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Monday, February 25, 2002.

Called to order by Barr at about 9:00AM CST.  Reviewed changes of the schedule.  

First item is Comment Resolution.  The italic text is from Gilb's document 02/075r9.  We started with Heberling's email comments.   Resolutions follow the italic text.

704, 670, 671 (Heberling, TR), 329(Gilb, T): Alternate PNC announcement command and Alternate PNC pull out command are not needed. Please remove the indicated commands and their xrefs. Suggest accept 329, 671, accept 704 in principle, “The alternate PNC pullout command will be deleted and all of its references. The alternate PNC annoucement command is required for the PNC selection process that has been chosen by the TG for this draft standard.” and reject 671, “The alternate PNC annoucement command is required for the PNC selection process that has been chosen by the TG for this draft standard.”

Did not accept  items 704,  670 and  330.  The rest of Heberlings were accepted that were on email .  We changed over to the comment resolution document.

1042 (Roberts, T): No margin on information request. From Table 63, there are exactly 15 defined commands to date with 241 element IDs reserved for future use.  Yet, in the informatioin request field of the probe request commmand we only have room for 16 commands.  Increase to 3 octets to allow some growth or get rid of the extra 241 element IDs.  If this is done then in line 12, replace 15 bits with 23 bits. Analysis: the command allows the requestor to specify up 128 different commands by setting the msb to 1 and sending the binary coded number that corresponds to the element ID. However, you still can’t get all 256 possible element IDs (probably a bad idea to have that many anyway). Two suggestions, first one, accept in principle, “The probe command supports up to 128 element IDs using the binary coded option (i.e. when the msb is set to 1). 127 information element IDs should be sufficient.’ or accept in principle, “Change the information element field to be 32 (or 16) octets that represent a bit map and remove the option for binary encoding the information element ID.’

Accept  with  the change away from bit mapped tables.

1044 (Roberts, TR): So how is the MSB of the information request filed mapped (ref. Figure 50)?  Suggestion below. 1=binary coded 0=bit map. Suggest accept, “Change the two paragraphs ‘The least significant 15 bits of the ... rom its intended recipient.’ ito be . 

‘The msb of the information request field is used to indicate how to interpret the 15 lsbs. The msb shall be set to 0 if the lsbs are a bit map and shall be set to 1 if the lsbs are a binary encoding of the information element’s ID.

If the msb indicates that the lsbs are a bit map, then the sender shall set a value of ‘1’ in a bit to request the information element that corresponds to the bit position. Otherwise the sender shall set the bit to ‘0’. The bit position for an information element is same as the value of the element-ID for that information element. That is, the bit position of ‘n’ in information request field corresponds the information element whose element ID, Table 63, is ‘n’. An all-zero value in this field shall be used when the source DEV is not expecting any probe information from the destination DEV, but is providing the information about itself to the destination DEV in the elements following this field.

If the most significant bit of information request field indicates that the rest of the bits are binary coded, then the field contains the element ID of the information element that is being requested by the sender of this command from its intended recipient.’
Accepted

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 accept in principle, change ‘’ to be ‘’

Tabled until  Shvodian and Heberling have a chance to discuss this with Knut.

988 (Roberts, T): In figure 30 do two things:  1. name the last column as "slot location field" 2. Add SFNext to acronym list in clause 4. Suggest accept.

Accepted as written. No objection.

989 (Roberts, T): This paragraph references a field that contains "the least significant two octets of a beacon number". This paragraph is confusing.  Power management subcomittee needs to clarify and provide addditional references to other clauses. Suggest accept in principle, change the second sentence to read ‘For ACTIVE CTA, the SFNext field contains the least significant two octets of a beacon number, xref (beacon number), corresponding to next superframe in which an actual time slot will be allocated, xref 8.xx.’

Accepted by Roberts. No objections.

705 (Heberling, TR): Add remote scan to clause 7. Suggest accept, this was accepted in Dallas.

Accepted.  

355 (Gilb, T): The command structure is not indicated in formal language.  In addition, the introductory paragraph gives a redundant and therefore evil functional description in the frame formats clause that belongs the functional description clause. Replace the sentences "Only the PNC ... all DEVs in the piconet." with "The device information response command shall be formatted as illustrated in Figure 63." Suggest accept.

Accepted.

354 (Gilb, T): The first sentence is a redundant (aka evil) definition of the functional use of the device information request command that already is in clause 8.  Also, the AD-AD should be used instead of the device ID. Suggest accept in principle with new names, “Delete the sentence ‘Only a DEV shall send the device information request command.’ Change "device ID" to be "DEV ID" in the figure, change the field length to 2 and the command length to 2.  Change "The queried device ID is the device ID" to be "The queried DEV ID is the ID" on line 14.

Accepted

1324 (Shvodian, TR): It is not clear why a DEV would need to know the CTRBs for another DEV. Remove all CTRBs from the device information response command records. Suggest accept in principle, “Remove the CTRBs and number of TX slots from the device (now PNC) information response command. Delete the last sentence in 8.2.4, page 141, lines 7-8 ‘To facilitate fast handovers ... every aBroadcastDEVInfoDuration.’ Also, on page 143, 8.2.7, lines 40-41, change ‘is intended to help in reducing the delay in a PNC handover by enabling other PNC-capable DEVs to keep their local tables current.’ to be ‘is intended to keep all of the DEVs in the piconet informed about the status and capabilities of other DEVs in the piconet.’

9:53AM there was a discussion about why this command existed and what others might exist to handle the need instead of using this one.  This command needs to be modified and a new one may be needed.  Gilb suggested we accept this and add the other command needs to be added. The first willl send capabilities of members and their address, and the second, new command, will do the handover.   See 02/075r10 for wording.  Gilb then asked what we should call it.  This old command will keep its name and the new one will be "Hand Over Information".  It is more general than other names we came up with.   We will also remove the number of TX slots.

1076, 1077 (Roberts, T): How is broadcast mode supported? Note that this command has the CTRBs and capabilities, which can only be issued by a real DEV. Suggest accept in principle, “Delete the sentence ‘This field ... to the PNC’ since it is redundant. Add a sentence in its place, ‘This field shall not contain the broadcast or multicast IDs.’  (Page 127,line 44).

Accepted.

1079, 1080 (Roberts, T), (Gilb, T): Problems with the child or neighbor information response command. Suggest accept in principle, “This command was deleted in the resolution of comment 356 and so the fixes required in the comments are moot.”

10:00AM - we might be able to get the association presentation done tomorrow so we changed this to tomorrow and continued with comment resloution. 

Accepted.

1328, 1330 (Shvodian, TR): Why is End sequence number needed?  The start sequence number and the RxStatus bitmap is all that is needed. Suggest accept 1328, accept 1330 in principle, “Delete the sentence ‘The end sequence number ... in the RX status bitmap’”.

This was orginally from the old "retransmission request".  This is redundant but may remove the need to look at a table.  Shvodian would like to ask Gubbi for his insight.   Shvodian left a voice mail for Gubbi and asked him to call back.  Otherwise we may delete this.   Accepted unless Gubbi responds.

1329 (Shvodian, TR): The figure says Record for stream 1, 2, ...n, but you could have multiple records for the same stream. Add text that says that that there could be multiple records for the same stream. Suggest accept, ‘Following ‘... shall be formatted as illustrated in Figure 72.’ add text ‘A single stream may have multiple CTRBs associated with it.’ If 1324 is accepted, then accept in principle, “The CTRBs in the command have been removed as the resolution of comment 1324, so the additional explanation is unecessary.”

This resoution was to change the text in the figure from Record for stream-x to Record-x.  Accepted. No more objections.

1336 (Shvodian, TR): What is the CTA element set to if it is not the same in every superframe? Need to define what the CTA is set to in the chanel time grant if it is not the same for every SF. Suggest accept in principle, “The CTA in the channel time grant is set to what ever the value is for the current superframe. The next superframe may have a different value, but a channel time grant has only the values that were sent in the beacon. The last sentence of this subclause states: ‘The channel time allocations that have been announced in the immediately preceding beacon at the beginning of the CFP shall not be changed using this command.’”

10:27AM  There was a discussion on the use of CTAand it’s locations.   The question was rasied about calling out the DTS.  Shvodian will check this out so we'll accept this assuming we'll fix it.

1096 (Roberts, T), 1116 (Schrader, T): Replace the 4th word in line 51 (index) with the word "identifier". Suggest accept 1096, accept 1116, “Resolve as indicated in comment 1096.”

Accepted

1094 (Roberts, T): Figure 75 shows this field as being 20 octets wide but adding up the octets in Figure 77 we get 23 octets.  Which width is correct?  Assign to MAC subcommittee. Suggest accept in principle, “The field size in figure 75 will be adjusted to match the size indicated in Figure 77, which may change due to the resolution of other comments.”

We’ll match them in the final version because the number may change in the mean time.

