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Minutes

Session I, Wednesday July 19th, 13:30-15:30, Grand Hyatt – Elizabeth D Room
The session was called to order at 13:36 by Donald Eastlake III - Chair, Stephen Rayment - Recording Secretary.

The Chair reminded everyone to use the on-line automated attendance system.

The Agenda for this meeting is contained in document 11-06/827r7.
The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property and Inappropriate Topics as shown in pg.7-9 of the Agenda. There were no responses from members regarding IPR or any patent or patent application of which the 802.11 working group Chair should be made aware.

The Chair made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements and reviewed the Anti-Trust Statement.

The Chair reviewed the Agenda for this meeting, per pg.14-19 of document 11-06/827r7.  There were no objections to the Agenda, hence it was approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the May 2006 Meeting 11-06/775r0 were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the Teleconferences;

  31 May 2006, 11-06/831r0

  28 June 2006, 11-06/877r0

  12 July 2006, 11-06/924r1
Were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the June 2006 ad hoc meeting 11-06/849r0 were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the Monday, 17 July, ad hoc meeting 11-06/1062r0 were approved by unanimous consent.

The Chair then reviewed the TG Process using document 11-06/1028r0. 

The Chair gave a brief update on status. 

Motion to adopt the previously presented, straw polled but not yet adopted comment resolutions in the MAC Enhancement Area. [Exact wording is below.]
Moved:  Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Second: Dee Denteneer

The first part of the divided Motion reads as follows;
· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “MAC Enhancement” Topic Group with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” except CID 28, 63, 64, 65, 69, 78, 80, 81, 219, 221, 223, 224, 226, 228 [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0]

· Adopt the comment resolution of CID 13 in 11-06/974r0 [Monday straw poll 16-0-0]

· Adopt the comment resolution of CID 105 in 11-06/899r0 [Monday straw poll 11-0-5]

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For: 23   Against: 0  Abstain:  3

Motion passes.

The second part of the divided Motion was then considered.

Motion to postpone until tomorrow.
Moved: Mathilde Beneviste   Second: Dee Denteneer

For:  5   Against: 12   Abstain:  10

Motion to postpone fails.

The Chair then asked for unanimous consent to postpone until later in this session but there was objection.
Motion to adopt the resolution CIDs remaining in the second part of the split Motion, which reads as follows;
· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “MAC Enhancement” Topic Group with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” numbered CID 63, 64, 65, 78, 80, 81 [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0]

· Adopt the comment resolution of CID 72 (reject) in 11-06/974r0 [Monday straw poll 10-1-6]

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
Moved:  Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Second: Dee Denteneer

The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For:  26   Against: 0   Abstain:  8

Motion passes.
Motion to adopt previously presented submissions in the RFI area, which reads…

· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “RFI” Topic Group with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0] 

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved:  Guido Hiertz   Second:  Guenael Strutt

The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 11

Motion passes

Motion to adopt previously presented submissions in the General/Other area, which reads as follows;

· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “General/Frame Formats/Mesh Framework/Mesh Layer Management ” Topic Groups with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0] and

· Adopt the comment resolution of CIDs 37 and 53 in 11-06/839r1 [Monday straw poll 11-0-5]

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
Moved: Dennis Baker  Second: Steven Conner

The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For: 23  Against: 0   Abstain: 7

Motion passes.

Steven Conner presented documents 11-06/844r4 and 11-06/1064r1 which proposed a purely editorial re-structuring of the current D0.02 draft resolving CIDs 140, 196, 197, 200, 201, and 202.

Motion to adopt the document structure changes in 11-06/1064r1 and direct the Editor to incorporate into the Draft.

Moved: Steven Conner   Second: Jan Kruys

For: 32   Against: 0  Abstain: 9

Motion passes (only majority required since not technical content affecting)

Presentation “MP Capability Field Backward Compatibility”, Steven Conner, 11-06/1072r0

Moved to adopt this submission and direct the Editor to incorporate its changes into the Draft.
Moved:  Steven Conner   Second: Guido Hiertz

For: 28   Against: 0   Abstain: 5

Motion passes.

