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Abstract

Minutes of the 802.11f meetings in Dallas Texas January 21-25, 2002.

Monday  January 21, 2002 TGf Mtg:

10:50  call to order

Jon Rosdahl was asked to act as secretary for the week.

Motion to approve minutes from Nov. 

Moved: Bob O., 2nd Jon R.

Vote: 4,0,0

Review Goals.

Agenda for Jan. 2002.

Review an E-mail that was sent out that failed to get delivered.

It explains the state of TGf and what we hope to achieve this week.

Reviewed proposed agenda

Call for new items of business,

    Jon Rosdahl asked for Secretary position be formalized retro to Nov 2001.

    Robert Moskowitz. informed us that while he had a new proposal, but had lost it due to hardware failure.  He will try to get the proposal rewritten, and would like time on agenda.

For the TGi joint meeting, they are looking at talking to TGf about what we are doing.  Some in the group believe that the TGi is looking at how TGf is managing the security between APs, Robert told the TGi group that if they wanted to do security in TGf then they would need to attend the f mtg

Motion: Moved to adopt agenda as proposed

   Moved: Richard Paine

    Second: Leo Monteban 

Vote:4,0,0

Jon volunteers to be committed to be Sec permanently.

      Move to elect Jon Rosdahl as TGf Secretary.


Moved: Richard P.


2nd: Leo Monteban


vote: 4,0,0

The document “LB29 Editoral Comments to process in Jan 2002 “was displayed for discussion.

    Comments in Red were comments that were not accepted without question.  Editor has noted that the requested change was not made, and that the TG should look at these comments further.  These disposition are suggested. (usually to make no change.)

     Yellow and empty were comments that the editor was not able to change prior to this meeting.

Moved: Motion to approve Editor’s editorial changes incorporated in proposed draft 2.2

   
Moved: Richard P


2nd: Jon


Vote: 3,0,1

Comment Number 

18: This was resolved by the inclusion of TCP for the timeout and retry behavior for the protocol.

474 & 707: We did TGf portion in Nov.: decided to secure TFG Msgs. Rest of comment is declined as this maybe an TGi issue.

271: declined comment, as no chart was created. Vote: unam.

This was all the Technical comments that the Editor worked on since the Nov. Mtg.

Motion:  adopt 2.2 as TGf draft as draft 2.2

Moved:   Richard P. 2nd Monteban

Vote: unam

Recessed for Lunch 11:50am

Monday, Jan 21 Afternoon Session:

Called to order 1:08pm 

Roll was passed :

Dave Bagby, Bob O’Hara, Jon Rosdahl, Sherry Johnson, JawYih (joe) Wang, Richard H. Paine, Shyhtsun Feliz Wu, Bala Balachander, Sandeep Singhal, Jagannatha Venkatesh L., Leo Monteban, Spencer Stephens, Robert Moskowitz.

Return to the point we left off at in processing last Nov.

Line 666 was the last one completed in the minutes.

The next one to processes is line 672. the others were completed in earlier dispostion processing.

Line 672 comment #610: decline, The field is there to keep word alignment.

Line 673 comment #688: resolved by selecting TCP for transport.

Line 674, comment #65: add to security group of comments.

Line 676, comment #47: declined preserved for larger MAC addresses.

Discussion of how much value is there in having the flexibility in listing the size of the MAC addresses.

Line 677, comment #215: accepted.

Line 678, comment #263:

Line 679, comment #508: 

Line 681,

Line 682,

     The paragraph needed to have a sentence to indicate where the sequence number is used.

Line 680, Comment #518: declined by decisions from Nov.

Line 686, Comment #611: comment moot, field is no longer reserved.  Declined.

Line 684, Comment #689: resolved by adoption of TCP for MSG (Nov. Decision), See revised draft for next round.

Line 685, Comment #: accepted.

Line 686, Comment #337: declined, section referenced doesn’t exist.