1533 (Shvodian, TR): Stream management command should use the 48 bit address instead of the 8 bit address.  Even though each DEV should have the latest table, it may get out of sync.  Using the 48 bit address will prevent problems. Have stream management command use the 48 bit address. 2 options, 

a)
Suggest reject, “The DEV clearly knows 2 of the addresses involved, i.e. its own and the PNCs. Before it sends the stream management command, it has the opportunity to request the information about the target DEV if its information is stale. Also, since addresses have a re-use timeout, a DEV that has information that is fresh relative to this time knows that it either has the correct address or will find out that the target DEV is no longer part of the piconet.”

b)
Suggest accept in principle, “Since the DEV knows 2 of the addresses involved, i.e. its own and the PNCs, send both the target DEV ID and target DEV Address in both the stream management and CTR commands.”

We decided to put this off until the CTRB work is presented.

361 (Gilb, T), 1121 (Schrader, T): The action type requires a 3 bit field, not a 2 bit field. Change the text from "a 2-bit" to "a 3-bit" and re-number the bits accordingly in figure 76. Suggest accept 361, accept 1121 “Resolve as indicated in comment 361.”

Accepted by Gilb and Schrader.

362 (Gilb, T): Duplicate of 294, withdrawn

Withdrawn by commenter as a duplicate.

1098 (Roberts, TR): Figure 77 lists the QoS parameters but it doesn't implicitly show which order the parameters are sent. Add a figure that shows how to put the QoS VECTOR together and where are the MSBs. Suggest accept in principle, “Figure 77 is supposed to explicitly indicate the order in which the parameters are sent (i.e. top to bottom). However it is clear that this format is confusing and so this table will be changed back into a figure in a format similar to the other frame formats.” (This would become moot if the subclause is deleted by the CTR cleanup).

The reason it is oriented like this is that it is too long to be graphically pleasing  the other direction.  We will either make it horizontal like the other ones because it is being reduced in size, or at last resort, it will be referenced that the order is top to bottom.  Accepted.

170 (DuVal, T): What does "ReTX" mean?  It also appears on page 135, line 18. Need a definition to understand. Suggest accept in principle, “ReTX is defined on page 135, line 18. However, since this is an acronym and is not specifically defined, it will be added to clause 4, ‘ReTX - retransmission’”

This will be added as an acrynom,  Re-Tramsmission.  Accepted. 

10:56 AM  Barr announced that the document hard copy passed out was actually 02/114r2.   It was submitted to the web this morning.

1342 (Shvodian, TR): All of these parameters have use K which is 1024.  They should be small k, which according to the definitions is 1000. Change K to k. Suggest accept in principle, “The technical editor would like to profusely apologize and beg forgiveness for not changing these instances from Kus to ms in the D08 to D09 revisions. The group has adopted ms instead of Kus for this timing as a resolution of another comment by the same commenter, 1482, and resolved comments 160 and 544. The unit kilo-microseconds is improper, milliseconds should be used instead.”

Gilb had the wrong interpretation of this comment. Kilo octets should be little "k".  examples in page 145 of the draft D09 were reviewed and editorial usage of words and symbols were reviewed.  The Kus lines are changed to milliseconds.  Details of the line numbers are in 02/075r10.   Accepted.

1099 (Roberts, T): In line 18 ... in the middle of the sentence is the word "over" ... would a better word be "after". Suggest accept.

Accepted.
299 (Gilb, T), 1112 (Schrader, T), 957 (Roberts, TR): 

(Gilb’s comment) Enumeration items are incomplete in their description. In a) change "frame control, address " to "frame control, network identification, source address, destination adress "  In d) change "(FCS) which" to "(FCS), if the frame body is non-zero length, which".

(Schrader’s comment): The frame header structure is not described clearly, the CRC type of HCS should be specified, and a correction made to the specification of the FCS CRC designation. Rewrite as follows:  a) A frame header that includes the PHY header and the MAC header. The MAC header comprises frame control, ...,traffic category informantion. b) A fixed length header check sequence (HCS), which contains an IEEE 16-bit cyclic redundncy code CRC-16) for the frame header. c) ...  d) ... code(CRC-32). Suggest accept in principle, “

(Roberts comment) reference is made to a "traffic category".  This term is used just once in the whole docuement (i.e. used only in this sentence).

Suggest accept both in principle, “New enumeration list is given below:

a)
A MAC header

b)
A variable length frame body

c)
A frame check sequence (FCS).

Note that the MAC header check sequence (HCS) is PHY dependent and protects the MAC header and the PHY header.”
The simple text deletes some of the above issues.  This will be done in section 7.2 so it was simplified.  Accepted by Schrader, Gilb, Roberts.  No other comments.

1462 (Shvodian, T): "order in which they are passed to the PHY,"  is not technically correct, since the interface between the MAC and the PHY is likely not serial. Replace with "order in which they are transmitted on the air," Suggest accept in principle, “Replace with ‘order in which they are transmitted in the medium,”

Accepted by Shvodian, not other comments.

300 (Gilb, T): Requirements are not strong enough for bit ordering. Change "left-most bit is transmitted" to "left-most bit shall be transmitted" in line 26, change "a single octet are sent to" to be "longer than a single octet shall be sent to" in line 31, change "convention and is transmitted" to "convention and shall be transmitted" in line 34 and change "in decimal are coded" to be "in decimal shall be coded" in lin 37. Suggest accept.

Gilb reviewed his text changes.  Accepted, no objections.

960 (Roberts, TR): Please add the definition of a "natural number" to clause 3. Suggest accept in principle, change “coded in natural binary” to be “coded in binary”.

Perhaps unsigned binary number is a more accurate.  Change per Robert's suggestion from "coded in natural binary" to  "coded in unsigned binary".   Accepted.  

153 (DuVal, T): Where is the PHY preamble and PHY header in this figure? (no suggested remedy). Suggest accept in principle, “The PHY preamble and PHY header do not appear in the figure because they are part of the PHY frame and not part of the MAC frame format. The illustration of the PHY preamble and PHY header appear in clause 11.”

Accepted. 

302 (Gilb, T): The description of the frame control field repeats what is in the figure and therefore is redundant and evil. Change "consists of the ... and repeater" with "is used to identify the type of frame and how it is to be handled." Suggest accept.

Accepted, no objection

303 (Gilb, T): "will" is not formal language. Change "supports will discard" to "supports may discard". Suggest accept.

Accepted. Barr is concerned with the language.  If there are new commands added in a new revision and old commands don’t change, to the old commands get changed?  An old users may discard commands he can handle if old messages look like new ones.   There was discussion on the "puts and takes" and how to get it done on the next revision.  We won’t know what the issues are until the next revision is proposed.  Barr wants the text to have old devices HAVE to ignore comands it does not know so it does not goof something up.   Shvodian asked if we have an agreement that it SHALL not sign a piconet newer than it’s software revision.    Roberts suggested we send back an error message.   Barr said, what if you are a device that the message was not intended for, it would result in a bogus message.  Gilb suggested it be put into the capabilities field.  Right now, the text says you will support all lower versions and higher revision codes can be discareded.  Roberts gave an example of speakers being kept longer than the DVD device.  If newer DVDs have revisions that do not talk to the speakers, it would be bad.  

We changed the support to "shall".  We also added the protocol  rev.  field to the information element per 02/075r10.

961 (Roberts, TR): Why two Frag fields ... start and end? Couldn't the fragmentation process be signified by setting a single bit?  0=not fragmentating and 1=fragmentating. Suggest accept in principle, “Using only one bit does not indicate which is the first or last fragement of the data packet. The combination of start, stop and sequence number allow the receiving MAC to correctly assemble or discard the packet.”

Withdrawn by Roberts after explained by Shvodian.

806, 807 (Guenter, T): Clarify value of frag-start field for frames, which are not fragmented. Add additional text at the end of the first sentence e.g.: ...start of the current MSDU/MCDU, which consists of multiple fregments. Suggest accept in principle, “Change ‘current MSDU/MCDU’ to be ‘current MSDU/MCDU or MSDUs/MCDUs which are not fragemented.’

Accepted.

We are at the end of the preloaded answers for today.

1467 (Shvodian, TR): "The PNID remains constant during the current instantiation of the piconet and may be persistent for multiple sequential instantiations of the piconet by the same PNC."  "May be persistent"?  How is it determined if it is persistent?  Up to the implenter?  Do PNCs always use the same PNID? Need to describe the details of persistence of the PNID. Suggest ?

Tabled for Shvodian to propose an action .

1464 (Shvodian, T): Get rid of Delayed ACK.  This will unnecessarily complicate the MAC to implement.  We should keep a WPAN as simple as possible. Eliminate Delayed ACK. Suggest reject “The use of delayed ACK greatly increase the throughput, particularly at higher data rates. Because of this, the task group feels that the added complexity is justified by the increased throughput.”

A delayed ACK in the MAC causes buffering.   The proposal to put it in the convergence layer, moves it to a higher layer so the implementation is optional.  Both the rcvr and xmtr need to buffer.   Roberts asked what if we were in a convergence layer issue and optional for the receiver as well as the transmitter.  Shvodian suggested the packets have to be sent up in order so the buffer has to be the size of the window.  Heberling said that the 802.2 is broken getting from IP to L2 layers.  There are mulitiple interfaces for .11 so it's virtually broken and driving them crazy too.  Shvodian was willing to withdraw it.  Gilb wants to make it optional.  Barr suggested we get a team to look at it.

Tabled until Shvodian can comment.

11:54 AM  Broke for lunch.

