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Monday May 14, 2007
13:30
Call to order

· Review IEEE 802 policies and procedures for Intellectual Property

Chair asked for information on any Patents or Patent Applications that are applicable to the subject discussed during this meeting – None were given.

· Review operating rules for a Task Group.

· Attendance reminder.

· Approve the agenda as document 11-07/0624r3
The results of the agenda will be posted in document 11-07/624r4
· Approve minutes from the March session – document 11-07/0378r0
Minutes are approved unanimously.

· Approve minutes from the April Adhoc meeting – document 11-07/0566r0

Minutes are approved unanimously 

· Approve minutes from the Teleconference sessions – document 11-07/0543r3
Minutes are approved unanimously.
· The motions document will be 11-07/0686r0.
· Discussion on comment resolution spreadsheet document 11-07/498r10

We will be making motions to approve comment resolutions in this document.

MOTION at 13:59: Accept the proposed comment resolutions in 11-07-0498-10-000r-d5-comments.xls in Group #1.
By: Bill Marshall

Second: Jouni Malinen

Discussion

· None.

Result: 12 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

Discussion on proposed resolutions in comment spreadsheet.

MOTION at 14:02: Reject comments identified with a “0” in Column J and a “0” in Column K in 11-07-0498-10-000r-d5-comments.xls as "Rejected. The text referenced in the comment is not a proper subject of this recirculation ballot. This comment will be submitted by the task group chair during the initial sponsor ballot." 
By: Bill Marshall

Second: Kapil Sood

Discussion

· None.

Result: 9 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

Comments 601 and 651 refer to text that was incorrectly classified as changed by the editing tool.
MOTION at 14:08: Reject comments #601 and #651 in 11-07-0498-10-000r-d5-comments.xls as "Rejected. The text referenced in the comment is not a proper subject of this recirculation ballot. This comment will be submitted by the task group chair during the initial sponsor ballot." 
By: Bill Marshall

Second: Kapil Sood

Discussion

· None.

Result: 7 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

Comment Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 have been resolved on teleconferences and the adhoc meeting.

Comment 469 should be considered separately

MOTION at 14:16: Accept the proposed comment resolutions in 11-07-0498-10-000r-d5-comments.xls in Groups #2, #3, #4, and #5 except those identified with a “0” in Column J and a “0” in Column K and except comments 469, 650, and 651.
By: Bill Marshall

Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion

· All comments in Group #3 have been resolved at this point in time.
Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

Discussion on comment 469

The commentor requests that the group accept the comment resolution.

This clause deals with Initial Mobility Domain Association. At this point in time, the key needs to be pushed from the R0KeyHolder to the R1KeyHolder.

The text here does not imply a push or pull model for key distribution.

During initial association, the R1KeyHolder needs to get the key from the R0KeyHolder.

We should use wording such as “makes the key available to other R1KeyHolders”

The comment will be countered and will be incorporated into an updated comment resolution spreadsheet as document 11-07/498r11.

· The task group editor requests a ruling from the chair as to the validity of comments in group 99. 

REQUEST FOR RULING FROM THE CHAIR:

Whereas, the IEEE-SA Operations Manual, in 5.4.3.1, states

“The ballot shall provide the following choices:

a) Approve (Affirmative). This vote may be accompanied by comments suggesting corrections and improvements. Action on such comments is left to the discretion of the Sponsor.

b) Do Not Approve (Negative with comment). This vote must be accompanied by one or more specific objections with proposed resolution in sufficient detail in a legible form so that the specific wording of the changes that will cause the negative voter to change his or her vote to "approve" can readily be determined. “

and, whereas comments submitted as part of Letter Ballot 98 identified as “Technical Issue #99” in 11-07-0498-10-000r-d5-comments.xls do not contain sufficient detail to the proposed resolution so that the specific wording of the changes can be determined,

I therefore request a ruling from the Chair that the above identified comments.

· Recess until the 19:30 session.

Monday May 14, 2007

19:30

Call to order

The Agenda has been updated as document 11-07/624r4

· Chair’s ruling on the request of the TGr Technical Editor
The chair’s ruling is captured in document 11-07/725r0.

