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June 18, 2010 Teleconference
Agenda:
1. Call to Order, Patent Notification

2. Ballot Status - Editor
3. Schedule Plan
4. Adjourn


Please review the documents at the following links prior to the call:

-  IEEE Patent Policy - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
-  Affiliation FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html
-  Anti-Trust FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf 
-  Ethics - http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf
Notes – Friday, June 18, 2010
Attendees: Mark Hamilton (Polycom), Bill Marshall (AT&T), Dorothy Stanley (Aruba Networks), Adrian Stephens (Intel)
1. Chair called meeting to order: 10:05 Eastern
Chair called attention to the patent policy slides. Are there any questions on the slides?

None

Chair asked: Are there any patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard? 
None brought forward

Are there any additions to the proposed agenda? No changes proposed.
2. TG Status
The Working Group Letter Ballot on Draft 4.0 is currently underway and closes Friday, June 25th. In the editorial review to prepare Draft 4.0, inconsistencies were found in the 11.3 changes, so expect more work there; also there’s an issue that the changes introduced re: failed auth/assoc reverses an earlier decision (Bill Marshall). Bill to contact Mike Montemurro and Jon Rosdahl to review rationale, and develop agreed text to bring in to the July meeting.
3. Discussion of schedule.
Adrian has prepared https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0706-00-000m-revmb-planning.doc to describe several scenarios. Key decisions are

· When to incorporate 11p, and

· Is requesting conditional approval in July needed?
Discussion:

· Review of the two scenarios shown, Incorporate 11p prior to SB, and after SB.

· Note – draft numbering in the document (10-707) is off/low by one.

· Unclear that conditional approval is beneficial in the first case, if 11p introduced
in Draft 5. Without conditional approval, following the current process, would have 

· D5 out of the July meeting, with TGp, 

· D6 out of the Sept meeting, and 

· D6 (unchanged) out of the Nov meeting. 

· Initial SB Dec-Jan, process comments at Jan 2011 meeting

· With conditional approval, and the accelerated process, could have 

· D5 out of the July meeting, with TGp

· D6 at the end of August/early Sept/out of Sept meeting -depends on whether comments could all be addressed in August/early Sept to produce D6 (nothing to do at Sept mtg), 

· D6(unchanged)  late Sept/early Oct/out of Sept Meeting
· Initial SB mid Oct – Nov/Nov-Dec, (likely still) process comments at the Jan 2011 meeting
· With conditional approval, and not introducing 11p, and accelerated process
· Out of the July meeting with D5

· Recirculate D5 unchanged in September

· Initial SB Oct, process comments in November meeting

· Concern that there will be an objection to proceeding to SB prior to integrating published amendment (11p), causing additional ballot cycles. 
· If we include 11p, then 11z would come along (publication anticipated end October) and we’d have to incorporate it in WGLB. Then 11v and 11u. 
· Will have at least one approved, un-incorporated ballot for some time; incorporating will increase number of ballot cycles. 

· The requirement is that the published amendments are incorporated into the published amendment, will do this, only discussion is on the timing.
· All drafts are available in the members’ area during the SB process. If members have comments, and are not part of the SB ballot pool, the Chair will submit comments to SB on their behalf.

· Propose to proceed with a plan to

· Incorporate 11p (and other published amendments) after the initial SB

· Request conditional approval for SB at the July meeting

· Chair to socialize this plan with Lee (TGp) and Menzo (TGz)

· Socialize the plan at the July meeting, so members are not surprised

4. Next call

The authorized call is on Friday, July 9th 
5. Adjourned at 1145 Eastern. 
July 9, 2010 Teleconference
Agenda:

1. Call to Order, Patent Notification

2. Ballot Status – Editor

3. Comment Resolution proposals

4. Schedule Plan

5. Adjourn


Please review the documents at the following links prior to the call:

-  IEEE Patent Policy - http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
-  Affiliation FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html
-  Anti-Trust FAQ - http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf 
-  Ethics - http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf
Notes – Friday, July 9, 2010
Attendees: Mark Hamilton (Polycom), Bill Marshall (AT&T), Dorothy Stanley (Aruba Networks), Adrian Stephens (Intel), Jon Rosdahl (CSR), Michael Montemurro (RIM)

1. Chair called meeting to order: 10:05 Eastern

Chair called attention to the patent policy slides. Are there any questions on the slides?

