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Wednesday, September 24, 2008, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood
Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Adrian Stephens, Dick Roy
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda is to resolve comments from SB.  No proposal to change the agenda, and approved by unanimous consent.
· The meeting Agenda is to go over comments resolution in document number 11-08/1070r4
· All editorial comments assigned to Editor (Nancy Cam-Winget) for resolution.  No objections to that.
· All comments ordered per page, line and clause
· CID 251: (D. Engwer’s comment submitted by Kapil Sood)
· This is LB 121 (CID 71)

· The group tried to interpret the comment.  If non-AP STA has a PTK, then it can send a TGw protected association.  In 11r case, Associaiton is protected.
· For 11i re-associaiton case, Associaiton message can be protected.  If this needs to be done, then it should be done aligned with 11r procedures.
· 11r is optional, so cannot depend on that.  This feature is OK, for corner-cases, but concerns of hardware impacts, and that it doesn’t solve all problems.  Re-associaiton to same AP happens often, and should not be delayed due to Pings.
· This is too much complexity w/o covering all cases for Ping, e.g. Client crashing scenarios.  If clients need a fast transition to an AP, then they should use 11r, and if not, then a few msecs delay from Ping may not matter.
· Problem with this mechanism is a replay problem.  Re-Assoc request is an un-solicited message.  AP should distinguish a replay from a crash, where the possibility of using a plaintext re-association has to be supported.
· The Ping process will prevent a client from re-associating with the same AP.  Cases where a clients switch due to changing QoS parameters which can only be changed on association.
· Group agrees on some change in draft is needed, which currently forbits re-association w/o a new key
· This should be an optional feature, as if client looses a key, then plaintext association needs to be sent.  How can we mandate a client to use existing PTK to protect an association to change those parameters?

· A client may know its PTK has been compromised, so it may want to do a new association plaintext.
· There should be a separate method/mechanism to change those rates and other params, so why is association being used for that.  It is an expensive operation.  Chair ruled this change as out of order, as defining new mechanisms is outside scope of TGw.
· Consensus that something needs to be done, and that this should be optional for a number of reasons.  3 options: (1) Use TK to encrypt association; (2) use 11r-like procedure using 11r defined IEs.  (3) Client to drop the PTK and client does not respond to the Ping.
· Jesse to discuss this discussion with Darwin, as the comment is hard to follow.  
· Kapil to bring-in proposed text for modifying the ping procedure, to address 3rd option.
· Reminder of next meeting at the AdHoc on Oct 9-10th in Santa Clara.
Wednesday, October 15, 2008, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen,
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that this is SB Resolution Committee meeting; and reminded everyone of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda is to resolve comments from SB.  No proposal to change the agenda, and approved by unanimous consent.

· The meeting Agenda is to go over comments resolution in document number 11-08/1070r6
· Comment group 1 and 2 have been resolved, and awaiting Editor to review and incorporate changes.
· Comments classified in Groups 3-10, which needs to be resolved.

· Start will all Comment Group #5

· CID 201, 265: Counter
· Editor will make Ping name changes to SA Query, including change to names of other MIB variables that will be impacted.

· CID 209: Accept 
· Editor will implement the first part of the proposed resolution.

· CID 249: Counter
· Comment resolution description updated by Chair in v07.

· Discuss Comment Group #3
· The term negotiation may be incorrect, as this is an agreement procedure.  AP proposes and STA can decide whether it chooses or not.

· We need text proposed for all 5 comments in this group. 
· “AP and STA agree on whether or not to use 802.11w”.  It will be easier to replaced “Enabled” with “Negotiated”, and define “Negotiated”.

· Kapil to propose text for this

· Comment Group #7
· These discuss duplications of normative behavior.
· This requires a submission.  Jesse will take a shot at that.
· Comment Group #8
· Jesse sent out an email with proposed changes.

· In some places in the draft, we use PN when we need to use IPN.  
· Look for RSC in the draft.  Jesse will investigate further for RSC.

· We cannot resolve this issue on this call.  
· Jouni will take on this RSC cases.

· Meeting adjourned.

