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1 TGmb Monday, PM1 1:30pm to 3:30pm
1.1. Called to order at 1:40pm

1.2. Review Agenda proposed in Doc 11-10/290r0

1.2.1. Add presentation slots to agenda and rev r1 will be uploaded.

1.3. Patent Policy and working rules and Policies reviewed.

1.3.1. Doc 11-10/290r1 slide 4-10 reviewed. (Patent policy, Meeting Etiquette, rules etc.)

1.3.2. No IP identified

1.4. reminders to record attendance and where to find docs.(slide 10)

1.5. Review Results from LB160 (REVmb-D2.0)

1.5.1. 166 affirmative (89%), 20 negative (11%), with 25 abstentions

1.5.2. Change from LB 149: +11 affirmative, -3 negative, -4 abstentions
1.5.3. This was a recirculation ballot; all comments must be against changed text

1.5.4. 246 comments received (195 technical), stored in 11-09/0706r7

1.6. Current Plan of record review:
· May 2008 – Issue Call for Comment/Input

· July 2008 – begin process input and old Interpretation requests 

· 
Acknowledge previous Task Group referrals

· Sept 2008 – PAR revision process started

· Nov 2008 – close receipt of new input

· Nov 2008 – WG/EC approval of PAR Revision

· Dec 2008 – NesCom/SASB approval PAR Revision

· May 2009 – First WG Letter ballot  

· (includes All published Amendments as of May 2009)

· Nov 2009 – Recirc start

· May 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)

· July 2010 – Sponsor Ballot Start

· (Include all published amendments as of July 2010)

· November 2010 – Sponsor Recirc

· March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval

· June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval
1.6.1. Plan of record will be reviewed and possibly modified during the Thursday closing timeslot when we know more about where we are.

1.7. Review Minutes of prior meetings for approval

1.7.1. Approval of minutes of prior meetings

1.7.2. January 2010 minutes: 11-10/0075r0 – https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0075-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0075-00-000m-minutes-of-tgmb-jan-2010-la-interim.doc" \t "_parent" jan-2010-la-interim.doc
1.7.3. Teleconference minutes: 11-10/0214r2 -- https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0214-02-000m-january-february-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0214-02-000m-january-february-march-2010-tgmb-teleconference-minutes.doc" \t "_parent" march-2010-tgmb-teleconference-minutes.doc
1.7.4. Secretary note on page 12 of 11-10/214 was highlighted and explained.

1.7.5. Motion to Approve the Minutes: 

1.7.5.1. Moved: Jon R. 2nd Adrian, 

1.7.5.2. Approved by unanimous consent.
1.8. Draft Update and Editor’s Report --  Doc 11-10/0002r1

1.8.1. Editor Report reviewed.

1.8.2. LB160 Documents

1.8.2.1. REVmb DRAFT (members’ area of 802.11 website)

· Draft P802.11REVmb_D2.03.pdf


· + Redlines between D2, D2.01, D2.02
1.8.2.2. Composite comments (all ad-hocs)

· 11-09-0706-09-000m-revmb-wg-ballot-comments.xls

1.8.2.3. Comments assigned to / held by editor

· For: resolution, editing or other action

· 11-09-0956-04-000m-revmb-wg-ballot-editor-comments.xls

· Recycled comments for review (11)

· MIB (2)

· LB160 Editorials (50)

1.8.3. Recycled comments reviewed:

1.8.3.1. 6 implemented as specified

· CIDs 2220, 2181, 2006, 2007, 2023, 2010

· 2220: conflict with .11n

· 2181: response incomplete

· 2006 & 2007: dot11PHYdot11TempType

· 2023: MIB description conflict

· 2010: missing deprecation reason

1.8.3.2. 3 implemented in modified form

· CIDs 2030, 2076, 2075

· 2030: conflict with .11n

· 2076 & 2075: response non-responsive and ambiguous

1.8.3.3. 2 not implemented at all

· CIDs 2011, 2061 regarding dot11TempType
1.8.4. Review possible Editor Motion

1.9. Motion to modify the agenda:

1.9.1. add discussion of Recycled Editor Comment to Monday PM1

1.9.2. Add editor motion to Tues  PM2

1.9.3. New Agenda will be in 290r2.

1.9.4. no objection to the modification..

1.9.5. Agenda for remainder of Monday PM1:

1.9.5.1. Comment Resolution

1.9.5.1.1. CID 2092/CID2182  submission – 11-10/308r0 (Adrian Stephens)

1.9.5.1.2. CID 2115 submission – 11-10/300r0 (Bill Marshall)

1.9.5.1.3. Recycled Editor comments

1.10. CID 2092 – Doc 11-10/0308r0 – Adrian

1.10.1. Review the comment and the rationale for the proposed resolution.

1.10.2. Discussion on whether this is the same or different language types as compared in Clause 6 vs clause 10.

1.10.3.  After discussion, no changes to the proposed resolution was necessary.

1.10.4. Proposed Resolution: Accept in principle.  Change 6.2.3.2 as shown in 11-10/0308r0.  This removes any implication about the relative timing of this primitive and the related act of transmission.

1.10.5. mark ready for motion.

1.11. CID 2182 – Doc 11-10/0308r0 – Adrian

1.11.1. Review the comment and the proposed changes for the resolution to CID 2182 in the document.

1.11.2. Discussion on the DLS forwarded frames.

1.11.3.  Proposed resolution: Accept in principle.  Make changes to 7.3.1.4 as shown in 11-10/308r0, which clarify the IBSS case reflects the device capability, and adds the missing probe response case.

1.11.4. Note that in the document, the CID is listed as 2181, but that was previously corrected in the comment resolution database.

1.11.5. No objection to the proposed Resolution as documented in 11-10/0308r0.
1.11.6. Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE ;Make changes to 7.3.1.4 as shown in 11-10/0308r0, which clarify the IBSS case reflects the device capability, and adds the missing probe response case.
1.11.7. mark ready for motion.

1.12. CID 2115 MIB resolution Document 11-10/300r0

1.12.1. After incorporating the TGn MIB variables as defined in the 11n standard, they were not in the same format and style as what was fixed during the work and preparation of the original TGmb draft until the v2.0 draft.  This document lists all the MIB variables and where they were listed in the MIB and propose changes to help them all match the same format as what is in the MIB now.

1.12.2. Review the table of variables.

1.12.3. discussion on when the NeighborReport entries are written and if it is done with one report with all the entries or is it that you collect them and they are reported as single entries to the report.

1.12.4. The”instructions” Tab was reviewed.

1.12.4.1. change of Enabled to Activated

1.12.4.2. lots of errors of RO vs RW that were corrected

1.12.4.3. There are two variables: dot11MIMOPowerSave and dot11NonGFEntitiesPresent that did not have any detail in the normative text.  They were not described in the Normative Text.

1.12.4.3.1. These could be a Status vs Control Variables argument and so this could be leftovers of this nature.  These could be marked deprecated.  If we mark them as status variable then there would be no Normative text required.

1.12.4.3.2. If these are Status Variables, who writes it? SME? Or MLME?

1.12.4.3.3. Dot11SMT is in the SME.  So if it was a status variable, how would it get set?  There is no MLME interface to set it.

1.12.4.3.4. The 1997 standard indicated that the SME was not defined. 

1.12.4.3.5. IF we are going to make these variables Control, then there has to be some normative text to indicate what will happen and when.

1.12.4.4. for dot11MIMOPowerSave “Written by the PHY when Power state changes”

1.12.4.5. dot11NonGFEntitiesPresent  is more clearly a status variable because otherwise you could get conflicting info from the other MIB entries on GF.  Agreed to mark as status.

