jay Bain

Darrel Diem

Rick Alfvin

Bill Shvodian

Al Heberling

James Gilb

Mark Schrader.

Bob Huang.

Minutes:

Called to order at 12:11 PM EDT.

Because the minutes from last Tuesday did not make it past Allen's server yesterday, Al wasn't able to check the status on TPC issues.  It was re-mailed during the meeting.

Al asked Bain what he wanted to discuss.  He asked for time to discuss 01/430r1 which is text and the list of changes amended to the rolling meadows presentation 01/430r0.   The changes are in the text, and he rescinded his request to change the definition of EPS_Phase.  It is now called EPS_Next.   

Gilb suggest we put it on agenda for Tuesday October 23rd.  We will discuss static GTS , management time slots text for document 01/476r0, and  review this power management 01/430r1 text which is what we agreed to in version D08.  

This way we can spend some time to comment on the D08 text.    

Huang asked that document 01/481r0 on Daughter networks, should be accepted.  Comments are solicited by phone email and fax.  We will review this on Thursday October 25th.  Gilb will try to put it into the draft.  Schrader mentioned that different proposals were making changes of CTA independently.  Gilb said he would make sure they were consistent. 

Gilb asked if Schrader his document was ready.  It is not done, and Mark wants one document for power save.  There will be two documents because the matters of one are not over lapping the other.  It will be text with a new doc number.  This text was then scheduled to be reviewed on Thursday October 25th, after the Daughter network.  

Changes to the beacon for continuous CTA will also be discussed.

Bill is working on CAP text. 

Bain asked, "Can we reserve a conference call a meeting, to go through the entire association and sending of data from cold to full blown?"  This would allow us to walk through it.  Al put it on the forward Agenda - Nov 6th.

  [ed note: Action for Shvodian: if we need more time, please have Barr add it formally to the agenda.]

We discussed reviewing security.   We will ask Rasor for a DOC number, and then get Rasor to review it on Thrusday October 25th.  It will give us a few days to read it. 

We than began reviewing the Issues list. 

Stream management. Item 306,  By incorporation the CTRequest block inside the Stream QoS parameters, there is a stream index inside the CT Request Block (CTRB) and a Stream control field that also has the same parameter.   Which gets set first and when. (ref. D07, page 97).  This was renamed throughout the draft.  There is some confusion between Stream Index an Stream ID.  Gilb fixed that.  Steam ID is set by the PNC, not the DEV, but it's not clear in the draft.  A stream use and language discussion followed.  The question was around whether we could have only one parameter.  This would reduce the overhead by a few octets.  DA and Stream index is redundant (8 bits worth).  QoS block was simply an adoption of the CTRB and we need to figure out what minimum number of parts we need.  Does the EPS octet need to be included in CTRB?  Bain thinks it does.  only Duration Between Time slots, Min. time, Requested Channel Time, and EPS Status are needed and retained.  Schrader wants to make sure the Time Per Slot make sense on who it is used.  We agreed retain these elements of the CTRB (Duration between slots, Min. requested channel time, Requested channel time, and EPS Status) and put them into the stream management command, reorganize the draft for logical presentation and then fix it later when it's all organized.

Mark says that if a slot is broken into different slots, it is not obvious how to calculate how much time you have because things are done on a per slot basis.  The question then becomes, what does Min Channel Time Request mean and how do you communicate that. 

Action:  Mark will resend a summary by email, and it will be put in the open issue list.

Gilb will move CTA closer to stream management to make the document flow better.

Item # 358 - In Draft 7,in the last part sentence section 8.5.1:  It seems to have a logical inconsistency in this and the referenced section.  Data steams.  The "xref" (cross reference) is wrong and Gilb will fix it, but the question is why this is in the stream description.  

Action: Heberling will provide a proposal for a new sub clause to 8 to expand the last sentence in 8.5.1 to its own subclause to describe the way to setup the exchange of non-stream data.  It will be reviewed before Austin. 

Item #359 - the issue is around stream command use and stream disconnection.  What is the sequence of events needed to terminate a stream?.  If a DEV asks disconnection but it is not a PNC, it shall also send the request to the PNC.  We are going to remove the word "also" in Stream Disconnection clause, 8.5.2 second paragraph, second sentence.  There was a discussion started by Schrader suggesting that the stream had to be dropped with the DEV before the PNC.  Shvodian was concerned that the receiver would have to get a slot to respond, unless an ACK could be used to do it.  The PNC then shall or may unallocate the CTA or GTS slot and stop remembering the QoS parameters.    New paragraph in 8.5.2 and also applies to non streams.   Gilb to do this change.

It was than suggested that if you drop the stream slot first through the PNC, like it was written,  you could loose your ability to communicate with the DEV with whom you are trying to pass a message..  

We need to extend #358 to include a description of how a non stream data link is notified that its request for bandwidth has been denied.  To tear down, send CTA with all zeros.  

Item # 311- The item was read and Shvodian's asked,  When did we put CTR in to stream management and into D06.  This is probably an old issue and can be (is) withdrawn.  

Item #312 - what are all these different rates and values.  These need to be simplified.  Bill and Al will be merging into doc. 01/469r1.   Just for clarification, the text doc number is 01/469r0+ and 01/470 is the PowerPoint version. 

Item # 313 - about packet receive windows size.  The size is too small and is out of sync with something else in that the Average Frame size is 2 octets and this parameter is only one octet wide.   Also "frame" is not defined.  The resolution is to change the receive window size from one to two Octets.  (ref. Section 7.5.21).

Item #357 may be withdrawn so we tabled it.  It is assigned to Heberling.

Meeting is adjourned early at 1:42 PM EDT.

End of rev. 1

Tuesday, October 23rd.

Attendees:

Jay Bain

Darrel Diem

Ari Singer

Dan Bailey

James Gilb

Nick Evans (acting secretary)

Bob Huang

Mark Schrader

Al Heberling

Bill Shvodian

John Barr

Jim Allen

Minutes:

Called to order by A Heberling at 11:14 AM CDT.

11:14
A Heberling asked for comments on 01430r1 by J Bain. He summarized the proposal it contains. There were no objections to adopting the proposal. A Heberling and J Gilb said they would move forward with it.

11:16
B Shvodian mentioned a request by R Gubbi on the reflector regarding listing all the info elements and header fields effected by the PwrMgt. Proposal.  All agreed that this should be done. J Bain and M Schrader accepted this action item. M Schrader referenced 01485r1, which will be reviewed on Thursday’s call and should be posted later today or tomorrow.

