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1 Attendance

Bernard Aboba

Don Berry

Simon Blake-Wislon

Nancy Cam-Winget

Hershal Chhaya

Alan Chickinsky

Jon Edney

Dave Halasz

Herny Haverinen

Dick Hibbard

Bill MacIntosh

Dorothy Stanley

Jesse Walker

Albert Young

Arnoud Zwemmer

2 Call to Order

8:05 AM PDT, June 25, 2001

3 Agenda Discussion

Agenda: Review progress towards making motions for July Meeting.

Agenda adopted without objection.

4 Discussion

Question: No progress in Beaverton? Answer: Beaverton meeting instructed ad hoc meeting chairs to form motions

Comment: if no progress is made, we need to do something else.

Comment: Want to discuss the requirements. Q; Just for Authentication? A: No, requirements for all of TGi. Several companies working on side to bring new requirements. will present this in next meeting.

Comment: Joint proposal on a new authentication proposal is being worked. 

Concern: Will this push us back to ground zero? Answer: Last ad hoc meeting, we reviewed original ad hoc document, and confusion over what this is. 

Comment: 3COM/Certicom/Microsoft/Nokia working on new authentication proposal.

Comment: Clear statement of requirements needed to make requirements.

Question: Why? Answer: We thought we would generate a new requirements document, since old one had QoS requirements as well.

Chair: need to get history of where requirements document came from, and then we will create our own 

Action: Jesse to have discussion off-line with Tim Godfrey and find out how doc 137 became 245. Present a report to TGi at the beginning of the July meeting.

Comments: Alternatives: we can supplement existing requirements, or incorporate existing requirements into new document.

Comment: We need to show changes are being proposed from existing documents.

Comment: Document 374 discusses additional authentication requirements.

Comment: need state diagram for authentication. Confusion between section 5 and 11.

Comment: At next meeting there will be at least two proposals for new requirements. Need some way to sort these out. Need agenda space for them.

Chair: we add this to agenda. How long?

Comment: 2 to 3 hours at least.

Comment: Simon asks for 3rd time slot to discuss requirements.

Chair: we can use this time for presenting papers or for discussion

Comment: what we end up on requirements will have big impact on how comments get resolved.

Comment: Simon’s contribution wil be about a structure of the solution space.

Question: Do we need to have requirements authors come to agreement before meeting?

Chair: We tried this at the Tampa meeting. This worked well. We do have a mandatory to implement authentication now. Barring anything to dislodge that, we move forward on that. It will be hard to remove Kerberos, because doing so requires 75% vote. Best way to try to do this is get a number of people to agree on something new.

Comment: Agree. That process is going on. Let’s shorten discussion by doing this pre-meeting.

Comment: Can start by e-mail and move toward a conference call.

Question: Who starts this e-mail thread?

Chair: need to start where we are with TGe requirements, and then we will have another discussion to adapt old TGe requirements to TGi.

Comment: interest from Simon, Jon, Dorothy, Dave H, Albert, Don/Tim (Microsoft), Jesse, Nance, Hirshall hchhaya@ti.com.

Question: What is procedure? Answer: Only TGi has to approve a new requirements document, but it would be best to get 802.11 Plenary to vote their support to the document.

Chair: We don’t have a requirements doc right now, and we need to fix this. Confusion about what is the real requirements doc.

Question: But what happens after we adopt requirements?

Chair: We will use them for our guidance.

Comment: Passing sponsor ballot requires that we meet requirements, so the document we are using for requirements is important.

Chair: we already have initial draft of requirements. We need them to help us make decisions.

Comment: Will we have document prior to 9th?

Chair: Which document? Jesse to talk with Tim Godfrey to find out where we are; meanwhile there will be a separate exchange to merge requirements to speed discussion at meeting. Want to avoid original TGe trap debating requirements.  Great disatisfcation with progress using that technique. We have to garner agreement outside the meeting.

Comment: We should come up with requirements, but some parts may be arguable. We need a limit on requirements discussion.

Chair: if we don’t cut off the discussion, people will discuss their implementation proposals, not requirements. Requirements should be handled separately and independently.

Comment: Want to know what we are going to discuss, especially when this is first item on agenda.

<Chair has to bow out of call>.

Question: what’s next?

Comment: review progress

Question: What is the latest version of comments? Answer: 326r1

Alan on Clause 11: 1 motion to make, 1 comment to reject, need guidance on state diagram. Also deauthentication: need to be consistent with rest of document. Needs to be made consistent with clause 5.

Jesse on Clause 8.2. Drawing up motions on comments to change text.

Action: Jesse to state in minutes how to formulate motions. (See addendum below)

Action: Jesse to forward Jon Edney’s comments to Dorothy, Leo, and Tim Moore

Dorothy on Clause 8: no status change from last meeting.

Nance: Will wait for minutes. Started to fix draft text to address comment. Most of comments can be fixed by using new OCB definition.

Any other motions to discuss?

Comment: people signed up to work on this: Ron Brokman. Action: Jesse to review the Orlando minutes and ping these people.

Comment

5 Adjorn

9 AM PDT, June 25, 2001

6 Addendum: form of motions for Portland

The TGi participants on the conference call requested that this addendum be added to the minutes as noted above. This addenda describes how to form motions resolving comments for Portland.

Motions shall be of two sorts: motions that are self contained, and motions referencing external documents. Self-contained motions suggest substitution of text that is short enough to be contained in a single PowerPoint slide or two.  Motions referencing an external document provide text that is too extensive to be presented on a single slide.

For self-contained comments, sent comment, the affected text, and the suggested text revision. Example:

Motion to address comment 1330 reading


Uncertainty about whether text is normative

by replacing text on p 38 line 17 reading

Note that implementations supporting WEP2 should also support Basic WEP. This recommendation obtains because in general it will be infeasible to upgrade all Basic WEP hardware to WEP2 at once, so Basic WEP will be required for multicast communication.

with

Implementations supporting WEP2 shall also support Basic WEP. This is required because in general it will be infeasible to upgrade all Basic WEP hardware to WEP2 at once, so Basic WEP will be needed for multicast communication.

For motions referencing external documents, motions should reference text in an external document posted on the server at least 24 hours prior to the introduction of motions. The form of these motions is the same, indicating the comment, text being replaced, and suggested replacement text. For example:

Motion to address comment 709

AES has too much overhead
by adopting text suggested clause XX of document “11-01-382r0-I-Motions to resolve comments on AES algorithms.doc”  to replace the text of clause 8.2.3.
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