12:52 PM  Called back to order

Began with the security presentations.  The plan is to have Bailey present from 1-2:30, Struik from 2:45 to 4 and Welborn from 4:15 to 5. 

Bailey presented 02/106r0

At the end of the presentation, Bailey indicated that every name with NTRU in front of it has IP associated with it.  He also indicated that a RAND letter will be provide.  Their business model relies on them being less expensive than licenses for the RSA non-patented approach.

2:21 PM Break

2:48 PM Reconvened. 

Rasor started the marketing part of presentation 02/114r2, Vanstone followed with the Certicom overview, and Struik will do the technical presentation.

4:19 PM CST - Welborn began presenting 02/112r0.  

In the breakout tomorrow, Huang will lead a security team meeting to discuss differences and similarities.  Rasor asked what the procedure would be.  Allen suggested that we do the brake out tomorrow and try to get as much consensus as possible.  Gilb suggested that we ballot and vote only the differences.  Therefore tomorrow will be: 

· Map similarities of all three proposals, 

· Establish Key components such ass trust model, use cased, symmetric key for data protection, public key for authentications, protection of commands, integrity algorithm for data

· Threat models

· Non -goals

· Limit the number of options for the whole group to consider.

Shvodian brought up some new business.  An important part of any security is peer review and they are thinking about hiring Bill Arbaugh to do the analysis.  Shvodian would like to see if other companies would be willing to share the cost.  Karaoguz asked about getting NIST to pay Arbaugh.  Others suggested this get submitted to a crypto conference.  It takes 2 to 4 years to get an analysis done that way.  The issue is timing with respect to the publishing date.  Rasor thought that it would be useful to contract Arbaugh because he does good work and has a good PR name.  Roberts wanted to find a way to do due diligence before it's published.  It was pointed out that it is not just the security but the entire systems that has to be evaluated.  It was also pointed out that Arbaugh, [or anyone for that matter], can not guarantee the results.  Rasor suggested that we should get two consultants or we'll have to be careful with credibility.  It was suggested that the comments can come in via re-circulation process.   

5:44 PM CST - Recessed until Tuesday morning at 8am.

Tuesday, February 26, 2002.

Attendees:
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Karaoguz

The others will be attending the security meeting starting at 9AM.

8:46AM Called to order.

1454  - Continued from yesterday when it was tabled.  Bill Shvodian withdrew this after consulting with Heberling.

1602 (Shvodian, TR), 414 (Gilb, T): aProbeResponseDelay of 8 ms is too short.  Should be at least 2 superframe durations.  But, responding DEV may have no channel time. (Gilb suggested setting it to at least aMaxSuperframeDuration.) Suggest accept in principle, “Change aProbeResponseDelay from 8 ms to 2*aMaxSuperframeDuration.” Alternative suggestion, “Change all ‘aProbeResponseDelay’ references to be ‘2 times the current superframe duration’. Since this is no longer a constant, remove aProbeResponseDelay from the table 73, page 173, sub-clause 8.16.” Suggest first option, not the second one. 

We adopted two answers to this and need to pick one.  There was some discussion on the approaches and then we accepted the second option.

1303 (Shvodian, T): Max window sizeshould be an integer number of superframes, not ms. Change max window size to be an integer number of superframes. Suggest accept in principle, “Change the sentence to read ‘The measurement window size is the number of superframes during which the measurements were carried out.’”

Accepted in principle

1049 (Roberts, TR), 1304 (Shvodian, T): Question to PHY subcommittee about which directed frames should be counted. Is it that we should only count frames from the probe response source? (Shvodian) Should specify that the frame counts was for frames received from the destination of the command. Modify the sentence as follows  "by the sender of this command from the destianation of this command." Suggest accept in principle, “Change ‘Only the directed frames intended for this DEV are included.’ to be ‘Only the directed frames transmitted by the destination of this command intended for the sender of this command are included.’

Accepted .

1305 (Shvodian, T): Specify that the frames received in error were from the destination of this command. Modify the sentence as follows:  "The RX error frames count is the total number of frames, not including Imm-ACK frames, that were received in error by the sender of this command from the destination of this command." Suggest accept.

Accepted.

1306, 1307, 1308 (Shvodian, T): This paragraph is inconsistent.  First it says the frame loss count is frames that were not successfully received on their first attempt.  Then it says that missing frames (a gap in sequence number) is the way that lost frames are determined.  However, successful retries will not show up as a gap in sequence number.  Then it says that frames with retry bit set are not included in the calculation. Redo this paragraph and remove inconsistencies so that we have a solid definition of what frame loss count means. 

Suppose there are two DEVs, the sending and the destination (relative to this command). For Imm-ACK, Del-ACK or Implied ACK, the destination DEV knows how many frames it had to retry. Only in the case of no-ACK can the sending DEV shed light on which frames were lost. Therefore this parameter should only apply to streams that are sent with no-ACK set. Suggest accept, “Replace the paragraph ‘The RX frame loss count ... by the destination DEV.’ with

‘The RX frames loss count is the number of frames in streams with no-ACK policy, not including Imm-ACK frames, that were determined by the sender of the command to have been lost. The sending DEV determines this for a particular stream index by observing gaps in the sequence numbers of received frames. These numbers are accumulated for all streams between the sending DEV and the destination DEV and sent as RX frame loss count.’

Also, change the nomenclature in this section such that the ‘sender’ is the ‘originator’ and the ‘destination’ is the ‘target’ and add text that describes this to the conventions part, 7.1, of this clause.”
Gilb explained the approach and that the text will be further modified to use the terms like Target and Originator to describe the destination  and source throught out the document.  This will reduce the confusion.  Accepted.   

1302 (Shvodian, TR): The Channel Status request command should specify a window size, not leave it up to the responer. Add channel status request window field and the appropriate descriptive text. Suggest accept in principle, “Accept as in the resolution of comment 1438.”

Resolution to 1438: “Add a sentence to 8.12 that says ‘Every DEV shall maintain channel statistics for a window size of at least the current superframe duration.’ 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.

1108 (Roberts, TR): When a DEV who wants to use EPS (the slave) asks the PNC to form an EPS set with a particular DEV who will be the "master", how does the "master" DEV get informed that he is now member of an EPS master/slave set? I'm having trouble following how all this works so I need the power management folks to help me on this one.  Refer to power management folks. Suggest accept in principle, “The references to master and slave will be removed from the draft (currently, they only appear in clause B). Other DEVs are learn about the membership in EPS (now SPS) sets via an information request command from the PNC.”

There was a dicussion about how to tell who is in the set.  Bain and Schrader explained.    It's from the inquiry request.  Roberts asked if a DEV can be "roped into" a EPS set without wanting to be in it.  No, its not possible and Bain explained.  The master slave references are gone.  Schrader explianed that EPS is a public time base that DEVs can use or not use.   Roberts accepted.

9:17AM -We are ready to have a presentation on Heberling's Association Infor topic. 

Heberling presented document 02/109r0.  Gilb asked how many pages will the SDL take.  Heberling indicated between 100 to 200 pages. 

The presentation indicated an improvement for the association process that makes it more deterministic.  Gilb summarized the proposal:  the state machine process closing item should be a message from the new dev to the PNC.  This will prevent getting unsynchronized, and the current way is backwards at the end.  With more hardware, the old method could be made to work but it would be more hardware. 

Heberling said that this is to show the assumptions and simulations to show that the current method is broken and to show solutions to fix it.  The text will come after the direction is set.  There are several ways to fix it.  Both systems are ok up to the null frame.  Sending it from the PNC is wrong. The request is nice because it contains the ID.  There was discussion on the model and which method to pick.   Sending the null frame in the reverse direction is not enough. 

The final suggestion was to accept proposal number two with an association ACK at the end.  Heberling will provide text to go with this (due Thursday before St. Louis Con Call).  Heberling will send an email out so that Gubbi and others can comment.

10:25 PM Gilb asked if we were ready for PNC shut down.   Heberling has materials but it has been a while since it was reviewed.  He will look at it today to see if he can present some of it. Gilb asked if there were a problem with the disassociate command.  Heberling said it should kludgey, but Gilb replied that it’s no slower than sending more complex mechanisms for more frames. There was a discussion about the general approach. 

10:30 AM - When we come back from brake, we'll do Stream Management or CTRs.

10:51 AM - Reconvened.

Started a discussion on CTRs.  

Shvodian read the email from Odman suggesting that recalculated CTA sub-rates that make this easier.  Schrader thought it was a functional compromise to allow sleep skip CTR intervals of power of two as suggested by Shvodian.  Shvodian suggested that he call Odman and discuss it. [Ed note: it was later accepted.]

Schrader does not want to get rid of the"wake_slot_fraction"  but the CTR interval to the power of  two.  Gilb suggested an upper limit also be discussed.   Schrader showed a draft of document 02/115r0. 

Gilb said that the last SPS slot fraction field is an error and will be corrected.  Schrader also reviewed CTR control definitions. 

Shvodian asked how do you send async. data to a sleeping DEV?  The CTA tells them what to do.  Shvodian said they would like beacons periods where all devices listen so async traffic during that time.   How do to do it was discussed.  Gilb suggested that there was a default SPS set whereby everyone was awake and maybe limiting APS is needed.  The discussion continued.  

