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Minutes for the IEEE 802.11bc July 2021 Online Meeting
TGbc Chair:

Marc Emmelmann (Koden-TI)
Vice Chairs:

Hitoshi Morioka (SRC Software), Stephan McCann (Huawei)

Secretary:

Xiaofei Wang (InterDigital Inc.)

Tech. Editor: 

Carol Ansley (Cox)

Monday July 12th, AM2 Session:

1. The chair called the meeting to order at 11:17 ET
1.1. The chair introduces himself, the vice chairs, the secretary, the editor, and their affiliations

1.2. The agenda is 11-21/958r1
1.3. Discussion of agenda: 
1.3.1. small correction. 

1.3.2. discussion whether some time is needed to discuss architecture, group agrees to discuss architecture during Hitoshi Morioka’s presentation. 
1.3.3. agenda updated to r2
1.4. Motion #113: Approve Agenda 

1.4.1. Move to approve the agenda for TGbc as contained in document 11-21/958r2
1.4.2. Moved: Xiaofei Wang 
1.4.3. Seconded: Stephen McCann
1.4.4. Approved by unanimous consent (49 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
1.5. Motion #114: Approve meeting minutes: 

1.5.1. Move to Approve the following TGbc minutes: 
11-21/0773r0 (May online interim),

11-21/0849r0 (May 25 telco),

11-21/0896r0 (Jun 1 telco),

11-21/0961r0 (Jun 8 telco),

11-21/0972r0 (Jun 15 telco),

11-21/1005r0 (Jun 22 telco),

11-21/1010r0 (Jul 06 telco)

Note: 
Motion is on consent agenda (see Motion #113)

1.5.2. Mover:
N/A

1.5.3. Second:
N/A

1.5.4. Vote:
Motion passes (Motion part of consent agenda)

2. Chair’s reminder on meeting and patent policies.

2.1. The chair called for essential patents and none was indicated.
2.2. The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.
2.3. The chair reminded attendees of IEEE copy right policies

2.4. Chair’s reminder on registration for the plenary meeting.

3. Motion #115: Approval of comment resolutions

3.1. Approve comment resolutions as contained in the “2021-07-12 -ready for motion” tab of 11-20/1985r37
3.2. Move: 
Xiaofei Wang
3.3. Second: Stephen McCann
3.4. Approved by unanimous consent (49 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
4. TGbc Technical Submissions

4.1. Resolution for Clause 11.100.2 (11-21-239r5 and 11-21/768r8) 

Hitoshi Morioka (SRC Software)
4.1.1.  Text highlighted in gray impacts architecture
4.1.2. Editorial changes for Figure 5-8 title.

