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Monday  September 17, 2007
13:30
Call to order

· Review IEEE 802 policies and procedures for Intellectual Property

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

· Review operating rules for a Task Group.

· Attendance reminder.

· Approve the agenda as document 11-07/2462r1
The results of the agenda will be posted in document 11-07/2462r2
The comment resolutions that have not been completed are grouped into four areas:

Reservation protocol for FT

Remote Request Broker

TKIP
Use of HMAC-SHA1 versus HMAC-SHA256

· The motions document will be 11-07/2467r0
· The comment resolution spreadsheet has been posted as document 11-07/2295r5

· Discussion on the Reservation protocol

Presentation of document 11-07/2449r0 by Joe Epstein.

Pre-reservation means reservation prior to reassociation.

The reservations are not simultaneous, but “near simultaneous”

Convergence occurs when  “all STA’s successfully reserve the resources that they require”
The scope of TGr states that the method of selecting or controlling FT is out of scope. This presentation outlines that some sort of control mechanism, or a good selection algorithm is required for FT.
One underlying assumption for this presentation is an enterprise network deployment. The assumptions are not aligned with a consumer electronics network.

This presentation is really good work.

The longer it takes to complete a reservation request, the more rounds that are required for the STA’s to complete reservations. 

STRAW POLL: Resolve the reservation protocol comments by:

a) Getting rid of six message handshake
b) Keeping the six message handshake
Result: a – 14; b – 10.

MOTION at 14:10: Accept option 1 (get rid of 6 message handshake) for the comments in category “Reservation Protocol” in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-2295-05-000r-d7-comments.xls
By: Kapil Sood

Second: Rajneesh Kumar
Discussion

· The 6 message exchange is optional. There are no requirements to implement this protocol. It is optional to implement in the PICS.
· The 6 message exchange is required to address FT when HCCA is used for QoS. This protocol is required to FT will work when HCCA is enabled.

· The 6 message exchange is required for FT where HCCA is enabled.

· The 6 message exchange can actually reduce the probability of successfully completing reservations during FT.

· The 6 message exchange will not address EDCA FT. It is required for HCCA environments and it has applicability to the Consumer Electronics industry.

· The problems with “overbooking” can be resolved by applying a network-wide reservation policy.

· The protocol is not complex to implement from a MAC perspective.

· Although the 6 message exchange is optional, but it does not scale to a large system.

· In the cases where admission control is not centralized, the 6 message exchange would not work because admission control is distributed.

· Dynamic schedules can be created quickly enough for FT when HCCA is enabled, so the reservation protocol is not required. 

· Most systems define reservation protocols for QoS and allow the concept of pre-reservation.  It should remain in the standard.
· No data has been presented to support why a 6 message scheme is required.

· There are consumer electronics manufacturers who speak against this motion.

· Making reservations at multiple AP’s reduces the overall capacity of the system.

· This protocol is simple to implement but very complex to deploy as a system.

· Since capacity is not an issue for consumer electronics deployments, pre-reservation is not required.

· Pre-reservation is required to minimize any FT latency in completing the reservation

· The latency in completing a reservation is higher for HCCA versus EDCA.
CALL THE QUESTION: Objection. Vote: 14 – yes; 3 – no;

MAIN MOTION:

Result: 16 – Yes; 7 – No; 3– Abstain. Motion fails.

· Keith Amann and David Hunter want to be recorded as voting on the prevailing side.

MOTION at 14:40: Accept option 2 (keep the 6 message handshake) for the comments in category “Reservation Protocol” in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-2295-05-000r-d7-comments.xls.

By: Michael Montemurro

Second: Bill Marshall

Discussion

· We should not support this motion for the reasons discussed in the previous motion.

· The group is split on this issue should pass this motion in the interest completing.

· Pre-reservations are not part of the current standard and should not be included in this amendment.

· HCCA is an emerging standard and supports the implementation of carrier grade solutions.

