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Minutes of JTC1 Ad Hoc Meeting Tuesday PM1, 8 Nov 2011
· Andrew Myles called the meeting to order at 1:30p local time.

· Meeting document is 11/1462r0.  Andrew said there is an r1 and will review the changes as we go since it was not posted.

· Agenda of the meeting approved on pages 10 of deck.  Bruce Kraemer/Jerry Thrasher, motion approved.

· At the SC6 meeting in San Diego the UK NB made a proposal to withdraw a number of standards including the 8802 series
· 11802-5:1997 (based on 802.1H-1997)
· 15802-1:1995 (based on 802.1D-1998)
· 8802-2:2001 (based on IEEE 802.2-1998)
· 8802-3:2000 (based on IEEE 802.3-1996)
· 8802-5:1998 (based on IEEE 802.5-1998)
· 8802-11:2005 (based on IEEE 802.11-2003 + .11g-2003, .11h-2004, .11i-2004)
· The proposal was based on the observation that the ISO versions of these standards are either obsolete or significantly out of date
· This is less true for the 8802-11 series
· The proposal also noted that IEEE 802.3 WG has explicitly requested that 8802-3:2000 be withdrawn 
· The proposals to withdraw the ISO/IEC 8802 series raised a variety of general issues for the IEEE
· After some discussion, it was agree to postpone any decisions on this proposal until Feb 2012 to give IEEE 802 an opportunity to consider associated issues 
· Issues include (with conclusions from SFO in red):
· Is it important for an IEEE 802 standards to be recognized as “international” and thus protected by international trade treaties? Yes
· Does the WTO consider an IEEE 802 standard to be international? Don’t know
· Do all countries recognize the an IEEE 802 standard as international? No
· Is there any additional value in submitting IEEE 802 standards to ISO/IEC JTC1 for ratification? Yes, universal international recognition
· What is the value to IEEE 802 and ISO/IEC JTC1 NBs? Better relationship
· Do we expect any technical value? Limited, based on history, but some possible
· Are the answers different for each 802 WG? Probably not
· How should IEEE 802 submit standards for ratification?
· Using the PSDO? Yes, because it is an agreed method between IEEE & ISO
· Using the traditional fast track method? No, don’t want comments at that point
· The proposals to withdraw the ISO/IEC 8802 series raises a variety of specific questions for the IEEE

· Specific questions include (with conclusions from SFO in red):
· Should the IEEE 802.11 WG execute its plan to send 802.11-2012 to ISO/IEC JTC1 for ratification? Yes
· Should the IEEE 802.11 WG send 802.11-2007 to ISO/IEC JTC1 in the meantime to bring the ISO/IEC series “up to date”? No, because the approval process would overlap with 802.11-2012 approval process
· Should the IEEE 802.1 and 802.3 WGs send their latest standards to ISO/IEC JTC1? Yes, to ensure universal international recognition
· Should the other IEEE 802 WG’s consider sending standards to ISO/IEC? Maybe, depending on particular circumstances
· Note: 802.16 is working with ITU-T instead
· The Chair of the IEEE International ad hoc provided a “discussion starter” in San Francisco
· Phil Wennblom (Intel) is the Chair of the IEEE International ad hoc

· This committee has been considering similar issues

· Phil provided a presentation that:

· Described the importance of international standards

· Provided an overview of the PSDO

· Summarized the IEEE experience with the PSDO 

· Afterwards the IEEE 802 JTC1 ad hoc has a discussion with participation by representatives from:

· 802.1 WG 

· 802.3 WG 

· 802.11 WG

· 802.16 WG

· The discussion in San Francisco decided to send 802 standards to ISO/IEC under certain conditions
· Summary from San Francisco 802 plenary meeting

· There was consensus that it was important for 802 standards to have “International” status

· There was an understanding that 802 standards are not considered to be “International” by many countries

· On that basis, 802 WGs should probably consider on what basis and under what conditions they might send 802 standards to ISO/IEC for “registration”

· 802.1 reps expressed concern about method 1 & 3 in the PSDO agreement; they would like ISO/IEC to agree to not modify the 802 standards except through 802 processes

· It was thought possible that such an agreement could be negotiated between SC6 and 802

· There was also discussion about how to avoid SC6 duplicating 802 functionality

· It was agreed that this was a more difficult issue because NBs always have the right to make standards

· One idea was that discussed was that SC6 standards should avoid adding functionality to 802 standards without agreement from IEEE 802

· WAPI would come under this rule

· The Chair of 802.3 subsequently reported the discussion to the WG plenary

· 802.3 Chair reports …

· I just wanted to record what I reported at the closing IEEE 802 EC in July in respect to IEEE 802.3's thoughts on ISO/IEC SC6 submittals

· The summary I reported was:

· Proposal to restart submission of IEEE 802.3 to SC6

· Circulate sponsor ballot drafts to SC6

· Submit approved IEEE 802.3 standards to SC6

· SC6 will make no changes to published IEEE Std 802.3; will be balloted at FDIS level

· The proposal to restart submission of IEEE 802.3 to SC6 would only apply to revisions of IEEE 802.3 (amendments would not be submitted) ...

