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1. Tuesday Morning Session, September 7, 2004

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. Duncan Kitchin (Duncan) called the meeting to order.

1.1.1.2. Meeting begun at 9:45 am.

1.1.1.3. Document 999r1, showing the latest comments is on the server.

1.1.1.4. Document 1000r0, meeting agenda, is also on the server.

1.1.1.5. TGe members attending meeting: Duncan Kitchin, Srini Kandala, Bob Miller, John Kowalski,  Wataru Gohda

1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. Review of the agenda

1.2.1.1. Duncan:  The first order of business is the agenda (on screen)

1.2.1.1.1. View the Results of the Recirculation Sponsor Ballot that Closed on August 31, 2004

1.2.1.1.2. Comment Resolution

1.2.1.1.3. Draft Presentation/Vote

1.2.1.1.4. Submission to Next Recirculation Vote

1.2.2. Approval of the agenda

1.2.2.1. Duncan: Are there any objections to adopting the agenda as shown? None.  Hearing none, the agenda is approved.  

1.3. Process

1.3.1.1. Duncan: Srini, please provide the voting and comment status.

1.3.1.2. Srini: 87% Approval rate, 3 no votes converted to yes, 1 converted yes to no. 180 comments total. in document 999r1, along with suggested resolutions.

1.3.1.3. Todd Cooper, Mike Moreton, Carl Eglund votes converted to “yes” from “no”.  Bob O’Hara converted to “no” due to concerns about secure multicast.

1.3.1.4. Duncan: If multicast is not securable, then we should invite Jesse Walker to discuss the issue.  Since Jesse is an acknowledged expert in the field, I suggest we defer discussion until he arrives, at approximately 11:00 am.

1.3.1.5. Duncan: How shall we address the remainder of the documents?

1.3.1.6. Srini: Typically what we do is to allow members to isolate comments of concern from a motion to accept the others.  I have written a group of suggested comment resolutions to assist with this process.  We can revisit them.

1.3.1.7. Duncan: If we have some comments left over from the last recirculation ballot, we have to go through each of those.  We shall have to check whether we have new no votes, to identify which are new and which are old.  Some could be repeat comments.  Which ones do you consider significant, not editorial?

1.3.1.8. Srini: I have submitted suggested resolutions for some.  I suggest we begin by going down the list.  

1.3.1.9. Secretarial Note: Discussions were conducted line-by-line using document 999r1 as a basis.  All members of the meeting participated in the discussion on each comment line and contributed to the wording of the comment resolutions.  In general, these minutes will explicitly highlight only extended discussions, comments which were deferred and then revisited, or comments which could benefit from input from commenters and others.  In some cases, actions were deferred and then revisited, and these are noted in parentheses () to indicate that they were revisited before the close of the meeting.

1.3.1.10. Recycled comment, line 4, Adachi, accepted.  Line 5, Adachi, comment declined, repeated, declined last time, sent e-mail, no response.  Line 6, Adachi, new comment based on changes, declined (due to protection against repeated collisions).  Adachi line 7, would require substantial additional work to detail, no substitute text provided, likely to spawn new no votes, declined.  Line 8, Adachi defer for Jesse Walker input.  9 Amann, Frame/Word interoperability problems, declined non redlined version prevails according to rules.  10 Amann, declined, commenter’s example has been incorporated.  11, Barr, accepted.  12 Barr, accepted.  13 Barr Accepted. 14 Barr   Change to reassocation “cleans the slate”.  Next editorials. 

1.3.1.11. Srini: We should update the comment list to show which comments are new and which were previously submitted.  Specific discussion exceptions are noted in the minutes.

1.3.1.12. Duncan: Benveniste multiple-NAV comment.  We should circulate, by e-mail, a joint position on this comment, as it has been contentious in the past, and reverts to BSS overlap discussions.  (Revisited, addressed: Reflected discussion, conclusion, and resolution text).

1.3.1.13. Duncan: Line 33 Chaplin/1 reserve for discussion with Jesse Walker (Revisited, addressed).

1.3.1.14. Defer Hansen/5-6 (Revisited, addressed)

1.3.1.15. Hansen/12-13 bundle w/security. (Revisited, addressed)

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess for  5 minutes?  Hearing none, we are in recess.

