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Officers:

· TGaq Chair: Stephen MCCANN (BlackBerry)

· TGaq Vice-Chair: Yunsong YANG (Huawei)

· TGaq Technical Editor: Lee ARMSTRONG (US DoT)
May 25th, 2018 (Friday)
12:00 noon ET – 1:00 pm ET
1. Attendee (15)
· Stephen McCann (BlackBerry)

· Yunsong Yang (Huawei)
· Jon Rosdahl (Qualcomm)

· Dorothy Stanley (HPE)

· Jonathon Goldberg (IEEE-SA staff) 

· Angela Thomas (IEEE-SA staff)

· Gary Hoffman (IEEE RevCom)

· Joseph Levy (InterDigital)

· Jouni Malinen (Qualcomm)

· Lee Armstrong (US DoT)

· Mike Montemurro (BlackBerry) 

· Paul Nikolich (Self, YAS BBV, Huawei, Intel, Silver Spring Networks, UNH BCoE, octoScope)
· Roger Marks (EthAirNet)

· Bob Grow (IEEE RAC)

· Karen Evangelista (IEEE-SA staff)

2. Chair called the meeting to order at 12:06 pm ET. TGaq is acting as Ballot Resolution Committee (BRC) for the P802.11aq sponsor ballot.
3. Chair went through IEEE patent policy and other guidelines

· Call for potentially essential patents: no response from participants.

4. Approval of Agenda 
· The agenda was previously sent out in e-mail and is shown on the screen and in document 11-18/1023r0.
· The agenda (r0) is approved by unanimous consent.
5. Approval of minutes from the March 2018 TGaq face-to-face meeting (11-18-0519r0)
· No comments or questions raised.

· The minutes is approved by unanimous consent.
6. Update of ad-hoc discussions with RevCom members and IEEE RAC members
· Discussion
· Stephen: some TGaq, 802.11 WG, IEEE RevCom and IEEE RAC members have held Ad-hoc meetings, over the last few weeks, to discuss issues in 11aq draft D14.0 regarding randomized MAC address feature, trying to find a way forward between the parties to avoid the waiver request. In the last Ad-hoc call, no definite conclusion was reached. So, the plan is that P802.11aq package will be considered in the next IEEE RevCom meeting with the waiver request. Today’s meeting is to discuss if there is any other way forward.
· Dorothy: extensive discussion already happened. TGaq have followed the process in addressing RAC’s comments. Request the RAC members to provide specific changes to D14.0.

· Bob: there are RAC comments with specific changes during the ballot process. But they were rejected. Ask if there are different views from RAC members.
· Mike Montemurro: There were responses in the RAC reflector that at least one RAC member states that no change is required.
· Stephen: the next TGaq teleconference is scheduled on June 1st, 12 Noon ET.

· Jon ask if that will make a difference for RAC.

· Bob: RAC might have specific changes ready by that time.

· Stephen: do you feel TGaq should suggest some changes as well.

· Bob: No. 

· Jon: TGaq has followed the Sponsor ballot resolution procedure. The RAC comments provided since last July show that TGaq has followed the process, with 99% approval, with the exception of mandatory coordination comments. There were plenty of time in the past 9 months for the RAC to provide specific changes. Now it is the time for the RevCom to consider the waiver request and let 11aq be published in a timely manner.
· Roger: Should the RAC members suggest specific changes, what would happen to lead to the approval of the final draft?
· Stephen: We will receive via e-mail with any comments from RevCom. Then BRC will treat them as ballot comments and resolve them following the SA procedure.

· Gary: RevCom process says that if the changes is significant, the draft must come off the RevCom agenda and be resubmitted later after the comment resolution is complete. As long as the sponsor decides to have a recirculation, the draft must come off the RevCom agenda. 
· Bob: RAC has submitted multiple comments in multiple rounds of recirculation, except the last round on D14.0.

· Jon: the BRC can’t agree to the changes suggested by the RAC. And there were no new changes suggested by the RAC in the subsequent re-circulations. 