11:20
J Barr suggested new sub-state names EPSwake and EPSsleep, which J Gilb will incorporate into J Bain’s proposal as an editorial change. J Gilb listed other terminology issues that need clarification. He and J Bain agreed to resolve them offline.

11:27
A Heberling raised 01476r0 by B Shvodian for discussion. J Gilb referred to page 3 and asked what to call the new element. B Shvodian suggested CAP mode.

11:30
J Bain noted that two versions of 476 exist: one with underscores in the title (sent by B Shvodian to the reflector) and another with dashes (changed by I Gifford when posted), which is IEEE style. Their content is identical.
11:33
J Bain noted that Ari Singer’s security proposal document also uses doc number 476. J Barr took the action item to ask B Heile which doc is really 01476.

11:35
Regarding B Shvodian’s proposal, J Gilb referred to the end of the first paragraph and asked for extra text on the implication of eliminating the CAP. B Shvodian will add that text, which will appear in r1 of the doc. M Schrader asked about allocating a dedicated MTS every superframe. J Gilb suggested this frequency (every half-second) or an allocation no less often than every 100 milliseconds. B Shvodian said perhaps once a second would be sufficient. J Bain referred to clause 8.8 (D07) as possibly impacted by this issue.

11:47
M Schrader said half a second could spell trouble with applications that require close to real-time performance. J Gilb asked for a specific application to get its latency time. A Heberling asked M Schrader to open a new issue and also asked whether B Shvodian’s proposal sufficiently addresses existing open issue 169. M Schrader said it does address that issue. M Schrader said he will write text regarding the new open issues.

11:58A
J Gilb asked about whether a contention window size of 256 is too large. B Shvodian said a smaller size is possible. J Gilb suggested 128. B Shvodian said HiperLAN 2 uses 256.

12:01P
J Gilb noted that on page 4 of doc 01476r0 the random number generator is not specified. He said the random number generator should start with the MAC address to ensure unique random numbers. A Singer suggested identifying the minimum length before the RNG repeats, although he also thinks more general language will work. M Schrader asked if the standard can require the use of a particular RNG. A Singer suggested a specific one can be mentioned, but also allow any decent RNG. A Singer said he will provide text on this.

12:10
J Gilb referred to page 5 of doc 01476r0 on static GTS: there is no escape clause. He also noted that the PNC can’t change the superframe length after it has allocated a GTS, which B Shvodian confirmed. J Gilb said these changes require spec updates. The first one is to clause 8.3.3.1.2: PNC shall not change superframe duration. Second: If the PNC wants to change either the superframe duration or a static GTS, it needs to disconnect the static GTSs first. He said the stream negotiation definition will also need revising.

12:18
J Gilb input changes into D08 to reflect 01476r0.

12:23
M Schrader asked what pseudo-static GTSs are used for. B Shvodian said they allow a device to transmit when it’s missing beacons. M Schrader asked about pseudo-static vs. dynamic and whether reducing the number of slot types from 3 to 2 would still suit all needs. B Shvodian said eliminating fully static slots might be possible, leaving just pseudo-static and dynamic.

12:29
A Heberling asked if open issue 344 is addressed by 01476r0. J Gilb said current text in 01476r0 doesn’t reflect the issue, but D08 will, so the issue is closed pending D08.

12:34
A Heberling asked if open issue 349 is addressed by 01476r0. Also closed pending D08.

12:35
A Heberling asked if open issue 236 is addressed by 01476r0. Also closed pending D08.

12:36
A Heberling asked about open issue 221. No final text has been sent yet by R Gubbi. Stays open.

12:38
B Shvodian said open issue 218 is addressed by 01476r0. J Gilb said it’s closed pending D08 and 01476r1.

12:39
J Gilb raised and will write text for a new open issue on the backoff algorithm for CSMA CAP. A Heberling asked if text in the 802.11 standard suffices (clause 9.2.4, page 75). J Gilb said it’s close.

12:44
A Heberling raised unassigned item 391 on repeater function: a write-up is still needed for clause 6. 

12:45
A. Heberling raised assigned item 224 regarding ACK policy in a repeater function.  Heberling will contact R Gubbi.

12:46
A Heberling raised items 292 and 293 affecting clause 7.5.10 (D06), page 88 in D07. J Gilb said it’s not corrected yet.  B Shvodian provided text for D08 to J Gilb. No opposition to the changes. Closed in D08.

12:47 A. Heberling raised item 388 regarding MLME Channel Status, which still needs to be defined.

Item 285: In clause 7 minimum time a multiple of 8 microseconds while maximum time a multiple of 32

microseconds. James proposed resolution is to change maximum time to also be a multiple of 8 microseconds,

change field size to eight bytes, and remove the pad byte to allow sufficient range for the maximum time.

Already written into D08. Item moved to W status.

Item 284: Stream ID of 16-bits should be stream index. This is related to a number of other changes that Al is

making as part of the QoS proposal relating to items 306 and 402. James will update D08 to reference stream

index instead of stream ID. These items will be closed when Al's results are accepted.

Item 280: James replacing latency with streams in the clause. Closed in D08.

Thursday plans: Huang on 481r0, Schrader on 485r1, Rasor on 423r0 (document should be submitted for review following security call today).

No new issues will be recognized without a proper text based proposal indicating issue, old text and new text, rationale for the proposed change.

New issues must be presented in Austin with an approved document scheduled for presentation.

Most of the remaining medium priority issues concern coordinator handover (5) and coordinator selection process (8).  

However, there are 26+ high priority open issues(Security/Privacy, Authentication, Association)  still awaiting resolution.

13:04PM Adjourn.

End of rev 2

Several corrections of Version 0 and 1 were received.  Ver.3 incorporates those changes.  The non editorial corrections are listed below with the contributor's initials.

Paragraph 6, page 6 (ADH)

We agreed to take out of retain these elements of the CTRB ( Duration between slots, Min. requested channel time, Requested channel time, and EPS Status) and put it them into the stream management command, reorganize the draft for logical presentation and then fix it later when it's all organized.

Paragraph 1, page 7 (ADH)

We need to extend #358 to include a description of how a non stream data link is notified that its request for bandwidth has been denied.  on how to give up bandwidth that was already used.  To tear down, send CTA with all zeros. 

Last paragraph, page 8(ADH)

11:16
B Shvodian mentioned a request by R Gubbi on the reflector regarding listing all the info elements and header fields effected by the PwrMgt. Proposal. the things a DEV does.