So far, Schrader's CTR table on 02/0115r0 was OK with the change that the third bit is CTR Interval Type, value 0 is Slots per Superframe and value 1 is Superframes per slot.

We added the stream CRT control field to the CTRB, we limited SPS interval and CTR sub rate will be binary limited to 256.  The "fraction" term will be changed to "Interval".  Can the SPS Slot Interval be a power of 2? This is the sub rate of sub interval it will see if it wakes up.  Using the power of two helps spread things out - the starting beacon can be changed.

The SPS slot interval and the potential for bunch up at wake up are still issues. 

Schrader asked if we will keep bi and tri partied stream negotiation.  He agrees with Knut, but it is possible that security would have a problem with some of the proposals. We'll have to revisit this when security comes out. 

Shvodian had a thought - if the SPS interval and the SPS interval were both powers of two the difference between them would be small and the field could be reused.  Schrader is worried that it might be more confusing.  That is possible. Shvodian and Schrader will hack out some text tonight.

12:06PM Break for Lunch

1:09 PM Reconvened

1169 (Roberts, T), 347 (Gilb, T): In the sentence at line 41, a statement is made "When an EPS set is confirmed as created ...".  Add in this sentence reference to the clause in the text which describes how EPS sets are created.  I need help from the power management folk on this one. Suggest accept 347, accept 1169 in principle, “This sentence provides a redundant description of the functional behavior of the EPS (now SPS) mode. Delete the sentence ‘When and EPS set ... for an EPS set.’ as indicated in the resolution of comment 347. The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted.

1056 (Roberts, T): Better terminology. Instead of saying "place in set" how about instead "add to set".  Make a universal replacement. Suggest accept.

Accepted.

1312 (Shvodian, TR): Need to describe what each of these action types do and when they are used. Need to describe what each of these action types do and when they are used. Suggest accept in principle, “Add a sentence following ‘... for certain action types.’ that is ‘The usage of the action types is described in xref 8.13.3.3.’ The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted.

1314 (Shvodian, TR): "The EPS set value is a octet that is assigned by the PNC to a group of DEVs that share the same EPSTime and EPSNext."  Are all DEVs with the same EPSTime and EPSNext in a single EPS set? This needs to be fully clarified. Suggest accept in principle, “Yes, all DEVs that share the same EPSTime and EPSNext are synchronized in their wakeup cycle and so are part of the same EPS (now SPS) set. Add a cross reference to clause 8.13.3 to the end of the sentence, i.e. ‘... that share the same EPSTime and EPSNext, xref 8.13.3.’”

Accepted.

1316 (Shvodian, TR): This is all but unreadable:  "Since the wake time is bounded by superframe beacon location, the beacon start point immediately preceding the completion of EPSTime shall be the wake point." Replace with: "The wake point is the start of the beacon immediately preceding the completion of EPSTime."  I am putting this as a TR because I honestly don't know what was meant by the original sentence and I want to make sure I am not changing the meaning. Suggest accept.

Bain said that since we changed from time to superframe duration made this comment go away.  It was replaced with SPS Next and SPS interval. 

Shvodian got a reponse from Gubbi via email, on the suggestion that we remove end squence number. He replied that it was OK.

1317 (Shvodian, TR): "For this command, the value of EPSNext is taken from the EPSSync parameter in the MLME-POWERMGT.request primitive."  EPSSync is a boolean value.  How can the 2 Octet EPSNext be taken from a boolean parameter? The authors need to explain this. Suggest accept in principle, “Most of the description is applicable to the MLME actions rather than the frame formats. Delete the sentences ‘For this command ... building the EPS action request command.’ As indicated in the resolution of comment 1318, the MLME's for power management will be separated into command that reflect the frame formats using the new compromise proposal with the reduced number of commands.”

There was discussion on this topic.  Heberling noted that there is no "beacon indicate" but there should be.  Deleting the sentences was accepted. 

1061 (Roberts, T): Rewrite sentence as shown below: ‘The current beacon number, as received by the DME, is used to calculate the beacon number for the next EPSTime event; that is, it is inserted into EPSNext field of the EPS action request command.’ Suggest accept in principle, ‘This sentence has been deleted from clause 7 in the resoluton of comment 1317. However, this description is appropriate for clause 6 and will be added to the new MLMEs in that clause. As indicated in the resolution of comment 1318, the MLME's for power management will be separated into command that reflect the frame formats using the new compromise proposal with the reduced number of commands.”

This problem was deleted so it was accepted.

1060 (Roberts, TR): Reference to SME, Change to DME. Suggest accept.

Accepted.

348 (Gilb, T): Again, there is a redundant and evil inclusion of functional description in the frame formats clause. Delete the sentence "When an EPS set is confirmed ... for that EPS set." Suggest accept.

This was on page 124 in the draft.  Accepted.

349 (Gilb, T): The sentences "Each DEV in the piconet  using either EPS or RPS modes ... as is the priority information." adds no useful information about the frame format.  The first sentence is incomplete and is a functional definition that is already in clause 8. (redundancy = evil) The fact that mode and priority are provided is obvious from the frame format. Delete the two sentences. Suggest accept.

Accepted.

1319 (Shvodian, TR): Why should a device have to notify the PNC that it is going to be using RPS mode?  RPS just says that you can save power by not listening to GTS slots that are not assigned to you.  You will never send or receive frames in a slot that is not assigned to you, so why does the PNC need to know that you won't be listening.  Having RPS mode is an unnecessary complication of this protocol. Remove the reference to RPS mode. Suggest accept, ‘See also the resolution of comment 1172.”

There is no EPS mode anymore so this was accepted.

1170 (Roberts, TR): Add a 9th action type value. In table 67, add 9th action type value ...  Power Saving Modes Not Supported ... 9. Suggest accept in principle, “The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes. The compromise included the requirement that every AC capable DEV support at least one EPS (now SPS) set. When the PNC has reached its limit of SPS sets, it would return action type 7.”

Accepted, but Bain wanted to point out that AC supports 4 modes.

350 (Gilb, T): The DEV to PNC PS command shall only be sent by associated devices and therefore shall not be sent during the association process.  Heck, it can't be sent before the DEV is associated since it doesn't know its AD-AD yet. Change the sentence "The command ... requirements change" to be "The command may be repeated while a DEV is associated in the piconet if the DEV requirements change."

Accepted.

1171 (Roberts, TR): Add to the exisiting sentence ending at line 23 the following: If the EPS action response type is #9 (power savings mode not supported) then the DEV to PNC PS information command shall not be sent by a DEV. Suggest reject, “The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes. The compromise included the requirement that every AC capable DEV support at least one EPS (now SPS) set.”

Roberts Accepted the rejection and he will reserve final comment for the recirculation.

1321 (Shvodian, TR): Why is PowerManagementMode of 1 (rps) allowed but mode 0 (PM_Off) not allowed?    What will RPS do with EPS actions? Explain why an rps device would send an EPS action, but not a PM_OFF device. Suggest accept in principle, “The RPS mode will be deleted and therefore the PowerManagementMode field is unnecessary and will be deleted as well. There is no mode 0 since the command is only sent by DEVs that support PM, either what is now called APS or SPS. The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted. 

1322 (Shvodian, TR): Use of PowerManagementPriority to specify power sensitivity is open to abuse by manufacturers and should be eliminated. Remove PowerManagementPriority completely. Suggest accept, “With the deletion of RPS and the PowerManagementMode field, this implies that the entire DEV to PNC PS information command will be deleted as well.”

There was a long discussion about how to control the abuse or misuse of the ability to put devices is specific slots, e.g. near the beacon time vs. in the middle of the frame.  Accetped.  Additionally, Remove the power Manager Priority fields entirely from the draft, note that this changes the relsolution of 1402.

31 (Bain, T): There is a possible authentication question with EPS and switch to ACTIVE mode or EPS mode commands. The use of these commands requires agreements between peers (after association and authentication). There may be an opportunity for an unauthorized DEV to control another DEVs power use. Sending DEVs are normally responsible for the mode shift to have the destination DEV react to changes in data transmission flow that the destination is not directly aware of. I am not clear on the security mechanisms to understand if this is an issue or not. This may be as simple as adding a note in this subclause that the destination DEV may reject the operation if not setup in a stream managment command sequence. The offended DEV would then send a switch command to the PNC to let the PNC and other network DEVs know its correct state.  The intent is to not burden the PNC with filtering unless this is a simple fit into existing PNC filtering operations (e.g., CTRs are not processed unless they match to an existing stream setup). If this is simple then the PNC should reject the operation. Suggest accept in principle, “Add text to clause 8.13 that says that if a DEV is awakened when it wanted to sleep, it just sends the appropriate go to sleep command to the PNC, in essence it hits the snooze button.”

Accepted.  Schrader has something on his tripartide presentation that addresses the same thing.  Gilb wanted this to be a "may go to sleep" vs. a shall.  

1067, 1074, 1075, 1078, 1081, 1087, 1092, 1093 (Roberts, T): provide command number. (this is the explict vs. table command type discussion, I just missed this one). Sugges 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.”

Roberts accepted the reject.

