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Session I, Monday May 15, 2006 10:30-12:30, Hyatt Regency – Grand Ballroom Salon I&II
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Monday, May 15, 2006 by Donald Eastlake III at 10:30.

Chair:  Donald Eastlake III
Secretary (temporary):  Sandy Turner


The chair outline the week’s Agenda, per slide 3 of document 11-06/0544r5.

Sandy Turner volunteered and was approved without objection to be temporary secretary for the week.

The Chair explained and reminded all to use the automated attendance recording for this meeting.  Links were provided on slide 5 of the Agenda.
The Chair reminded everyone of the IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property and Inappropriate Topics as shown on pages 7-11 of the Agenda.  The chaired asked members to identify or disclose patents that the member believes may be essential for the use of the standard or which the 802.11 working group chair should be aware of.  No responses were received from any members.

Approved the Minutes of the March 2006 Meeting, 11-06/0445r0, by unanimous consent.

Approved the Minutes for the following teleconferences with the following updates, by unanimous consent:

· April 5, 2006, 11-06/547r0

· Start/End Time: “EST” → “EDT”
· April 26, 2006, 11-06/580r0

· Start/End Time: “EST” → “EDT”

· “Kathy Subari” → “Kathy Sohrabi”
· May 10, 2006, 11-06/634r0

The Agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
Presentations and Discussion on Process
“TGs Process, May 2006”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-06/671r0
The chair reviewed the document and provided an opportunity for questions or suggestions.  No responses were received from any members.

Resolution of Informal Review comments

“Informal 802.11s D0.01 Comments From May 1”, Steve Conner, 11-06/602r1

Steve Conner gave an overview of the comment spreadsheet, which incorporated features from other task groups to better analyze statistics on the comments.  After asking for feedback on how to proceed to handle the comments (and receiving no responses from members), Steve outlined two scenarios:
1. Start with the easy comments and get them off the list.

2. Discuss some of the harder issues face to face and put a plan in place on how to resolve them.  Other Task Groups divide into small groups for ad hoc sessions before bringing recommendations back to the full Task Group.
The Editor and Chair suggested the following 4 subgroups:  Mac Enhancements, RFI (Routing, Forwarding & Internetworking), Security, rest in General.  Since there were no volunteers to lead these groups, the Chair would ask again at the 4pm session.  If there were no volunteers, he would assign people.
Other Technical Presentations

“TBR Centralized Routing Extension”, Azman-Osman Lim, 11-06/631r0
Key points to the presenter and Youiti Kado included:
· The simulation attenuation factor (radio propagation model) was 2-ray model.
· They were not sure how many seconds it takes to elect another root node.  
· The military use case does not designate a root node.

· The delay distribution was not analyzed, only the initial delay.  They need to improve the simulation program to get the raw data of delay.
· The total data throughput and total throughput on Slide 19 was for 100 nodes.  The average number of hops for AODV and TBR-A are ~4, while that for TBR are almost twice.  The data throughput is flows. The difference occurs due to the difference of average number of hops for protocols.
· Intermittent flows were used for the simulations to examine its QOS performance to implement VoIP services (usually implemented using continuous flows).
· There were no simulations for continuous voice, although video streaming is similar.
· This is very different from OLSR because AODV is also used when TBR-A is active.
· Although they would like to, no simulations were done for mobile nodes.

“Some thoughts on potential issues in mesh operation”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-06/581r0

Key points included:
· As for IBSS mode, there is no requirement in the standard for the stations to be within range of each other.

· In practice, IBSS power save operation seems to have a problem in terms of ATIM implementation, if everyone does not hear everyone else.

· In general, the proxy is used to reduce routing table entries.

The Chair recessed the session at 12:40.
Session II, Monday May 15, 2006 16:00-18:00, Hyatt Regency – Grand Ballroom Salon I&II
The Chair convened the session at 16:12.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda for this session and the rest of the week.

The Chair announced the following Ad Hoc leaders:

· MAC Enhancements
Juan Carlos Zuniga

· RFI


Avinash Joshi

· General


Steve Conner

· Security

deferred until tomorrow

Straw Poll

How many people are definitely interested in participating in each of the small teams?

