March, 1994
      DOC: IEEE P802.11-94/xxx

February 2002          
 IEEE P802.15.3 doc:. 02/078r4


IEEE 802.15 Wireless Personal Area Networks(
	Project
	IEEE 802.15 Working Group for WPANs(

	Title
	IEEE 802.15 TG3 Minutes from Dallas to  Schaumburg

	Date Submitted
	[29 January 2002]

	Sources
	Jim Allen

Appairent Technologies, Inc.

150 Lucius Gordon Dr.

Rochester, NY 146586
	Voice(585) 214-2465
Fax:
E-mail:james.d.allen@ieee.org

	Re:
	[]

	Abstract
	[IEEE 802.15.3 TG3 meeting minutes]

	Purpose
	[Minutes of the Task Group interim Dallas to Schaumburg meetings.]

	Notice
	This document has been prepared to assist the IEEE P802.15.  It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s). The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.

	Release
	The contributor acknowledges and accepts that this contribution becomes the property of IEEE and may be made publicly available by P802.15.


                               Table of Contents (Hot Linked)

2Tuesday January 30,2002


3Tuesday February 5, 2002


8Thursday February, 7, 2002.


11Tuesday  February 12, 2002


15Thursday, February 14, 2002


22Tuesday, February 19, 2002


28Thursday, February 21, 2002




IEEE 802.15 TG3 Running Minutes

 from Dallas to  
Schaumburg
 

Tuesday January 30,2002

Most of the roll call is missing.   

Struik

Barr

Gilb

Alfvin - acting Secretary.

Heberling

Huang

Allen

Meeting called to order a little after 11:00AM CST. Roll call was taken.
 
John Barr reviewed the Security Suite Framework document 02071r0 authored by Bob Huang. There was general acceptance of the document except for an objection by Rene Struik indicating he felt the document introduction was not stated clearly.  Barr suggested Rene propose alternative text to be submitted for consideration.   Bob Huang would like revisions submitted ASAP, so he could re-issue a revision. Barr said the document would be finalized and distributed next Tuesday, February 5th, 2002.
 
Huang ran through the Security Suite Call for Proposal document he drafted and submitted for review.  Struik recommended the word “must” be changed to “should”.   Jim Allen suggested the text be modified to advise submitters of their responsibility to understand the IEEE patent policy. James Gilb recommended that Cypher Suite be changed to Security Suite.  Huang proposed security text be discussed on Monday afternoon (Feb 25th, 2002) at the Ad hoc meeting in Schaumburg.  Gilb suggested Allen Heberling’s new comments and proposals be reviewed on Monday morning.  Allen agreed.
 
Gilb will sort through the comment resolution database to determine the order for review.  Volunteers were solicited to work on an op/net model. Action item: figure out a way to evaluate the impact of doing an opnet model in conjunction with TG2. 
 
There was a discussion about comments submitted by individuals without voter or nearly voter status. John Barr will distribute details for the upcoming Ad hoc meeting in Schaumburg.
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:08PM CST.

 

Tuesday February 5, 2002

Attendees:

Allen - (acting secretary)

Gilb

Bailey

Singer

Bain

Alfvin

Shvodian

Heberling

Roberts

Karaoguz

Schrader

Barr

Gilb called to order at 11:05 PM EST for Barr, who had announced earlier by email that he would be late.

Comment Resolution:

Gilb asked everyone to open the email Roberts sent out today at 10:30AM EST.  This email suggests that we cross-reference any security text that comes out of the security committee work.  No on disagrees and Gilb will add the comments to document02/075r0.  [ Note: For actual comment resolution text, document 075 will over ride these minutes 'cause the secretary can't type that fast.]

Comments were made before hand on items 1725, 894, 904, 1015, 1233, 1293, and 1097 per Robert's email attached below.   Roberts accepted the resolutions.  Gilb will accept comments and mark this item accepted by commenter. 

CFP:

Barr took over at 11:14PM EST and started on the security CFP.  He asked people to look at the document he emailed and to redline it for him today or provide inputs now.

Bailey was concerned that the wording on the bullet list doesn’t match the intent of the CFP.  The concern is about the Certificate Authority.   In the numeration list, item #2 will be changed from Shall to May.  Item number #5 has the same kind of problem per Singer.  "Binding ….. to public key"  implies a CA.  He suggested removing the word "cryptographically".  There were no objections to the change.  

Allen suggested we clarify the expectations for each meeting.  It was unclear to him as the scope needed for Schaumburg as opposed to the March meeting.   It was also suggested to clarify that we want to have any new text ready for approval by March 8th 2001. 

Allen asked to clarify the comment "high performance".  It seemed a bit vague.  What Barr wants is for proposals to be sensitive to the time required to connect and to provide security at 55 mbps.   Barr will ad comments as an "E.g.".

Allen had the same issue with the bullet for Cost Requirements.  It was pointed out that some of the cost requirements are in document 00/110.  Barr wants information from the presenters regarding the marginal increased cost for their proposal and will up date the CFP.   

Allen asked if we needed a presentation time limit for Schaumburg.   A discussion followed. Singer thought 2 hours was enough.   Singer was planning 3 presentations within that period.  We left the time at 1.5 hours each.  If presenters need more, they can request it from John.  We had to set something since we don't know how many responses there might be. 

Allen asked what the result of the presentations in Schaumburg would be.   It will be to review the direction of the documents being prepared for March so we can provide guidance make March's meeting go smoothly.

Bottom of page 4, Bailey was concerned about the timing for security being spec'ed at one second.  Barr clarified his intent that it was for, "One device, one PNC".    It did not include think time for new participants.  Dan believes that total join time has to be less than a second.  Barr may say that the one-second requirement includes association and authentication.  He will reword the CFP.

Singer suggested changing:  "Allows security association …" to, "Allows processing of a single device…"

Barr will update the document from these notes to capture the spirit of these changes.  The minimum associating time is desired.  It was asked where the one second came from and Allen said it was from customer studies [from Kodak] and is in the requirements document. 

Singer also wanted a clarification on due dates.    Barr set Thursday the February  21st,  at 5pm Chairman Standard Time (CDT)

Barr asked to whom shall we send this CFP.   We’ll send it to .15 and .15.3, and Barr will ask Heile and Kerry to send it to .11i.  If we don’t here anything in a few days, Shvodian will CC: the 802.11 reflector. 

Singer suggested Barr clarify the key dates of Release date, Proposal date, Final submission in the header of the CFP, and Barr thought that was a good idea.

