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Abstract

IEEE 802.11 Plenary Session minutes for TGf meeting in DFW  March 2003.

1. Meeting called to order at 1:05 pm

2. Welcome from Dave Bagby.

3. Agenda

a. Called to order

b. Adopt agenda

c. Admin stuff

d. Review Status/goals & RC2 results

e. RC2 Ballot Comment response

f. Look at new business

g. Adjourn

4. Motion to adopt agenda: Moved: Bob O. 2nd Richard Paine Vote: unanimous

5. Matters from the minutes from Sept’s minutes

a. No matters arose from the minutes

b. Moved to accept the minutes from Jan, 

i. Moved: Tim O. 2nd Rchard P.

c. Vote: unanimous

6. Goals and status for March 2003

a. 11-03-166r0-F-TGf original comments.

b. Official Ballot Summary

i. 73 Eligible people in the Sponsor Ballot Pool

57 affirmative

2 negative

4 abstentions

59 votes received = 86% returned, 6% abstention

ii. The 75% affirmation requirement is being met.

57 affirmative votes

2 negative

59 votes = 96% affirmative

7. Ballot Results Review

a. 0 new no votes as of the end of Jan, but after RC2, we now have 2 new no’s, and 4 comments.

8. Comment Processing:

a. ID 109: Band network management health messaging.

i. Response: Comment is beyond the scope of the recirculation ballot, as it does not refer to text that changed for RC2 or text that was affected by text that changed.

ii. Moved: Jon R.  2nd Peter E, Vote: Unanimous

b. ID 110: Patent Claims between RC1 and RC2

i. Comment requests that patents are evaluated to their impact on the Task Group.

ii. Patent information received from Agere and Nokia

iii. Agere has identified the patent numbers

iv. Nokia has not identified the patent numbers, but rather only that they have complied with patent policy.

v. Review of the patents was then done.

vi. Commenter requests to know the group’s position.

vii. IEEE-SA Patent Policy was read.

viii. Reviewed the list of companies who have submitted patent statements.

1. Agere, Nokia, Trapeze Networks, 

ix. Proposed Resolution:  The task group has considered the letters of assurance provided to the IEEE by Agere, Ericsson, and Trapeze Networks, meet with the IEEE requirements for letters of assurance and state that the companies are willing to license the technology involved per IEEE rules, and that this is sufficient to forward the TGf draft to RevCom for Publication. 

x. Moved to accept Proposed Resolution: Jon R. 2nd Bob M.  Vote: Unanimous

c. ID 107, 108: Mgt. MIB

i. Management MIB was removed requested to move it back.

ii. Look at the history of why were are here without the MIB, Jan the MIB was removed.  

iii. Look at a MIB compromise to resolve the comments.  Taking the previous MIB, and removing some of the contentious entries.  Concern over whether the MIB was properly formed as well.  Concern that the Signal Strength value if it comes from RSSI in the standard does not have a unit associated with.  Contention is that the existence of dBm measurements is reported, but it is not part of the standard.  

1. If a company reports that it is reporting dBm, but it is not in the standard.

2. Removed several items of contention 

3. Removed security control problem entries

iv. There are 3 choices: 1. Do nothing, leave as 5.0; RC2 proposal, Put Back RC1 Proposal.

1. Straw poll proposal: 1: 4  2:2  3:0 

2. Motion to Leave D5.0 as is: 

a. By Tim O, 2nd Peter E.

b. Discussion: Question asked Why.  The MIB parameters are either in error, wrong structure, or out of scope.  Adding it during the Recirculation time makes it a poor time to try to add it.  Some of the parameters cannot be derived from compliant systems.  Referring to the minutes is not adequate, but one of the members indicated that the ballot response had the indicated information.

i. Commenter is not sufficiently satisfied as a previous comment position was reversed in Jan, and no information was sent back to the original commenter on this specific comment.

ii. Look back at the Jan Comment database for response to the two comments that caused the MIB to be removed.  The official response was in the report, but the private notes were not displayed.  

iii. The history of why the MIB was added was repeated.  Comment in the first Sponsor ballot caused the MIB to be added.  Then a proposal was made to provide the MIB in 4.1.  There was a proposal for RRM that needed to have some information stored someplace, and then a way to allow other groups to hold data in the APs in MIBs.  The MIB was provided as a proposal to get a compromise to the Group.  The functional requirements that the original group had agreed on are not completely met without the MIB.  