Line 687, Comment #138: This possibility doesn’t exist, see comment #8.


Discussion on looking for what the resolution was for similar comment.

Line 688, Comment #139:  Issue resolved in proposed draft 2.2

Line 689, Comment #143:  references are correct, but the spelling is incorrect. This has been corrected in proposed draft 2.3. Accepted.

Line 690, Comment #141: The request is what may timeout, which generates the confirm.  The comment is declined.

Line 691, Comment #142: See clause 6.4 – Case sensitivity issue. Corrected.

Linen 692, Comment #  :See Line 690 for resolution.

Line 693, Comment #468: Declined: Can’t say “shall” in a recommended practice.  The draft follows IEEE language guidelines.

Line 694, Comment #469: Declined, World Hunger is not part of our PAR.  A PAR has been defined with a prescribed scope.

Line 695, Comment #544: Declined. The subject commented on is not recognized by the TGf group – a submission to elaborate would be required before the TGf could consder the topic further.

Line 696, Comment #619: resolved by motion in Nov. 2001 Mtg. 

Line 697, Comment #17: resolved, it was added as part of 2.2 from Nov. Decision.


Review the file that was submitted for changes to MIB.

Line 698, Comment #449: resolved in v2.2.

Line 699, Comment #19

Line 700, Comment #20: corrected wording in v2.3.

Line 701, Comment #22: accepted, but the referred file cannot be found.

Line 702, Comment #23: Accepted.

Line 703, Comment #264

Line 704, Comment #509

Line 705, Comment #604: The format and context of the context block is to be defined by the 802.11 standards that will use this.  As this is not adopted yet, there is not acceptable response.  no published doc can be referenced as they will not exist until after TGf is done.  The real question is who defines context Block Contents.  That is the 802.11 MAC specs as updated by TGe and/or TGi and/or future MAC revisions.

Line 706, Comment # 50

Line 708, Comment #421: 

             Action Item: Robert M. to look for the actual value.

Line 707, Comment #52: Accepted, section removed.

Line 710, Comment #25: State machines are not required for the publication of an Recommended Practice.  If a state machine submission was received, it would be considered – the commenter is invited to submit such a paper. 

Discussion of what one value of having a state machine would be.

Line 711, Comment 53:  TGf is not handling QOS or other specific requirements from TGe or TGi, instead a general mechanishm for state xfer between APs has been defined.  It is believed that this is sufficient for QOS to the extent that it has been defined and published by TGe as the LB.  Also no recommended change is requested and so comment is accepted, the change requested is accepted.

Line 712, Comment 131:  Accepted,  TCP has been specified for certain transactions, and it is believed that SLP is a suitable discovery protocol.

Line 713, Comment 332: declined, See decisions in Nov regarding Sequence numbers.  See Nov. Minutes.

Line 714, Comment 410:

Line 715, Comment 411: Comment: for the case sited, TCP has replaced UDP resolving the issue. 

Line 716, Comment 412: comment not understood, no change requested and none made.

TGf Recessed 2:58 pm

Tuesday Morning Jan 22,2002 

After spending 40 minutes getting moved back and forth from one room back to the originally planned room, the meeting starterd at 7:40

Line 717, Comment #422: The MIB entries recommended by TGf are intended to be a portion of an AP implementation, and would be read by whatever mechanisms are in the AP to access it’s MIB.

Line 718, Comment 471

Line 723 Comment 704: TGi is not chartered to solve all 802.11 security issues, only 802.11 MAC security issues, Therefore referring the work requested to TGi is inappropriate.  Regarding the referred issues, the TGf group is working those that it believes are required, if more is needed, the commenter is requested to explain that to TGf in detail via a submission.

Line 719, Comment 536: The comment is declined.  The group Long ago decided that it was not going to specify IAPP for Layer 2 ( no interest was expressed in the L2 Approach), Hence the spec of use of 802.3 and bridges was declined.