The Chair recessed the session at 15:25PM

Session II, Thursday July 20th, 10:30-12:30, Grand Hyatt – Elizabeth AB Room
The Chair convened the session at 10:30AM.

The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the day’s sessions using document 11-06/827r8.

The Chair reminded all to use the On-Line Attendance system.

Presentation “Mesh Security Proposal”, Jesse Walker etal, 11-06/1089r0

Summarizes material in documents 11-06/1088 and “Clause 11A.5 - Security”, Jesse Walker etal, 11-06/1001

Move to instruct the Editor to incorporate 11-06/1088r0 into the TGs draft

Moved: Jesse Walker  Second: Steven Conner

Suggestion this should be a strawpoll but mover requested a vote.
For: 16 Against: 9  Abstain: 25

Motion fails since ¾ in favor required.
Presentation “Comminus”, Dan Harkins, Christian Kuhtz, 11-06/883r0 was deferred due to lack of time


Presentation “Extension to 6-Address Scheme for TGs Mesh”, Joseph Kim etal, 11-06/841r1
The group ran out of time before this presentation could be discussed, although there were members in attendance who wished to comment on it, so, without objection, the agenda was modified to allow it to be discussed at the beginning of the next session.
The Chair recessed the session at 12:32

Session III, Thursday July 20th, 16:00-18:00, Grand Hyatt – Elizabeth AB Room
The Chair convened the session at 16:02

The Chair reviewed the Agenda in document 11-06/827r8

The Chair reviewed the status to date and reminded all to use the on-line attendance system.

There were no comments on the “Extension to 6-Address Scheme for TGs Mesh”, 11-06/841r1 document apparently because those who wished to comment on it had discussed their concerns with the author in the interim.

Straw Poll
Shall we accept the 6-address scheme and prepare texts based on it for approval during the September TGs meeting?

For: 33  Against: 5  Abstain: 7

The Chair reviewed the process forward, again using document 11-06/1028r1, specifically focusing on next steps.

The Chair explained that his intended procedure was to vote between the two options for activity between this meeting and the next as show in submission 11-05/1028r1, then do a yes/no/abstain vote on the option selected and if that vote has a majority in favor, proceed to work out any further details. There was no objection to following this procedure.

Vote on Two Options

· Option A: Six weekly teleconferences on Wednesday Aug 2nd through Sept 6th.

· Option B: Ad hoc meeting ~Aug 29-31, teleconferences Wednesday Aug 2nd, Aug 16th, and Sept 6th. 

Option A: 20   Option B:  6

Option A was selected

Vote on adopting option A: Yes: 36   No: 0   Abstain: 1

In the past, TGs teleconferences have been at 11:00 or 17:00 Eastern Time. A member suggested 17:00 for these calls. There were no objections to continuing to have the teleconfs at 17:00 EDT.

At the suggestion of the Chair, without objection, the maximum duration for the calls was agreed to be 90 minutes.
Purpose of the teleconfs is for refining the Draft.

Document 11-06/1028r1 included a list of those who have volunteered to co-ordinate creation of submissions to improve the Draft and resolve comments.
Moved to direct the Technical Editor to produce a D0.03 incorporating the changes approved at this meeting.

Moved: Malik Audeh   Second: Jan Kruys

For: 36   Against: 0   Abstain: 1

Motion passes.
Presentation  “Secure Mesh Formation”, Dan Harkins, Christian Kuhtz, 11-06/1092r1

Moved to instruct the Editor to incorporate the text from document 11-06/883r0 into the TGs draft

Moved: Dan Harkins  Second: Christian Kuhtz

For: 5  Against: 8   Abstain: 25

Presentation “Interworking Considerations”, Jan Kruys, 11-06/1091r0

Presentation “Lightweight Mesh Point - A Confusing Term”, Guido Hiertz, 11-06/1036r4

Move to instruct the IEEE 802.11s Editor to adopt the changes to P802.11s/D0.02 provided in submission “11-06-1103-02-000s-clarification-ieee-802-11s-entity-classes.doc”.

