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1. Introduction and Summary

This is the report to the IEEE 802 Executive Committee that documents all the WG letter ballots of IEEE 802.11r, including voting results, comment statistics, and unresolved negative comments.

The total number of voters on IEEE 802.11r is 518.  The final results of the voters on IEEE 802.11r are 362-9-65, for an approval percentage of 97.6%, a return percentage of 84.2%, and an abstain percentage of 14.9%.

There are 59 outstanding negative comments from eight remaining negative voters; four of these outstanding negative comments are from the latest latter ballot and the remaining 55 outstanding negative comments are previously recirculated unresolved negative comments from previous letter ballots.

In addition, there is one remaining negative voter without comments.

41 negative comments were ruled invalid, of these 13 were from the remaining negative voters.

The four negative comments from the latest letter ballot are from three different negative voters.  Three of these comments are out of scope for this recirculation and will be carried forwarded to sponsor ballot, and the remaining comment is not a new topic from the commenter.

Based on results of the letter ballots on IEEE 802.11r as documented in this report, we are asking for approval from the IEEE 802 Executive Committee to forward IEEE 802.11r to sponsor ballot.

2. Voting Results
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Final

	Draft
	1.0
	2.0
	3.0
	4.0
	5.0
	6.0
	

	Ballot Open
	11/25/05
	03/15/06
	09/29/06
	11/20/06
	03/20/07
	05/28/07
	

	Ballot Close
	01/04/06
	04/04/06
	10/14/06
	12/04/06
	04/04/07
	06/13/07
	

	Total Voters
	518

	Approve
	268
	316
	318
	335
	350
	360
	362

	Do Not Approve with comments
	64
	44
	50
	30
	19
	8
	8

	Do Not Approve without comments
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1

	Abstain
	72
	69
	65
	70
	67
	65
	65

	Total Votes
	404
	429
	433
	435
	436
	436
	436

	Approval %
	80.7%
	87.8%
	86.4%
	91.8%
	94.9%
	97.0%
	97.6%

	Abstain %
	17.8%
	16.1%
	15.0%
	16.1%
	15.4%
	14.9%
	14.9%

	Return %
	78.0%
	82.8%
	83.6%
	84.0%
	84.2%
	84.2%
	84.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Totals

	Total comments submitted
	1287
	1028
	1285
	621
	259
	16
	4496

	Comments not part of negative vote
	663
	464
	445
	410
	134
	12
	2128

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	606
	564
	840
	211
	125
	4
	2350

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	18
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	18

	Total negative comments (sum of previous two rows)
	624
	564
	840
	211
	125
	4
	2368

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	26
	12
	3
	0
	41

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	618
	551
	802
	195
	102
	
	2268

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	6
	13
	12
	3
	15
	
	49

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5
	4
	10

	Total outstanding negative comments (sum of previous two rows)
	6
	13
	12
	4
	20
	4
	59


3. Statistics of Comments per Outstanding “Disapprove” Voters
	Voter
	Total Comments Submitted
	Comments not part of negative vote
	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	Negative comments ruled invalid
	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	Total outstanding negative comments

	Audeh, Malik
	7
	0
	7
	0
	0
	6
	1
	0
	1

	Barber, Simon
	14
	5
	9
	0
	0
	7
	2
	0
	2

	Cam-Winget, Nancy
	265
	109
	156
	0
	3
	145
	7
	1
	8

	Epstein, Joseph
	12
	0
	12
	0
	0
	4
	7
	1
	8

	Harkins, Daniel
	73
	9
	64
	0
	3
	51
	8
	2
	10

	Lefkowitz, Martin
	87
	18
	68
	1
	3
	65
	0
	1
	1

	Palm, Stephen
	49
	1
	48
	0
	4
	18
	21
	5
	26

	Stanley, Dorothy
	243
	157
	86
	0
	0
	83
	3
	0
	3

	Zaks, Artur
	29
	12
	17
	0
	0
	17
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	779
	311
	467
	1
	13
	396
	49
	10
	59


There are 59 outstanding negative comments from 8 outstanding negative voters; Artur Zaks is counted as a negative voter without comments (he has approved the resolutions to all of his negative comments, but never changed his vote to “Approve”).  Details on each voter are enclosed in Appendix A, including how many comments in each of the above categories were received during each latter ballot and the written feedback received from the voter accepting the resolutions to their negative comments.
4. Comments Ruled Invalid
41 negative comments were ruled invalid:

	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Total

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	26
	12
	3
	0
	41


Of these 41 negative comments, 13 were from voters that have retained their negative vote; the other 28 were from commenters who are now voting “Approve”:

	Voter
	Negative comments ruled invalid

	Audeh, Malik
	0

	Barber, Simon
	0

	Cam-Winget, Nancy
	3

	Epstein, Joseph
	0

	Harkins, Daniel
	3

	Lefkowitz, Martin
	3

	Palm, Stephen
	4

	Stanley, Dorothy
	0

	Zaks, Artur
	0

	
	

	Totals
	13


These comments were requested to be ruled invalid by the comment resolution committee technical editor, and were ruled invalid by the comment resolution committee chair.

The comments were ruled invalid because they did not meet the IEEE SA criteria for valid comments: “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.”  In the professional opinion of the comment resolution committee technical editor he determined that these comments did not “contain sufficient detail to the proposed resolution so that the specific wording of the changes can be determined.”  The comment resolution committee chair agreed, and ruled the comments invalid.

The rulings are given in the documents embedded here (double-click to open):


[image: image1.emf]C:\Standards Bodies\ IEEE\802.11\Fast Roaming Group\Submitted documents\11-06-1766-01-000r-chair-ruling.doc


Figure 1: LB87 Invalid Comment Ruling


[image: image2.emf]C:\Standards Bodies\ IEEE\802.11\Fast Roaming Group\Submitted documents\11-07-0181-00-000r-chair-ruling-2007-01-18.doc


Figure 2: LB91 Invalid Comment Ruling


[image: image3.emf]C:\Standards Bodies\ IEEE\802.11\Fast Roaming Group\Submitted documents\11-07-0725-00-000r-chair-ruling-2007-05-14.doc


Figure 3: LB98 Invalid Comment Ruling
5. Summary of Outstanding Negative Comments per Voter and Letter Ballot

	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	
	Totals

	Audeh, Malik
	1
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	1

	Barber, Simon
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Cam-Winget, Nancy
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	1
	
	8

	Epstein, Joseph
	
	0
	0
	
	7
	1
	
	8

	Harkins, Daniel
	2
	3
	1
	2
	
	2
	
	10

	Lefkowitz, Martin
	0
	
	0
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Palm, Stephen
	2
	10
	9
	1
	4
	
	
	26

	Stanley, Dorothy
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	
	
	3

	Zaks, Artur
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	6
	13
	12
	4
	20
	4
	
	59


Of the 59 unsatisfied negative comments, we can categorize them as follows:
	
	Previous letter ballots, recirculated
	LB105

	Editorial Changes
	17
	Barber:1
Cam-Winget: 1

Palm: 15
	
	

	Inter-amendment Coordination
	1
	Lefkowitz: 1
	
	

	PTKSA Deletion during Fast BSS Transition
	5
	Cam-Winget: 5
	
	

	Changes requested to baseline IEEE 802.11-2007 document
	8
	Palm: 7
Stanley: 1
	
	

	Key Distribution Protocol
	9
	Audeh: 1
Harkins: 8
	2
	Harkins: 2

	Resource allocation prior to association only be provisional
	7
	Epstein: 7
	1
	Epstein: 1

	Mechanism for pre-authentication with new key hierarchy
	1
	Stanley: 1
	
	

	External security review needed
	1
	Stanley: 1
	
	

	Objections to protocol supporting QoS
	3
	Palm: 3
	
	

	Introductory text in Clause 5
	1
	Palm: 1
	
	

	Other: unclassified
	2
	Barber: 1

Cam-Winget: 1
	1
	Cam-Winget: 1


6. Outstanding Negative Comments

The 59 outstanding negative comments include 55 previously recirculated unresolved negative comments, as well as four negative comments received during the last recirculation.

Of these last four negative comments, three of them are out of scope for this recirculation and will be carried forwarded to sponsor ballot, and one is not a new topic from the commenter.  These four negative comments, along with the resolutions agreed to by the comment resolution committee, are in the document embedded here (double-click to open):


[image: image4.wmf]Acrobat Document


Figure 4: LB105 Negative Comments

The comment resolution committee attempted to update the resolutions to the unresolved negative comments as the draft was modified.  That is, as comments on letter ballots were resolved and the draft modified as a result, these modifications may have also modifed parts of the draft that were changed as a result of resolving comments from previous letter ballots.  The comment resolution committee attempted to then update the resolutions to comments from previous letter ballots.  However, the comment resolution committee did not want to just overwrite the original resolution with the updated resolutions; the comment resolution committee wanted to leave a verifiable trail.  So, when the comment resolutions were updated, the original resolution was left in the second part of the resolution entry, and the updated resolution was placed in the first part of the resolution entry.

As an example, the resolution to one comment is as follows:

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Counter. Text changed to "If the target AP does not have the key identified by PMKR1Name, it may retrieve that key from the R0KH identified by the STA. See 11A.2."

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)
Accepted in part. Text changed to "If the target AP does not have the key identified by R1Name, it may attempt to retrieve that key from the R0KH identified by the STA. See clause 8.5A.6." Ongoing work will define this key distribution protocol in the IETF. Clause 8.5A.6 will
reference the IETF RFC (when available) that defines the key distribution protocol.

The original resolution is the second part, the part that is labelled with the note “(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)”.  The updated resolution is the first part, the part that is labelled with the note “(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)”.  Note that in this case the resolution has changed from “Accepted in part” to “Counter”.