Alfvin has the action to send out the call contact data for next week. 

New Business:

Alfvin shared that the SG3a web site is up and running.  Roberts will be sending the new or changed SG3a email address to Alfvin for updating.

Back to Gilb and Comment Resolution:

Item 768 - Concern about the timeouts for security.  Gilb read the resolution.  Bain had a similar one, but it was rejected as being misunderstood.   Gilb asked to keep comments to this specific one, because the other comment Bain asked about was more related to Service Discovery.  It was accepted in principle to be reviewed with security suite election criteria.  

Items 1663 - Why not allow the length of 0.  Why not make it >0?  Gilb sees no harm in accepting this.   It was because in some cases you don't need a value.  Singer/Shvodian agreed. 

Items 1517 - Where is the OID?  In page 103, it's in the beacon.   We'll add security parameter ID in the association response command as suggested.  This prevents the beacon from getting too large.   "We" accepted and Bill accepted. 

Item 1513 - Accepted as it. 

Item 308, 964 - resolved by deleting some text.  Gilb and Roberts agreed with resolution. 

Document 02/075r1 will be published with this status and new actions for next week. 

Gilb and Barr wanted early draft of these minutes in order to finish their actions items.

Meeting adjourned at 12:11 PM EST.

Reference Attachment:

---- Original Message -----

From: "Roberts, Rick" <rroberts@xtremespectrum.com>

To: "James P. K. Gilb" <gilb@appairent.com>; "802.15.3"

<stds-802-15-3@ieee.org>

Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2002 10:29 AM

Subject: RE: <802.15.3> Comments to resolve on Tuesday call.

>

> James,

>

> Thanks for doc 02/075r0.  In section 1 "Comment resolution", I >assume these are resolved based upon acceptance by the >individual.  Here is my response:

>

> 894 - will accept if the following is appended to the response > in 781

>

> In clause 6.3.6.2.2, reference is made to the security >subclauses that present the details on how the challenge >commands are used.

>

> 904 - will accept if the following is appended to the response >in 781

>

> In clause 6.3.8.1.1, reference is made to the security >subclauses that present the details on how the PNC does the >security manager function.

>

> 1015 - will accept if the following is appended to the response >in 781

>

> In clause 7.5.3, reference is made to the security subclauses >that present the details on how the PNC does the security >manager function.

>

> 1233 - accept as per the response in 781

>

> 1293 - accept as per the response in 781

>

> 1725 - accept as per the response in 781

>

> 1097 - accept as per the response in part 1.c of doc 02/075r0

>

> Hope this helps speed up the process.

>

> Regards,

> Rick Roberts

> XtremeSpectrum, Inc.

> Phone: 703-269-3043

> Cell: 301-613-5016

> rroberts@xtremespectrum.com

>

>

> -----Original Message-----

> From: James P. K. Gilb [mailto:gilb@appairent.com]

> Sent: Monday, February 04, 2002 8:29 PM

> To: 802.15.3

> Subject: <802.15.3> Comments to resolve on Tuesday call.

>

>

> All

>

> Here is a list of comments in order, to attempt to resolve on >tomorrows

> call.  Whatever we don't finish, will carry over to Thursday.  >I will be

> appending to the list so that we will always have work to do.

>

> James Gilb

>

Thursday February, 7, 2002.

Attendees:

Allen - (acting secretary)

Alfvin

Gilb

Bailey

Struik

Rasor

Singer

Bain

Shvodian

Heberling

Roberts

Karaoguz

Comment Resolution:

Email from Roberts, accept for the following 892, 895, 897, 1037, 1231, 1239, 1246, 1296, 1247.

1125, 1234, 1244 – The commenter desires more information on PNC handover.

Rasor asked why are we doing comment resolution for comments that will be redone when we have a Security CFP in process.

Rene wanted to address this to the group per an email sent out a half hour before the meeting.   Gilb said we had to resolve the comment resolutions.   Rasor was concerned that the people who had comments could be asked to say "yes" and loose their chance to comment on the Re-circulation.   Gilb said that that is not the process, that votes can happen in the re-circulation.   If we find comments that we can not address until the CFP,  we will hold them.  Gilb needs to clean up the data based before March and therefore has to at least discuss each comment.   Gilb asked for comments from others.  Schrader wanted to address the comments as long as the proposal process is not undermined.  Singer said that the amount of work to get to the CFP is large and is concerned that spending time helping to resolve comments will affect his response to the CFP.

Rene said the CFP refers to 02/075r0 document and that any changes to that document could affect the time frame for responding to the CFP.   Rene objects to the continued process.   So noted by Gilb. Shvodian would like the security guys to work on security and not do resolution.    Rasor said that in that case, these look like Proforma comments, and he'll allow any resolution but will not close his comments until the CFPs are done.  He will go thought the list Gilb sent out, 02/075r1 to find his comments and resolve what he can on-line.

1131, 1137 delete security sub-clause 8.

1127   Regards to hand-over, there was contradicting language that was fixed. 

No objection to closing the three above comments. 

Item 1682 and 1689 are Shvodian security comments.   Rasor suggested that this should wait for the security results. Shvodian agreed.  Gilb asked Singer and Shvodian to review these off-line, but Singer suggested these are OK so they are marked as accepted  

Rene wanted to propose something different when the CFPs are done.  It was suggested that he make that part of his Proposal and he said it would be.

On email we discussed item 1694, which has the same resolution  (that is "accepted"), which will be address the same way as the previous items. 

547  Raju was not on the call, and no one rejected the resolution so Gilb will send an email to Raju asking for his acceptance.

1299  We have a resolution to disassociate.  Remove Authenticate is proposed.  Rene proposed a secure de-authenticate command.  No one objected to the delete de-authenticates, and it's support MLMEs and such.

1574  is Shvodian's comment.   Gilb suggested we accept as approved.  Shvodian asked Heberling if this affects his plans for association. No.  A discussion followed, including how this affected broadcast modes.   Shvodian accepted the acceptance. 

1837, 123,  Heberling suggested we back up and recover these items.  Rasor wanted to take these off line because they relate to security.  Gilb  

1798    Rasor accepted.  This is about needing the Dev. address and it IS the IEEE MAC address and therefore it's over defined.   No one opposed the acceptance. 

1679   Proposed to accept, Bill agreed, and there were no objections.  

1805   Role of the Dev's in the piconet.   This is informative.  No one objected accepting it.

1681   Rene wants to make sure there is no means to expose the private key cause that would threaten the entire piconet.   The recommendation was made to accept the comment and strike the parenthetical comment. 