1.12.5. Question on if the Implemented ones are all status or control.  If it is not implemented, you cannot set to true, so it is a status

1.12.6. An R1 will be posted with these changes and a motion to come up on Tues PM2 to resolve these.

1.12.7. Proposed Resolution: AGREE; see specific details of changes in 11-10/300r1
1.12.8. mark ready for motion

1.13. Discussion on Recycled comments

1.13.1. see document 11-09-956r4

1.13.2. CID 2220:

1.13.2.1. Review the requested Proposed Resolution and why it seemed incorrect.  

1.13.2.2. There was a conflict with 11n and what was proposed in 11y.

1.13.2.3. 11p is also modifying the cited paragraph, so we may have another conflict coming.  We will need to resolve that when we roll 11p in.

1.13.2.4. Originally the was a  simple statement of the exception and now we are creating a list of when this is not done.   This is really a maintenance issue and the list of either when it is allowed vs when it is not allowed.

1.13.2.5. Maybe we know that we have to add Category public dual.

1.13.2.6. We could just remove the “with Category Public” and keep “Request and of subtype Action” in D2.01.

1.13.2.7. CID 2220 was already accepted, and the end result is the deletion of 3 words just needs to occur.

1.13.2.8. so how to handle the resolution.?  If we record in the minutes, the Editor is told to just go back and implement the CID.

1.13.2.9. The comment was approved, The editor thought there was a problem, the TG said do it as approved.

1.13.3. CID 2181

1.13.3.1. Review the comment and why it was recycled.

1.13.3.2. Editor is not sure of what the issue was with this one.  There is a minor difficulty, but the issue here is whether it is allowed or if it is dependant on a variable, but we did not indicate the third case.  But if we say it is allowed, then we need to indicate when it is not.

1.13.3.3. so we can add to the cited paragraph an otherwise statement.

1.13.3.4. If we replace the later part of the paragraph with “Otherwise an AP or a STA in an IBSS sets the Short Preamble subfield to 0”.

1.13.3.5. The proposal replaces the last sentence in the paragraph in D2.03 page 135 line 36.

1.13.3.6. This would be a modified comment resolution for CID 2181, so the new resolution would need to change.

1.13.3.7. New Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2010-01-19 07:11:48Z) - Insert the following phrase before the closing period of the first sentence: "; STAs in an IBSS set the short preamble subfield to 1 in transmitted Beacon frames when dot11ShortPreambleOptionImplemented is true."  Delete the paragraph at line 10 and its preceding editor's note.  Also replace the last sentence in the cited para with: “Otherwise an AP or a STA in an IBSS sets the Short Preamble subfield to 0”.
1.13.3.8.  no objection, the comment will be motioned in the Editor CID motions.

1.13.4. CID 2006

1.13.4.1. Review the comment and previous resolution.

1.13.4.2. dot11PHYOperationComplianceGroup is not a temp issue, but there was a dot11PhyDot11TempType should really be dot11PhyDot11Type.

1.13.4.3. Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle. Remove “dot11Temp” from the dot11Phydot11TempType and remove the following row.

1.13.4.4. no objection.

1.13.5. CID 2007

1.13.5.1. This one the editor made a change and asks for a review and the resolution is correct.

1.13.5.2. no objection

1.13.6. CID 2075

1.13.6.1. Review the comment and previous resolution.

1.13.6.2. The comment was resolved correctly, and it was reviewed in the draft D2.04

1.13.6.3. the change was made correctly.

1.13.6.4. no issue.

1.14. Recessed at 3:31pm

2 TGmb Tuesday PM1 1:30pm-3:30pm

2.1. Mtg called to order by Matthew Gast, 1:34pm

2.2. Proposed Agenda:

2.2.1. (13:30-14:15)  Security Comment Resolution

· OKC Clarification: 11-10/0209r0 Dan Harkins

2.2.2.  (14:15-15:30) Admission Control Comment Resolution

· CIDs: 2227, 2228, 2232, 2234, 2238, and 2241: (Dave Stephenson)

2.3. Missing Presenter for first topic, 45 minutes will be allocated for him later when he arrives...   

2.3.1. In the meantime, we can start with the Admission Control.  

2.3.2. We also need to look at one other security comment from Mike that will need time later. 

2.3.3.  Will add to agenda later.
2.4. Move to Dave’s Topic Admission Control:

2.4.1. CID 2227

2.4.1.1. Review comment detail.

2.4.1.2.  The Bufferable management frames may address this CID.

2.4.1.3. At the last ballot cycle, we added a phrase MSDU, MPDU, or Bufferable MMPDU, so we may see that this may change in the full set of change, but that is the change being proposed for the new revision.

2.4.1.4. See 11.2.1.0a in D2.03 to see how “bufferable management frames” is defined.

2.4.1.5. Review 11.2.1.9  for context of the new text.

2.4.1.6. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: change to “…until it receives a QoS data frame or bufferable management frame addressed to it…” (This change was effected for CID 2222).

2.4.1.7. no objection move to ready for motion 

2.4.2. CID 2228

2.4.2.1. Review comment

2.4.2.2. Review 11.2.1.9 for context and to see if the previous change is also sufficient.

2.4.2.3. The change is already there.

2.4.2.4. Proposed Resolution: Agree in Principle: change to “…individually addressed data or bufferable management frames…”(This change was affected for CID 2222).

2.4.2.5. no objection move to ready for motion 

2.5. OKC Clarification: 11-10/0209r0 Dan Harkins

2.5.1. Addresses CID 2098, 2099, 2100, 2101
2.5.2. Start with a presentation with document number 374 that will be posted later 

2.5.3. PMK Caching – 

2.5.3.1. slides explain the rational for change
2.5.3.2. description of PMK caching given

2.5.3.3. Note that most Laptops all have the PMK caching supported.
2.5.3.4. Standard should clarify how to support PMK caching.

2.5.3.5. Common questions from people who do not attend the IEEE 

2.5.3.6. Clarification should be made to address common issue.

2.5.3.7. slide 7 shows the flow of EAP and PMK and 4-way handshake

2.5.3.8. Clarifications of  PMK Caching given
2.5.4. propose to use 11-10/209r0 for resolving CID

2.5.5. Look at the changes in 11-10/0209r0

2.5.5.1. Changes in clause 8.4.1.1 and 8.4.6.2

2.5.5.2. Description of the proposed change given.

2.5.5.3. Change to clause 8.5.1.0a was explained

2.5.6. Comments: 

2.5.6.1. 11r came along and evaluated OKC but rejected it.  There was some folks that did implement OKC prior, but it was not accepted, so why do we need to add text to implement this.

2.5.6.1.1. No, this is not new, but it is a clarification.  4-way handshake was moved into Authentication and Association frames, so doing this in 11r would have been better, but this is clarifying what is there now, and to clarify the text and requirements that are there now.

2.5.6.2. Is this not different than 11r and if 11r is better and is already in the standard, why do we need to add this?

2.5.6.2.1. This is an optimization and clarification.  It is not a new feature, it is what people are doing, and they have problems because this is not clear.

2.5.6.3. Why do people not just implement 11r?

2.5.6.3.1. Unknown, people have implemented PMK and some people that are implemented this have had some issues with what is there, but it is there albeit poorly written.  Describing what the supplicant and the authenticator should do from the point of view of the other should be clear.  Both sides of the exchange should be clearly documented...
2.5.6.4. From the 11r Minutes (2005), Opportunistic Keying (PEKM) failed 59/47/12 (“The TG will eliminate this proposal from further consideration) 
2.5.6.4.1. For the minutes, a reference was given to an 11r vote, this document contains the minutes that were referred to in the TGmb meeting.