iv. Some comment for the need for the MIB or that the MIB was out of scope seemed to cause more contention.  And a discussion on what is or is not in scope was then adverted.

v. The definition of a MIB should be done in a Standard not a Recommended practice was expressed.  

vi. The MIB definition is probably a good thing, but the location of where it is defined is the issue.  Also, the WG didn’t get a chance to see the MIB, but then any change after the draft goes to Sponsor ballot.

vii. Request to review the PAR was made. The commenter stated that the PAR is sufficient to agree that the MIB is not out of scope.

viii. Change proposed response to:

1. A good part of the Mgt MIB that was in D4.1 and removed for D5.0 was inappropriate as it involved parameters that can’t be implemented from 802.11 compliant systems. 

2. If we find that the MIB is desirable, but state that it should be in a standard rather than in a Recommended practice.

ix. Management is not in TGk, but rather just measurement.  Being able to ask about per station.  There were some counters and retries were repeated in some other groups.

x. Two issues: we think that the MIB should be done in a Standard, and the per Station info; also overlap with other TGs.

xi. Add three sentences:

1. The TG thinks that the functions of the Mgt MIB would be better accomplished in a standard doc rather than a recommended practice doc and that this would also be a better approach for per station info.

2. The Mgt MIB in D4.1 had some overlap with other chartered TGs(e.g. TGe, TGi) and TGF didn’t want to reintroduce conflict (This would have not been an issue with the suggested remedy from Comment 108, but would have been for comment 107 from RC2).

3. The TG declines the suggested remedy from 107.

3. No further discussion

4. Vote: 9,1,0  motion passes.

v. Comment was then posted for both comments.

d. Comment 108 and comment 107 are closed by the same action.

e. Comment Resolution Summary:

i. Accepted 0

ii. Declined: 4

iii. Total Comments: 4

iv. All comment resolutions are in Draft 6.0

1. Membership lists are the last item added.

2. Chair to provide just prior to submission to RevCom.

f. TGF Action 1:

i. Send Draft 6.0 to Recirc 3.

ii. Conditionally forward draft 6.0 

9. Recessed 3.00pm

10. Reconvene: 3:30pm

11. Prepare Slide for TGf Recirc #3.

12. IETF Liaison

a. Radius Attributes

i. Request to take the Radius attributes and put them into an IETF draft and request comments from the IETF on what we have done that.

ii. Issues: the TG and the WG doesn’t own the copyright

iii. 802.1x did it, but it was done in the IETF first, and doesn’t show us what it is.

iv. In our case, the portion of the RADIUS attributes our in the copyright document.

v. The reason for this is that the IETF wanted to comment on it.

vi. Question is where do comments get sent?  

vii. Formal comments would be submitted to the IEEE, and the WG would then get the proper response.

viii. The idea is to have the IETF members purchase and get the copy of the doc, and provide the comments to the group.

ix. The comments from Bernard are on the custom attributes that are in the Doc. Service type, username, and userpassword are the contentious attributes.  Due to how we are using the attributes.

x. Discussion on the appropriateness of even responding.

xi. Discussion on what the right response could be.

xii. Question on how to even get comments back to the TGf if needed.

xiii. Concern that the IEEE has the doc, and they should provide comment via the IEEE

xiv. Motion: 0) Send a communication via the 802.1 WG IETF liaison to the AAA IETF gro0up that they may review TGf doc if interested.

xv. 1) Ask if the IEEE will make TGf doc avail (for $) pre publication for IETF members.

xvi. 2) If IETF has comments, they should be submitted to IEEE as a formal request for interpretation by the 802.11 WG.

xvii. Moved: John V. 2nd Bob M.

xviii. Vote: 6, 1, 0 

13. Session output docs

a. 11-03-166R1-F-TGF Recirc 2 comment files

b. 11-03-165 are the minutes

c. TGf Draft 6.0 (no changes from 5.0 just no revision bars)

14. May Objectives: 

a. Do whatever is needed as a result of SB recirculation ballot 3.

b. Discussion on possible paths.

15. After the group adjourns, the chair requests help in creating the significant contributors list.

16. Meeting Adjourned: Moved: Jon R. 2nd Bob M.

Significant Contributions:

Tom T., Justin McCann, Bernard Aboba, Jon R. Richard P, 

Bob M, John Vollbrecht, David Bagby, Kevin Hayes, Liwen Wu, 

Bill Arbaugh, Butch Anton;
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