Wednesday, October 22, 2008, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Nancy Cam-Winget, Dick Roy
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that this is SB Resolution Committee meeting; and reminded everyone of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda is to resolve comments from SB.  No proposal to change the agenda, and approved by group.
· Go through all emails suggesting resolutions to comments

· CID 239: Accept
· Reviewed email thread (Jesse/Jouni)
· Changing to IPN, and in some places replay counter and such will be used
· Change the proposed resolution for this comment to that given in the email.  Jesse cut and pasted the changes into the spreadsheet

· Jesse will post spreadsheet with update for people to review before voting on this.

· CID 116: Accept
· Resolved as pointing to CID 239

· CID 24: Counter
· Email from Jouni

· “length” is the length of the entire KDE, as specified in base standard

· Changes in the email look OK to everyone.
· Jesse updates the comment resolution in the comment resolution spereadsheet
· Comment Group #3:

· Email from Kapil containing Document # 1231r0
· Remove the “shall” and replace with “is”.
· More edits for grammar.
· Continue with this document next week.
· Kapil to upload 1231r0 and minutes, and Jesse to upload 1070r8 of the comment resolution spreadsheet.

· Meeting adjourned.

Wednesday, October 29, 2008, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Dorothy Stanley, Nancy Cam-Winget
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that this is SB Resolution Committee meeting; and reminded everyone of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda is to resolve comments from SB.  No proposal to change the agenda, and approved by group.  Agenda to resolve comments from document 11-08-1070-08.
· Assigned Editorials to Editor
· Comment Group #3: Document 11-08-1231-00
· Kapil to update Section A, and upload 1231-01

· CID #241 in 11-08-1231-00
· Kapil restructured BIP clause
· Discussed and finalized 8.3.4.4, 8.3.4.5, and 8.3.4.6
· CID # 251 in 11-08-1231-00
· Proposed reject with explanation in the document

· Discussed and finalized the resolution
· CID # 259 in 11-08-1231-00
· Proposed reject with explanation in the document

· Discussed and finalized the resolution

· Need to be consistent with the base draft

· Kapil to update document 11-08-1231-01 and post it.
· Editorial comments

· Group voted on authorizing Editor for editorial comments.  Nancy mentioned will work on Editorial comments.

· Meeting adjourned.

Wednesday, January 7, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Dorothy Stanley
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Jesse had updated 11-08-1070-14-000w-d6-0-sponsor-ballot-comments to address IEEE staff concerns.
· Jesse had spoken with IEEE Mike Kepness, who had 2 objections:
· First, use of comment resolution terminology compared to the Sponsor tool, was unacceptable.
· Second, they did not like things like “See CID xx”, and Jesse changed it to address those concerns.

· Jesse updated comments resolution per IEEE requirements, per suggestions from attendees.
· Jesse updated and uploaded 11-08-1070-15-000w-d6-0-sponsor-ballot-comments, and updated more comments form the attendees. 
· Jesse updated and uploaded 11-08-1070-16-000w-d6-0-sponsor-ballot-comments.
· MOTION: Move to adopt the comment resolutions in document 11-08-1070r16
· Mover: Nancy Cam-Winget
· Second: Dorothy Stanley

· Result: Yes: 3
No: 0
Abstain: 0
· No discussion on the motion

· No other business
· Meeting adjourned.

Wednesday, February 4, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Dave Stephenson, Dorothy Stanley
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Latest Comments Spreadsheet is 11-09-0073r3
· 5 open comments
· 2 oustanding comments are addressed by Kapil’s submission - 11-09-0181-00-000w-TGw-TransactionId-SAQuery-Adjustment
· Everyone is OK with the changes, as proposed.
· CID #41, as being resolved by the adoption of the text in 11-09-181r0.

· Everyone Agree

· CID #57: Principal.  Resolved by the resolution of CID #41

· Jesse to update the Comment Resolution Spreadsheet as 11-09-0073-04-000w-d7-0-sponsor-ballot-comments
· CID #11
· Jouni will propose another way to resolve this, which will require an SA Query to be sent from non-AP STA.  This is when non-AP STA is in PS mode.
· If an AP crashes, it will not be able to send protected disassoc/deauth.  So, extend the SA Query to be sent by non-AP STA to check for AP liveness.
· Core idea of Jouni’s proposal is for the non-AP STA to start an SA Query when it receives an unprotected disassoc/deauth.