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Second: Juan-Carlos Zuniga

For: 31  Against: 1  Abstain: 4

Motion passes
Presentation “Backward-compatibility and virtual carrier sense in mesh networks”, Mathilde Benveniste, 11-06/1058r1

The end of session time arrived before discussion was complete or the motion in this submission could be considered.

The Chair adjourned the session sine die at 18:02
Detailed Record
Session I, Wednesday July 19th, 13:30-15:30, Grand Hyatt – Elizabeth D Room
The session was called to order at 13:36 by Donald Eastlake III - Chair, Stephen Rayment - Recording Secretary.

The Chair reminded everyone to use the on-line automated attendance system.

The Agenda for this meeting is contained in document 11-06/827r7.
The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property and Inappropriate Topics as shown in pg.7-9 of the Agenda. There were no responses from members regarding IPR or any patent or patent application of which the 802.11 working group Chair should be made aware.

The Chair made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements and reviewed the Anti-Trust Statement.

The Chair reviewed the Agenda for this meeting, per pg.14-19 of document 11-06/827r7.  There were no objections to the Agenda, hence it was approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the May 2006 Meeting 11-06/775r0 were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the Teleconferences;

  31 May 2006, 11-06/831r0

  28 June 2006, 11-06/877r0

  12 July 2006, 11-06/924r1
Were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the June 2006 ad hoc meeting 11-06/849r0 were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the Monday, 17 July, ad hoc meeting 11-06/1062r0 were approved by unanimous consent.

The Chair then reviewed the TG Process using document 11-06/1028r0.  This included the 3 Cycles of Comments and Resolution on pg. 5.  It was suggested that more than one cycle of Informal Call for Comments leads to rapidly diminishing returns. You can not really get a broader base of comments from the entire Working Group without going to Working Group Letter Ballot.  The Projected Schedule was shown on pg.6, showing Sponsor Ballot in July 2007.  The flow of events in the process and activities before and for the next meeting were described on pg.7-9.

The Chair gave a brief update on status.  43% of comments were resolved at the May meeting.  Tentatively another 16% were resolved at the June meeting.  Some more were resolved on Monday.

Motion to adopt the previously presented, straw polled but not yet adopted comment resolutions in the MAC Enhancement Area. [Exact wording is below.]
Moved:  Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Second: Dee Denteneer

Question – can any items be removed from the list?  The Chair responded that the question can be divided to split out any independent comment resolution and can be amended to deleted one or more comment resolutions.

The Chair explained the rationale behind the groupings into the three motions for the different topic areas.
Request were made to remove a number of CIDs from consideration so the motion was divided into a first part with all of the non-controversial CIDs and a second part with all the CIDs for which removal or any special treatment had been requested.
The first part of the divided Motion reads as follows;
· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “MAC Enhancement” Topic Group with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” except CID 28, 63, 64, 65, 69, 78, 80, 81, 219, 221, 223, 224, 226, 228 [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0]

· Adopt the comment resolution of CID 13 in 11-06/974r0 [Monday straw poll 16-0-0]

· Adopt the comment resolution of CID 105 in 11-06/899r0 [Monday straw poll 11-0-5]

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For: 23   Against: 0  Abstain:  3

Motion passes.

The second part of the divided Motion was then considered.

A request was made to amend the Motion by removing CIDs 28, 219, 221 and 228 because an informal group had developed alternative resolution wording which it wished to suggest. By unanimous agreement, the Motion was amended to delete them.
It was also requested to amend the Motion by deleting CIDs 223, 224 and 226 from the Motion so that further work could be done on them. By unanimous consent, they were deleted.

