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Thursday, March 21, 2002

Attendance:

Bain

Allen

Gilb

Shvodian

Schrader

Heberling

Karaoguz

Called to order 12:10 PM EST

Regarding an interim in San Diego:  Gilb asked if we can get text done in time to avoid the meeting.  Clauses will be distributed this Friday.  Do we need to have the meeting and what would the agenda be.  No one really wanted the ad hoc meeting especially with the cost of the may trip.

Gilb will close the ad hoc meeting out tomorrow.   

Gilb asked about comment 56: bounding the time for association.  Was it sent to the reflector?  Thought it was fixed and will send it out again.  It may have not got into document 02/129.  It was forwarded to list for comment by email.

Delayed ACK - Shvodian is working on it still.  He thinks that delayed ACK request should get a response during the same GTS rather than the other guy's GTS.  You may want to do several during a GTS.  Sounds cleaner.  Gilb mentioned that the at the 1394 conference, it was mentioned that TGe dropped delayed ACK and was going to burst ACK.   There was a related discussion on fragmentation.

Async traffic:  Some folks at Intel want to handle it, but our needs were for low power approach to streams.  There is a trade off between these and Shvodian is working on a proposal.  Gilb is concerned that it is getting late for these changes.  Shvodian will work out a proposal that is low impact, and may combine it with power save instead of using the CAP.  He will focus on Delayed ACK and it will be posted to email, and discussed Tuesday.  02/100r5 will be the document.

Any other business?:

There were sponsor ballot questions and some discussion about TG1.

12:45PM Adjourned

Tuesday, March 26, 2002

Attendees:

Shvodian

Allen

Bain

Huang

Singer

Whyte

Bailey

Schrader

Heberling

Roberts

Sarallo

Welborn

Gilb

Alfvin

Struik

Rasor

Barr

Karaoguz

Minutes:

Re the Ad hoc meeting - James et al felt that we don't need the San Diego meeting.   Barr will send out a "meeting deferment" message and Alfvin modified the web site.   

Australia Schedule - briefly covered the contents of the AC call.   What do we need to schedule?  

Comment resolution.  Barr wants to leave some holes for activities like SG3a.  

Who is going to Australia?  Everyone on the call except Singer, that is: 17 people on this call. 

Who has not registered?  6 or 7 have not registered yet. 

Rasor will post the name of the hotel contact to the list. 

A quorum question came up:  P802.15 has 90 voters, 22 "nearlies".  We need 46 people for a quorum.

Gilb suggested we alternate holes.  Barr would also like to have more time for dinner. 

Karaoguz also wants to make sure we can survive the time zone by matching the work load.  

Barr to look at the schedule of LBs.  Can we move this up a few days because we need to leave for Sydney early.   

Update on security changes.  

Allen needs to get the minutes out.

James has not reassigned the clauses for changes yet. 

Security clause discussion followed.  There is a problem getting all of the mode one stuff done. 

Bailey has a document 02130 that is in Frame.  Bailey will add that part and give it to James and to Rasor. 

Bailey to look at assigning OIDs and to see if other numbering systems exist from a different external reference.  Allen to look at providing an IEEE office number to see if this already exist within the IEEE 

Allen brought up that 02/117r2 was not approved in St. Louis.  Rasor had comments to make that are still pending.  We agreed to let 02/117r2 stand and Barr will talk to Heile about a LB for approving the minutes.

Comment resolution:

Gilb took over and there was a discussion about document 02/100r5 

Delayed ACK is the topic. 

Gilb asked if we were going to use sequence numbers.  This was discussed a lot and we decided that it is not broken, but is not deliberate.  They may need to "punt" by default due to lack of better solutions. 

The part about what the target does in a replay and what it sends still needs to be written. 

02/129 there is a reference for text that does not exist yet.  Gilb asked for that text also.

The rest of the Delayed ACK discussion will be on Thursday.   It is in the MAY folder.

CTAs were briefly discussed.  

Comment database has been posted and all but 5 done.  It 02/055r13.zip is posted.

Has final assignments for final editing done?

Jeyhan has the clause and wanted to know what he has to do.  Alfvin and Gilb will be working on this.

There are no comments against 10 because it is a new clause. 

Gilb will send out the meeting notice.

12:00 PM EST  Adjourned by Barr.

Tuesday, April 02, 2002

Attendees:

Singer 

Bailey

Whyte

Lieman

Barr

Allen

Roberts

Shvodian

Sarallo 

Struik

Alfvin

Bain

Huang

Gilb

John Santhoff

Karaoguz

Rasor

Email Agenda:

- Comment resolution status - James

 - Document editing assignments - James

 - Agenda items for Sydney - John

 - New Business

 - Any Required Comment Resolution - James

11:06 AM EST - Called to order 

Comment resolutions.  Same 5 are open, two of which are TRs.  Bill and Jay sent out text which may close them.  We just have to discuss what he posted.  Inputs were received.

Gilb announced that he has asked Sarallo to pick up clause 6 after he gets the clause back from Heberling.  Gilb talked about the process:  take data base, sort by clause 02/055r13, make changes to clauses, if anything goes outside of their clause, tell the other author and send a note to Gilb.  All of the comments and resolutions are in the database.