· So, making the SA Query bi-directional.  It may require a subtle state machine, and how the SA Query will work in all the different scenarios.
· So, if people want to enable this, then a proposal will be in order.
· Jouni will develop this proposal.  Question is which round – this one, or at the next re-circ.  Chair mentioned that he would prefer technical resolutions on this draft, and address all comment now.
· Security of Public Action frames
· 802.11u case requires unicasting the messages for Public Action frames.  
· Now, protecting 11u frames would require the change in semantics of the public action frames.  These could be sent or received before association as unprotected, and be protected after keys were established.
· Why do we need to overload sematics of the Public Action frames beyond what is already meant to be Public?
· Who and where the decision will be made for when to protect this frame?  So, no need to have 2 diffreent frame types.
· These will be sent protected in some cases and unprotected in others.  What does it mean to be protected – what suddenly makes it important for protection in some case and still open for other non-AP STAs?
· These frames could be confirmed in 4way handshake but these are not small.  We could use a new IE which would have an ordered list of IE identifiers followed by those IEs.  So, a receiver could verify that those lists of IEs was confirmed.
· TGu used for Service Discovery.  There are impacts to upper layers (SME) when you try to protect Public Action frames.  So, knowledge of this has to be sent up to SME.
· In order for SME to rely on those being protected, it needs to know that information.  It may be reasonable to extend MLME primitives to provide this protection using a different Action category for such frames.
· There are implications for protecting and simultaneously unprotecting Public Action frames.
· Nancy will bring a proposal strawman next week.

· Pseudo code does not have exclusion of Public Action frames.  So, that would have to be addressed.
· For next week, we will consider Jouni’s proposal and Nancy’s proposal.

· No other business.
· Meeting adjourned.
Wednesday, February 11, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Dave Stephenson, Dorothy Stanley
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda to review Jouni’s and Nancy’s documents today
· Document 11-09-235r0 – Jouni Malinen

· Issue is when the AP drops the association.
· No other changes needed to Clause 7 or 10.  Adding processing to 11.3 when a non-AP STA may want to confirm its SA.
· Editorial question: Just to change the first paragraph, so that it would be applicable to either direction.  The first para describes the AP case.  The second one is about non-AP STA.  
· Delete the last sentence.
· Check wording of “no valid” with AP Association procedures.  Jouni to make it consistent with AP Association procedure.
· Which State should the non-AP STA be after it deletes the SA?  Change to State 1.
· Insert a “the” before “SA Query Process”.
· Jouni to post a revision r1 to the document

· Nancy distributed a proposal to analyze/update the pseudo-code

· Match the “if” and “end if”.  They match.
· The Action frame type is “encrypted” and hence, it needs to be decrypted prior to detecting what type of frame it is.
· The Rx side of pseudo code is analyzed
· Current state machines process Public Action frames, so that should be re-ordered to clean-up Public Action frame issue.
· Jouni fine with protecting the public action frame to be encrypted for unicast.  Jesse is not in favor of protecting broadcast Public Action frames.
· Should we use this diagram flow better than Public Action frames?
· To protect broadcast, we’d need a more sophisticated broadcast protection mechanism.  Use cases for broadcast are when APs snoop on each others traffic.
· Location trackng application in 11v is one that needs to be protected.  What are 11v requirements?  Use case for unicast Public Action frame is separate from the broadcast use cases.  11w should not wait for 11v, and move forward.
· Unprotected Broadcast Public Frames are acceptable in same BSSID.  11w will not make those enhancements to extend Broadcast Management frames.
· Allow unicast Public Action frames to be allowed anytime, but always protected when STA achieves SA.
· Consensus on protecting unicast Public Action frames after the SA is established.  Nancy to bring in a text proposal.
· Next Meeting in 2 weeks. 
· Meeting adjourned.
Wednesday, February 25, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy.
· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda: Continue conversation from last time.
· Nancy uploaded slide-deck with a couple of proposals (11-09-249r0)
· Nancy has 2 proposals.

· Proposal A: Protect the unicast Public Action frames, along with other unicast action frames.  This excludes the broadcast public action frames.