Line 720, Comment546:  The scope clause in the draft goes beyond the scope allowed by the TGf PAR.  The scope in the draft will be corrected to match that of the PAR.  The Draft contents already reflect the more limited scope of the PAR.  

Line 721, Comment 699: declined, removing the context mechanism would be in conflict with several other comments which requested it.  The comment is declined.

Line 722, Comment 700: Declined, Please see mtg minutes from Nov. 2001.

Line 724, Comment 711: Comment does not point out any problem and asks for no changes, so no changes were made as a result of the comment.

Line 725 Comment #256

Line 726 Comment #501

Line 727 Comment #596:  The IAPP does not deal with the delivery of wireless client MSDUs, only the communications between APs that enable this delivery.

Line 728 Comment 78: declined, see disposition of comment # 71.

Line 729 Comment 349: this comment is editorial, not technical.  It is declined to change the document title which is specified in the PAR.

Line 730 Comment #524: The text referenced was deleted in response to other comments so this comment is moot.  Please see revised TGf draft2.2 or later.

Line 731 Comment #532:  The group decided that the IAPP refresh was no longer necessary.  The SLP service will take care of the IAPP refresh, so the MIB entry to drive this was deleted.  Comment Accepted.

   Discussion on this comment, the origination for the MIB value was prior to the advent of the use of SLP, but there is not a concensus of the need for this value at this time.  Introducing the value in the MIB is not appropriate.  The room was polled to ensure agreement and alive.

Line 732 Comment #89:  

   After doing a search for the location of the comment, as the comment location was missing, the comment was accepted. It was in section 1.3.

Dave’s PowerPoint just notified the group of an error, and there is a need to restart the powerpoint, but we decided to not restart the meeting. (
All the Comments have been reviewed at least once, and most have been resolved.

Comments 706, 708, 709 were assigned to Robert,  He had John Vollbrecht look at number 706 & 708. 

For 706, and 708 we can create our own numbering assignment for the AAA.  So for our assignment, we would start with 1 for RADIUS, and as each new protocol was supported, a new number would be added.  

Line 706 Comment  50

Line 708 Comment 421: TBD has been corrected.

Bob needs a doodling moment while Jon gets the comment number for 706 and 708….50 and 421.

Dave informed the group that immediately after the break, we will be creating the text to resolve the outstanding issues.  Robert has a presentation to present after the break, although the detail of the protocol between IAPP and the registration is not completed.  He does have a doc number to place on the Server. 

Venus is currently unavailable.  Dave to check on the Venus Server during the break.

Line 709 Comment 24: The Recommended Practice does not “add an APME”.  It calls an entity in an AP by the name of APME.  This entity is typically the operationg program of the AP and includes the control functions of the AP.  The interface to this entity by the IAPP protocol is defined in the TGf document.

Discusion , Dave projected the draft on the screen to show where the APME was described,   The APME is an external function……. So line 709 was approved to resolve with the comment listed.

The question of what is the logistics of the long term for this group…

We have to get a WG ballot, and a recirculation ballot, then a Sponsor Ballot, and we end at the end of the Year.

Attendees for this morning: Jon Rosdahl, Spencer Stephens, John Vollbrecht, Sherry Johnson, Bob Moskowitz, Richard Paine, Joe Wang, Fanny Milinarsky, David Lucia, Bob Ohara, Dave Bagby.

Break time!!! (    recess at 8:55.  Will start with Robert’s paper when we reconvene.

Mtg Resumed: 10:35 AM.  

Paper from Robert Moskowitz, Doc Number originally 01-564r0-f, but will get a new number later today.

Proposal for a method to construct and operata a Secure Ess.


Roll of Registry



Maintain record of all APs



Manage Security relations



Registry Configured



Registry Provisions of the AP


AP Installation



Information needed by AP



Information Sources




Machine, DHCP, Registry, Direct Input


AP Registration – Boot process



Creating Entry



IP address is potential different on each boot of the AP, so we provide for that.