The 55 previously recirculated unresolved negative comments, including the WG responses (which in some cases have both the original resolution and the updated one), are in the document embedded here (double-click to open):

[image: image5.wmf]Acrobat Document


Figure 5: Unresolved Negative Comments from Previous Letter Ballots
7. IEEE 802.11r Drafts
After IEEE 802.11r D6.0 was created and LB105 closed, IEEE 802.11-2007 was published.  Previous to this publication, IEEE 802.11r D6.0 was based on the last draft of IEEE 802.11-2007, which was IEEE 802.11ma D9.0.  There were significant changes in figure and table numbering between IEEE 802.11ma D9.0 and IEEE 802.11-2007, as well as some sub-clause renumbering; these changes necessitated changes in IEEE 802.11r.  IEEE 802.11r D7.0 is the result of these required changes, the only changes were figure and table numbering and clause changes due to the changes between IEEE 802.11ma D9.0 and IEEE 802.11-2007; these changes are all editorial in nature.
Appendix A. Detailed Ballot and Comment Information for Each Remaining Negative Voter

Audeh, Malik (Tropos Networks)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	
	
	
	

	Total comments submitted
	5
	1
	1
	
	
	
	7

	Comments not part of negative vote
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	0

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	5
	1
	1
	
	
	
	7

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	4
	1
	1
	
	
	
	6

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	1
	0
	0
	
	
	
	1

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	0

	Total outstanding negative comments
	1
	0
	0
	
	
	
	1


2006-12-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:


[image: image6.wmf]Acrobat Document


2007-04-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Barber, Simon (Devicescape Software, Inc.)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	
	
	Do Not Approve
	
	
	

	Total comments submitted
	5
	
	
	9
	
	
	14

	Comments not part of negative vote
	0
	
	
	5
	
	
	5

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	5
	
	
	4
	
	
	9

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	4
	
	
	3
	
	
	7

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	2

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	Total outstanding negative comments
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	2


2006-11-29
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-04-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-05-29
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Cam-Winget, Nancy (Cisco Systems)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	

	Total comments submitted
	63
	86
	80
	9
	25
	2
	265

	Comments not part of negative vote
	41
	43
	19
	2
	3
	1
	109

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	22
	43
	61
	7
	22
	1
	156

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	
	3

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	22
	43
	58
	6
	16
	
	145

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	
	7

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total outstanding negative comments
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	1
	8


2006-10-23
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-04-25
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-06-13
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Epstein, Joseph (Meru Networks)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	
	Do Not Approve
	Approve
	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	

	Total comments submitted
	
	3
	0
	
	8
	1
	12

	Comments not part of negative vote
	
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	
	3
	0
	
	8
	1
	12

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	
	0
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	
	3
	0
	
	1
	
	4

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	
	0
	0
	
	7
	
	7

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	
	0
	0
	
	0
	1
	1

	Total outstanding negative comments
	
	0
	0
	
	7
	1
	8


2006-10-19
Voted “Approve”
2007-06-05
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Harkins, Daniel (Tropos Networks)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	
	Do Not Approve
	

	Total comments submitted
	26
	12
	19
	14
	
	2
	73

	Comments not part of negative vote
	5
	2
	1
	1
	
	0
	9

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	21
	10
	18
	13
	
	2
	64

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	0
	3
	
	
	3

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	19
	7
	17
	8
	
	
	51

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	2
	3
	1
	2
	
	
	8

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	2
	2

	Total outstanding negative comments
	2
	3
	1
	2
	
	2
	10


2006-05-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2006-12-06
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-04-03
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-06-13
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Lefkowitz, Martin ()
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	
	Do Not Approve
	
	Do Not Approve
	
	

	Total comments submitted
	70
	
	14
	
	3
	
	87

	Comments not part of negative vote
	16
	
	2
	
	0
	
	18

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	53
	
	12
	
	3
	
	68

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	1
	
	0
	
	0
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	
	1
	
	2
	
	3

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	54
	
	11
	
	0
	
	65

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	
	0
	
	1
	
	1

	Total outstanding negative comments
	0
	
	0
	
	1
	
	1


2007-04-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Palm, Stephen (Broadcom)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	
	

	Total comments submitted
	20
	10
	10
	4
	5
	
	49

	Comments not part of negative vote
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	1

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	19
	10
	10
	4
	5
	
	48

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	
	4

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	17
	0
	1
	0
	0
	
	18

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	2
	10
	9
	0
	0
	
	21

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4
	
	5

	Total outstanding negative comments
	2
	10
	9
	1
	4
	
	26


2006-04-11
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2006-12-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Stanley, Dorothy (Aruba Networks)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Approve
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	

	Total comments submitted
	40
	1
	122
	77
	2
	1
	243

	Comments not part of negative vote
	40
	0
	72
	44
	0
	1
	157

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	0
	1
	50
	33
	2
	0
	86

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	0
	1
	49
	33
	0
	
	83

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	
	3

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	Total outstanding negative comments
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	
	3


2006-11-28
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-03-22
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-05-29
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Zaks, Artur (Texas Instruments)
	
	LB79
	LB82
	LB87
	LB91
	LB98
	LB105
	Totals

	
	Do Not Approve
	Do Not Approve
	
	
	Do Not Approve
	
	

	Total comments submitted
	11
	14
	
	
	4
	
	29

	Comments not part of negative vote
	5
	7
	
	
	0
	
	12

	Comments part of negative vote (negative comments)
	6
	7
	
	
	4
	
	17

	Comments not specified (considered as negative comments)
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative comments ruled invalid
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions approved by commenter
	6
	7
	
	
	4
	
	17

	Negative comment resolutions disapproved by commenter (outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0

	Negative comment resolutions not indicated by commenter (considered as outstanding negative comments)
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0

	Total outstanding negative comments
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0


2006-04-25
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-04-04
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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2007-05-30
Comment resolution acceptance feedback:
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Abstract


This is the report documenting the results of the WG letter ballots on IEEE 802.11r.  This report is to be submitted to the IEEE 802 Executive Committee to support the request to forward IEEE 802.11r to Sponsor Ballot.
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page 1
Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)

_1244628927.pdf
Gmail - IEEE 802.11r LB91 vote https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>

IEEE 802.11r LB91 vote

Simon Barber <> Wed, Nov 29, 2006 at 4:16 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hi Clint,
I've reviewed my previous comments from LB79.

5: This comment still stands at least partly unaddressed. | can see at
least editorial notes about updating the document to reflect the base
standard.

49: This comment still stands - we are voting on the final document.
It's not ready.

57: Addressed.

1157: This comment still stands unaddressed. | don't see why a new top
level heading should be used by TGr when what they do fits perfectly
into clause 11.

2008: This comment still stands unaddressed. The current draft shows
text from the base differently from what is in the base. It's not clear
what the amendment means to do. I've submitted further comments on this.

Simon

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2006 11:49 AM
To: Simon Barber

Subject: IEEE 802.11r LB91 vote

Simon,

You voted "no" on the initial letter ballet 79 for IEEE 802.11r, and
haven't voted since. Since we have to carry the vote forward if a
person does not vote, you are still listed as voting "no" on IEEE
802.11r. Copuld you please take a moment to review the draft and vote
on LB91? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)

lofl 06/09/2007 17:35






_1244629457.pdf
Gmail - Dan Harkins: TGr Negative Comments https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>
)

BETA

Dan Harkins: TGr Negative Comments

Dan Harkins <> Wed, Dec 6, 2006 at 12:23 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Clint,

| accept resolution of comment 530 from LB79. | do not accept
resolution of the rest.

thanks,

Dan.

> From: Clint Chaplin []
> Sent: Monday, December 04, 2006 11:32 AM

> To: Dan Harkins

> Subject: Re: Dan Harkins: TGr Negative Comments

>

> Dan,

>

> For most of the others, we've been asking for a list of which

> ones to keep and which ones you accept. But, several people

> have done it the way you suggest; if you do that; we'll need

> an email stating that, so we can do some housecleaning.

>

> On 12/4/06, Dan Harkins <> wrote:

> >

>> Clint,

> >

> > Forthe ones that | don't accept | add to my LB91 comments, right?
> >

>> Dan.

> >

> > > From: Clint Chaplin []
> > > Sent: Monday, November 27, 2006 3:27 PM

> > > To: Dan Harkins

> > > Subject: Dan Harkins: TGr Negative Comments

>>>

> > > Hey, Dan!

>>>

> > > |'m enclosing a spreadsheet showing the binding negative comments
> > > you have submitted against IEEE 802.11r drafts in past ballots.

> > > Could you please look these over and let me know which

> comments you

> > > accept our resolution of? Thanks.

>>> --

> > > Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

> > > Principal Engineer

> > > Corporate Standardization (US)
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>>>

> >

>

>

> -

> Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

> Principal Engineer

> Corporate Standardization (US)
>
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LB79 Comment Resolutions

Stephen [kiwin] Palm <> Tue, Apr 11, 2006 at 3:27 PM
To: clint.chaplin@gmail.com

| believe | clearly indicated which were unresolved in my latest comments for LB81 and since that was
enclosed in an email, | believe your request to be already accomplished. -kiwin

Stephen [kiwin] Palm Ph.D. W: http://www.Kiwin.com
Technical Director T: +1-949-926-PALM
Broadcom Broadband Communications Group F: +1-530-325-9798

From: Clint Chaplin <>
To: Stephen [kiwin] Palm <>
Sent: Tue Apr 11 15:00:06 2006

Subject: LB79 Comment Resolutions

Kiwin,

On LB79 (IEEE 802.11r Draft 1.0), you voted "no" with 20 comments, 19
of which were indicated as part of your "no" vote.

We need an explicit email from you indicating which of TGr's
resolutions to your comments were acceptable, and which were not.

Could you please let us know which resolutions to comments of yours
you did not agree with, and which ones you did agree with?

The LB79 comment resolution spreadsheet is available at

ftp://ieee:wireless@ftp.802wirelessworld.com/11-06-1284-29-000r-Ib79-11r-d1-0-comment-resolutions.xls

Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Wireless Security Technologist
Wireless Standards Manager
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Dorothy Stanley: TGr Negative Comments

Dorothy Stanley <> Tue, Nov 28, 2006 at 8:37 AM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hi Clint,

| accept the resolution of all comments EXCEPT
Comments 563 and 565, re: pre-authentication.

Thanks,

Dorothy

Dorothy Stanley
Aruba Networks

From: Clint Chaplin []

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2006 4:09 PM

To: Dorothy Stanley

Subject: Dorothy Stanley: TGr Negative Comments

Dorothy,

I'm enclosing a spreadsheet showing the outstanding binding negative
comments you have submitted against IEEE 802.11r drafts in past
ballots. Could you please look these over and let me know which
comments you accept our resolution of? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer
Corporate Standardization (US)
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>

TGr Carryover Comments: Dorothy Stanley

Dorothy Stanley <> Tue, May 29, 2007 at 2:51 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Thanks Clint.
All 3 should be carried over.

Dorothy

Dorothy Stanley
Aruba Networks

[Quoted text hidden]
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https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

[802-11TGR] Carryover comment stats

Zaks, Artur <>
To: clint.chaplin@gmail.com

Clint,

| accept all outstanding CIDs on my name:
23

162

257

284

285

1038

1039

Regards,

Artur Zaks

From: ***** |EEE stds-802-11-tgr List *****
[mailto:STDS-802-11-TGR@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG] On Behalf Of William Marshall
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 1:33 AM

To: STDS-802-11-TGR@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG

Subject: [802-11TGR] Carryover comment stats

--- This message came from the IEEE 802.11 Task Group R Technical
Reflector ---

In the instructions for Letter Ballot 98:

> REQUEST: If you supplied comments on LB79, LB82, LB87 or LB91 for Task
> Group r, please review the comment spreadsheet and inform the Chair of

> the comment resolution group, Clint Chaplin (clint.chaplin@gmail.com),

> which addressed comment resolutions you are accepting and which you

> don't.

