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Minutes

Session I, Tuesday November 14th, 10:30-12:30, Hyatt Regency - Reunion E Room
The session was called to order at 10:31 by Donald Eastlake III - Chair, Stephen Rayment - Recording Secretary.

The Chair outlined the Agenda for the meeting, as contained in document 11-05/1568r4, including a review of the accomplishments from the Adhoc meeting held on Monday November 13th.

The Chair reminded everyone to use the on-line automated Attendance System and made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements as shown in the agenda.

The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 IPR Notice Procedure as shown in slide 10, the Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property as shown in slide 11, and Inappropriate Topics for IEEE TG meetings as shown in slide 12.  There were no responses from members regarding IPR or any patent or patent application of which the 802.11 WG Chair should be made aware.

Presentation 11-06/1770r0 was added to the list of documents to be presented.

There were no objections to the Agenda so amended, hence it was approved by unanimous consent.

The September 2006 Meeting Minutes, 11-06/1565r0, were approved by unanimous consent

The Teleconference Minutes listed below were approved by unanimous consent;

  4 October 2006, 11-06/1569r0

  18 October 2006, 11-06/1602r0

  8 November 2006, 11-06/1676r0

The Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes listed below were approved by unanimous consent;

  2-3 November (Munich) Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-06/1652r1

  13 November (Monday) Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-06/1763r0

The Chair then reviewed the TG Process using document 11-06/1753r1. There were no comments or discussion.

The Editor gave an update on the status of the D0.04 Draft using the Comment Resolution spreadsheet, document 11-06/602r17. 

The Chair outlined that the resolution for CID 69, 70, 71 and 208 adopted in September had been deemed by the CAC to be outside the scope of the TGs PAR and would be reserved.

Moved, to adopt D0.04 with the above noted comment retraction 

Moved: Mathilde Benveniste   Second: Guenael Strutt

For: 26   Against: 1  Abstain: 2

Motion passes

Presentation: “Interworking with Multi Portals in Wireless Mesh Network”, Yonggyu Kim et al, 11-06/1678r1

Straw Poll

Are you in favour of the multi-domain mesh network to resolve interworking problems in multi portal configuration?

Yes: 7   No: 8   Abstain: 20

Are you in favour of the single-domain mesh network to resolve interworking problems in multi portal configuration?

Yes: 1   No: 6   Abstain: 34

Presentation: “Editorial Cleanup of Clause 5.2.7”, W. Steven Conner, document 11-06/1637r1

Request to defer vote until afternoon session.  Agreed unanimously.

Presentation: “RFI Update Munich Meeting”, Guenael Strutt, document 11-06/1629r2

Presenter indicated the HWMP document will be submitted tomorrow.

Presentation: “Problems with CCF”, Mathilde Benveniste, 11-06/1777r0

Straw Poll

Are you concerned about the inclusion of CCF in the Draft?

Yes: 19   No: 4   Abstain: 18

Straw Poll

Should we expect to go to Letter Ballot by the end of the week?

Yes: 24   No: 7   Abstain: 11

The Chair recessed the session at 12:29

Session II, Tuesday November 14th, 16:00-18:00, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 16:04

The Chair reviewed the status of the meeting so far and the topics for this session using document 11-06/1568r5

Presentation “Secure Mesh Formation”, Harkins et al, 11-06/1092r2

Moved, to instruct Editor to incorporate the changes in 11-06/883r2 into the Draft

Moved: Dan Harkins    Second: Christian Kuhtz

For:  5   Against: 14   Abstain: 15

Straw Poll

Would you support comminus as an optional authentication method?

Yes: 19   No: 6   Abstain: 19


Presentation: “Update to Efficient Mesh Security and Link Establishment” Walker, Braskich, et al, 11-06/1625r1 (presented by Jesse Walker)

Overview proposal found in document 11-06/1470r3

Moved, to accept the submission contained in document 11-06/1470r3 and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes resolving CIDs: 120, 121, 122, 199, 236, 237, 239, 240, 243, 244

Moved: W. Steve Conner   Second: Ariel Sharon

For: 30  Against: 8  Abstain: 6

Motion passes

Moved, to instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes in document 11-06/1637r1 into the Draft as the resolution of CID 256.

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Guido Hiertz

For: 29   Against: 0  Abstain: 0

Motion passes

Request to add item 11-06/1778 and document 11-06/1787 and 11-06/1797 to tomorrow’s agenda.  There were no objections.

The Chair recessed the session at 17:49

Session III, Wednesday November 15th, 13:30-15:30, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:33

The Chair reviewed the Agenda, using document 11-06/1568r6.  Request was made to add document 11-06/1822r0.

The chair reminded all to use the On-line Attendance System.

Presentation: “HWMP Specification Update”, Guenael Strutt, 11-06/1800r0

Moved, to accept resolution described in 11-06/1778r1 and instruct the Editor to replace clause 11A.4 in Draft D0.04 resolving CIDs 168, 169, 170, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 179, 181, 185, 186, 188, 189, 190, 191 and 192.

Moved; Guenael Strutt   Second: Jan Kruys

For: 29   Against: 0   Abstain: 6

Motion passes

Presentation: “Update on Interworking”, Jan Kruys, 11-06/1797r1

Moved, to accept document 11-06/1787r0 as text for interworking in the draft TGs standard and instruct the Editor to incorporate the document in the current Draft.

Moved:  Jan Kruys   Second: Joseph Kim

For: 28:  Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Motion passes

Presentation: “Some thoughts on broadcast frame delivery in mesh”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-06/1619r0 and document “The definition of broadcast in mesh”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-06/1732r0

Moved, to direct the Editor to incorporate the changes in 11-06/1732r0 into the Draft

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Second: Dee Denteener

Motion withdrawn without objection, will try to re-introduce tomorrow.