· … and the process followed would be to circulate sponsor ballot drafts of IEEE 802.3 revisions to SC6, and then submit the final ratified IEEE 802.3 revision for adoption by SC6
· This will only be done if there are assurances that the vote to adopt IEEE 802.3 is an up/down vote, and that modification can not be made.
· I have received verbal confirmation that this is the case as the adoption would be a Final Draft International Standard (FDIS) Ballot (comments may be submitted on an FDIS ballot, but the document will not be updated based on those comments), but this needs to be confirmed before we move forward.
· Rough outline based on input from San Francisco
· Request SC6 not to withdraw 8802 series
· In particular 8802-2/3/5/11
· Could stabilize in interim ... but probably not worthwhile
· Inform SC6 that IEEE 802 WGs intend to liaise Sponsor Ballot drafts to SC6 for comment
· Similar to what 802.11 WG already does
· Idea is to give NBs an opportunity to comment early
· Would all 802 WG’s want to liaise all amendment or only rollup drafts
· Inform SC6 that IEEE 802 intend to send rollups to ISO/IEC for ratification
· In particular 802.1/3/11
· Using PSDO process with up/down votes – no actionable comments
· Request SC6 agreement that they will not modify or amend or extend 8802 standards in any way without agreement from IEEE 802

· As required by 802.3 WG
· As suggested by 802.1 WG reps
· This would have affected WAPI in the past, but probably not now 

· Request that SC6 agreement that they “will not generate any new projects which fall in direct conflict or duplication with the existing IEEE 802 projects” without agreement from IEEE 802

· As suggested by an SC6 NB
· This might affect 802.1X/AE, 802.16 security and 802.11ac replacements

· Withdraw all relevant existing standards and TRs once up to date IEEE 802 standards are in place in ISO/IEC
· The liaison is somewhat problematic because we are suggesting clarifications to the PSDO agreement on multiple levels

· The PSDO agreement was made at ISO/IEC level 

· The PSDO agreement involves votes at JTC1 level 
· The agreement to change the way it works is with SC6
· The IEEE International ad hoc and IEEE staff have been asked for advice ...
· Suggestion:  change “all relevant” to “all obsolete”.  

· Bruce suggest we don’t go any further on this item now.

· This should be the model for the future – setting up the problem we need to solve.

· 8802-3:2000

· Do not want to invite comments.  If received, will not necessary act upon them.  Disrupts out of cycle comments.  802.3 does not want to take ISO comments out of cycle.  Will have to consider them if received during a ballot period.  Have not agreed that sending the draft is to invite comment.  Information only.

· This differs form 802.11 who will accept comments and integrate them into resolution process.

· Should be looking at a way to harmonize the process across all 802.

· Recommendation, as modified on slide 55.

· Slide 56-57, 

· There is a key element in 8802.1:2001 that they are looking to hold on to until it is replaced.

· Slide 57 provides the rationale.

· 8802.1:2007 is stalled in process and was developed without this issue in mind.  It would effectively remove the MAC address definition which needs to be preserved.

· Cancelling the revision project is acceptable.  What to replace with isn’t yet clear.

· Confusion about what documents were used for what purpose, eg. Reference to 15802-1 which is .1ac that isn’t  yet published?

· Goal is to replace with a set of 802 documents for which 802 owns the maintenance.

· Recommendation on slide 58, as modified.  Some commonality/harmonization starting to show up.  Fine tune the working on the cancellation language.

· Paul Nikolich states preference for a letter to SC6 that he would sign on behalf of 802.

· Slide 59, 

· 802.2 was reaffirmed in 2003, including the entire package

· Is what is stabilized in ISO equivalent to what was reaffirmed?  Haven’t considered before.

· Corrigendum status at ISO uncertain.

· Slide 60,

· Different definitions between ISO and 802, eg., ‘stabilized’.  This term will not exist as of 1/1/12.

· Slide 60,

· Recommendation it remains stabilized.

· Slide 63,

· Unclear if the ammendments are ‘stabilized’.

· Slide 65,

· Recommendation that it remain stabilized in ISO.

· Slide 66,

· Uk proposing the standards be withdrawn.

· Slide 67,

· Informed sc6 that 802.11-2012 would be submitted by as early as February.

· Suggestion that the submission should all be ‘repainted’ with a 802 brush.  If this is an exception, then state it as such.  May withhold until an new agreement is in place.

· Same process and conditions apply to .11 as to .3

· Only submit revisions for adoption.  Send amendments during sponsor ballot for information.  Rollups sent for ratification.

· Slide 69-71

· Recommendation to keep as status quo until future disposition is advised.

· Slide 72-73,

· General recommendation is to leave as they are until we have a replacement or disposition.

· Slide 74

· Keep it in place.