Alfvin will look at adding a "done" field to the database.   Comments about how to manage or add xrefs in the text.  Same for figure numbers.   Changes which need to be made, who do they get exposed?  For editorials, don't bother; other substantive changes are done by email list.

Security is due the 5th and the rest is due the 12th.  The Re-circulation is due out on the 19th. 

Barr asked if the access control list is resolved.  Bailey said he has the task to include this in his clause update for the 12th. 

Security suite text will be clause 9, but remember that clauses have names, not numbers.  That being said, algorithms will be in 11 and the protocol will be in clause 10.   This might change.  This may add 110 new pages.

PICs are informative.  SDLs will be added when available.  When clauses are done, to make a change, they have to get the clause back.  Only one version of a frame file shall be active at a time.  

Two documents are not approved from St. Louis 02/117r2 and 02/122r0.  Barr will ask for a LB on these. 

An Intel guy asked Barr to" add stuff to the agenda".  Barr told him to send an email and he hasn’t responded yet.  It might be for Roberts' agenda (SG3a).

New business - No

Comment resolution:

Gilb asked Bain if he read his response.  Barr asked if more details and complexity was added for delay.  Bain said it adds a field but not command.  A discussion followed.  Agreements to the text were made and it was asked that every one comment on the text, and any problems with all the different modes that are possible (such as pseudo-static).  

Delayed ACK is in the 02/100 document that went out this morning from Shvodian.  It was discussed.  

Sequence and Fragment number usage was changed to avoid confusion with 802.11.  Odman and Heberling are working on more text for delayed ACK.  Alternatives were discussed.  To change fragment settings, you have to do another set up requests. 

There will be a call on Thursday.  Gilb will send this out.

There was a request for the milestone summary.   This [snip] is from document 02/127r7.

[snip]

 March Plenary

 Comment resolution

 Prepare for re-circulation

Between meetings - Letter Ballot re-circulation
 April 5th Security Text due.
 April 12th Circulate the new Draft D10
· Ad hoc announced for April 15th to 17th in San Diego. (Noon to 5 PM )

 April 19th - D11 released for 20-day re-circulation.
 Comment collection
 Comment resolution
· Sponsor ballot pool work

May 13-18th Interim Meeting,  Sydney, Australia. 
 If re-circulation passes:

 Initiate ExCom LB requesting Sponsor Ballot

 If re-circulation fails:

 Comment resolution

 Prepare for Re-circulation
 Update Project Plan.
 Prepare Excom for potential Sponsor Ballot before July meeting.

Between Meetings

Resolve comments and re-circulate.

July 8-12, 2002 Vancouver, BC Canada, Hyatt Regency, 802 Plenary Meeting. 

· D12 available before the meeting.

· Initiate Sponsor Ballot if not started before by LB.

· Party
Adjourned at 12:06 PM EST.

End of version "r0"

Thursday, April 04, 2002

Deim

Allen

Sarallo

Schrader

Barr

Heberling

Gilb

Shvodian

Alfvin

Bottoms

Brabenaic

Mangharam

Odman

Bain

Bailey

The agenda is simple

   - Roll call

   - Any other comments on 56, PNC responsiveness - Gilb

   - Delayed-ACK - Shvodian

   - Asynchronous traffic - Shvodian

   - New business

   - Adjourn

12:07 EST called to order by Gilb.

Comment 56 - no other comments on the email resolution.  The shalls shall be turned into shoulds.  Accepted. 

Discussion on Email response to 02/100r8:

We need to keep the Pad Octet field.  Odman wants to have same size headers without pads.  The reason for having it is in the draft.  It was agreed it was OK to keep.  

64 fragments - Gilb thinks this is just enough.  Shvodian thinks 256 is a high number, and thinks 64 is adequate and not too many.

Specifying the fragment number helps memory management.

Segmentation and delayed ACK, fragment number, length and PDU number were discussed in detail.  There was a long discussion on the fragment issues, packet orders and process.

Schrader does not full understand this emailed proposal vs. what was discussed in St. Louis and wants to re-read it.  

ACTION: Gilb will send out a summary of fragment numbers, methods and the advantages of each.

ACTION: Odman to send out the referenced on the other method to the list server.  

Barr is concerned about priority.   Why does a receiver need to know priority?  The target doesn't know priority.  Why is it there?  We couldn't figure it out on the call real-time, but we wanted to think about it.  

ACTION: Barr will send out an email questioning how priority is handled for general responses.  

It was originally a way for the PNC to know how to allow channel time.   

It would be nice to have priority field bits for reserve bits. 

Section 7.2.1.7 in comments to 02/100r8 were discussed in sequence.  

Is an unused SDU the next SDU or some other numbering systems?  Can we use a null frame?  We may need a rule that says zero data packets are not passed up the stack.   

ACTION: Odman suggested that we think of an easier method.  

Transmission sequence re-synchronizing is an issue.  We may let the transmitter give up and let the rcvr time out.   

ACTION: Gilb will send out a recommendation on changes, and need, that will solicit inputs from the team.  