· Stephen: we need to decide if to finish this call early or dive into the technical discussion.
· No response.
· Stephen: Ok, we will end this call early and give people time to think. 
· There is no objection.
7. Next Steps
· The next scheduled TGaq teleconference will be on June 1st at 12 noon ET.
8. AoB: None.

9. Adjourned at 12:40 pm ET without objection.
June 1st, 2018 (Friday)

12:00 noon ET – 1:00 pm ET

1. Attendee (17)
· Stephen McCann (BlackBerry)

· Yunsong Yang (Huawei)
· Jon Rosdahl (Qualcomm)

· Dorothy Stanley (HPE)

· Angela Thomas (IEEE-SA staff)

· Lee Armstrong (US DoT)

· Mike Montemurro (BlackBerry) 

· Paul Nikolich (Self, YAS BBV, Huawei, Intel, Silver Spring Networks, UNH BCoE, octoScope, HPE)

· Bob Grow (IEEE RAC)

· Karen Evangelista (IEEE-SA staff)

· Mark Hamilton (Arris/Ruckus)

· Daniel Hankins (HPE)

· Geoff Garner (IEEE RAC)

· Amelia Andersdotter (Article19)

· Kathryn Bennet (IEEE Staff)

· James Lepp (BlackBerry)

· Geoff Thompson (Self) 

2. Chair called the meeting to order at 12:03 pm ET. TGaq is acting as Ballot Resolution Committee (BRC) for the P802.11aq sponsor ballot.
3. Chair went through IEEE patent policy and other guidelines

· Call for potentially essential patents: no response from participants.

4. Approval of Agenda 

· The agenda was previously sent out in e-mail and is shown on the screen and in document 11-18/1023r1.

· Stephen: Doc. 11/18-1032r0 has been updated to r1 and, as the latest, r2.
· The agenda is revised to 11/18/1023r2 and approved by unanimous consent.
5. Approval of minutes from the May25th TGaq teleconference (11-18-1024r1)
· There is no questions or discussions. 

· The meeting minutes is approved by unanimous consent.
6. Update of ad-hoc discussions with RevCom members and IEEE RAC members
· Discussion
Stephen McCann asks Yunsong Yang, the TGaq vice Chair, to chair the meeting while he can present the next document, not as the Chair as he (Stephen) is conflicted. There are no objections. Amelia Andersdotter volunteers to keep the minutes while Yunsong chairs the meeting.
· IEEE MAC Address Risk assessment (11-18-1032r2)
· Before Stephen presents the document, he mentioned that there has been an objection from Bob Grow for presenting this document in TGaq. But the authors discussed with various RAC members and IEEE staffs, and decided to proceed with the presentation.

· Mike: have any text or suggested changes to 802.11aq D14.0 been received?
· Stephen: No. At least I am not aware of any.
· Geoff Thompson: there is no mechanism for making a change to the draft now and keeping P802.11aq on the RevCom agenda.

· Dorothy: we did reach out to various RAC members and IEEE staff with the document. The title of the document was modified to clarify its topic is the possibility of address conflicts between r0 and r2. It covers some comments raised.
· Stephen McCann (BlackBerry) begins presenting doc. 11-18-1032r2.
· Stephen: [[Reads point 1 about the first comment related to potential conflicts with the SLAP.]]

· Stephen: [[Reads point 2 concerning ways in which BRC has addressed this comment by referring to the local network administrator's responsibility to manage the network.]]

· [[Stephen asks if he needs to go through it, or if people prefer to read the document themselves. Dorothy responds the walk-through is good.]]

· Stephen: [[Reads point 2, items a-g in document 11-18-1032r2]]

· Dorothy: Is this an accurate description of the concerns that have been presented in written and oral conversations?
· Bob: It does not reflect the full concerns presented by the RAC.
· Dorothy: That is true. The document will go on to describe other comments also presented by the RAC, so this comment is not a complete coverage, but is it accurate as far as it goes?