· Jesse allowed Nancy to update the presentation and upload during this meeting.
· There is no plan to put the diagrams into the draft, as that would require a new clause.
· Proposal B: Protect both the unicast and broadcast Public Action Frames. This is just for simplicity.
· Remove the second “Robust”.
· Jesse’s view is that the Proposal B does not include Rx state machine.  What is the semantics of the packet prior to GTK – it would be discarded.  As in Legacy, such packets would be processed.
· Use the Broadcast Public Action frames as Broadcast Disassoc/Deauth.
· In favor of Proposal A, but questions Proposal B as not solving a real problem (802.11v).  But, Proposal B is simpler, so people in favor of that.
· Chair suggested Nancy upload Proposal B updates to the draft, so we can resolve the comment (#19) and vote it.
· Recess until we update this document with Proposal B.
· Add a note that the “BIP will only apply to BSS”.  This will be added to Clause 8.3.1 (Overview).
· 2 Comments to be resolved: 19 and 11
· CID #19 in 11-09-0073r4: Principle.

· Comment resolved by adoption of 11-09-249r1, changes specified in Slide 13 and 15 (“Proposal B”).
· CID #11in 11-09-0073r4: Principle.
· Comment resolved by adoption of 11-09-235r1.
· CID 49: Last outstanding comment.  Kapil to bring back a proposed resolution for this comment.
· We’ll do the motion next week.
· Jesse requested Nancy to start on the draft, so we can start a new circ next week.

· Meeting adjourned.

Wednesday, March 4, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Nancy Cam-Winget

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Jouni Malinen

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy.

· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda: Continue comment resolution to ready for Sponsor Ballor recirculation

· MOTION: Move to adopt slides 13 and 15 from document 11-09-0249r2 to resolve comments #70, 11 and 19.

· Mover: Nancy Cam-Winget

· Second: Jouni Malinen

· Result: Yes: 2
No: 0
Abstain: 0

· No discussion on the motion

· CID 70: Updated per last motion.  Status now read “Principle.”  Resolution detail to now read “Resolved by the adoption of 11-09-0249r2, changes specified in slides 13 and 15 (Proposal B).”

· CID 19:  Update this resolution from “r1” to “r2”

· CID 41: Changed from “Disagree” to “Principle”

· CID 49: The Resolution Details will now read, ‘Reword as: “Hence, a STA shall not transmit Action frames, except Public Action Frames, until it has installed the PTK for the peer STA, or, in the case of broadcast/multicast, has installed the IGTK.  The STA , and shall also discard any Action frames, except Public Action Frames, received before the PTK and IGTK are installed.  The STA may transmit and receive unprotected Public Action frames prior to the installation of the PTK and IGTK.  After the PTK and IGTK are installed, a STA shall transmit protected Public Action frames, and discard any unprotected Public Action frames in the BSS.”’
· CID 75: fix typo Resolution status.
· MOTION: Move to adopt document 11-09-235r1 to resolve comment #11

· Mover: Jouni Malinen

· Second: Nancy Cam-Winget

· Result: Yes: 2
No: 0
Abstain: 0

· No discussion on the motion

· CID 12: changed Resolution Detail in the spreadsheet; change status from “Principle” to “Disagree”
· CID 29, 30: change Resolution from “Agree” to “Disagree”, changed Resolution Detail

· CID 16: change status “Agree” to Disagree”, copy present resolution of Comment #9 to this one

· CID 74: change from “Disagree” to “Agree”

· CID 39:  change Resolution Details wording of the second sentences.

· MOTION: Move to adopt  document 11-09-0073r6 to resolve all comments on the Sponsor Ballot recirculation for 802.11w D7.0
· Mover: Nancy Cam-Winget

· Second: Jouni Malinen

· Result: Yes: 2
No: 0
Abstain: 0

· No discussion on the motion

· MOTION: Move to request editor to generate 802.11w D8.0 and authorize a recirculation of  802.11w D8.0
· Mover: Jouni Malinen

· Second: Nancy Cam-Winget

· Result: Yes: 2
No: 0
Abstain: 0

· No discussion on the motion

· Meeting adjourned.
Wednesday, March 18th, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Bruce Kreamer, Nancy Cam-Winget, Kapil Sood, Jouni Malinen, Adrian Stephens, Paul Lambert, Raja Bannerjee, Matt Fischer
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy.

· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda: 
· Review and update 11-09/0418r0, which proposes changes to D7.0 and will be reflected in D8.0, as well.
· As a sub-task, bring TGn+TGw discussion to resolve 2 issues.

· If this text is approved, we would re-issue a new draft and re-circulation motion

· 11-09-0418r0 – Jesse Walker
· CID 1043 in TGn, there are more action frames which are time critical.  There are “HD” category frames – should they be moved into a different category, as they contain real-time critical information.