Presentation: “Concerns regarding CCF”, Michelle Gong et al, 11-06/1716r4

Moved, to direct the Editor to remove all references in the Draft to CCF according to slide 13 of 11-06/1716r4

Moved:  Michelle Gong   Second: Mathilde Benveniste

Moved, to call the question

Moved: Andrew Myles   Second: Jesse Walker

Objections were raised, so a vote was taken

For: 25   Against: 16

Motion to call the question fails.


Questions/Comments continued…

Moved, to call the question

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Second: Andrew Myles

For: 48   Against: 3   Abstain: 0

Motion to call the question passes, vote on the main motion.

For: 30   Against: 18   Abstain: 8

Motion fails (< ¾)

Presentation: “Minor Update to Clause 11A.1.5 for Draft Consistency”, W. Steve Conner, 11-06/1815r0

Moved, to instruct the Editor to add text in slide 3 of the document to the end of Clause 11.A.1.5.1

Moved: W. Steve Conner   Second: Jesse Walker

For: 18   Against: 0   Abstain 6

Motion passes

Presentation:  “Resolution of informal comments received May 1, 2006”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 11-06/1822r0

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/1822r0 and direct the Editor too incorporate them into the Draft

Moved to: Guido Hiertz   Second:  Kazuyuki Sakoda

Moved, to direct the Editor to produce a Draft D0.05

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Guido Hiertz

There were no objections, adopted by unanimous consent

The Chair recessed the session at 15:27.

Session IV, Thursday November 16th, 08:00-10:00, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 08:05.

The Chair requested that the session be recessed for 15 minutes to allow Draft D0,05 to be uploaded to the server. There were no objections.

The Chair reconvened the session at 08:31.

The Chair reviewed the progress of the session so far using Agenda document 11-06/1568r7.

The Chair recommended against further changes to the Draft at this stage, given the time left for the TG to review.

The movers of the last Motion from yesterday (on document 11-06/1822r0) agreed to withdraw it (until a future session).

Believing that the 802.11s Draft D0.05 satisfies all 802.11 WG rules for letter ballot, 

Moved, to request the 802.11 Working Group to renumber 802.11s Draft D0.05 as D1.0 and authorize a 30-day Letter Ballot asking the question “Should 802.11s Draft D1.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot”

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Erik Schylander

For: 31   Against: 11   Abstain:  8

No request to take a standing vote

Motion fails 73.8%

Previously withdrawn motion (on document 11-06/1822r0) was brought up:

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Second: Kazuyuki Sakoda

For: 38   Against: 0   Abstain: 7

Motion passes

Request to bring up a new motion to address several open comments.

Chair asked those with existing comment resolutions already on the Agenda if they objected – no objections.

Moved, to remove CCF from the Draft resolving CIDs 22, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 79, 123, 124, 125, 126, 128, and 129.

Moved:  Mathilde Benveniste   Second: Jorjeta Jetcheva 
Speech in favour of motion using

Presentation: “Problems with CCF”, Benveniste, 11-06/1771r1

Moved to amend motion to include text on slide 13 of 11-06/1716r4

Moved: Bob O’Hara   Second: Guenael Strutt

Point of order - this Motion failed yesterday, this is improperly bringing up same topic again.

The Chair ruled the Motion in order even though it made the same technical change on the grounds that it included resolution of many additions comments, that the text was changed so that it referred to Draft D0.05 rather than to Draft D0.04, and that there had been substantial progress in votes and debate since this technical change was previously considered.

The decision of the Chair was appealed and the appeal seconded.

Moved, to call the question on the appeal.

Moved: Malik Audeh   Second: Dan Harkins

For: 37  Against: 8 

Vote on sustaining the Chair’s ruling under appeal

For: 42  Against: 3

There was a call for a recount:

For: 33   Against: 12

Chair: It appears that the negative votes in one half of the room had been erroneously added to the positive votes when the first count was held. It is the belief of the chair that the actual two votes were identical.

Ruling of the Chair is sustained.

Motion is in order.

Mover agreed with the change text provided by the Seconder which editorially updated to correspond with Draft D0.05.

Moved, to Amend the Motion using text provide by the Seconder, specifically to read as follows:

Moved, to remove CCF from the TGs draft D0.05 by the following changes

· Page 4: remove lines 15, 16, 17

· Page 5: remove line 5

· Section 7.1.3.1.2: page 13, Table 1, remove RTX/CTX type

· Section 7.2.1.9: remove the section

· Section 7.2.1.10: remove the section

· Section 7.3.2.36: page 23, Figure s15 and Table s2, remove “Multi-channel capability” element. Page 23, remove line 27 to line 6 (page 24) and Figure s19

· Section 9.14: remove the section

resolving CID 22, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 79, 123, 124, 125, 126, 128,129.

As the scheduled time had arrived, the Chair recessed the session at 10:00.

Session V, Thursday November 16th, 10:30-12:30, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 10:31

The Chair reminded all to use the online Attendance System

Debate on the Amendment on the floor from the previous session…

There was no objection to the Amendment which was adopted by unanimous consent.

Further debate on the Motion as amended

Moved, to call the question

Moved: Anil Sankwala   Second: Many!!

No objections

For: 45  Against: 14  Abstain: 7

Motion as amended passes

Editor will provide updates resulting from the two motions into Draft D0.06 shortly to the Chair

Any objection to directing the Editor to make these changes?

Discussion ensued…

Moved, to direct the Editor to produce a Draft D0.06 incorporating the changes adopted thus far today.

