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Tuesday, September 9, 2008
Chair pro tem: Jon Rosdahl
Acting recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Tuesday, September 9, 2008 by Jon Rosdahl at 1:32 pm Hawaii Standard Time (HST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The agenda is document number 11-08/1037r0
· The chair displayed the IEEE patent policy

· The membership had no questions on the policy

· The chair requested information on essential patents, patent claims, and pending patent applications and called for letters of assurance.  No response was made to the call

· The chair requested approval of the agenda by unanimous consent.  No objection was made, and the agenda was approved.

Approval of previous meeting minutes

July 2008 plenary meeting, Denver, Colorado USA (11-08/0872r3)

· The chair requested comments on the minutes.  No comment was heard.

· Motion (1:38 pm): "Move to approve 08/0872r3 as the minutes of TGmb July 2008"

· Moved by David Hunter, seconded by Roger Durand

· No debate on the motion

· The motion was approved by unanimous consent

Schedule discussion

· Joe Kwak: How does the cutoff date of November 2008 for new comments affect what gets rolled into the revision?  Some amendements may receive RevCom approval after the cutoff date.

· Jon Rosdahl: If an amendment publishes in time for inclusion, it becomes new material added to the scope of work and it would be added at that point.  It is possible for amendments to "drop in" to the scope at fairly late dates, even in sponsor ballot.  According to current schedules, 11y, 11w, 11n, 11z, 11p, 11u, and 11v are all likely to be added to the scope.  11s will probably not make it.

· Bill Marshall: What is the procedure for pulling in an amendment during the ballot process?  Does it require a comment?

· Jon Rosdahl: If an amendment publishes while the task group is active and that published amendment is not included in the revision, then the amendment "goes away" and does not become a standard.

· Bill Marshall: The IEEE SA operations manual says that changes in recirculations can be done only for "comments" or "other reasons."  We have been careful to not to take action for "other reasons" because it is vague.  The TG should continue that process.
· Jon Rosdahl: An approved amendment is a clear case of an "other reason" that will not lead to a bad precedent.
· Peter Ecclesine: There are 3 amendments published before we have started the revision (11k, 11r, and 11y) and it is possible to add several more so that the revision is incorporating 9 amendements.  With that kind of workload, it will be hard not to spend 2010 waiting for amendments to publish.

Task Group Officers
The chair announced that the TG is seeking a permanent chair, secretary, and editor, and called for nominations for those positions.
The chair noted that Mike Montemurro has volunteered as a vice chair, and called for objections to his appointment.

· Peter Ecclesine objected on the grounds that the permanent chair should appoint vice chairs.
At 2:00 pm, the chair called for further nominations for vice chair, serving as the issue tracker.

· No further nominations were heard.

· The chair held a vote on the appointment of Mike Montemurro as vice chair.

· Vote: 6 in favor – 0 opposed – 2 abstentions

· The vote confirms Mike Montemurro as vice chair.

The chair noted that Terry Cole was willing to serve as technical editor.

Interpretation Requests
No interpretation requests are outstanding.

The chair reported that three Web sites archive 802.11 interpretation requests, and that none were current.  The chair is working with IEEE staff to collect all current interpretations and publish them in one archival location.

PAR Modification

The chair noted that a PAR modification was required for the task group, and displayed the draft version of the PAR to the task group to assist in editing.  The chair noted that the current PAR expires in December 2010 and that the current schedule shows a RevCom completion date in 2010.  However, PAR modification and PAR extension are two separate operations.

· Peter Ecclesine: The PAR specifies Stuart Kerry as the working group chair.  That information is out of date.

· Jon Rosdahl: The IEEE PAR system fixes that automatically.

· Jon Rosdahl: The scope of this PAR needs to change to state that it will include 802.11-2007 plus published amendements.  The PAR should not list the amendments because that would require further revisions every time a new amendment is published.
The task group agreed to make the following changes to the PAR:
· "Type of PAR" changes from "Amendment" to "Revision"

· Status changes from "Amendment to an Existing IEEE Std 802.11-1999" to "Revision to an Existing IEEE Std 802.11-2007"

· Section 2.1 Title needs to change to reflect that it is a "revision" instead of an "amendment" perhaps trimming off last clause after "specifications"

· Jon Rosdahl will discuss the precise wording required with IEEE staff

· Section 3.1 WG chair needs correction

· Section 4.2 date of initial sponsor ballot changes from January 2010 to November 2009?