· Geoff: It's not clear as far as it goes. I would like to see further work on the end of the sentence "what is already present in non-TGaq compliant systems." Is this only non-TGaq compliant systems, is it systems which are compliant with other .11 standards or does it relate to any system which is not compliant with TGaq in particular or .11 standards in general?

· Dorothy: your concern is on item 2. So, item 1 is OK. We can use language which specifies that the systems are compliant with .11, but not necessarily with TGaq.
· Stephen: We can make clarifications.

* "non-P802.11aq compliant systems" is changed to "802.11 compliant systems" in 1032r2.
· Moving on to item 2 b.

· Geoff Garner: "802.11 networks require a certain amount of provisioning to associate to a network" sounds like a network associates with another network. Is that the intention?

· Mike Montemurro: change “802.11 network” to "802.11 stations".
· Geoff Thompson: We might want to avoid the discussion of what a network is.

· Dorothy: Can we change it to say "802.11 infrastructure network"?

· Geoff Thompson: That doesn't go to the heart of my concern.

· Dorothy: I thought your concern was that "to a network" was unclear. Or was that not your point?

· Geoff Thompson: When you do an association, you associate with an access point, and you try to set up on a network an access point. All traffic that's on it and not just the associated traffic.

· Dorothy: Do you have a specific suggestion to make the text less ambiguous?

· Mike: Saying "infrastructure network" would comply with the 802.11 standards, but you could say "802.11 BSS" to be very explicit.

· Geoff: Yeah, that works.

* "802.11 networks require a certain amount of provisioning to associate to a network." is changed to "802.11 devices require a certain amount of provisioning to associate to an 802.11 basic service set (BSS)." in 1032r2.

· Dan: I would say we could say "prior to joining a network". That also works around the issue of what is pre-RF (radio frequency) or post-RF.
· Geoff Thompson: The last sentence of point 2, part b in the document, what case is it referring to? The pre-association case?

· Dorothy: No, it refers to the case where there is a local administrator which uses the SLAP to provision the information of addressing scheme through the MIB variable.
· Bob: In the case of local addressing, there will either be one administrator or more than one administrators cooperating. The SLAP is a mechanism for several administrators to cooperate. In this case you cannot assume that there is only one local administrator. Therein lies my problem with using local addressing in this application.
· Dorothy: The .11 standards provides MIB variables as a mechanism for device management and device configuration systems.
· Bob: I have a problem if the MIB is used to set MAC addresses. 

· Mike: This MIB is entirely consistent with other MIB that are used to setting security parameters and so forth. I'm sure we could set some parameter to reject the association in some cases.

· Bob: That's one of the things that have made me concerned.
· Mike: Apparently billions of devices can be managed across the world so I don't see what the ambiguity there is. This has been in place for almost 30 years now.

· Bob: But before you said "do random MAC addresses" there was no need to manage MAC addresses.

· Mike: There's always been a need to manage MAC addresses.

· Bob: Then you're doing it outside the standard.
· Mike: we have been doing it in compliance with the standard.

· Jon: Bob you said that you are concerned with certain language in 11aq D10. But those language has been removed from 11aq D14.

· Bob: I disagree.

· Dan: My comment was on something Bob said originally. I thought he said that he wanted SLAP to help administrators coordinate and that therefore 11aq would stop administrators coordinating. Is my understanding of this concern correct?

· Bob: It's not totally accurately stated. I have the concern that the network administrator, and sometimes we have talked about it as the local address administrators, being perhaps a separate function from the network administrator itself, but leave them together for simplification. Are the tools present within 11aq D14.0 sufficient to handle the risk of duplicate addresses now that we're introducing a new mechanism in the standard for picking addresses that the local administrator has not assigned directly?
· Dorothy: [Point 2,] item b is describing the situation where the local administrator is either assigning the addresses or indicating the policy that the administrator wants the device to pick its own address. Let's move on to item c. Can you go through it, Stephen?

· Stephen: [[Reads point 2, item c and item e]]
· Geoff Thompson: The administrator has no way of knowing if he or she is the only administrator in the airspace.

