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Minutes

Session I, Tuesday March 13th 10:30-12:30, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The session was called to order at 10:36

The Chair reviewed the overall flow for the week using the Agenda document 11-07/0213r4

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording systems (slide 6 of the Agenda presentation).

The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property (slides 7 and 8) and Inappropriate Topics (slide 9). 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.

The Chair made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements (slide 10), outlined the Anti-Trust Statement (slide 11) and pointed out the change in bylaws regarding Declaration of Affiliation (slide 12).

The Chair outlined the Agenda for today’s session (slides 13 and 14). There were no suggestions for changes. 

The January 2007 Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0092r0, were approved by unanimous consent.
The Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes

6-8 February (Hillsboro) Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0240r0

12 March Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0388r0

were approved by unanimous consent.

The Teleconference Minutes

31 January 2007, 11-07/0223r0

14, 21, 28 February 2007, 11-07/0254r0, 11-07/0265r0, 11-07/0288r0

7 March 2007, 11-07/0330r0

were approved by unanimous consent.

The Chair provided an overview on process using “TGs Process, November”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/0380r0

The Editor provided the status of TGs Draft D1.01:
The Editor reviewed the status of comment resolution using document  “Resolution of comments received during IEEE 802.11 Letter Ballot 93”, W. Steven Conner, 11-07/0023r21
Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open General area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CIDs 353, 358 and 3778 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Steve Conner    Seconded:  Guido Hiertz

For: 16   Against: 0   Abstain: 8

Motion adopted

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open Security area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CIDs 229, 1620, 1154, and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Jesse Walker   Seconded: Stephen Rayment

For: 23   Against: 0   Abstain: 7

Motion adopted

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open RFI area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CID 5685 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Malik Audeh

For: 21   Against: 1   Abstain: 7

Motion adopted

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open MAC area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CIDs 3749, 3493, 2182, 4133, 740, 1887, 2223, 3105, 4644, 3106, 741, 1888, 2224, 3109, 4645, 3111, 742, 1889, 2225, 3117, 4646, 3120, 3412, 4251, 1118 and 1106 (Editor feels there is insufficient detail to implement), also exclude CID 543, 541, 545 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Seconded: Kazuyuki Sakoda

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 9

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open Editorial comments in 11-07/0023r20 except to the effect that they conflict with a previously adopted technical comment and direct the editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Jan Kruys

For: 25   Against: 0    Abstain: 6

Motion adopted

Moved, to change the “Resolution Status” entry of all CIDs labelled as “Needs rework” in the “Edit status” column of 11-07/0023r20 from “closed” to “Open” and change the “Resolution” entry to “Defer-submission needed”.
Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Jan Kruys

For: 24   Against: 0 Abstain: 8

Motion adopted

The Chair presented “TGs PAR Amendment”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/0391r0
Presentation: “ ‘Express’ Forwarding in a Multi-hop Wireless Network”, Beneviste, 11-07/0415r0  

Strawpoll

Who would like to hear further presentation and discussion on this topic? 

For: 10   Against: 3

The Chair recessed the meeting until 16:00

Session 2, Tuesday March 13th 16:00-18:00, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair reconvened the session at 16:01

The Chair reviewed the progress so far and the agenda for this session using document 11-07/0213r5

Comment resolution document 11-07/23r20r22 is on the server, which is up to date with all motions from this morning. Note that 11-07/23r20r20 included all comments from the Hillsboro Ad Hoc.


The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system.

Moved, to adopted TGs Draft D1.01.
Moved:  Jesse Walker   Seconded: Steve Conner

The were no objections so the Draft was approved by unanimous consent.

General and RFI Presentations ensued . . .

Presentation: “HWMP Definitions” Meituan Zhao, 11-07/0416r0.

Presentation: “HWMP Proxy Frame Forwarding”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 11-07/0337r0.

Presentation: “Issues in Mesh Header Field Processing”, Joseph Kim, 11-07/0354r0.  

Presentation: “Handling of Associated Legacy Stations”, Hiraku Okada, 11-07/0318r3

Presentation:  “Specific Universal Beacons”, Guido Hiertz, 11-07/0403r0
It was unanimous that this topic be investigated further.

Strawpoll

Is beacon separation a concept that should go into 802.11s?

For: 29   Against: 4   Abstain: 11

The Chair recessed the session at 17:57

Session 3, Wednesday March 14th 13:30-15:30, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair convened the session at 13:34.

The Chair reviewed the progress to date using document 11-07/0213r6.

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system.