1610, 1811 - This is a TR because it is a SHALL.   The resolution was accepted without objection. 

1817 - Will be done by Rasor off-line.  

1819  - Demote from a PNC to a Dev is in the draft standard but the promotion from Dev to PNC is not covered.   No one opposed the need to add it for completeness.

1821 1829, 1125, 1234, 1244 will be held later. 

1692 Singer wanted to make security suite section normative vs. informative in this section.  Gilb was not sure what it would take to do that at the moment.   The resolution is to wait until the CFPs are done.  Singer thinks this would represent several pages of normative text.  Gilb asked if it this could be an annex and there was a question if it could be normative if in an annex.  Yes, depending on its title and intent.    Deleted the word "informative".

291 - Gifford suggested we recheck the Shalls, Cans, Musts. We will accept this, especially from the TG1 experience.

583, 588, 590 - Is there any useful code for disassociation.  There were two reasons to keep it during the Dallas discussions.  Heberling discussed his recollection of "security", "over using channel time" and "channel too sever" reasons that were still valid. 

There is a different list of reasons for each reason code.   Heberling wants to argue to get rid of these "dumb" reason codes.  Only two were reasonable to send.   He withdrew the comment. 

Shvodian questioned if he really wanted to do that, as it would prevent re-commenting on the topic, and he said it was OK.  

Gilb reviews the email work that will be done.   Rasor will do his email on Security.

The database being revised during last Tuesday's meeting and this meeting will be sent out as version 6.  It will be put into the general archive for MARCH. 

Next meeting is next week is 8AM PST Tuesday, and 9AM PST Thursday.  

Meeting adjourned at 10:03 PST.

End of revision 0.

Tuesday  February 12, 2002

Attendees:

Alfvin

Gilb

Allen

Barr

Heberling

Roberts

Singer 

Kleindl

Shvodian

Bain

Bailey

Schrader

Karaoguz

Call to order at 10:00AM Chairman Standard Time.  

Ad Hoc meeting - do we have all the info you need for the ad hoc.  Allen indicated at least 4 of them would be at the candlewood.   We discussed flight details and transportation briefly. 

St. Louis graphic:

Barr said we must fill in the agenda as usual and asked if we want to do anything Monday morning or Sunday.   WiMedia may be a Sunday Activity.  The main meeting themes will be Security Suite selection and Comment Resolution.   Barr thought the overlap with SG3 was OK.  Roberts would like to have items for SG3 people done at non-overlapped times.  Gilb indicated that the overlap was OK only if there are no complaints about it like last time when we agreed to this but received objections at the meeting.    It was suggested that we ask to have the SG3 and TG3 rooms next to each other.

Gilb wanted to schedule Thursday evening and wanted a comment about the overlap agreement in the minutes.   Our priority should be TG3 comment and security resolution.

It was mentioned that TG4 decided to hole their re-circulation until March.  Barr also indicated we need to schedule time with TG2 to review our model or analysis.   No one is assigned to do the model yet.  Shvodian can't do it anymore.   Security needs to be done when everyone can attend.

Bain asked if SG3a was interested in security. Yes.

UWB has a tutorial Tuesday night.

The timing for Security was discussed.

Kliendl suggested we keep the security presentation and discussion together.

How long will the March meeting presentations be? We will review this in Schaumburg.  There was concern that 30 to 40 minutes was too short.  The security vote will be Wednesday afternoon.

Next  item:  1394 presentation:

Barr indicated that Shvodian did the right thing contacting the 1394 meeting to present.  Shvodian said that they planned to use James' slides for this.  Gilb can make the Berkley meeting, and Pierre is in the area too.  Gilb said that the SSCS area needs more work  as it is where 1394 would be implemented and he asked for help.   Gilb will work with Pierre Gandolfo.   XSI is a 1394 member. 

Allen will give input on applications.  Gilb asked for everyone's inputs.  We can finalize this presentation at the March meeting.

Allen indicated a need to get help with minutes, especially in March. Barr and Allen will try to contact McInnis for help.

Barr asked what we thought of the joint session in Dallas.  Barr will raise the issues discussed with Heile.

We moved onto the next item:

10:25 CST - Comment resolution. 

[Snip from email:]

Here is the list for Tuesday.

Also, I have heard no complaints about closing 1299 (de-authenticate

deletion) or the informal language fix-ups (304, 306, 309, 322, 323, 357,

360, 363), so I will be closing those as indicated in the emails after

the Tuesday conference call.

[Ed note:  Also reference document 02/075r3.]

Close 455   using comments from item 74  

1299 and 300 are in email.  There were no comments so they are closed.

123 - Gilb suggested closing this item with the text from document 02/060r1.  There were no objections

1664,1664,1667 - these relate to allowing a " 0" length field, like items which we closed last week. 

458 - is already closed but we forgot to do this is context. Turns out that there is a slightly different issue in this comment, so Gilb added the table to close all 3 related comments.  Not objections to accepting.

460, 1421 - 

463, 464 - closed per comments, and accepted.

902 - Definition of the acronym. Rick accepted it. 

900 There are actually several things that have not been defined.   Roberts also suggested we can close 905, 906, 909 with the same action.

459 -  ID address.  There was a discussion about what to make this.  Gilb suggested a solution that makes the use uniform and if we needed to change it later we can use a uniform replacement.  

461 - was accepted without comments.

462 - was also accepted. 

465 - was closed in Dallas.  No objection to close it.

595 - was accepted without objection.

596 - Accepted as is without objection.

597- we reviewed this in some detail.  The section was deleted and 597 provide new text. This will be reviewed later to make sure it is complete.

598 - Deleted the "confirm" part and was accepted. No objections. 

293 - The resolution was reviewed.  The additional comment was changed to change  "From" to "From".

466 - Accepted putting in the right table.   No opposition.   May be changed later by Heberling.

467 - Missing reason code - this will be held until the ad hoc meeting.  

468 - is accepted.

607, 610  470 - are all the same comment.  Channel status is the current cannel and there is not reason to pass it.    It will be deleted.   Accepted with no opposition.

469 - Accepted, no opposition

616 - This was modified and then accepted.

617 - There is an MSC needing a time out symbol.  Barr suggested that all MSCs need this state.  Gilb modified the resolution with the need to do this to all in Clause  6 where necessary.  Accepted, no objection. 

619  We got rid of repeater so Heberling withdrew this. 

621 Channel Index - Accepted, no opposition.

622 We already agreed to resolve this, accepted by Heberling, no objection.

624 - This is done in 01/410r1 and is on the reflector.  Gilb suggested we accept this.  Heberling suggested that it be put before section 6.3.19 to make the text flow.