· Dorothy: I think you're taking us into another discussion now. Let’s come back to Bob’s concern first. What is the effect of, when networks are instantiated and deployed, to the network administrator, when there is a router which is segmented so? That it is using the SLAP to administrate the numbering space. Deploying a network is done in multiple levels. We give indications, of course, but there is no way we can give specific indications for each different case of network deployment. A router would be segmented, effectively, from other parts of the network using the SLAP. In the references of 11-18-1032r2, the third reference, says uniqueness of local addresses typically does not need to extend beyond a router.

· Bob: I do not disagree with this statement. But I don't agree it’s a valid argument. These responses are not sufficient for me to resolve the problem of duplicate addressing.
· Dan: I think point 2, items b-c are intimately related in that the administrator needs to make an affirmative statement of some sort. So either everyone who connects to this 802.11 network needs to get connected with this policy that I have dictated. In this case the administrator will provide SLAP indicators to the devices being provisioned. But if the administrator opens an 802.11 network under the provision that the network is open for all commerce, that also is an affirmative statement. If he makes that affirmative statement, then he acknowledges he has no control over the addressing and he won’t bridge that traffic on to another LAN segment. So, in either case the administrator is doing his job, and ensuring that there is no conflict possible. Now whether this is typically done with a router or not, the fact of the matter is that if the administrator is doing his job and following the RAC recommendations for how to manage his address space, he won’t be bridging traffic on to a SLAP networks where the addressing is not under his control.
· Geoff Thompson: I'll agree with both Dan and Bob, that before you use local addresses you need to ensure that the address space that you have is isolated from other people who might want to do local addressing. Consider the legacy situation in wired networks. You have an isolated wired network and another network which is not physically isolated but logically isolated and is ringed with routers, and that provides address isolation. This network doesn't have a requirement for global uniqueness but for local uniqueness, and the easiest way to ensure that is to have only one administrator. You can try to split that up between several administrators and that's what 802c (SLAP) does. But you don't control how many people are trying to be an address administrator. 

· Dan: But you have to make an affirmative statement to make such a situation. That doesn't happen organically. 

· Geoff Thompson: But how will you keep someone else from using the same airspace? I know how to keep someone from using the same wired network, but what about the same airspace?
· At this point, we are out of time.

· Yunsong handed the meeting back to Stephen for discussion of the next step.

· Stephen pointed out there is no TGaq meeting scheduled before the RevCom meeting on June 12th.

· Mike requests to extend the meeting by a few minutes.

· Stephen ask if there is any objection to extending the meeting to 1:10 pm ET? 

· None.
· Stephen: who remains in the queue?
· Dorothy: Geoff has finished his comment. Mike is the next in the queue.

· Mike: An 802.11 network is different from 802.3 in that they are managed by different types of frames. There's a combination of management frames that are sent post-association, they're not only based on MAC addresses but also on BSSIDs, and other parameters. So, even though two networks may be operated on the same channel, the traffic is essentially segmented by other things. The management frames are filtered out by the AP, so that they are not sent onto the wired network.

· Bob: [Point] 6 [item] a and [point] 8 [item] a [in 1032r2] have an error. The RA guidelines indicate that CIDs are not *globally* unique, but they could be unique. 802c does not say that a random address shall be generated in the AAC, but "random for example". That is insufficiently precise. 

· Dorothy: I'm open to ideas about how to continue the discussion. We could informally set up a meeting to discuss further comments, but as an official BRC, we're out of time to discuss more on this document.
· Stephen: Ok, we're at the agreed end of the call. Thank you everyone!
7. Next Steps

8. Any other Business (AoB)

9. Adjourn at 1:09 pm ET without objections.
Abstract


Minutes of TGaq teleconferences held on:  


R0: May 25th, 2018.


R1: add the statement “TGaq is acting as Ballot Resolution Committee (BRC) for the P802.11aq sponsor ballot.” in item 2.


R2: June 1st, 2018.
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