It was noted that CID 69 should not have been included because its resolution is listed as “defer”. Without objection, it was removed.
A member indicated they had two presentations related to the resolutions CIDs 63, 64, 65, 69, 78, 80 and 81 but had had problems uploading the submissions to 802wirelessworld and requested that consideration of ratifying the comment resolutions for these CIDs be deferred until the next day. The Chair asked for unanimous consent but there was objection. This request was then treated as a

Motion to postpone until tomorrow.
Moved: Mathilde Beneviste   Second: Dee Denteneer

For:  5   Against: 12   Abstain:  10

Motion to postpone fails.

The Chair then asked for unanimous consent to postpone until later in this session but there was objection.
Motion to adopt the resolution CIDs remaining in the second part of the split Motion, which reads as follows;
· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “MAC Enhancement” Topic Group with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” numbered CID 63, 64, 65, 78, 80, 81 [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0]

· Adopt the comment resolution of CID 72 (reject) in 11-06/974r0 [Monday straw poll 10-1-6]

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
Moved:  Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Second: Dee Denteneer

The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For:  26   Against: 0   Abstain:  8

Motion passes.
Motion to adopt previously presented submissions in the RFI area, which reads…

· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “RFI” Topic Group with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0] 

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved:  Guido Hiertz   Second:  Guenael Strutt

The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 11

Motion passes

Motion to adopt previously presented submissions in the General/Other area, which reads as follows;

· Moved to

· Adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/602r14 in the “General/Frame Formats/Mesh Framework/Mesh Layer Management ” Topic Groups with status “Open” and Resolution “Accept”, “Counter”, or “Reject” [June ad hoc straw poll 7-0-0] and

· Adopt the comment resolution of CIDs 37 and 53 in 11-06/839r1 [Monday straw poll 11-0-5]

· and direct the Technical Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
Moved: Dennis Baker  Second: Steven Conner

The Chair called for debate or any requests to split out CIDs from this motion.  There were none so the Task Group proceeded to a vote (¾ in favor being required for adoption).
For: 23  Against: 0   Abstain: 7

Motion passes.

Comments/Questions;

· When can you move to reconsider?  
Anyone who voted on the prevailing side can move to reconsider the same or following day. This only takes a majority and brings the business back before the body again.
· What about at the next meeting (September in this case)? 
This meeting doesn’t bind the next. You could make new motions to change or reverse any action made here at a subsequent meeting unless something irrevocable has happened. For example, you can make further changes in a part of the Draft that was changed here unless it has been sent out for Working Group Letter Ballot or the like.
Steven Conner presented documents 11-06/844r4 and 11-06/1064r1 which proposed a purely editorial re-structuring of the current D0.02 draft resolving CIDs 140, 196, 197, 200, 201, and 202.

Motion to adopt the document structure changes in 11-06/1064r1 and direct the Editor to incorporate into the Draft.

Moved: Steven Conner   Second: Jan Kruys


Comments/Questions;

· What means 11A?
From IEEE Style Guide – any new section being inserted is numbered by suffixing a letter to the number of the chapter just before where it is being inserted. Since MAC functions go through section 11 in the current standard and PHY stuff starts at 12, 11A seemed like the right designation for our amendment.
· HWMP and OLSR are not at same level any more?
The IEEE Style guide also limits you to a maximum of five levels. Our current Draft far exceeds that in some sections, mostly the sections concerning HMWP and OLSR. The way things are currently structured, you would have only 3 levels left to describe them – not enough without, at a minimum, extensive re-writing.
· HWMP and OLSR are same level as 11A.2
Yes, instead of having them inside 11A.2, now 11A.2 is just framework, protocols leverage framework

· If a motion that modified the Draft is considered tomorrow, after this motion renumbers the sections it refers to, what are effects?
Mover: As long as they don’t conflict, it’s OK
Chair: Changes to the Draft are in submissions which are time stamped as to when they were uploaded so you could always figure it out based on that.
For: 32   Against: 0  Abstain: 9

Motion passes (only majority required since not technical content affecting)

Presentation “MP Capability Field Backward Compatibility”, Steven Conner, 11-06/1072r0

Moved to adopt this submission and direct the Editor to incorporate its changes into the Draft.
Moved:  Steven Conner   Second: Guido Hiertz

Comments/Questions;

· Can implementers just check one field – ie. not worry about IBSS bit?
Yes, Windows Zero Config uses ESS bit, but it’s not a complete implementation

For: 28   Against: 0   Abstain: 5

Motion passes.