Moved: Bob O’Hara   Second: Mathilde Benveniste

For: 32   Against: 7   Abstain: 8

Motion passes

The Chair requested to recess the session for ½ hour to allow upload of Draft.

There were no objections.

The Chair reconvened the session at 11:58

The Chair recognized that Agenda hadn’t been formally modified today to insert the Motions on CCF and approving Letter Ballot and apologized to presenter Kazuyuki Sakoda.
There were no objections to changing the Agenda to reflect these changes.

Draft D0.06 is now on the server.

Believing that the 802.11s Draft D0.06 satisfies all 802.11 WG rules for letter ballot, 

Moved, to request the 802.11 Working Group to renumber 802.11s Draft D0.06 as D1.0 and authorize a 30-day Letter Ballot asking the question “Should 802.11s Draft D1.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot”

Moved: Ariel Sharon   Second: Jan Kruys

Comment, the link to clean version appears to be broken on the server.

The Chair recessed again to check the status. There were no objections.

The link was repaired (problem due to a filename error)

The meeting was re-convened.

For: 38   Against: 3   Abstain: 5

Motion carries

Presentation: “TGs Process November”, Eastlake, 11-06/1753r2

In the presentation, it was proposed to hold a teleconference, mostly to review the Agenda of the January meeting, at 5PM on Wednesday 3 January 2007.

It was noted that a conflict exists with the Wi-Fi Alliance Mesh Marketing Group at same time.  Can it be moved?  Suggested the Chair follow-up with the head of that Wi-Fi Alliance group.

Proposed to move the teleconference to 8AM EST.

Strawpoll

8AM: 5  5PM: 17

Unanimous consent for teleconference at 5PM Wednesday 3 January 2007.

The presentation also proposed to pre-approve an adhoc meeting between the January and March 2007 meetings, possibly 6-8 February.

Offers were made to hold the adhoc in Hillsboro Oregon, Munich Germany, Schaumberg Illinois or Eindhoven Netherlands.

Strawpoll

Hillsboro: 12   Munich: 5   Schaumberg: 9   Eindhoven: 10

Strawpoll

Hillsboro: 14   Schaumberg: 6  Eindhoven: 10

Strawpoll

Hillsboro: 16   Eindhoven: 11

Hillsboro Oregon is chosen by elimination

Moved, to pre-approve an ad hoc meeting  in Hillsboro Oregon, between the January and March 2007 meetings, 6-8 February, for comment resolution.

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Kazayuki Sakoda

There were no objections, Motion approved by unanimous consent

The chair pointed out that, although there were additional presentations on the agenda list, there was insufficient time remaining.

The Chair adjourned the session sine die at 12:27

Detailed Record
Session I, Tuesday November 14th, 10:30-12:30, Hyatt Regency - Reunion E Room
The session was called to order at 10:31 by Donald Eastlake III - Chair, Stephen Rayment - Recording Secretary.

The Chair outlined the Agenda for the meeting, as contained in document 11-05/1568r4, including a review of the accomplishments from the Adhoc meeting held on Monday November 13th.

The Chair reminded everyone to use the on-line automated Attendance System and made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements as shown in the agenda.

The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 IPR Notice Procedure as shown in slide 10, the Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property as shown in slide 11, and Inappropriate Topics for IEEE TG meetings as shown in slide 12.  There were no responses from members regarding IPR or any patent or patent application of which the 802.11 WG Chair should be made aware.

Presentation 11-06/1770r0 was added to the list of documents to be presented.

There were no objections to the Agenda so amended, hence it was approved by unanimous consent.

The September 2006 Meeting Minutes, 11-06/1565r0, were approved by unanimous consent

The Teleconference Minutes listed below were approved by unanimous consent;

  4 October 2006, 11-06/1569r0

  18 October 2006, 11-06/1602r0

  8 November 2006, 11-06/1676r0

The Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes listed below were approved by unanimous consent;

  2-3 November (Munich) Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-06/1652r1

  13 November (Monday) Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-06/1763r0

The Chair then reviewed the TG Process using document 11-06/1753r1.  This included a Procedure for Resolving Drafts / Developing Submissions as shown in slide 6.  The Motion passed in Melbourne to direct certain individuals who lead adhoc teams was deemed inappropriate by the 802 WG Chair. (This motion was the last motion prior to adjournment at the end of the TGs September meeting.)  The projected schedule as shown in slide 8 projects a Letter Ballot authorized by the TG at this meeting.  It also highlighted the allowed activity between meetings as shown in slide 12, much of which depend in whether the TG goes to LB at this meeting.  There were no comments or discussion.

The Editor gave an update on the status of the D0.04 Draft using the Comment Resolution spreadsheet, document 11-06/602r17.  Fifteen comments were voted to close in Melbourne.  181 of 283 comments collected in May have been closed.  The remaining comments have been classified by priority. 31 comments are Defer-NS (Need Submission) indicating relatively high priority, 69 are Defer-RPS (Reconsider Pending Submission)  the rest are Defer-TG (needs TG decision).  D0.04 clean (P802.11s) and redline (document 11-06/1605) has been on the members area of the server since October.  Changes are summarized in the document history.  

The Chair outlined that the resolution for CID 69, 70, 71 and 208 adopted in September had been deemed by the CAC to be outside the scope of the TGs PAR and would be reserved.

Moved, to adopt D0.04 with the above noted comment retraction 

Moved: Mathilde Benveniste   Second: Guenael Strutt

Questions

· How did CAC come to know of this?
There was email on 802.11 WG Reflector highlighting that this was a PHY change and suggestion that it was out of scope.