So far, I've recorded responses from:

Canpolat, Necati Kandala, Srinivas Pitarresi, Joe
DeCourville, Marc Kumar, Rajneesh Stanley, Dorothy
Dure, Sebastian Malinen, Jouni Stephens, Adrian
Emeott, Stephen Myles, Andrew Stevens, Fabrice

Hayes, Kevin

So far, I've not recorded responses from:

Audeh, Malik Harkins, Dan Palm, Stephen
Barber, Simon Kobayashi, Mark Ptasinski, Henry
Cam-Winget, Nancy Lefkowitz, Martin Sood, Kapil
Chaplin, Clint Muck, Marcus Zaks, Artur

Wed, Apr 4, 2007 at 2:36 AM
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Chari, Amalovoyal
Remaining outstanding carryover comments (total, LB79/LB82/LB87/LB91):
Sood, Kapil 291 0/67/166/58

Cam-Winget, Nancy 81  0/16/59/6
Lefkowitz, Martin 65  54/0/11/0

Harkins, Dan 46  8/10/18/10
Palm, Stephen 22 2/10/9/1
Chari, Amalovoyal 21  21/0/0/0
Barber, Simon 8 4/0/0/4
Chaplin, Clint 8 0/1/1/6
Zaks, Artur 7 0/7/0/0

Kobayashi, Mark 4 0/2/2/0
Ptasinski, Henry 3 0/1/0/2
Audeh, Malik 1 1/0/0/0
Muck, Marcus 1 0/0/0/1

IF YOU WISH to be Removed from this reflector, PLEASE DO NOT send your
request to this CLOSED reflector. We use this valuable tool to
communicate on the issues at hand.

SELF SERVICE OPTION:

Point your Browser to -
http://listserv.ieee.org/cqi-bin/'wa?SUBED1=STDS-802-11-TGR and then
amend your subscription on the form provided. If you require removal
from the reflector press the LEAVE button.

Further information can be found at:
http://www.ieee802.org/11/Email Subscribe.html

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>
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TGr Carryover Comments: Artur Zaks

Zaks, Artur <>
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Clint,

| satisfied with the resolution of all comments.
Regards,

Artur Zaks

WLAN System Marketing Manager

Mobile Connectivity Solutions Business Unit (MCS)
Texas Instruments

*Tel

* Fax
* Mob

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2007 12:37 AM
To: Zaks, Artur

Subject: TGr Carryover Comments: Artur Zaks

Artur,

I'm enclosing a spreadsheet containing all of your outstanding
previous TGr comments that support your "Do Not Approve" vote, along
with the resolutions to those comments.

Could you please look over these comments and let us know which
comments you accept the resolution of, and which comments you do not
accept the resolution of and that should be carried over? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)

SISA

Wed, May 30, 2007 at 4:13 AM

06/09/2007 22:15






_1244630010.pdf
Gmail - Artur, we'd like to know which of the 6 LB79 comment resolutio...  https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>
)

BETA

Artur, we'd like to know which of the 6 LB79 comment
resolutions you accept.

Zaks, Artur <> Tue, Apr 25, 2006 at 8:21 AM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Clint,

Sorry for the delayed response.
| accept resolution for all my LB79 comments.

Regards,

Artur Zaks

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2006 6:10 PM

To: Zaks, Artur

Subject: Artur, we'd like to know which of the 6 LB79 comment
resolutions you accept.

For us to know how to proceed, TGr needs to know which of your 6 "no"
LB79 comments you do not accept our resolution to. Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Wireless Security Technologist
Wireless Standards Manager
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TGr Negative Comments: Dorothy Stanley

Dorothy Stanley <> Thu, Mar 22, 2007 at 1:55 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hi Clint,

| accept the resolution of all comments except
Comment 383.

I'm still thinking about that one.

Dorothy

Dorothy Stanley
Aruba Networks

From: Clint Chaplin []

Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2007 1:34 PM

To: Dorothy Stanley

Subject: TGr Negative Comments: Dorothy Stanley

Dorothy,

I'm enclosing a spreadsheet showing the binding negative comments you
have submitted against IEEE 802.11r drafts in past ballots. Could you
please look these over and let me know which comments you accept our
resolution of? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)
SISA

lofl 06/09/2007 21:44
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Kiwin, we have not received your LB91 vote yet

Stephen [kiwin] PALM <> Mon, Dec 4, 2006 at 2:48 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

All comments, new and old (except LB87/61) remain unresolved.
The Letter Ballot recirculation process is ridiculous when drafts are unstable.
-kiwin

Clint Chaplin wrote:

> Kiwin,

>

> So, what shall we do here? Just accept your four new comments as the
> only ones outstanding?

>

> On 12/4/06, Stephen [kiwin] PALM <> wrote:

> > Actually, the draft process is so unstable that | can't even find if

> my comments

> > are resolved or not.

> LB87/61 is the only resolved one | can find.

> | just submitted my no vote.

>

> -kiwin

>

>

> Clint Chaplin wrote:

> > Kiwin,

> >

> > Let us know the comment IDs from the spreadsheet (the one | sent to
> > you) of the comments you accept our resolutions of, and the comments
> > that you would like to keep open. Keep in mind that some comments may
> > no longer make any sense, since the draft has changed.

> >

> > 0On 12/4/06, Stephen [kiwin] PALM <> wrote:

>> >

>> >

> > > Clint Chaplin wrote:

> > > > Kiwin,

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVVYVYVVYV

>> >>
>> >>|B91 closes in less than 24 hours, and we haven't received
> your vote
> >> >>yet. Couldyou please submit a vote for us?
> >> >
> >> > | likely will.
> >> >
> >> >> Also, we would like to
> >> >> know which of your previous binding "no" comments you accept our
> >> > > resolution of, and which comments you would like us to carry
> forward.
> >> >

> >> > What is the mechanism for making such indications?
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>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

>> >

>> >> -

>> > > Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

>> > > Principal Engineer

>> > > Corporate Standardization (US)
>> >

> > > This seems like an incomplete signature...
>> >

>> > regards, Kiwin

>> > -

> > > Stephen [kiwin] Palm Ph.D.

> > > Technical Director T:

> > > Broadcom Broadband Communications Group

>> > |rvine, California W:

> http://www.Kiwin.com

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYV

\Y

> > > Secondary email accounts:

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

>> >

>> >

>> >

> >

> >

> > --

> > Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
> > Principal Engineer

> > Corporate Standardization (US)
> >

>

> -

> Stephen [kiwin] Palm Ph.D. E:

> Technical Director
> Broadcom Broadband Communications Group

> |rvine, California W: http://www.kiwin.com

> Secondary email accounts:

>

>
>

> -
> Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

> Principal Engineer

> Corporate Standardization (US)

>

Stephen [kiwin] Palm Ph.D. E:

Technical Director T:
Broadcom Broadband Communications Group

Irvine, California
Secondary email accounts:

F:
W: http://www.kiwin.com
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>

TGr Carryover Comments: Dan Harkins

Dan Harkins <> Wed, Jun 13, 2007 at 3:30 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Clint,
| agree with the resolution of (or have decided to throw the towel in
for) the following CIDs based on the numbers in the spreadsheet you
sent me:

7,39, 41, 50, 169, 170, 174, 227, 252, 379, 449, 468, 579
| just voted too.

thanks,

Dan.
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[802-11TGR] Carryover comment stats

William Marshall <> Wed, Apr 4, 2007 at 8:53 PM
To: clint.chaplin@gmail.com

Bill,
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| went through all the comments and what is left is what | put for LB98
the rest are wiped out.

However, | will say that the big one is that you have absolutely no text

in clause 5. | also do not feel like | am the appropriate person to add
this text. | also do not believe the right approach is to make the
comments out of order. | really, really hope TGr does not do this since
it does not make a better specification. | hope you can understand

this, and that the task group can work on some introductory text that
can make the specification coherent when the amendment is ratified into
the base standard.

Marty

William Marshall wrote:

> Marty,

>

> | realize that you voted in LB98. | was asking about

> your previous comments in LB79 and LB87. Please tell
> is which of those (2/3 of which were accepted by TGr)
> are acceptable to you.

>

> Without your email telling us this information, | have

> to carry them all over into the next ballot. Its

> especially difficult when your comment asked for some
> text to be deleted, and we deleted it -- and | have to

> find the corresponding place in the new draft to apply
> that comment.

>

> A response would be greatly appreciated.

>

> Bill Marshall

> Date: Wed, 04 Apr 2007 17:47:11 -0700
> From: Martin Lefkowitz <>

> To: William Marshall <>

> CC:,

>

> Subject: Re: Carryover comment stats

>

> Actually | voted, but couldn't supply my comments on the page. |
> submitted them to clint, Harry, Al, and Suart.

>

> Marty

[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=inbox...

06/09/2007 20:58






_1244629498.pdf
Gmail - TGr Negative Comments: Dan https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>
)

BETA

TGr Negative Comments: Dan

Dan Harkins <> Tue, Apr 3, 2007 at 1:36 PM
To: Dan Harkins <>
Cc: Clint Chaplin <>, Dan Harkins <>

Clint,

Let me add the following:

LB CID

87 725

87 750

87 854

87 869
Dan.

On Tue, April 3, 2007 11:49 am, Dan Harkins wrote:

>

> Hi Clint,

>

> | accept resolution of the following:
>

> LB CID
> e oo
> 91 60
> 87 297
> 91 418
> 91 433
> 87 477
> 82 478
> 79 479
> 87 494
> 79 495
> 87 498
> 82 504
> 87 532
> 91 578
> 82 611
> 79 612
> 82 630
> 79 649
> 87 676
> 79 799
> 87 943
> 87 976
>

> | note that some of my comments were accepted with proposals that
> were later un-accepted (look for 0173 and 0637). How can that be?
>
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> Dan.

>

> On Thu, March 22, 2007 12:57 pm, Clint Chaplin wrote:

>> Dan,

>>

>> |t's that time again. I'm enclosing a spreadsheet showing your

>> binding negative comments you have submitted against IEEE 802.11r
>> drafts in past ballots. Could you please look these over and let me
>> know which comments you accept our resolution of? Thanks.