351 (Gilb, T): The structure of the command is not stated in formal language (missed in the last update). Change the sentences "The structure of the ... DEV.  The use is to instruct" to be "The switch to EPS CTA mode command shall be formatted as illustrated in Figure 60.  The command is used to instruct" Suggest accept.

Accepted.

352 (Gilb, T) A DEV should not be able to force other DEVs to sleep.  Thus, the swich to EPS CTA should only apply to the DEV that is sending the command.  The PNC already knows which CTAs to change from the information that was given when the CTAs were set up. Delete the sentences "Additional destination... for self sleep only."  Delete the field "Destination DEV addresses" from the figure and change the command length to 0.  Delete the sentence "The destination DEV ... to EPS mode." on line 30. Suggest accept in principle, “The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

1066 (Roberts, T): Reference to "self wake". Power management committee needs to supply definition of what a "self wake" is ... I don't understand what is being implied here. Suggest accept in principle, “Change the text ‘for self wake only’ to be ‘to switch only itself to the AWAKE mode.”

Accepted by Roberts et al.

1349 (Schrader, T): This applies also to 7.5.7.4., p126, line 3.  The use of the Destination DEV address is not arbitrary and should be indicated. A DEV issuing a Switch to EPS (ACTIVE) mode command shall only use the Destination DEV Address if the Destination DEV and the issuing DEV agree amoung themselves that this is allowed.  The mechanism for this negotiation is beyond the scope of this standard.  Otherwise a DEV shall issue the command without any Destination DEV addresses indicating that only its own mode will change. Suggest accept in principle, “The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted in principle, "A DEV shall only switch itself to AWAKE or EPS )now SPS) mode".  When a remote CTA is woken up, the DEV wakes up too.   

1069 (Roberts, T): Clairfication of self sleep. Ask power management guys what self sleep is ... I don't understand. Suggest accept in principle, “Change ‘for self sleep only.’ to be ‘to indicate that only the sending DEV is entering SPS mode.as indicated in the resloution of other comments.  Bain agrees as well.

Accepted

353 (Gilb, T): The command format is specified in formal language (missed in the last round of updates). Change "The structure ... as illustrated in Figure 61." to "The momentary EPS CTA command shall be formatted as illustrated in Figure 61."

Accepted

1071 (Roberts, TR): The sentence says that the EPS CTR is contained within the EPS CTA. The EPS CTR is NOT contained within the EPS CTA.  Clarify what is intended here.  (power management subcommittee). Suggest accept in principle. “Most of this paragraph provides a redundant description of the functionality of this command rather than its format. Replace the sentences ‘This command instructs ... the EPS CTR for that DEV.’ with ‘This command is used by a DEV to switch to AWAKE mode for only one superframe, xref 8.13.3’. However, this command may be deleted due to the compromise solution for power management. The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Schrader explained how this was meant to provide functionis that Gubbi wanted.  Gilb asked him what the text should be.  They tried "This comand is used by a DEV to request that the PNC alloate a previulsly requested GTS for only one superframe…."  Accepted.

1072 (Roberts, TR): The sentence beginning with "If the wake beacon ..." is poorly written and I don't understand. Please have power management subcommittee rewrite the sentence to clarify the text. Suggest accept in principle, “Resolve as indicated in the resolution of comment 1071.”

Related to deleted stuff.  Accepted by Roberts.

697 (Heberling, TR): Clauses 7.5.8 through 7.5.8.3 do not belong in the MAC command frame format section of this document. These clauses would be better served being defined as control plane frame formats for the convergence layer defined in the Annex.  The data to be requested is better served being passed as a unitdata payload than as part of a MAC command frame. See document 01469r3 for details regarding resolution to this comment. Suggest reject, “This command has been changed to focus on distributing information about the DEVs in the piconet and their capabilities. Thus, the modified commands and their focus belong in this section rather than a convergence layer.”
Accepted in principle as it was already changed earlier.  We were also going to define a new command and Heberling wants to see how big that would be.  The issue is that we had MTSs and we don't want the request and response to be too big.  Gilb added this to his resolution: "The purpose of clause 7.5.8.1 and 7.5.8.2 has been changed to distributing PNC address and ID mapping as well as the capabilities.  Since the CTRBs have been removed, it is not necessary to move these clauses to the control plane frame formats.  Sub Clause 7.5.8.3 will be deleted. 

684 (Heberling, T): The text between lines 50 and 51 is incorrect. Please change the text between lines 50 and 51 to: "This group of commands is used to request information from the PNC or to enable the PNC to respond with information it uses to manage the piconet." Suggest accept in principle, “Change the sentence to: ‘This group of commands is used to request from the PNC and provide to the DEVs information about any or all of the currently associated DEVs.”

Accepted

1122 (Schrader, T): The current text allows for changing an ACTIVE CTA to an EPS CTA or vice versa.  This should not be allowed to simplify the PNC. Add the following text after the end of the sentence:  A channel time request for an exitsting stream shall not change an ACTIVE CTA to an EPS CTA, nor vice versa. A channel time request for an existing stream may modify the persistence of an ACTIVE CTA. Suggest accept in principle, “The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted.

358 (Gilb, T): The frame format description contains a redundant (evil) functional description. Delete the sentence "The PNC shall create and retain this EPS CTR based on this request." Suggest accept.

Accepted

359 (Gilb, T): Need to add clarification for the stream index setting when this command is used to allocate a non-stream CTA. After the paragraph that ends "This field is defined in 7.2.4." add the following:  "For a new channel time request, the stream index shall be 0x00 for this command.  All time requests that are for non-zero stream indices use the stream management command, 7.5.10.3, to initiate the request." Suggest accept.

Gilb suggested we accept this in principle and reference Shvodian's document for CRTB changes.  Shvodian said that his does not change the relationship in the stream.  Accepted.  Comments will be in document 02/469r3  which will address this.

1090 (Roberts, TR): The line on 26 seems to indicate that the CTRB type field indicates a request for the EPS mode; however, in the paragraph starting at line 8 we saw that a device in EPS could have CTRB=0 or 1 ... so how can the CTRB field alone indicate the EPS mode? Have power management subcommittee clarify line 26. Suggest accept in principle, “The CTRB type value of 2 (see lines 14) is used to indicate that this is for an EPS channel time request. However, the usage of the CTRB type may change based on the compromise adopted for power management. The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted on the basis of being redone.

1345 (Schrader, T): "A zero value is not allowed ... to be ignored by the recipient" is not correct. A requested edit did not make this draft. Delete the sentence and add the following replacement:  A zero value shall be treated as "never", which will have the effect that the only EPS CTA elements generated by the PNC will be the result of the EPS DEV sending a Momentary EPS CTA command. Suggest accept in principle, “The power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.”

Accepted.

1091 (Roberts, T): Restructure sentence assuming the technical comment is correct. It appears thta CTRB=0 indicates the active mode ... is this correct?  If so then rewrite the sentence of line 31 as  If the CTRB type field is zero, the allocation period is for an ACTIVE ...  (i.e. delete the word "otherwise"). Suggest accept, “In addtition, the power management section is going to be rewritten based on proposals 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes. This may have an impact on the format of the channel time request command.”

Roberts was correct, but this will end up being redone.  Shvodian thought that Knut was going to do something with this.  Perhaps with psuedostatic stream request.  We'll put a flag bit for psuedostatic and dynamic.

1088 (Roberts, T): Poor sentence structure. There is something wrong at the end of the sentence that lies between lines 8 and 12.  Since I'm having trouble understanding the EPS mode I don't want to guess at the fix.  Have the power management subgroup fix this sentence. Suggest accept in principle, “Change the paragraph to read as follows:

‘The difference between using a 0 and a 1 CTRB type is the persistence of the CTR. A value of 0 indicates that the PNC will delete the CTR and de-allocate the associated channel time when the DEV switches to EPS mode from ACTIVE mode, and a 1 indicates that the PNC shall retain the CTR, and if possible, return the channel time to the DEV when the device returns to ACTIVE mode from EPS mode.’”

Accept in principle.  This has been changed  You have to trash your own time before you switch modes now.

1347 (Schrader, T): Incorrect term used. Change: "...start time of next GTS" to ... superframe of next GTS. Suggest accept.

Accepted.

2:28PM  Break

2:48 PM  Reconvened

50 (Bain, T): I don't understand the use of the grant status field format. Isn't the SFNext a short form of the next beacon that an EPS DEV will wake on? It would seem that what we want in Figure 74 is the start time of the adjacent GTS as the text in line 31 states. Change from SFNext to adjacent GTS start time in Figure 74 and then use adjacent GTS start time instead of SFNext on line 31. Suggest reject, “The start time of the next GTS is not necessary, the duration of the GTS is now in the CTA. The SFNext indicates the next superframe in which the DEV will have a GTS allocated.”

Accepted

1100 (Roberts, T): Reference to sub-clause 8.2.7, Should be sub-clause 8.2.4. Suggest accept.

Accepted

1101 (Roberts, T): Wrong sub-clause reference. Reference to 8.6 but should be 8.4?  Have MAC people verify. Suggest accept in principle, “The access methods are described in 8.4, but the channel time requests are defined in 8.6, so the cross-reference is correct in this instane."
Accepted

1102 (Roberts, T): Add some words to exclude open scan mode ... as shown below. ‘While searching, and not in open scan mode, if the DEV receives ...’ (the reason is we need to prevent our equipment from joining the neighbors piconet). Suggest accept.