4.1.3. Discussion on Figure 5-8. Comment that it may not need to separate the controlled and controlled unrestricted ports (Note: this is also indicated as C unrestricted port); may not be changed now and commenter may submit a comment regarding this.
4.1.4. Question why is Content ID needed? Answer that if a subset of broadcast streams is desired, then Content ID needs to be identified. 
4.1.5. Question where the content is from C Unrestricted port? Author clarifies that this is for DL on the receiver side. Discussion whether group-addressed packet will pass 802.1X filtering for unassociated STAs. 
4.1.6. Comment that C unrestricted port may be good for associated STAs to separate regular traffic from EBCS traffic; some part of that functionality may belong to 802.1X, but not sure at this point. Discussion whether the section needs to have GLK AP section or at least mark it clear that it is not possible. Comment that it is not very likely to have a GLK in EBCS since GLK tries to establish a point-to-point link. Comment that EBCS doesn’t have UL data traffic since UL data is included in Public action frames. Comment that there is no need for a separate C unrestricted port since the STA would have made the decision to receive frames addressed to a particular group address. Comment that 802.1X can be skipped, but wants to keep EBCS traffic separated particularly when there are association states, and whether this will impact security. Comment that some of the port issues should be resolved in REVme, such as what the controlled port does or does not do. Author to remove C unrestricted port from r6; comment that no need to worry about the security since there is MSDU encryption block. Group agrees that there is no need to change Figure 5-8 as contained currently in the spec. Content ID filtering should be somewhere else. Comment that agrees with the current design, but we need to be careful that EBCS doesn’t depend on 802.1X. Clause 5.1.5.10 can be removed from 11-21/239r6. Content filtering can be done in a lower stack. Comment that an unassociated STA doesn’t have a controlled port open, and hence no modifications are needed. Comment that technical details and figure do not need to be changed for associated and unassociated STAs, but a note may be good such as “EBCS gets through 802.1X port in unassociated cases” or “EBCS doesn’t get blocked by 802.1X port in unassociated cases”.
4.1.7. Clause 5.1.5.11 EBCS non-GLK AP role. Comment on the meaning of “DS accepts traffic”. Comment about the figure that it is misleading; EBCS traffic seems to have to come from the DS and not from a portal. Comment that a note “EBCS traffic may be from DS or portal” is acceptable, but the figure in its current form is confusing. Group agrees to remove “EBCS traffic” from the figure and the sentence “The DS accepts DS traffic” and add a note. Comment on “the unrestricted IEEE 802.1X controlled port”; author answers that will depend on the question whether an 802.1X port exists when there is no non-AP STA associated with an AP. Comment that it is expected that an 802.1X port doesn’t have any  impact on the transmission of group-addressed frames. Suggest removing all text for EBCS and delete all the controlled port related materials. Comment that more is needed to be considered for MAC service tuple. A few additional editorial comments. Comment on the figure: DSAF doesn’t go through an EBCS filter. 
4.1.8. Chair summarizes that the EBCS filter provides two stages of operation: 
· first determine whether it is EBCS traffic; 
· then if the traffic is EBCS traffic, it is filtered based on content ID and decides whether it should be forwarded or not. 
4.1.9. Comment that based on the discussion, EBCS filter should not be located right next to the DS SAP. Live edit of the figure. Comment that all other MSDU filters are in the MAC stack, EBCS filtering should be in the MAC stack as well. Discussion whether there is a block needed located right on top of the DS SAP. It is not needed if all traffic goes to the same controlled port. Comment that supports EBCS filtering located in the lower part of the MAC stack. Comment that prefers to have EBCS traffic differentiated as early as possible; otherwise it is very similar to today’s design. Comment that the filtering of broadcasting is added by 11bc. Comment that disagrees with the current approach.
4.1.10. Discussion on when to continue the architecture discussion: discussion will continue during the Tuesday meeting during the second hour. 

4.1.11. Author to update to r6

5. Recessed at 13:18 ET.

Tuesday July 13th, AM2 Session:

6. The chair called the meeting to order at 11:16 ET.

6.1. The chair introduces himself, the vice chairs, the secretary, and their affiliations

6.2. Agenda 11-21/958r3 with reordered submission list
6.3. Motion #116: Approve Agenda 

6.3.1. Move to approve the agenda for TGbc as contained in document 11-21/958r3
6.3.2. Moved: Stephen McCann 
6.3.3. Seconded: Xiaofei Wang
6.3.4. Approved by unanimous consent (25 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
6.4. Chair’s reminder on meeting, patent, and IEEE Copyright policy.

6.5. Chair’s reminder on registration for the plenary meeting.

7. Motion #117: Approval of comment resolutions

7.1. Approve comment resolutions as contained in the “20210713editorialreadymotion” tab of 11-20/1985r37

7.2. Move: 
Abhishek Patil
7.3. Second: Stephen McCann

7.4. Approved by unanimous consent (25 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
8. TGbc Technical Submissions

8.1. Report on editorial changes on 11-21/600r6 by Stephen McCann

8.1.1. Motion #118: Approval changes to the TGbc draft

8.1.1.1. Approve the changes to the TGbc draft as shown in 11-21/600r6

8.1.1.2. Move: Stephen McCann


8.1.1.3. Second: Xiaofei Wang

8.1.1.4. Approved by unanimous consent (25 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
8.2. Fast Acquisition of EBCS Services
11-21/897r1
Pei Zhou (OPPO)

8.2.1. Updated version from a previously presented version

8.2.2. Slide 7: in PKFA, data frames can be authenticated instantly, but require certificates, the format seems only to be for HCFA, and may need to be fragmented. Author indicates that he is willing to update the format design to accommodate different algorithms. 
8.2.3. Comment that EBCS DL is expected to be used by a large group of receivers. If any new receivers join EBCS, and EBCS AP provides this information, that may cause congestions. 
8.2.4. Discussion on benefits and which use case the proposed design is targeting. Author clarifies that it is for general delay reduction; comment that if fragmentation is required because authentication information is added, then not sure whether it provides benefits.
8.2.5. Comment that there are two concerns:
·  To use EBCS Request, the receiver already knows that the service is there, so either has already received an EBCS Info frame or used ANQP to query the services available.
·  That the frames will become very large.