The Chair recessed the session at 15:25PM

Session II, Thursday July 20th, 10:30-12:30, Grand Hyatt – Elizabeth AB Room
The Chair convened the session at 10:30AM.

The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the day’s sessions using document 11-06/827r8.

The Chair reminded all to use the On-Line Attendance system.

Presentation “Mesh Security Proposal”, Jesse Walker etal, 11-06/1089r0

Summarizes material in documents 11-06/1088 and “Clause 11A.5 - Security”, Jesse Walker etal, 11-06/1001

Comments/Questions;

· Slide 15 – AS Reachability true means you want to be an authenticator?
Yes – also asserts you can perform the function

· If false, may be an authenticator, why not just use MAC address?
In that case neither one can reach global AS, AS is logical,  often first look local, here can’t do global, still want to enable authentication, establish small local database when there’s no connectivity or in IBSS mode
If one of the devices has nothing in database, authentication fails, just like normal

· Role selection – when AS true on both sides – is it possible to use just a MAC address?
Yes.  Don’t want user to have to get involved though!

· What if higher MAC address is 4 hops away from the AS and the lower MAC address only 2?
You could have a more complex way to determine who is authenticator and who is supplicant, but we wanted to go with the simplest thing we could think of that would work.
· Is there scope for multiple associations?
Yes – see reworked section on Link Establishment.  Want to recover from situation when one uses state and the other doesn’t.
· If node looses link to another node are there procedures to minimize authentication re-establish time?
Not directly addressed.  802.11i has mechanisms, key-caching, not sure if they need optimization for mesh.  802.11r doesn’t seem to have any mesh applicability.

· Role based authorizations – ruled out securing of protocols – any provisions for future?
Not directly addressed, no hooks, not necessary, if using 802.1x delivery of auths is part of protocol.  There is a model in 802.1x

· Slide 19 – message 2 supplicant doesn’t know exchange is live – is that a concern?
Unless using a counter (secure?) is a part of all key management protocols.  Liveness only to AP.  Maybe add text clarifying how to implement 4-way.  Didn’t get into 802.11i. Changes such that Auth and Supp must commit to their nonce values have been suggested.

· Send GTK1 in message 4? Could send 3 again?
Doesn’t work because connection is secure by then and insecure message 3 would be rejected as a forger.
· Clause 11A5.1 – does management include joining as well as state
Yes.  Want to enable joining, if not sure of role, have to authenticate as either. 

· Routing protocol security?
In May the group agreed to limit security for TGs to transport and AP security.  May have some new material to present at a later meeting on routing security.

· State authentication – MP may not be Portal, where is AAA Client
Doesn’t talk about IETF protocols, AAA client will always be on some device, Server can be anywhere.

· Practical problem – if AS in mesh and must be reached, EAP assumes co-located
Yes, needs study.  Regardless need credentials or won’t work.
· Role negotiation – supplicant is one who is directly authenticated
802.11i says it is mutual, if not there’s no guarantee!  Didn’t want to assume cost of 2 authenticators – also the 2 would have to be cryptographically linked. 

· If you run EAP mutually authenticating – do you need channel binding to fix?
Yes – but market says its satisfactory without.
· Scalability – number of authentications compared to non mesh
Layer 3 outside scope.  AS is logical, doesn’t need to be RADIUS, can be simple just a Root Key. 