Accepted.

1104 (Roberts, T): Need to add two acronyms to clause 4, 1. PSRC 2. PSAVE. Suggest accept.

Accepted.  Gilb checked to make sure he marked his master hard copy document.

175 (DuVal, T): Diagram hard to read.  Where are the terms aMinHandOvrTo, aMaxHandOvrTo, aCHFrameRepeat and aBroadcastDEVInfoDuration in this diagram?  I would like to see their timing relationships. Suggest accept in principle, “aMinHandOvrTo and aMaxHandOvrTo are not timing parameters but rather are limits on the timing paramters and so would not be useful in the diagram. Likewise, aCHFrameRepeat does not display well on a message sequence chart since it indicates a repetition of the broadcast. The text states that aBroadcastDEVInfoDuration does not apply to Figure 79, rather it is for another process. This sentence (liens 7-8 on page 141, 8.2.4, have been removed as a part of the resolution of another comment. However, the diagram is difficult to read and will be replaced with a message sequence chart similar to those in clause 6.”

Accepted.  Document 01/410r1 has the MSC in the archive.   The diagram will be deleted and replace with a cross reference to where the MSC will appear in clause 6.  This MSC does not show where the aCHFrameRepeat is used.  The MSC was adopted as part of the resolution of another comment.

1105 (Roberts, TR): line 17 (going into line 18) refers to a table in clause 7.5.8.  There is no table in clause 7.5.8. MAC folks ... where is this table? Suggest accept in principle, change ‘capabilities information in the DEV info table 7.5.8, with the ...’ to ‘... the capability information of the DEVs in the piconet with the ...’

Accepted.  This referes to a virtual table so the text was cleaned up.

1123 (Roberts, TR): Line 20 refers to aMinHandOvrTO. I don't understand why we need a aMinHandOvrTO ... have MAC folks verify it is needed.  If not then delete. Suggest accept in principle, “The aMinHandOvrTO is to allow enough time for the PNC to communicate the required information to the new PNC before the handover is expected. Thus this parameter is required.”

Gilb explained the origin.  Accepted by Roberts.

1124 (Roberts, TR): In line 21 we have a parameter aMaxHandOvrTO. Question is what happens if aMaxHandOverTO occurs.  Refer to the clause in the text where the next action is indicated after a time out.  MAC folks. Suggest accept in principle, “The aMaxHandOvrTO is only a limit for the number that is passed in the PNC handover command, it does not directly affect the timing of the actions on the piconet.”

Accepted.

734 (Huang, T): As stream transmission need not be inturrpted during coordinator handover, it would be useful to add that the PNID remains the same. Insert text ', using the original PNID,' between the words 'beacon at'. Suggest accept.

Accepted.

364 (Gilb, T): Change "The new PNC shall begin using address of 0x00 for all" to be "Following its first beacon, the new PNC shall use the PNC address, 7.2.3, for all". Suggest accept.

Accept in priciple, and it changed address not ID. 

857 (Roberts, T): Unclear sentence structure ... not sure what is the correct definition. Have power management sub-group rewrite this sentence. Suggest accept in principle, “Change the definition to be ‘awake mode: A power management mode in which a device that is using synchronous power save is communicating during the superfame.”

This definition was explained.  It was addressed first thing this morning.  Accepted.

859 (Roberts, T): Definition for enhanced power save seems incomplete.  Does differentiate EPS from RPS. Have power management sub-group clarify the definition. Suggest accept in principle, “synchronous power save: A colaborative power management mode in which multiple devices wake up periodically on the same beacon in order to communicate.’ also add this definition, ‘asynchronous power save: A power management mode in which a single device independently goes to sleep for multiple superframes.’

Accepted now that RPS is gone and we have new for sync and nonsync power save.

989 (Roberts, T) - various (tagged PM in database)

 (Roberts, T) - This paragraph was confusing to Roberts.   The new SPS set uses the parameter "next WAKE beacon' which is defined to be the next beaon when the DEVs which are members of the set will be listenening to the beacon." See 02/075r11 for the text.

543 (Gubbi, TR): General comments about PM in CTR. (tagged PM in database)

Accepted in principle - Power management is going to be based on 01/384r2, 02/067r1 and the minutes.  Discussion followed.

44 (Bain, T): A left over in that EPS is called sleep state. Also, this bit should be to indicate possiblility of operating in EPS mode. Other information carried elsewhere. Change text: The PSAVE bit shall be set to 1 if the DEV is capable of using EPS mode as part of power management. (tagged PM in database)  D09, page 104, line9.

Accepted in principle.  This was resloved as part of someone elses comment.  The PSAVE bit shall be set to 1 if the DEV is capable of using SPS mode as part of power management…"

 1504, (Shvodian, TR) (tagged PM in database)

Accepted in principle

1632 - was about how the EPS-Hosts provide anything through the MLME interface.

Accepted in principle.

1639 (Shvodian, TR) - If higher layers are setting u the EPS Sets, how does a new DEV find the EPS set to join?  Does it have to wake up every single EPS DEV in ever EPS set in order to find the DEV with the Higher Layer "master or peer" that it wants to talk to?

Accepted in principle.  There was a discussion between Shvodian, Schrader and Bain on this one.  Yes, you have to wake them up individually.  Schrader has a means to tell you how to find the device, but not to figure out which one to which you want to talk.  Upper layers need to be used to provide the service discovery capability and just having the commands to find out helps solve the problem.  Barr was concerned that one had to look at the entire MAC to find the right device.

1640 (Shvodian, TR) Can the PNC overbook CTAs for DEVs in EPS state?  If so, what happens if there is no channel tie available when the DEV wants to switch to use the ACTIVE CTA?  If this can happen, we need the command to tell the upper layers "Channel time is currently available."

Accepted in principle.  Use the MLME_WAKE_OPERATION.confirm command to indicate if the CTAs were made available in the beacon.  If they are not allocated within a certain timeout, then this command returns as response timeout reason code to indicate failure.

Shvodian would still like a way to indicate the comment is included or not.  Gilb will ask the sub editors to make a companion document with the changes listed.

 1648 (Shvodian, TR) EPS is complex. 
Accepted in principle like the other Power Management schemes.

1653 (Shvodian, TR) - Need to clearly explain the relationship between the EPS CRB parameters of slot size and N, and he EPS set time of EPSTime.

Accepted in principle.  Add a figure that illustrates the relationship between SPS slot interval, SPS interval, etc. to clause 8 that shows they are allocated and calculates.   This text in D09 will be changing anyway. 

1655 (Shvodian, TR) If a DEV dies not have an ACTIVE or EPS slot in a particular superframe," Does this mean a slot where it is the source or destination, or only where it is the source.

Accept in principle.   Delete the sentence "If a DEV does not… block definitions of 7.4.10." DEVs in the piconet find out that another DEV is in SPS mode through the SPS information element in the beacon."   There was some discussion on how this is used and its limitations.

1656 (Shvodian, TR):  Can any DEV that is not a member of an EPS set make a request for active channel time with an EPS DEV?  Please clarify.

Accept in principle.   Add text to clause 8 that say, "If a DEV in SPS mode is allocated a CTA in its wake beacon with another DEV that is not part of its SPS set, then the DEV in SPS mode may choose to enter ACTIVE mode to communicate with the other DEV.

1657 (Shvodian, TR)

The SPS sets your time base, if you are in the set, it may not mean that you are asleep.  There was a lengthy discussion on how to use this.  There is nothing preventing you from requesting a slot to talk to someone who is not listening but you could find out fast that it's not working right. 

Part of the resolution is requiring the SPS interval is a power of 2.  EPSTime is not negotiable.  Only requesting DEV sets it.  Accepted in principle.  There was a sudden recognition that Schrader did not accept powers of two for all elements and Shvodian thought he had.  Rather than review the minutes, we decided to discuss what works.  We need a way to spread out requests.  Schrader mentioned that power of two grows to fast and wastes time.   

Tabled until Wednesday for Schrader to think about it. [ed note - Accepted on Wednesday]

1332  Shvodian, TR) :  2 fields had to be added to the CTREZB, plus 7 paragraphs to attempt to explain their usage.  This type of omlexity in the name of powermanagement is unwarranted.  Revisit power mamagement.

Accepted in principle.  The new CTRB field, as documented in02/100r0 plus new fields for power management. 

1313 (Shvodian, TR): How does a DEV know what EPS sets are out there and which to join? Proponets of this power management scheme need to specify how a device knows what ESP sets are out there, who the members are so it can decide which to join.

Accept in principle.  DEVs in the piconet will get information about the SPS sets and their membership using the SPS inquiry command, which is going to be added as a part of the power mamangemnt compromise. This will be in Document 02/118r0.  Also see the resolution of comment 1108.  Shvodian will accept after he sees the text next week.

1091 (Roberts, T): Restructure sentence assuming the technical comment is correct. It appears that CTRB=0 indicates the active mode ... is this correct?  If so then rewrite the sentence of line 31 as  If the CTRB type field is zero, the allocation period is for an ACTIVE ...  (i.e. delete the word "otherwise")

This was already done.