623   Accepted with MSEs being split. 

Kleindl asked what the status was.   Gilb said at that start of this meeting, there were 1150 Ts and TRs, 450 were close.  700 left. 

629, 635, 637 - There was a discussion about the terms. Heberling agreed to try the resolution as suggested.

472, 1670 - Clause 6.3.18.1 is the relevant section.  Shvodian clarified the issue and agreed with the change in wording.   Gilb recorded the right text.  Change the wording in page 66 per Gilb's notes.   Shvodian suggested that there is a wider impact on changing this command and may create more comments.  Gilb suggested that they just changed when it is used.  Barr clarified that all we need do is delete some text and it makes it all OK.  The text will be changed to make it work.

1440 - New names were adopted earlier and Gilb reviewed it.   Shvodian agreed. 

Next meeting is:  Thursday Comment resolution will be based on document 02/ 075r4 , 11 CST 

Allen will send out notice of call data.    Barr may not be available. 

11:21 PM CST Adjourned 

End of Revision 1

Thursday, February 14, 2002 

Reference number 802.15-02/075r4

Attendance:

Alfvin

Roberts

Karaoguz

Singer

Bailey

Bain

Struik

Gilb 

Schrader

Shvodian

Heberling

Gandolfo

Called to order by Gilb at 12:11 AM.  It was delayed due to the FCC UWB meeting.

Today's notes will be excerpts of Gilb's 02/075r4 document in italics and minutes in normal text.

Gilb asked Heberling if there was going to be and SDL to address the "association is broken" comment.  Heberling said yes.  

456 (Gilb, T): Change "with which ... process" to "that is requesting the key"

Accepted

653 (Heberling, T): Add MLME-NEW-PNC information from doc 01/410r1. Suggest accept in principle, “Add the text in 01/410r1 with the following corrections: change “with which it is associated and authenticated.” in 6.3.1.31 to be “either as a result of the coordinator selection process, 8.2.3, or the PNC handover process, 8.2.4.”, change “the non-initiating DEV or DEVs.” in 6.3.1.32 to be “a non-initiating DEV.”, delete “which it is associated and authenticated” from 6.3.1.33 and change enumeration item “e) x number ... superframes)” to be “b) The required number of new PNC announcement commands have been broadcast as indicated in 8.2.3 for PNC selection or in 8.2.4 for PNC handover.””

Gilb asked everyone to carefully read this 01/410r1.  Anyone object to this?  No.  Accepted.

654 (Heberling, T): Add clause 6.3.1.34 MLME-DEV-INFO, MLME-PNC-HANDOVER, MLME-PROBE-PNC, and MLME-NEW-PNC message sequence chart from doc 01/410r1. Suggest accept in principle, “Add new MSC and text from 6.3.1.35 instead of 6.3.1.34. The DEV does not challenge the PNC to become PNC, rather the PNC evaluates the data in the association request to determine if PNC handover should happen. Also, change ‘which is currently associated and authenticated.’ to be ‘which is currently associated, and if required, authenticated.”

Accepted as is for now.  No other comments.  Heberling will have a list of things they are preparing for comment in Schaumburg. 

1438 (Shvodian, T): Should the requestor or responder choose the window size for channel status. Specifying a window size in the request will potentially force a delay of that amount of time while the responding DEV gathers the statistics. Suggest reject, “Having the requesting DEV specify a window size will either introduce delay in the response of the channel status request command or would require every DEV to keep a detailed history rather than simply a running count. While there are reasons why the requesting DEV might wish to specify the measurement window, the committee feels that the corresponding delay or added complexity to every DEV would be too much.”

Accepted in principle and will put in a mininum window size for Clause 8.12.  Gilb added "Every Dev.  maintain  channel statistics"  comment into 075r5.  No one was opposed this resolution.

1817 (Rasor, TR): Specify what happens when group structure and role change simultaneously. Suggest accept in principle. “Add the following sentence after the enumerated points in 10.3.3.1 ‘Simultaneous changes of the group structure and of the role are conceptually thought of as taking place sequentially.”

Gregg is not on the call, but Struik and Singer were OK with the recommendation.  Accepted, no opposition.

1125, 1234, 1244 (Roberts, TR), 1821, 1829 (Rasor, TR): Should changing the PNC require re-authentication (note that this does change the PSM): Suggest ?

Gilb proposed a solution earlier on this.  This will probably be resolved in the CFPs.  There was a discussion between Roberts, Struik and others.   The comment was made that security policy should be the same regardless of suite.   Gilb asked for samples of text via email to resolve this.   We agreed to do this on email.

1425 (Shvodian, TR): Do we use DEV addresses or DEV IDs for the MLME primitives and why? What is our editorial policy? Suggest the following: “DEV IDs will be used for MLMEs except in those specific instances where the frame specifically requires a DEV Address (e.g. in the association request frame). This change will be applied to all MLMEs in clause 6 to provide a uniform interface.”

There was only one negative comment on email.  This item has no affect on security.  Singer asked for clarification  for MLMEs and how they are exposed to the world and Gilb indicated the internal nature of this interface.   Gilb wants to match the MLME to the frame format.  If there is a 48 bit in the format, it will be 48 bits in the MLME and so on.   No one was opposed to the change as proposed by Gilb.

1447 (Shvodian, T): Change max number of CTAs processed to be 8 bits (i.e. a maximum of 256 per device). Note that this implies a change in the frame format as well (which has a 2 byte number). Suggest reject. “While 65536 CTAs is likely way too many and 256 may be adequate, allowing the extra byte adds very little overhead.”

This was missing a companion comment on frame format.  Gilb suggsted reject, and Shvodian accepted the rejection.

1671 (Singer via Shvodian, T): Why does the device care about the last device to authenticate and deauthenticate?  Where does it get this information? Remedy: Remove AuthenticateFailDevice (why is it called "Fail" anyway?) and DeauthenticateDevice. Suggest accept.

Accepted.  No opposition.

1731 (Karaoguz, T), 444 (Gilb, T): Remove reference to other PHY types (5 GHz and UWB) since they have not yet been approved (new PHY drafts will update this section as part of their draft). This comment was accepted for 550 (Gubbi, TR). Suggest accept.

We accepted this..

1451 (Shvodian, TR): Current Power Level doesn't belong in the PIB.  It is sent with each packet at the PHY SAP. Remove PHYPIB_CurrentPowerLevel from the PIB. Suggest accept.