Move to instruct the Editor to incorporate 11-06/1088r0 into the TGs draft

Moved: Jesse Walker  Second: Steven Conner

Suggestion this should be a strawpoll but mover requested a vote.
For: 16 Against: 9  Abstain: 25

Motion fails since ¾ in favor required.
Presentation “Comminus”, Dan Harkins, Christian Kuhtz, 11-06/883r0 was deferred due to lack of time


Presentation “Extension to 6-Address Scheme for TGs Mesh”, Joseph Kim etal, 11-06/841r1
The group ran out of time before this presentation could be discussed, although there were members in attendance who wished to comment on it, so, without objection, the agenda was modified to allow it to be discussed at the beginning of the next session.
The Chair recessed the session at 12:32

Session III, Thursday July 20th, 16:00-18:00, Grand Hyatt – Elizabeth AB Room
The Chair convened the session at 16:02

The Chair reviewed the Agenda in document 11-06/827r8

The Chair reviewed the status to date and reminded all to use the on-line attendance system.

There were no comments on the “Extension to 6-Address Scheme for TGs Mesh”, 11-06/841r1 document apparently because those who wished to comment on it had discussed their concerns with the author in the interim.

Straw Poll
Shall we accept the 6-address scheme and prepare texts based on it for approval during the September TGs meeting?

For: 33  Against: 5  Abstain: 7

The Chair reviewed the process forward, again using document 11-06/1028r1, specifically focusing on next steps.

Comments/Questions;
· MAC section has no need for an ad hoc between this meeting and the September meeting although one may be advisable later when in Working Group Letter Ballot
· Substantial improvements happened at last ad hoc face to face, we have many other topics to cover, eg. 6 address, architecture, entities. So there should be an ad hoc before the September meeting.
· An ad hoc just doing comment review is not very inclusive, doesn’t do justice to TG. It would be OK to have an ad hoc to work on submission development.
The Chair explained that his intended procedure was to vote between the two options for activity between this meeting and the next as show in submission 11-05/1028r1, then do a yes/no/abstain vote on the option selected and if that vote has a majority in favor, proceed to work out any further details. There was no objection to following this procedure.

Vote on Two Options

· Option A: Six weekly teleconferences on Wednesday Aug 2nd through Sept 6th.

· Option B: Ad hoc meeting ~Aug 29-31, teleconferences Wednesday Aug 2nd, Aug 16th, and Sept 6th. 

Option A: 20   Option B:  6

Option A was selected

Vote on adopting option A: Yes: 36   No: 0   Abstain: 1

In the past, TGs teleconferences have been at 11:00 or 17:00 Eastern Time. A member suggested 17:00 for these calls. There were no objections to continuing to have the teleconfs at 17:00 EDT.

At the suggestion of the Chair, without objection, the maximum duration for the calls was agreed to be 90 minutes.
Purpose of the teleconfs is for refining the Draft.

Document 11-06/1028r1 included a list of those who have volunteered to co-ordinate creation of submissions to improve the Draft and resolve comments.
Moved to direct the Technical Editor to produce a D0.03 incorporating the changes approved at this meeting.

Moved: Malik Audeh   Second: Jan Kruys

There were no discussions

For: 36   Against: 0   Abstain: 1

Motion passes.
Presentation  “Secure Mesh Formation”, Dan Harkins, Christian Kuhtz, 11-06/1092r1

Comments/Questions;

· Will you propose to replace 802.11i?
No, this is only for mesh formation

· How secure is certificate?
Not, assigned by trusted third party

· So certificate requires third party?
Yes, but not protocol

· Don’t need third with certificate or PSK

· Peer to peer model good for mesh – how do you do authorization?
This doesn’t give authorization, could do 802.1x after for that

· This does authentication not authorization, validation that this can be part of the mesh?
Yes

· Authentication is implicit like 802.11i, grant possession of session key

· Processing time – 5sec?
See Applied Cryptography.  Some open source in 10’s of msecs. 30-40M instructions