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/05/11-05-1620-01-000r-tgr-meeting-minutes-january-2005-session.doc
2.5.6.4.2. PEKM is not what is being proposed here.  What is in 11r is actually closer to PEKM than OKC.  This is all post authentication and association with EAPOL frames.  This is the 11i plain-jane 4-way handshake method.

2.5.6.5.  Initial look, it seems that this in fact informative, but there seems to be a couple “shall” statements, and these need to be checked out.

2.5.6.5.1. The intent is to not add any normative rule, but to clarify the behavior and what is the expected behavior.

2.5.6.5.2. 8.4.1.1 does not assert normative behavior
2.5.6.6. There is another “shall” that does seem to add normative behavior
2.5.6.6.1. Can we express this without the “shall”?

2.5.6.6.1.1. Yes, if we remove the “shall”, it does not change the meaning or the behavior, and would not cause an issue to the requested changes.

2.5.6.7. This clarification does not guarantee that the “Thin AP” with central Authenticator would have the same PMK, so does that cause a concern.

2.5.6.7.1. No, any AP can flush the PMK cache and if it is not there, then the STA will simply go through the key creation again.  If it is there, then the STA has saved a creation time.

2.5.6.8.  Concern that the PMKid is a function of the key itself.  Have we opened up a potential security issue?  We no longer have a fixed AP MAC address.

2.5.6.8.1. Given the function is a one way function, so it is possible to generate a codebook that is 2 to the 256 bit codebook.  The attack of this size is not usually considered reasonable. IPSec would be easier to solve.

2.5.6.9.  11r methods are faster and better, but that does not address the need to clarify the other method is in already in the standard.

2.5.6.10. Question if this older method is bad, why did it not get deprecated:

2.5.6.10.1. Just like when we added 11n, we didn’t deprecate 11a.

2.5.6.11. Why not clarify the older method if there is an identified issue?

2.5.6.12. Explanation of the older method of PMK caching vs 11r was done. Bit vs list of PMK ids.

2.5.6.13. 11r came up with a key heirchy to allow a unique Key per AP and a key that is derived and allows for key separation and an explicit acknowledgement of doing 11r security methodology.

2.5.6.13.1. The key in 11r is shared and may be distributed, so key separation is necessary.  The key that needs uniqueness is in the (missed key name) …..  Discussion continued.

2.5.7. After some discussions prior to the meeting slot, and because the changes to the “Shall” will need to be made, another revision may be needed anyway.  

2.5.8. Henry had some issues that he wanted to address prior to consideration of the submission for approval.

2.5.8.1. Issues when the PMKSA may not be populated on both sides not just the STA, so the AP (or infrastructure) should also be allowed, and allow for symmetry.

2.5.8.2. The other issue is when the STA decides that he has a key or not.  He makes this independent of the PMKSA, and so the PMKSA decides which AP is good and which is potential target.  So this issue is that the BSSID should be found in the PMKSA not by looking at the Key Scope Bit..  By looking at the Key Scope should not be an alternative.

2.5.8.3. There is no clarification of the Key Scope Bit in 11k.  Clients cannot do it and there is not clear text for how this bit is set.  This is a separate issue from what is being proposed, but should be maybe checked later.

2.5.8.4. If the “Key Scope Bit” part was not there on page two would that be ok?

2.5.8.4.1. No, there is some other bits in that addition that needs to be fixed as well.  The paragraph includes some “calculate” the PMKID and so that also should be decoupled and be described someplace else.

2.5.9. We are at the end of time for this presentation, so we need to set another time to continue the discussion so that we don’t put the next LB in jeopardy. So we would put this later in the week to complete….suggest Wed PM2 to allow for time to integrate if successful.  We will take this up on Wed PM2 and the CIDs will be discussed whether or not we have the submission during the Wed PM2.

2.5.10. No objection to modifying the agenda.

2.6. Return to Comment Resolution for Admission Control CIDs

2.6.1. CID 2209

2.6.1.1.  Review the comment.

2.6.1.2.  Look at 9.9.3.1.0a vs 11.4.3 for context

2.6.1.3. TIDs 8-15 would follow the 11.4.3 description because numbers smaller than 8 map to AC and those larger than 8 need the TSPEC to map to AC.

2.6.1.4. Definition in 3.1.54 may be the root of the problem. (in D2.0 it is 3.180)

2.6.1.4.1. it does not seem to limit the values

2.6.1.5. in 7.1.3.5 the TID subfield or if we look at 6.1.1.2

2.6.1.5.1. The TSID is shown as in the range of 8-15.

2.6.1.5.2. In 6.1.1.2, there is text describing this condition.  It does not properly account for admission control, but this seems sufficient.

2.6.1.6. This may be that the MIB variable for reject traffic, that an un admitted TSPEC with the TID field set to some specific value, but the other parts of the ECO would not be allowed and the ……missed description.

2.6.1.7. In 7.3.2.30 is the TSPEC element, and just below figure 7.83. text there is somewhat more definitive.  A TSPEC cannot be used with a TID in the value of 0-7, and that if admission control requires TSPEC then you must use 8-15…

2.6.1.7.1. No, the QoS control field allows 0-15, so this seems incongruent.

2.6.1.8.  only 8 admitted TSPECs can be in use at a time,

2.6.1.9. Before there was any admission control, the TSPEC and TSID was added without making all the changes that we now believe are needed to clarify the text.

2.6.1.10. If we want to have the commenter “Clarify the text” then what would the proper text be?

2.6.1.10.1. There seems to be several places that would need to be adjusted.  

2.6.1.10.1.1. IF it is an HCCA flow, the text is ok.  If it is an EDCA flow being setup then the text should have a reference to downgrading and if there is EDCA-TS and dot11rejectTraffic is true, then the text is ok.  

2.6.1.11. Do we have two types of TSPEC?

2.6.1.11.1. EDCA vs HCCA?  Does the rule apply in both cases for the Admission Control cases?  

2.6.1.12. The whole TS lifecycle 

2.6.1.13. Notes: Question on whether the TS lifecycle apples to HCCA or EDCA; the TG does not have a singe interpretation.

2.6.1.14. From 7.3.2.30, it defines that the MSB of TSID field must be 1.  That means the field cannot be set to 0 to 7.

2.6.1.15. The discussion then went back over the different points again.

2.6.1.16. 7.1.3.5 see table 5 – so in section 11.4.3, it says that initially the TSID is inactive and not transmit any QoS  frames….

2.6.1.17. Figure 11-12, but the traffic streams can only be in a set of TSID values of 8-15. This is because of the clause 7 definition of the TSID element definition.

2.6.1.18. The proposed change is to be done 11.4.3, but the other locations seemed to be more information on the discussion.

2.6.1.19. More discussion on the TSPEC element. And how it maps.

2.6.1.20. In 6.2.1 we find “priority” is passed down and 6.1.12 maps UP and TIDs .  If the Priority is 0-7 then it is an UP. If it is 8-15 then the TID is also a TSID.  So the question is can you send the TSPEC in the range of 8-15 or not.

2.6.1.21. If Admission control is possible with any Traffic ID or not.

2.6.1.22. In the TSinfo field there is a UP field that has the priority.

2.6.1.23. With over 30 minutes of discussion, we still don’t seem to have come to conclusion.  There are several CIDs along the same topic vein and if we are going to go to ballot this week, we will need to have a solution that will be either presented this week, or another letter ballot comment on the next LB and see if we can find a better way to resolve the issue.  