Typo at this time stamp page 8(ADS)

11:27
A Heberling raised 01476r0 by B Shvodian for discussion. J Gilb referred to page 3 and asked what to call the new element. B Shvodian suggested CAT  CAPmode.

The paragraph at is time stamp on Page 8 was split and text added.(ADH)

12:44
A Heberling raised unassigned item 391 on repeater function: a writeup is still needed for clause 6. 

12:45
A. Heberling raised assigned item 224 regarding ACK policy in a repeater function.  Heberling will contact R Gubbi.

This time stamp on page 9 had text added. (ADH)

12:47 A. Heberling raised item 388 regarding MLME Channel Status, which still needs to be defined.

Item 285: In clause 7 minimum time a multiple of 8 microseconds while maximum time a multiple of 32

microseconds. James proposed resolution is to change maximum time to also be a multiple of 8 microseconds,

change field size to eight bytes, and remove the pad byte to allow sufficient range for the maximum time.

Already written into D08. Item moved to W status.

Last paragraph of Page 10 was corrected, and a paragraph was added to the end.(ADH)

Most of the remaining medium priority issues (82) concern coordinator handover (5) and coordinator selection process (8).

However, there are 26+ high priority open issues(Security/Privacy, Authentication, Association)  still awaiting resolution.

End of revision 3

Thursday, October 25th.

Attendees:

Gregg Rasor

Ari Singer

Al Heberling

Nick Evans (acting secretary)

Jay Bain

James Gilb

Mark Schrader

Bill Shvodian

Bob Huang

Minutes:

Called to order at 11:11 AM CDT.

11:12
G Rasor summarized the activity of the group working on the security proposal. He referred to documents 01483r1, 01486r1, 01477, and 01487. A Singer said doc 487 captures the outcomes of the Rolling Meadows meeting. G Rasor announced that security committee meetings are held at 3:00PM ET.

11:21
J Bain asked if message sequence charts are available. G Rasor said not yet.

11:23
A Heberling gave the floor to B Huang to review 01481r0. B Shvodian and B Huang discussed the use of child piconet IDs and designated addresses for neighbors. B Huang noted that the PNC can refuse neighbor transmissions. J Gilb asked about the rare case of two DEVs entering during the same CAP; B Huang said communication will fail for both devices. J Gilb asked for a recovery method to be added.

11:34
M Schrader said security is also involved with neighbors. B Huang said he segregated via the ADAD. He said that use of temporary addresses might address the authentication concern.

11:37
J Gilb and B Huang discussed the use of unique IEEE addresses. J Gilb suggested using a 2-step process: neighbor association and then neighbor channel time request (instead of a channel time request). He said this might address his earlier concern about colliding DEVs.

11:42
M Schrader said he prefers reserved addresses for the sake of security and uniformity. J Gilb said his suggestion should address that concern.

11:46
J Gilb confirmed that in the beacon frame body, the last item is optional.

11:48
A Heberling gave the floor to M Schrader to review doc 01485r1, which incorporates a summary of all CTA elements affected except for the channel time request block, which is still undetermined. 

11:51
J Gilb said he'd circulate a draft later today of D08 so source providers can check the inputting of their content.  He said D08 will contain child networks. There was no objection to that inclusion.

11:54
M Schrader said the purpose of 01485r1 is to distinguish EPS status mode from active. He said active mode is any non-EPS mode. J Gilb said “active mode” might be inconsistent with the terminology in the rest of the standard. He asked for clarified definitions. J Bain said he and M Schrader will provide them. M Schrader referred to 7.5.1.7. J Gilb asked if we are deleting the two sub-states in EPS. M Schrader said yes.

12:04
M Schrader said there are two commands, one to switch to active and one to switch to EPS. J Gilb said that entails telling the PNC to open up its time access. J Gilb said more efficient scheduling by the PNC would be necessary to allocate to multiple devices waking up at the same time. B Shvodian said that coordinated application use requires taking timing information from the super frame. J Bain said he and M Schrader came up with momentary active because they were trying to limit the number of commands. J Gilb said this setup leads to inefficient allocation.

12:17
M Schrader gave the example of a streaming video device that stays awake once awake. B Shvodian said that with multiple streaming video devices, the setup requires fixed allocations for all of them, which is inefficient with regard to bandwidth management. M Schrader said the setup is efficient with regard to power management. B Shvodian said the problem is reserving bandwidth that will only be used occasionally. M Schrader asked how you can know devices will sleep most of the time; J Gilb said EPS mode is for that situation, by definition. J Gilb asked for a recovery method for when more devices request access than the PNC can allocate. M Schrader said you can give extra bandwidth when it’s available and not give it when it’s not. J Gilb said what will actually happen is that the PNC will refuse other requests unless it can allocate bandwidth more efficiently. He suggested allocation based on priority and making low-priority requests wait.

12:26
M Schrader summarized his text’s proposal of a channel time allocation persistence parameter, which he says addresses the scenario B Shvodian proposed with multiple devices.

12:32
A Heberling tabled further discussion of 01485r1 until October 30 to give more review time. He suggested sending questions to M Schrader and J Bain before then so they have time prepare responses.

12:33
A Heberling raised open issues 143 and 332, which are related. 

12:34
A Heberling raised open issue 333, which he assigned to himself.

12:35
A Heberling raised open issues 395 and 389, which remain open. 

12:36
A Heberling raised open issue 331, which is related to 229 (R Gubbi) and 262. J Gilb said these 3 issues are closed pending D08.

12:38
A Heberling raised open issue 394, which affects clause 6.3.9.2. Closed pending D08.

12:40
A Heberling raised open issue 396, which remains open and is related to issues 395 and 389. A Heberling will provide text in doc 01410.

12:45
A Heberling raised open issue 273. Closed in D07.

12:46
A Heberling raised open issue 233. Remains open pending security procedure definition (assigned to G Rasor).

12:48
J Gilb raised open issue 234. Open pending proposal by B Huang.

12:49
A Heberling raised open issue 207. Closed pending D08 (input text from 01259r2).

12:52
A Heberling raised open issue 230, which is related to 262, 229 and 331.

12:53
A Heberling raised open issue 218, which B Shvodian says is written up in doc 01476.

12:54
A Heberling raised open issue 248. Remains open. Assigned to B Shvodian.

12:56
A Heberling raised open issue 297. Closed in D07.

1:00
A Heberling raised open issue 383. Remains open.

1:01
A Heberling raised open issue 363. Remains open and should be tied to ACK policy (open issue 224). Assigned to R Gubbi.

1:03
A Heberling raised open issue 256. Remains open. Assigned to G Rasor.