Are there other comments on the delayed ACK proposal?  Schrader just wants to re-read it.  

Odman et al will try to better describe the SDU counter.   

Schrader said that we can also do other delayed ACK policies at upper layers.  Shvodian warned that TCP doesn’t like loosing frames, so that the practical side of implementation is to have this functionality in the MAC. 

Gilb repeated the action items from today and asked that the get done today. 

Gilb asked Shvodian if he would post document 02/100r9.  Yes.

Asynch Traffic:

This is a new item based on emails from Gilb.  Polling was discussed.  Barr asked if this needed to be in the MAC?  Shvodian thinks there needs to be some minimum capability in the MAC.  This became a replacement to CSMA.  How is the slot time measured if there are several messages within a slot?   

Brabenaic and Mangharam had comments about polling comments.  

There was open and directed polling - did we intend this frame format to be both or any frame?  It can be a directed frame that has an implied ACK, but he is not always sending the command frame.  Can any kind of frame be sent? Yes.     Seems like there are lots of open questions about this still.    Shvodian indicated that if we can't get this done on time, he might be OK with withdrawing it.

ACTION: Odman will look at what a destination list bit map might look like.

Odman proposes polling to handle async data and keep power management in mind.

New Business:

1:32 PM - We are out of time a new meeting will be held tomorrow at the same time.

End of Version "r1"

Friday, April 05, 2002

Shvodian (co-secretary)

Odman

Barr

Gilb

Schrader

Bain

Allen (co-secretary)

Alfvin

Bailey

Sarallo

Rahul Mangharan

The call chair will be James Gilb

The agenda will be:

   - Roll call

   - Delayed-ACK, ref 02/100r9


- Review action items


- Discuss new issues

   - Asynchronous traffic, ref 02/164r0

   - Polling for asynchronous traffic, ref 02/100r9

   - New business

   - Adjourn

12:08 PM EST - Called to order by Gilb 

Delayed ACK: James sent out suggestions for delayed ACK

Knut: Delayed ACK doesn't correspond to what was discussed yesterday

James: Yes it does

Knut 4 bit fragment number?

Bill: PDU number is not broken, but SDU number would be more efficient.

James: 7 bit fragment number

Knut: don't need more than modulo 512 for SDU number

James would prefer PDU number for bitmap ACK.  

9+7 or 10+6 #fragments 

James would prefer PDU number but can live with SDU number.  SDU number it is.    

Shvodian: length field use the pad field.  Suggest text.  Round up or other use.  Need exact text.  

James: sum of fragment number and PDU number is 16.  9+7 or 10+6.  James prefers 9+7.  Knut agrees.  

Transmission Resequence command:  James sent out modified text.  Allows transmitter to flush out receiver.  No objection.  

Note: Bill will check text to make sure that text in clause 8 for resync still applies.  Due Tuesday.

Delayed ACK resolved.  

Any new issues with delayed ACK.  NO.

Asynchronous Traffic

James and Knut did actions from yesterday.

Priority in the MAC header:  No opposition.  Priority field will be deleted.  Bill will add to document 02/100. and it will be posted for Monday. 

James: write better text for delayed ACK when there is not enough time left in the GTS slot.  Knut needs to post documents to the reflector.  

Reviewed comments from Knut's proposals in document 02/129.   

Odman thought there were a few problems with it.  It creates a large amount of overhead for every async frame.   Discussion and education followed.  The de-allocation is specified.  It is a combination of time and control.  

Odman is concerned about fair time allocation.  There was a discussion about how data rates are known by the system.  Odman would like to use the same time units for everything.

Bill concerned about managing 252 asynchronous destinations at once. Would require a asynchronous queue for each destination.  

It may be an issue that we don't have a way for the MAC to reject data from an upper layer because it could not handle due to implementation limitations.

Beacon 0 idea was previously suggested and rejected. Knut agreed to pull out beacon 0 idea. 

We will start with Gilb's document and make changes to that rather than accept a more complex recommendation.  Odman is concerned about locking out future needs such as polling and Gilb suggested he concentrate on putting the hooks in there and do the details later.  

We need text in an hour.  There will be a meeting Monday.  

ACTION: Shvodian has the action to rewrite the text for section 2.4 of 02/129r3 - ASAP due Sunday morning at the latest for the Monday meeting, 11 EDT  April 8th. 

Polling - Shvodian asked if it can be added later, and would like it added later and a letter indicating that it can be added later.  He would withdraw it if he could get this commitment.  Barr suggested that we do this under a maintenance PAR. This gets too be too much to do on such a short time and may have difficulty getting this into SG3A.  Barr doesn't think it's possible.  

Barr asked if we finished the MTS work.  Discussion followed.   If there are more functions needed for the MTS, Gilb requested the name get changed to avoid confusion. 

1:28 PM - Adjourned

End of "r2"

Monday, April 08, 2002

Attendees:

Odman

Gilb

Shvodian

Sarallo

Allen

Schrader

Bain

Gilb called the meeting to order at 11:08 AM EDT.

02/100r9 was discussed.  

Gilb will send out a mark up to Bill. 