· Section 4.3 date of revcom submission changes from December 2010 to Mar 2011

· Section 5.2 scope
· The current version reads: "This revision incorporates changes accumulated due to responses to: interpretation requests, development of other amendments, and development of minor changes to functionality."

· After discussion, the group agreed to the following changes (shown in color): "This revision incorporates changes accumulated due to responses to: interpretation requests, development of other amendments, and development of minor changes to functionality."

· Section 5.4 purpose

· The current version reads: "This amendment collects the latest information learned from the use of the base standard and the development of other amendments, disseminating it in a compact and organized format."

· After discussion, the group agreed to the following changes (shown in color): "This revision contains the latest information learned from the use of the base standard and the development of the included amendments."

· Section 5.5 need for project

· The current version reads: "Currently, interpretation responses and slight mismatches in the functionality due to development ofother amendments are not available in a single easily located document.  This amendment will bring all this information together for the developers and users of the base standard."

· After discussion, the group agreed to the following changes (shown in color): "Currently, interpretation responses and slight mismatches in the functionality due to development of amendments are not available in a single easily located document.  This revision will bring all this information together for the developers and users of the base standard."

· Section 6.1 intellectual property policy

· The chair will fill out this section with the policy adopted at the last working group meeting

· Section 7.2 adoption by other committees

· Jon Rosdahl: We indend to submit this document to ISO/IEC, so this section needs to be changed.  The contact is:

Technical Committee name and Number: ISO/IEC JTC1

Contact Person: Robin Tasker

Contact Phone Number: +44 (0) 1925

Contact e-mail: r.tasker@dl.ac.uk
At 2:46 pm, Peter Ecclesine moved to recess the meeting until the next scheduled meeting slot.  The motion was seconded by Bob Miller, and adopted by unanimous consent.
Wednesday, September 10, 2008
Chair pro tem: Jon Rosdahl
Acting recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Wednesday, September 10, 2008 by Jon Rosdahl at 8:07 am Hawaii Standard Time (HST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The agenda is document number 11-08/1037r1
· The chair requested approval of the agenda by unanimous consent.  No objection was made, and the agenda was approved.

TGmb PAR Changes
The chair reported that not all PAR modifications discussed yesterday could be implemented, as detailed on slide 31 of the agenda document.  The scope and purpose sections of the PAR must exactly match the existing standard.
Section 5.4, Purpose

· Clint Chaplin: If sections 1.1 or 1.2 of the 802.11 standard need to be modified to be less verbose, should we do that now?  Every amendment does not need to add a bullet point to the purpose.

· Jon Rosdahl: Perhaps we could make the bullet points in section 1.2 a new section of 1.2.1 and put the amendment bullet points in 
Motion (8:14 am): "Remove the text in 802.11-2007 section 1.2 beginning at 'Specifically, this standard…' to the end of the section to leave only the first paragraph as the purpose stated in the PAR."

· Moved by Clint Chaplin, seconded by Bill Marshall

· Discussion on the motion

· Jouni Malinen: The minutes should note that this text is not being removed from the standard, but only removed from the purpose of the PAR.

· The chair called for adoption by consensus.  With no objection, the motion was adopted by unanimous consent.

Section 8.1, Additional Explanatory Notes.  The chair noted that PAR modifications require explanatory notes describing why the PAR is being changed, and proposed the following draft text:
· Draft text: "The original Approved PAR was described as an amendement and was used to create a Task group to respond to Interpretation request and begin maintenance work.  The change to the Scope and Prupose reflect the actual Scope and Purpose that will be in the final Standard."

· After discussion, the next was revised to read (changes shown in with strikethrough/underlining): "The original Approved PAR was described as an amendment and was used to create a Task group to respond to Interpretation requests and begin maintenance work.  This change is to create a Revision PAR.  The change to the Title, Scope and Purpose reflect the actual Title, Scope and Purpose that will be in the final Standard."

Motion (8:21 am): "Accept the revised text as the new explanatory note."
· Moved by Bill Marshall, seconded by Kapil Sood
· Discussion on the motion

· Kapil Sood: What is the difference between a Revision PAR and an Amendment PAR?

· Jon Rosdahl: An Amendment PAR creates an amendment and creates an output documednt that has editorial instructions for how to incorporate it into a base document.  A Revision PAR rolls up amendments and fixes inconsistencies to create a new base document.