Suggested removing because it is highly dynamic.  Accepted.

12:40 PM - Struik, Bailey and Singer dropped off  to  go work on security .

941 (Roberts, TR): PHY PIB values referenced, but not defined. Suggest accept in principle: “Move PHY PIB definition to clause 11.7, make it specific for the 2.4 GHz PHY. Additional PHYs will include an appropriate PHY PIB clause with any new draft. Add defintions for the three items, PHYPIB_TxMaxPower and is a 2’s complement encoding in dBm, as defined 7.4.8 and PHYPIB_TxPowerStepSize is thte step size in dB, also as defined in 7.4.8. The PHYPIB_CurrentPowerLevel will be deleted as indicated in the resolution of comment 1451.”

Accepted - no comments.

1449 (Shvodian, TR): PHYPIB_CurrentDataRate shouldn't be a PHY PIB.  It is passed at the PHY SAP on a packet by packet basis. Remove PHYPIB_CurrentDataRate from the PIB. Suggest accept.

Accepted, Shvodian accepted, no opposition.

940 (Roberts, TR): The text in line 4 claims there is a mapping between the data rate vector and the actual data rate that is PHY dependent.  Where is this mapping in clause 11.  How does this map to the PHYPIB_DataRateVector and the PHYPIB_CurrentDataRate? Suggest accept in principle: “The PIB references will be moved to clause 11.7. The PHYPIB_DataRateVector encoding is defined in 11.7 as the mapping of supported data rates to a single octet, but the cross reference to this will be clarified when the PIB tables are moved. The PHYPIB_CurrentDataRate, which is set through the PHY SAP on a packet by packet basis, will be removed, as indicated in the resolution of comment 1449.”

Accepted, Roberts accepted, no opposition

943 (Roberts, TR): Clause 11 does not list the managed object. Define PHYPIB_MPDULengthMax in clause 11 ... refer to PHY subcommittee. Suggest accept in principle, “The PHYPIB_MPDULengthMax is the same as the aMaxFrameSize and is fixed for compliant 2.4 GHz PHY DEVs. Thus the PIB entry is not needed and will be deleted.”

Accepted, Roberts accepted, no opposition

946 (Roberts, TR): Clause 11 does not address the managed objects of table 50. The PHY committee needs to add reference to the values used for PHYPIB_NumPSLevels and PHYPIB_PSLevelReturn. Suggest accept in principle, “The PHY PIB table will be moved to 11.7. Both values are implementation dependent. Will add the implementation dependent notation to the definition of PHYPIB_NumPSLevels and add that PHYPIB_PSLevelReturn is a time duration in microseconds.”

Accepted, Roberts accepted, no opposition

1696 (Siwiak, TR), 1733 (Karaoguz), 945 (Roberts, TR): Definition of the ranging item. Suggest accept in principle, “The PHY PIB tables will be moved to 11.7 and a note will be added that the ranging for the 2.4 GHz PHY is optional and that its method is implementation dependent and outside of the scope of the current standard. The encoding will be changed to be 2 bytes, with the distance indicated in cm (i.e. a range of 1 cm to 655.36 m with a resolution of 1 cm). New PHY projects will define a ranging parameter that is appropriate for that PHY.”

Gilb reviewed the comment and suggested there should also be a table (list object) of range per Dev ID.   Roberts thinks that when range is figured out, there may need to be more structure and bits for ranging which can be proposedby the SG3a.  The value format was discussed.   Allen suggested we look at the BT Position Profile.  He was not willing to do the research at this time so it will not be addressed.  Accepted as originally proposed to covert to cm only.   Karaoguz agreed, Roberts agreed,  Bain will have Siwiak send an acceptence a email to Gilb. 

147 (DuVal, T): MAC CPS SAP is not shown in Figure 2.  It is hard to understand how it fits in without seeing the relationships pictorially. Suggest accept, “The figure from annex A (figure A.1) will be copied to clause 6 as well as supporting text that describes the various layers of the model.” 

Accepted. No opposition

1456 (Shvodian): Need a MAC_DATA.confirm to indicate status in the event of a failure. Suggest accept, “WMS will submit text.”

Shvodian will add it to his text document that he is working on.  Gilb asked Heberling if he's OK with this.  He said that they need to resolve issues internal and we tabled this  for now.

476 (Gilb, T): There is only one type of primitive defined in the PHY service specification now. Delete "The primitives associated ...  sub-layer to sub-layer interactions." and connect the following paragraph to the previous one. Suggest accept.

Gilb indicated that we don't need this (bottom of Page 82).  No comments. Accepted.

477 (Gilb, T): This sub-clause is redundant and therefore really irritates the technical editor while simultaneously promoting bad habits. Delete sub-clause 6.9.3.1 in its entirety and wipe it from our minds. Suggest accept, reason “The committee would like to thank the technical editor for this enlightenment.”

Accepted.  Gilb accepted.  No oppositon.

952 (Roberts, T): Add figures to illustrate the vectors TXVECTOR and RXVECTOR. Suggest accept in principle “Tables 55 and 56 illustrate the components of the logical entities TXVECTOR and RXVECTOR. Add xref’s to these tables in the value column of table 54.”

Roberts had a different interpertation of this issue:  In what order should the data be sent.   Does top of bottom of the vector table go out first.   The resolution will be to move items from table 55 and 56, to 54,  and other changes per 075r5.  Roberts likes this change.  Accepted per the ammendment.  No opposition.

551 (Gubbi, TR), 1732 (Karaoguz, T), 445 (Gilb, T): Set the CCA detection threshold to be dependent on the TX power in a manner similar to 802.11. Suggest reject, “802.11 has a much greater range of transmit powers (from 10s of mW up to 1 W) where 802.15.3 DEVs would typically use lower TX power, around 0 to 8 dBm.”

Gilb suggested that this be withdrawn.  Gilb withdraws his comment, and hasn't seen an emial on this, and Karaoguz will resend his email and will contact Gubbi again for his agreement.  Closed.

953 (Roberts, TR): In table 55, in the value column for parameter Length, it is stated the max number of octets is determined by PHYPIB_LengthMax.  Should this be PHYPIB_MPDU_LengthMax.  If not, then where is PHYPIB_LengthMax defined? Suggest accept in principle, “Change ‘PHYPIB_LengthMax’ to be ‘aMaxFrameSize’.”

Accepted with ammendments to the tables in which they reside per item 952.

