May 2011

doc.: IEEE 802.11-11/0955r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	Minutes of JTC1 ad hoc in Singapore in May 11

	Date:  20110513

	Author(s):

	Name
	Affiliation
	email

	Andrew Myles
	Cisco
	amyles@cisco.com

	
	
	



Minutes of JTC1 Ad Hoc Meeting Tuesday PM1, 10 May 2011
Chair called meeting to order at 1:30 Local time

· Reminded attendees to record attendance.

· Agenda is in 11-11-0732-01

· Reviewed agenda on slides 9- 11

· Motion on slide 12: 

· The JTC1 Ad Hoc approves the agenda for its meeting in Palm Springs in May 2011, as documented on pages 9-11of 11-11-0732-01
· Moved: Ian Sherlock, Seconded, Bruce Kraemer, approved by unanimous consent.

· Motion on slide 13: 

· The JTC1 Ad Hoc approves the minutes for its meeting in Singapore in March 2011, as documented in 11-11-548
· Moved: Ian Sherlock, Seconded: Dorothy Stanley, approved by unanimous consent

· Reviewed material on slide 14, review of goals, which were extended in Nov 2010, to 802

· Reviewed slide 15 – document liaised to JTC1/SC6

· Reviewed slide 16 – No technical comment received to date; verbal mention of an issue from the Swiss NB, upon their review, concern addressed in 11m revision.

· Reviewed slide 17 – possible presentation to SC6 related to the liaison relationship

· Reviewed slides in 11-11-0735-00

· Reviewed Slide 2 – Change cover slide to refer to 802 (versus 802.11)

· Reviewed slide 3 – summary of PSDO agreement

· Reviewed slide 4 – 802.11 standards meet the requirement of “global  recognition and use”

· Reviewed slide 5 – continue to support the relationship with SC6  - update to refer to 802

· Reviewed slide 6 – review of past and present mechanisms for interaction between the 2 groups

· Reviewed slide 7 – How can formal liaison process be improved? Is there a problem that we need to fix? What is the goal of the relationship? Historically, provide standards,  now Via PSDO, get input from both slides. For example, have sent liaisons re: 802.11 being secure. Have received no response. Issue is allegedly have a relationship, but not having a conversation.  As a result of unsupported assertions, they develop other standards. 
Looking at this as a broader level – not just WAPI , we’ve contributed feedback on other proposed standard. Have not received specific technical feedback on the standards, but they are interested. Beneficial to provide the docs, provide opportunity for comment.

· Reviewed Slide 8 – Does SC6 want to continue receiving the drafts? Delete “minor”. Originally, IEEE was class 3, now with PSDO, equivalent to Class A.  Activities are: Exchange of material; provide current work items, for awareness, information.

· Reviewed Slide 9 – summary of liaised docs

· Slide 10 – Discussion of need for SC6 to continue to ratify 802.11 standards. Trying to understand the 3 main messages; some SC6 NBs oppose the PSDO, oppose IEEE; provide opportunity for them to agree to receiving docs. Several volunteers to propose edits to simplify the slides.

· Reviewed slide 18 – WAPI still of concern, due to overlap, false statements about 11i

· Reviewed slide 19 – History of WAPI project in SC2

· Reviewed slide 20 – Comment ballot on stand-alone WAPI document

· Reviewed Slide 21 – New set of draft dispositions available

· Reviewed slide 22 – Review presentation 11-11-734-00

· Slide 2 – 802.11i is secure

· Slide 3 –  802 participation in NP process

· Slide 4 – Comments provided were ignored

· Slide 5 – Justification of WAPI NP is based on assertion that 11i is insecure

· Slide 6 – Detail of claims and rebuttals

· Slide 7 – IEEE comments not considered by most NBs

· Slide 8 – Disposition document repeats and extends invalid claims

· Slide 9 – New claims were rebutted

· Slide 10 – Objections based on “too late”

· Slide 11 – Summary of current position

· Slide 12 – IEEE 802 requests, last one may be removed

· Discussion: 11-11-735and 11-11-734 are good starting points that presenters are comfortable with. Maintain main message; group will approve what goes out. 
Clarify the main objectives. Need to be aware of the timing; unclear what our deadline is: to get on agenda as a presentation; Agenda is being prepared next 2 weeks. 

· Meeting recessed 3:25pm local time

Minutes of JTC1 Ad Hoc Meeting Wed AM1, 11 May 2011
Chair called meeting to order at 8:00 Local time

· Reminded attendees to record attendance.

· Agenda is in 11-11-0732-01

· Review of document list submitted for the June meeting.