8.2.6. Straw poll #32:

8.2.6.1. Do you agree to make the following changes to the EBCS Request/Response field (as shown in slide 4 and 5 of 11-21/897r1)?

8.2.6.1.1. For EBCS Request field:
8.2.6.1.2. Add Request Authentication Info subfield into the EBCS Request Info Control subfield.

8.2.6.1.3. For EBCS Response field:
8.2.6.1.4. Add Authentication Info Present subfield into the EBCS Response Info Control subfield. 

8.2.6.1.5. Add Authentication Info subfield into the EBCS Response Info subfield if Authentication Info Present subfield equals to 1. 

8.2.6.2. Yes/No/Abstain:5/7/14

8.3. Resolution for Clause 11.100.2 (11-21-239r6 and 11-21/768r8) 

Hitoshi Morioka (SRC Software)

8.3.1.  11-21/239 updated to r6 after discussion on Monday

8.3.2.  Comment that EBCS filter concept is no different than any other filter/routing concept handled by implementation-specific method in the portal and DS. When a STA associates with an AP, the AP invokes a DS service in an implementation-specific way. EBCS should be similar. EBCS filter is just a part of the implementation-specific functionality of the portal and DS and is out of the scope of the spec. Suggest adding EBCS, may be even the Content ID, to the MAC service tuple. 
8.3.3. Comment that there may be several ways to do that. If EBCS traffic is available for both associated and unassociated STAs, then the previous suggestion is not sufficient; more is needed to distinguish EBCS and non-EBCS traffic.

8.3.4. Comment that not sure how that can be implemented to get the filtering done, since EBCS filtering is not just about EBCS traffic, but also filtering which services should be forwarded.

8.3.5. Discussion on whether this is sufficient in the spec to explain how to differentiate the  traffic which is EBCS and which is not. 

8.3.6. Discussion whether the MAC service tuple is still the same for transmitter and receiver side of the EBCS traffic streams. 

8.3.7. Discussion on whether an EBCS DL data frame enters the DS; EBCS data frame is not defined. It is not an MSDU, so does not go through the normal data plane. HLP packets may cause security concerns and do not want to be mixed with other data frames, for both transmission and reception. Filtering needs to take place somewhere. We need to fix Clause 12 on how to deal with these EBCS frames.
8.3.8. Question for the group: do we want to make EBCS frames look like MSDUs or not?

8.3.9. Comment that that discussion already took place in case of DL, frames arriving at AP are normal data frames, these frames do not contain the Content ID. The filtering will check for IP/UDP port etc. These frames arriving at the DS are normal packets. 

8.3.10. Comment that filters should apply at the time where the traffic enters the DS, at the portal, if the DS can do the filtering, and where to deliver the traffic, just like for directed frames, or legacy multi-cast traffic. The portal and DS somehow make that work. It is easier to treat this as directed traffic for associated STAs. 

8.3.11. Comment asking earlier documents on agreements. Maybe the earlier discussion should be reopened. 

8.3.12. Agree with the previous comments. Comment that the EBCS traffic is separated from normal BSS operations. Disagree with the comment that this is similar to normal multi-cast traffic.
8.3.13. Question on whether any of this info is in draft 1.0. Author clarifies that EBCS data is not in draft 1.0, proposal is included in the current document. The EBCS data frame contains PKFA and HCFA contents.

8.3.14. Comment that 11-21/900 is the set of slides describing some of the agreements. But some of the agreements are not in spec text yet. Discussion on slide 10 of 11-21/900r4.

8.3.15. Comment that this is deeper inspection and may be better to leave to implementation-specific design in the portal and DS.

8.3.16. Comment on concerns on layer violation, and security. We need to be very clear no one can inject packets to the DS; still better not to mix EBCS traffic with normal traffic. Fine with over the air frames, but do not like the filtering design. 
8.3.17. Discussion on what needs to be relayed to the DS/Portal if the DS/Portal will do the filtering. Author clarifies that Content ID is unique to an AP certificate. Comment that that concept was not officially agreed.  

8.3.18. Comment on the approach of Content ID being unique to a same AP certificate. It is not very clearly defined how unique a Content ID is and how that can be related and indicated to DS. That information needs to be clearly specified. 
8.3.19. Comment that wants to see clear rules defined which block does the filtering, and filtering what and where. 