· Kapil Sood: If somebody wants to remove a feature, is that in scope?

· Jon Rosdahl: Yes.  A comment could be made to remove a feature, and there will be a debate on it.

· Clint Chaplin: Everything is open. I tried to delete the IR PHY from the last revision.  Many of the same debates will recur in this version.
· The motion was approved by unanimous consent.

Section 5.2, Scope
· Unchanged from 802.11-2007

Motion (8:29 am): Motion to accept 1.1 as is for Scope

· Moved by Clint, seconded by Mark Hamilton

· No discussion  on the motion.

· The chair called for adoption by consensus.  With no objection, the motion was adopted by unanimous consent.

Review of Submitted Comments
Comments on the draft have been collected in a tracking document, 11-08/1048.

Discussion of the use of "shall" in clause 7

· Jon Rosdahl: Some groups have tried very hard to remove the word "shall" from clause 7 because of a traditional belief that clause 7 should not be written in a normative style.

· David Cypher: There has never been a formal motion in 11 to reverse this.  If we follow IEEE-SA style guides, all clauses including 7 are normative.

· Mark Hamilton: Clause 7 is normative, but it is not procedural.  The verb "shall" is a verb that says something should be done, as opposed to existential.

· Andrew Myles: Difficulties arise because this is an unwritten rule.  We should write down this rule so it is more widely known.

· David Cypher: "Shall" means "is required to" is not necessarily procedural.

· Bill Marshall: Clause 7 is normative.  The distinction we are moving towards is that clause 7 defines frames and encoding.  The procedures to find out what the information needs to be located elsewhere.  As an example, clause 7 says that supported rates are in Association frames, but there is also a lot of specification about how to determine what the supported rates are.  The specification about what those rates should be should be moved elsewhere.
· Mark Hamilton: The counter-argument is that clause 7 defines what is included in a frame, but the procedures for generating frames is contained in clause 11.  Clause 11 contains the "shall" and references clause 7.

· Jouni Malinen: I would prefer to resolve this by moving the shall to clause 11.

· Jon Rosdahl: We should write something down, as opposed to following a traditional practice.  802.11 has many traditional rules that are in conflict with written rules.  We should take an action to document the tradition so that it is not an argument going forward.

· David Cypher: It also needs to be made clear that these newly written rules apply only to 802.11.  802.11 voters are going to other working groups and voting against drafts because the other working groups do not follow the unwritten 802.11 rules.

· Bill Marshall: If we want to remove normative statements from 7, somebody has to create a list of the places where the "shalls" need to be removed.

· David Cypher: There is also disagreement on whether every "shall" in the specification must have a corresponding PICS statement.

· Jon Rosdahl: At the first 802 meeting I attended in 1993, every shall had a PICS.

· Andrew Myles: This discussion is too narrow.  Although the 802.11 document is badly written, it works well enough to support the industry.  Rather than focusing on the words needed in clause 7, the task group should fix big-picture problems with our limited volunteer time.

· Mark Hamilton: The normative/informative disagreement is not small.  In other task groups, there are often disagreements disagreements about what in the baseline is normative and it slows down their work.

· Bill Marshall: If an issue is large enough to a volunteer, it may be that somebody comes forward and is willing to do the work.

· Andrew Myles: There is a cost to the entire WG when lots of changes are made, since each change must be reviewed.
· Jon Rosdahl: The charter of TGmb is to make the document better.  As long as there is an incremental improvement, we should proceed.

· George Bumiller: We need to ensure that whatever is decided is communicated to the working group.  The unwritten rules make participating in 802.11 harder than other standards organizations such as 3GPP or TIA.

Procedural discussion
· Andrew Myles: What is the source of these comments?
· Jon Rosdahl: A call for comments went out for 802.11-2007 and all published amendments.  These calls are repeated at opening and closing working group plenaries.  These are only inputs into creating a first draft, since we will need to hold letter ballots.
· Bill Marshall: Many interpretation requests start with "unambiguous" and "ambiguous" but if  somebody submitted the interpretation request, then the standard was ambiguous to the submitter.  We should ensure that the language resulting in interpretation requests is cleaned up.
· Jon Rosdahl volunteered to put interpretation requests into the issue document.

Planning for next meeting
The task group decided to request 4-6 meeting slots for the next meeting.

The meeting adjourned without objection at 9:43 am HST.
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