None

Chair asked: Are there any patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard? 
None brought forward

Are there any additions to the proposed agenda? No changes proposed.

2. Ballot Status – Editor

Reviewed Ballot Status  as reported on June 28, 2010–

802.11  Ballot #163  was a 15 day Working Group technical 3rd recirculation Ballot asking the question "Should P802.11mb D4.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?".  

The Official results are:

Ballot Opening Date:    Thursday            Jun 10, 2010 - 23:59 ET
Ballot Closing Date:      Friday                   Jun 25, 2010 - 23:59 ET 

RESPONSE RATE:
246 eligible people are in this ballot group.
   
 164 affirmative votes 

   20 negative votes  

   28 abstention votes 

===  

  212 votes received =  86.2% valid returns
                                     =  13.2% valid abstentions

This ballot has met the 50% returned ballot  requirement

This ballot has met the less than 30% abstention requirement

APPROVAL RATE:
164  affirmative votes       =      89.1 % affirmative
  20  total negative votes  =      10.9 % negative

The 75% affirmation requirement has been met, 

Motion passes.

There were 98 comments received.

Regards, Bruce Kraemer, Chair WG11

Editor reported that the results were similar to last ballot, 


Of the 98 comments, 41 Editorial and 57 Technical

(interesting only 1 editorial comment was part of no vote, and only 1 technical comment was not part of a no vote.)


Editor report will be posted – 11-09-02r3


D4.01 has been posted, and Dorothy will announce it later today.


Editorial motion has been prepared for next week.


Comments were split into Gen and MAC



Clause 11.3 is in Gen to split the comments more evenly with MAC.


All comments and resolutions are in 11-09-956r8 but it is not posted, but will be after the call.
3 Comment Resolution proposals
3.1.  Request for a List of Proposed Resolutions that are available

3.1.1. 11-10-728r0 – Adrian – Proposed Resolution for 11.3 architecture resolution.

3.1.1.1. Only document ready for today’s discussion.

3.1.2.  Comment database has a problem to download and unzip—Adrian fixed it while on the call.
3.2. 11-10-728r0: review proposed changes
3.2.1. Discussion on where the state variable is held – SME vs MLME.

3.2.2. State variable is used by the MAC, so it has to be able to read the variable.

3.2.3. 4-way handshake is done in the 4-way-handshake-EOP. 

3.2.3.1. So that means it is prepared in MLME (see 10.3.20). 

3.2.4. Prefer to have all this in the MAC rather than in the SME.

3.2.5. The SME signals to the 802.1x not the MAC.  How to cause the 802.1x work properly is separate issue from the internal state transition.

3.2.6. IF the variable is in the MLME, the number of exceptions is smaller than in the SME.  Original model has the variables in the MLME and 11r may have changed it to add the exceptions.

3.2.7. Shared Key should not be stored in the MAC, so that gives reason for having the variables in the SME.

3.2.8. Shared Key is a write only MIB variable.

3.2.9. We need to be careful in the new text to address which method is being used for authentication.

3.2.10. While we have deprecated WEP, we cannot cause the text to break the old use.

3.2.11. Typically 802.11 authentication is done in the MAC not in the SME.  The shared key is handled in the MLME.  

3.2.12. There are things done in the MAC and there are things done above the MAC… anything sending an EAPOL frame is above the MAC and would be in the SME.