AP Name and Registry Token



Registry pushes to the AP the IAPP security suite info


Station Roam Operations



Station gives AP old BSSID



AP sends IAPP to old AP in ESP and SA (within IPSec Terms)

Note, that the use of IPSec is not as limiting as some may think, this proposal handles the issue of scaling specifrcally 



If AP queries Registry of BSSID and gets info…….



AP sends IAPP traffic to old AP 

If we tell the Registry that the AP has gone, then we need to suggest the appropriate action for the registry to do.


If old AP has knowledge of new AP, then AP gets either good or bad response from Registry


Note: Different IAPP ESP keys and SPIs are used for each direction (Typicall IPSec operation.)


State Maintenance



Registry Maintains state with All APs across Boots



If AP Reboots, it creates new state with the Registry


This caused a discussion to ensue, The agreement was that once the Registry goes down, is this an event that requires a complete restating of the registry or can we keep the session information across the boot of the registry.  In the case of a roam to an AP that is not authenticated with the Registry, then the Registry forces the authentication of the new AP.  This is the same case as if the registry has had to reset at reboot.  

Bob will change the longevity of the Registry data to reset at the rebooting/reseting of the Registry.

The AP needs to rekey with the Registry, creating a new session key at period N or almost 2^32 ESP frames from any AP to registry.


AP State Caching


APs only need to have knowledge of “near-by” APs (meaning that a STA roamed to me from the old AP)


APs can age cached information

Discusion of Roaming and what credentials are needed for what, and do we allow different mechanisms?

………

How do we allow for upgrading the security support and the policies for the APs that are old?

The registry manages the cipher-suite for pairing the APs to supported levels of support.  The manager may set the security policy to minimum of security allowed.

In practice, the VPN security dials are either on very hard or on very light.

Discussion of what do we need to put into the Recommended Practice.  Do we tell other sub groups how to access the registry, and do we want to get into the business of defining this level.  Adding text to Annex B we can tell others what “Could” be in the registry.  The TGi and TGe are wanting to have the information defined for them, and then they want to make the change to what they want that they have not defined yet.

Registry Data Strucutures



Permanent AP Info




AP Name (BSSID)


IAPP Session Info




Other AP Name




Date./Time setup



SA – SPI, Key, Sent to AP (Boolean)

General Conclusions:



A Wireless Phone Model  works for setting up Registry and APs



Registry is critical to creating the ESS



APs initiate most communication with the Registry

Complexity of Registry Tracking AP-AP removes greater complexity of APs learning about rekeying

Need to define Registry/AP communication protocol

We will try to restart at 1pm sharp. And we need to determine whether this is the way we would like to proceed with this security exchange mechanism

Recess for lunch 11:59 am

Tuesday Jan 22, TGf, Afternoon, 

Mtg Resumes 1:04 pm

Attendance: Dave Bagby, Bob O’Hara, Jon Rosdahl, Robert Moskowitz, John Vollbrecht, Jaw-Yih (Joe) Wang, Spencer Stephens, Naotaka Maruyama, Toshikuni Osogoe, Shyhtsun Felix Wu, Joe Sensendort, Robert Kanark, Brian Agee, Sherry Johnson, Mike Moreton, Jagannatha Venkatesha. L.

We need to identify the topics for the text that needs to be written to resolve the final issues.

Sequence number – Yellow colored blocks

Context Block – Tan

Editor yet to complete – Pink

 Security – Blue

Lines to go back to: 616,

Review of ToDo List from  Nov: 


Add tesxt to implement secure AP to AP stuff (Robert M’s )


Context Block – Leave as is, (Size Limit)


Add text to desc seq # usage


Resolve: 616 – which is open. RE SLP.