>> --

>> Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

>> Principal Engineer

>> Corporate Standardization (US)

>> SISA

>>

>

>

>

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...
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accepted comment resolutions

Nancy Winget (hcamwing) <> Wed, Apr 25, 2007 at 7:45 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>, William Marshall <>

Clint and Bill,

Here are the comments from the carry-over spreadsheet | accept:

8,9, 71,92, 100, 164, 167, 175, 210, 211, 212, 214, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 343, 348, 423, 424, 455, 481,
482, 497, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 520, 521, 522, 523, 524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 737,
738, 739, 764, 765, 906, 922, 925, 1030, 1121, 1124

Nancy.
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>

TGr Carryover Comments: Joe Epstein

Joe Epstein <> Tue, Jun 5, 2007 at 1:11 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hello,
Okay, since | am in a Marketing meeting for Wi-Fi, | have some time to address this. :)

Comment 520: | do not accept the resolution, and will carry this comment forward. Furthermore, I'll restate
the comment to add further details, to address what was missed in the resolution.

Comment 470: accepted.

For the rest, because comment 520 was not rejected as being out of scope, the related comments should
not have the rejection for being out of scope. | suppose the thing to do is to not accept the resolutions.

In general, I'd be happy for much of the details to be addressed in sponsor ballot. | don't like the resolution
for comment 520 at all, however, and so | will have to let that stand.

Thanks

Joe

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Tue 6/5/2007 12:07 PM

To: Joe Epstein

Subject: Re: TGr Carryover Comments: Joe Epstein

Joe,
We know you haven't forgotten. I'm enclosing a better spreadsheet.

On 5/29/07, Clint Chaplin <> wrote:

> Joe,

>

> I'm enclosing a spreadsheet containing all of your outstanding

> previous TGr comments that support your "Do Not Approve" vote, along
> with the resolutions to those comments.

>

> Could you please look over these comments and let us know which

> comments you accept the resolution of, and which comments you do not
> accept the resolution of and that should be carried over? Thanks.

> -

> Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

> Principal Engineer

> Corporate Standardization (US)

> SISA

>
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Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)
SISA

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

06/09/2007 19:53






_1244629416.pdf
Gmail - Reminder: Hey, Dan, we'd like to know which of the 21 LB79 ... https://mail.google.com/mail/?ik=dce46d3a5f&view=pt&search=contac...

1of2

Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>

Reminder: Hey, Dan, we'd like to know which of the 21 LB79
comment resolutions you accept.

Daniel Harkins <> Thu, May 4, 2006 at 9:41 AM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Clint,

I'm sorry. It has been a very interesting past two months and IEEE stuff seems to
always get pushed to the bottom of the stack....

| accept the ones that were accepted (even the ones accepted in principle). Of the
ones that were rejected | do not agree with the following:

- 842
- 843
- 844
- 847
- 850
- 857
- 862
- 866

If comment #858 was accepted | could not find the "informative paragraph” so | don't know
whether | agree with the way it was resolved or not. If it wasn't accepted then | don't
agree with the way it was resolved :-)

Dan.

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Tue 5/2/2006 12:06 PM

To: Daniel Harkins

Subject: Reminder: Hey, Dan, we'd like to know which of the 21 LB79 comment resolutions you accept.

On 4/25/06, Clint Chaplin <> wrote:

> For us to know how to proceed, TGr needs to know which of your 21 "no"
> LB79 comments you do not accept our resolution to. Otherwise we'll

> have to show up on your doorstep in person. Thanks.

> -

> Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

> Wireless Security Technologist

> Wireless Standards Manager

>

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Wireless Security Technologist
Wireless Standards Manager
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File for IEEE 802.11r D6.0 6th Recirculation from

Nancy Winget (hcamwing) <> Wed, Jun 13, 2007 at 8:34 AM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hi Clint,

My first comment is not part of my "No" vote....I kept it to make sure
it gets carried over to sponsor ballot....and yes, the ones | did not
note are accepted.

Nancy.

From: Clint Chaplin []

Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2007 7:54 AM

To: Nancy Winget (ncamwing)

Cc: William Marshall

Subject: Fwd: File for IEEE 802.11r_D6.0 6th Recirculation from

Nancy,

I'm not quite sure hot to interpret your first comment in your

spreadsheet. Is this the indication of which comments we need to carry
over, and we can assume that the rest of your outstanding comments you
accept the resolution of? Or will you be sending that information

later?

From:

Date: Jun 12, 2007 10:21 PM

Subiject: File for IEEE 802.11r_D6.0 6th Recirculation from
To:
Cc:

Hi,

Attached is a copy of a file submitted as comment data for IEEE
802.11r_D6.0 6th Recirculation. Here's some relevant information
supplied by the submitter:

Name: Nancy Cam-Winget
Balloter ID:

Organization: Cisco Systems
E-Mail:

Phone:

FAX:
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Comment Type: Technical
Page:

Line:

Subclause:

File Format: MS Excel v7.0

Original Name (can supply needed clues): C:\Documents and
Settings\ncamwing\My
Documents\802.11\Meetings-n-Submissions\TGr\Drafts\6.0\LB105_CommentForm
Xls

Description: No ballot comments

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)
SISA
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TGr Carryover Comments: Simon Barber

Simon Barber <> Tue, May 29, 2007 at 2:44 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

I'd like to retain the 2 no votes.

Simon

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2007 2:13 PM

To: Simon Barber

Subject: TGr Carryover Comments: Simon Barber

Simon,

I'm enclosing a spreadsheet containing all of your outstanding previous
TGr comments that support your "Do Not Approve"” vote, along with the
resolutions to those comments.

Could you please look over these comments and let us know which comments
you accept the resolution of, and which comments you do not accept the
resolution of and that should be carried over? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)
SISA

lofl 06/09/2007 17:34
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Clint Chaplin - SISA

From: Nancy Winget (ncamwing) []
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2006 03:33
To: Chaplin, Clint; William Marshall
Subject: Comments from LB82 carry over

Hi Clint & Bill,
There's been significant change in draft from LB79 that you don't need to carry my "no" comments from there.

For LB82, here are the no comments you can carry over:
LB82: 191, 205, 405, 427, 451, 455, 465, 475, 478, 499, 502, 512, 521, 524, 579, 702, 572, 1405

Thanks,
Nancy.

This email has been scanned for computer viruses.

06/10/2007
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>
)

BETA

Simon, we haven't received your vote on LB98

Simon Barber <> Wed, Apr 4, 2007 at 2:11 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hi Clint,

| approve the resolutions to all my comments except comments 622 & 1114
in the spreadsheet you sent me. Those comments remain outstanding.

Simon

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 11:42 PM

To: Simon Barber

Subject: Simon, we haven't received your vote on LB98

Simon,

We haven't received your vote on LB98, nor have | received an answer
from my email a few days ago asking you to please review your
outstanding negative comments. Could you please take a few minutes and
respond? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer

Corporate Standardization (US)
SISA

lofl 06/09/2007 17:37






_1244024832.pdf
comments

Cl General SC General PO LO
Harkins, Dan

Comment Type GR Comment Status R

There are numerous comments that deal with the lack of a 3 party protocol-- including 6, 8,
202, 413, 414, and 491. These were all improperly resolved. For example, CID 8 was
"resolved" by accepting a document whose contents were later removed (there is no MDC
anymore). CIDs 413 and 414 were "resolved” by accepting document 0637r0 which
introduced a 3 party protocol but subsequently document 1612r2 was accepted which
removed the 3 party protocol that 0637r0 introduced. If the document which addressed the
comment (0637r0) was removed (by 1612r2) then it is illogical to claim the comments are
still "accepted".

SuggestedRemedy
Define a secure 3 party protocol.

Response Response Status U

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

Cl 11A SC 11A6 P 60 L23
Epstein, Joseph

# 105005 |

Comment Type TR

ballot.
Cl 08 SC 8.5.1.5.1 P22 L14 # 105009 1
Harkins, Dan

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

The claim is that key distribution is outside the scope of this draft. Further claims are made
in the "resolution” of comment 491 that the IETF has "ongoing" work to define a key
distribution protocol. Not only is there no "ongoing" work on this subject there is no plans to
address this. If the resolver of comment 491 is referring to the HOKEY working group in the
IETF then let it be known that both chairmen of the HOKEY working group as well as both
its Area Directors have stated that HOKEY is not doing this, and will not do this.

SuggestedRemedy

This draft is not implementable in a standard fashion by which interoperability between two
independent implementations can be assured if there is no definition on how critical data
are conveyed to the components that need it-- namely, how a keys get from the ROKH to
all R1KHs. Furthermore, by not specifying how the keys are distributed it leaves a gaping
security hole which lessens the security of 802.11 and therefore violates the PAR of TGr--
see CID 6.

Response Response Status U

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.

# 105016 1

Comment Status R

(Restatement of LB98 #520) Allowing STAs to reserve resources on multiple APs
simultaneously during a transition--although doubtlessly well intentioned--commits a basic
and fundamental error. Specifically, allowing and intentionally designing for locally greedy
behavior guarantees artifical resource starvation in the common and more important
operating conditions, and greatly increases the convergence time of the network. This type
of basic error does not belong in a standard, and especially because this error involves the
main path and expected use case of the amendment, must be removed. Please see
document 11-07-1985-00-000r for more details; that document is intended to be
incorporated as part of the comment, by reference.

SuggestedRemedy

Binding reservations on multiple APs simultaneously must be forbidden. The simplest way
to do this is to eliminate 11A.6, and the Authentication/FT Confirm and Authentication/FT
ACK messages. In the alternative, text explicitly forbidding sending Confirm messages to
multiple APs, such as "A STA may not have Authentication or FT Confirm messages
outstanding (pending an Authentication or FT Acknowledgement with a non-successful
status code) to more than one AP at any given time", should be added.

Response Response Status U

Rejected. This comment is a resubmission of a previous comment by this commenter. The
document referred to in the comment was not available in the document respository at the
close of the letter ballot. The previous resolution is unchanged, as the commenter has not
provided any additional information to sway the decision of the resolution group.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched Al/accepted R/rejected RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wi/written C/closed Ul/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 1 of 2

Comment ID # 105016 06/22/2007 13:36

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)





comments

Cl 11A SC 11A84 P71 L 26 # 105017 |
Cam-Winget, Nancy

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

I think there is a misunderstanding to LB98 CID 587...the resolution states: "(resolution to
this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Rejected. The Group and Pairwise cipher selection is used in 8.5.2 to determine the MIC
algorithm, and the same algorithm is being specified here." However, my comment is to
the MIC algorithm in the FTIE. There has been a current update in D6.0 to state that it is
now based on the AKM, which may be acceptable....but the implication is that for every
new cipher, a new AKM will be required. Is this the desired effect?