· Some frames in TGv which are time critical.  Mesh may have some frames which are also time critical.

· All Public Action frames need not be encrypted.  Doc 418 attempts to create new exemptions.

· The WG converge on a well defined set of functional set of requirements.  TGw is a proxy for the larger WG.
· Alternative is that TGw does what it likes, and other groups amend the TGw text.
· We started with protecting all frames, then excluding public action frames, and now, we have more types of action frames.
· There are 4 other different types of Action frames.  We need to go through the same exercise again for exclusion and exclusion.
· Mgmt frames are classifiable into different categories, and should not be protected due to real-time constraint.  No TGn public action frame needs protection.  418 address co-ex issues, but there are more issues in TGn which will not go away.
· Nancy is willing to take a spread sheet and enumerate them all in that spreadsheet.  Categories and sub-types, summary of frame, content of the frame, time criticality, unicast/broadcast/both, inter-BSS
· One proposal to break out and asking groups to clearly defined Action categories whether to encrypt or so.  Or, specify the encryption capabilities.  Analysis will be good, but more will continue to come.
· Nancy to post this spreadsheet.  Paul has everything, but “p”, on the spreadsheet.
· There are no concrete usages for protecting public action frames, except in TGu, and they can use a different frame type.  There are concerns around exception processing, future groups classifying Public Action frames, etc.  Necessary to do an analysis prior to making a judgement.  So, keep option open for non-protecting public action frames.
· Does 11n send any time critical frames as Action frames or non-ACK frames?  Can be sent as either.
· In summary – we need an analysis and categorization of Public Action frames that need protection.  Nancy and Paul will post this on the server.  Paul has a list and can get a complete list in a week.
· Nancy cannot make the next call, and we need a document to start this discussion.  We have calls authorized every week, and TGw needs to meet next week to make progress.
· We won’t be in a position to vote on a document to resolve the comments.
· No other business on this call.
· Meeting adjourned.

Wednesday, March 25, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Jesse Walker

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Jouni Malinen, Stephen McCann, Kaberi Bandrerjee, Henry Ptasinski, Bruce, Dorthy, Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens, Peter Loc, Paul Lambert
Call to order and agenda

The patent policy was announced and no letters of assurance were forthcoming.
Agenda adopted without discussion. Goals: Review document 11-09/426 and ask other task groups to review it.
Nancy Cam-Winget leads review of 11-09/426.

Discussion:

· 11-09/426 need an annotation table, indicating the values assumed in the different columns. It also nseed to use consistent notation (small G v. g., red v. black v green, etc.). Paul Lambert agrees to make these changes.
· Paul to add new columns for:

· Subtype, assuming the values: action, action-no-ack, and both.

· Class, assuming the values: 1, 2, 3a = class 3 before key establishment, 3b = after key establishment. Replaces pre-RNS column.

· Comments, so that reviewers have a way to indicate which rows they have changed.

· TGs and TGz are not represented on the call; need input from their subject matter experts. Jesse to contact Donald and Menzo
· What about ratified amendments? For review, we selectively target key individuals. Jessee to contact: Peter Eccelsine for .11y, Joe Kwak for .11k, Mike Montemurro for .11r.
· Adrian to coordinate review of the base standard.
· Review due on April 7th.  Reviewers are asked to send their responses on the .11 reflector, so they can be reviewed by the wider working group.
· Open questions:

· Is limiting to action frames right? There are new .11n frames. These may be out of scope of .11w. Chair rules they should be included in review and we will decide scope on a case-by-case basis.
· Has the draft sufficiently clarified what Robust Management frames are? Chair rules this will be decided in ensuing discussion. 

· TGw April 1 conference call is cancelled, to permit progress on the Action items.

Wednesday, April 9, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Bruce, Jouni Malinen, Jon Rosdahl, Adrian Stephens, Paul Lambert, Dorothy Stanley, Kaberi Bannerjee, Vinko Erceg, Peter Loc, Henry Ptasinski, Mike Montemurro
Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy.

· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda: 

· Review and update 11-09/0426r4 – See if we have consensus
· 11-09/0446r0 is TGn proposal for TGw 
· 11-09-0426r4 – Paul Lambert
· Contribution by various people
· TGz Action Frames are data frames, but contain Action Frame contents
· 802.11r frames are sent as Management Frames
· Some HT frames in part of TGn WFA certification.  HT does not need any protection.
· TGu has not had a consensus on the protection of Public Action frames
· If frames are treated differently, then they should be of different type.
· We have made enough progress to entertain proposals for how to move forward.
· Get proposals for what to do, and indicate to the other groups.
· 11-09-0446r0 – Adrian Stephens
· Was this proposal based on draft D7.0 or D8.0? Likely, draft D8.0.
· Actual details may require more work on the draft.
· TGw starts an exclusion list with unprotecting Public Action frames, TGn will add “HT frames” to the exclusion list; Other groups can add their own categories to be protected or unprotected, into this list.
· Instead of making this list in 5.4.3.8, we can modify table 7-24 (Category Values used for Action Frames) with a new column for “Robust”.
· Add a new category for vendor specific Action Frames – one would be protected, other would not be protected.
· Future sub-groups can change the “Category” decision, and putting in table makes it much harder.
· We have a consensus, or near one, to address this.

· Any objections to 446r0 modified with Jouni’s comments

· Kapil volunteered – Nancy and Jouni and Henry agreed to co-author and bring-in a contribution.  We can have this ready by conf call next week.
·  Work offline to address comments in the address comments spreadsheet, and hopefully, if we have consensus, then we can start a new SB soon.
· What to do with existing Vendor Specific frames – keep current category as “unprotected” and add a new Vendor Specific for “protected”
· In case of QoS and Spectrum Mgmt, we define normative behavior of those.  So, we not protect vendor specific (127) action frames.  We create a new catrogy code for Vendor Specific protected.  No objection to this proposal.
· Meeting Adjourned.
Wednesday, April 15, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Bruce, Jouni Malinen, Paul Lambert, Dorothy Stanley, Kaberi Bannerjee, Peter Ecclesine, , Tony Braskich, Dave Stephenson, Dan Harkins, Mike Montemurro, Matt Fischer
Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy.

· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda
· Review 11-09-0452r1, 11-09-426r6, 11-09-0073r6

· Tony updated 11-09-0461r1 and posted in TGs

· Dave uploaded TGu input to discuss

· Doc 11-09-0452r1 – Kapil Sood

· Kapil went through document.  No dissent on the agreement from last conference call.
· If there are 2 Robust column – one for State 3 and other for other than State 3.  They could be used for both scenarios.
· Preference to have different category numbers, based on their state.  You would have to define 2 categories for “y” action frames.  So, that would have to be done in TGw.
· If these frames need to be protected after 4WHS, then they can be sent as protected frames.  TGy has defined Public Action frames which need to be protected in context of a BSS.
· “HT” has same treatment for un-protected and protected management frames.

· TGv is to change to align with Public Action frames to not be protected.
· Peter has identified a couple of different ways to proceed – use a new column or add a new Category value for those frames which will be protected.
· This information is important enough to send, but not important enough to protect after association.  You have no choice prior to association.
· Is there a way to establish “trust” for a channel arbiter?  TGy needs an authorization problem.  802.11i does not have authorization but just authentication once the parties establish RSN.
· For TGy unicast frames, prior to association there will be no protection.  We can do this with either of 2 suggested mechanisms.
· There is agreement to use a new category for TGy frames.  Kapil would like updates from Peter to update the 11-09-0452 draft.
· MLME frame types would have to change.

· Kapil and Peter to work on this contribution, and include other contributors.  Work on this contribution this week.
· Doc 11-09-0426r6 – Nancy and Paul

· Tony updated the document with TGs frame types
· Dave’s comments are also updated.  But, a question of how to best represent TGu requirements in the spreadsheet.
· Meeting adjourned.
Wednesday, April 22, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Nancy Cam-Winget, Jouni Malinen, Paul Lambert, Dorothy Stanley, Kaberi Bannerjee, Peter Ecclesine, Dan Harkins, Mike Montemurro, Henry Ptasinski
Meeting called to order.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The Chair made everyone aware that we are operating under IEEE LMSC rules and everyone aware of the IEEE patent policy.