Security Presentations ensued . . .

“Peer Link Establishment Comment Resolution”, Meiyuan Zhao, 11-07/0357r2.

Questions / comments . . . 

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-07/0440ro and direct the Editor to make the corresponding changes in the Draft and also change the status of CIDs 1294 and 1594 from Reject to Accept.

Moved:  Meiyuan Zhao   Seconded: Dan Harkins

For: 28   Against: 0   Abstain: 5

Motion passes

Updated NIST Strawpoll based on 11-07/297r0 given at Mid-week Plenary:

Should IEEE 802.11s TG consider reviewing specifications about certain aspects of a multi-hop breadcrumb communication system, such as a real-time channel assessment and breadcrumb deployment strategy, based on IEEE 802 PHY/MAC protocols?

For: 10    Against: 9   Abstain: 26

Presentation: “Overview of Changes to Key Holder Frame Formats”, Tony Braskich, 11-07/0438r0.
Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0286r0 using D1.0 numbering to resolve 13 comments related to EMSA EAP Encapsulation and direct the Editor to incorporate into the latest Draft

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Steve Emeott

For: 19    Against: 4   Abstain: 7

Motion passes

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0287r0 using D1.0 numbering to resolve 9 comments related to EMSA Key Holder frame formats and direct the Editor to incorporate into the latest Draft

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Steve Conner

Presentation: “MAC Address Spoofing”, Michael Bahr, 11-06/1837r2 (CID 483)

Presentation: “Thoughts on Peer Capacity”, Meiyuan Zhao, 11-07/0358r1

The Chair recessed the session at 15:35.

Session 4, Thursday March 15th 08:00-10:00, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair convened the session at 08:05.

The Chair reviewed the accomplishments so far this week using the Agenda document 11-07/0213r9.

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system

Moved, to direct the Editor to add the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph of Clause 8.2 as the resolution of CID 1417: “Open System Authentication and De-authentication shall not be used between MPs.” 

Moved: Meiyuan Zhao   Seconded: Jesse Walker

For: 21   Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0287r1 to resolve 9 comments related to EMSA Key Holder frame formats and direct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Steve Emeott

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0435r1 to resolve 15 comments related to MIC algorithm update and direct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Jesse Walker 

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 3 

Motion passes (>3/4)
Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0437r1 to resolve 4 comments related to EMSA EAP Transport Specification. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

For: 23   Against: 0   Abstain: 1

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0436r1 to resolve 25 comments related to MIB definitions. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Hrishikesh Gossain

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 2 

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to instruct the Editor to include submission 11-07/0455r0 in the Draft as resolution of comment CID 483.

Moved: Michael Bahr   Seconded: Kevin Hayes

For: 14   Against: 0   Abstain: 9

Motion passes (>3/4)
Presentation: “Congestion Control Comments Resolution”, Bahareh Sadeghi, 11-07/0283r1.

Strawpoll

Shall TGs adopt the text proposal in document 07/0456r0?

For: 19   Against: 5   Abstain: 11

Submitter chose not to make a motion at this time.

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on Mesh DTIM element”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-07/ 0279r3 (Word document 11-07/0280r3)

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on ATIM window element”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-07/0319r0  (Word documents 11-07/0320r0, 11-07/0320r1)

Presentation: “Routing, Forwarding and Interworking resolutions in Orlando”, Guenael Strutt, 11-07/0470r0 

Strawpoll on terms

Path Selection Request/Reply/Error

Like:2   Dislike: 31

Path Request/Reply/Error

Like: 25   Dislike: 8  <<< appears to be favourite

Route Request/Reply/Error

Like: 13   Dislike: 9

Path option is most favoured

Moved, to amend CIDs 1800, 1801, 1802 with the following new resolution:

Replace all occurrences of “route” with “path” and “routing” with “path selection”, with the exception of the element and frame names “Route Error” (RERR), “Route Request” (RREQ), and “Route Reply” (RREP) 

Moved: Guenael Strutt  Seconded: Guido Hiertz

For: 30   Against: 1   Abstain: 1

Strawpoll on terms

“Active” forwarding information / “Inactive” forwarding information

Like: 13    Dislike: 4

“Valid” forwarding information / “Invalid” forwarding information   

Like: 7   Dislike: 7

Presentation: “Mesh Configuration Element”, Guenael Strutt, 11-07/0268r0 

Presentation: “Updated Texts for Frame Addressing and Forwarding in a Mesh Network (Summary)”, Joseph Kim, 11-07/0389r0

The Editor gave an update on the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07/023/r24.  76 resolutions to the General area have been included.  27 resolutions have been made in the MAC area.