· Discussion on the resolution to comment 520 and 530

Up until draft 4, the group seemed to feel that the reservations were provisional. They are not guaranteed. This was pulled from the draft in revision 5.

This comment was addressed in a comment resolution in LB82. The resolution was rejected in LB87.

There is no new technical information on this subject.
TGr should treat reservations in the same manner as IEEE 802.11e. IEEE 802.11e does not specify how reservations are handled by the AP.

We should reject the comment for technical reasons.

MOTION at 20:27: To resolve comments 520 and 530 in document 11-07/498r12 as “Rejected. (1) The reassociation deadline is measured in TUs, and is by default only one second. Additional complexity at the AP for making a provisional reservation and then converting it to an actual allocation at reassociation is not worthwhile. (2) Concern about the time required at the AP to convert a provisional reservation to a resocurce allocation, and whether the Fast BSS transition would completed within the desired interval. (3) The AP already has a mechanism available to it to reject a reassociation due to lack of resources (e.g. Status Code 33). (4) Accepting the reassociation but denying the reservation would delete the STA’s Association with its previous AP, which could still be providing adequate QoS while the STA searches for another transition candidate. (5) Fast BSS Transition resource reservation mechanisms make use of existing IEEE 802.11 mechanims, and to the extent that those only provide provisional guarantees the same is provided by the amendment.”
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion

· The 5th reason comes closest to rejecting this comment. 

MOTION TO AMEND: 
Change the motion to “To resolve comments 520 and 530 in document 11-07/498r12 as “Rejected. (1) The reassociation deadline is measured in TUs, and is by default only one second. Additional complexity at the AP for making a provisional reservation and then converting it to an actual allocation at reassociation is not worthwhile. (2) Concern about the time required at the AP to convert a provisional reservation to a resocurce allocation, and whether the Fast BSS transition would completed within the desired interval. (3) The AP already has a mechanism available to it to reject a reassociation due to lack of resources (e.g. Status Code 33). (4) Accepting the reassociation but denying the reservation would delete the STA’s Association with its previous AP, which could still be providing adequate QoS while the STA searches for another transition candidate. (5) Fast BSS Transition resource reservation mechanisms make use of existing IEEE 802.11 mechanims, and to the extent that those only provide provisional guarantees the same is provided by the amendment.”

By: Kapil Sood

Second: None.

            MOTION TO AMEND fails because there is no second.

BACK TO THE ORIGINAL MOTION

Discussion

· None.

Result: 10 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

· Discussion on the resolution to carry-over comments 519 and 619

Discussion on removing 8A.5 (comment 519)
The reservation mechanism in TGr is not needed.

We have done measurements on how much time it takes for an AP to process a reservation request. The statistical distribution on processing times for reservation is a tailed distribution that could cause a small, but significant percentage of calls to drop.

There is a disagreement on how long reservations take.

It would be beneficial for someone to show data to support a resolution to this issue.

Discussion on removing 8A.8 (comment 619)
Removing clause 8A.8 with an alternative solution that describes a mechanism for performing may be more acceptable.

Removing clause 8A.8 would leave a hole in the draft.

The text as is provides a mechanism that would allow interoperation between different vendor AP’s.
This is the same problem as pre-authentication.

RRB should be left in the draft.

There could be other task groups that may make use of RRB.
· Discussion on comment 469

MOTION at 21:07: Accept the proposed comment resolution in column Q of 11-07-0498-10-000r-d5-comments.xls in CID 469.
By: Rajneesh Kumar

Second: Kapil Sood

Discussion

· None.

Result: 11 – Yes; 0 – No; 3 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

· Discussion on comment 208
There is a table in clause 7.5 that doesn’t mention 

There was a reason why TGr didn’t add an entry to the action frame table.