2.6.1.24. Action Item Dave and Adrian to make a submission to a future Session on Admission Control issue.
2.6.2. Proposed resolution: Disagree, the comment does not provide sufficient detail on suggest changes. The commenter is invited to bring a submission at a later session.

2.6.2.1. no objection – mark ready for motion

2.6.3. CID 2234: proposed resolution: Unresolvable comment withdrawn by commenter, the requested change was made in another amendment.

2.6.3.1. TGv has the corrected text, so no need to worry now about it in TGmb, however, we have to mark the comment for disposition.
2.6.4. CID 2238 and CID 2241: Proposed resolution: Disagree, the comment does not provide sufficient detail on suggest changes. The commenter is invited to bring a submission at a later session.

2.6.4.1. These two comments are similar topic to CID 2209

2.7. Recessed at 3:28

3 TGmb Tues PM2 4pm-6pm.

3.1. Meeting called to order by Matthew at 4:15pm

3.2. Review Agenda for this slot.

3.3. Proposed Agenda:

3.3.1. Approval motions for teleconference recommendations

· Editorial comments

· CIDs 2214 & 2039

·  Gen: Clause 11.3, Gen Tab C/D/E, MIB
3.3.2. Comment Resolution

3.3.2.1. Recycle Editor Comments

3.3.2.2. Remaining clause 11.3 comments (Jon Rosdahl)
3.4. Approve Agenda for today without objection.

3.5. Create an new entry in Wed PM2 agenda “Comment Resolution Motions Wed PM2

3.5.1. Recycled editor comments, Security, MAC: Admission Control.
3.5.2. No objections to the agenda changes.

Approval Motions for Teleconference recommendations:
3.6. Motion #67

3.6.1. Move to accept the comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r6 Motion Tab C.

3.6.2. moved Jon 2nd Adrian

3.6.3. no discussion

3.6.4. Motion passes: 7-0-1

3.7. Motion #68

3.7.1. Move to accept the comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r6 Motion Tab D.

3.7.2. moved Jon 2nd Adrian

3.7.3. no discussion

3.7.4. Motion passes: 8-0-1

3.8. Motion #69

3.8.1. Move to accept the comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r6 Motion Tab E.

3.8.2. moved Jon 2nd Bill

3.8.3. no discussion

3.8.4. motion passes: 8-0-1

3.9. Motion #70

3.9.1. Move to accept the comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r6 Motion Tab MIB..

3.9.2. moved Jon 2nd Bill

3.9.3. no discussion

3.9.4. Motion passes: 8-0-1

3.10. Motion #71:

3.10.1. Move to accept the comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r6 Motion Tab 11.3 Motion.

3.10.2. moved Jon 2nd Harry
3.10.3. Discussion:

3.10.3.1. CID 2161 adds an editor’s note and we should see if we can finalize this comment rather than have a comment that will ensure more comments.

3.10.4. Motion to amend: Move to amend by adding  “Excluding CID 2161.”
3.10.4.1. move to amend by  Bill Marshall, 2nd Robert Miller.

3.10.4.2. There was an objection to unanimous
3.10.4.2.1. Discussion -- Some believe it should be left in and correct the “note” issue later this week if we can. Others want to fix it now.
3.10.4.2.2. Due to the limitations of the tools (once marked done, it would not be flagged to revisit) it is thought to leave this one excluded.

3.10.4.2.3. The short term memory of the group should have been enough.

3.10.4.2.4. motion to amend passes 6-1-1

3.10.5. Amended motion: Move to accept the comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r6 Motion Tab 11.3 Motion. Excluding CID 2161.

3.10.6. Motion passes  7-0-1
3.11. Motion #72:

3.11.1. Move to approve comments resolutions in 11-09/0956r4 on the LB160 Editorials Tab.

3.11.2. Move by Adrian, 2nd Harry

3.11.3. no discussion

3.11.4. Motion passes: 8-0-0

3.12. Motion #73

3.12.1. Move to approve resolutions for comments 2214 and 2039 as shown in 11-10-0216r2 .Note CID 2039 was previously resolved (Jan 2010).  This submission proposes an alternative resolution.  Draft 2.04 was speculatively edited on the assumption that this motion passes.

3.12.2. Moved: Adrian  2nd Jon

3.12.3. no discussion

3.12.4. Motion Passes: 8-0-0

3.12.5. The proposed resolutions for 2214 and 2039 will be updated as shown in 11-10-216r2.
3.13. Resume checking Editor Recycle comments.

3.13.1. CID 2006: we agreed to remove the name from the middle of a variable name

3.13.2. CID 2181: we agreed to change the last part of a sentence

3.13.3. Those we had reviewed in the spreadsheet, and they are still outstanding to approve.

3.13.4. CID 2010 – 

3.13.4.1. Need to add a reason for why we deprecated temptype in the MIB.

3.13.4.2. Insert “Because to this variable has been removed from the normative text of IEEE Std 802.11-<year>.” in the resolution. And insert the object name “ the Dot11TempType object to”

3.13.4.3. Update to the Resolution was made and marked ready for Motion.

3.13.5. CID 2011

3.13.5.1. Update the resolution to match CID 2010.

3.13.5.2. Now ready for re-approval and motion.

3.13.6. CID 2023

3.13.6.1. A note was added in Annex D (page 1741 line 49 D2.04) to indicate a possible conflict that the SMNP and external management.

3.13.6.2. This is not really a comment issue, but in making the proposed fix we created the conflict and the comment should really fix it correctly.

3.13.6.3. Discussion on which entity that is updating the entry.

3.13.6.4. we need to change the resolution:

3.13.6.5. Proposed Resolution: Make as indicated, also change “It is written by an external management entity when requesting a measurement (#1005)” to “It is written by the SME when dot11RMRequestRowStatus is set to Active.”  Also delete “changes take effect when dot11RMRqstRowStatus is set to Active(#1005)” and “This attribute is(#1452) set by this STA or AP automatically, not by an SNMP manager.”

3.13.6.6. No objection mark ready for approval and ready for motion.

3.13.7. CID  2036

3.13.7.1. Conflict with 11n, which changed the table, and we noted that some channels could not be used after 2012, so editor put the list of channels back with the footnote.

3.13.7.2. No objection mark ready for approval and ready for motion.

3.13.8. CID 2061

3.13.8.1. Make the resolution match CID 2010.

3.13.8.2. now ready for re-approval and motion 

3.14. Review the status of the editor Comments, 

3.14.1. All Editor Comments that were marked for review have been reviewed.

3.15. Notes taken by Matthew during the 11.3 discussion.

3.15.1. Discussion of document 11-10/302r1 (Jon Rosdahl)
3.15.1.1. CID 2198- Add reference in resolution for CID 2159.

3.15.1.2. CID 2112: 

3.15.1.2.1. Change to agree, need to revise submission to r2.  

3.15.1.2.2. Change needed to 11.3.2.3(e)

3.15.1.3. CID 2166:

3.15.1.3.1. Bill: interpretation of diagram in 11r is that no arrow means
no state change

3.15.1.3.2.  - This comment is the same as CID 2110.