· Set of comments on 11s; volunteer identified

· Discussion on timeframe of response

· Review US NB submissions, 14709, 14710, UK NB submission 14716, China NB 11s submission 14708

· Slide 24 documents

· Review N14401

· Need general document – 802.11 overview and status

· Delegation must be empowered to adjust presentations as needed; prepare empowering motion for the WG to approve

· Slide 29 – PSDO agreement

· Has been approved in the ISO Council, approved for 3 years

· 30 day/5 month changed to 60 day/5 month

· Still have action item to determine 802.11-2007 status or not

· Slide 31 – review by IEEE International Ad-hoc

· Unclear the level of “approval”, need to provide an informative  update of activities

· Discuss Class A Liaison

· Remaining work

· Updates to submission documents (Bruce, Dan)

· Identifier Issue Doc

· Empowering motion

· Review attendee list: Lei Wang (.16),??(.1), Bruce, Dan, Dorothy, Rolf, Bill

· Review SC6 processes

· Arrange telecons

· 802.11-2007 withdrawal motion

· When does withdrawal take effect – expect some number of months

· What happens next? Negative effects? 

· Need to understand UK NB intention; current version is out of date (doesn’t include 11n). Is there an expectation that the updated version  will be submitted? Not required, covered with PSDO agreement?

· IEEE could respond with “yes,yes,yes,…no”

· Concern about leaving a void

· Does PSDO recognize us an international standards organization?

Meeting recessed 9:40am local time


Minutes of JTC1 Ad Hoc Meeting Thur AM2, 12 May 2011
1. Call to order 10:30 by A.Myles

2. The UK NB has suggested that all 8802 series standards be withdrawn – Discussion topic.

a. UK noting obsolecense of a list of 802 standards, suggesting they should be withdrawn.

b. Have not heard a response from external checking.

c. Question by A.Myles: does anyone have an opinion on whether we should support the UK NB position?

i. Group will see what occurs at SC6 in June

3. The Chinese NB has provided comments on 802.11s

a. TGs has added comments to database and has resolved them.

b. Expect to bring a motion to WG to include resolutions in correspondence to SC6.

4. Review of 11/0735 by Bruce Kraemer, Liaison presentation to SC6.

a. Review of themes in presentation, both intended and interpreted/unintended.

b. Discussion among group to refine the proposal to avoid the unintended themes.

c. R.Edgar provided editorial changes, B.Kraemer will continue to revise.

d. B.Kraemer will post a revision prior to closing plenary and a motion will be proposed empowering the WG chair to approve any presentations as head of delegation during the JTC1/SC6 meeting.

i. The JTC1 Ad Hoc recommends to the IEEE 802.11 G that Bruce Kraemer be empowered to approve any presentations to ISO/Jtc1/SC6 during the ISO face to face meeting in San Diego in June 2011.

ii. Motion passes 13/0/1.

5. The next ISO/IEC JTC1/SC6 meeting is being held in June 11 in San Diego.

a. Delegation reviewed.

b. B.Kraemer mentions that in past, only 1 person has attended, now there are 8.

i. Discussion about implications.

ii. Requests some assumption of continuity for future meetings.

c. Roles.

i. Bruce Kraemer (HoD) - HoD
ii. Dorothy Stanley (802.11) – on the fly/TGmb chair

iii. Dan Harkins (802.11) – security presentation/11s comments

iv. Bill Carney (802.11) – host/support for on the fly
v. Brian Weis (802.1) – .1 security

vi. Mick Seaman (802.1) - .1 security

vii. Lei Wang (802.16) - .16 security
viii. Rolf De Vegt (802.11) -  on the fly
ix. Jodi Haasz (staff) – IEEE boilerplate/staff liaison
d. Bio forms will be sent to each delegate.
e. BK will send delegation details to SC6.
6. Preparation for countering the 802.11 replacement proposal.

a. B.Kraemer comments that it appears to be a similar to LTE

b. Suggests that R.DeVegt help prepare a submission, deeper dive on 11ac.

c. We do not know if there will be an item on the agenda, but need to be prepared in the event it is discussed.

d. Need to get over the rebuttal stage and become more preemptive/educational.

e. Address the Nufront claims implicitly, not confrontationally.

f. Need to submit topical agenda request to SC6 Secretariat in the next week.

7. Presentation review for SC6

a. Agenda time request

i. Liaison status – Bruce (10)
ii. Identifier conflict - ? (5)

iii. Security of .11 – Dan (10)

iv. General .11 overview + .11ac highlights – Rolf (15)

v. IEEE boilerplate – Jodi (5)

vi. 802.1 presentation – Brian/Mick (Dan is backup) (20)

b. Other presentations

i. 11s comments – Dan (5)
ii. 11mb status -  Dorothy (5)

iii. Withdrawal of standards – Bruce, with support from others to write (5)

c. BK will send request for agenda time to SC6 secretariat.

8. Actions

a. Arrange Sunday afternoon meeting in SD

b. Arrange two teleconferences

9. Review of Security presentation 11/0792r0

a. Group editing.




Abstract


Minutes of JTC1 ad hoc sessions at the 802.11 meeting in Palm Springs in May 2011








Submission
page 4
Andrew Myles (Cisco)