8.3.20. Comment that frame injections on the DS causes the same problems for current 802.11. A rogue AP does not have the correct AP certificate, so a receiver can drop the frames from the rogue AP. Comment that it is a problem now; but design should still be careful. Author clarifies that AP certificate is paired with a private key, and private key is secret to operator, and may not be unique to each AP. Comment not sure AP is using certificate to validate any packets received from the DS; unless it is being considered in 11bc, otherwise, we still need to be careful.
8.3.21. Suggest considering EBCS data from the portal, put certificate in the portal, and only validated data coming through the portal. Comment that it may not be practical. Discussion whether link layer authentication is in scope, and end to end authentication is out of scope. Comment that wants to see who filters EBCS traffic before it enters 802.11. Comment that multi-cast traffic will not be forwarded unless some STA requests it; otherwise the traffic will be dropped in the portal. 

8.3.22. Comment how the AP relays filtering criteria to portal
8.3.23. Comment that good clear requirements are needed on what we are specifying here.

8.3.24. Comment that a lot of the filtering may be out of the scope, but requirements on interface for the DS to do the filtering to address the security concerns are needed.
8.3.25. Comment that we need to be clear on what is required. Today for directed traffic, AP reports when a STA associates to the DS, and DS and Portal cooperate to provide the functionality.

8.3.26. Comment to clarify on agreement. Comment that disagrees with filtering in the DS.

8.3.27. Discussion will continue tomorrow. 

9. Recessed at 13:18 ET.

Wednesday July 14th, AM1 Session:

10. The chair called the meeting to order at 9:01 ET.

10.1. The chair introduces himself, the vice chairs, the secretary, and their affiliations

10.2. Agenda 11-21/958r4 updated with new contributions
10.3. Chair’s reminder on meeting, patent, and IEEE Copyright policy.

10.4. Chair’s reminder of registering for the 802.11 July Plenary meeting

10.5. Chair’s suggestion to limit the architecture discussion to 30 mins with anticipated additional contributions on architectures that will be presented during future teleconferences. No objections from the attending members. 

10.6. Motion #119: Approve Agenda 

10.6.1. Move to approve the agenda for TGbc as contained in document 11-21/958r4
10.6.2. Moved: Xiaofei Wang 
10.6.3. Seconded: Stephen McCann
10.6.4. Approved by unanimous consent (17 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
11. TGbc Technical Submissions

11.1. CR for CIDs Assigned to Xiaofei Part 4
11-21/1066r0
Xiaofei Wang (InterDigital)
11.1.1. CID 1049: some discussion about TBTT units, but no objection; ready for motion.

11.1.2. 1.1.2. CID 1078: no objections; ready for motion

11.1.3. 1.1.3. CID 1079: no objections; ready for motion

11.1.4. 1.1.4. CID 1141: Some text clarifications were made to the resolution; ready for motion.

11.1.5. 1.1.5. CID 1143: no objections, but the URL in the comment resolution needs to be expanded; ready for motion.

11.1.6. 1.1.6. CID 1343: Some text clarifications were made to the resolution; ready for motion

11.1.7. 1.1.7. CID 1364: no objections; ready for motion

11.1.8. 1.1.8. CID 1370: no objections; ready for motion

11.1.9. 1.1.9. CID 1382: this text has been removed in D1.03; ready for motion.

11.1.10. 1.1.10. Author to update to r1

11.2. EBCS Architecture
11-21/900r5
Hitoshi Morioka (SRC Software)
11.2.1. Slide 27: discussion on the arrival of HLP packets, are they received at the portal or by another entity before the portal. Author believes that each HLP packet is received at the portal. Comment that the function of filtering of the content in the portal is not part of 802.11, but part of the network operator’s decision, and is a control set up function. Portal has a role in this, but that is always the case. What comes through the portal is a matter of configuration. Portal brings traffic to the level of the DS. Comment that location of the EBCS filter needs to consider where the decision of filtering is made. If it is within the AP, then decision is made within the AP; if the filter is in the DS, then AP has no control and can only see whether a stream is broadcast or not. Discussion that a HLP packet is not well defined; is it always an MSDU? Group agrees that it should be an MSDU after passing through a portal. Comment that the location is not expected to have much impact on the implementation; it is a question of how to clearly specify it within the standards. Comment that HLP packet is IP multi-cast, DS decides which APs to forward group-addressed MSDUs. Comment that DS doesn’t have the intelligence how to distribute to APs packets received from the portal. Comment that it is all implementation-specific approach; but default is to distribute to all APs. Comment that we need to be careful not to design an architecture that doesn’t support particular implementations. Comment that it would be helpful to have an example of a particular implementation in the form of the figure shown on slide 27 and we need to define the security requirements. Comment that there are more APs attached to a DS; if the filtering is done in the DS, the filter may have to be AP-specific. Comment that prefers to have a design that is mostly out of scope and parallel to DS. Comment that agrees to have an example, to be practical and less relying on the black box functionality by other entities. Comment that there needs to be an agreement what kind of packets an HLP packet turns into in the DS. Comment that HLP packet can be from a portal or from within the ESS. 
11.3. Unassigned CIDs