3.15.1.4. CID 2156: 

3.15.1.4.1.  Jon: The loops to self should come off.  State transition back to 1 should be possible because a STA may crash or otherwise lose its state

3.15.1.4.2. Bill: OK with removing loops to self as long as text says
state is unchanged

3.16. Recessed 6 pm.

4 TGmb Wed PM1 1:30-3:30
4.1. Matthew Gast called the meeting to order at 1:33pm

4.2. Joint Meeting with Reg AdHoc

4.3. Review Proposed agenda:

4.3.1. Joint Regulatory Session

· Discussion of LB 160 CID 2113 

· Presentation: 11-10/0210r6 (Peter Ecclesine)

· Motion to approve 11-10/0210r6 
4.3.2. Additional Comment Resolution

· CID 2219 presentation: 11-10/0313r0 (Robert Stacey)

4.3.3.  No objection to the Proposed Agenda, 

4.4.  Discussion on 11-10/0210r6 CID 2113 
4.4.1.  From the E-mail sent last week:

 Posted in advance of TGmb and 802.11 Reg ad hoc Wednesday PM1 joint review of CID 2113 resolution 

 https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0210-06-000m-lb160-cid-2113-proposed-resolution.doc 

Changes from r5 to r6:

Changes J.2 and J.3 column heads to be consistent with J.1

Global operating class:  (see Table J.4)

     Makes all editing instructions for TGmb editor (change to the wording of the editor instructions.
4.4.2.  Changes to the footnote for for the table not necessary in 210r6 because we are just asking for a new column and populating the column.  No other changes should be inferred (especially if something was left off like footnotes.)

4.4.3.  The other change is to change the “Behavior Limits set” , and the inserted text did not get underlined.  The change of numbers to Enumerated types (syntax) in the Behavior limits Set in all three tables.

4.4.4. The description of “Non-Global operating class(es)” column heading is missing.
4.4.5.  We need to decide if we want to make the description added now, or do we want to just add what is there now and allow a comment to fix this in the next LB round.

4.4.6. We can send out now, and then take the comments in the next round.

4.4.7. OperatingClass vs Global OperatingClass – not the same and may be confusing, but would be the subject of a comment if we feel it is not really clear.

4.4.8. “Operating class for Global use” may be a way to word this to be clearer.

4.4.9.  Question on will any of the proposed changes make any of the existing devices become non-compliant

4.4.9.1. No, but the global renaming is to make all the references match up, so that is required to be done to make the document consistent.

4.4.9.2. Description of the changes made … walk through the change pages.
4.4.10. Question on what is Normative and Informative?

4.4.10.1. Annex I has all the specific regulations copied there, but we removed the limits that are pointing to a law, and saying “what ever the law says”.  The normative references are left out to allow for changing regulations.

4.4.10.2. Discussion on what the changes to Annex I and why we had used this in the past.  If the rules are not law, then it is a standard thing, and so it remains in Annex I, and all the non regulatory items (standard things). Are removed.  Anything that is just a restatement of Law is removed, and the labels are left in Annex I to allow for the roll-in of TGp.

4.4.11. Motion #74  – Regulatory comment 

4.4.11.1. Move to Resolve CID 2113 with the following resolution: “Agree in Principle. Accept the changes in document 11-10/0216r6.  The Editor should note that insertions into the Behaviour limits set column in Tables J.1, J.2, and J.3 are shown without Underlining.” [Note: The only change from the currently posted MAC spreadsheet is to change 11-10/210r5 to 1-10/210r6]

4.4.11.1.1. Moved: Peter Ecclsine, 2nd Dave Halasz

4.4.11.2. No discussion
4.4.11.3. Motion passes: 12-0-1

4.5. CID 2219

4.5.1. Robert was not available, but Adrian agreed to present the document in his stead.
4.5.2. Doc 11-10/313r0 – Doc 11-10/314r0 contains the changes presented in 313.

4.5.3. Problem statement – Key installation after M4 is not precisely defined. And so differences in timing can cause packet lose.

4.5.4. why is there a variable timing issue….differences in implementation and what has to be completed on the receive side.

4.5.5. do you start using the key after Message 4 is sent or acked.  What about if it is a aggregate frame?...

4.5.6. describe the key installation  order and how the timing should occur.
4.5.7. there is a r1 for the presentation file (11-10/313r1), but we just had r0 presented.

4.5.8. Doc 11-10/314r0 brought up as it has the actual requested changes.

4.5.9.  Review the changes in the document.

4.5.10. comments:

4.5.10.1. The last idea presented was not as good as this one, (it could be said to be pence).
4.5.10.2. With this you have two keys to receive?

4.5.10.2.1. yes, it does not seem to be an issue with the hardware issues..  Do you ever need two keys at once? No, if you use the KeyID frame to instigate the key at the proper time.

4.5.10.3. A new KDE that is 16 bits and only 2 bits are being used, so what is the reason for using the 16 bit keys.  It is a simple 16-bit alignment...

4.5.10.4. This seems like the impact on legacy devices is zero and limited to those new devices that choose to do it.

4.5.10.5. For links where only one side uses this, you would only use KeyID 0.
4.5.10.6. Rekeying is not really done very often, so why is this an issue to resolve. 

4.5.10.6.1. it is not the rekeying rate that is at issue, but rather how to handle thr race condition, and it is an observed problem in the field.

4.5.10.7. This is an actual change to behavior of the 11i security methods.

4.5.10.8. A bit of background, this is a part of the proposal that will be brought up to TGad and in that group, rekeying occurs more often than in the current implementations.

4.5.10.9. Question: what is “appropriate Type” on page 7 last bullet.  

4.5.10.9.1. This has to do if this is for broadcast/unicast type distinction.

4.5.10.10. In 7.4.a.3 the new key has only one key for the A-MPDU..  change would not occur until after the A-MPDU.

4.5.10.10.1. You would use the key within the current A-MPDU and then switch after it was finished.

4.5.10.11. Message 3 installs the key before hand, and then Message 4 is …..

4.5.10.12. Is this behavior constrained for CCMP or others.  

4.5.10.12.1. the answer is that it is CCMP.

4.5.10.12.2. The list should have a common set way of being able to extend.
4.5.10.13. What is the real issue for legacy devices?

4.5.10.13.1. no interoperability issue will occur as the extended Key capability would allow the pairs to ensure that both are aware of using this new method.

4.5.10.13.2. Extended Key ID is set to indicate it is valid.  It is bit 13 from the reserved bit.

4.5.10.13.3. Is it adding new functionality?

4.5.10.13.3.1. It is a change to fix a problem, but it is a new capability.

4.5.10.14. no further discussion.

4.6. Motion #75
4.6.1.   Move to resolve 2219 as follows accept in principle: make changes as shown in  11-10/0314r0, which allow 2 keys to be simultaneously be allowed during rekeying.
4.6.2.  Moved by Adrian Stephens 2nd , 2nd Robert Stacey

4.6.3. No discussion

4.6.4. Motion passes : 11-1-4
4.7. to fill the remaining time, we have a couple of comments left in MAC

4.8. CID 2014:

4.8.1. review Comment
4.8.2. The commenter did not provide any specific change, the choice of what thing to change.

4.8.3. We set the NAV without checking the BSSID, and so we should probably have the same rules to reset the NAV.  Setting the NAV is done independently of the BSSID.

4.8.4. All STAs outside the BSS would not set the NAV.  If we have to track the NAV per BSS, then that would be a problem.  The simple language that is left after 11e tried, this may be some hang over text that has fallen through the removal exercise when 11e was finished.

