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Abstract

Minutes for TGf  Plenary Meeting Vancouver July 8, 2002.

Meeting Called to order 8:08 am.

Review proposed Agenda

All was asked to turn off pagers and cell phones.

Moved to adopt agenda: Bob M. 2nd Stuart K.  vote: Unam

Matters from minutes April Meeting: None

Moved to accept the minutes from April Interim Meeting: Stuart K, 2nd Butch A. Vote: Unam

Review Goals for this meeting: 

Since LB 38 passed. We are preparing to send to sponsor ballot.

Sponsor ballot starts from July Plenary

Sponsor ballot review/resolution in Sept. Meeting

Ballot 32 and 39 passed at 79%

Overall, there were no significant changes between Letter Ballots.

We had 103 unresolved no comments

LB38: got 9 new comments for 112 no comments

11 editorial

20 duplicate cut and paste comments

91 comments unique.

A list of commenters were presented. 

5 of the commenters failed to respond although their comments have all been resolved.

Bob M. in the meeting acknowledges his name, and asked to change to OK.

The approval rules are stated as a percentage, and we need to pass at 75% to move on to sponsor ballot.

When 802.11 passed the first time, there were about 60 voting members.  This is quite different from where we are now.  We had some unresolved comments then, and as you look at the percentage, we are at 11% no vote that is similar to what we had for the original standard.  While we would like to have no outstanding comments, we are not getting responses from those with outstanding comments.

Now going forward, the chair must send the draft to Sponsor Ballot as it has passed twice, and that is the rules that we operate under.

Comments groups: 


Object to Radius: 14

               Remove Security/IPSEC:  4

               Wait until TGI is done: 6

                The rest are comments where TGf disagrees with review comment and declined the change.

Stuart Kerry, Chair of 802.11, was then invited to provide instructions on how to proceed to sponsor Ballot.

         Reading from procedure 10 of the LMSC rules.

         We were informed that we needed to request 3 times from the no voters to change their votes.

 The new comments do not require text change, so we must get the comments and drafts to SEC by 5 Tuesday, and they have to respond to TGf by 5 Wed.  If it comes in after TGf is to ignore it.  If the comments are valid, then we need to resolve/respond to the comments Thursday, and then SEC will then determine whether the draft can proceed on Friday.

While the rules say that 75%, the unwritten rules has been over 90% by tradition.

An invite to all present to join IEEE SA and  sign up for the Sponsor Pool.

The Sponsor Pool was explained by Stuart.

The timeline was then reviewed.

The document to the SEC is usually given hardcopy, but the current thought was to givce a page to the SEC’s mailbox that has a coversheet with the information from the Chair’s slides, and a page that gives a reference to where to locate the draft.  The Chair will provide the Meeting slides as the information page.

Review of the Time slots showed that we would probably not need the time slots for Wednesday.

Call for questions and/or comments resulted in none.

Processing of Comments: 

Reviewed new comments.


Color coding was to be removed prior to sending to SEC.

Comment #478: the comment may be correct, and to resolve it, would require a new recirc LB. If this was the only comment, the new path would be a 10 day recirc, followed by a sponsor ballot.  The decision was to wait and come back to this comment later to identify if this was the only comment that would cause a recirc ballot.

Comment #459: The comment was that the previous comment was not resolved to satisfaction.  The commenter was asked to respond to what is missing, or what could have been added to resolve his concern.  The commenter asked for more text and for analysis for how the new and old AP are able to recognize their access.  As a group, we cannot tell the amount of analysis or text that the commenter would be satisified, and as such we don’t see how we can start analyzing and writing until the commenter feels there is enough.  No volunteers to write an unknown amount of text, and as such the group agreed to leave the resolution from the original comment.

Vote: unanimous to reaffirm the position from before.

Comment #488:  this comment is requesting a new level of support.  There was a comment that the group had looked at the reverse ARP, but it doesn’t appear to work well.  The inverse ARP would only work if the IP address is the same for the Wireless and the DS side of the AP.  So as this is not guaranteed, this is not likely to be true.

What he is asking for is not possible without adding an over the air protocol, which we cannot do.

The Inverse ARP from the AP should result in the same IP address for both sides unless it was acting as a router.

The old AP would not be able to listen for the Wireless MAC address on the DS side acting like a proxy for the wireless side on the DS side.  As the AP could/would have different MAC addresses on each side, and given the bridge standards, the packet should traverse correctly if the AP was listening on both sides for both MAC addresses.    The question was raised to whether the comment was on new changes or new change requested.   The group discussed whether it was possible or feasible.  

If we continue and will revisit this comment later.

Comment # 461:  commenter would like to remove IPSEC, or provide more detail on how to use IPSEC and to identify how it interacts with TGi.  The group had responded that they believe that there is enough text already, and as TGi is not complete, and as it only is standardizing the STA to AP communications, and not AP to AP communications.  The TGi is working on level 2 communications.  There is no direct relation in TGi and TGf.