MAC Enhancements
6
RFI


10

General

4

The Chair added the following presentation to the schedule:  “NAV Clearing”, Mathilde Benveniste.
Straw Poll

How should we proceed?
Break into Ad Hoc teams for comment resolution
6

Have presentations




6
The Chair repeated the Straw Poll hoping for a clearer direction:

Straw Poll

How should we proceed?
Break into Ad Hoc teams for comment resolution
12
Have presentations




12
The Chair decided to pick two presentations and then break into Ad Hoc groups.

“Optimal Tree Formation in IEEE 802.11s Mesh WLAN”, Sai Nandagopalan, 11-06/653r0
Key points included:
· Mathilde Benvenist offered to help incorporate existing solutions to the exposed node problem into the simulation.
· Since NS2 does not have a sophisticated channel model, the simulation used input to the channel model computed from empirical results from a 802.11a chip set propagation model.
· Omni directional antennas were used in the simulation.
“Packet forwarding for non-routable devices in Multi-hop Wireless Mesh”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 11-06/661r0
Key points included:

· Provides mechanism of multihop packet forwarding for non-routable devices using 4 addresses.  

· Proxies were added at intermediate nodes to limit the number of route table entries at intermediate Mesh Points.  Proxy tables at intermediate nodes are maintained on demand.  

· There could be some synergy between this approach and an earlier presentation using encapsulated tunnels.   Initial tradeoffs include:

· Encapsulated method - add an extra address byte in each DATA packet

· 11-06/661r0 method - nodes maintain proxy tables along the path
· Proxies were added at intermediate nodes to limit the number of route table entries at intermediate Mesh Points.
· There could be some synergy between this approach and an earlier presentation using encapsulated tunnels.  The tradeoffs appear to be adding extra address bytes in the Route Request/Response vs having nodes maintain proxy tables along the path.
The Chair said we would resume at 20:00, although he would be there at 19:30 if Ad Hoc groups wished to begin.

The Chair recessed the session at 17:43

Session III, Monday May 15, 2006 19:30-21:30, Hyatt Regency – Grand Ballroom Salon I&II
The Chair convened the session at 20:20.

The Chair asked Ad Hoc Group leaders to give brief reports.  The General Ad Hoc Group had not started yet due to interested parties being tied up in the other groups.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda for this session and the rest of the week.

“NAV Clearing:  Problems and Proposed Remedy”, Mathilde Benveniste, 11-06/698r1
Key points included:
· The problem created with NAV clearing includes collisions and channel capture. 

· The problem is more serious in mesh networks than in infrastructure BSSs where stations are allowed to talk to the AP only.  With such BSSs only OBSSs (overlapping BSSs) experience collisions.  Both BSSs and mesh networks experience channel capture as a result of NAV clearing. 

· Clearing the NAV is important when the Full NAV is used.   Use of the Full NAV is recommended in mesh networks. 

· NAV clearing is optional.  If not pursued one need not implemented the protective measures proposed in order to avoid collisions and capture.  The reason for clearing the NAV is to increase channel utilization. 

· A revision of the presentation will be submitted to correct the document number appearing on the header from 632 to 698 and to change the word 'station' on slide 11 to "mesh point".

Straw Poll

Would you like to see normative text developed for this?
Yes
3
No        6
After some discussion, another straw poll was going to be taken with the question reworded to “Would you like to see informative text developed for this?”  More discussion revealed that some members wanted to think about this approach a little more, since this approach might change the lower MAC.  The author deferred on another straw poll saying we got enough feedback.
The Chair recessed the session at 21:17.

Session IV, Tuesday May 16, 2006 08:00-10:00, Hyatt Regency – Grand Ballroom Salon I&II
The Chair convened the session at 8:02 briefly to say he would wait a while for more members to appear.  He reconvened at 8:07.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda for this session and the rest of the week.

The Chair asked if Ad Hoc Group leaders wanted to give brief reports.  There were no reports.
“Mesh Internal Routing and Forwarding Analysis”, Jesse Walker, 11-06/672r1
Key points included:
· Jesse Walker presented Meiyuan Zhao’s presentation since she was unable to attend.
· A question about a time schedule was deferred until Jesse’s second talk.
· When questioned about possible liaisons with other Standards bodies, Jesse called on Russ Housley/IETF Security Area Area Director to describe the IETF’s routing security progress.  Russ discussed the Routing Protocol Security Requirements (RPSEC) working group.  It was currently collecting requirements for two protocols, one of which was BGP.  For each protocol, there are different trust models and different security measures required.  

· Secure routing is an area of active research.  This is at odds with 802.11s trying to set a standard out soon to enable markets.
· One possible solution is to spin off another task group to address this problem.  Possible outcomes include enhancements to solve the problems in radio-aware AODV or the development of one or multiple new routing protocols.
“Mesh Security Recommendations”, Jesse Walker, 11-06/708r0Key points included:
· External routing is very hard if there is more than one Mesh Portals (needed for redundancy or backup).  Jesse’s analysis focused on internal routing.
· Susan Hares pointed out that the first thing to solve is the default protocol, HWMP (Hybrid Wireless Mesh Protocol).