1.4.1.2. Recess at 11:10am.

1.5. Opening

1.5.1. Call to Order

1.5.1.1. Duncan: The meeting is called to order

1.5.1.2. Reconvene at 11:20 am.

1.6. Process

1.6.1. Comment Resolution

1.6.1.1. Resume w/ bjose/2

1.6.1.2. BJose/5 (previously/20) for HC reservation deferred (Revisited, addressed).

1.6.1.3. Duncan: I have been notified that an editorial change might be precipitated due to a letter received from TI, which points out that the term “DLP” is a trademark, and its use in 802.11 could provide a conflict when both are used with image projector products.  The question will be deferred until a motion is made on the comments, at which time this issue will be addressed.

1.6.1.4. Resume comment discussion with line 68

1.6.1.5. Comment Kandala/12 changed to editorial as does not change implementation.

1.7. Closing

1.7.1. Recess

1.7.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess for lunch? Hearing none, we are in recess.

1.7.1.2. Recess at 12:07 pm

2. Tuesday Afternoon Session, September 7, 2004

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. Duncan Kitchin (Duncan) called the meeting to order.

2.1.1.2. Meeting begun at 1:24 pm.

2.2. Process

2.2.1. Comment Resolution

2.2.1.1. Line 84 Kerry: Dropping of medical QoS packets.  Group discussion concluded that this is handled by surplus bandwidth allowance.

2.2.1.2. Line 89-90 defer for further thought and discussion. (Revisited, addressed)

2.2.1.3. Jesse Walker joined the meeting at 2:06 pm to provide input on security comments.

2.2.1.4. Duncan: We have a number of comments relating to use of secure multicast.  We believe that it may be difficult to support both for all applications.  

2.2.1.5. Jesse: Broadcast and multicast is an optimization, application specific.  When you get into security, putting application-specific things into a MAC is problematic.  Multicast with 802.11i works OK only in certain instances.  What these folks want is a special security protocol that protects video streams, etc. rather than a general-purpose thing.

2.2.1.6. Duncan:  So, to summarize, you can’t have a BSS in which some of the traffic is secure.  The problem is having it both ways: The guy forging packets will send in the clear, so no protection.  So local multicast is supported but is mutually exclusive with security.

2.2.1.7. Jesse:  Cannot think of a way to do both. 

2.2.1.8. Duncan:  So the best solution would be at the application layer?

2.2.1.9. Jesse: Yes.

2.2.1.10. Srini: So let’s write a resolution and I will copy it…

2.2.1.11. Duncan: I suggest the following wording for the resolution: “After consulting with the editor of 802.11i, the group agrees that there is no known security solution which would permit and meaningful security in a BSS which makes us of local multicast.  However there are many applications which might benefit from the use of a local multicast as an application-specific optimization.  As a result, the group has determined that in order to satisfy all requirements sets, local multicast will remain supported with the explicit caveat that its use is mutually exclusive with the use of a security protocol.  The text will be amended to the effect that local multicast shall not be used in a BSS in which the capability information element last transmitted in a beacon frame by the QAP had the “privacy” subfield set to 1”.  OK?  Agreed to by all.

2.3. Closing

2.3.1. Recess

2.3.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess for an afternoon break? Hearing none, we are in recess.

2.3.1.2. Recess at 2:22 pm

2.4. Opening

2.4.1. Call to order

2.4.1.1. Duncan Kitchin (Duncan) called the meeting to order.

2.4.1.2. Meeting reconvenes at 2:35 pm, without Jesse Walker. 

2.5. Process

2.5.1. Comment Resolution

2.5.1.1. Srini: We resume with comment line 104. 104 required careful study of MSDU/MPDU definitions.  Only MSDUs have lifetimes.  The group felt that the retry limits should not be applicable to the data frames that are sent using Block Ack mechanism given the practicality of maintaining the state.

2.6. Closing

2.6.1. Recess

2.6.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess for a second afternoon break? Hearing none, we are in recess.

2.6.1.2. Recess at 4:00 pm

2.7. Opening

2.7.1. Call to order

2.7.1.1. Duncan Kitchin (Duncan) called the meeting to order.

2.7.1.2. Meeting reconvenes at 4:12 pm.

2.8. Process

2.8.1. Comment Resolution

2.8.1.1. Srini: We resume with comment line 127.

2.8.1.2. Line 144-145 pulled out for tomorrow’s discussion (Revisited, addressed).  Also 153-154 since Steve will be here tomorrow.