Reviewed comments from Nov for Sequence numbers

Question if we remove SLP and replace it with COPS, then do we remove one less known protocol for one that is even more unknown?  If RADIUS would be sufficient, then we may have a more welcome reception to the proposal.

In order to use RADIUS, the AP would need to be a RADIUS client with a secret.  

Dicussion of RADIUS plus’s and minus’.

Returning to Bob M. ‘s presentation, looking at exactly what would we be storing for TGe and TGi?  Bob M. States that only Homogenity for the devices provides that both AP’s would be able to translate the blob.

Somehow we need to allow a station to roam such that it didn’t need to re-authenticate every time.

IF north half of a building is using Security A, and if the South side is using B, the I can roam without any problem in the north or the south, but I may have to re-authentic and change the security method I am using to move from North to south or visa-versa.

We are concerned with the storage of variables for other sub-groups in a Recommened practice.

Proposed work plan….

      Generate draft 2.3

            2.2+ that bob has as of Tu at 13:30

            Add Context Block Text

            Add Seq # Discussion


Done by 4 pm Tuesday

      In Parallel

 
In Sec Gang investigates the following:



RM Proposal (Minimum)




W/o push




Able to do via RADIUS




W/O e/i 
registry storage issue



Report back at 4 pm


If Security Group says Thumbs up…



Take 2.3, Add sec Text, create 2.4, review, adopt as TG Draft.

No objection to following the proposed plan.

The security group left the room: 

The remaining folks looked at the the context block issue, the only open issue was the size limit, but as the group unamimously left the size there.

Taking the results from the Nov. Minutes, Bob will take that text and merge it witth what we have done so far this week, and then get the new draft for us to look at as soon as possible.

Recess mtg 2:03 – will return at 3:30pm

Tuesday Late Afternoon: Reconvened 4:00pm

    Reviewed AD-Hoc group notes, and agreed to proceed with Robert’s documented proposal 01-564r0-f.

     The group determined that the text proposed needed to be added.

   Recessed to allow editors to work on doc.

   Recess 5:15

Wednesday Morning  Convened: 9:05pm

Report from Bob on editing 


Have added the text as instructed, there are some details of the Security details that need to be completed, and some general cleanup toward the SLP to RADIUS replacement.  Question on whether there is a copy that all could look at. Copy of work in progress would be made to the group for a preview.

Rob M. concern with creating protection for the add message.

  How important is it to do that message.  After you get an Associate you are supposed to do an ADD, the reason is to account for STA that fail to do the Re-Associate correctly, or if it is the first associate.  The ADD Message  then allows any old APs get the info needed to clean-up.  The L2 packet is to allow bridges to update their routing tables.

These 802.2 frames are XID frames that are used to allow the hardware to update to the location of the roaming STA.

If we send the ADD message to the Global broadcast address, then If broadcast/multicast packet routing is on, the a better chance to contact all the APs in the ESS.

It is complex to protect ADD message with RADIUS, is it really important to have this message secure?

If we have to secure it, then to change the key, you have to restart the ESS each time.

Would our group make better progress to just leave it open, and go to letter ballot and address it only if necessary.

Robert said that because we cann’t prevent the replay attack.

Don’t proceed with protecting the broadcast messages for now, and let’s make progress for what we can.

Leaving the group some time to work on the text, the time to have the full group to come back.

A copy of the preview was made available on both Venus and Venus2 in the TGf Temp areas.

The chair is planning on telling the plenary that we will have a draft for letter ballot out of this week’s mtg.

Security tesxt group is flying out on Thursday.

Review of the schedule, plan for completing on Thursday Morning.

Robert is appointed as keeper of projector. Editors will be working close to this general area.

Those attending this morning was Dave Bagby, Jon Rosdahl, Bob O’Hara, Robert Moskowitz, Sandeep Singhal, Mark Klerger, Justin McCann, John Vollbrecht, Spencer Stephens, Sherry Johnson, Jagannatha Vernkatesha, Mike Moreton, Shyhtsun Felix Wu, Kit Youg.