4.8.5. The addressing is irrelevant in channel access.

4.8.6. Is there objection to making the NAV reset independent of BSS?  
4.8.6.1. no objection.

4.8.7. Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle: change 9.9.2.2a to read: “ when the AP contains a PC, during the CFP, it may reset the NAVs of all receiving STAs by sending a CF-End frame, regardless of how the NAVs have been originally set.” Additionally, change 9.3.3.1 to read: “A STA receiving a CF-End or CF-END+ACK shall reset its NAV”

4.8.8. no objection to the proposed resolution.

4.8.9. Matthew will post later and it will be ready for motion on Thursday.

4.9. CID 2209

4.9.1.  review Comment – See 11.2.2.3

4.9.2. during LB 149, a change was made, but there is an error in the addition of having the ”More Data”: field set to zero.  If we look in c) and d) the EOSP field is used instead.  This is simple error that “More Data field set to zero” should have been “EOSP set to one”.
4.9.3. Question on the Transmitter case.  
4.9.3.1. this is somewhere else, but that is not the text under question.

4.9.4. There is a possible missing word “management frame” in f).

4.9.5. b) is receiver side, so what is the transmitter side.

4.9.5.1. No, There is text, but it is somewhere else.  This is only talking about the transition between doze and awake states.

4.9.6. No objection for accepting the comment recommendation. – Agree.

4.9.7. mark this as ready for motion

4.9.8. a new MAC spreadsheet to be posted.

4.10. Unresolved Security Comments

4.10.1. 6 comments are left.

4.11. CID 2199

4.11.1.1. Review comment:

4.11.1.2. Change the Proposed Resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (SECURITY: 2010-03-17 19:23:45Z) - Add the following definition to Clause 3: FT Originator. A STA that initiates the FT protocol by sending an FT Request frame or an Authentication frame with Authentication Algorithm set to Fast BSS Transition..
Replace the term "STA" with "FT Originator" in Clause 11A where STA refers to the "FT Originator" role
4.11.2. no objection and will be ready for motion for Thursday.

4.12. CID 2106

4.12.1. Transferred from MAC

4.12.2. Reviewed comment

4.12.3. See 7.3.2.25.1 
4.12.4. Proposed resolution: Accept.

4.12.5. no objection and marked ready for motion.

4.13. 11-10/390 has been posted and describes the text vs the diagram and there are several places where there is a discrepancy, and so this is a proposal for fixing.

4.14. recess at 3:28pm

5 TGmb Wednesday PM2 4pm-6pm

5.1. Matthew Gast called the meeting to order at 4:04pm
5.2. Proposed Agenda:

  Comment Resolution Motions

· MAC Comment Resolution Motions

· Comments Recycled editor 

· Security

Comment Resolution

· Generate Resolutions for OKC Comments
· Clause 11.3 comments

5.2.1. The agenda was adjusted and is in 10/290r4.

5.2.2. No objection to the modified agenda.

5.3.  Mike M to run the meeting while Matthew made a series of motions.

Comment Resolution Motions:
5.4. Motion #76

5.4.1. Move to accept the comment resolutions for the comments in 11-10-0033r4 on tab “MAC Motion A”.

5.4.2. moved Matthew 2nd Adrian

5.4.3. no discussion

5.4.4. motion passes 9-0-5

5.5.  Motion #77
5.5.1. Move to accept the comment resolutions for the comments in 11-10-0033r4 on tab “MAC Motion B”.

5.5.2. moved Matthew 2nd Adrian

5.5.3. no discussion

5.5.4. motion passes 10-0-7

5.6. Motion #78
5.6.1. Move to accept the comment resolutions for the comments in 11-10-0033r4 on tab “MAC Motion Admission Control A”.

5.6.2. moved Matthew 2nd Adrian

5.6.3. no discussion

5.6.4. motion passes: 10-0-7

5.7. Motion #79
5.7.1. Move to accept the comment resolutions for the comments in 11-10-0033r4 on tab “MAC Motion Admission Control b”.

5.7.2. moved Matthew 2nd Peter

5.7.3. no discussion

5.7.4. motion passes 10-0-7

5.8. Motion #80
5.8.1. Move to accept the comment resolutions for the comments in 11-10-0033r4 on tab “MAC Motion AS b”.

5.8.2. moved Matthew 2nd Adrian

5.8.3. no discussion

5.8.4. motion passes 10-0-7

5.9. Motion #81
5.9.1. Move to approve the comment resolutions in 11-09-956r5 on the tab “Recycled comments for Approval”.

5.9.2. moved Adrian, 2nd Jon

5.9.3. no discussion

5.9.4. Motion passes 9-0-7

5.10. Comment Resolution work continues.

5.10.1. there could be some more motions for Security, but as we have 4 comments left, the adhoc chair wants to do them all at the same time.

5.11. Revisited set of text for CID 2098, 2099, 2100, 2101
5.11.1. Doc 11-10/209r1
5.11.2. review the differences from r0

5.11.3. There was a question on if this was effecting any changes to what was discussed in the last meeting slot. – No this is different subclauses.

5.11.4. Review of the specific changes explaining the proposed change.
5.11.5. Discussion on removing the “e.g.” from 8.4.1.1.1 3rd paragraph.  Then at least Peter would be happier with the proposal.

5.11.6. Concern with a different model that what is in 11r, and the things that were fixed in 11r that this now propagates the error that 11r fixes (an AP is compromised then a rogue could use it in bad way).

5.11.6.1. The threat model described is not necessarily one that was addressed by the lightweight way.

5.11.7. What is the behavior that is being added?
5.11.7.1. None, 

5.11.7.2. Some believe that there is an issue with the describing the existing behavior and the spec is ambiguous, so it is not good to clarify.

5.11.8. The standard as written is ambiguous, and that this in not prohibited, and 11i did not think about this, and this change will codify a way to act.

5.11.9. The opinions of some believe that this breaks the 11i security model.

5.11.9.1. Some properties in the e-mail exchange were valuable in the discussion, but there were several points that were left out.

5.11.9.2. The assertion that the AP identified by his BSSID is used to identify the key is also done in 11r, and is not the reasoned to be insecure, so that is not the reason for the 11i version to use it.

5.11.9.3. The question of whether this is a change in behavior is because we are clearing up an ambiguity and this is a why there may be an opinion on if this in new functionality and last time slot, we had agreed to a presentation that was explicit that it was adding functionality, so why is this question of new functionality an issue.

5.11.9.4. While there is ambiguity in the standard, the manufactures are able to still come up with interoperable devices.  The wording is poor, and if the text were clarified, then the industry would be able to have less issue and questions.

5.11.9.5. Concern on a fix on security hastily may be at issue.  Maybe a bit early to come to consensus…
5.11.9.6. This Existing mechanism is there, but there should not be a fear of the security model, the model is not documented, and what is a concern for one may not be a concern for others.  The existing mechanism may need to have clarification.
5.11.9.7. We need to look at these changes and compromised keys in the system as a whole.

5.12. Motion #82
5.12.1. Moved to resolve CIDS 2098, 2099, 2100, 2101 with the resolutions: Agree in Principle. Apply changes from document 11-10/0209r1, removing the phrase “by receiving a Neighbor report with the Key Scope bit set,” in 8.4.1.1

5.12.2. moved Dan Harkins, 2nd Dave Halasz

5.12.3. Discussion

5.12.3.1. For: This is not a motion to add PMK caching, this is to clarify the text.  PMK Caching is not going to go away with a “no” vote,. This is just to clear up the text.

5.12.3.2. Against: The text is not talking about just PMK caching, but also opportunistic caching.

5.12.3.3. Neutral: While this is not adding any new behavior, there is not any harm in doing it, but if there are security holes, then publishing this may help exacerbate the problem.