The Chair recessed the session at 9:51.  There was insufficient time to start further presentations.

Session 4, Thursday March 15th 13:30-15:30, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair convened the session at 13:33

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system

Moved, to accept the resolution to CIDs: 74, 368, 369, 892, 894, 895, 1372, 2005, 2148, 3503, 3543, 3801, 3965, 4464, 4682, 4771, 4903, 4933, 5012, 5015, 5016, and 5017, as proposed in document 11-07/0280r3.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

For: 26   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update section 11A.4 of the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0334r1 resolving CIDs: 173, 559, 1135, 1230, 1252, 1325, 1831, 1988, 2468, 3635, 3741, 3869, 3873, 4460, 28, 4318, 5658 and 5690.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Steve Conner

For: 27   Against: 0   Abstain: 3

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0337r1 resolving CIDs: 4372, 4374, 4859, 489, 4385, 4386, 461, 489, 756, 787, 2254, 2255, 2256, 2259, 2258, 1327, 1990, 3986, 4033.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Hrishikesh Gossain
For: 30   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0416r3 resolving CIDs: 408, 5685, 989, 113, 745, 941, 1191, 3500, 3729, 3962, 4766, 5610, 5612, 422, 2073, 3564,

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Comment

· There are 13 more comments resolved by this document (incorporated into list above)

For: 33   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Motion passes

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0302r2 resolving CIDs: 25, 26, 27, 165, 168, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 397, 480, 487, 489, 490, 510, 751, 752, 753, 754, 755, 1137, 1424, 1829, 1830, 1894, 1907, 2199, 2200, 2229, 3187, 3511, 3563, 3582, 3584, 3586, 3587, 3588, 3857, 3858, 4223, 4226, 4227, 4308, 4372, 4375, 4378, 4379, 4657, 4658, 4825, 4828, 4859, 5325, 5326, 5657.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Steve Conner

For: 30   Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Moved, to adapt document 11-07/0242r0 as resolution to comments CID 403 and 5658 related to the missing Portal Announcement frame format in section 7.4.

Moved: Michael Bahr   Seconded: Malik Audeh
Comment

· Include portal announcement text and number for mesh management

For: 25   Against: 0   Abstain: 5

As revised

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions for open comments marked as Accept, Reject, or Counter in 11-07/23r24 except CID 113, 745, 941, 1191, 3500, 3729, 3962, 4766, 5610.
For: 27   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Jan Kruys

Moved, to direct the Editor to produce one or more revisions of the Draft so as to incorporate all changes and comment resolutions adopted before this motion.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Michelle Gong

There was no objection so the Motion passes by unanimous consent:

The Chair led a discussion on process using document “TGs Process, November”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/0380r1

Strawpoll

Number of people in the room who expect to attend the Ad Hoc meeting in Eindhoven, Netherlands, 11-13 April

8

Strawpoll on time of telecons 

10am: 11   

5pm: 10

Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences starting 28 March through 23 May 2007 through 23 May 2007 (except 11 April and 16 May) at 10am Eastern US time to resolve comments and review the Ad Hoc meeting and May meeting agenda.

Motion approved by unanimous consent

Strawpoll on Ad Hoc meeting location

Greater Boston MA: 7

Munich Germany: 3

Hillsboro OR: 11

Moved, to request that the 802.11WG authorize an Ad Hoc meeting in June (to be cancelled if TGs goes to Letter Ballot again from the May meting) on 13-15 June in Hillsboro OR to work on comment resolution.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Michelle Gong

For: 23   Against: 0   Abstain: 1

Strawpoll

When do people think we will go to Letter Ballot again?

From May meeting: 2

From July meeting: 15

After July meeting: 13

Moved, to direct the TGs Chair to bring the following motion before the 802.11 Working Group:

Moved, to approve the amendment in 11-07/149r5 to the P802.11s PAR and 5 Criteria and forward this PAR and 5 Criteria amendment to the 802 Executive Committee for their approval and further transmission.

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Seconded: Steve Conner

Yes: 26   No: 0   Abstain: 2

Motion passes

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on MDA Access Fraction (MAF)”, Michelle Gong, 11-07/409r2

Strawpoll

Should we mandate TXOP limits on MDA devices?

Yes: 18   No: 5   Don’t Care: 4

Presentation: “MDA Simulation Study:  Robustness to non-MDA Interferers”, Steve Emeott, 11-07/356r0

Presentation:  “A Comparison of Broadcast Routing Protocols”, Jim Hauser, 11-07/406r0

The Chair adjourned the meeting sine die at 15:33.