SuggestedRemedy

The reserved bits in the MIC control field of the FTIE could be used to allow for a security
parameter index. For now it can be set to 0 to signal AES-CMAC but can be used to
provide the necessary crypto agility should other ciphers be allowed.

Response Response Status U

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.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched Al/accepted R/rejected RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wi/written C/closed Ul/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 2 of 2
Comment ID # 105017 06/22/2007 13:36

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>

Malik Audeh: TGr Negative Comments

Malik Audeh <> Mon, Dec 4, 2006 at 4:54 PM
To: Clint Chaplin <>

Hi Clint,

| looked these over as requested and | accept your resolution of: (using the LB87 CID #)
914

945

1138

1139

1300

1363

| do not accept your resolution of:
4

| think this is what you are asking me to do in order to assist your efforts, and what you asked me again
when | saw you at the FMCA even last week.

Malik

From: Clint Chaplin []
Sent: Mon 11/27/2006 3:02 PM

To: Malik Audeh

Subject: Malik Audeh: TGr Negative Comments

Malik,

I'm enclosing a spreadsheet showing the binding negative comments you
have submitted against IEEE 802.11r drafts in past ballots. Could you
please look these over and let me know which comments you accept our
resolution of? Thanks.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin
Principal Engineer
Corporate Standardization (US)

lofl 06/09/2007 15:37
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Gm i I Clint Chaplin <>
)

BETA

comment resolutions

Malik Audeh <> Wed, Apr 4, 2007 at 5:43 PM
To: clint.chaplin@gmail.com

Clint, | apologize for the slow reply.

| do NOT accept the resolution for the one comment | have outstanding. | hope that is what you need to
know.

Malik

lofl 06/09/2007 16:35
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July 2007 comments doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3
Cl General SC General PO LO # 98004 | Cl General SC General PO LO # 98008 |
Audeh, Malik Harkins, Dan

Comment Type GR Comment Status A
The implication here is that the authenticity and implied authorization of the credential
established by means of a mutually-authenticated EAP method through one authenticator
somehow spans authenticators. That is not possible.

SuggestedRemedy

Define a secure 3-party protocol between the RO key holder, a new R1 key holder (that
needs this credential it is receiving to be authenticated) and the supplicant. | have made a

proposal for such a protocol to Tgr already.
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)
Accepted. Addressed with the acceptance of 11-06-0173-01

Cl General SC General PO LO
Harkins, Dan

# 98006 |

Comment Type GR Comment Status R

the approach to security in this document violates the PAR by decreasing security. This
draft mandates illdefined actions-- like sending a PMK-R1 from an ROKH to an R1KH, a
key establishment protocol-- which can and will be done insecurely unless a secure way of
doing them is defined. The Handbook of Applied Cryptography, section 12.9.2 says, "A key
establishment protocol is operational (or compliant) if, in the absense of active adversaries
and communications errors, honest participants who comply with its specification always
complete the protocol having computed a common key and knowledge of the identities of
the parties with whom the key is shared.” Note the word ALWAYS. Unless we have a way
of ALWAYS determining this the protocol we are defining is not "operational (or compliant)”
and therefore fails analysis. Therefore adoption of this draft would decrease the security of
the 802.11 specification.

SuggestedRemedy

disband the TG or define things that have, up to this time, been defined as "outside our
scope”. Define how a key establishment protocol that sends a PMK-R1 from an ROKH to
an R1KH can be deemed "operational (or compliant)" according to the objectives and

methods defined in the Handbook of Applied Cryptography.
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB91)
Rejected. The protocol between the ROKH and the R1KH is out of scope for 802.11.

Comment Type GR Comment Status A
The implication here is that the authenticity and implied authorization of the credential
established by means of a mutually-authenticated EAP method through one authenticator
somehow spans authenticators. That is not possible.

SuggestedRemedy

Define a secure 3-party protocol between the RO key holder, a new R1 key holder (that
needs this credential it is receiving to be authenticated) and the supplicant. | have made a

proposal for such a protocol to Tgr already.
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)
Accepted. Addressed with the acceptance of 11-06-0173-01

Cl General SC General PO LO
Palm, Stephen

# 98011 |

Comment Type GR Comment Status A
So how do | track an accepted resolution that has been moved to a different group?

SuggestedRemedy
Provide info

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Accepted. This comment was accepted by TGm, and appeared in 11ma D7.0. Descriptive
text for QoS Capability added was "The QoS Capability element is present when
dot11QosOptionimplemented is true"

Cl General SC General PO Lo
Palm, Stephen

# 98012 1

Comment Type GR Comment Status A
So how do | track an accepted resolution that has been moved to a different group?

SuggestedRemedy
Provide info

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Accepted. This comment was accepted by TGm, and appeared in 11ma D7.0. Descriptive
text for QoS Capability added was "The QoS Capability element is present when
dot11QosOptionimplemented is true"

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wo/written C/closed U/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 1 of 13

Comment ID # 98012 06/22/2007 13:35

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)





July 2007 comments doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3
Cl General SC General PO LO # 98013 | Cl 05 SC 5 Pa L25 # 98055 |

Stanley, Dorothy

Comment Type GR Comment Status R
An external security review of TGr mechanisms is needed.

SuggestedRemedy
Complete an external security review.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Rejected. External security review started. Comments from the external reviewers will be
addressed when received.

Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25
Palm, Stephen

# 98053 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
Surprisingly, all of clause 5 was deleted. While | had previous comments in this clause,
complete deletion seem draconian.

SuggestedRemedy
Fix don't delete. Justify deletion

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Rejected. BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. No additional overview text is
needed

Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25
Palm, Stephen

# 98054 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
LB79-Palm/15 was not addressed. If it really is an example, clearly state so.

SuggestedRemedy

Precede with "As an example," before "The resource allocation" and append "and other
non-QosS resources.".

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Proposed resolution in Palm/15 in LB79 accepted. Sentence deleted. BSS Transition is
already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause 5.4.8 deleted from this amendment

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
What about STA in PS mode?

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify or delete the part about non-PS-mode

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause 5.4.8 deleted from this
amendment

Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25
Palm, Stephen

# 98056 1

Comment Type ER Comment Status R
Is this the place to describe behavior with PTKs?

SuggestedRemedy
Move to appropriate location

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause 5.4.8 deleted from this
amendment

Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25
Palm, Stephen

# 98057 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
One sentence use "pre-reserve" the other "reserve". Which is correct?

SuggestedRemedy
Make consistant

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause 5.4.8 deleted from this
amendment

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wo/written C/closed U/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 2 of 13

Comment ID # 98057 06/22/2007 13:35

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)





July 2007 comments doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3
Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25 # 98058 ] Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25 # 98060 1

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
"All" is inappropriate - implies all conformant devices must do

SuggestedRemedy
delete "All"

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause 5.4.8 deleted from this
amendment

Cl 05 SC 5 P4 L25
Palm, Stephen

# 98059 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
Is this a tutorial in the middle of a specification?

SuggestedRemedy
Delete.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause 5.4.8 deleted from this
amendment

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

This pararaph implies the only aspect of QoS is reservations, TSPECs and allocations.
This is incorrect for the 802.11e aspects of EDCA and Admission Control. This occurs in
several following paragraphs as well.

SuggestedRemedy
Either delete text on reservations/TSPECs/allocations or add text to cover all cases.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted. Sentence deleted. BSS Transition is already explained in 5.4.2.1. Sub-clause
5.4.8 deleted from this amendment.

(previous resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)

Accepted in principle. Resource pre-reservation is intended to be a general mechanism
that includes non-QoS resources too. TSPECs, and TSPEC negotiation, are only given as
examples of the uses of this mechanism.

Cl 07 SC 7.23.1 P4 L 48
Harkins, Dan

# 98097 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

Get rid of the R1IKHID. As | expressed at the last meeting there is a much simpler way of
identifying who the ROKH is and how a STA learns of an R1KHID. The NAS-Id should be
beaconed by every AP. A STA communicates an ROKH (which is the NAS-Id of the
authenticator it did "initial association" to) using an FTIE but it will implicitly know the
R1KHID of the target AP because that target AP is beaconing a NAS-Id which is different
than the NAS-Id of the ROKH.

SuggestedRemedy

Accept the fact that procedure was not followed when the rejection of the "beacon bloat"
proposal was reconsidered and open this issue back up. It is not resolved. | offered to

come up with a proposal to address this....
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Counter. Text changes contained in 11-06-0637-00 further updated by 11-06-1612-02.

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted. Addressed with the acceptance of 11-06-0637-00.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wo/written C/closed U/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 3 of 13

Comment ID # 98097 06/22/2007 13:35

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)





July 2007 comments doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3
Cl 07 SC 7.2.3.4 P4 L67 # 98104 ] Cl 07 SC 7.3.2.37 P10 L17 # 98143 1

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
Seems that there is no descriptive text now

SuggestedRemedy
Add descriptive text

Response

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted. Since this is outside the PAR of TGr, this comment has been submitted as a
Sponsor Ballot comment to 11ma D6.0.

Response Status U

Cl 07 SC 7.2.3.6 P5 L51
Palm, Stephen

# 98117 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
Seems that there is no descriptive text now

SuggestedRemedy
Add descriptive text

Response

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted. Since this is outside the PAR of TGr, this comment has been submitted as a
Sponsor Ballot comment to 11ma D6.0.

Response Status U

Cl 07 SC 7.3.2.37 P9 L 60
Lefkowitz, Martin

# 98142 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

Since 802.11k has not been ratified you are addressing something that does not exist in
the current 2007 standard. Subsequently this clause makes no sense.

SuggestedRemedy

Delete the clause, or include and maintain the actual text in 802.11k draft amendment (as
802.11n does correctly!)

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

Rejected. According to the official 802.11 timeline, 11k will be approved by RevCom prior
to this amendment, and so the base specification for this amendment will include this
clause.

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

LB81: This paragraph seems to be a long convoluted definition. The bit definition should
be more clear. Are there two APs in the definition or one?

Rejected. In the context of the Neighbor Report, information is present regarding multiple
APs. Each of these is being compared to the AP that is sending the Neighbor Report.
LB91: Definition still remains insufficient. What is "these" in rejection? .

Accepted. In the context of the Neighbor Report, information is presented regarding
multiple APs. Each of the subfields in the BSSID information field in the Neighbor report is
being compared to the AP that is sending the Neighbor Report..

LB99: Definition still remain insufficient. The "answer" was supposed to be embedded in
the specification not the comment resolution form.

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

Rejected. The group believes the text is clear enough, and matches the style of the
surrounding paragraphs in the 11k amendment. The commenter did not raise any new
information that would cause TGr to change this view.