1457 (Shvodian, TR): Data Rate and Power Level should not be PIB parameters.  Rename the value. Suggest accept in principle, “Change the values to be, ‘The data rate for the packet, PHY dependent. For the 2.4 GHz PHY this is defined in 11.7.’ and ‘The TX power level for the packet, PHY dependent. For the 2.4 GHz PHY this is defined in 11.7.’”

Accepted by Shvodian, 

929, 930, 932 (Roberts, T): Change “LME” to “PLME”, suggest accept in principle, for 929 “Change ‘shall be a request by the LME to reset’ to be ‘shall be a request by either the DME or MLME to reset’. The PLME-SAP is the same interface for both the MLME-PLME and the DME-PLME.” for 930 and 932 “Change ‘The LME is’ to be ‘The requesting management entity, either the DME or MLME, is’. The PLME-SAP is the same interface for both the MLME-PLME and the DME-PLME.”

Gilb explained that these are actually two different interfaces (Clause 6.4.1) and proposed a change.  Accepted by Roberts.  No objection.

The rest of these items shall be done by email.  If they are not addressed or commented on by  next meeting they will automatically be closed. 

For Email resolution, responses requested by 19 Feb, 2002

471 (Gilb, T): Add TIMEOUT to ReasonCode valid range. Suggest accept in principle, “Add RESPONSE_TIMEOUT to the valid range of the ReasonCode in Table 30 (see comment 639).”

639 (Heberling, T): Change from ACK_TIMEOUT to RESPONSE_TIMEOUT. Suggest accept in principle “Make change as indicated and add RESPONSE_TIMEOUT to the valid range of the ReasonCode in Table 30.”

644 (Heberling, T), 473(Gilb, T): Type and valid range wrong for reason code. Suggets accept 644, accept in principle 473, “Change the valid range to be SUCCESS, RESPONSE_TIMEOUT as indicated in comment 644.”

474 (Gilb, T): The sentence "The ReasonCode ... for failure." does not belong here since it has been put into the table, so delete it. Suggest accept.

652 (Heberling, T): Change from ACK_TIMEOUT to RESPONSE_TIMEOUT on page 70, line 37. Suggest accept. 934, 935, 936, 937 (Roberts, T): Add xref to appropriate MAC PIB tables, suggest accept.

1446 (Shvodian, T): No such thing as MACPIBCFPMaxDuration anywhere else in the draft, so delete it from the PIB. Suggest accept.

939 (Roberts, T): Add the note that 11.1 is for the 2.4 GHz PHY, “... on the regulatory domains for the 2.4 GHz PHY is given in 11.1.” Suggest accept.

942 (Roberts, TR): Managed Object in Table 47 is misspelt. Correct spelling ... it should be  PHYPIB_MPDULengthMax. Suggest accept.

944 (Roberts, TR): Managed Object is misspelt. Spelling should be  PHYPIB_CCAThreshold. Suggest accept.

Ajourned at 1:13PM

End of revision 2

Tuesday, February 19, 2002

Attendees:

Shvodian

Roberts 

Singer 

Bailey

Schrader

Barr

Bain

Gilb

Alfvin

Allen

Heberling

Called to order 11:06 AM EST.

[email snip]

Agenda:

  Due date for Security Suite Presentations: 5PM Thursday (2/21) or 5PM Friday (2/22)?

  Ad Hoc Update - John

  Conference Call Cost Sharing - Rick Alfvin (?)

  Comment Resolution - 02/075R6 - James

[end snip]

Barr reviewed the minutes that showed the minute had the presentations on the 21st.  Should we move this to the 22nd per one of our emails.   Barr moved  to change the date to 5 PM on Friday. No objection.  Barr will send out the notice by email. 

Singer won't be at the ad hoc but Bailey will be there.  There are about 15 people coming to the ad hoc. 

Monday's hours will be 9am to 5 or 6, Tuesday we have two rooms, one as a Security breakout room if we need it.  Wednesday's meeting starts at 8 and adjourns at 3PM.  We can do dinner plans there.

Conference Call Cost:

The contact we thought could help us share conference call cost did not result in a useful plan.

Will there be a call after the Schaumburg meeting - now.   NTRU will host the Thursday Feb 21st  cost and will send out the call data by email.  March 7th will be hosted by Appairent.  March 5th will be hosted by Motorola.

Plenary Meeting Agenda:
Barr suggested that we'll cover this topic at the end of the ad hoc next week.

Comment Resolutions:

Gilb discussed all the email resolutions listed in page 13 of 02/075r6. Gilb proposed we accept those resolutions as announced last week.  There were no objections.

1456 (Shvodian, T): Need a MAC_DATA.confirm to indicate status in the event of a failure. Suggest accept, “WMS will submit text.”

Shvodian sent the email resolutions. Gilb asked Heberling if he agreed to the comment.  Gilb moved to accept.  No objection.

1125, 1234, 1244 (Roberts, TR), 1821, 1829 (Rasor, TR): Should changing the PNC require re-authentication (note that this does change the PSM): Suggest 

Tabled.  Struik responded with a solution, but these are tabled until the Schaumburg meeting.

1454 (Shvodian, TR): "All DEVs shall support the asynchronous data service."  This is a LAN mentality, not WPAN.  Devs can may be simplified by eliminating asynchronous data service. Make asynchronous data service optional. Suggest ?

Shvodian suggested that we delete this service as a .11 hold over.   Barr questioned the use.  We put this on hold for Schaumburg.

954 (Roberts, T): Add text to explain why the TX and RX MAC headers are passed in the TX and RX vectors. Roberts suggest: Text that can be added to clause 6.9.4  "The MAC headers TxMacHead and RxMacHead are passed in the TX vector and RX vector respectively to facilitate calculation of the HCS as illustrated in Figure 107." Suggest accept in principle, “The TxMacHead and RxMacHead are now explicitly passed in the PHY-TX-START.request and PHY-RX-START.indication. Add text to PHY-TX-START.request ‘The TXMACHeader is passed to the PHY for transmission and for the PHY to calculate the HCS. For the 2.4 GHz PHY, the HCS calculation is defined in 11.2.8.’ The ‘When generated’ text for PHY-RX-START.indication already indicates that this command is only issued when the HCS has been successfully calculated.”

Accepted as listed in document 02/075r6

1459 (Shvodian, TR): Need to specify that the preamble starts when this command is received. Specify that the Preamble starts when PHY-TX-START.request is received. Suggest accept in principle, “The current ‘Effect of receipt’ specifies that it starts the ‘local transmit state machine’, which would imply that it begins sending the preamble.”