Marc Emmelmann (Koden-TI)

11.3.1. CID 1085 : assigned to Stephen McCann
11.3.2. CID 1161 : assigned to Stephen McCann

11.3.3. CID 1232, 1238, 1275, 1278, 1279, 1280 : assigned to Hitoshi Morioka

11.3.4. CID  1353 : assigned to Editor

11.3.5. CID 1363, 1365, 1368, 1369 : assigned to Xiaofei Wang 

11.3.6. CID 1374, 1375, 1376 : assigned to Stephen McCann
11.3.7. CID 1387 : assigned to Abhishek Patil

11.3.8. CID 1482 : assigned to Xiaofei Wang
11.3.9. CID 1547 : Assigned to Xiaofei Wang
11.3.10. CID 1549 : assigned to Stephen McCann

11.3.11. CID 1636 : assigned to Xiaofei Wang
12. Chair suggested that Thursday’s session be cancelled. No objections.

13. Recessed at 10:28 ET
Friday July 16th, AM1 Session:

14. The chair called the meeting to order at 9:01 ET.

14.1. The chair introduces himself, the vice chairs, the secretary, and their affiliations

14.2. Chair’s reminder on meeting, patent, and IEEE Copyright policy.
14.3. Chair’s reminder on registration for the July Plenary
14.4. Motion #120: Approve Agenda 

14.4.1. Move to approve the agenda for TGbc as contained in document 11-21/958r5
14.4.2. Moved: Xiaofei Wang 
14.4.3. Seconded: Stephen McCann
14.4.4. Approved by unanimous consent (20 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
15. Motions

15.1. Motion #121 Approval of Comment Resolutions
15.1.1. Approve the comment resolution as contained in the “2021-07-16-ready for motion” tab of 11-20/1985r39
15.1.2. Move: Stephen McCann

15.1.3. Second: Xiaofei Wang
15.1.4. approved by unanimous consent (20 self-indicated voters at the time of motion)

16. TGbc Technical Submissions

16.1. CR for 1096



Stephen McCann (Huawei)

16.1.1. Comment that the commenter should send an email to the chair to withdraw the comment

16.1.2. Chair comments, that a withdrawal will result in a “rejection” of the comment with the reason of being withdrawn

16.1.3. Chair comments that the CID can be also rejected given a technical reason
16.1.4. Discussion whether a CID should be rejected giving a technical reason or withdrawn

16.1.5. Live drafting of CR

16.2. Motion #122 Approval of Comment Resolutions

16.2.1. Approve the following comment resolution for CID 1096:

16.2.2. “Rejected: The TG discussed a technical proposal to resolve this comment and decided that this comment is not within the scope of TGbc as it addresses PHY issues”

16.2.3. Move: Stephen McCann

16.2.4. Second: Jouni Malinen

16.2.5. approved by unanimous consent (22 self-indicated voters at the time of motion)

16.3. Comment Resolution for LB252
 
11-21/1177r0 11-21/1178r1 Xiaofei Wang (InterDigital)
16.3.1. CID 1365: no objections; ready for motion.

16.3.2. CID 1368: no objections; ready for motion

16.3.3. CID 1369: no objections; ready for motion

16.3.4. CID 1482: The termination notice is used in the downlink, so the term “EBCS receiver” could be used; further work is required.

16.3.5. CID 1547: no objections; ready for motion.

16.3.6. CID 1549: As this is a new 11bc feature (and not a PHY feature), I would prefer the solution to be placed within clause 11 as mentioned in the comment; further work is required. Clause 3.2 already has some other definitions.