· The baseline 802.11 authentication mechanism is a resource reservation mechanism with an AP and a STA can authenticate with multiple AP’s. It has parallels in what we are doing in TGr with pre-reservations.

· Could we create a compromise solution that would allow a STA to query the AP for available resources?

· An AP could implement the prereservation functionality in form of a query.
Result: 9 – Yes; 11 – No; 3– Abstain. Motion fails
· Recess until Tuesday at 09:00

Tuesday  September 18, 2007

09:00

· Call to order

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

· Discussion on Remote Request Broker comments.

There were four options as well.
The fourth option adds text at the beginning of the RRB clause to state that RRB is an optional method of communications.

STRAW POLL: Resolve the RRB comments as:

a) Keep it the way it is

b) Remove RRB and all of 11A.10 and continue to use Acation frames over-the-air

c) Keep RRb but remove frame descriptions for AP-AP communication, an use Action frames

d) Add sentence at beginning stating that any other protocol between AP-AP is allowed as well.

Result: a – 3; b – 1; c – 1; d - 12.

MOTION at 09:10: Accept option 4 (Add sentence at beginning stating that any other protocol between AP-AP is allowd as well.) for the comments in category “RRB” in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-2295-05-000r-d7-comments.xls
By: Michael Montemurro

Second: Jouni Malinen

Discussion

· The TGr amendment needs to include a description of AP-AP communications since it supports FT over-the-DS. This is good compromise.
· A better compromise would be to articulate the requirements for a protocol between AP’s.

· There should be a statement on the assumptions/requirements for how the AP-AP protocol behaves.

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

· Interested parties are invited to discuss a way of resolving the reservation protocol issues.

· Recess until Wednesday at 08:00.

Wednesday September 19 2007

0800

· Call to order

· The comment resolution spreadsheet has been posted as document 11-07/2295r6

· Discussion on SHA-1 vs. SHA-256

Why would we want to replace SHA-256 with SHA-1 in TGr?

Option 1 is out of scope of IEEE 802.11r.

It would be helpful to explain the options before we vote on them.

The IEEE 802.11r comment resolution spreadsheet has been available for four days.

STRAW POLL: Resolve the SHA-1 versus SHA-256 comments as:

a) Upgrade 11r to SHA-256
b) Change 11r to SHA-1

c) No change to the draft (use SHA-256)

d) Both SHA-1 and SHA-256 in 11r  (submission needed)

e) Change 11r to AES-CMAC (submission needed)

Result: a – 4; b – 7; c – 11; d – 3; e – 0.

MOTION at 08:10: Accept option 3 (No change to draft (use SHA-256)) for the comments in category “SHA-1 vs. SHA-256” in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-2295-06-000r-d7-comments.xls
By: Michael Montemurro

Second: Rajneesh Kumar

Discussion

· The security properties of SHA-256 exceed SHA-1 and TGr should use it.

Result: 12 – Yes; 2 – No; 1– Abstain. Motion passes.

· Discussion on TKIP

STRAW POLL: Resolve the TKIP comments as:

a) No change to draft;

b) Deprecate TKIP

c) Prohibit the selection of TKIP

Result: a – 10; b – 4; c – 4.

MOTION at 08:14: Accept option 1 (No change to draft) for the comments in category “TKIP” in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-2295-06-000r-d7-comments.xls
By: Kapil Sood

Second: Bob O’Hara

Discussion

· Just like as WEP that was deprecated in revMA, we should be sending a clear message that TKIP should not be used.

· Deprecation of TKIP is out-of-scope of 11r

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

· Approve minutes from the July 2007 session – document 11-07/2177r1

Minutes are approved unanimously.

· Approve minutes from the September 2007 Adhoc meeting – document 11-07/2435r0

Minutes are approved unanimously 

· Approve minutes from the Teleconference sessions – document 11-07/2374r0

Minutes are approved unanimously.

· Discussion on document 11-07/2516r1 on Resource Reservation
There are no changes to the protocol in the draft.

