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July 9, 2002

July 9, 2002
IEEE P802 SEC

Dear Sir:
This letter is to inform you that P802.11 TGf Draft 3.1 has been approved by the P802.11 WG for sponsor ballot per procedure 10 of the LMSC rules.  P802.11 WG requests SEC approval to start the Sponsor ballot as soon after the July plenary meeting as possible (in order for the ballot to be closed prior to the scheduled September 2002 meeting of 802.11). The Sponsor Ballot Pool is currently being formed.

The following documents have been emailed to the SEC reflector (and are available on the Venus1 server at the Plenary meeting) for your review:

1) P802.11 TGf draft 3.1 as approved by WG letter ballot.

2) Document 2002/451: the unresolved comments from the approved re-circulation ballot.

A quick summary of the approval votes to date:

· P802.11 LB 32 on draft 3.0 was approved on March 15th, 2002 by a vote of 139 Approve, 37 Disapprove, 46 Abstain, out of a total voter pool of 290 for an approval rate of 79%.  TGf decided even though the WG had approved D3.0 for Sponsor ballot to make additional changes based on the comments received. 

· Draft 3.1 was created and sent to the WG for a re-circulation ballot. That ballot (LB 38) was approved by a vote of 142 Approve, 37 Disapprove, 44 Abstain, out of a total voting pool 290 (same pool as LB 32)  for an approval rating of 79%. There are 4 Disapprove voters that have had all their comments accepted and no longer have any unresolved comments, but they did not change their votes during LB 38 (did not respond to re-circ ballot). 

Of the unresolved LB 38 technical comments (89 in number) a very small number seem to be generating most of the hall-way talk – these are addressed briefly below. The remainder are issues where the TG has declined for technical reasons to adopt the requested changes.

“Object to Radius” (14 comments):

Several comments request the removal of the use of Radius or to allow the use of something other than radius. This tends to come from confusion over the difference between a Standard and a Recommended Practice. TGf recommended the use of Radius for several purposes and decided not to recommend several, conflicting practices. This position is recorded in the Comment response document.

“Remove security” (4 comments):

The actual core functionality of TGf is really very simple, the complexity came in protecting the messages sent between APs. This required the use of the ESP portions of IPSec to satisfy the majority opinion. Several minority comments ask to remove the security functionality of the draft and/or the use of IPSec. The number of comments requesting the removal of security are much smaller than the number of reviewers that required the creation of the security functionality. This position is recorded in the Comment response document.

“Wait for TGi in case there is interaction” (6 comments):

Several reviewers are confused about what they have heard might be a possible interaction between TGi and TGf. Because both efforts involve “security” they think there must be some interaction. To date no one has been able to identify any such interaction. Specifically, TGi provides security for the mobile STA to AP link, while TGf protects specific messages sent between APs via the distribution system. The two links are separate and do not intersect. This position is recorded in the Comment response document.

Thanks in advance for your consideration of approval to proceed to Sponsor Ballot.

David Bagby





Stuart Kerry

Chairman P802.11 TGf




Chairman P802.11 WG
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