· Good to identify these issues sooner rather than later.

· Are there minutes of the CAC with details?
This CAC meeting held Sunday evening November 12, chaired by Harry Worstell and Al Petrick, suggest you contact Harry is you have questions on this decision.

For: 26   Against: 1  Abstain: 2

Motion passes

Presentation: “Interworking with Multi Portals in Wireless Mesh Network”, Yonggyu Kim et al, 11-06/1678r1

Questions/Comments…

· How dynamic will this be in the face of portal loss, any difference between the 2 model in this regard?
Will cover whole of mesh network – will be one group – in both cases
both solutions use same algorithm.

· Broadcast frame – who generates the sequence number.
Each MP sets it sequence number to maximum will be dropped at boundary.

· So MP will drop?
Broadcast frame will come again and again.

· Will intermediate MPs think they have already received and drop?

· Incrementing the maximum? 
There is only one Maximum. 

· Can’t distinguish multiple copies of the same broadcast flood?
Yes – solve using sequence number for each host.

· Both portals must generate the same sequence number – hard to co-ordinate
Yes.

· How does MP know which group he belongs to?
See page 9 – each MP tries to send Portal Announce message, use hop count

Straw Poll

Are you in favour of the multi-domain mesh network to resolve interworking problems in multi portal configuration?

Yes: 7   No: 8   Abstain: 20

Are you in favour of the single-domain mesh network to resolve interworking problems in multi portal configuration?

Yes: 1   No: 6   Abstain: 34

Presentation: “Editorial Cleanup of Clause 5.2.7”, W. Steven Conner, document 11-06/1637r1

Questions/Comments…

· Request to defer vote until afternoon session.
Agreed unanimously.

Presentation: “RFI Update Munich Meeting”, Guenael Strutt, document 11-06/1629r2

Presenter indicated the HWMP document will be submitted tomorrow.

There were no Questions/Comments.

Presentation: “Problems with CCF”, Mathilde Benveniste, 11-06/1777r0

There were no Questions/Comments.

Straw Poll

Are you concerned about the inclusion of CCF in the Draft?

Yes: 19   No: 4   Abstain: 18

Straw Poll

Should we expect to go to Letter Ballot by the end of the week?

Yes: 24   No: 7   Abstain: 11

The Chair recessed the session at 12:29

Session II, Tuesday November 14th, 16:00-18:00, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 16:04

The Chair reviewed the status of the meeting so far and the topics for this session using document 11-06/1568r5

Presentation “Secure Mesh Formation”, Harkins et al, 11-06/1092r2

Questions/Comments

· This is between two MPs across a single link?
Yes.

· Slide 11 – 802.11i doesn’t offer PFS – what if attacker obtains PSK here?
CCMP key based on results of Diffie-Hellman exchange, would also have to break it.

· If I have that key?
PFS is that you can’t decrypt from earlier or future runs, which you can in 802.11i.

· PFS means all past sessions are still secure, but future aren’t.

· Slide 7 – no need for external AS – does author envisage use more often with certificates?
Get CRLs once you have connection.

· Certificate, how is it carried?
In Beacons and Probe Requests/Responses.

· One IE to carry a cert?  Typical X509v3 certificates are 4K bytes!
Good point.

· Relationship with Pure Link Establishment?
None.

· Build around current protocol?
Yes.

· Peer link happens first?
No – this is done using 802 authentication frames, association happens after comminus and can thus be protected. 

· Who initiates first?
Either.

· Slide 12 – GTKs in last two messages – how do you confirm delivery of keys?
Assumed reliable medium, could add logic to retransmit message 3.

· Occurs before association request? Goes on data packets?
No it’s an 802.11 authentication exchange.
Today with set to open-auth say authenticate me, then association request, then EAPOL start.
Don’t do open here, do comminus, then use key to protect subsequent association request.

· Either side can be the originator, what if both sides send message at same time?
Super-ordinate is a term for initiating protocol.  Need to add a statement that after exchanging, side with highest MAC wins.

· Did you model this in the reference implementation?
No, you’d end up with two authenticated CCMPs, throw away one with exchange initiated by lowest MAC address

Moved, to instruct Editor to incorporate the changes in 11-06/883r2 into the Draft

Moved: Dan Harkins    Second: Christian Kuhtz

Question

· Is this optional?
Doesn’t remove 802.1Z or 802.11i, removes PSK, and adds this as mandatory authentication step.

For:  5   Against: 14   Abstain: 15

Straw Poll

Would you support comminus as an optional authentication method?

Yes: 19   No: 6   Abstain: 19


Presentation: “Update to Efficient Mesh Security and Link Establishment” Walker, Braskich, et al, 11-06/1625r1 (presented by Jesse Walker)

Overview proposal found in document 11-06/1470r3

Questions/Comments

· We have various mesh usage models, which one do you see this being used for?
Haven’t analyzed – will cover 80%, some consumer, most of enterprise and public, this is just a framework, expect changes.

· Consumer?
Yes, PSK models are inappropriate, need this or nothing.

· Any implementation detail yet?
Have done state machine validation.

· Have you presented yet results of that yet?
No, will present at appropriate time.

· Clarification on slide 10 – no process to ensure supplicant has to match key with distributor, implicit assumption of trust
For initial contact, have to follow entire 802.11i model, including EAP limitations.

· Are any parts optional or separable?
Don’t have to implement all 3 boxes on slide 10, could collapse into one.
Slide 11 might be optional.
Haven’t defined optional vs. mandatory parts yet.
Signalling needn’t happen over air.
Currently mandatory.
EAP transport message is optional.

· Slide 11 – when is it necessary to obtain derived key?
Depends on path existing to MKD.  Will depend on how network is deployed.