Detailed Record
Session I, Tuesday March 13th 10:30-12:30, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The session was called to order at 10:36

The Chair reviewed the overall flow for the week using the Agenda document 11-07/0213r4

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording systems (slide 6 of the Agenda presentation).

The Chair reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures on Intellectual Property (slides 7 and 8) and Inappropriate Topics (slide 9). 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.

The Chair made numerous Miscellaneous Announcements (slide 10), outlined the Anti-Trust Statement (slide 11) and pointed out the change in bylaws regarding Declaration of Affiliation (slide 12).

The Chair outlined the Agenda for today’s session (slides 13 and 14). There were no suggestions for changes. 

Request accepted to add presentation from Zhao on “HWMP definitions” 11-07/04106r0 to the PM2 session to day and to change title of the presentation on the Presentations list to “ ‘Express’ Forwarding in Multi-Hop Wireless Networks” 11-07/415r0 by Beneviste

The January 2007 Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0092r0, were approved by unanimous consent.
The Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes

6-8 February (Hillsboro) Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0240r0

12 March Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0388r0

were approved by unanimous consent.

The Teleconference Minutes

31 January 2007, 11-07/0223r0

14, 21, 28 February 2007, 11-07/0254r0, 11-07/0265r0, 11-07/0288r0

7 March 2007, 11-07/0330r0

were approved by unanimous consent.

The Chair provided an overview on process using “TGs Process, November”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/0380r0

The Chair proposed to hold a Strawpoll on “When will we go to Letter Ballot again?

From May meeting

From July meeting

After July meeting

Questions / comments . . .

· What is the purpose of the next LB – to get more comments or to get WG approval? 
The Chair responded it is really up to the TG

· Chair’s opinion is we should do LB only if we believe it can be approved

· Does it make more sense to do this Strawpoll later in the week?
· Chair agreed to defer the Strawpoll to Thursday and there was no objection

The Editor provided the status of TGs Draft D1.01:
Two major changes were the conversion to Frame – largely automated, but the Editor asked for review. Also there are many editorial changes for which the Editor also asked for review.  The Editor also explained the slightly new format of the redline caused by using Frame.

The Editor reviewed the status of comment resolution using document  “Resolution of comments received during IEEE 802.11 Letter Ballot 93”, W. Steven Conner, 11-07/0023r21
A new Edit Status column shows status of implementation of comments closed in London -  All were implemented except 40 marked “need rework” for which the Editor needs more detailed instructions, and 24 to be done (mostly complex figures).  The status of such comments is shown in table as “Pending Comment Resolutions”

Document 11-07/0023r21 includes the proposal to break down security comments into issues and inclusion of general comments.

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open General area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CIDs 353, 358 and 3778 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Steve Conner    Seconded:  Guido Hiertz

For: 16   Against: 0   Abstain: 8

Motion adopted

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open Security area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CIDs 229, 1620, 1154, and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Jesse Walker   Seconded: Stephen Rayment

For: 23   Against: 0   Abstain: 7

Motion adopted

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open RFI area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CID 5685 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Malik Audeh

For: 21   Against: 1   Abstain: 7

Motion adopted

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open MAC area Technical comments in 11-07/0023r20 except CIDs 3749, 3493, 2182, 4133, 740, 1887, 2223, 3105, 4644, 3106, 741, 1888, 2224, 3109, 4645, 3111, 742, 1889, 2225, 3117, 4646, 3120, 3412, 4251, 1118 and 1106 (Editor feels there is insufficient detail to implement), also exclude CID 543, 541, 545 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Seconded: Kazuyuki Sakoda

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 9

Moved, to adopt all of the Accept, Reject, and Counter resolutions of open Editorial comments in 11-07/0023r20 except to the effect that they conflict with a previously adopted technical comment and direct the editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Jan Kruys

For: 25   Against: 0    Abstain: 6

Motion adopted

Moved, to change the “Resolution Status” entry of all CIDs labelled as “Needs rework” in the “Edit status” column of 11-07/0023r20 from “closed” to “Open” and change the “Resolution” entry to “Defer-submission needed”.
Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Jan Kruys

For: 24   Against: 0 Abstain: 8

Motion adopted

The Chair presented “TGs PAR Amendment”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/0391r0
This presentation is planned for the Mid-week Plenary to give the WG greater background and notice of this PAR amendment, which is to be presented at the Closing Plenary.  It is the same change, which was defeated by one vote at the Closing Plenary at the London meeting. There was general consent to this plan.
Questions / comments . . .