Several detailed changes were discussed.  Valid field sizes were discussed. 

Schrader thinks that delayed ACK is overloaded.  It refers to a frame that is delayed ACK'ed and the ACK itself.  Discussion follows.

No one read what was posted early this morning. We worked on document 02/164r2.

Odman explained his changes to Gilb's comments.   

02/125r5 - no comments.

Odman and Gilb will resolve the final issue on destination ID and will make recommendations on the Tuesday call.   Odman may not be able to make the call so will communicate his information to Shvodian.

No new business. 

Adjourned at 11:34 AM.

End of "r3"

Tuesday, April 09, 2002

Welborn

Roberts

Shvodian

Barr

Gilb

Alfvin 

Sarallo

Karaoguz

Bailey

Whyte

Diem

Richards

Bottoms

Heile

Leman

Rasor

Singer

Struik

Huang

DuVal

Called to order 11:03 AM EDT by Barr.

OID registration:  Do we want to get an OID registration for 802.15?  It is free from INNIA but cost $1k from ANSI.   It does not matter which one?  A discussion about the size of the OID followed.  It is probably not worth it to go the ANSI.  Rene looked into this and is concerned about format. Singer said that OID defines ALL of the issues associated with the suite.   An OID is globally unique.  There is no encoding in OID, it's just a unique number.   Struik thought we need lots of OIDs.  It was clarified that we need one, and can put 1,000 sub-numbers under the master OID.   IEEE 802.11 used ANSI.  It makes no difference to any future work with ISO.  Gilb wanted the faster method of obtaining the OID. They will follow up and work with Heile.  Secondary contact will be the vice chair, Allen.  Alfvin will send the contact data to Bailey.

A registration process for suites with the IEEE will not be necessary.  NTRU is in contact with Anita at the IEEE office and will be the contact to close this with her.

Gilb and Bailey will be work out the OID details for the draft.

Barr asked Gilb about the status for text on the security suite.  Three suites were received.

There was a reference in the Struik document that needed a reference rather than to have the text copied and pasted in to TG3.  The draft referenced is not published yet and a discussion about handling that followed.   

Regarding three submissions, Barr said that we had a call for proposal, there were three reduced to two, and we voted for the Motorola/Certicom proposal. Barr suggested that the NTRU proposal is a third and therefore the NTRU submission is not allowed.

The motion was reviewed.  The minutes from St. Louis were not conclusive.

There was a discussion about what the voters wanted vs. what is best.  Barr promoted that a proposal with known IP is an advantage over a proposal where the IP status is not known.  It is more certain that it can be implemented.  Gilb said that was not part of the motion and the group opinion.  

The minutes are incomplete on line 1508.   Line 1387 is the beginning and then line 1508 is the motion.   The motion in the minutes was not clear.  It needs to be reconstructed.    Allen will reconstruct the motion from raw minutes.

There was focus on the terms of "IP free" and "unencumbered as possible."  There is no RAND letter in place and Rasor indicated that there is a letter on the way.

Heile brought up that the bottom line is that this will be decided on re-circulation.

Rasor asked,  "What if the vote postponed the standard indefinitely?"  

Heile made the comment what we have is two mandatory solutions (text by Certicom/Motorola for ECC and Text from NTRU for ECC), neither of which is NTRU.  So NTRU has locked themselves out of a potential "mandatory" position by providing the mandatory text. 

Discussion of legal ramifications followed.   
Rasor said that he cannot comment on the IP status of NTRU's proposal. 

Struik can send out a RAND but Gilb said that that is not the issue.  The issues is that everyone who participates in these meetings has the need to tell us of any IP of which they are aware regardless of whose it is.  

Rasor asked, "How do we move ahead?"

Heile suggested we put both in as options. Barr said that approach is not what is allowed.

Karaoguz said that he voted on the Certicom/Motorola proposal because he thought that it did not require IP to implement, and now hears that there is IP and thinks that it now has non-disclosed patents.

Heile believes it is clear that what the group wants is a proposal that is unencumbered with IP.

Barr said that what they need is a solution that has known IP so it can be written and implemented.  He indicated that Heile is judging the need.  

Heile responded that he is not putting a judgment and has remained impartial.

There was discussion on whether the third proposal (ECC by NTRU) met the CFP requirements.

Barr suggested that Appairent wants to "ram rod" their agenda into the standard.    Bain and Huang said that this is unfair and that it is the will of the group to try for IP free solutions.  Alfvin then suggested that it is a "ram rod" by Certicom and Motorola.  Alfvin maintains he has no financial interest.

Barr suggested that we will then need to look carefully at the options (text) and decide what is implementable.  Barr also said that he had asked for IP rules clarification and not received any from Heile so he could have it when we needed.  This put him at a disadvantage for when he needs it so he can meets the needs of people who want to contribute. 

Barr suggested that Gilb [as technical editor] needs to come up with how he wants to do this.  

James proposes we add them both to the draft and then let re-circulation choose.

Heile reiterated that he is not in a position to value judge.  The group wants something as unencumbered as possible and he is not in a position to value judge what is best because he is not a security expert.  