· In 3 party key distribution you need authorization, does this need it?
Yes.  Could adapt proposal to adopt that feature.

· Mandatory?
Everything except back end link layer protocol.

· Role determination?
To work through race conditions you have to deal with termination.  Will give presentation on this.

· Addresses shortcoming of AS requirement.  Two entities getting together, neither has contact to AS, would they simplify to simple PSK Auth and Supp?
Provisions provided in document as a start.

· Slide 27 – state machines have problems with open and close, what about multiple attempts?
There are instance identifiers.

· How do they handle the case of two MPs coming and going?  How rapidly?
Haven’t simulated yet.  

· Two types of state machines.  Got all correct first.  Now need to deal with contentions and varying signals.

·  MKD becomes such by saying he is – is that acceptable?
We don’t spec how selected – administrative decision.  MKD will have to authenticate himself somehow.

· MKD does not have to be Mesh Portal?
No.
MKD to AS communication is outside scope.
AS can be inside the mesh

· If it’s outside and not a portal, do you know a-priori?
This proposal doesn’t address that.  Each of MPs must have unambiguous way to authenticate this one device.  Not part of proposal.

· Proposal currently says MKD has access to AS, acts as proxy AS.

· This can’t bootstrap, requires an MKD.

· Typically MKD is at a Portal, other bootstrapping approaches allowed.

· If MKD not at Portal, must you provide physical security?
Yes.  It needs to be a “protected” node, equivalent to a RADIUS server.

Moved, to accept the submission contained in document 11-06/1470r3 and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes resolving CIDs: 120, 121, 122, 199, 236, 237, 239, 240, 243, 244

Moved: W. Steve Conner   Second: Ariel Sharon

· Introduces single point of failure into mesh, not acceptable in large deployment.

· POL model is derived using a nonce, MA can’t determine, key distribution method doesn’t work.
MA obtains info when Supplicant contacts.

· 802.11r put a lot of work into 3 part security protocol, this requires such a thing, hard to get.

· Sort it out later? Premature to put whole thing in.

Speaking in favour

· This is a framework to get to LB, objective was to get consensus in this update to proposal

· Addresses many shortcomings, eg. two way handshake.

· Was introduced in Melbourne, reviewed at Munich adhoc

For: 30  Against: 8  Abstain: 6

Motion passes

Moved, to instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes in document 11-06/1637r1 into the Draft as the resolution of CID 256.

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Guido Hiertz

For: 29   Against: 0  Abstain: 0

Motion passes

Request to add item 11-06/1778 and document 11-06/1787 and 11-06/1797 to tomorrow’s agenda.  There were no objections.

The Chair recessed the session at 17:49

Session III, Wednesday November 15th, 13:30-15:30, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 13:33

The Chair reviewed the Agenda, using document 11-06/1568r6.  Request was made to add document 11-06/1822r0.

The chair reminded all to use the On-line Attendance System.

Presentation: “HWMP Specification Update”, Guenael Strutt, 11-06/1800r0

Questions/Comments

· Is there a presentation describing protocol?
See Tutorial document on IEEE 802 homepage.

Moved, to accept resolution described in 11-06/1778r1 and instruct the Editor to replace clause 11A.4 in Draft D0.04 resolving CIDs 168, 169, 170, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 179, 181, 185, 186, 188, 189, 190, 191 and 192.

Moved; Guenael Strutt   Second: Jan Kruys

For: 29   Against: 0   Abstain: 6

Motion passes

Presentation: “Update on Interworking”, Jan Kruys, 11-06/1797r1

Questions/Comments

· Protocol specifies what?
Portal announcement messages and what nodes are to do.

· Does it modify messages at each hop?
Ask for delivery and desirable if metric is updated.

· Better to break delivery and how it’s done?

· Can portal announcement be carried in another protocol?
Yes.

· Difference between r3 and r2?
One line – have to properly configure portals so they do announcement.

· Is this a guideline or spec?
Neither because outside of scope!

· Posted when?
10:38AM

Moved, to accept document 11-06/1787r0 as text for interworking in the draft TGs standard and instruct the Editor to incorporate the document in the current Draft.

Moved:  Jan Kruys   Second: Joseph Kim

For: 28:  Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Motion passes

Presentation: “Some thoughts on broadcast frame delivery in mesh”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-06/1619r0 and document “The definition of broadcast in mesh”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-06/1732r0

Questions/Comments

· Resolution also covers CID 50, counter proposes that we first need a clear definition of broadcast, need independent forwarding of management frames, dedicate 11.8.2.5 to forwarding of management.  Suggestion to combine this resolution and the Chair’s (11-06/1801).
Valid, couldn’t find proper place.

· Is location the only issue?
Location PLUS types of broadcasting.

· Better to put something in Draft before going to Letter Ballot.

Moved, to direct the Editor to incorporate the changes in 11-06/1732r0 into the Draft

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Second: Dee Denteener

Questions/Comments continued

· “Two types of broadcasting mechanism” defining two types is confusing, intent to provide background on different configuration given frame formats, agree in long run good to combine with mechanisms, for now this is helpful for new readers, make this informative sub-clause at this stage, refine and make normative later.

· How can informative text have “shall”?

· Would it help to change “type” to “scope”?  Delete word “mechanism”?

Motion withdrawn without objection, will try to re-introduce tomorrow.

Presentation: “Concerns regarding CCF”, Michelle Gong et al, 11-06/1716r4

Questions/Comments

· What about bottleneck of common channel?  Only one pair can transmit.  Longer the TXOP higher the inefficiency.
Agree. 

