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Abstract
During the TGme November 2022 Plenary meetings CID 3079 was discussed, the need for this definition was questioned as if the uses of Self-protected Action frame only refers to a particular frame defined in clause 9, there is no need for a definition, if it refers to a type of frame it may need a definitions.  This contribution attempts to resolve this issue.



 
Comment

	CID
	P.L
	C
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	3079
	230.12
	3.2
	The text that follows "self-protected action frame" is not a definition.
	Revise definition to be "Action frames where the protocols that use the frames are responsible
for determining whether to protect these frames and for providing this protection when needed."
	Revise:
Delete the definition for “self-protected action frame”.  



Background

[bookmark: _Toc111046991]The summary of discussion from 11-20/1712r0 (Minutes for REVme 2022 November Plenary): 
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The term “Self-protected Action frame” and “Self-protected Action frames” occurs at the following locations:

30.52 – in the table of contents
230.12 – the definition (the focus of CID 3079 (two instances)
734.51 – in Table 9-71 – “The MIC element is present in a Self-protected Action frame if a (#1900)shared PMK exists between the sender and recipient of this frame; otherwise not present.”
734.54 – in Table 9-71 -  ‘ “The Authenticated Mesh Peering Exchange element is present in a Self-protected Action frame if (#125)a (#1900)shared PMK exists between the sender and recipient of this frame; otherwise not
present.”
1643.15 – the clause 9.6.15 title “ 9.6.15 Self-protected Action frame details”
1643.20 – text in clause 9.6.15.1 
1643.26 – text in clause 9.6.15.1
1643.29 - text in clause 9.6.15.1
1642.34 - text in clause 9.6.15.1
1642.42 - text in clause 9.6.15.1
1644.1 – text in a “Note” in 9.5.15.1 

The term “Self-protected Action frame” is only used in clause 9 and a complete “definition” is provided in clause 9.6.15.1.  It should be noted that there are several types of Self-protected Action frames (e.g. Mesh Peering Open, Mesh Peering Confirm, Mesh Peering Closed, …), however the frame type does not appear outside of clause 9.  Therefore, there is no need for a definition of the term in clause 3.2.
Proposed Resolution 

Delete the definition in clause 3.2 for Self-protected Action frame
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482 CID3079 (GEN)
4.82.1 Review comment
4822 Review previous discussions yesterday
4823 This was discussed twice yesterday
4.82.4 Based on searching for this in the Draf, this appears to be 2 frame name,
Ifitis a frame name (only), then it doesn't need to have a definition.

4825 The issue being raised is whether the description should be plural format,
o singular

4.82.6 Self-protected Action frames is a category of frames, not a single frame
type. Nonetheless, it might still be the case that we don't need 2
definition in clause 3

4827 Searched through the Draft for occurrences. — 13 instances.

4.82.8 Ts this category of frames special, in some way that would justify a
definition.

4.82.9 Things like Protected Dual of Public Action frames are special, and a
definition makes sense. But I don't think so in this case.

4.82.10 Disagree - since these "Protected" frames might not be protected. that is
worth calling out in 2 definition.

4.8.2.11 Set to "More work required”,

4.82.12 Assign to Joseph

4.8.2.13 Bring back at REVme AdHoc December.