Barr is concerned that we will accept a half-baked proposal from NTRU vs. the one where people worked hard to provide it.  Barr is concerned that people will select the NTRU without certainty of the IP status.   He thinks that "IP free" is being keyed on, that mandatory mode 2 is the issue, that mode 3 can have IP, and that is what Gilb needs to look at.  

Struik: The question that Gilb has asked for has not been posted to the list but you are requesting that they post the request for IP.  [Ed. Note: this means that Gilb asked for known IP to be posted to the list server but the request itself had not been posted]  Rasor is concerned that Bailey’s data is from 1999 and therefore old.

Heile suggested that we can't get anywhere until this text is posted to the draft and let the WG cast their votes in the re-circulation.  

Barr recapped the issues: Which form of the mandatory ECC is the mandatory one.  NTRU's proposal will never be mandatory because the conditions to make ECC mandatory have been met.  Which text is used and which is as unencumbered as possible and are there insurances by the submitter of the text.  Barr would like to use document 02/200 as basis of mandatory, and use their assurance letter to implement the standard.  

Alvin said that that is not the issue - the group wanted the least encumbered method based on each individual's perceptions of encumbered.

Rasor said that one patent can kill it for the entire standard.  Heile responded that Rasor just has to let the group be aware of any IP that he knows about that is related to the text.

Rasor said that he can't clear an idea; he can only do what he knows about. 

It was suggested to add both texts to the document and do as much as they can. 

Barr:  People will vote on the patent issue and that may not be the best way.   Barr will work with the standards committee to help Gilb do what he needs to do ASAP.

A suggestion was made to continue the meeting and discussion even though Barr had to leave.  Barr said this was scheduled or an hour and can not continue.  This will be on the agenda for next Tuesday.   There is no call Thursday.

Adjourned 12:00 PM EDT.

Tuesday, April 16, 2002

Bain

Diem

Barr

Allen

Rasor

Bailey

Singer

Lieman

Heile

Shvodian

Struik

Wood Steven  (Stephen.r.wood@intel.com)

Gilb

Heberling

Huang

Dydyk 

Heile asked to review yesterday's AC call because he's got to leave.  Barr suggested he needs the help and would appreciate the time.

Barr called to order at 11:05 AM EDT.  

Barr asked Heile to summarize the results of the AC meeting: Heile asked the Advisory Core to consider, as an impartial group, on how to move the draft forward toward consensus.   Introductory call was on Friday and follow-up was Monday.  The general sense is that the problem in St Louis was the lack of opportunity to look at complete proposals and vote on one.  The sense was to finish the text and allow a LB to resolve the ECC suite.  The alternative that came up from Barr was for the two factions to work out a compromise.  The general sense was that there should not be two ECC methods in the draft.  With the compromise position on the table, the AC agreed to see if this were possible. The resulting compromise would go out in the draft.  If not, we would do the selection LB instead of re-circulation.  

Bain asked if this meant that the re-circulation would not go out until the security selection was done.  Yes [with comments]. We should have had the text in St. Louis.

Struik asked how this would work.  We would use this time to do the LB and then work the draft in Sydney? Yes.

Barr asked Heile, "Did you pick a ship date at random?"   Heile - We can start when we want.  The date was suggested because it is the re-circulation date, for which all of this work was suppose to have been done anyway.

Barr Can parties have time to prepare?    

Complete text was due April 5th.  Does that imply text was not complete?     

Rene wants more clarification.  

Heile thought this should already be done.  Gilb clarified that this is only a part of the text on the section under debate.  

Struik wants it clear that the security suite specification is being sent to LB.  Heile said that his text on the security suite spec.   Gilb said that he thinks that the architecture needs to be updated too.  Struik said that that is a different issue. 

Heile - Aren't we saying that Certicom and NTRU both submit what they think is a complete proposal, and Gilb is not submitting text?  Rene said that there are parts in clause 7 that affect this.   Gilb said that he already had this text and it was required in the text for St. Louis. 

Struik asked about the time line

Heile was under the perspective that we were done and that these texts were suppose to be done.  Barr said that the changes made In St Louis that caused the text to change.  Gilb added that in St. Louis, we still agreed that the text was due April 5th.

Barr asked the editor to submit information different that what the submitters proposed.

There is debate on the security modes that need to be added.   

Gilb:  It's always been a requirement for April 5th.

Heile said that people won't vote on the integration issues but rather the core text.

Rasor said that the security suite is not complete until the architecture is done.

Bailey and Gilb said the architecture was done. 

Heile said that the base architecture in St Louis was what the text should be based on.

Barr - ACL and others were not in the architecture document.  Rene said they were not in there.  Bailey said that it was in there as a direction needed.

Struik agreed that 02/130 was adopted as baseline, but the work received yesterday at 1:30 does not include these issues.  He gave examples. 

Back to the LB issue, Heile picked Friday because we were going to do the re-circulation on Friday.  Barr is concerned.  Heile would like to see compromise so there is no LB required.   

Barr thinks they agreed to mode 3 methods yesterday that they disagree to today.  It may be difficult to get a compromise.  Barr explained what he thought was right and the email comments from Bailey.  