· Four concerns, three can be resolved?
Maybe, but no resolution for co-existence.

· Co-existence is real.  Same problem in 802.11n
Different 802.11n receive can sense adjacent channel, so if on primary can sense on secondary. Here all channels are orthogonal, can’t sense.

· Assumed work in 802.11n could feed back to 802.11s
Co-existence is biggest issue in 802.11n, staw poll in 802.11n to eliminate 40MHz.
No, TGn has not achieved consensus, take care moving work from one TG to another until it is complete.

Moved, to direct the Editor to remove all references in the Draft to CCF according to slide 13 of 11-06/1716r4

Moved:  Michelle Gong   Second: Mathilde Benveniste

Questions/Comments

· Many concerns on CCF have been addressed, not a show stopper.

· Discussion came up in Melbourne, only resolution proposed was to lower threshold, was found out of scope by CAC, not allowed to use reflector to discuss, will cost a lot of no votes.

· CCF good protocol by itself, hard to co-exist with CSMA/CA.

· Focus on this motion, CAC did not say can’t use reflector.

· TGs at last meeting instructed particular groups to post to reflector – that was ruled to be out of order because they weren’t formal groups, didn’t say what you can post.

· Two issues; 1. Resolution of comment related to CCF, which required making a change in threshold.   2. Proper use of reflectors.

Moved, to call the question

Moved: Andrew Myles   Second: Jesse Walker

Objections were raised, so a vote was taken

For: 25   Against: 16

Motion to call the question fails.


Questions/Comments continued…

· In favour – can’t modify PHY, only recourse is to remove CCF, otherwise all other networks in vicinity affected.

· Against – consumer electronics wants this feature, removing it now will limit abilities to experiment.
Current Draft is framework, doesn’t excludes multi-channel, motion does not instruct Editor to remove, but CCF is not solution.

· Against – discussion started Jan 2005, became simple mechanism where single device can take advantage of multi channels, so you have to switch, do you think we should enable this?  Numbers depend on assumption, simulation showed scenarios in which CCF gives gain.  Comments have continued to be resolved.  Continue to explore solutions.  Haven’t had time to respond to CAC concern.

· In favour – have discussed for over a year, without resolution, can’t defend these features to WG.

Moved, to call the question

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Second: Andrew Myles

For: 48   Against: 3   Abstain: 0

Motion to call the question passes, vote on the main motion.

For: 30   Against: 18   Abstain: 8

Motion fails (< ¾)

Presentation: “Minor Update to Clause 11A.1.5 for Draft Consistency”, W. Steve Conner, 11-06/1815r0

Moved, to instruct the Editor to add text in slide 3 of the document to the end of Clause 11.A.1.5.1

Moved: W. Steve Conner   Second: Jesse Walker

For: 18   Against: 0   Abstain 6

Motion passes

Presentation:  “Resolution of informal comments received May 1, 2006”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 11-06/1822r0

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-06/1822r0 and direct the Editor too incorporate them into the Draft

Moved to: Guido Hiertz   Second:  Kazuyuki Sakoda

Questions/Comments
· Four hour rule?
Document posted at 11:34 today.

· Must postpone motion to tomorrow’s session.

Moved, to direct the Editor to produce a Draft D0.05

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Guido Hiertz

There were no objections, adopted by unanimous consent

The Chair recessed the session at 15:27.

Session IV, Thursday November 16th, 08:00-10:00, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 08:05.

The Chair requested that the session be recessed for 15 minutes to allow Draft D0,05 to be uploaded to the server. There were no objections.

The Chair reconvened the session at 08:31.

The Chair reviewed the progress of the session so far using Agenda document 11-06/1568r7.

The Chair recommended against further changes to the Draft at this stage, given the time left for the TG to review.

Discussion ensued…

· There were comments in favour of resolving as many comments as possible 

· The Draft must be technically complete – can that be the case if there are outstanding issues?

Yes, there are no place holders or missing sections.

· Submissions do include changes.  We have categorized changes important before Letter Ballot, these have been addressed.

· There were many comments yesterday that elements were truly broke, Chair was asked for his opinion.
Chair responded one feature will work well in some circumstances not in others, it’s optional.

· Numerous comments are controversial, can’t go to Letter Ballot.

· Didn’t only have concerns yesterday, others were in favour of proceeding, discussion was around an optional feature.

· Each comment was qualified in urgency by ad hoc groups, arguments about CCF not valid.

· If comment is outstanding and a proposal to address exists, proceed with proposal.

The movers of the last Motion from yesterday (on document 11-06/1822r0) agreed to withdraw it (until a future session).

Discussion continued…

· If we don’t have all comments resolved we can’t proceed to Letter Ballot.
No, these aren’t formal comments, not real Letter Ballot comment, so there is no procedural reason we cannot go to letter ballot.
Very small subset of WG is involved so far, would be helpful to get more guidance  from the wider group.

· Is the Draft sufficiently mature to not waste the time of the broader WG membership? 

Think it’s complete but there will always be issues until ratification.
Editor responded the Draft is not as refined as required for Sponsor Ballot.  Sufficient to get feedback from WG in Letter Ballot.

· Important to have a complete specification.  Editor believes it is.  Disagreement is only about features to add.  Doesn’t dictate completeness.  Letter Ballot may help solve some of the disagreement.  If TGs goes to Letter Ballot now, timeline allows closure before January.  If delayed, Letter Ballot will happen in parallel with two other TG’s.  Proceeding now will facilitate most attention on the Draft
Chair said group decides when to proceed.  Also it is dangerous to project when other TG’s go to Letter Ballot.