1497 (Shvodian, TR): It is not clear to me where thie Power management parameters information element resides?  In the Beacon?  In a power management frame?  I did a search and I didn't find "power management parameters element anywhere in the rest of the draft. Please clarify where this element is used or remove it.

Accept in principle.  The power management paremterts informati emlement will be replaced by the SPS informaiton elelment which will be an "as needed element" in the beacon.  This was already addressed.

5:21 PM:  We had a report by the security committee.  Differences and simularities were discussed.  That is not to mention that they all agree on the process, but the elements are all there and there is a common format will be used for frames regardless of the approach.   The results will be based on the TG vote in St. Louis.  A plan will be presented in the morning.  A few issues came up and they need input from the MAC team.  Out of order arrival of packets with ordered incryption is potentially an issue.  Also, there is some uncertainty on how the TG wants feedback on complexity.  Gilb commented that cost and power were used before.  Gates get converted to both cost and power.

Karaoguz suggested that area and gate numbers are OK to start.  The process size should be defined. 

Huang also commented that they progressed on the threat model that will be presented too.  

5:30 PM  Meeting recessed to Wednesday morning at 8AM.
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Called to order at about 8:20 AM CST.  The Secretary does not have a copy of 02/075r11  in RTF so the comments need to be matched to that document for complete understanding.

526 - Accepted 

1657 was revisited.  This will be in document 02/100r3 for clause 7.  Shvodian, Schrader, Bain met last night and agreed to using the power of 2 suggestion.  Mark's comments for clause 8 will be in docum 02/118r0 SPS document.  All agreed to close it.

1124 etal.  Accepted.   Roberts said that several people commented on this.   No  opposition on the resolution.

1313 was revisited.   Shvodian still has not seen 02/118r0 but he understands the approach and accepted the resolution.

1468 and 963 are piconet issues.  Three neighbor piconets are the most for reasons listed in Gilb's document o2/075r11.  Roberts wanted to make 4 channels and there is little cost to add more.  If someone is dumb enough to actually make this many neighbors real, the performance is reduced.  There was a discussion of how the network works.  A DEV can not send data to a neighbor net but the PNC can.  We adopted 7 for the number, counter to the resolution suggested by Gilb. We accepted 963 as the commenter has written, and pointed the resolution of item1468 to 963.

808  Accepted in principle.  

307 Accepted as modified.

962   Accepted by Roberts.

1469  This will be kept at 16 bits.  Accepted by Shvodian.

There was a discussion about what "accept" means in documet 02/075.  This was explained to be acceptence of the suggested resolution or as noted if different.

1470 - Accepted.   Schrader suggested that we get rid of the number.  However, there is no reason to get a stream index in the CAP so he retracted his comment.

1471 - Accepted in principle. Barr said we can't measure it if the MAC ignores it, but it was OK with the acceptance..

1474  -There are three components to this comment.  DEV in GTS status comment was accepted.  It will 

be in every beacon (no opposition)  and  the CTA will go from "as needed" to put it in every beacon.  No opposition.

Schrader wants to go back to 1471, as does Shvodian.  Putting on his implementation hat questioned where the detection of HCS was done and was it going to be done elsewhere the same way.  No, it is part of the MAC Header.    Shvodian's question was addressed.  It was fealt that it may have been better somewhere else, but that it was too extensive a change to implement for the value.

 310 - There was a discussion on this and it was accepted by Gilb.

157 - Added clarification to the text so we don't have to worry about people not reading the entire standard.  Accepted.  

1473 - Shvodian wants to put the CTSs last.  Schrader said that the ASIE was last.  If we accept this, than we have to change ASIE.  Roberts asked why it was last.  It was so some stations could ignore it.  Shvodian wanted the CTAs last so he could ignore CTAs that came before the ASIE.  CTAs are larger. Barr suggested that we fix CTA's so we know where they will be all the time.  This would make it more efficient, but the down side has to process everything before you get the data you want.   

Accepted in principle - Changed as indicated in the comment additionally delete the sentence all ASIEs shall be the last information elements in the beacon on page 110 page 8.

158 - We accepted the resolutin that actually rejected this comment and added text to help the commenter understand.  

9:26 AM.   The security team took the floor and Huang presented document 02/121r0.  Discussion started at 9:37 due to projector problems.

The committee worked hard to step back from their personal interest to drive a good resolution.   They accepted the uses cases from documents 02/106 and 02/114.  Some of the larger differenced in the proposals are in the trust model.  The approach is to use a framework where either digital certificates or user control mechanisms.  Roberts asked if this were in scope.  Huang said that it is necessary to consider both out of scope processes in order to have the right in-scope message format.  Shvodian asked if this was either or for the security suites.  No, both can be supported.

In response to questions by Karaoguz, the "trusted party" can be many things, including itself.  It depends on the use requirements.

Topology was also an area of large differences.  It was recognized that centralized security topology could actually be used to implement a distributed topology.  Peer to peer security is implemented by all proposals.  Roberts asked if this means that peers can run different levels of security - Yes.  Between each other, different or no security can be used.

Rene is concerned that it might not be simple to implement different security using this comment framework as it may seem.

Shvodian asked if the access control list can be shared to prevent delays in network functions like PNC handover, or "different days different stuff is on".   This is beyond scope but it could be shared.   Roberts asked at what level this would be controlled - above the MAC.   Shvodian wants to make sure the list can be passed so devices can talk and interoperate with each other.  It was mentioned that once a node is associated, the network members are known.  

Digital certificates are done once but Manual User process may have to be done often.  Even if the network goes down.  Huang clarified that that may be an implementation process.   A few comments were made to clarify the slides.  

Regarding Threats, Roberts wanted a date when the list of threat models are submitted.  It should be done today. 

The symmetric key was discussed.  Selection will be in St. Louis.  It was reiterated that out of order packets and issuing packets are critical to the design.  Gilb and others pointed out that No-ACK frames are an example of what the protocol can support that don't meet the security assumptions.  For example, missing video frames are not resent and therefore would not be in order.  It will be noted that this has to be presented in the proposals.  The lack of ability to handle this will be considered a negative in the evaluation.  [ed note: in my opinion, having to re-certify each device manually when it is turned on, such as a security system, is also a negative approach.]

Symmetric Key update was essentially the same between proposals.  This will be addressed in the proposals themselves.  Barr wanted the same mechanisms for either so there would be fewer decisions to make in St. Louis.  The security committee thought this was a minor point.

Roberts asked how each aspect of content and association would be handled. This was discussed in some detail.  Allen asked that the security presentation call out the different classes of security and what was needed for each. 

Barr questioned if there is an MLME command that that is used to get the ACL information. Welborn said that one proposal suggested putting the ACL in the PIB.  Each proposal will contain the text or the implementation.  There will be status information as well.

Gregg says that it may be difficult to generate the text for security because of the impact.  He thinks that drop-in text is a tall order.  Struik suggested that the goals in St. Louis should be to have proper security architecture and a default security method.  This is different from the security suite selection.  Roberts thought that in this process we would normally have selection criteria.  We don't have that, and we need to get a proposal on the table so we can start hacking on a solution.   Welborn agreed that the process should be the security architecture and then the suites.  The architecture was presented today but there is no text yet so how do we agree on architecture without text so we can then pick the suite.   Gilb wants to know who is in charge of the getting the text for the security section.  Struik volunteered.  Bailey said that perhaps the presenters need to provide their own text.   Huang sees that there are two entirely different approaches, so we need to choose.  We need to pick one and morph the other into the chosen direction.  Rasor suggested that we support both because we need both mechanisms in the mandatory products themselves.   Rasor said that we can support both with a unified model. Struik said we can't have two in the standard.  Welborn said that yesterday was focused on reaching consensus and one person has to write the text and agree to the spirit of the group.  Struik said that we have to provide text by the end of next week, and that the review by each company will take too long- this is a logistical issue even with the best of intentions.  He proposed that each company write their own.  Bailey agreed.  Barr said that this attitude will not be acceptable and he wants an unbiased person to write it.  Roberts agreed, that he wants an independent third party to write it.  Struik said that this illustrates why the architecture needs to be separated from the security suite, and his presentation Monday was unbiased.  Barr said that he was focused on yesterday's comments at the moment, not Monday's.  Bailey said his presentation was the same way but agreeing beyond yesterday agreements is intractable.  Welborn said that he thinks the contributors should be submitting their own text.  Gilb asked if there were an independent person to write this.  Barr asked if anyone could collect text and to write the text to support the points of contention.  There are only a few people that can do this.  A discussion followed about who can do this.  Welborn and Huang were suggested as candidates.  Struik suggested that the moderator could control bias but not write the text, and that with all due respects, Huang is not a security person and the details is where the problems are.  Allen said that Arbaugh would have to learn the Draft before the security could be done.  There was a volunteer to help Arbaugh from XSI.  Barr asked for volunteers.  No one volunteered.  Without volunteers, Barr said that 3 proposals will be accepted and discussed the guidelines:

The architecture is most important and should meet the requirements 

The mandatory will be differentiated by proposer and should be separate from the architecture.