Cl 07 SC 7.3.2.37 P10 L17
Palm, Stephen

# 98144 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

LB81: This paragraph seems to be a long convoluted definition. The bit definition should
be more clear. Are there two APs in the definition or one?

Rejected. In the context of the Neighbor Report, information is present regarding multiple
APs. Each of these is being compared to the AP that is sending the Neighbor Report.
LB91: Definition still remains insufficient. What is "these" in rejection?

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB91)

Accepted. In the context of the Neighbor Report, information is presented regarding
multiple APs. Each of the subfields in the BSSID information field in the Neighbor report is
being compared to the AP that is sending the Neighbor Report.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wo/written C/closed U/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 4 of 13

Comment ID # 98144 06/22/2007 13:35

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)





July 2007 comments doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3
Cl 07 SC 7.3.2.37 P10 L17 # 98145 ] Cl 08 SC 8.4.6.1 P20 L20 # 98239 1

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
This paragraph seems to be a long convoluted definition. The bit definition should be more
clear. Are there two APs in the definition or one?

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Rejected. In the context of the Neighbor Report, information is present regarding multiple
APs. Each of these is being compared to the AP that is sending the Neighbor Report.

# 98186 |

Cl 07 SC 7.3.2 P14 L51
Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
Well, this sentence is surely cryptic... it needs to be expanded or a reference included

SuggestedRemedy
clarify

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Counter. Clause 7.3.2.51 deleted

Cl 07 SC 7.4.7.2 P16 L55
Harkins, Dan

# 98202 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

it must be possible to do the 3party protocol by itself over the DS. And it is not necessary to
always to the 3party protocol, for instance if the NAS-Id being beaconed by the target AP
has already been authorized.

SuggestedRemedy

the following should not be required if the 3party protocol alone is being done over the DS:
Fast BSS Transiition Information (#2) and the RSN (#3). In addition, the R1DISTIE and
R1DISTVIE shall be present when attempting to authorize a new R1KH, existing text

implies they shall always be present.
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Counter. R1DISTIE deleted

Stanley, Dorothy

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

Without support for pre-authentication, an 802.1X exchange is always required when
transitioning to a new MD. When a small number of BSSs (e.g.) are in each MD, there will
potentially be many such transitions, and pre-authentication support would provide better
performance.

SuggestedRemedy
Incorporate the preauthentication proposal in 06/832r3.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Rejected. In most applications of TGr the Mobility Domain is expected to include numerous
BSSs and the additional 802.1X authentications when moving to a new Mobility Domain is
acceptable.

Cl 08 SC 8.4.10 P20 L32
Cam-Winget, Nancy

# 98242 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
some security associations (e.g. PTKSA) should be deleted on disassoc or deauth even if
FT is enabled.

SuggestedRemedy

Please clarify the first paragraph. My suggestion is to remove both instances of the added
text "that is not part ofa Fast BSS transition".

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Rejected. Text clearly states that "MLME Disassociation or Deauthentication ... will delete
some security associations." No change is being made in TGr to that statement.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wo/written C/closed U/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 5 of 13

Comment ID # 98242 06/22/2007 13:35

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)





July 2007 comments doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3
Cl 08 SC 8.5.1.1 P20 L50 # 98243 I Cl 08 SC 8.5.1.5.4 P23 L51 # 98303 I
Stanley, Dorothy Harkins, Dan

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
Comment: Changes to remove use of SHA-1 are incomplete

SuggestedRemedy

(a) In 8.5.1.1, insert the following text prior to the sentence beginning "In the following"
"When the RSNA Capabilities field B6 is set to 1 in the RSNA information element of both
the AP and the non-AP STA, or between peer STAs (for PeerKey derivations) PRF
functions are as defined below, where KDF is as defined in 8.5.1.5.2:

PRF-128(K, A, B) = KDF-128(K, A, B, 128)

PRF-192(K, A, B) = KDF-192(K, A, B, 192)

PRF-256(K, A, B) = KDF-256(K, A, B, 256)

PRF-384(K, A, B) = KDF-384(K, A, B, 384)

PRF-512(K, A, B) = KDF-512(K, A, B, 512)

Otherwise, PRF functions are as defined below." In the following....

(b) In 8.5.1.2, insert the following text prior to the sentence beginning "A PMK identifier is..."

"When the RSNA Capabilities field B6 is set to 1 in the RSNA information element of both
the AP and the non-AP STA, a PMK identifier is defined as

PMKID = HMAC-SHA256-128(PMK, "PMK Name" || AA || SPA)

Here, HMAC-SHA256-128 is the first 128 bits of the HMAC-SHA256 of its argument list.
Otherwise, a" PMK identifier is...

(c) In 8.5.1.4, insert the following text prior to the sentence beginning "A PMK identifier is..."

"When the RSNA Capabilities field B6 is set to 1 in the RSNA information element of both
peer STAs a SMK identifier is defined as

SMKID = HMAC-SHA256-128(SMK, "SMK Name" || PNonce || MAC_P || INonce || MAC_I)
Here, HMAC-SHA256-128 is the first 128 bits of the HMAC-SHA256 of its argument list.
Otherwise, a" SMK identifier is...

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

specifying that the R1KH-ID is "the MAC address of the R1KH" is not only vague to the
point of being unimplementable, it violates the security requirements that were agreed upon
in Dallas. An entity that holds R1 keys may be multi-homed. It's "MAC address" could be all
sorts of things. If the intention is to make it the BSSID of the AP to which the STA is
communicating then | formally object to the new requirement that an AP with 2 radios each
capable of supporting 32 BSSIDs would be required to hold 64 separate PMK-R1s for a
single STA. If it's a non-BSSID MAC address then this information cannot be reliably and
securely communicated to a STA.

SuggestedRemedy
make the R1KH-ID be the NAS-id.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB91)

Rejected. R1KH-ID is used by the ROKH to generate the PMK-R1. R1KH-ID is also used by
the STA to generate the PMK-R1. In order for the transition to be successful, it is
necessary for the same value of R1KH-ID be presented to the ROKH and to the STA.

# 98342 1

Cl 10 SC 10.3.6.1.2 P31 L 58
Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
What is the reference of "QoS Capability"?

SuggestedRemedy
Provide reference section if it exists

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Rejected. This text is unchanged from 11ma, and such a change is out of scope of this
amendment

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched Al/accepted R/rejected RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wi/written C/closed Ul/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn
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Cl 10 SC 10.3.6.3.2 P33 L13 # 98343 ] cl 11 SC 11.3.2.1 P45 L13 # 98354 1

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
Does "QoSCapability" have adeffernet reference defintion than that of "QoS Capability" in
10.3.6.1.2?

SuggestedRemedy
Calrify and Provide reference section if it exists

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Rejected. This text is unchanged from 11ma, and such a change is out of scope of this
amendment

Cl 11 SC 11.3 P44 L11
Palm, Stephen

# 98351

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

This line seems to confuse the hierachy of features and is unclear what is being refered to
by "QoS".

SuggestedRemedy
Provide correct terminology and references

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Rejected. This text is unchanged from 11ma, and such a change is out of scope of this
amendment

Cl 11 SC 11.3.1.2 P44 L64
Cam-Winget, Nancy

# 98353 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
The PTKSA should be deleted even on an FT.

SuggestedRemedy
Remove the added "If* clause of this sentence.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cam-Winget, Nancy

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
The PTKSA should be deleted even on an FT.

SuggestedRemedy
Remove the added "Except when..." clause of this sentence.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl 11 SC 11.3.2.2 P 45 L23
Cam-Winget, Nancy

# 98356 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
The PTKSA should be deleted even on an FT.

SuggestedRemedy
Remove the added "Except when..." clause of this sentence.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl 11 SC 11.3.2.3 P45 L44
Cam-Winget, Nancy

# 98359 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
The PTKSA should be deleted even on an FT.

SuggestedRemedy
Remove the added "Except when..." clause of this sentence.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general
RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wo/written C/closed U/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
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cl 11 SC 11.3.2.4 P 45 L 54 # 98360 ] cl 11 SC 11.4.4a P47 L24 # 98371 1

Cam-Winget, Nancy

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
The PTKSA should be deleted even on an FT.

SuggestedRemedy
Remove the added "Except when..." clause of this sentence.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl 11 SC 11.4.4a P 47 L15
Epstein, Joseph

# 98368 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

Unfortunately, we have inconsistent use of terms. "Inactive", "Accepted”, and "Active" refer
to the three states of a TS. "Admit" is a looser word. Furthermore, accepting the resource,
rather than placing it in an intermediate state, would allow for STAs to request for
resources at more than one AP simultaneously, and that has been shown to lead to
instability when performed as written.

SuggestedRemedy
Change "admit" to "accept" in both places.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl 11 SC 11.4.4a P 47 L15
Palm, Stephen

# 98369 1

Comment Type ER Comment Status A
11ma has removed all occurances of QSTA and QAP, 11r must do likewise.

SuggestedRemedy
Fix all occurances of QSTA and QAP to be STA and AP qualified by the QoS Function as
appropriate throughout entire document.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Accepted. Three occurances of QSTA, and two of QAP.

Epstein, Joseph

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

This text clearly leads to unstable systems, by allowing non-active resources to count
against available resources. Text was accepted elsewhere into the draft to forbid this
behavior; this must have been a straggler.

SuggestedRemedy

Reverse the logic by changing to "The SME in the HC shall not take the resource/timing
requirements of the TS in the Accepted state into consideration before assigning any
further resources to any other admitted or accepted TS, nor in calculating the Available
Admission Capacity for the BSS Load information element." (By the way, "shall take into
account" is meaningless, as electronic systems cannot "take things into account", and
cannot be accused of abusing discretion: ignoring is a valid way of taking things into
account. "Shall take into account" is, thus, equivalent to "may take into account". "Shall
not take into account”, however, is valid.)

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl 11A SC 11A P 47 L 40
Barber, Simon

# 98374 1

Comment Type ER Comment Status R
Much of this content is normaive descriptive text - move it to section 11 rather than adding
a new main section and renumbering many sections.

SuggestedRemedy
0

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)
Rejected. Creating a new top-level clause was done at the request of the WG editor (both
current and previous), rather than making numerous changes throughout claus 11.
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Cl 11A SC 11A P47 L 40 # 98375 ] Cl 11A SC 11A.2.2 P49 L61 # 98413 1
Palm, Stephen Harkins, Dan

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

What does the "A" in "8A" mean? Is it part of clause 8? Or will it appear as some other
number? Is it Informative or Normative?

SuggestedRemedy
clarify and properly number

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

Accepted. It is properly numbered, according to IEEE 2005 Style Guide. This is a new top-
level clause that will be inserted between current clause 11 and 12, renumbering all that
follow. It is a normative clause. Creating a new top-level clause was done at the request of
the WG editor (both current and previous), rather than making numerous changes
throughout clause 11.