16.3.7. Author updated to 11-21/1177r1
16.3.8. Motion #123 Approval of Comment Resolutions

16.3.9. Approve the comment resolutions as contained in the 11-21/1177r1 for the following CIDs:

16.3.10. 1365, 1368, 1369, 1547

16.3.11. Move : Xiaofei Wang

16.3.12. Second: Stephen McCann
16.3.13. approved by unanimous consent (25 self-indicated voters at the time of motion)
16.4. Discussion on deferring 11-21/1171 & 11-21/900r7

16.4.1. The group decides to have a concise presentation of 11-21/1171 with limited discussion

16.5. DS and Portal concepts and models
11-21/1171r0 Mark Hamilton (Ruckus/Commscope)

16.5.1. A few comments on the number of portals (0 or 1) per DS, and regarding broadcast and multicast traffic.
16.5.2. Comment that EAP is an exception. 

16.5.3. Slide 22: if there is 0 or 1 portal per DS, discussion whether each AP has a distributed Portal; every part of the portal is attached to a non-802.11 LAN; comment that it may help to say that each AP has a complete implementation of the portal in case it is the only AP.
16.5.4. Author to update to r1; to be discussed during a future 11bc teleconference.

16.6. EBCS Architecture
11-21/900r7 
Hitoshi Morioka (SRC Software)

16.6.1. Added slide 29 as a practical example

16.6.2. Comment asking whether 11bc wants to support the model that some multicast traffic at some APs may be EBCS, and at other APs it may be regular multicast. Comment that technically it is possible to support this model, but it is preferred not to; there are no known attacks against plaintext; but do not want to open the door. Comments that agree with the previous comment. Author removed Content 2. 

16.6.3. Comment that there are also some layer two interactions rather than just IGMP. Comment that indicates concerns that design is too focused on a controlled path, such as setup point-to-point connections, rather than APs ready to handle incoming traffic. Author clarifies that multicast may not always be forwarded to all destinations.
16.6.4. Comment that it is possible to source a EBCS DL flow from a 802.11 STA (not UL EBCS traffic); the DS is distributed and complicated, the switch on slide 29 is probably the implementation of a DS for directed traffic and might be involved as a part of a DS for broadcast and multicast traffic, if it is smart. If the switch is not smart enough, then each AP may have a distributed implementation of a DS. We can decide which part is implementation and which part we can specify in the modeling. Discussion on whether a smart switch is also the portal; it may be distributed. Comment that 802.11 defines requirements for DS; we can define the routing rules for EBCS data if desired. 
16.6.5. Comment that advertisements are defined for EBCS, if the filtering is in the DS, then an interface needs be revamped to address the issue. Comment that agrees with the previous comment, especially for something time sensitive frames such as control signaling; also needs to consider whether the flow will be available to the APs before request. Comment that agrees with need to consider some control interfaces. Comment asking for clarification about not using DS for filtering. Comment that has concerns that 11bc is not concentrating on the core topic since 802.11 specifies AP and STAs and not the DS and switches. Comment that agrees about not specifying the details in the spec; the discussion is just for setting the stage for a meaningful technical discussion. 

16.6.6. Comment that EBCS filtering should be located within the AP, since advertisements for EBCS come out of the AP, and request for EBCS comes into the AP. If the filtering is in the DS, a lot of more control signaling needs to take place between the AP and DS. It would be cleaner to keep the functionality within the AP. Comment that EBCS traffic only differs at a UDP port, and have the same MAC address, TGbc needs to consider the issues. Comment that Content 2 was deleted from the slides.
17. Teleconference Schedules

17.1. No motion required.
17.2. Weekly, Tuesdays, 9:30-11:30 ET for 2 hours
17.3. Telco have been announced with 10-day notice on the WG reflector
17.4. Next Teleconference will take place on July 27th, 2021
18. TGbc Timeline

18.1. Timeline for TGbc D2.0 WGLB recirculation delayed to September 2021 as shown on slide 32 of 11-21/956r0
18.2. Motion #124 Approval of TGbc Timeline
18.2.1. Approval of TGbc Timeline as shown on slide 32 of 11-21/956r0
18.2.2. Move: Stephen McCann
18.2.3. Second: Hitoshi Morioka

18.2.4. Approved by unanimous consent (25 self-indicated voters at the time of motion)

19. Old Business

19.1. Motion #125: Approval of Minutes
19.1.1. Approve the following TGbc minutes

19.1.2. 11-21/1058r0 (July 9, 2021 teleconference)

19.1.3. Move: 
Xiaofei Wang
19.1.4. Second: Stephen McCann
19.1.5. Approved by unanimous consent (25 self-indicated voters are present during the motion)
20. New business: no business
21. TGbc adjourned at 10:55 am ET
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