 A discussion about this followed.  There was some concern that the implementor does this.  Shvodian did not have any specific text ready for this so we crated some.  The proposed change  replaced "local tramsit state machine" with "transmitting".  There was no objection.  This will be captured in 02/075r7.

480 (Gilb, T): The criteria given are not applicable to this standard. Change "the period indicated ... has expired." to be "the chnannel has been quiet for an aCCADetectTime period."

Accepted

1478 (Shvodian, TR): "A command data unit (MCDU) may also be transmitted in fragments, as described in 8.7."  This is inconstent with the fact that the sequence numbers from all command frames use a single counter.  Since all command frames do not go to the same destination, fragementation does not work. Change to : "Command data units (MCDUs) cannot be fragmented."

 Suggest accept in principle: “Add text to the sequence numbers and fragmentation sections that indicate that fragmented MPDUs shall have consecutive sequence number, regardless of the order of transimission on the air.”

This was modified to include MPDUs in no-steam connections.  Shvodian pointed out that the problem is unlikely, but spelling it out as text is OK.  Accepted, No objections.

1477 (Shvodian, TR), 999 (Roberts, T): Don't really need two octets for command type.  One is more than adequate. Suggest reject, “While it is absolutely true that 1 octet is sufficient for enumerating the commands, a 2 octet command identifier with 2 octet length indicator results in even octet boundaries for the fields. Changing the command type to 1 octet would require changing the command length to 1 octet, which could be too short.”

There was a discussion about preferences.  No one was oppose to use one byte so we accepted the original comment and will change all of the figures appropriately.   Barr asked how we deal with even octect boundries which was discussed.  Shvodian and Robets accepted the resoluton

312 (Gilb, T): Not all commands are allowed to be chained together.  Some shall be sent individually. Insert the following sentence after "... as shown in Figure 15."  ‘The following commands shall be sent in a command frame that contains only the command: alternate PNC announcement, new PNC announcement, association request, disassociation request.’ Suggest accept.

Barr asked if any other commands are affected.  Is there a better way to state this so that each command can tell if a command be chained or not chained.   Putting it the text, vs. a table would preserve our ability to do things in security that may not allow sending the next command until the last act is approved (like authentication)) and makes it easier to document.   It suggested  that we make a list of commands that should be sent by themselves and change the "shall" to "should".   Barr still things that the table is not necessary and just add the text.   It clarifies the intent and makes more work for the editor.  No objection  to change shall to should and reformatting the text.

970, 971, 975, 976, 978, 979, 981, 984, 986, 987, 995, 998, 1050 (Roberts, T): Explicitly provide element ID. Suggest reject, “The element IDs are uniquely defined in table 63 for all of the information elements. Repeating that definition in the sub-clauses would have the effect of defining the same thing in two different places. Besides the fact that this keeps the technical editor up at nights worrying about this, it makes the standard difficult to maintain and leads to errors in the assignment of the numbers when the order and number of information elements is changed. The current table has been set up so that both the informatin element name and sub-clause update automatically to ensure a 1-1 correspondence between the sub-clauses and the summary table to prevent potential errors.”

Gilb and Roberts discussed the email that resulted in this recommendation.   Accepted the resolution, No objections.

1002, 1004, 1006, 1010, 1012, 1018, 1020, 1027, 1029, 1035, 1040, 1041, 1045, 1047, 1048, 1051, 1053, 1055, 1064, 1070, 1073, 1083 (Roberts, T): Explicitly provide the command types in the figures, Suggest reject, “The comamnd types are uniquely defined in table 65 for all of the commands. Repeating that definition in the sub-clauses would have the effect of defining the same thing in two different places. Besides the fact that this keeps the technical editor up at nights worrying about this, it makes the standard difficult to maintain and leads to errors in the assignment of the numbers when the order and number of information elements is changed. The current table has been set up so that both the command name and sub-clause update automatically to ensure a 1-1 correspondence between the sub-clauses and the summary table to prevent potential errors.”

Added to email resolution process.

1341 (Shvodian, TR, 7.5.10.3), 1605 (Shvodian, TR, 8.16), 972 (Roberts, T, 7.4.2): Change resolution of fields to 1 us in the piconet synchronization parameters. We accepted this change in general for 1491 (Shvodian, TR). Suggest accept in principle, “Resolve as indicated in the resolution of comment 1491”

See also Shvodian's suggested that the resolutin is in document 02/100r0.  

973, (Roberts, TR): Reference is made to the "current data encyrption key (DEK)". Provide reference to the DEK details.  If the subclause is missing in clause 10 then provide the details. Suggest accept in principle, “The 802.15.3 committee is going to issue a CFP, evaluate and choose a mandatory cipher suite for DEVs that implement security.”

Accepted by Roberts.  Barr wants the the "Cipher Suite" name updeted to "Security Suite".   No opposition.

1673 (Singer, via Shvodian, T), 983 (Roberts, TR): The cipher suites are not defined according to any standard.  In particular, the IEEE P1363 standard, which is Std IEEE 1363-2000, does not contain any cipher suites in it. Recommend changing the sentence to "The OID field specifies a unique cipher suite." Suggest accept 1673, accept 983 in principle, “The reference to P1363 has been changed to a reference to the cipher (now security) suite. The 802.15.3 committee is going to issue a CFP, evaluate and choose a mandatory cipher suite for DEVs that implement security.”

Gilb explained this and Barr suggested we table this.   Gilb clarified that we need a definition of the OID but that this comment only takes it out of this sentence.  Barr thinks this is a broader committee question.  Barr suggest we table this and Singer suggested that this specific comment is still valid and the reference should be removed.  There was a discussion on scope, and when the decisions get made.  Also, the Cipher Suite should be changed to Security Suite. Accetped, Singer and Shvodian and Roberts accepted the modified text.

314 (Gilb, T): The CAP duration is not the time offset from the start of the beacon to the start of the CFP. Change "The same value is used as the time offset" to "The same value is used to calculate the time offset". Suggest accept in principle, “The CAP duration is now explicitly sent in the beacon, rather than being calculated, as described in 01/076r2.”  

Accepted as proposed.  OK with Shvodian.  No objections.

45 (Bain, T): There is no mention here of what the setting should be when MTS is used rather than CAP. Also, the xref to 8.4.2 would indicate that more would be found there, and 8.4.2 is fairly short in description. Suggest accept in principle, “The inability to send a frame in the CAP implies that it is to be sent in an MTS or GTS. Add text to 7.4.2, page 103, line 19, following ‘... sent in the CAP.’ ‘If a type of data or command is not allowed to be sent in the CAP, then that data or command needs to be sent in a GTS or MTS.’