· Everyone aware of patent policy and no LOA at this time

· Agenda

· Review 11-09-0452r6, 11-09-426r7, 11-09-0073r6

· No objection to agenda, adopted.
· Doc 11-0452r6 – Kapil and Peter
· If there is a 1:1 correspondence, then why won’t Charmed be for Public Action frames.  So, Charmed is a generic category for robust action frames correcponding to non-rebust action frames.
· TGu GAS frames which need to be protected, would go into 7-57m
· Charmed Action frames will be used for Enablement frames prior to association.
· Would the same BSSID support both the Charmed and un-Charmed versions?  That depends on implementations.  The STA wil likely not be in the same BSS as the one it is associated with.
· Why didn’t we just add another variable to existing MLMEs? Because, that was Dave Stephenson’s approach in the last meeting.
· Action field values do not match directly with the Charmed values – can cause problems and inconsistencies.  Would there be value in keeping the Action value codes between unprotected and Charmed?  If the Public Action frame field fills-up, then there is no harm in getting a 1:1 mapping between Charmed and un-protected.  Proposal to map 7-57m and 7-57e field values should map.
· Addition of Vendor Specific Public Action frames was discussed.  Preference was to remove these changes from r6.
· Kapil and Peter made changes over r6 to be uploaded.

· “Charmed” is a not a technical name?  Maybe, a new term can be used.

· As Chair, as this is not a suggestion we can immediately incorporate, and not hold TGw and TGn.  People can submit SB comments to change the name.  People can think about what name should be given.
· There is confusion in the name “Public”.  Charmed is a protected version of non-Robust frames.
· Kapil uploaded r7 and people reviewed it.
· Why are we using Vendor Specific Protected as opposed to adding into Charmed?  To keep the vendor specific separate into protected and unprotected.  
· Where you are generating the vendor frame and when it is protected.  So, higher layer appl generating the new frame can use a clean interface.  Not the same vendor is building the whole system.  Parsing in hardware I smuch cleaner if done at the Category-level, and can be consistent across different OS/appl vendors.
· Discusion to continue on email, and achieve consensus on open items.  Since everyone is now in consensus, we can proceed with the MOTION.  But, ran out of time.
· Paul to update Spreadsheet with TGu and other Charmed Action frames.

· Meeting Adjourned.
Wednesday, April 29, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Jesse Walker

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Peter Ecclesine, Dorothy Stanley, Jouni Malinen, Nancy Cam-Winget, Paul Lambert, Henry Ptasinski, Dan Harkins, Mike Montemurro

Meeting called to order at 12:02 ET:

· The Chair reviewed the rules, reminded everyone of the IEEE patent policy, and issued a call for letters of assurance.

· No LOA at this time

· Proposed Agenda

· Review 11-09/0452r7, 11-09/426r8, 11-09/0073r6

· No objection to agenda, adopted.

· Peter leads discussion of 11-09/0452r7

· Off-line discussion has resolved name as “Protected Dual of Public Action frame”

· Suggest to change this to “Protected Dual of Action frame”

· No – may lead to implementation

· Consensus is that we don’t want to give this much flexibility

· Move to incorporate 11-09/452r7 into the draft, with an instruction to the editor to change all occurances of “Charmed Action” to “Protected Dual of Public Action”

· Mover: Peter Ecclesine
· Second: Dan harkins
· No discussion

· 8-0-0
· Paul leads discussion of 11-09/0426r8. He will update this reference document.

· Comment numbers 19, 20, 49, 70 of resolution spreadsheet 11-09/0073r7 was udpated to refect this resolution
· Doc 11-09/0073r7 was uploaded by the chair

· Meeting participants downloaded doc 11-09/0073r7 and verified the updates had been made correctly

· Move to adopt 11-09/0073r7 as the comment resolution spreadsheet for the Sponsor Ballot recirculation of Draft 7.0

· Mover: Nancy Cam-Winget
· Seconder: Mike Montemurro
· No discussion

· 8-0-0

·  Move to instruct the editor to create P802.11w D9.0 based on the resolutions adopted in 11-09/0073r7

· Mover: Mike Montemurro
· Seconder: Dan Harkins
· No discussion

· Vote: 8-0-0

· Move to authorize a Sponsor Ballot recirculation of P802.11.w D9.0

· Mover: Dorothy Stanley
· Seconder: Jouni Malinen
· No discussion

· Vote: 8-0-0

· No objection to canceling conference calls until recirculation complete

· Motion to adjourn, adjourned without objection
Wednesday, May 27, 2009, 12:00-1:250 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Kapil Sood
Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Peter Ecclesine, Dorothy Stanley, Jouni Malinen, Adrian Stephens, Peter Yee, Bruce, Kapil Sood, Nancy Cam-Winget, Paul Lambert
Meeting called to order at 12:02 ET:

· The Chair reviewed the rules, reminded everyone of the IEEE patent policy, and issued a call for letters of assurance.