· NIST Suite B algorithms use elliptic curve, enable secret and top secret at lower cost 

· How does this work in the mobile situation when links change?
Keep key when link goes down, bound to BSSID

· What is lifetime of keys, refresh?
Refresh anytime you do another exchange. How strong the key is, one factor in its lifetime, depends on which Diffie-Hillman group you are using

· This is link by link, when mesh security should be end to end?
Maybe. This is just trying to solve the mesh formation problem

· What do you use without this?
See beginning of presentation – eg. if no access to AS, will fail, also addresses problems with PSK mode, which people want.
· If one node is compromised is the whole mesh?
If doing PSK, yes. 
Impersonated AP can create links but can’t decrypt traffic
If an MP does this, a centralized AS won’t help.

· Again - not addressing authorization

Moved to instruct the Editor to incorporate the text from document 11-06/883r0 into the TGs draft

Moved: Dan Harkins  Second: Christian Kuhtz

For: 5  Against: 8   Abstain: 25

Presentation “Interworking Considerations”, Jan Kruys, 11-06/1091r0

Comments/Questions;

· If two portals configured, 2-3 hops become 8-9 hop networks

· If root configured all nodes will send packets to MP2

· All nodes in slide 3 should have same portal

· Option 3 makes security problem more tractable – this way mesh can’t attack external LAN

· Assumes BPDUs flow through the mesh – in an rBridge scheme they don’t. rBridge is currently under development in the IETF.
We have to rely on current protocols
Providers could use this if they chose

· Request to get more info from IETF
There was a presentation to TGs and a Tutorial to the WG.  Pointers to these will be posted to the TGs mailing list.
Presentation “Lightweight Mesh Point - A Confusing Term”, Guido Hiertz, 11-06/1036r4

The presentation outlined changes proposed in document “Clarification of IEEE 802.11s entity classes”, Guido Hiertz etal, 11-06/1103r2

Move to instruct the IEEE 802.11s Editor to adopt the changes to P802.11s/D0.02 provided in submission “11-06-1103-02-000s-clarification-ieee-802-11s-entity-classes.doc”.

Comments/Questions;

· Compare NFMP (Non-Forwarding Mesh Point) and  LWMP (Light Weight Mesh Point)?
NFMP is a subset of MP – it wouldn’t forward on its own, but may ask others.  LWMP never asks other devices to forward
· How can NFMP function without interworking?
Can choose neighbour to forward for it

· This document just clarifies, it identifies but doesn’t solve all issues, should not be normative, so it is proposed as an informational annex
· Slide 7, correct never uses 4-address scheme

· This is purely informative?
Yes, want single understanding of terms

· Clarifies well, good tool, welcome others to contribute

· Will go in informative annex, will add more later

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Second: Juan-Carlos Zuniga

For: 31  Against: 1  Abstain: 4

Motion passes
Presentation “Backward-compatibility and virtual carrier sense in mesh networks”, Mathilde Benveniste, 11-06/1058r1

Comments/Questions;

· CCF is designed for one radio, provides priority to the mesh, aggressive, collisions on access side are the cost
· PAR does not say we must be compatible with existing devices?
· TGn is dealing with issues of legacy, just as g did with b legacy
Not politeness, reducing collisions, we have a co-existence group, aggressiveness here is not acceptable
The end of session time arrived before discussion was complete or the motion in this submission could be considered.

The Chair adjourned the session sine die at 18:02
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Minutes of the meeting of the IEEE 802.11 ESS Mesh Networking Task Group held at the Manchester Grand Hyatt Hotel in San Diego, CA, USA, on July 19th to 20th, 2006, under the TG Chairmanship of Donald Eastlake III of Motorola Laboratories. Minutes were taken by Stephen Rayment. The Minutes were reviewed and edited by Donald Eastlake III.  The final Agenda for the meeting is in document number 11-06/0827r10.  The Closing Report is in document 11-06/1126r0.
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