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Minutes

The chair convened the meeting at 16:05

The chair announced that Stephen Rayment, TGs Secretary, had indicated that he could not be on the call. In the absence of other volunteers, the chair took minutes. [[Additional notes by Bahareh Sadeghi were also used.]]

The announced agenda for the meeting was to consider the following documents in order:

· 11-04/1477r2 TGs Terms and Definitions

· 11-04/1430r6 Draft Call for Proposals

· 11-04/1539r1 Proposal Presentations Procedures

· 11-04/1174r10 Draft TGs Functional Requirements and Scope

· 11-04/1175 Draft TGs Comparison Categories and Criteria

There being no objection, it was decided to follow that agenda.

Revision 0 (r0) of document 11-04/1477 is the currently adopted TGs working document. All changes between it and r2 were reviewed. The only comment was that the definitions of Mesh Point and Mesh AP may be confusing and could use further clarification but no specific changes were offered. This will probably be discussed at the next meeting in Monterey.

All changes between revision 3 (r3) of document 11-04/1430, which came out of the San Antonio meeting, and the current r6 were reviewed. There was discussion of how mergers of proposals would be handled. The merge of a proposal for which no notice of intent had been submitted into one for which a notice was filed did not seem to be a problem. However, there seemed to be a consensus on the call that some language should be added to clarify that two proposals for which separate notices of intent had been submitted could merge. The chair volunteered to add some language on this point. It was also suggested that something be said in the document about changes in the point of contact for a proposal but there was not a clear consensus that it was important to do this. The chair’s opinion was that the point of contact could be changed at any time.

The question was raised as to whether someone could voluntarily make a “full” presentation of their proposals before the July meeting and if so ,would be required to present again in July. The chair was uncertain on this point but emphasized that it was important that the consideration of all proposals be done in a manner which can be seen to be fair and equitable. We may have less meeting time for TGs in March and May so that if enough proposers wanted to give full presentations early, it might be hard to accommodate them. This point will probably be discussed at the next meeting in Monterey.

Document 11-04/1539r1 on proposal presentation procedure options and general questions related to the schedule of proposal presentations were discussed. This document was reviewed in less detail than the others considered on this teleconference. One participant asserted that this document is supposed to be based on the draft call for proposals (11-04/1430r6) and so the words that said that brief overview presentations before July “could” be made mandatory should be removed. The author of 11-04/1539r1 responded that it was intended to set out alternatives so this possibility should be listed and will presumably be accepted or rejected by a vote at the next meeting in Monterey. There was considerable discussion on this point in which most of the opinions expressed opposed mandatory early overview presentations. Those in favour of an earlier mandatory overview presentation mostly argued that it provided more information about the proposals earlier, enabling better planning for their consideration and resolution. Those opposed argued that any mandatory earlier presentation would violate the schedule that TGs had publicly announced and would create excessive rigidity in the process, making it harder for proposers to be flexible in changing or merging proposals. The chair pointed out that anyone who doesn’t like document 11-04/1539 is welcome to submit a document giving their own idea of what the proposal presentation procedures should be or to suggest other alternatives that could be listed in 11-04/1539. The difficulty some proposers might have in getting to the May meeting if it is in Beijing was mentioned. The chair said that a proposer would not need to attend in person if they delegate someone else to present for them.

All changes between r8 of document 11-04/1174, which is the adopted TGs working document, and the latest version of that document, r10, were than reviewed. The chair pointed out that the possible Tropos presentation during the next teleconference 5 January related to the to-be-determined category item in section 4.1 on SAP interfaces. One participant said that the lack of clarity in the definition of Mesh Point and Mesh AP also affects this document. In SECURITY_SCP10, it was suggested that the note should say something like “E.g., IEEE 802.1X” rather than “E.g., TKIP, CCMP” since this is about keying and TKIP and CCMP are data encapsulation formats, not primarily keying mechanisms. Finally, there was criticism of the explicit reference to 802.11r in SERV_CMP_SCP3 since there is no guarantee that it will be approved before 11s, even though it now seems ahead of 11s in its process. It was suggested that the reference be changed to say “fast roaming” or “fast BSS transition” but it is not clear that such a change would really solve the problem. If 802.11s is adopted before 11r, any explicit and possibly implicit references to 11r in 11s may have to be removed. There were no other comments on document 11-04/1174r10.
The call having gone on for about an hour and a half and with one document to review remaining on the agenda, the chair asked if the participants wanted to continue. The consensus was to stop the call at this point and push the review of 11-04/1175 off to the next call.
The chair suggested the following tentative agenda for the 5 January 2005 teleconference which met with general acceptance:

· Review document 11-04/1175r6

· Malik Audeh / Tropos Presentation

· Review of alternative protocol presentation procedures submissions

· Review of document 11-04/662r12

· Review of document 11-04/1543

Chair adjourned the call at 17:32
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