· No LOA at this time

· Proposed Agenda – Comments Resolution
· Comment Resolution Spreadsheet (11-09-0663r0)

· No objection to agenda, adopted.

· CID # 2: Principle
· Resolved Per CID#21

· CID # 21: Principle

· Use “Protected Dual of Public Action frame”

· CID #3, 4, 5, 6: Agree
· CID #6: We keep switching between “negotiated” versus “enabled”.  This is for broadcast Disassoc/deauth
· CID# 7, 8, : Agree
· Suggestion to not go through every comment, as people have reviewed those previously.

· Skip editorials

· CID #9: Principle
· Adrian would rather see abbreviations to be spelt out, as much as possible.
· Nancy proposed a new comment resolution text.  
· CID #10: Agree
· Proposal to move

· CID #11, 12, 13: Agree
· CID # 14, 18: Accept
· See CID 14 for resolving CID 18
· CID # 19, 20: Agree
· All Editorial comments are “Principle” or “Agree”
· CID 34, 35: Agree
· CID 36, 40: Principle

· Use SETKEYS and EAPOL-Key

· In CID 40, Add primitive to prior bullet

· CID 39: Agree
· CID 41: Principle. Use the text (last paraghaph) from Column I
· CID 43: Principle

· New Ref is 7.3.2.55

· CID 44: Reject

· See CID 9. A new acronym is counter-productive
· CID 46: Agree
· Architectural problem with this comment.  There are different MLME interfaces for protected and unprotected.

· We cannot bury a SHALL statement within the MLME.

· CID 47: Agree

· CID 48: Reject. 

· Procedure in 11.11.5 in itself is not protected and protection was on the frame that triggered this MLME primitive

· CID 49: Principle
· Change “enablement” instead of “enabled” in proposed resolution text

· CID 50, 51: Principle

· Take option 2.
· CID 52: Principle
· Take option 2 to add “protected into the sentence”

· CID 53: Principle

· CID 1: Reject

· Asked to change the frame format.  The group indicated they liked to reject this comment

· No objection to accept editorial comments
· Jesse revised the document and uploaded 11-09-0663r1

· People reviewed 
· Move to accept 11-09/663r1 as the comment resolution to the re-circulation of P802.11w D9.0, request Editor to create a draft D10.0, and authorize Sponsor Ballot re-circulation of D10.0.
· Mover: Jouni Malinen
· Second: Dorothy Stanley
· No discussion

· Chair goes through the roll
· 6-0-0 Passes

· Note: Meeting was extended twice for 15mins each time.

· Meeting Adjourned

Wednesday, June 27, 2009, 12:00-1:00 PM EST
Chair: Jesse Walker
Acting recording secretary: Jesse Walker

Attendees:  Jesse Walker, Adrian Stephens, Jouni Malinen, Nancy Cam-Winget
Meeting called to order at 12:02 ET:

· The Chair reviewed the rules, reminded everyone of the IEEE patent policy, and issued a call for letters of assurance.

· No LOA at this time.
· Proposed Agenda – Comments Resolution

· Comment Resolution Spreadsheet (11-09-0683r0)

· No objection to agenda, adopted.

· Chair rules CIDs 13, 14 as out of scope due to suggesting changes to sections unchanged from D9.0 to D10.0. The chair will forward these two comments to 802.11mb for their consideration

· CIDs 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12: Agree. We will make the change proposed by the comment

· CID 15: Agree. Resolved by the resolution to CID 7.
· CID 5: Accept in principle. Markup will be changed to reflect the modification going from D9.0 to D10.0

· Chair revised the document and uploaded 11-09/0683r1

· Participated reviewed 11-09/0683r1 

· Move to accept doc 11-09/0683r1as the comment resolution to the re-circulation of P802.11w D10.0, request the Editor to create a draft D11.0, and authorize a Sponsor Ballot re-circulation of D11.0.

· Mover: Nancy Cam-Winget
· Second:  Jouni Malinen
· No discussion

· Chair calls the roll

· 3-0-0 Passes

· Meeting Adjourned at 12:20 EST
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