Technical majority vote - and keep working on it until we get 75%. 

Heberling suggested that we need more criteria documents to make a choice. 

Gilb, we need a voting process accepted in St. Louis, and to vote on parts.   

Huang asked if the proposers have to work separately.  NO, but three will be accepted if there are three. 

Roberts asked if proposers can voter for this. No, they have to be voters. 

Huang asked if we could go through the problems with the requirements.  Rasor suggested that Struik now present the threat model talk.  Gilb asked that we get a complete criteria document.  There is concern about how to do that in a short time.  Barr suggested that we could always take security out and do it later. 

Struik has only 3 slides on treats as an explanation and it will be 02/123r0  "TG3-Security-Threat-Models.ppt".  

10:50 PM Break

11:01 PM Returned from break

Struik presented document 02/123r0 Security Threat Model based on discussions on his other presentation.  Specifically, "fly on the wall" and the "switchboard" problem. 

There were comments that the first threat may be based on an invalid assumption.  Barr stopped comments in order to get through the presentation. 

Schrader suggested that for the case where the MAC ID was wrong, the result would be unintelligible.  Gilb said that the problem would be bigger than security if the PNC addresses are messed up.  Rasor said that we need to protect against these things because this is how they proceeded to break WEP.   Welborn reminded us that these were threat models that we did not understand, and that they will be reference in Huang's requirements documents.  Barr asked if anyone had any more security issues that had to be addressed before we moved on.

Gilb suggested that we take all of the section ten comments and resolve them by saying that these issues will be redone.   

Roberts asked if the substitution needs a technical vote to be implemented.  No, the vote will be on the proposals, and the comment adopts what ever is voted in.  Gilb will resolve the comments with:  Due to the change that will be made in the adoption of a security frame work and mandatory security suite, all of the text in clause 10 will be replaced by the text that is approved by the task group as the security framework ad mandatory security suite."  

Accept the proposed resolution and all Clause 10 T and TR commenter will need to be contacted to approve or reject the resolution. 

Action Item: Roberts asked Barr to notify the voting TG3 public about the security process for St. Louis.

Barr will take all of the clause ten comments, list by number, and email the proposed resolution to the commenters and to ask them to approve or suggest a different resolution.   No opposition to the resolution.  Gilb will not close their comments until he receives an email from the commenter.  

Huang closed his entire clause 10 based on this comments.  

Some of the clause 10 comments have been resolved.  This retracts all previously resolved clause 10 comments. 

11:28 PM - Moved back to comment resolutions 

297 - Accepted

722 - Accepted as modified for 02/075r11.

1530 - Shvodian suggested we add a forth item that says we have a method that the DEV informs a PNC that there is another piconet nearby interfering.   It looks like we can use neighbor functions to help here.   The text for r11 was updated.  Gilb will add this feature into his Coexistence presentation and clause.

1128 - Accepted by all.   The editor should make sure this is a real link and not static text.

531 - Accepted.

Welborn asked for a review of the rest of the day.  Lunch will be from 11:45 to 12:15.

176 - Accepted related to 654.  Shvodian asked if the security implications be handled in clause ten. Yes.

1126 - Accepted.

177 - Accepted 

356 - Shvodian said that it is mandatory to make it pseudo static.  Gilb asked for a real MSC if anyone wants to write it.  He then realized that it is being defined in two places.  Tabled for a conference call next week. 

800 - Tabled until we have additional suggestions

532 - Accepted the resolution.

1129 - Accepted.  Roberts accepted the rejection.

1532 - The comment was rejected as indicated in r11.

182 - Accepted in principle.  Partially associated is not defined yet.  The proposal was to delete the parenthetical text ( i.e. "it is neither authenticated nor associated".)

184 -  Accepted.

1536 - The comment was updated in r11.  Accepted as modified.

We interrupted the order to address Bain's open comments. 

57 - This was related to 1346.  A discussion of this followed.  It is a good question.  It tables 1346 and 57.   XSI will come back with a response.  Proposal is due by Thursday.

52 - Tabled until we get text. 

55 - Bain accepted this comment.  Heberling asked what "small amounts of data in the CAP" means.  It was discussed before.  

Back to the list:

367 - Accepted the resolution.  Heberling agreed.

183 - Accept in principle.  The association response command is not a directed frame as defined (now) in clause 3.  However, the sentence on line 24 is incorrect, so delete "since the association …piconet, if needed."  

368 - This is being redone anyway because it is broken from a different perspective.  The text was modified in r11 and accepted.  We decided to make the default retry limit for every thing equal 4, and is implied in the text.

1132  / 366 - accepted.  No opposition.

1628 - Tabled.  Shvodian to supply text by March 10th.

1539 - Accepted

535 - Accepted.

1544 - Accepted.

534 - Heberling suggested that these are PHY dependent, but the SUM of the two parameters is the same.  Gilb recommended we accept this.  Roberts asked if this is in 802.11.   Roberts will check…. Dot11 does not use RIFS.  There is no real equivalence because they don't do retransmissions.

Accepted in principle, but changed per the text in r11 to include the actual values of SFIS.  Withdraw 426.

1540 - The text is modified in r11 and accepted. 

1543 - Accepted.

1110 accepted

1546 - accepted

1547 - Accepted

1134 - Accepted.

369 - Accepted

1551 - Accepted

1542 - Accepted.

52 - was handled earlier.

186 - Accept.  Shvodian is going to write the table. 

370- Accepted

371 - Accepted.

1555 - Accepted.

372 -  Accepted.

1556 - Accepted

1136- Accept in principle.  Add the following sentence to the end of the first paragraph on page 150:"In the case where there is no CAP in the superframe, the DEV shall request a GTS for the purpose of sending the Delayed ACK command."

1553 - Using to CAP for delayed ACK is a bad idea.  Roberts said that this is only a problem for CSMA systems.  It's probably still bad idea but we will not prevent it from being used.  Accepted in principle and added the sentence: " While a DEV may use the Cap to send the delayed ACK command, the DEV should request a GTS so that the response will occur in a timely manner. 

1557 - Accepted.

1558 - Accepted. 

1348 - There was a discussion on tradeoffs.  CAPs by definition have collisions likely.  Schrader accepted the rejection. 

537 - The suggestion was to reject this comment and Gilb asked Shvodian to come up with a history and explanation to explain this to the commenter. 

56 - Tabled.  We need Bain to make a better suggestion to the group.  Allen sent an email real time asking for the input.

373 - Accepted.  (per the comment or will be put at a nearby location of the editor's choice).

1138 - Accepted.

374 - Accepted.  Shvodian thinks this should be checked by the Crypto guys.  Is the RNG used in two places and is that a problem?  No.

375 - Accepted

54 - This is really Bain's not Gilb's.  Tabled.

536 - Shvodian was asked to include this in his slotted aloha explanation. 

1139 - Modified r11 to use the aPHYClockAccuracy.  We need this for GTS. There was short discussion justifying why all this is in the PHY Clause.

1559 - Accepted. 

This concludes the prepared comments.  We discussed what to review next.  Attendees are down to 6.  PNC shutdown was discussed.  Heberling wanted to table it. Shvodian suggested that means that we would have to have reason codes for it.  We'll pick this up during next week's conference calls.

Gilb asked if we can clean up any CTRs.  Did we bound the super frame 02/100?  Yes.   Is the "max. allocation delay variation" removed?  Yes (Schrader).   

1340 - Gilb asked if we were going to delete these?  Shvodian, Schrader, and Heberling thought we should delete these as unnecessary.  Accepted in principle and will be in 02/100r3.  "Remove Max. TXdelay variation, minimum rate, peak rate, average frame size.  Keep "max ReTX duration" and "receive window size" until Del-ACK is resolved"

1429 - Accepted per the comment in r11.

1434 - Tabled for now. 

1334 - Grant Status Field.  If we don't use the command to responding to streams in CTR, then this can go away.  Gilb asked if this will be resolved elsewhere? Yes, in the CTRB work. Accept in principle.  Change the grant status field to contain a 4-bit reason code.   SFNext will be deleted as a result of the resolution of an other comment. 

725,726 - will table for review on March 6th.

1716 - This will go away when we combine commands so we will table it for now. 

467 - Almost everything has a reason code or a timeout.  Heberling will deal with this on the steam management work.

602 - Waiting for other work.

330 - Accepted per changes made in r11.  Gilb wants to use this as a PING command to reserve the channel and start a new net.  The beacon won't work well because is causes lots of other traffic rather than quiet.  We'll call this "new beacon timeout" and the title of the table will be changed to "New PNC announcement".  

1526 - We agreed with this in general.  There is a complex system but the system will sort itself out anyway.  First guy there starts the net.  Handoffs can be handled anyway. Shvodian suggested we then wait for the election process to happen before we start security. 

1529 - Table -Text due on March 11th. 

1309 - Accepted 

301 - Tabled - Text to be due March 11th.

1524 - Resolve with 1467 

1467 - These issues if PNID are being addressed in discussion.  Heberling asked how Bluetooth does it.  Gilb speculated it is at a higher level.  Dot 11 is SSID, not real practical for speaker applications. 

We ran out of time.   

3:00 PM Adjourned.  
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