1:04
A Heberling raised open issue 405. M Schrader said doc 01485r1 provides text for resolving the issue. J Bain said further review is needed. Remains open.

1:07
J Gilb raised open issues 241 and 250. Closed pending D08.

1:10
Adjourned.

End of Revision 4

Tuesday, October 30rd.

Attendees:

Rick Roberts

Aru Singer 

Gregg Rasor

Jim Dworkin

Jeff Lavell

Jay Bain

Darrell Deim

James Allen

Allen Heberling

Bob Huang

Bill Shvodian

John Barr

James Gilb

Raju Gubbi

Mark Schrader

(Ed. Note - I might have missed on person)

Agenda:

The conference call for Thursday, October 30th, 2001 is scheduled for

11:00am(Central Daylight Time(CDT)) (9:00am PDT, 12:00pmEDT).  The call

information is:


Domestic Dial-In number: 1-877-817-4386


Conference Code: 8706

Number of Conference Calls Remaining after this con-call:  2  (Nov. 1,6)

The agenda for our meeting is:

Roll Call

Old Business:

Initial Security/Privacy status and approach overview  G. Rasor

EPS & CTA   as spelled out in 01/485r1  M. Schrader   ** Please review before tomorrows con call.

Open Issues:

Problem Class

Priority

Class Total

Frame Length

1

4

Guard Time

1

1

IFS


1

2

Info Elements

1

1

MTS


2

4
Status of updates B.

Shvodian

Scan


1

3

Start


1

3

Synch


1

3

Table


1

2

Time Accuracy

1

1

TU


2

1

Version


1

1

New Business:

Document 01/374r5 (item list) was attached to the agenda email. 

Minutes:

Heberling roll called and then acknowledged Rasor to begin.

Rasor deferred to Singer about hot topics we discussed last time on association control and what elements needed to be addressed.  We have not done payload security yet but it is probably easier than association. 

Singer had a couple of issues sent to email earlier because it affects the functionality of the entire group's protocol work.  He will summarize the email issues and try to get feedback, in this meeting, on the functionality issues.  The security group needs to get a handle on what it wants before the architecture is designed.

The first issue is Group vs. pair-wise security. - Reference: email from Singer, Friday 11:26 AM.

Issue - if and when we implement payload security, the question arises whether we want to set up individual relationships or whether the protection protects the whole group and all the members have access within the group.  Do we want the transmissions able to be read by anyone on the network?

Gubbi asked what applications would we have in mind.  A home network and most networks should be able to hear what's going on.  Rasor said this is what .11 does group security.  Gubbi asked if we could do something in between.  

Rasor clarified that we don’t do Digital Rights stuff.  

Singer tried to draw a parallel between wired and wireless worlds.  If you send an email to someone else, is it OK for others to also know about it’s content.  Rasor thought if you cared, you would do end-to-end security on the email itself.  Gubbi thought that if we do as good as wired security, it would not be sufficient.  

The idea is some kind of strong association and authentication policy that will be stronger than the wired world on top of association process.  If we got through the process, is that enough to get you into the communication in the piconet.  Gubbi thought that a group key would be OK.  Singer thought that was consistent with what we wanted to achieve with the help of other methods of security.  

Rasor suggested that securing each contact (each node to node session) would be difficult to Key-manage.  Association controls how gets in and out cryptographically.  Beyond that, it would take the entire call to take the entire time.  Rasor invited questioners to the security call at 3 EST and the minutes for info.

In the model that we are describing, it is a public key system and others have to learn the public key. It doesn't not provide a means to type a number into the devices and use that to create the public key.  Is this an important user experience that needs to be allowed?  Rasor - could we do one or the other?  Yes but the smaller the problem we make, the better our chance of getting this done simply.   

Allen described his product needs, "Don't ask the customer to do anything".  Singer summarized we'd pick group keys and manufacturer keys but leave room to implement more later.

Barr wanted to keep in mind we need a key but do not have to specify how it gets into the device in the standard. 

The discussion of where security and applications add security we're discussed.

12:30 PM

Bain was questioned about the status of 01/435r1 working on definitions.  Allen will work with power management to word the definitions. 

Huang will open his document and prepare.  In the mean time we will work on the issues list.

Item 368  Re: frame length in section11.4.4,  Table 76, in D07.   Gilb said it was changed already.  Closed in D08. 

Item  369 is same clause.  Eleven bits gives a different number of bits than shown.  Glib said originally we could send 2048 but we only encoded to 2026 bits because it included the FCS (frame check sequence).  There was a Bytes of Payload discussion about clause 7.2 references.  Need to fix 11.2.7.  We need one more bit to fix this, which is part of the problem.  The solution is to change Section 11.2.7 to match max. frame body size.  Gilb will change example in section 11.4.4 table 76 in D07, so that for a zero byte frame body, there is no FCS. Closed in D08. 

Item 379 - Is this hex or binary.    0X is hexadecimal, and 0B is binary and will be changed- Done.  

Item 371 - Fame body length is wrong term.  Shouldn't it be an MDU length?  It doesn’t currently include the MDU elements anymore.  Withdrawn.

This completes the Frame questions so we will start with Huang's document 01/481r1 and discuss the changes that were made. 

The big change in this document is that is uses the ADAD to come into the neighbor network, and once recognized, it will save one of 3 addresses reserved for neighbor addresses.  Those are 0xFA, FB, FC

There are changes in the document to carry that through, like item 4 no longer needs a special channel time request, so it behaves like a normal device. 

Item number 5 was text to explain some of the fields.  In figure "RR" was in color, and is now black and white.   And he also fixed the timing diagram in revision r2.  With the addition of two neighbor ADADs, the text was fixed in two places.  

There was an action to also add text for the MLME primitives for the Neighbor and Child primitives.

Heberling has document number 01/410 for his list of primitives.  We still need a lot of primitive help. 

Figure ZCZ has a number of records or number of devices on other elements.  Gilb challenged the need because it is implied in the length.  The text for the ID's will also be added or cross-referenced. 

Stream_ID has been renamed Stream_Control.   

There was a discussion of what text to use to describe section 5.  "Shalls" for example, should be avoided.   "needs to", "is able to"  are better terms for clause 5. 

Section 7.5.19.3 Figure YZY:  Heberling asked what is a Type ID.  Bob did not know.  It was taken from a piconet description.  It is a piconet onto itself and therefore has its own piconet description.  Huang will fix it rather to take group's time.  It will also include reviewing his "wills and shalls". 

1:07PM   Moving on to Guard time issues. 