Struik wants a clear path and not progressive ad hoc approach. (He feels the target keeps moving).

Heile said we have a good process.  If a compromise is agreed to and both parties agree that a compromise was reached, we'll use the compromise text.  If not, we will LB the text documents.

Struik missed time line.  Heile, the draft was going to be available Friday anyway so we'll pick that date.  

We sill assign two document numbers, one for each proposal, and the motion will be to select one for insertion into the draft, it will go out to the voting members and will be for the security suite only.  And it will be based on 02/130r1 and not the document send out yesterday.  Both ECC based.

Heile - Is that clear?   

Discussion followed.  Bottom line, we would like compromise.   

Barr - how long will the LB be?  20 days, then work out the draft in Sydney and then re-circulate after Sydney.

Barr had to bring up a new issue.  There have been statements about the existence of Patents about the two methods.  As arbitrator and chair, he has been made aware about Patents for each proposal.  Do they have to indemnify the proposal against patents?   Heile:  No one in the IEEE has to indemnify.   

Heile: As long as the statements are factual and truthful, that is the best they can do.   Rene gave the statement last Friday and will not make any more comments.  Heile said that he got an incomplete email from Rene.  A second email said it was Certicom's IP.  That is all he needs to say so Heile can send out a request for patent assurances.  As long as anyone of us can point to a public paper that says it is IP free, anyone can reference it. All of us just have to stick to known facts.

Rasor asked what is the basis of the vote?  Technical merit or IP status.    Heile - the ability for the proposal to best meet the PAR (cost, technical merit).   

Lieman sent out an email where each will do edits to their security suites today and James would select which best met the motion in St Louis.  This was as of yesterday.   

Heile, - It is unfair to put James in the decision position.   He would rather have NTRU and Certicom come to the table with a compromise .

Heile had to leave.

Lieman suggested they talk again about the compromise. Gilb:   Either way the text needs to be prepared.

The text should go to Gilb tomorrow.  We should take this off line.  Barr said that this is a good time because everyone here is concerned about patents.   He would like to write Mode 2 and remove the IP as much as possible. He has patent clearance letters.    Barr thinks maybe a clearance is needed.

Gilb said that we can do more, but we are not required to do more in the IP disclosures.   

Barr asked if Lieman's proposal meant it is the lowest cost implementation.  Dan said, no, he was trying to implement what the group wanted, which is as little IP as possible or free of patents.  

Struik is in favor of the approach, but needs an indemnification from NTRU.  Rasor said that their RAND letter does that as pro forma from the license agreement.  Barr clarified that that letter only went to Heile. 

Barr asked why a small free-ware implementation would be vetted for patents. It may be too small of an effort to have drawn any interest from IP owners, and thus, not free from IP, even if public.

Gilb, the group will decide the method based on a number of things and Barr cannot dictate the vote on one issue.  Barr discussed some of the alternatives.  Barr explained that the patent clearance is a major factor in the cost and the ability to ship a product with the tool kits to implement it.   

Lieman explained that even if CERT licensed their IP royalty free, the toolkit would be expensive.  Companies would have to either buy the Certicom toolkit or pay to develop their own implementations.  

Allen asked if a matrix of criteria would accompany the text, because the tool kit availability is important and formally not discussed.  This was a new wrinkle.

Rene is not aware of anyone on the call who has contacted Certicom regarding license fees, to verify licensing terms.  NTRU tried but could not license the security tools (it was noted that they were the competition).  Stephen contacted Certicom and is still concerned about the cost and wants us to do our best to make it patent free. 

Struik is concerned that repeating the untruths by NTRU, and Lieman said that this is a credibility issue for the voters to worry about.   

Rasor talked about RAND participates and non participants.  Discussion followed.

Lieman said we can work on the compromise or continue this in debate.  Barr thought it was good foundation for the compromise discussion.    Barr summarized the positions.   Discussion on performance followed, and Barr suggested we may need a third party to comment.

Leinam discussed the tool kits again.  Barr suggested we discuss clear criteria.  He suggested, maturity (e.g. has it been implemented?), Patents, performance (e.g. gate count, cost, performance).

Rasor said that until an implementation is litigated, you won’t know for sure.

Rasor asked if we can agree on a list of technical criteria.  Lieman asked if this means we are no longer doing a compromise.   He suggested a call to discuss this.   Barr suggested we enforce the 24 hour rule for a group meeting.  There will be a working meeting first.   

Lieman asked Barr to set up a call for the group for tomorrow.   In the mean time, they will have a working compromise meeting.    What times today are good for Struik or Rasor?  It is set for 4:00 EST. today and 4:00 tomorrow.  

Tomorrow, it will be did you reach a compromise or not.  

Stephen woods asked if the call is open today - no, tomorrow's call is open.   

Closed at 11:56 AM.

Dydyk is getting a modeling.  Allen needs a dollar value.

802.15.4 has a proposal for criteria for determining the coexistence based on the PHY layer model.   More pessimistic results but it is much easier to do and less effort over all.  Don’t have to do MAC modeling.  

Comment resolution started.

Schrader asked what is Knut suggesting?   There is one kind of  ATS.   Tabled issue #4 from previous email, until we have text.  