· Suggestion to add just MP relay device to figure on pg.5

· Mesh does not adhere to any service set – extending ESS or creating new one?
Just wanted to keep presentation simple
It’s a new kind of service set

· Is this liberalizing the PAR?

· Could argue mesh nodes just bridge between APs

· Another reason to change the PAR is that thinking has matured

· Any comments about mobile applications?
Yes in original PAR.  First responder applications use.

· Is Beacon Bloat a good other factor?

Presentation: “ ‘Express’ Forwarding in a Multi-hop Wireless Network”, Beneviste, 11-07/0415r0  

Questions / comments . . .

· Slide 11 – longer duration for 3 is useful?
Don’t have to extend when ending to final destination

· Slide 8 – approach is violating separation between MAC and forwarding
Not really wasting time, DTI is a very short period of time
· Proposal is to set a longer NAV.  Can apply to AP also.  Wide area network will take away from residential.  Is this fair?
11e and PCF did this, so it’s consistent with previous approaches.  Delay is bounded.  Hence it’s more equitable across all members of certain priority class

· Using voice at home will be affected
Same as 11e, if you don’t use, you’ll be disadvantaged

Strawpoll

Who would like to hear further presentation and discussion on this topic? 

For: 10   Against: 3

The Chair recessed the meeting until 16:00

Session 2, Tuesday March 13th 16:00-18:00, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair reconvened the session at 16:01

The Chair reviewed the progress so far and the agenda for this session using document 11-07/0213r5

Comment resolution document 11-07/23r20r22 is on the server, which is up to date with all motions from this morning. Note that 11-07/23r20r20 included all comments from the Hillsboro Ad Hoc.


The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system.

Moved, to adopted TGs Draft D1.01.
Moved:  Jesse Walker   Seconded: Steve Conner

There were no objections so the Draft was approved by unanimous consent.

Request was made to add presentation “Overview of Changes to Keyholder Frame Formats” to tomorrow’s Agenda.

Request was made to add presentation on “Mesh Configuration Element” to the presentation list for this session.
These were added without objection
General and RFI Presentations ensued . . .

Presentation: “HWMP Definitions” Meituan Zhao, 11-07/0416r0.

Questions/ comments . . . 

· eg. Route request is part of description? Should say path selection. 
Intent here is to stick with AODV terms for Information Elements
Editor noted we have already changed IE’s to say path

· Why do we need a candidate peer, difference with neighbour?
Peer is used during neighbour discovery, need special term, neighbour is a superset

Presentation: “HWMP Proxy Frame Forwarding”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 11-07/0337r0.

Questions / comments . . . 

· Root node only updates own proxy table.  Mandatory not optional.

· How does MP send broadcast to other MPs as opposed to all 1’s to STA
Must send two copies of same broadcast frame
6 address allows differentiation.  Just use all 1’s in address 3 to do an MP only broadcast

· Proxy scheme is necessary for nodes that have external interfaces?

Presentation: “Issues in Mesh Header Field Processing”, Joseph Kim, 11-07/0354r0.  

Questions / comments . . . 

· Slide 7 – very unusual to do parallel processing.  Can throw frame away at each level.
Can reduce latency using parallel alternative, albeit with increased processing / power

· Slide 3 – Mesh Header Octets:1

Presentation: “Handling of Associated Legacy Stations”, Hiraku Okada, 11-07/0318r3

Questions / comments . . . 

· Text overlaps with HWMP Definitions, suggest co-ordination 

· HWMP (slide 19) 30 flows 60%, vs OLSR 30 flows 100%.   What makes the performance different?  Shouldn’t it be the same when route is setup?
Not sure
Difference between simulation parameter on two slides

Presentation: “Specific Universal Beacons”, Guido Hiertz, 11-07/0403r0

Questions / comments . . . 