Item 334 - Guard Time in D06 is the issue.  This is still open.  The description does not have guard times.  Gilb asked Shvodian if it is necessary.  It either needs to be added in the picture or in text.  "Leave it open" was the recommendation from Gilb.

Item 335 Interleave spacing.   In .11, there is a diagram that shows the relationship between beacons and inter fame spacing.  Shvodian questioned if the conclusion was ever reached.  Gilb thought it was reached. We just need a diagram.  Heberling volunteered to make a Viso timing diagram.  Gilb suggested it be simpler than the .11 diagrams.

Schrader asked questions about the time.  He just wanted to know what was decided because it affects his text.  Will the beacon length be too long if it is added in?  It would go from 6 to 8 bytes.  Impact reduces slots by 30%.  We don't know if that has been done in the standard. 

Shvodian will ask Gubbi for the text by email about whether the guard time was fixed or variable.

Max number of CTAs is 252, and we could concatenate more.  Heberling will go back to the minutes to see what we agreed to.  Bain clarified the draft text on page 7.4.11 page76.  The limits of this were discussed and whether it's what we agreed to earlier.  

Item 399 was assigned to Gilb.  Bain suggested we don't want to fragment the beacon because it might get complicated.

Item 336 is also an 8.3.1 clause on inter fame spacing.  Why does the Beacon need RIFS.

Gilb agrees it is not right and fixed it in D08. Closed. 

Item 411 - Information elements 7.4 in Draft 07.  The information element MSB LSB in not clear.  The requester asked that the MSB / LSB indication be added to all information elements.  Gilb said that the LSB is always first, but Shvodian said we should add that LSB be to the left of the diagram.  Gilb agreed. 

Heberling said that ETSI and other standards add LSB and MSB in the tables for each element.  Gilb thought that would be difficult to do and could be handled by text up front.  Send LSB first.

Gilb suggested we add a series of figures showing different versions of MSB / LSB for different types in the beginning.  Heberling will take an action to do this.  The item stays open.

Bain brought up another issue about bit map bit order in table 7.5.6 and 7.5.7.  This will be hard to define.  We left it as an open issue for the information map.  The cross-reference is probably wrong as well.  Schrader suggested that just a bit and octet sequence should define it.

There was a discussion about the bit map and easier ways to do it.  This became item 425.   We can do this in Austin, but Bain will take a crack at a recommendation to Gubbi and get his resolution.

Item 415 - MTS and implications of eliminating the CAP and the impact on MTSs.  Shvodian has this one now.  We can do this in Austin.

Item 416 - Association and uplink MTS delay - is it needed?  Shvodian accepted the action.  

Bill asked what the direction of uplink MTS was.  It is from DEV to PNC.  Bain suggested that this fits in to the overall connect time discussion and the parameters.   The target time is one second or less.  Shvodian suggested this could be tough.  We have not defined it yet. 

Item 418  MTS.  This is in there and just needs a little tweak being done by email.  It is assigned to Shvodian.  It will be made clear in Austin.

Item 419 - 256 bits is too large a number for the contention window.  Gilb suggested it should not be smaller than 128.   Gilb withdraws this item.   

Starting number for the contention window is 1 or 2. 

Gilb asked for a reference for slotted aloha.  Shvodian (and Schrader) to provide.

We will move the Scan topics. 

Item 372 Clause 6.2.1 - Piconet ID (PNID) is two octaves and is not the MAC address, which is a 6 byte identity.  It is not the right description.  The suggested text is available and the changes made in D08.  Gilb questioned how do we define a generic PNID.  Gilb suggested it be added to the Scan request and is related to Item 317.

Item 373   Table 6 is not correct.  Range, DEV ID, and other things needed fixing.  Heberling had already suggested a recommendation.  Gilb will have to look at the comments and do surgery, and Heberling will make sure his recommendation is up to date and more text. 

The status Summary was requested:

61 open

130 closed

6 withdrawn

24 written.

Associating authentication and security are 26 of the open items. 

Adjourn at 2:00 EST.

End of Revision 5

Thursday, November 1st
Attendees:

Ari Singer

James Gilb

Mark Schrader

Jay Bain

Al Heberling 

Bill Shvodian

Bob Huang

John Barr 

Called to order at 12:05 EST.

Schrader was not on line yet so we started with Huang's updates to document 01/481r1.  The 

Child network would have a PNID and he is revisiting it in the document.  He also said he passed on some edits to Gilb, and added message sequence chart.  Also, we need to add the MLME data and rev. the document.  Maybe the child should have a separate ID.  This will be done next week for review Tuesday, which in turn requires a rev. 3 by Monday (01/481r3).

Gilb asked if Huang to carefully looked at Shalls and Mays in this revision.  Huang did but he did some changes but needs some quiet time with Gilb to talk about the conventions.

The following was offered:

Shall have to be done (e.g. needed for interoperability)

Using Must is a no-no, it logically follows and from a shall

A May is optional

A Should is a recommended practice.

Will, needs to, is able to, for general discussions and descriptions 

Gilb has not merged the daughter network text because it is in a state of flux, and asked, "What if D08 goes out without it?".  Bob would like it in and will fix the shalls and mays send it to Gilb before Friday.

D08 is released scheduled for release by Monday at the latest.

Heberling asked Schrader about the status of 01/485r1.  A lot of changes were made.  New definitions were done, but are not sent out yet.  A state diagram was made.  Mark will rev. 01/485 and include a state diagram.  Heberling asked that it be sent out when done and give us at least a day or two advanced notice.  Friday is the expected ship date and Tuesday will be the review day.

Heberling asked what documents are relevant to EPS.  Ans:  01430r1 is relevant.  Bain's 01/430r1 is already in D08.   01/429 was the graphical support.   The message 01/488r0 is the Message Sequence Charts (MSC) and is a .pdf.

Heberling asked, "Where are Mark's message sequence charts".  Not in a form useable by Gilb yet.  Jay will try to convert them for Gilb.  Document 01/315r4 is the other document.  It is a good overview, but it is technically outdated. 

The grammar is being improved.  Bain asked Gilb to call him with any questions about definitions, and how to take care of definitions out of clauses 6 and 7.  This level of editing and moving things aroung won't be done this time around.

12:23 PM  Started issues using document 01/374r5.

Item 384 - clause 6, primitive - 07, page 37.  Is there consistency between this and other clauses?  He discovered that Beacon Period should be renamed to Channel Scan Duration.  Also, get rid of PHY parameter set.  It needs channel list, channel scan duration, capability information element, need to be added.