Knut clarified his suggestion.

Gilb asked if there are anymore than the four comments?  No response.  If you find more, copy it to the list.

We went to item 2, regarding MTS vs. GTS naming.  Kunt's comments resulted in some name consistent issues. Gilb asked everyone to think about it.   Discuss on Thursday and we'll close it then.  It is an editorial issue.

Issue 1.  Gilb asked about a 4th proposal.  Shvodian didn't write it up because he didn't think Odman liked it.  Gilb like it because it saved space.  The benefits were discussed.  Shvodian will look at it again tomorrow and will try to get it out by tomorrow by 12.  Gilb will send his notes back for reference. 

We'll pick this up Thursday. 

Odman asked how to proceed with 4.  Send something to Gilb and he'll respond back. 

Gilb - is SG3a going to have a channel model call?  Bain: Provably not. Gilb will send out a note. 

Bain asked Heberling if they could have a discussion to talk about 02/037r2 on PNC selection process. Yes, later today. 

We discussed the schedule and work for Sydney.

Adjourned at 12:37 PM EDT

Wednesday, April 17, 2002

 Rene

Rasor

Barr

Calloway 

Bailey

Lieman

Singer

Gandolfo

Wood

Allen

4:10 PM EDT

This is a meeting to discuss security issues.

Barr indicated that we have a have a compromise agreement. Each will do the parts. NTRU will edit all of the text and get it into Gilb by Friday.

All of the basic document is to Gilb already, but the comment was made that it will change quite a bit. 

Rene asked if they can get on-line tomorrow morning.  Barr: They can talk all they want to each other to get the text done.  They don’t really need a formal call.

Barr asked Struik and Rasor if they agreed this is the way the can proceed, and they agreed.

He then asked Bailey and Singer if they agreed on the process and they agreed.

Barr declared that the Chair and Vice Chair were present.  

Gilb was not available and Barr will send out an email asking him what other things need to be done and to estimate when the draft will be done.   Allen indicated that since the text was due on the 5th, the integration of the clauses will probably take a slip.

Adjourned at  4:14PM EDT.

Thursday, April 18, 2002

12:00 EDT.

Bain

Gilb

Bailey

Shvodian

Schrader

Odman

Asynchronous - Gilb asked if anyone was opposed to allowing multiple IDs for Async time slots.  Shvodian asked why only Async.  Gilb - because that is what the comment was.  

Schrader asked why everything is not a stream.  Odman thought that the problem may be at the initiation.  Gilb suggested that it affects the DME not the MAC.  Discussion followed.  Schrader would like to make things simple, but Gilb indicated that we tried that and it got to overused.

Shvodian asked if one source has two GTS slots to the same destination, for different streams. Could a frame form one stream be sent to the other stream for what ever reason?  Gilb said that it was disallowed in the text to his recollection.  Shvodian asked why you prevent it.  It could be used for flow controls and other functions if necessary.  Gilb asked for complete text, it's not disallowed.  We should add informative text in the next circulation.  The value of putting async data in the stream slot and other implications were discussed.  The suggester will think about it.

Gilb summarized that a device can allocate request async slots on slot per destination, or one slot per group of destinations.  No objection.

Next question is how to put this into the beacon.   The different proposals were discussed.  

Without text, Bain is not sure how async affects APS power saving modes.

Everyone had a chance to comment.  Gilb asked Odman if he were willing to go with Shvodian's proposal.   There was more discussion about the impact on the multi-distribution list.  Implementation ideas were discussed.  

There are details that we can't decide until the implementation is done so we had to pick one.  Adopted the Shvodian in 02/129r7 that went out yesterday, page 19, starting on line 33.

CTR using destination request in a CTR. Page 19, line 1 - anyone opposed to Odman's solution with the destination request.   Ok'ed

Issue two is editorial so he is still accepting input.  Respond on email to Gilb please.

Issue 4 - the policy id that you can have one or the other but not both, and changing it replaces the entire status.  No opposition.  Gilb will write the text.  

Gilb clean out the text to 02/129 and make it r8.  Then review it with the team.

Shvodian said that this resolves his comment.

Delayed ACK is closed. 

Adjourned   12:38 PM EDT

Tuesday,  April 29, 2002

Struik

Alfvin

Roberts

Bain

Brabrenac

Gilb

Singer

Bailey

Gifford

Barr

Allen

Jeyhan

Called to order 11:05 EDT.

Minutes.

Agenda was sent out.

Schedule update, 02/176r1 is on web, document policy, new business like suggestion to look at symmetric security suites - like 802.11i and they may be looking at moving away from AES. 

Document submission policy.   We did a process that allowed us to post documents to the web.  Recently, there is bad formats, and incomplete documents on the reflector.   You must request permission to post to Barr.  If 24 hours goes by, Allen will be the one to authorize the posting.   

Ian asked if we were going to close down the reflector. We already reduced the attachments to 10k files.  Regarding judicating the document we will only check for Copyright usages and formatting criteria.