· The commentor accepts the resolution to comment 588.
· Recess until Tuesday at 16:00.
Tuesday May 15, 2007

16:00

· Call to order

· The Agenda has been updated as document 11-07/624r4
· Discussion on the TKIP issue (comment group 6) of document 11-06/498r13

MOTION at 16:12: Accept option (1) of the proposed resolutions in column Q of CID 236 in 11-07-0498-13-000r-d5-comments.xls and to accept the proposed resolution in column Q of the other comments in Issue #56.
By: Rajneesh Kumar

Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion

· By removing TKIP in this manner, we would be using the same key for different cryptographic operations. This is an issue with the draft.
· The EAPoL-Key frame construction would need to change with this comment resolution.

· CCMP is the mandatory cipher for TGr. The text should not be re-written to accommodate TKIP. If we have to re-write everything, we may as well re-write the draft as CCMP only.

· It’s not within the scope of the TGr PAR to deprecate TKIP.

· In the latest draft. the FT Frames are only constructed using AES-CMAC.

· It’s within the scope of TGr to state what pairwise ciphers are valid for TGr. We should select the solution documented as Option 3.

MOTION TO AMEND: Accept option (1) of the proposed resolutions in column Q of CID 236 in 11-07-0498-13-000r-d5-comments.xls and to accept the proposed resolution in column Q of the other comments in Issue #56 and to accept option (2) in column Q of comment 318.

By: Bill Marshall

Second: Jouni Malinen

Discussion:

· This change gets rid of edits to clause 7.3.2.5.3 and indicates that the FT uses the same construction as EAPoL-Key

· There is text that describes what key to use and what cipher to use. It does not directly specify what key and algorithm to use.

· This Option 2 removes 7.3.2.25.  Bit 6 allows IEEE 802.11i to coexist with TGr.

· Removing bit6  removes IEEE 802.11i compatibility completely. There is no additional text to be removed.

· Bit 6 of the RSN IE, the text and selected key description was forced to use the CMAC algorithm. In draft 5, the text was changed so that it protocol is no longer forced to use AES-CMAC.
CALL THE QUESTION. 
Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

MOTION TO AMEND: Accept option 3 of the proposed resolutions in column Q of CID 236 in 11-07-0498-13-000r-d5-comments.xls and to accept the proposed resolution in column Q of the other comments in Issue #56 and to accept option 2 in column Q of comment 318.
By:  Jouni Malinen

Second: Dorothy Stanley

Discussion:

· This adds one paragraph to 6.1.2

· This is beyond the scope of TGr’s PAR to deprecate TKIP.

· This fits more with the intent of the comment resolution group. TGr should specify what ciphers should be used with the protocol.

· There are procedures to negotiate TKIP. If TKIP is deprecated, the negotiation is broken.

· If we want to deprecate this, we need to fix the PAR of TGr.

· The base standard deprecates WEP. This motion is consistent with that statement.

Result: 4 – Yes; 9 – No; 7 – Abstain. Motion Fails.

REVISED MOTION: Accept option (1) of the proposed resolutions in column Q of CID 236 in 11-07-0498-13-000r-d5-comments.xls and to accept the proposed resolution in column Q of the other comments in Issue #56 and to accept option (2) in column Q of comment 318.
Discussion:
CALL THE QUESTION.
Result: 16 – Yes; 4 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion Passes.

· Discussion on comment 238 of document 11-06/498r13 on pre-authentication

MOTION at 17:01: Resolve comment 238 in 11-07-0498-13-000r-d5-comments.xls by accepting the proposed resolution in column P.
By: Dorothy Stanley

Second: Jouni Malinen

Discussion:
· Pre-authentication in TGr is not required because: in practice, preauthentication is never used for IEEE 802.11i; pre-authentication is not fast when moving between Mobility Domains.

· Pre-authentication between Mobility Domains is useful and is a natural extension to IEEE 802.11r.

CALL THE QUESTION.

Result: 4 – Yes; 11 – No; 5 – Abstain. Motion fails
We should update the spreadsheet for this comment resolution as “Counter. Remove text “within the same Mobility Domain” from the first sentence of changes to 8.4.6.1.
Perhaps we should propose a resolution that doesn’t change text now.

The commentor does not accept a resolution that does not change text.