Allen asked if there are any standard ways to do titles of parameters, signals, and so on.  Constant numeric values have an "a" in the front.  States should be all caps when a place holder.  Variables have to be one word, what ever we want.  

It was suggested the use of the terms "Awake" and "wake" needs to be cleaned up.

Gilb asked why some of the parameters need to be passed between the MAC and PHY or passed down.  These are management elements that come in from the outside and are assumed to be passed into us.   

These need to be cleaned up.  Clause 6,7,8 consistency is the goal.

These parameters may be passed as items rather a larger table.  Power source is redundant now and perhaps Max GTS and Dev ID

Gilb agreed with all but Dev ID.  

Heberling said that Bain asked for Message Sequence Chart (MSC) for setting up a piconet.  We wanted to decide next week, how it fit the agenda for the Austin meeting

Who does text for Item 384.  Gilb took it. 

Item 385 is related.  The table gives the parameter name, type and valid range.  Remove incorrect and add missing ones and definitions.  Section 6.3.9.1.  The PNID is 2 octets. 

Gilb will purge Bytes and replace them with Octets.  How big is Channel Scan which is extended to be Channel duration.  IT is an integer in milliseconds. 65 seconds is the max.  Max super frame is 50 seconds.

[Ed. Note -check the max. value].

The range will be from  0 to 6 5535.

PHY parameter list is kept just to collect parameters like channel list, power level. 

Heberling was asked to provide Gilb with updated items for item 385.

Item 386 - Should have a "no channel available" message added.  If all of the scanned channels busy, the result is this error message.  Allen asked how a UWB system would know if the channel is busy or saturated.  No comments were offered.

Item 268, Reference from frame format clause to 11.x.y.z clause.  Was it ever defined?  No.  It is still open, but straight forward.  Will be done for D08.

Item 351, Synchronization issue:  We changed the referernce point for t0 (time zero) and it need to reflect the change to move it back to the start of the beacon preamble.  It moves from the End of beacon header to the beginning of the beacon header.  Schrader asked why does one want to it that way ,  A short discussion ensued.  It was agreed to and then fixed in Section 8.4, in three spots and the figure was updated.

Item 354 - is the connection and association time out periods the same?  Is it consistent with the power save timeout parameters?  This proposal never came.  It was related to heartbeat.  We need two timeouts but only one is currently defined. We'll have to go back through minutes to find it.   Allen searched the reference 01/425 ad hoc minutes.  Looks like it dropped though the cracks.

Gilb found the reference, but it is used incorrectly in clause 8.2.5.  So we were going to change the name in 8.2.5 because the rest looks OK.  ATP should stay as a disassociation period.  And the other about how long a DEV has to wait for a response.  Fig 53 of D07 does list a term for that is aAssRestConfimTime.

There was a discussion on data type it was.  We left it as a constant.  How long can the piconet think about it.

This item is still open.  There are three parameters here and we need two and we need them to be consistent.  Schrader accepted the task.

Item 252, is withdrawn by Shvodian

Item 253, is withdrawn by Shvodian

Item 353, time accuracy.  Section 8.4.1 - the timer accuracy was modified to say, "25ppm".

Item 367, Is the text for TPC in clause 8.13 yet?  Bain says it is in clause.  It was closed.  

Item 392, The MLME transmit power control text is still open.  Heberling will take a look at it.  Gilb didn’t thing that higher layers would want to deal with this since that TMP terminates in the MAC.  Heberling will check with Rick Roberts and Raju Gubbi.

Item 266, Heberling asked if we have a TPC element.  We do have it in D07.  This is closed. The PS element is still open.

Item 295, Time Unit. This will be replaced with microseconds or milliseconds as Gilb sees fit. 

He will note all the changes so it is easier to review. 

Item 243, This is about protocol version field.  Heberling suggest that the receiving device tell the PNC of a higher protocol number, that it is a lower version so it can still work. 

It was suggested that the rev number only revs when things are broken.  It was seen as a good idea.

What happens if the PHY changes - the MAC version is broken anyway.   How does it work?  It looks like it breaks stuff.  Heberling will think about it or Gilb suggest to make it a "may or should".  

Issue 246,  Put it in the clause now and move later.  Issue 246 Clause 7.2.2 Should PNID stay constant for multiple instantiations of the piconet.  Thoughts?  May belong in Clause 8.

Replace instantiations to instantiations of the piconet by the same PNC. (Ed. Note - is this clear?)

It was asked if all of the open items were assigned to people so we went through the open ones.

Item 389, MLME hand over is now Heberling's in doc. 410r0.  It will be available early next week

Item 391, MLME repeaters  He will also address MLME probe request,

Issue 300 was a proposal to change the name for retransmission request to delayed acknowledgement.  No objections.  Section 7.2.5.0.1 retransmission request.  Gilb asked if there was an email about this earlier.  Gilb suggested a change and is prepared to make it globally.  Gilb gets the action. 

Bain, did we ever agree to allow a device not to be a PNC?  It was an issue in July.  It should be in there that a device can be specified that it can not allowed. Gilb thinks this was adopted but is not  real clear.  Need text.   Bain will resend the text.   

Gilb found the text mentioned earlier and accepted the text.   retransmission request is not delayed-ACK  Retransmission sequence resync is now renamed to transmission sequence sync.

The only other open items area association and security.  

Issue 339, is multicast, and there is not mechanism for that.  Gubbi had said it didn’t matter because upper layers can do it by requesting channel time, so Bill will withdraw it.  Then he asked how do to it with if the PNC gets a stream.   Bill will reconsider whether he will withdraw it after he reviews the cases. 

Heberling declared the meeting adjourned at 1:53 PM EST.

End of Revision 6

Tuesday, November 6th

Attendees:

Bill Shvodian

Mark Schrader

Jay Bain

Jim Allen (acting secretary)

Allen Heberling

Bob Huang

Ari Singer 

Rick Roberts

Agenda:

Roll Call

Old Business:

EPS & CTA   as spelled out in 01/485r3  M. Schrader

EPS MSC     as spelled out in 01/488r0

PowerSave text already in D07 ( original source text 01/430r1)

ATP, aAssocTimeOutPeriod, aConnectionTimeOut  - M. Schrader e-mail 11/5/2001

Parent/Child Network as described in 481r1 and r2  B. Huang  status?