As TGi and TGf are working on two different links and doing different things.  Even if TGi wants to use TGf to pass fast handoff information.  Commenter agreed to allow this comment to be resolved for the TGi part, but the portion on IPSEC is still an issue for him.  The commenter is thinking that there hasn’t been sufficient analysis on the passing of secure information from a 3rd party to the new AP about the old AP. The commenter is really asking for more tutorial detail rather than asking for more technical recommended practice.  Some rational was explained for why we are using IPSEC to protect the Adds.

Disposition:

Comment declined: The detail requiring the use of IPSEC is proved in the Relevent RFCs.

RE: TGi, there is no direct relationship….. and the commenter is satisfied.

TGf still believes there is enough text for detail for IPSEC.

Moved to accept the Dispostion of comment as stated on the screen:

Moved: Jon R. 2nd Kevin Smart.

Vote: unanimously (no objection)

Comment # 479: Similar to 478, and we will come back to later.

Comment #477: After the reading of the comment, it was pointed out that it doesn’t meet the criteria for a recirc comment.  Further the TGi isn’t a predictive protocol, nor is TGf supposed to be.  The comment is outside the scope of TGf.  

Disposition: TGF is non predictive association mechanism. It is designed to support 802.11 reassociatoin.  The reqauest functionally is not part of the tgf Functional requirements.  Further, the requested functionality is not a comment on changes from the draft 3.0 to 3.1, but a request for something new – therefore, the comment is an invalid Recirc coment ans is declined.

Moved to invalidate the comment with the response given on the screen: Jon R.  2nd  Butch A.

Vote: unanimously (no objection)

The comment was removed from those being passed on the  the sponsor ballot.

Comment # 482 and 484: Comments are copies of each other.  Radius is a protocol between a client and a server, and not between a user.  These comments are editorial in nature and don’t request a technical change.

Disposition:  Radius does not run between “users”. The closest thing to a “user” would be the AP.  The requested clarification can not be made because the premise is incorrect.  The comment is not sufficiently detailed to enable the TG to know how to satisfy the commenter.  The change is therefore declined.  

Moved to accept the disposition: Butch A. 2nd Jon R.

Disposition was modified by concensus as follows:

Disposition:  The draft clearly describes the AP as the user, and further clarification is not necessary. The comment is not sufficiently detailed to enable the TG to know how to satisfy the commenter.  The change is therefore declined.

Vote: Unanimous approved. (no objection)

Recess until 10:30am at 10:05am.

Called to order 10:35 am.

Comment 483 and 481: duplicate comments.  Request to have TGf to work with IETF.  The fact is that RFC 2865 specifies that new attributes can be requested from IANA, and no standards action is required.  The 

Disposition: The requested change is not a request for change of the draft and therefore is not a proper recirculation comment.  No action taken as no change requested to the draft and  no other action within the industry is needed.

Moved: Butch a. 2nd Richard P.

Vote: Unanimous

Comment 480:  no discussion after reading the comment.

Disposition: The TGf draft is a recommened practice.  It is necessary for TGf to recommend a practice and it is necessary to recommend a practice and TGf has choose to recommend radius usage.  Other protocols are not recommened and TGf does not want to recommend mulitiple confilicting practices.  Request declined.

Motion: Butch A. 2nd Bob M.     Vote: Unanimous

There are now 3 comments to return and discuss.  2 from Frank C. (478 & 479) and 1 from Arnoud Z (488).   Frank has requested to have his comments removed from current consideration and will resubmit the comments during the Sponsor Ballot.

Thus with the last comment, we need to decide if we need to make a change now, or can we have the comment be considered during the Sponsor Ballot time, and we end up with the same result, but we will have a simple way to move forward to achieve the fastest success.

So the group now needs to return and discuss comment #488.

Comment #488:  Not everyone implements inverse ARP, so the new level requested is not really a common service that could be depended on.  

Disposition:  Group declines to add this new functionality. The support for Invers-ARP that would be required is not common.  The request for new functionality is not strictly a subject for a recirc comment.

John V. 2nd Justin M.

Vote: unanimous

Now we need to get some document numbers and post them to the server for prep to send to sponsor ballot.

Comments that were withdrawn or resolved were removed from the file to send to SEC.

AS each comment disposition was done by motion, a motion to adopt all is not needed.

Bob M. has changed his vote from No to Yes.

Administrative tasks that the Chair needs to accomplish were left to him.

Recessed until 1 pm Wed. at 11:08am. 

Meeting was not formally called to order, but notice of meeting change was posted, and the group targeted to start again on Thursday.

Called to order Thursday 8:03 am

No comment has come from the 802 EC at this point.  So we have no response to give them.

Reviewed 802.11f Meeting Report.


Doc to Sponsor Ballot will be 4.0 which is 3.1 w/o change bars.

               Sponsor Ballot slated to start and end prior to Sept.

               Plan to respond to Comments in Sept.

               Review Comment Summary

All Late Ballots were rejected without prejudice.

Moved to adjorn Bob M. 2nd Richard P unanimous
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