2.9. Closing

2.9.1. Recess

2.9.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess for the evening? Hearing none, we are in recess.  We shall reconvene at 9:00 am Wednesday.

2.9.1.2. Recess at 4:57 pm

3. Wednesday Morning Session, September 8, 2004

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. Duncan Kitchin (Duncan) called the meeting to order.

3.1.1.2. Meeting begun at 9:40 am.

3.1.1.3. Meeting attendees same as Tuesday (5).

3.2. Process

3.2.1. Comment Resolution

3.2.1.1. Srini: We resume with line 144.

3.2.1.2. Skip from 146 to 158 due to duplications

3.3. Closing

3.3.1. Recess

3.3.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess? Hearing none, we are in recess.  We shall reconvene after 10 minutes.

3.3.1.2. Recess at 10:58 pm

3.4. Opening

3.4.1. Call to order

3.4.1.1. Duncan Kitchin (Duncan) called the meeting to order.

3.4.1.2. Meeting begun at 11:10 am.

3.5. Process

3.5.1. Comment Resolution

3.5.1.1. Srini: We resume with line 170.

3.5.1.2. 180 Related to multicast, keep open for now

3.5.1.3. 13/181 the same (Revisited, addressed) 

3.5.1.4. Accept comment on line 8 as the same as 172

3.6. Closing

3.6.1. Recess

3.6.1.1. Duncan: Is there any objection to recess for lunch? Hearing none, we are in recess.  We shall reconvene after lunch.

3.6.1.2. Recess at 11:55 pm.

3.7. Opening

3.7.1. Call to Order

3.7.1.1. Duncan: The meeting is called to order

3.7.1.2. Reconvene at 12:43 pm.

3.8. Process

3.8.1. Comment Resolution

3.8.1.1. Srini: We shall resume with comment 40, line 43

3.9. Closing

3.9.1. Recess

3.9.1.1. Duncan: As I must accommodate a conference call, I suggest that we recess with continuation of resolution discussions among group members.  Is there any objection to this?  None.  Hearing none we are recessed.

3.9.1.2. Recess at 1:05 pm

3.10. Opening

3.10.1. Call to Order

3.10.1.1. Duncan: The meeting is called to order

3.10.1.2. Reconvene at 1:37 pm.

3.11. Process

3.11.1. Comment Resolution

3.11.1.1. Srini: With respect to comment on lines 43 and 44, I suggest that we respond with a counter-statement which removes “primarily” from the description, while retaining other text, as we feel that EDCA and HCCA are implementable using the current language and there is no reason for further delineation.

3.11.1.2. This response was agreed to by all meeting participants.

3.11.1.3. Communication with Andrew Myles allowed further understanding of comment 121 (Myles/5); this understanding led to agreement that the text should be changed.

3.11.1.4. Much discussion about Local Multicast (from client to other clients).  Messages from O’Hara and others indicates that saying security and multicast are exclusive is unacceptable.  Suggests new study group to work.  Comment resolution group discussion discloses little support for feature.  Group agrees to strike local multicast operation.

3.11.1.5. Srini: We have two comments on Block Access.  Line 164 suggests response based on elimination of local multicast.

3.11.1.6. Last comment line 180. Line 90 accept; add new sequence number at the end.

3.11.2. Other Business

3.11.2.1. Duncan: We now return to the agenda.  We need to draft a motion. 

3.11.2.2. Srini: I wish to move:

3.11.2.3. “Instruct the editor to create a revision incorporating the comment resolutions produced at the comment resolution meeting of September 7-8, 2004”  Moved by Srini, seconded JohnK.

3.11.2.4. Duncan: is there any objection to accepting the motion? Hearing none, the motion passes unanimously.

3.12. Closing

3.12.1. Adjourn

3.12.1.1. Duncan: Is there any other business? No.  Hearing none, there appears to be no other business.

3.12.1.2. Duncan: Is there any objection to adjourn?  No.  We are adjourned.

3.12.1.3. Meeting closed at 2:41 pm.
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