D08???  Gilb-meister

Status of Assigned Open Issues( see attached 374r6 OI-List-Srtd)

Akahane-san

Bain

Gilb

Gubbi

Heberling

Rasor

Roberts

Schrader

Shvodian

Singer

Open Issues:

See attached 374r6 OI-List_Std for still open issues

New Business:

Schedule for next week

Attachment: <01374r6P802-15_TG3-Draft-Open-Issues-List.xls>>
Minutes:

Called to order at 12:01PM EST

Huang updated us on doc 01/481 child text.  Still has a typo.  He read Gilb's input, but he may not be able to respond in time for D08 because a plane trip he leaves for in a few minutes.  Bob is concerned that the "neighbor" would come into a net without proper security.  There was some concern how to handle the addresses and he needs to think it out, but won't have time.  Gilb's suggestion does, however, look reasonable. 

Document 481r2 is posted.  Allen will post r3 today while Bob is traveling. 

Now we moved to Schrader's email on time out intervals.  Email reference (11/5/2001, subject: ATP, aAssocTimeoutPeriod, aConnectionTimeOut).  Schrader said it was only mailed to Heberling, not the exploder.  It was a resolution to Heberling's questions and the question was if it needed to be put in the issues list.  The acronym ATP and the paramter aAssocTimeoutPeriod are used correctly for the association process.  Schrader will make the text more clear, and to publish it.  As a group, we should look at the max value to make sure it is large enough for the longest authentication interval.  Mark will bring this up again that the right time.

Connection time out:   This is the device monitored heart beat for the piconet coordinator which could be set to the heart beat by the coordinator.  So the device listens to the beacon, and it doesn't hear the beacon by the end of the interval, it assumes the DEV lost association.  The PNC can also use this to determine if the DEV is gone and that is need to be added.  The heartbeat of the DEV is not defined yet.  We need one and we should make it symmetric. 

Bain stated that the PNC will time out and disassociate a DEV.  A DEV needs to send any kind of message to keep associated.   Also, power save can extend the disassociation to a multiple of this timeout.

Schrader asked, "…is it not appropriate to have it listen to the MTSs or the CAP?"  It has to listen to the CAP.  He thinks there should be a specific command related to heartbeat.  Shvodian questioned the need for both a command and a process.  Mark is concerned about what do you send to keep associated if you don’t have anything to send, Especially, Shvodian underscored, if it requires a response.  Null commands might be bad per the .11 experiences. 

Schrader suggested that if we don't have a command, then we should.  

Heberling suggested this be discussed with Item 235 Akahani-san's proposals.  Bain asked if Akahani-san knows he has open action on this.  Heberling will send him an email asking for an update and discuss the agenda for Austin and whether it will  [Ed Note: Al, CC: Huang just to keep him in the loop].

If you don't hear the beacon, you declare you are no longer associated and try to re-associate.  It is in D07, if you can find the reference by scanning for the aConnectionTimeOut parameter.  

Heberling restated that we will discuss again later in conjunction with Akasani-san's document

We moved to document 01/485r3.  

Schrader said that Bain thought several definitions could be deleted such as:  Wake duration, Awake, and maybe "powered".  First, the section  8.12 needs to be reviewed.  

Heberling said one definition used sleep, was "sleep" defined?  Is "active" a state?  It is a Major state or a mode per Schrader.  

EPSNext replaces EPSPhase.

Heberling asked if there is agreement between state names and the definitions.  Bain: "Better be, we worked hard at it."  

Action : Bain/Schrader : WakeSuperframe definition has to be added.   The table entry "   no slot, Just wake" eliminate the words "Just wake".

EPSNext is 4 octets may not be clear in the text and charts.  If the variable is 4 octets, but if there is no end time, just the LSBs are used. Schrader and Bain to make sure it is clear.  Editorial comment: StreamID is now StreamIndex. 

Heberling asked if there were any more comments on 01/485r3 ?  How about document 01/488r0?  Bain sent the Frame to Gilb.  Heberling asked a few questions about the drawing.  At any place the DEV is not able to receive the beacon, the arrowhead will be removed in the diagram.  Barr helped simplify by making sure anything that is done or can be done at an upper layer is taken out of the MAC.

Started action item status 01/374r6

Bain -  Items 403,404,405 - they are all related and was waiting for the probe command text.  EPSSet and EPSStatus have to be added.  Bain wanted to get some comments about section Clause 8.8 for probe request a probe response delay breaks  because it does not take into consideration , the EPS delay.  The intent is to have the text in Austin.  Item 13 - MLME power management request  - needs to be updated for the new EPS mode.  Bain says we need to know how the messages are moving between the DEV host and the MAC via the MLME.  Bain asked if there was a list (doc 01/410) available yet.   Heberling - probably be done Thursday. PNC handover may be changing so it may not get in this time. 

Bain is looking at a series of proposals on this topic.

Item 177 Remote makeup. Is in doc.  01/430r1 for D08

Item 424 is also in the same related set as 403,404,405.  The most resent document was 485r3 has a clear indication of CTA but were there any information elements that were affected.  Yes, the probe sequence messages are affected. 

There was a lot of discussion around the 403,4,and 5 issues and status.  

Heberling needs to send out document 01/410 today to ask for input on the impact of EPS from Bain and Schrader.

Gilb, Gubbi not on line so we skipped their actions.

Heberling - Still have to come up with value for the hand over duration, Item 333.  This will probably fall out with item 384, coordinator handover issues.  Item 335 - still have to do the diagrams.  Item 170 will be addressed by document 01/469 regarding priorities for data types.   Item 392 just needs to be written (MLME repeater) and will be part of Documents 01/410.  Item 373 and 385 parameters were recommended to Gilb by email.  Item 168 MLME on Stream commands in document 01/469 and item 357, and 358 are still being worked on.  Item 52 is being addressed in document 01/469.  Item 243 needs to be checked with Gilb (re. Revision control).  Item 411 was LSB/MSB diagram for information elements.  Item 312 about stream management rates is in document 01/469.  

Rasor has a bunch due on security.

Schrader:  item 496 - what are the min. limits on slots, and what the min. channel time should be.  What should the channel time request block for QoS.  Item 36 on GTS needs more information and can be done by answering whether we can have beacon information elements that can be ignored.  Mark thinks we decided we could, but it sounds dangerous.  Mark thinks it is covered but wasn't sure, and Shvodian talked about his recollection.  Mark thinks that the standard could allow it and will write up a response.   Are all info elements needed in the beacon, the answer was no.  Item 354 was just addressed by the email.