Accepted.  No opposition.

499 (Gubbi, TR): Why should PNC increment and publish DEK? if the key is changed the key-distribution scheme should make sure all the relavant DEVs in the pcionet are informed before the change. Moreover, keys must be per-link and not global per piconet. Suggest reject, “The TG has specifically voted on using a security model that has keys that are global for the piconet rather than being on a per-link basis. The PNC issues the keys for the piconet and acts as the piconet security manager. The commenter is encouraged to participate in the selection of the security suite for 802.15.3 at the Schaumburg and St. Louis meetings to make suggestions to the implementation of security for the piconet.”

Gilb proposed we reject this because we agreed to a baseline.  Shvodian asked when and where this was agreed.  Gilb said it was discussed at two meetings including Austin, and the group present agreed to it.  Gilb proposed getting rid of this comment and letting the security team propose changes in the text.   Barr suggest we accept in principle and use the CFP process to change the text.    Shvodian suggested there is a different way to read this comment and a discusson followed.  Gilb re-read the resolution and asked for 

852 - withdrawn by email.

813 - was accepted  by email. 

Next meeting is at 12:00 EST.  NTRU will send out the contact data.  Gilb willsendout 02/075r7  tonight. 

Meeting ajourned at 12:13PM EST.

End of Revision 3

Thursday, February 21, 2002

Attendees:

Gilb

Shvodian

Heberling

Roberts

Barr

Bain 

Singer

Rene

Allen

Alfvin

Bailey.

Karaoguz

Schrader

First order of resolution is the emails resolutions due for today.  

Roberts responded by email to the group of items 1002…1083.  He agreed to these.  Gilb had added a couple of more by email.  Except for 1050, this group was accepted. Roberts looked into the email Gilb sent about item 1050.   He explained that this was a command.  Roberts accepted it according to the email resolution.

316 - Shvodian accepted. No objections.

We went back and finished up item 1050 as noted above.  This also addressed item 498.

43 - There was a discussion of whether this command was needed at all.  Bain had not given a comment about the value, but rather, assuming it was a good message, was it right.  We have data rate in the Capabilities Information Field, and there is also a table that is not needed.  Accepted in principle, Gilb wrote a response, which will be in 078r8.  Barr asked how many rates we could support.  Ans: 32 combinations of rates.   We deleted the element. No objections

318 - Accepted per 02/075r7.  No opposition.

164 - Accepted per 02/075r7.  No opposition.

1320…. Et all.  Heberling, Roberts,  Shvodian accepted.  No opposition.

1114 - Accepted by Schrader per 02/075r7.  No opposition.

997 - Roberts is not convinced it is needed.  If Mark is going to do some more work with it, it is OK with him.  It was discussed on what it was going to actually do.  Roberts withdrew his comment.

1502 - tabled for Schaumburg, until we get text. 

1486, 1487 - Allen read the passage out of part 15.249 rules.  Roberts said that the field strength is EIRP and that it also applies to EIRP.  Gilb would like to exclude antenna gain.  Roberts asked if it will be clear to the implementer.  Gilb said that the FCC and country rules override a standard.  A discussion on power, antennas, EIRP and how it is measured in different places and standards followed.   This was rejected at Shvodian's suggestion.  

165 - Schrader thinks that this should be a structure and should be in clause 7.  The document was modified and no one objected to the acceptance. 

295 - Accepted as is, no opposition.

711,712  were  repeats.  Accepted earlier.

1168 addresses the ability for a Dev to declare that it does not support power management - it is tabled for the moment.  The rest were OK for Roberts.  Heberling said that 706 dealt with cross-references, not power management.  706 is withdrawn by Heberling.  Shvodian wants to see the results of the power management proposal before resolving them.  Gilb will contact Gubbi by email with this resolution.  Shvodian will deal with all of Rofheart's comments.  Gilb asked the power management team to get their text to us ASAP.  Shvodian suggested that they look the comments as they write the text.   Schrader said that we would have text tomorrow.   No opposition.

540, 1587, 398 - There was a discussion on the strength of the wording.   Barr wanted to make sure we don’t affect the requirements.  "Exceptions to these allocations includes …." was added and the shalls or mays were removed. 

1178, 399 - Accepted by Roberts, and Gilb.

1617 - This was removed because there was no text for it.  In this comment, the DEV would be allowed to turn off encryption for a specific stream.  It can be done, but the security people think this is risky.   We will resolve this with the security discussion.  Gilb marked it as a security comment.   

324 - Accepted as is, no objections.

1505 - Gilb explained the issue and his discussion with Singer.  It is a latency tradeoff, but Heberling could not find an example within the current list where it would be used.  Heberling explained that this was similar to how Sharewave worked around bandwidth limitations.  Their radio was 4 Mbps.  This whole issue of concatenating commands is not necessary and breaks the SDL model complier.  Barr indicated that no one has made a case for any two or more commands to be used together.  Gilb said it still save time but understands the real particle issues.  Heberling suggested that requesting multiple steams might be an example but not real useful.  Other cases that were discussed were already allowed for.  The general feeling was for one command per frame.  Accepted the comment as is and will fix all references to multiple commands in the Draft. 

326 - Accepted.

327 - Accepted.  No objection. 

1475 et al - "may be ignored" is the modification to the suggested resolution.   Gilb asked Shvodian to look at the other numbers to see if they are the same.  Gilb added the note that currently commands may be fragmented. 

1507 - Gilb agreed that this is PHY dependent and should be moved and add a cross-reference.  Shvodian accepted.

1508 - Shvodian agreed. Barr asked if there was an easier way to do this?  Barr is concerned that there may be a race condition here for large networks trying to log on.  Heberling indicated that when looking at use cases, this solution might end up with a bunch of devices trying to join a net that may not want to join or wind up not being able to authenticate with this specific PNC.  

332 - Accepted, no opposition.

1509 - Accepted as written.  (Except for the rejection comment).

331 - This was part of the old "devices contending" issue.  No objection to the resolution.

334 - Accepted.  No comments.

1523 - Accepted per 02/075r7.  No comment.

1512 - Accepted per 02/075r7.  No comment.

335 - Accepted per 02/075r7.  No comment.

678 - et al.  Accepted.  No comment.

337 - Accepted per 02/075r7.  No comment.

We are out of time so any remaining items for today will be pushed to the beginning of the Schaumburg meeting.

End of Version 4
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