· Are concerned about getting a complete review as we are a small group?  We have received feedback from the WG about a serious problem.  Risk of having PAR withdrawn due to lack of backward compatibility

· Yes, Draft is well written, but does it address controversial issues?

· Some other groups going to Letter Ballot is not relevant to us.  Problem for other groups also.

· Up to TG to decide for itself.  We have a Draft the TG thinks is good enough.  Why change?
Chair said we only had a strawpoll on going to Letter Ballot.

· When will we vote?
When Draft is on server.

· Straw poll was taken before changes were made to Draft during this session, it may not now be relevant.

· Noted that the withdrawn Motion (on document 11-06/1822r0) has nothing to do with yesterday’s discussion (on CCF).

· Should it be interpreted that because we had informal review and didn’t addressed all comments, the group has decided which comments are priority, ie. reserves the right to decide which comments matter, doesn’t motivate people to comment.
Chair responded, the steps from informal review to Letter Ballot are the same as if LB had failed, group is free to do as it pleases with regard to comments.

· In one case had ballot in other did not, chose to respond or not to comments.

· Timeliness was not considered a major point, had just asked for Chair’s opinion.  

· When you do internal review and pick up as much as you can, trying to achieve majority that agrees.  When Letter Ballot fails comments are usually reviewed.  Just because someone makes comments that are not taken, group may not want to do what is in the comment, feedback to the group as a whole, group  doesn’t have to incorporate all comments into Draft.
Chair indicated many of comments have been rejected previously.

· Draft has been uploaded.

· Is strawpoll to go to LB relevant?  Possibly not because people were hoping all outstanding comments could have been resolved, haven’t, so strawpoll may not be valid.
Chair responded can’t tell what people were hoping.

· Chair indicated we could vote now or do other presentations.

· The document on the server says version 4 inside.
The webpage link is incorrect.
Refreshed and it is OK, just a stale copy of webpage.

· What about the requirement that the Draft must be technically complete?
Chair said completeness does not mean there are no comments or controversies.

· Comment resolution process was thorough and has reached the limit of what we can do in the TG.  Particularly the issues in the MAC group may not be known to all, but the process they have used was thorough.  If we don’t go to Letter Ballot then use more formal process in TG.

· Isn’t there a four hour requirement?
Chair clarified, no, latest P&P revision states technical changes must be on the server for 4 session hour hours, but no requirements on editorial changes or on the draft itself.

Believing that the 802.11s Draft D0.05 satisfies all 802.11 WG rules for letter ballot, 

Moved, to request the 802.11 Working Group to renumber 802.11s Draft D0.05 as D1.0 and authorize a 30-day Letter Ballot asking the question “Should 802.11s Draft D1.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot”

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Erik Schylander

For: 31   Against: 11   Abstain:  8

No request to take a standing vote

Motion fails 73.8%

Previously withdrawn motion (on document 11-06/1822r0) was brought up:

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Second: Kazuyuki Sakoda

For: 38   Against: 0   Abstain: 7

Motion passes

Request to bring up a new motion to address several open comments.

Chair asked those with existing comment resolutions already on the Agenda if they objected – no objections.

Moved, to remove CCF from the Draft resolving CIDs 22, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 79, 123, 124, 125, 126, 128, and 129.

Moved:  Mathilde Benveniste   Second: Jorjeta Jetcheva 
Speech in favour of motion using

Presentation: “Problems with CCF”, Benveniste, 11-06/1771r1

Questions/Comments
· Against, PAR does not say about compatibility, mesh doesn’t talk to clients, APs do.  Today’s networks don’t use NAV, rely fully on physical carrier sense, and they work

· Resolution not complete, should define detailed procedures to modify Draft.

· Chair: Does Editor think the instructions are adequate?
Editor: Would prefer more guidance.

Moved to amend motion to include text on slide 13 of 11-06/1716r4

Moved: Bob O’Hara   Second: Guenael Strutt

Point of order - this Motion failed yesterday, this is improperly bringing up same topic again.

· This deals with resolving specific comments, Motion yesterday only dealt with amending Draft.

· Motion addresses comments not addressed yesterday.

· Do we keep removing pieces until things get approved??!!

The Chair ruled the Motion in order even though it made the same technical change on the grounds that it included resolution of many additions comments, that the text was changed so that it referred to Draft D0.05 rather than to Draft D0.04, and that there had been substantial progress in votes and debate since this technical change was previously considered.

The decision of the Chair was appealed and the appeal seconded.

· Chair noted the previous motion was more specific, did list CIDs.

· Need to provide complete details of what needs to be changes, can’t tell what you’re changing.

· Motion yesterday included what’s in 11-06/1777, so this is the same as yesterday’s presentation.

· All references are good material, doesn’t mean motion shouldn’t be considered.  Same resolution cannot be brought up for same comment twice in same meeting, same resolution can be used for different comments.

Moved, to call the question on the appeal.

Moved: Malik Audeh   Second: Dan Harkins

For: 37  Against: 8 

Vote on sustaining the Chair’s ruling under appeal

For: 42  Against: 3

There was a call for a recount:

For: 33   Against: 12

Chair: It appears that the negative votes in one half of the room had been erroneously added to the positive votes when the first count was held. It is the belief of the chair that the actual two votes were identical.

Ruling of the Chair is sustained.

Motion is in order.

Mover agreed with the change text provided by the Seconder which editorially updated to correspond with Draft D0.05.