The submission clarifies the behavior for reservation.

The text in the draft clarifies that by sending FT message 4, the AP admits the reservation request and will accept the reservation once the reassociation completes.

This clarification also addresses two comments that were in a previous letter ballot.

This clarifies that the AP can accept the reservation request, but may not activate the reservation when the reassociation completes.

MOTION at 08:28: Accept option 3 (submission 11-07-2516-01-000r-ft-resource-request-protocol-clarification.doc) for the comments in category “Reservation Protocol” in the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07-2295-06-000r-d7-comments.xls
By: Joe Epstein

Second: Keith Amann

Discussion

· None.

Result: 8 – Yes; 0 – No; 4– Abstain. Motion passes.

· Bill Marshall (AT&T) requests that IEEE 802 request a letter of assurance regarding patent 6,483,912 from AT&T.

· Discussion on updating comment resolutions in the comment resolution spreadsheet.

Comments 132, 353, 356 and 371 should be updated to “PROPOSED ACCEPT IN PRINCIPLE: Changes given in submission 11-07-2516-01-000r-ft-resource-request-protocol-clarification.doc.”
Discussion on non-AP STA comments:

Every place in clause 11A where STA appears has been changed to non-AP STA. It is technically equivalent to placing a sentence at the beginning of the clause to clarify that in this clause; STA means non-AP STA.

We agreed to this in the TGr adhoc.

There was no vote in the TGr adhoc.

The use of non-AP STA in the clause is correct.
The use of STA is accurate in this clause.

The clarification at the beginning of the clause could affect the usage of STA when it means both non-AP STA and AP.
STRAW POLL: Adding a blanket statement at the beginning of 11A that since FT is infrastructure only that all use of the term “STA” in this section is referring to “Non-AP STA” instead of changing all occurrences of “STA” to “non-AP STA” throughout the section is preferred.

Discussion:

· If the statement accurate in the usage of STA

a) Yes

b) No

c) Abstain

Result: a – 5; b – 7; c – 4.

· The comment resolution spreadsheet will be posted as 11-07/2295r7

MOTION at 09:10: Approve the contents of 11-07-2295-08-000r-d7-comments.xls as the comment resolutions for Initial Sponsor Ballot of IEEE 802.11r Draft 7.0, and to ask the IEEE 802.11 WG to approve 11-07-2295-08-000r-d7-comments.xls.
By: Michael Montemurro

Second: Jouni Malinen
Discussion

· The group worked very hard to get the work done in a short time.

Result: 15 – Yes; 0 – No; 0– Abstain. Motion passes.

MOTION at 09:13: To request the technical editor to generate a draft 8.0 of IEEE 802.11r based on the comment resolution responses in 11-07-2295-08-000r-d7-comments.xls from sponsor ballot.
By: Dorothy Stanley

Second: Nancy Cam-Winget

Discussion

· The editor will not be able to prepare a new draft for this week. It will take longer to prepare the draft.

Result: 15 – Yes; 0 – No; 0– Abstain. Motion passes
MOTION at 09:16: To send IEEE 802.11r Draft 8.0 to sponsor ballot recirculation.

By: Kapil Sood
Second: Michael Montemurro
Discussion

· This recirculation is contingent on the comment resolution spreadsheet being approved by the working group.

Result: 14 – Yes; 0 – No; 0 – Abstain. Motion passes.

· Discussion on the TGr Adhoc

Due to the travel schedule of the chair, the adhoc has been moved to Oct 30 through Nov 1.

MOTION at 09:21: Hold a IEEE 802.11 TGr ad-hoc meeting Octover 30 through Novembe 1, 2007 in Toronto, Canada.

By: Michael Montemurro
Second: Bill Marshall
Discussion

· None.

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

· Recess until Thursday at 9:00

· At the Wednesday plenary session, the working group accepted the sponsor ballot comment resolutions. As a result, there is no further business for TGr and the meeting is adjourned for the week.
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