Recess to 3:30 pm at 9:30.

Wednesday Afternoon Meeting Resumed: 3:40pm

Attendance was taken: Dave Bagby, Bob O’Hara, Jon Rosdahl, Bernard Aboba, David B. Nelson, Justin McCann, Sandeep Singhal, Robert Moskowitz, John Vollbrecht, Bala Balachander, Jagannatha Venkatesha, Sherry Johnson, and Spencer Stephens.

The proposed draft was projected and the group started to walk through concerns that were identified, and the machine crashed.

From Wednesday AM, we had good progress.  We Need to get IEEE vendor ID so can get UIDs assigned. We need to indentify if we need new numbers or just use .5 numbers.

Bob reported that all the editorials that the editor choose to do are complete.

Another pass through the comment file to ensure that we didn’t miss any comments was made.

The following comments are addressed in the Security edits:

Lines 368, 369, 531, 541, 542, 616, 635, 636, 637, 638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 674

Comments resolved please see new version.

Revsion 8 of the comments resolution file is the completed resolution file.

We have now completed the letter ballot processing file.

01-522 is the document number.

We have a little text to write in 5.4.  We need to allow each to look it over.

We will ask TGf to officially adopt the draft on Thursday AM, and then posted on Venus prior to the Joint TGi mtg.

Is the MOVE.Request location in 5.4 or in some other section.  

Comment that  we may need to add a primitive to allow the Access Point to get the Security Context from the RADIUS server.  Need something in Section 4 that addresses how to get the Security???? No, it is not needed there, but it is in the section 5.4.  

Request for an overview, but it was pointed out that Clause 1 is just that.

Looked at the location of the diagram, and the contents of 5.4.

Jessie entered the room, and the meeting separated into small groups for a moment.

Back to the center of the mtg.

The current editing is being done on the screen. 

The 5.4 discussion continues….

This is only for the MOVE operation.

There are RADIUS operation section and Authenticaiton section, and then 5.4 Tells of Secure Operation of IAPP, but if we remove 5.3 and have 5.4 be an IAPP interaction section.

5.4 is AP to AP, and then under 5.4, you have the description of MOVE and ADD and then point out what is open and what is secure.

Looking for help in getting the text for the section.  Use John V.’s picture just in front of 5.1.

Justin McCann will help with one of the paragraph’s.

The picture was there.

Robert M will do the 5.4.1 Move, and how to process the BSSID security Blob……

The format of the blob has been given.

Question why do the ADD, if it is not secure?  Because the ADD.Notifiy is necessated, but as there isn’t a lot of text needed for section 5.4.2 ADD.  

Separate for editing again.  Each to review the doc preview.

Text for integration will happen later tonight, but it is not a huge change from 2.3b.  a 2.3c will be available in the morning, and if we can get some agreement, then we will look to adopt in the morning.

We will start at 8 am in the morning as we only have 2 hours then.  All Text generating needs to be done tonight.

An ad-hoc group will meet at Robert M’s room for some final editing. (some one is to bring the Beer).

Meeting officially recessed: 5:30

Thursday, Jan 24th ,Morning Mtg

Convene at 7:05

Attendance for This morning: Dave Bagby, Bob O’Hara, Jon Rosdahl, Robert Moskowitz, John Vollbrecht, Justin McCann, Sandeep Singhal, Spencer Stephens, John Balian, Mark Kleker, Bala Balachander, Jagannatha Venkatesha, Sherry Johnson.

NEWS items from Chairs mtg for Closing Plenary:

TGi is planning on Letter Ballot, but TGe is also planning on Letter Ballot, but because they are not responding to the comments, and that Letter Ballot is supposed to be Technecally complete prior to sending to Letter Ballot.