· One example of adapting 802.11i to secure the mesh transport is to address reachability between the AP and AS.  Although reachability was assumed in 802.11i, this is not the case in mesh.  This is felt to be a well understood fix.

Straw Poll

TGs to follow this recommendation in 11-06/708r0
For:
      22
Against:      0

Abstain:     7
· There should be a liaison with an existing group, 802.11w.  Jesse Walker said he would be happy to work with Joe Kim (the person who asked this question) from 802.11s on this.

“Handling the Groupcast Sequence Number for Proxied Device in Multihop Mesh”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 11-06/601r0
Key points included:
· There was a request for more details on the slides to help understand issues such as multicast and the groupcast independent counter.  A sister presentation on unicast, which was not ready to be presented, would also help to provide context. 
· Encapsulation may be another alternative solution to this problem. 
“How to Tune AIFS Parameters to Achieve Desired Flow rations or to do Congestion/Flow Control”, Sai Nandagopalan, 11-06/654r0
Since we ran out of time, the Chair instructed people to contact the author with questions.
The Chair recessed the session at 10:07.
Session V, Thursday May 18, 2006 13:30-15:30, Hyatt Regency – Grand Ballroom Salon IV
The Chair convened the session at 13:38.
The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the week.  
· Jesse Walker will head the Security Ad Hoc group. 
Straw Poll
How many people expect to attend the June ad hoc?
Attend: 12

Presentations and Discussion on Process
“TGs Process, May 2006”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-06/671r2
The chair reviewed the document and provided an opportunity for questions or suggestions.  
· There was concern that the July Session joint meeting with 15.5 and 16j would take away from the limited time 11s would be allocated.
· The Chair suggested a straw poll for guidance.

Straw Poll

Joint 11s, 15.5 & 16j meetings from Slide 12 11- 06/671r2
0
11s and hopefully 15.5 Tutorials at the July meeting

15
There were no objections to delaying a vote on adopting the informal review comment resolutions in 11-06/602r7 for at least 10 minutes (14:16) so members could review the document.

Moved to authorize TGs teleconferences for the purpose of discussing Draft improvement and planning the June ad hoc and July meetings agendas.  Calls will be at 5 pm Wednesday Eastern US time on 31 May, 28 June, and 5 July:

Moved: Steve Conner

Seconded: Jan Kruys

Vote: 

For:

15
Against:
0

Abstain:
4
Mathilde Benveniste would rather make an announcement than her presentation.
“Some thoughts on power saving functionality”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-06/582r1
There were no comments or questions.
The Chair asked if any comments should be pulled out of the two motions below to be considered separately.  There was no response from the members.

Resolution of Informal Review Comments

· Moved to adopt the “accept” and “counter” comment resolutions in submission 11-06/602r7 and direct the TGs Editor to make the changes indicated producing D0.02.
· Moved: Juan Carlos Zuniga

· Seconded: Avinash Joshi

· Vote (For-Against-Abstain): 23-0-0
· Moved to adopt the “reject” comment resolutions in submission 11-06/602r7.
· Moved: Juan Carlos Zuniga

· Seconded: Avinash Joshi

· Vote (For-Against-Abstain): 20-2-2
Mathilde Benveniste invited anyone interested in the definition or modification of CCC to contact her.  There will be a teleconference to review the CCC proposal [11-06-632r1; normative text in 11-06/599r0].
“Connectivity reporting mechanism”, Jarkko Kneckt, 11-06/757r0
There were no comments or questions.
Straw Poll:

Would you like to hear more on this proposal?

Yes
16


No
1
Ad Hoc groups:

· People interested in working on comment resolution should contact the Ad Hoc leaders mentioned above.
· Juan Carols Zuniga MAC Enhancements areas of concern:
1. Carrier Sense

2. Optional features

3. Beacon information and mesh identification

4. Power saving
Discussion on the straw poll below:
· There are many open issues that still require work.  July is not reasonable.

· Aggressive deadlines will help keep the group’s momentum going.

Straw Poll

We should aim go to WG Letter Ballot in July:

10
We should aim go to WG Letter Ballot in September:

13
We should aim go to WG Letter Ballot after September:
3
This Straw Poll was done to help the Chair adjust the official TGs timeline which gets publicly posted on the 802.11 web page.

The Chair adjourned at 15:13.
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Abstract


Minutes of the 802.11 TGs Task Group Interim meeting held during the IEEE 802 May 2006 Session in Jacksonville, FL from May 14th – 19th, 2006.
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