5.12.3.4. Against: more study is necessary.

5.12.3.5. For: this is an optional feature and this is not adding any harmful issue.

5.12.3.6. For: the key problem is a system problem that seems outside the scope of the standard, and in 11r, the compromise was not discovered.  In this case, you can reset the system quicker.  The secure system can be built either way.  The key Hierarchy is more efficient for key recovery, but it is more an issue of efficiency issue.

5.12.3.7. Against: This is not a rekeying efficiency issue, and with the hierarchy, the key cannot be reused.

5.12.3.8. For: The difference is about the spreading of the lost key. And you can spoof the MAC address, but once you detect that with 11r, you can severe the branch, but in PMK cache mode, it is less efficient.
5.12.3.9. Call Question 

5.12.3.10. Question is called and no objection

5.12.3.11. Motion fails 5-4-4., so the comments do not have a resolution.

5.13. There were multiple objections to simply rejecting the comments as a resolution..

5.13.1. In spite of the objection a motion is wanted. 

5.13.2. Motion Alternatives need to be done on each comment.

5.13.3. There was not any consensus on the wording of a motion that would resolve the CIDs.

5.13.4. There was a suggestion to make a motion that includes the reason the proposal was rejected.

5.13.4.1. This is inappropriate to resolve these comments this way. It is commenting on the proposal not the comment.

5.13.5. When is the agenda going to address these comments again?  

5.13.5.1. Prior to going to LB, we have to have resolved all the comments. 

5.13.5.2. we have only 3 hours of meeting time left to resolve all the comments left.

5.13.5.3. Let’s put the comments on the Thursday agenda and see what options are able to be exercised between now and then.

5.13.6. Motion to modify the agenda to add the comments into the comment resolution section in Thursday PM2.

5.13.6.1.1. Moved Henry, 2nd Dan
5.13.6.1.2. no objection.

5.14. Move on to the 11.3 topic
5.14.1. Document 11-10/390r0

5.14.2. Review of the file – this file has a table that shows all the lines in the figure and that all the text transitions and where they show up (text and/or figure).

5.14.3. The table shows where in D2.04 where the text shows up and if it is on the figure.

5.14.4. The text is not always consistent.

5.14.5. The problems are all listed in the comment column.

5.14.6. The assumption on the proposed changes is that if the state change was not explicit in 802.11-2007, that meant that a state change was not changing.  11r took this position when that was done.  So the proposed changes here would be similar.

5.14.7. This proposal does not overlap any of the changes suggested in 10/302 so these changes would address the comments where there was a concern with DoS attacks.
5.15. For comments: CID 2110 and 2166 would be resolved with 11-10/390r0 and we would still have to address the diagram for the last two CIDs.

5.15.1. Proposed Resolution: use 11-10/390r0 as the text.

5.16. CID 2160 and CID 2156
5.16.1. The diagram just needs to have the small loop backs from the diagram.

5.16.2. there are many issues that return to self loops that we don’t have to complicate.

5.16.3. The sentence before the diagram needs to be changed. 

5.16.3.1. Suggested sentence: “Figure 11-6 shows the state transition diagram for these STA states.  Note that only events causing states are shown.

5.16.4. Take out the loops by telling the editor.

5.16.5. discussion on page 802 line 15

5.16.5.1. The paragraph has several issues. Drop the sentence “Authentication Notification…”  as 11-10/302 has already fixed this paragraph as noted.
5.16.6. If we take the suggestions from 11-10/390r0, it suggests dropping the “Authentication Notification sentence, and that would resolve the comment.
5.17. Notes to be taken by Mike while Jon presents

5.17.1. CID 2110 – 

5.17.1.1. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: "Apply the changes 11-10/390r0" and mark the comment "ready for motion"

5.17.2. CID 2156 – 

5.17.2.1. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle; "Remove the four "unsuccessful" self loops" and mark comment "ready for motion"

5.17.3. CID 2160 – 

5.17.3.1. Proposed Resolution: Accept in Principle: "Change the introduction to the figure to read "Figure 11-6 shows the state transition diagram for these STA states. Note that only events causing states changes are shown." and mark comment "ready for motion"

5.17.4. CID 2166 – 

5.17.4.1. Accept in Principle: "Make the change as noted in 11-10/390r0, which insert the recommended text in a different location (at the end of b). and mark comment "ready for motion"

5.17.5. CID 2161 – 

5.17.5.1. no consensus was made on the 3 possible 

5.17.5.1.1. 1.  Keep the original Proposed Resolution: 
AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 12:48:13Z) Delete "For example, " and change "discards" to "shall discard" in 11.3.1.0a.

Add Editor's Note: "EDITOR’S NOTE: Additional investigations regarding DLS should be done with the following change."

5.17.5.1.2. 2. change the proposed resolution to not have the Editor’s Note:

AGREE (GEN: 2010-03-12 12:48:13Z) Delete "For example, " and change "discards" to "shall discard" in 11.3.1.0a.

5.17.5.1.3. 3. Change the Proposed Resolution to declare Data frames as class 1 frames. By declaring the exchange of data between DLS pairs.
5.18. Recess at 6:05pm 
6 TGmb Thursday PM2 4pm-6pm 

6.1. Matthew Gast called the meeting to order at 4:03pm
6.1.1. Proposed Agenda
· Comment Resolution Motions

· (30 min limit) Opportunistic Keying Group in Security Ad Hoc
· MAC C
· Clause 11.3 Motion 2

· Clause 11.3 DLS

· Security, group 1

· editorial Motions, if required
· Preparation for May 2010 meeting
· Teleconferences/ad hocs

· Review Timeline (slide 13)

· Comment resolution Sanity check
· Letter Ballot Authorization Motion

· AOB

· Adjourn

6.2. No objection to the modified Agenda.
6.3. Motion # 83

6.3.1. Accept the Comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0028r8 tab 1

6.3.2. Moved: Mike Montemurro, 2nd Adrian Stephens

6.3.3. Discussion:

6.3.3.1. In the previous attempt to resolve the comment, it was mentioned in the discussion that a technical response should be given to a technical comment.

6.3.3.1.1. Point – see 5.4.3.3 of the IEEE-SA OM, it notes that resolutions should be a best effort to resolve the comment, and it is documented.

6.3.3.1.2. There is an issue of whether or not a technical issue is even an issue.

6.3.3.2. How is this different from how comment handling was done in TGv?
6.3.3.2.1. The chair of TGv noted that the question asked in TGv was asked if we would consider a resolution to a comment that provided a technical resolution to the comment.  If the comment is technical, and the group needed to decide if the resolution was sufficient, a motion was made to indicate.  Then the question was what percentage would be required in order to pass.  The question was if there was a 75% to pass.  The question you are showing here is different.
6.3.3.2.2. The questions are separate.  Here we are asking if a technical response is required for a technical comment.

6.3.3.3. This topic has come up many times in the past, and we have not had any consensus on this topic.

6.3.3.4. Can we review the Comment ID and the proposed changes.

6.3.3.4.1. CID 2098: Proposed resolution: DISAGREE (SECURITY: 2010-03-17 22:22:46Z) The group considered the proposed resolution and did not reach consensus on whether it is possible to have more than one PMKID for a single BSSID.

6.3.3.4.2. CID 2099: Proposed resolution: DISAGREE (SECURITY: 2010-03-17 22:31:09Z) The group considered the proposed resolution and could not reach consensus on whether the MAC address is included in the PMKSA generation as the identity of the Authenticator.