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Accepted. It is properly numbered, according to IEEE 2005 Style Guide. This is a new top-
level clause that will be inserted between current clause 8 and 9, renumbering all that
follow. It is a normative clause. Creating a new top-level clause was done at the request of
the WG editor (both current and previous), rather than making numerous changes
throughout claus 11.

Cl 11A SC 11A.2.2 P49 L13
Cam-Winget, Nancy

# 98381 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

"The PMK-RO in the Authenticator shall be cached...." seems to imply that the PMK-R0O
must be cached, when 8.5.1.5.1 states that it may be deleted (e.g. not cached).

SuggestedRemedy

Change to "The PMK-RO in the Authenticator shall be derived and may be cached in a
component called the ROKH."

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
| reiterate my statement from the previous ballot. The implication here is that the
authenticity and implied authorization of the PMK derivitive is somehow transferred
between authenticators merely by saying a PMK is "securely delievered".
SuggestedRemedy
Define a secure 3 party protocol between the STA, the original PMK-RO0 holder and the
target PMK-R1 holder. | presented such a proposal in 11r already.
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Counter. Text changes contained in 11-06-0637-00 further updated by 11-06-1612-02.

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted. Addressed with the acceptance of 11-06-0637-00.

Cl 11A
Harkins, Dan

SC 11A.2.2 P59 L6l

# 98414 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
The mere presence of a security association between the MDC and a key holder does not
mean the key holder is authorized to hold a particular key.

SuggestedRemedy
Get rid of the MDC. All that's needed is a secure 3 party protocol between the STA, the
original PMK-RO0 holder and the target PMK-R1 holder That exchange can be over-the-air
or over-the-DS.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Counter. Text changes contained in 11-06-0637-00 further updated by 11-06-1612-02.

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted in principle. Text changes in 11-06-0637-00.
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Cl 11A SC 11A5.3 P58 L8 # 98491 | Cl 11A SC 11A6.1 P 60 L 28 # 98520 1
Harkins, Dan Epstein, Joseph
Comment Type ER Comment Status A Comment Type TR Comment Status A

What is "the infrastructure"? How does one go about putting something into it and getting
something out of it? Section 8.5A6 does not define "“infrastructure" nor does it explain how
data is managed in it.

SuggestedRemedy
Don't punt this issue by using vague terms. Define a secure 3 party protocol involving the

The text emphasing that resource requests don't take place until reassociation has become
muddled. Allowing stations to request resources to more than one AP at a time, in a
binding manner before association, leads to instability because of overrequesting of
resources. This was previously accepted by the group, but somehow, the text became
unclear.

ROKH, the potential R1KH, and the TSTA, then refer to it here. SuggestedRemedy

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)
Counter. Text changed to "If the target AP does not have the key identified by
PMKR1Name, it may retrieve that key from the ROKH identified by the STA. See 11A.2."

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)

Accepted in part. Text changed to "If the target AP does not have the key identified by
R1Name, it may attempt to retrieve that key from the ROKH identified by the STA. See
clause 8.5A.6." Ongoing work will define this key distribution protocol in the IETF. Clause
8.5A.6 will reference the IETF RFC (when available) that defines the key distribution
protocol.

Change to "APs capable of Fast BSS Transition may allow STAs to, prior to reassociation,
request resources for their association."

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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 resource allocation,
and whether the Fast BSS Transition would complete within the desired interval. (3) The
AP already has mechanisms 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
mechanisms, and to the extent that those only provide provisional guarantees, the same is
provided by this amendment.

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched Al/accepted R/rejected RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wi/written C/closed Ul/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn
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Cl 11A SC 11A.11.1 P87 L34 # 98648 ] Cl 11A SC 11A.11.2 P88 L30 # 98663 1

Epstein, Joseph

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

The text emphasing that resource requests don't take place until reassociation has become
muddled. Allowing stations to request resources to more than one AP at a time, in a
binding manner before association, leads to instability because of overrequesting of
resources. This was previously accepted by the group, but somehow, the text became
unclear.

SuggestedRemedy

Change to "When using the resource request procedure, the STA has the option to, before
or during (re)association, request a (re)association-time resource allocation at the target
AP. To request resources for (re)association, the STA creates a Resource Information

Container (RIC) and inserts it in an appropriate request message to the target AP."
Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl 11A SC 11A11.1 P87 L43
Epstein, Joseph

# 98650 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

The text emphasing that resource requests don't take place until reassociation has become
muddled. Allowing stations to request resources to more than one AP at a time, in a
binding manner before association, leads to instability because of overrequesting of
resources. This was previously accepted by the group, but somehow, the text became
unclear.

SuggestedRemedy

Change to "The RIC contains a complete list of resources requested by the STA, for
reservation after the transition. An AP that receives a resource request from a STA shall
discard any previous resource request from that STA. In an RSN, this

resource request shall first be authenticated by the AP through checking of the MIC before
the AP discards any previous resource request.”

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

(Palm/17) Well it took me a long time to find where this text has been moved to... the
resolution pointed to 11-06-0561-00-000r-7-3-2-46-and-8a-7-reorg.doc which was also
incorrect. Comment remains the same as last time (moving text does not fix text!) - Do not
keep submitting unstable drafts to the 802.11 voters - it wastes everyone's time. So here is
the comment again: Where are the requirements for the rules given? There seems to be
prescriptive language in the example

SuggestedRemedy
Add appropriate normative text... don't just move things around

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Accepted. In Table 64C in 8A.8.2, Combine "Reservation procedures” and "Notes" columns
into a single column "Notes". For QoS, make entry "May be sent by a QoS STA to a QoS
AP. Definition of TSPEC information elements shall be as given in 11.4. Definition of
TCLAS, TCLAS Processing, and Schedule information elements, and the rules for
including them in requests and responses, shall be as given in 11.4. Reservation
procedures shall be as givenin 11.4."

Cl 11A SC 11A.11.2 P88 L30
Palm, Stephen

# 98664 |

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

LB82/1388 not addressed. Resolution text should be used as a template for text to be
placed in document. Not clear if this explanation belongs in 8a.8.3 or 8A.8.1

SuggestedRemedy

This form of resource reservation allows TSPECs to be carried in different frames than they
are in clause 11.4. The semantics of, resources described in and procedures forTSPECs
are unchanged.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)

Counter. Text in Table 64C changed to "Definition of TSPEC information elements shall be
as given in 11.4. Definition of TCLAS, TCLAS Processing, and Schedule information
elements, and the rules for including them in requests and responses, shall be as given in
11.4. Reservation procedures shall be as givenin 11.4."

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched A/accepted R/rejected
SORT ORDER: Comment ID
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Cl 11A SC 11A.11.2 P88 L 47 # 98667 ] Cl 11A SC 11A.11.3.1 P 90 L6 # 98671 1

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status A
Where are the requirements for the rules given? There seems to be prescriptive language
in the example

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)
Accepted. Text changes contained in 11-06-0561-00

Cl 11A SC 11A.11.3.1 P90 L6
Palm, Stephen

# 98670 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

LN79-Palm/26 not addressed in standard. ADDTS can be used for things besides reserving
resources. Which resources can be reserved in "reserve resources based on specified
TSPECs"? HCCA, Admission Control, Power Save, DLS, etc?

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)

Accepted. The only difference is that the TSPECSs are being carried in different frames than
they are in 11e. We have not changed any semantics of TSPECs, rather used the existing
information elements. We have not defined any new resources, rather used the ones
defined by TSPECs. We have not defined any new procedures, rather re-use the ones in
11.4. If this is not clear, please suggest the text you'd like to see.

DLS is signaling of direct link setup, rather than QoS support.

Palm, Stephen

Comment Type TR Comment Status A

Which resources can be reserved in "reserve resources based on specified TSPECs"?
HCCA, Admission Control, Power Save, DLS, etc?

SuggestedRemedy
Clarify

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB82)

Accepted. The only difference is that the TSPECs are being carried in different frames than
they are in 11e. We have not changed any semantics of TSPECS, rather used the existing
information elements. We have not defined any new resources, rather used the ones
defined by TSPECs. We have not defined any new procedures, rather re-use the ones in
11.4. If this is not clear, please suggest the text you'd like to see.

DLS is signaling of direct link setup, rather than QoS support.

(previous resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB79)

Accepted. Any resource that can be reserved in an ADDTS can be pre-reserved using the
pre-reservation mechanism. Second sentence of 8A.6.2.1 changed to "In using TSPECs
for requesting QoS resources, the TSPECs in the request need not belong to only active
Traffic Streams; the STA can send TSPECs for any Traffic Stream that it intends to use
after the transition, and pre-reserve the same resources that would be reserved by a later
ADDTS exchange."

Cl 11A SC 11A.11.31 P90 L 62
Epstein, Joseph

# 98683 1

Comment Type TR Comment Status R

The text emphasing that resource requests don't take place until reassociation has become
muddled. Allowing stations to request resources to more than one AP at a time, in a
binding manner before association, leads to instability because of overrequesting of
resources. This was previously accepted by the group, but somehow, the text became
unclear.

SuggestedRemedy

Change to "Failure to do so will result in the abandonment of any resource requests held by
the target AP on behalf of the STA."

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.
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Cl 11A SC 11A.11.3.2 P91 L14 # 98685 1
Epstein, Joseph
Comment Type TR Comment Status R

The flowchart's text does not match the text below it, or the actual algorithm all that well.
The algorithm is for "accepting” resource requests, not "allocating" resources--where
"accepting” is defined in 11.4.

SuggestedRemedy
Change "Able to allocate these resources?" to "Able to accept these resource requests?”

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB98)

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.

Cl A SC A43 P93 L24 # 98702 |

Barber, Simon

Comment Type TR Comment Status R
There is already an entry for APs - comment here should refer to fast transition capability.

SuggestedRemedy
Change IUT Configuration column text to "Fast BSS transition supported”, remove PC35.