MOTION at 17:12: To resolve comment 238 in 11-07-0498-13-000r-d5-comments.xls “Reject. “within the same Mobility Domain” does not imply that pre-authentication is defined in this amendment.”
By: Rajneesh Kumar
Second: Kapil Sood.
Discussion:
· These words were added to resolve a comment that requested that pre-authentication to be supported by TGr.

· The standard defines pre-authentication for an RSN. However its definition is incomplete for TGr.

· The text in TGr does not define pre-authentication.

· There are numerous operations that a STA is allowed to do that are not prevented by this amendment.
Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 6 – Abstain. Motion passes.
· Discussion on document 11-07/751r0 by Rajneesh Kumar.
This addresses comment 380.

The text changes are accurate. This diagram gives a more accurate representation of the design.
There are more changes required in addition to the figure with the proposed text changes.
The proposed changes to the text and the requirements described on the following page fully describe the RSNA Key Management.

If this text is removed, then we are missing the statement that restricts the exposure of the PMK-R0.

That requirement has been added by the resolution to comment 445.

It is wrong to put the RSNA Key Management inside the Authenticator.

The use of the word “shall” should not go beyond text the definition of the “MAC and PHY”.

The RSNA Key Management is part of the MAC architecture. 
The RSNA Key Management is part of the SME, which is part of the IEEE 802.11 MAC architecture.

We could consider eliminating the figure entirely.

We should keep the new figure and the new text, or the old figure and the old text.

If we can’t reach consensus on the figure, we should get rid of it.

MOTION at 17:42: To accept option 1 of submission document 11-07/751r0 and instruct the editor to incorporate the editing instructions into the draft, and to resolve comment 380 with “Accept. Document 11-07/751r0 accepted.
By: Rajneesh Kumar

Second: Dorothy Stanley

Discussion:

· None.

Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 8 – Abstain. Motion passes.
· We have now resolved 100% of the comments for recirculation ballot 98.

· We only need approval of the Working Group and ExecCom to go to Sponsor Ballot.
MOTION at 17:52: Approve the contents of document 11-07/498r15 as the comment resolutions for LB98.
By: Bill Marshall

Second: Kapil Sood

Discussion:

· None.

Result: 12 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
MOTION at 17:56: Motion to request technical editor to create an updated IEEE 802.11r draft 6.0
By: Kapil Sood

Second: Bill Marshall

Discussion:

· Thanks to everyone for their efforts in resolving the comments to this letter ballot.

Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion passes.
· Recess until Wednesday at 08:30.
Wednesday May 16, 2007

08:30

· Call to order

· The Agenda has been updated as document 11-07/624r5
· The comment resolution spreadsheet was updated in the preparation of draft 6. We need to amend the motion we passed yesterday to approve the current version of comment resolution spreadsheet.
MOTION TO AMEND the motion passed on Wednesday at 17:52pm, at 08:36: Approve the contents of 11-07-0498-16-000r-d5-comments.xls as the comment resolutions for Letter Ballot 98.
By: Bill Marshall

Second: Jouni Malinen

Discussion:

· None.

Result: 13 – Yes; 0 – No; 1 – Abstain. Motion passes.
MOTION at 08:40: Moved: Having addressed all comments arising from LB98, Task Group r resolves to forward 802.11r draft 6.0 to the working group for the purpose of conducting a 15-day working group recirculation letter ballot.  The purpose of the working group recirculation letter ballot is to forward the draft to sponsor ballot.
–The text of the motion to be presented to the working group will be “Move to authorize a 15-day Working Group Recirculation Letter Ballot of 802.11r draft 6.0, asking the question “Should the 802.11r draft 6.0 be forwarded to sponsor ballot?””
By: Kapil Sood
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion:

· None.

Result: 12 – Yes; 0 – No; 2 – Abstain. Motion passes.
· Discussion on the IEEE 802.11r adhoc meeting on June 19-21 in Toronto
The general feeling is that we keep the June adhoc in Toronto.
The general feeling is the next adhoc meeting would take place in early September.
· Adjourn for the May Interim Session.
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