TGe says that the SDL work is awaiting for features to stabalize.  If TGe is not allowed to go, then how can TGi go to letter ballot if they don’t have it done also.  The plenary is going to ask for membership votes to send things to Letter Ballot. Each member should watch the server for proposed drafts to be able to make informed decisions.

Currently in Information Element is 2 bytes, but if you extend it to 4 bytes….as we are not in the business to transfer propriety context.

There is a new revision on Venus2. for review.

The final version will need to be posted by 9:30 to make the 4 hour rule.

Inorder to give some more discussion time, we need it sooner. We had planned on voting on this this morning, but we need to work on the getting the 3.0 ready now.

Robert has some items that may be used as his response to the letter ballot.  The question is do you have to have this?  One of the items is in response to a possible attack.  There are 3 security blocks, there is lack of clarity on use of RADIUS password usage, 2 are not authenticated. Dave instructed Robert to craft the text for consideration.

Review of the Schedule for the remaining hours of today was done.

Group worked in small groups to review the posted preview version and prepare the final textual corrections.

After the group worked out the final details, Bob edited the doc while projecting the text for all to observe, and then at 9:39 AM, the version of the draft was placed on Venus 2, and a call made to Harry W. to place it officially on IEEE server, a message was left.  The version placed out was 2.4 which has the change bars from 2.0, and version 3.0 if accepted will get posted.

Version 3.0 was posted to the To_Doc_Keeper at 9:49, and another call to Harry W. was placed.  This time Harry was able to answer.  He is in the process of moving it to Venus.

A call from Harry was received at 9:54am telling us it was posted.

MOTION: To adopt 802.11f-D2.4 ( Change bars relative to v2.0) and 802.11f-D3 (with all 2.4 change bars accepted).

Moved: Robert M.  2nd:Bob O.

Discussion: 

Motion: Moved to postpone to Thursday 1/24 at 14:00 CST (to satisfy doc posting time rules).

Moved: Jon R. 2Nd : Robert M.

Vote: Unam.

Call from Harry to tell us that the image is now on both Venus and Venus2.  

Request to ask that all return for the vote at 2pm

THANKS to All for help

Recess until the Joint TGi/TGf mtg at 10:30, we will reconvene at 1 in this room later.

Recesses at 9:59am

Thursday, 24 January 2002, 10:34am Joint Mtg with TGi: 

Joint Mtg with TGi has official minutes being taken by TGi Secretary Frank Ciotti.

Thursday, 24 January 2002, Afternoon Session:

Meeting called to order 1:12pm.

Attendance Credit is to be given to the following people for their efforts in the 2 late night evening sessions:  Bob O’Hara, John Volbrecht, Robert Moskowitz, and Justin McCann.

Attendance to this mtg: Dave Bagby, Bob O’Hara, Jon Rosdahl, Sandeep Singhal, Joe (Jaw-Yih) Wang, Osogoe, Toshikani, Jim Hobza, Shyhtsun Felix Wu, David Kline, Bob O’Hara 

Review proposed TGf Chair Report to Plenary

Motion to Recess until 1:50 passed unam.

Mtg Called to order  at 1:57

Attendance was verified to be the same folks as listed earlier plus  Ho-In Jeon.

We waited until the 2:00pm to vote on the following Motion.

Motion  

Move to adopt 802.11f-D2.4 (change bars relative to D2.0) and 802.11f-D3 (all 2.4 changes accepted)

Vote: unam.

Motion: 

Whereas Draft 3.0 contains the adopted resolutions to all comments received from LB 29 (as published in 01/522R8);

TGf moves to conduct a working group letter ballot to forward the 802.11f-D3 to sponsor ballot.  Ballot is requested to complete before start of March 2002.

Moved: Bob O’Hara, 2nd Jon Rosdahl,

 Vote: Unam

Shyhtsun, would like to have discussed the proposal in detail with Robert M.  He also had a question on the lifetime of this Recommended Practice.

No other business or announcements.

Meeting adjourned 2:07pm
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