Response Response Status U

(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB91)
Rejected. This would make all of the Fast BSS Transition procedures mandatory. Intent is
that not all of the Fast BSS Transition procedures be mandatory.

doc:IEEE 802.11-07/2010r3

TYPE: TR/technical required ER/editorial required GR/general required T/technical E/editorial G/general

COMMENT STATUS: D/dispatched Al/accepted R/rejected RESPONSE STATUS: O/open Wi/written C/closed Ul/unsatisfied Z/withdrawn

SORT ORDER: Comment ID

Submission

Page 13 of 13
Comment ID # 98702 06/22/2007 13:35

Clint Chaplin, TGr Chair (Samsung)






_1243419484.doc
January 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0181r0



IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs


		Chair Ruling of 2007-01-18



		Date:  2007-01-17



		Author(s):



		Name

		Company

		Address

		Phone

		email



		Clint Chaplin

		Samsung

		75 W. Plumeria Dr.  San Jose, CA  95134

		408-544-5815

		clint.chaplin@gmail.com



		

		

		

		

		










This document is my response as the chair of IEEE 802.11 Task Group r to the following request made on January 17, 2007 by Bill Marshall, Editor of IEEE 802.11 Task Group r:


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 91 identified as "Technical Issue #99" in 11-06-1895-15-d4-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 except for comment 1071 be declared invalid.

I have been asked to render a similar ruling in the past, and I produced a document which laid out the reasoning that I as TGr chair have the authority to make such a ruling; please refer to 11-06-1766-01-000r-chair-ruling.doc for that discussion.

My ruling is as follows: comments from Letter Ballot 91 in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-06-1895-16-d4-comments.xls in the category of Issues #99 are ruled as out of order according to the criteria for valid comments in the IEEE SA Operating Procedures.  However, if a submission on a comment or comments in this group in sufficient detail to address the comment is submitted to the comment resolution group during the Letter Ballot 91 comment resolution process, the comment or comments may be resurrected.  If the deadline is missed, a valid comment on the same point may be submitted for the next ballot.


I also add that several of the comments as specified above do point out possible issues with the TGr draft, and the Task Group will be discussing these issues in the near future.
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This document is my response as the chair of IEEE 802.11 Task Group r to the following request made on May 14, 2007 by Bill Marshall, Editor of IEEE 802.11 Task Group r:


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 be declared invalid.

I have been asked to render a similar ruling in the past, and I produced a document which laid out the reasoning that I as TGr chair have the authority to make such a ruling; please refer to 11-06-1766-01-000r-chair-ruling.doc for that discussion.

My ruling is as follows: comments from Letter Ballot 98 in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-0498-12-000r-d5-comments.xls in the category of Issues #99 are ruled as out of order according to the criteria for valid comments in the IEEE SA Operating Procedures.  However, if a submission on a comment or comments in this group in sufficient detail to address the comment is submitted to the comment resolution group during the Letter Ballot 98 comment resolution process, the comment or comments may be resurrected.
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 This document is my response as the chair of IEEE 802.11 Task Group r chair to the following request made on November 12, 2006 by Bill Marshall, Technical Editor of IEEE 802.11 Task Group r:


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 87 identified as “Technical Issue #99” in 11-06-1576-07-d3-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 be declared invalid.


The first question to answer is: is ruling a Working Group letter ballot comment out of order itself in order?  The relevant text in section 5.4.3.1 in the IEEE SA Operations Manual was quoted in the original request:


 “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.”


The rules in the IEEE SA Operations Manual specifically apply to IEEE Sponsor Ballots.   However, the IEEE 802.11 Policies and Procedures (11-06-0812-03-0000-802-11-policy-and-procedures.doc), section 10.1.4, has the following text, “For letter ballots, to be counted as valid, a “No” vote requires the submission of detailed comments, as defined in the IEEE® polices and procedures for Sponsor Ballots”.  Thus the criteria for valid comments for Working Group letter ballots is explicitly the same as the criteria for valid comments for Sponsor Ballots.  So ruling a Working Group letter ballot comment out of order according to the IEEE SA criteria is itself in order.

The second question to answer is: does the Task Group r chair have the authority to make such a ruling?  This specific issue was discussed during the CAC meeting of November 11, 2006.

The Working Group chair has the authority to make such a ruling that is called for here; ruling a comment out of order is a procedural question, and the Working Group chair has the authority to unilaterally rule on procedural questions.  This authority has been exercised in other 802 Working Groups; the chair of IEEE 802.1 commonly rules comments from Working Group ballots as out of order, so that authority is regularily exercised in other Working Groups.


The chair of the IEEE 802.11 Working Group, Stuart Kerry, has stated during the CAC meeting of November 11, 2006 that a task group that has been tasked with resolving comments that have arisen out of a Working Group letter ballot has the authority to rule a comment from that ballot out of order.  Task Group r has been tasked as a comment resolution group tasked with resolving the comments arising from Letter Ballot 87, thus Task Group r has the authority to determine that a comment arising from Letter Ballot 87 is out of order.

The chair of the IEEE 802.11 Working Group, Stuart Kerry, also stated during the CAC meeting of November 11, 2006 that his authority as chair of IEEE 802.11 in resolving comments has been assigned to the chair of the comment resolution group that comments have been assigned to.  Comments from Letter Ballot 87 have been assigned to Task Group r to act as the comment resolution group for those comments, thus the chair of that group has been given the authority to act as WG chair in resolving those comments.  The chair of that group is the chair of Task Group r.

The third question to answer is: what are the ramifications in ruling a comment out of order?  Ruling a comment out of order means that the comment does not meet the criteria of a valid comment as defined in the IEEE SA Operations Manual; that is, the comment is not a specific objection 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.  Ruling a comment out of order means that the specific wording of the changes that will cause the voter to change his or her vote to “approve” cannot be readily determined from the proposed resolution.


Ruling a comment out of order doesn’t necessarily mean that the comment itself does not raise a valid point.  It may be that the appropriate mechanism to raise the point isn’t through a letter ballot comment, but rather through alternative methods in the Task Group.  Also, ruling a comment out of order does not preclude the commenter from submitting the comment on a subsequent ballot with sufficient detail in the proposed resolution.  Also, the commentor is free in the comment resolution process to more fully explain his comment and proposed resolution, either through a submission to the task group or through participation in the task group when the comment is resolved.


The fourth question to ask is: has sufficient notification been given to the commentors?  The IEEE SA Operations Manual does not prescribe a warning time, nor does the IEEE 802.11 Policies and Procedures.  It is valid to immediately rule comments as out of order as soon as the ballot has closed; in fact the chair of IEEE 802.1 does indeed immediately so rule.  In this particular case at hand, the task group has in the past discussed the issue of ruling comments as invalid.  Also, two emails to the IEEE 802.11 Task Group r email reflector stated that comments from Letter Ballot 87 in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-06-1576-07-000r-d3-comments.xls in the category of Issues #99 did not have enough information in their proposed comments that it could be determined what the specific wording of the changes should be, and that the comment resolution group would need normative text in a submission to help the group to determine the specific wording of the changes.  To date, no one responded on the email reflector to this request.  In addition, an oral notification was given during the November 12, 2006 IEEE 802.11 opening plenary.  In subsequent discussions both public and private several people indicated that they were planning on working on submissions, or were working on submissions, but again to date nothing has been submitted.


One note; IEEE 802.11 in the past has not strictly followed the rules for valid comments, and also in the past an editor has been given rather vague instructions to resolve a comment and asked to implement the resolution.  This may have been condoned in the past, especially in the early days when the WLAN industry was in its infancy and very little investment was involved, but the WLAN industry has become a very successful industry, with more and more attention from big interests.  The stakes have become huge, and the incentive to game the standardization system has become greater.  IEEE needs to conduct their standardization efforts in a clean and open manner, and the standardazition process must be auditable.  There must be an auditable trail of all changes to a draft, and that includes comment resolutions.  The editor must carry out explicit instructions from the task group, and cannot and must not interpret in any way those instructions; thus the instructions must be precise and unambiguous.  The days of passing a motion to remove AES-OCB during a comment resolution session and giving just that instruction to the editor are over.  A task group must approve explicit normative text and direct the editor to implement the changes in that normative text.  Thus, the task group requires normative text to implement any comment resolution that requires changes in the draft.

The critera for a valid comment as defined in the IEEE SA Operations manual is unambiguous; however the determination as to whether a comment falls into the category of “valid” requires making a judgement call.  Comments exist along a spectrum between completely valid and completely invalid.  Comments at either end of that spectrum are easy to categorize; it is comments in the middle of the spectrum that become more difficult to make the determination as to where they fall in that spectrum.


The IEEE 802.11 Task Group r has been extremely fortunate in having a technical editor that is dedicated enough to attempt to generate normative text to try to interpret a proposed resolution and then ask the group to approve the normative text; this technical editor is also very intelligent and tends to have an encyclopaedic knowledge of the various versions of the drafts.  The technical editor has stated that even he cannot determine normative text to try to resolve comments from Letter Ballot 87 in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-06-1576-07-000r-d3-comments.xls in the category of Issues #99, and in fact is the person making the request under consideration.

In conclusion, my ruling is as follows: comments from Letter Ballot 87 in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-06-1576-07-000r-d3-comments.xls in the category of Issues #99 (with the exception of comment 1619, which has been resolved) are ruled as out of order according to the criteria for valid comments in the IEEE SA Operating Procedures.  However, if a submission on a comment or comments in this group in sufficient detail to address the comment is submitted to the comment resolution group during the Letter Ballot 87 comment resolution process, the comment or comments may be resurrected.  If the deadline is missed, a valid comment on the same point may be submitted for the next ballot.
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Comment Form

		OFFICIAL COMMENT FORM FOR LETTER BALLOT 105

		Working Group Letter Ballot on moving Draft P802-11r_D6.0 forward to Sponsor Ballot

		Ballot Opens:  May   28, 2007										Voter First name:		Nancy

		Ballot Closes: June  12, 2007										Voter Last Name:		Cam-Winget

						2359 hrs Eastern Time						Vote:		Do Not Approve

												Comments provided?		Yes

		DO NOT reformat or resize this form										(NOTE: comments are required for all "No" votes)

		Clause		Page No.		Line No.		Comment Type (E or T)		Part of No Vote? (Y or N)		Comment / Explanation		Recommended Change

		General						T		N		It is important that CIDs 242, 353, 354, 356, 359, 360 and 381 get resolved.  11-07-498-16-000r-d5-comments.xls claim that they will be raised at sponsor ballot.		Please make sure they are resolved at Sponsor Ballot.

		11A.8.4		71		26		T		Y		I think there is a misunderstanding to LB98 CID 587…the resolution states: "(resolution to this comment agreed as part of LB87)
Rejected. The Group and Pairwise cipher selection is used in 8.5.2 to determine the MIC algorithm, and the same algorithm is being specified here."  However, my comment is to the MIC algorithm in the FTIE.  There has been a current update in D6.0 to state that it is now based on the AKM, which may be acceptable....but the implication is that for every new cipher, a new AKM will be required.  Is this the desired effect?		The reserved bits in the MIC control field of the FTIE could be used to allow for a security parameter index.  For now it can be set to 0 to signal AES-CMAC but can be used to provide the necessary crypto agility should other ciphers be allowed.