· Slide 75-76

· Is it a typo?  Can’t recall 2005 document altho someone claims to have a hardcopy at home.

· Slide 77-78

· is currently being replace by 802.1ac, glenn parsons has verified.

· Nothing changes until the replacement document is provided.

· Slides 80

· Status quo

· Andrew leads group in a review of a first proposed draft letter to sc6 starting on slide 81.

· Disagreement that the presumption of the activity was at 802’s own initiative.  It was actually a resolution by sc6

· Don’t agree with lumping .2 and .5 into stabilization recommendation because there are different reasons for doing such.

· The reason for keeping together is for referencability.

· Never see the end of .2.

· Questions about the process to complete the draft letter and to obtain EC by end of week.

· Andrew, Bruce, Jeff and Jodi will convene offline to prepare a draft.

· Session recessed at 3:30 local time.
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· Action Items:

· Andrew Myles: Generate a motion to select Bruce Kraemer as the head of delegation for the IEEE.

· Working Group: send latest version of TGac prior to February SC6 meeting.

· Jodi Haasz: investigate possibility of sponsorship of additional IEEE 802 delegates to SC6 meeting.  Also to investigate translator for IEEE.

· Jodi Haasz: check with ISO Secretariat regarding why WAPI project status on ISO portal does not reflect NP status.  (Done: SC6 chair is responsible for updating this information.)

· Bruce Kraemer: verify the URL for the Chinese language version of the N-UHT specification.

Notes:

· Next SC6 meeting is in Guangzhou in Feb. 2012.  IEEE delegation is expected to include Bruce Kraemer (HoD), Jodi Haasz, and Dan Harkins.  Participation of others (802.1X plus a Mandarin speaker) is solicited.

· TGae, TGaa, and TGmb have been liaised since the Okinawa meeting.  No comments received.

· WAPI: 3 CRM teleconferences to date; next and last one on November 21st.

· Document submission deadline is November 11th.  Some progress has been made, most notably a recent posting by the Swiss NB showing possible agreement on some areas to which the US NB had objected.  These docs will be embedded in agenda document.  IEEE will attempt to respond to the Swiss documents during this session.

· No apparent motion on 802.1X/AE and 802.16 security replacements.

· Full delegation for Guangzhou meetings needs to be selected.  Without a final agenda in place, it's difficult to know who to select.  Final agenda not expected until sometime in January.

· N-UHT has been progressed in Chinese standards arena, but has not yet advanced to SC6.  IEEE may want to obtain the specification and translate it for review of technical and copyright issues.

· 802.11-2012 should be advanced to JTC1 as soon as possible.  Should be final in January.  Fasted method to get it into JTC1 is by invitation of a member body.
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1. Chair called meeting to order.

2. Chair reviewed the agenda, document 1462r2, on the server.

3. Slide 88 – Liaison letter to JTC1/SC6 liaison letter on topic of 
withdrawal of the 8802 documents

a. 802.1 and 802.3 don’t want their documents to be maintained by ISO

b. Want IEEE to maintain docs

c. 802.3 don’t want any phrase requesting comments back from ISO

d. 802.11 is willing to take comments

e. Letter is still in preparation, will go directly to the EC after completion; requesting discussion. Not a contract.
Jodi to follow-up

f. Does IEEE Counsel need to review the letter? Don’t think so. But the subsequent contract will be reviewed.

g. Does the International committee need to review? Send to inform. Believe we don’t need their approval.
Bruce Kraemer to inform committee/add to their agenda.

4. Slide 89 – US NB proposal for WAPI comment resolution

a. Chair reviewed updated NP and proposed comment resolutions submitted by the USNB

b.  If these resolutions are adopted – would mean that SC6 accepts the statement that there
is a requirement.

c. Alternate compromise – delete text from the regulatory context section

d. Previously, project was justified on the premise that 11i was broken, that there were
essential market and regulatory requirements. New text: case for WAPI is much 
weaker; no one asserting that WAPI should stop.

e. A set of comment resolutions like this – that removes claims against 802.11 would be acceptable to IEEE 802.11.
Group agrees. No objection.

f. For CRM, IEEE delegation will have a position statement. 

5. Slide 90 – Empowerment Motion

a. Motion
i. The JTC1 ad hoc recommends that Bruce Kraemer be appointed as HoD for IEEE 802 to the SC6 meeting in Feb 2012 and the WAPI CRMs and be authorised to:
1. Appoint the IEEE 802 delegation
2. Approve any necessary submissions
3. Call any necessary preparation teleconferences
ii. Moved: Jerry Thrasher
iii. Seconded: Dorothy Stanley
iv. Result: 8-0-0 (unanimous), 1 observer, 9 total in the room.
b. Action: Arrange date for teleconference – Wednesday Nov 16th, 2pm Eastern
c. Take the motion to the WG and to the EC.

6. Adjourned 2:20pm local time; Moved: Jerry Thrasher, Seconded Roger Durand, no objection
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