Moved, to Amend the Motion using text provide by the Seconder, specifically to read as follows:

Moved, to remove CCF from the TGs draft D0.05 by the following changes

· Page 4: remove lines 15, 16, 17

· Page 5: remove line 5

· Section 7.1.3.1.2: page 13, Table 1, remove RTX/CTX type

· Section 7.2.1.9: remove the section

· Section 7.2.1.10: remove the section

· Section 7.3.2.36: page 23, Figure s15 and Table s2, remove “Multi-channel capability” element. Page 23, remove line 27 to line 6 (page 24) and Figure s19

· Section 9.14: remove the section

resolving CID 22, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 79, 123, 124, 125, 126, 128,129.

As the scheduled time had arrived, the Chair recessed the session at 10:00.

Session V, Thursday November 16th, 10:30-12:30, Hyatt Regency – Reunion E Room
The Chair convened the session at 10:31

The Chair reminded all to use the online Attendance System

Debate on the Amendment on the floor from the previous session…

· Yesterday, Michelle’s presentation responded to comments, original motion was out of order, this motion is the same.  Have the page and line numbers been checked?
Yes, so it refers to Draft D0.05.  Also this is different due to CIDs.  It has already been judged to be in order.

There was no objection to the Amendment which was adopted by unanimous consent.

Further debate on the Motion as amended

· Against, because proceeding with CCF in will get valuable input from the whole WG on the CCF option.

· In favour, CCF is technically broken, damages co-existence, will stomp over existing networks, leaving in the Draft will be a magnet for comments, give proponents of CCF a way to re-insert in a way that co-exists.

· Against, we are precluding outcome of Letter Ballot.

· In favour, CCF explicitly breaks carrier sense, violates standard.

· Against, CCF is a feature with backing in consumers industry and will serve many usage scenarios, leaving in will attract further contribution.

· In favour, we should fix CCF before Letter Ballot.

· Against, have tried to address concerns, improvements can be made, thinking no at this stage is premature.

· In favour, has been debated for a year.

· Against, consumer requirements want this, it is an option, offers good performance in those scenarios.  There are also scenarios when it doesn’t make sense, then don’t use it.

Moved, to call the question

Moved: Anil Sankwala   Second: Many!!

No objections

For: 45  Against: 14  Abstain: 7

Motion as amended passes

Editor will provide updates resulting from the two motions into Draft D0.06 shortly to the Chair

Any objection to directing the Editor to make these changes?

Discussion ensued…

· Does 4 hour rule apply?

· Yes technical portion, being in Michelle’s previous submission, was on server from yesterday.

· But we voted no on Michelle’s motion.

· 4 hour doesn’t say how many times it can be  voted on.

· But doesn’t that mean it was the same motion.

No, assembly it was in order, presumably because there were enough non-technical changes.

· These are changes to Draft D0.05, so 4 hour rule does not apply.

· The technical changes to the Draft are the same, the rest is editorial.

Moved, to direct the Editor to produce a Draft D0.06 incorporating the changes adopted thus far today.

Moved: Bob O’Hara   Second: Mathilde Benveniste

For: 32   Against: 7   Abstain: 8

Motion passes

The Chair requested to recess the session for ½ hour to allow upload of Draft.

There were no objections.

The Chair reconvened the session at 11:58

The Chair recognized that Agenda hadn’t been formally modified today to insert the Motions on CCF and approving Letter Ballot and apologized to presenter Kazuyuki Sakoda.
There were no objections to changing the Agenda to reflect these changes.

Draft D0.06 is now on the server.

Believing that the 802.11s Draft D0.06 satisfies all 802.11 WG rules for letter ballot, 

Moved, to request the 802.11 Working Group to renumber 802.11s Draft D0.06 as D1.0 and authorize a 30-day Letter Ballot asking the question “Should 802.11s Draft D1.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot”

Moved: Ariel Sharon   Second: Jan Kruys

Comment, the link to clean version appears to be broken on the server.

The Chair recessed again to check the status. There were no objections.

The link was repaired (problem due to a filename error)

The meeting was re-convened.

For: 38   Against: 3   Abstain: 5

Motion carries

Presentation: “TGs Process November”, Eastlake, 11-06/1753r2

In the presentation, it was proposed to hold a teleconference, mostly to review the Agenda of the January meeting, at 5PM on Wednesday 3 January 2007.

It was noted that a conflict exists with the Wi-Fi Alliance Mesh Marketing Group at same time.  Can it be moved?  Suggested the Chair follow-up with the head of that Wi-Fi Alliance group.

Proposed to move the teleconference to 8AM EST.

Strawpoll

8AM: 5  5PM: 17

Unanimous consent for teleconference at 5PM Wednesday 3 January 2007.

The presentation also proposed to pre-approve an adhoc meeting between the January and March 2007 meetings, possibly 6-8 February.

Offers were made to hold the adhoc in Hillsboro Oregon, Munich Germany, Schaumberg Illinois or Eindhoven Netherlands.

Strawpoll

Hillsboro: 12   Munich: 5   Schaumberg: 9   Eindhoven: 10

Strawpoll

Hillsboro: 14   Schaumberg: 6  Eindhoven: 10

Strawpoll

Hillsboro: 16   Eindhoven: 11

Hillsboro Oregon is chosen by elimination

Moved, to pre-approve an ad hoc meeting  in Hillsboro Oregon, between the January and March 2007 meetings, 6-8 February, for comment resolution.

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Kazayuki Sakoda

There were no objections, Motion approved by unanimous consent

The chair pointed out that, although there were additional presentations on the agenda list, there was insufficient time remaining.

The Chair adjourned the session sine die at 12:27
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Minutes of the meeting of the IEEE 802.11 ESS Mesh Networking Task Group held at the Hyatt Regency Hotel in Dallas, TX , USA, from November 14th to 16th, 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 11-06/1568r7.  The Closing Report is in document 11-06/1879r0.
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