Shvodian:  Item 338 - Need a document number to document the conclusion.  Item 230 This was put in email and should be incorporated.   This is a duplicate of 262.  Item 229 DES mode bit is probably also a duplicate, so is 230, but a different section.  It is withdrawn and is in D08.  . Item 248 needs to be re-looked at in D08.  Item 415 is due in Austin.  Item 416 is the same thing (doc 476). Item 418 relates to MTS.  Doc 476 will have an addition of this as well.    The MTS and EPS interaction was discussed at length.

Heberling suggested Bill, Mark and Jay discuss this off line by phone.  The target is to discuss this Thursday.  Item 339 - no multicast stream mechanism, and Shvodian thought we would do this at upper layers.  We don't have the MSC set up even though the addressing is set up.  This three way party set up has to resolved.  Item 421  Static vs psudo static GTS.  How will it appear in D08? Answer:-both are in it.  will be part of document 01/476 which needs to be updated to remove static.  

Singer had an action Item 420 was to propose a random number generator method.

We have only 41 open items.   Withdrawn - 8,  Closed - 132 , Open- 41 Assigned wasn't in the spread sheet sum, so up so we got to redo these numbers later. 

Still have association to clean up.

Now we discussed unassigned items.

Is there any security in Draft 08. - probably not. 

Item 409 - Channel time request has a few things.  Is 0 slot duration a rejection?  Channel time grant is not done yet.

Heberling will ask Gubbi if he will be in Austin. 

Item 387  Heberling will take this one. 

Item 412  Shvodian will write this up using the Stream source vs the originator

Item 255  Shvodian still have the question, but it needs to be assigned to Gubbi.   Heberling to ask for input from Gubbi. 

Item 395 - Need an MLME request.   This is probably a duplicate but will be addressed in doc. 01/410 - Heberling takes it.

Item 396 Coordinator selection  - Shvodian would like to withdraw it, but we left open pending some more thought

Item 383 Disassociation.  -  Seems that sections 6.3.7.3 and 8.2.6 are inconsistent.  A recommendation was made to leave this open for lack of time.  We haven't discussed this issue yet.   Bill things this should be withdrawn as being done already.  Heberling/Shvodian will look at this and withdraw it if already done. 

Next call is Thursday to catch up on the assigned items. 

Shvodian asked about all the open issues we still have.

Bain wanted to set the agenda for connect time discussion.  Bain is uncomfortable doing it without doing security first.  The goal was to stay within the 1 second associate to connect time to payload deliver time  

Bain will ask Heile for a number to outline the issues that need to be resolved.  

Heberling to set an agenda time for Austin on Thrusday.

Document 01/374r7 will be out before Thursday. 

Adjourned 2:06 PM EST. 

End of Revision 7

Thursday, November 8th

Attendees:

James Gilb

Ari Singer

Allen Heberling

Jim Allen (acting Secretary)

Bill Shvodian

Jay Bain

Darrell Diem

Schrader Mark

The agenda for our meeting is:

Roll Call

Old Business:

Status of Open Issues( see attached 374r7 OI-List-Srtd)

What is plan for next round of comments?

Status of D08

New Business:

Schedule for next week:

Presentations:  Who has presentations and how much time?

Adjourn

Attachement:<<01374r7P802-15_TG3-Draft-Open-Issues-List.xls>>

Minutes:

Called to order 12:02PM EST.

Singer asked about document and parameter conventions.  Heberling and Gilb responded

Agenda item 1: Status of D08.  It's out and ready for review.

Allen first needed to asked what is the what is the status of security.  Singer offered that he thought it was taking form and the details would be worked out.  He wasn't able to comment on the status of the text.  That is Rasor's to decide.

Heberling:  What is the mechanism for LB comment and what should it be?. 

Allen asked what Shvodian thought a good comments recording process would be based on his experiences, so far.  He suggested that a database may make it easier, perhaps using Excel as an input method.  That would require someone to set up the Dbase, and might be easy but he doesn't make a recommendation. 

Allen said he would like Alfvin to manage the database so the technical team could focus on the details and their products.  He mentioned that Heile, Alfvin, Gifford, and the TG4 team will discuss it next week, and try to use the same system. 

A number of suggestions were made.  The summary is:

· Comment recording will be oriented toward technical, and editorial comments can be faxed or mailed to Gilb if the submitter doesn’t care for a response.

· We will use document form 01/373r1 for inputs.  Heberling will send out the form again. 

· If the comment is too large or not compatible (e.g. figures) with the spread sheet, it will be put it into a document and a number assigned. 

· For D09, a final formal method will be determined.  Since it is not available now, the above will be used.

Bain and Schrader have two documents to review in Austin:  01/503 Power management proposal for Austin, PPT,  Bain  and 01/504 power management proposal text for Austin, .doc,  Bain.  Bain only needs 15 minutes for PPT.   

Heberling will schedule these document discussion and CC: Barr so Barr can update the agenda 

Heberling will have Doc.01/410 and it needs about an hour.  Missing MLMEs.  Document 01/469r3 has already been scheduled (QoS).

Schrader asked that if you brought up a solution in an existing document, can you update it with a solution and revise it?  Yes.  Document 01/328r1 will be updated to r2 to addresses an open issue.

Document 01/502 from Shvodian reissues assigned to him.30 minutes  

Heberling- do we have to update the schedule.  

Schrader said he needs 15 minutes. 

Status:  Open issues:  we have 34 that are open, 76 assigned, 31 written, 10 withdrawn, and 132 closed.

Gilb asked if the submitters for the 30 written issues were on the call?  Some were.  Gilb suggested we email them and ask them to verify that their comments are addressed in D08 so we can close it.  There may be a few partial open issues. We'll handle during the D08 review. 

Heberling summarized that he has three emails to go out: the 01/373r1 template for issues for D08, an email having submitters check 01/374r8 comments, especially "W" comments, and confirm that their comments have been addressed and ask to for a response, and an email schedule of documents for next week to Barr so Barr can update the schedule. 

Also check "W"

Bain asked whether Gubbi sent a response to the probe request issue?  Gilb lost a month of emails so he doesn’t know.  He needs to ask again.  Gilb remarked that all things except editorial comments should be sent to the list to avoid one person having email problems.  Bain will contact Gubbi.

New Business:

Allen suggested we do our own social Wednesday evening.  Heberling suggested the County Line Barbeque South west of Austin.  Gilb thought that was a good choice.  Allen will make the arrangements.  

Allen summarized the WMA agenda and time change.

Adjourned until Austin at 12:47 PM EST

End of Revision 8

Revision 9 contains minor edits for document numbers added by Heberling.

End of Revision 9

Submission
Page 

James D. Allen, Eastman Kodak, Co