6.3.3.4.3. CID 2100: Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (SECURITY: 2010-03-17 22:41:40Z) The group considered the resolution and could not reach consensus on whether the STA could anticipate a PMKID based on the BSSID of the AP to which it is about to associate.

6.3.3.4.4. CID 2101: Proposed Resolution: DISAGREE (SECURITY: 2010-03-17 22:35:13Z) the group could not reach consensus on whether the BSSID is just one possible identity for the authenticator.

6.3.3.5. Assertion that there is a statement in the standard in clause 7, that in fact states this fact, so we may need to change.

6.3.3.5.1. This is the point that we don’t agree on.  It does not state this.

6.3.3.6. See D2.01 Clause 7.3.2.37, there is a Key Scope bit that when it is set, it says that “…it has the BSSID as the authenticator as the AP sending the report”
6.3.3.7. This does not seem to be the same clause as the comment,

6.3.3.7.1. Yes, however, this is pointing out that this text indicates that proposed resolution does indicate the proper thing that is being contended.

6.3.3.8. The comment resolution was germane to the discussion, but the consensus was not found on the idea of the BSSID being unique.

6.3.3.8.1. 11i, 11r, also debated that and if there is an issue with this particular text, then maybe this text needs to be revisited.

6.3.3.8.2. The data structure that 11i included would not have been added if it was not needed, and the language was left ambiguous to allow for a compromise that lets different points of view be held.

6.3.3.8.3. the debate shows that there is not consensus.  

6.3.3.8.4. There may not be consensus, but the extra clarification does not seem appropriate.

6.3.4. Motion to amend. – “excepting CID 2101.  Resolve CID 2101 as “Disagree.  The group could not reach consensus on any changes that would address this comment.”

6.3.4.1. moved by Dan 2nd Adrian 

6.3.4.2. Discussion on motion to amend.

6.3.4.2.1. Would this be better for all 4 comments?

6.3.4.2.2. Yes, but we should accept the first amendment and then fix it.
6.3.4.2.3. No objection to the motion to amend.

6.3.5. Motion to Amend: Move to amend: Replace the motion with: “Resolve the comments CID 2098, 2099, 2100, 2101 with the resolutions: “Disagree. The group could not reach consensus on any changes that would address this comment.””
6.3.5.1. moved Adrian, 2nd Dan

6.3.5.2. no objection to the amended motion.

6.3.5.3. no further discussion

6.3.5.4. Motion passes: 15-2-1

6.3.6. It should be noted that Matthew was able to keep the discussion on topic and within the preset (and agreed to) limit of 30 mins.  Well done!
6.4. Motion #84 – motion for MAC Tab C
6.4.1. Move to: Accept the comment resolutions for the comments in 11-10-0033r5 on tab “MAC Motion C”.
6.4.1.1. Moved Matthew Gast 2nd Adrian Stephens
6.4.2. no discussion
6.4.3. Motion passes: 7-0-6
6.5. Motion #85
6.5.1. Move to Accept the Comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0038r8 tab “Clause 11.3 Motion 2”

6.5.1.1. Moved: Jon Rosdahl, Mike Montemurro
6.5.2. Discussion: these resolutions are covered by 302 and 390.  There will be an r3 of 302,but it is not covered or requisite for this motion 

6.5.3. moved to amend to change the revision number (was 6, should be 8)

6.5.4. motion passes: 7-0-3

6.6. Motion #86

6.6.1. Move to resolve CID 2161 with the following resolution: AGREE IN PRINCIPLE Delete "For example " and change "discards" to "shall discard" in 11.3.1.0a. And add a line to page 801(D2.04)  a) 3) "ii) Data frames between peers using DLS"
6.6.1.1. Moved  Jon Rosdahl, 2nd Mike Montemurro
6.6.2. Discussion comment was reviewed and the resolution was explained.
6.6.3. Note that a new revision will be posted of 11-10/302r3 that has all the 11.3 comments rolled-up.
6.6.4. Motion passes:  6-0-5

6.7. A note that 11-10/0028r9 has been posted, but these next comments are fine with r8.

6.8. Motion #87

6.8.1. Move to Accept the Comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0028r8 tab 1

6.8.1.1.  moved Mike Montemurro, 2nd Adrian Stephens

6.8.2. Discussion, but CID 2219 has already been done, so that should not be included.

6.8.3. Motion to Amend: move to amend: “ except for CID 2219”

6.8.3.1. Moved Bill, 2nd Robert Miller

6.8.3.2. no objection.
6.8.4. Amended Motion: Move to Accept the Comment resolution for the comments in 11-10-0028r8 tab 1 except for CID 2219
6.8.5. No further discussion
6.8.6. Motion passes : 7-0-2
6.9. No editorial comments were necessary.

6.10. Database adjustments need to be made, so TG will recess for a few minutes 4:57pm.

<RECESS – Stand at ease>

6.11. Called back to order at 5:08pm
6.12. All comments believed to have now been resolved.

6.13. Preparation for May 2010 
6.13.1. Not a lot to do for preparation.

6.14. Teleconferences for Adhocs

6.14.1.1. Same pattern as before however will start after the recirc closes.

6.15. Review Timeline (Slide 12)

6.15.1. Remaining timeline.

· May 2010 – Form Sponsor Pool (45 days)

· July 2010 – Sponsor Ballot Start

· (Include all published amendments as of July 2010)

· November 2010 – Sponsor Recirc

· March 2011 – WG/EC Final Approval

· June 2011 – RevCom/SASB Approval

6.15.2. if TGp makes the June Meeting for approval, then we may want to roll TGp in prior to going to Excom, but that may put us in a repeating pattern of having a new amendment finishing every other session, and we would not be able to have two clean recirc.
6.15.3. Discus other alternatives to the timeline.

6.15.4. 3 issues we are really discussion

6.15.4.1. stability

6.15.4.2. impact for starting Sponsor ballot while others are already in sponsor ballot

6.15.4.3. Can other standards enter sponsor ballot. – some say yes, some say no

6.15.4.3.1. Should we delay to allow another amendment to get into sponsor ballot?

6.15.4.3.2. Otherwise we would be a road block to other TG getting to Sponsor.

6.15.5. We may want to wait to make any changes until May as we do not know the progress that TGv, TGz, TGu will have made, and we would be better to wait to May to change.

6.16. Comment resolution Sanity check – Finished all comments are resolved.

6.17. Letter Ballot Authorization Motion

6.17.1. Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the first working group ballot on P802.11REVmb D2.0,
Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 3.0 incorporating these resolutions and, Approve a 25 day Working Group Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11REVmb D3.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”

6.17.1.1. Moved Mike Montemurro, 2nd Adrian Stephens.
6.17.2. discussion: 
6.17.2.1. how many days should we use for the balloting?
6.17.2.1.1. We may want to use 30 days. 

6.17.2.1.2. However, If we approve a motion, the WG would not allow us to use a shorter ballot if want, but not a longer period. So we should use 20 days and then the TG chair could ask for longer period if we need.  We may want to compromise with 25 and that allows more time if necessary.

6.17.3. Motion Passes: 10-0-0 

6.18. AOB

6.18.1. Question on Telecon -- single telecom on May 7th. Between March and May?

6.18.2. Do we need to ask for telecons through the July 30th and then we have it covered?

6.18.3. Don’t ask for telecom dates we don’t need.

6.18.4. Motion to approve Telecon from now to July 30th and the Chair to remove the non-used dates before giving to the WG.

6.18.5. moved Jon, 2nd Mike

6.18.6. no objection --- passed without objection.
6.19. TGmb Adjourned for the session at  5:39pm
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