02/173r1 is an example of one that got sent back to the author.  Struik asked about a 100k size document he just sent?  It probably got bounced and please send only the reference to the document to the web. Why would we send documents that are not generally available?   Struik said that it was not generally available.   Barr- was it ok'ed to post the document in question?  Not sure.   Alvin checked - Struik's document was bounced.   Ian and Gilb reiterated that we can't control content.  

Bailey: under what conditions was 02/173r1 was rejected.  Barr - there was a misquote.  Bailey said, no, we can quote a document.  Make sure cuts are not changed.  Ian: but it still gets posted.  Bailey asked if there was anything else Barr wanted change.  No, just be careful of making legal opinion.  Struik asked a question that Gilb clarified.

Ian: careful not to post LB comments to the TG list, but use the WG reflector instead. 

Struik asked if documents can be attacks on companies.  No, people are allowed to put their documents out there but they should strive to be true or clearly an opinion.  Barr indicated that people need to make sure they are legal opinions before considering them.   There was a debate on whether patents were considered text or business.   

Allen suggested to Barr that if someone sends confidential emails more than once, that person's inputs to the list server gets filtered but they can stay on the distribution.   Allen and Barr to discuss.

Schedule:

Since we are not resolving comments from the LB, the agenda for Sydney was modified.  It has been posted as 02/176r1. 

Gilb wants to work on editorial issues in Sydney.   Discussion of the agenda followed.   Gilb did not want to deal with motions and wanted to be in ad hoc. .

Barr suggested we recess Monday at 3pm, discuss security Tuesday morning at 8:00, and get a submission done so that exact text gets submitted for approval.   Cancel Monday and Thursday night. 

New Business:

When will DOA be sent out ?  Pretty soon with both security suites.  This will allow each to check their text and delete the one that looses.   Might be out today. 

Adjourned at 11:42 AM.

Tuesday, May 7th, 2002

Bain 

Barr
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Gilb

Shvodian
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Struik
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Bailey
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Allen

Roberts 

Agenda:

  Any Sydney agenda updates - All


Current agenda will have business sessions at:


 - 10:30 and 1PM Monday


 - 8 AM Tuesday


 - 8 AM Wednesday (just prior to WG meeting)


 - 3:30 PM Thursday


Tuesday and Wednesday open for agenda items. Waiting to hear about

Symmetric Key issue.


All other sessions will be ad hoc working sessions on draft           

     preparation.

Comments on D0A and ETA of D0B - James


I would like to see D0B prior to noon PDT so I can get it on 

     my laptop for the trip over.

New Business

The drafting sessions will be ad hoc.  The business meetings, will be the 10:30 opening and 1:00 pm  post mortem, 8am Tuesday for AES symmetric key, and the wrap up meeting work.    

Struik suggested we also discuss some security analysis if allowed, of ECC based public key mechanism.  This is a little late from the timing perspective.  Struik asked if this could be added to the agenda on Monday.  The earliest would be Tuesday afternoon.  Barr - But, if you look at our process, there is not much we could do until we ballot on it.   Struik summarized that then Sydney is if you have afterthoughts.   Barr - does James want to add it to the editorial review - no.  Al- there is still time to do it in re-circulation.  There are two documents for Tuesday morning from Rene and Dan.  

Shvodian had asked a question in email and Bailey responded and Rene is getting a doc. Number.  Struik has some information he had to find a way to share.  Barr wants to sync with TGi as well.  He might get a person from 11i to talk to us Tuesday.

Barr - who is James handling comments on DOA and when will DOB be done?  Thursday.  Struik asked about DOA and thought that both proposals should be in there and it's not, Gilb will check into it. Gilb thinks it may have been moved around, please note what is missing and tell Gilb and he will fix them.  Rene wanted the entire document put in there.  The formatting is wrong so it has to be inserted.  

Barr - DOB will be updated to reflect LB16 and Gilb said, if anything is missing, tell James.  Rene is concerned that it is hard to see his contributions because of formatting.  He is concerned NTRU's content is in there and his is hard to find.  There was a discussion about what was missing.  Gilb did not know why missing parts were there.  Barr asked Bailey why both were not in the clause he submitted to Gilb.  He explained they decided to wait until the LB was done do the editing.  Barr clarified that the Tech Editor asked for both so that the results were deletions.    Gilb agreed and asked for help getting it into DOB.  02/200 and 02/210 need to be added to DOB.  Bailey is concerned he may not get it done until Sydney.  Gilb apologized that he thought it was done and in there.  Barr, we know now what happened and how to fix it so we'll move forward from here.  That is what DOA is for - fixing stuff.  

PICs also need to get done.  Barr asked for PICs from the editors.

Gilb will send out a disclaimer in DOA right now and ref. the two documents. 

Allen asked about the TGi email from Hans and how we could model it.  Shvodian said that is something they could help with. 

There was a discussion about travel and networking.

Allen asked should we set up a follow on meeting? June 18, 19, 20th , Virginia,  Tuesday all day, Thursday - half day.   Glen Bruns will be the contact.  Barr will announce it.  

Monday evening in Sydney will be party time.  Barr to look for a site.

Barr indicated that Mike McInnis will take minutes in Sydney.

Adjourned 11:49 AM
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