3.2.13. SharedKeyAuth is done within the MAC.

3.2.14. EAPOL packets are for sure in the SME.

3.2.15. Only when we get to the 3->4 transition do we have the possibility of EAPOL frames.

3.2.16. The FT uses 802.11 auth, but the MLME uses the SME to fill in the IEs for the exchange.  

3.2.17. The MLME is doing something simple, it is given responses and then sends info along.  

3.2.18. The MLME is providing transport for the FT.  Action Frames over the DS, or authentication frames over the air.

3.2.19. This will be the topic for Tuesday next week.  AI: Mike to look at the security issue for discussion next week.

3.2.20. 11.3.1.3 – changes reviewed.

3.2.21. 11.3.1.4 – changes reviewed – remove redundant statement.

3.2.22. 11.3.2.0a – change reviewed.

3.2.23. 11.3.2.2 – changes reviewed – SAQuery.confirm needs to be added in b1.5

3.2.23.1. See r1 for updated text.  Still some concern in b1.

3.2.23.2. We will have a “non-AP STA” added to 2nd par of 11.3.2.2

3.2.23.3. b1) has an issue with “STA” which STA. so possible change is to change b1 to be “if the AP’s state is 4 for the non-AP STA” or something similar.

3.2.23.4. Need to add a bracket of where the state is named, but not marked.

3.2.23.5. b2 and b3) changes reviewed.

3.2.23.6. Changes in c) through e) are mainly just rewording and separating issues.

3.2.23.7. For g) and h) we need to know how some entity gets indication.

3.2.23.8. This is in regards to getting the port open.  This is going to be something that will be addressed by Mike in his security assessment.

3.2.23.9. Transitions from state 3 to state 4 could be defined as being indicated by the SME.  But this is ugly if more than one entity is writing a state variable.  It would be better to have a primitive (formal) exchange between the SME and the MLME when this occurs.  New Primitives may not be necessary, iff there is already something that can be used, but we can add if necessary to specifically report this.

3.2.23.10. The MLME set protection may come at a the wrong point, but we need to think about this a bit.

3.2.23.11. Review Figure 8-37 on page 424 in D4.0 for Authenticator state machine.

3.2.23.12. The MLME-SetProtoection.request should be sufficient to indicate when we make the state transition and have the SME indicate to MLME.

3.2.23.13. The Setkeys and Set Protection may occur early in the process and so they may not be a good indicator. (see 906 D4.0)  more thought is needed.

3.2.23.14. The FT and the non-FT case are a bit different. So do we need to be explicit in that description?  From the MAC point of view the port may be open actually prior to it actually being open.

3.2.23.15. Figure 11a-14 matches Figure 8-37, and figure 11a-15 is the FT case.

3.2.23.16. The final instance of when the transition from state 3 to 4 is not readily known by MLME.

3.2.23.17. The FT case goes directly from state 2 to state 4, so this is another case that is very different from the normal case.

3.2.23.18. Draft 5 we hope to be able to be consistent enough for going to SB, so we need to be careful on how radical some of our changes are crafted.

3.2.23.19. Who writes the state variable and when is a potential to cause a new set of issues, so we may want to back off that set of changes in the proposal to avoid causing more discussion at this time.

4 Schedule Plan
4.1. Goals for Next week:
1 – Make changes to create Draft 5 

2 – Prepare a request for conditional approval for Sponsor ballot

3 – Target Draft 5 for Sponsor Ballot

4.2. Updated schedule has P, Z, U being incorporated in the Sponsor Ballot time frame.

4.3. Review the meeting schedule for next week.

4.3.1. Request for topic discussion of “Key info/key descriptor field use”.

4.3.2. The chair has indicated that it may be consider this as out of scope as the text has not changed, but the author is to socialize first and so he wants to present to start that process next week.

4.4. If we have regulator topics that need a joint meeting or not we will decide on Sunday night.  Also we are preparing to get conditional approval slides for the EC meeting.

5. Adjourn  at 12:00 ET.
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