· What are examples of IEs other than TIM that can be excised?  Are there so many?
Unsure. But important to note there is no hierarchy like BSS

· Currently many APs do multiple BSSIDs

· Draft does not say how to do this for a mesh

· TGv looking at secondary beacon for power saving which does not include many elements

· Beacon interval not changeable on many devices. Many consumer devices just assume 100ms beacons and may even think an AP has died if they don’t get beacons for a while.
· Is this being proposed as an option or is separation mandatory?
This is just a review of what exists and is possible
Would recommend mesh beacon only be sent out for mesh points.  
If MAP of course must send out existing information
Question is do you want to break up the frame

· Co-location problem.  Existing devices may not be able to interpret mesh only beacons
So?
If a beacon frame is sent to your BSS then you interpret all of them.  
If you are not associated you only interpret some – CFP’s

· Want a new frame that doesn’t lead to confusion for older devices

· This gives MPs more flexibility

· Will you have a specific Mesh Management Type?
Likely yes

· IE’s are flexible. Why not just describe IE’s specific to mesh? 
That’s the point of the discussion! What/which should we do?
· Frame from mesh has to and from DS set.  Why would STA get confused?
Currently they might ignore. 

· Can the benefits be quantified?
eg. Don’t need SSID, TIM
We are adding many elements

· What happens if IBSS and Mesh co-located?

· Worth studying more - 802.11 doesn’t often look at global vs local optimizations! Each group tends to optimize for their particular amendment.
· Could you look at beacon bloat in other groups?
How?

· Are so many bytes really removable from AP frames?

· Can we save bytes from mesh frames?

· Scanning required for roaming will be affected. Much probing currently goes on.

It was unanimous that this topic be investigated further.

Strawpoll

Is beacon separation a concept that should go into 802.11s?

For: 29   Against: 4   Abstain: 11

The Chair recessed the session at 17:57

Session 3, Wednesday March 14th 13:30-15:30, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair convened the session at 13:34.

The Chair reviewed the progress to date using document 11-07/0213r6.

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system.

Security Presentations ensued . . .

“Peer Link Establishment Comment Resolution”, Meiyuan Zhao, 11-07/0357r2.

Questions / comments . . . 

·  Document for multiple link IDs 11-07/0237

· There could be many states.  Is there a signalling diagram for link setup process?
Two comments on how to initiate protocol.  Still work in progress.  Needs neighbour discovery and routing work.  Primitives are there to allow.

· Link ID range limited between 1 and 2007 can use as pointer.  AID assignment.
Only trying to cleanup.  Two bytes for unique IDs for this protocol.  If other functions have need can provide.  Still open

· Mesh capability element.  Can they be updated in a single link?
No. Can be changed in beaconing process.  Once protocol starts, MPs committed.  If they change, cancel this attempt and start over.  All critical fields listed.

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-07/0440ro and direct the Editor to make the corresponding changes in the Draft and also change the status of CIDs 1294 and 1594 from Reject to Accept.

Moved:  Meiyuan Zhao   Seconded: Dan Harkins

For: 28   Against: 0   Abstain: 5

Motion passes

NIST Strawpoll based on 11-07/297r0 given at Mid-week Plenary:

Should IEEE 802.11s TG include specifications about certain aspects of a multi-hop breadcrumb communication system such as a real-time channel assessment and breadcrumb deployment strategy, based on IEEE 802 PHY/MAC protocols to the IEEE 802.11s draft standard?

Questions / comments . . .

· Overview in document 11-07/0297r0

· What are requirements on protocol?

· Not communications or routing.  Trying to overcome blocking.  Deploy radios to improve connectivity.  Signal assessment is required. Then you drop a relay (MP)  Need to add standardized criteria to deploy

· Does it have to be done within eg 1ms – no way!
Prototype does assessment every 100ms

· Dropped frames
Depends eg. Heartrate would be OK if you missed a few, text message would get re-transmitted

· What is the delta for this system from 11s?
Related to deployment.  Maybe should be a recommend practice.  Not so much an interop

· Amendment –“should include specifications is bad”, say “should consider including specification”

· If there are enough special requirements we need to know beforehand
Within our purvey to add an informational note on breadcrumbs

· Will NIST provide details?
They will contact vendors to do so.

· Need to know requirements for all aspects – routing, MAC, number of hops
One of use cases was public safety – didn’t call for breadcrumbs.

· Need to define breadcrumb
Is a trademark! So probably shouldn’t use that word…
Lifeline network?

· Is there anything specific in the Draft that precludes this today?
Chair doesn’t believe so, but it doesn’t tell you how to do it.

· Don’t want to say every 20’ – need something simple
Is there anything in TGT (Wireless Performance Prediction)
· What do you expect – need specifics of TGs 
Open, hope to add section to present specification

· Current spec doesn’t describe applications
Yes, standard issue may be wanting to have responders with different brands of breadcrumbs

· Need presentation on what we don’t have 
Look at RSSI, average and PER.  Have characterized this at NIST and MIT.  Compare against threshold.  Can also look at interference.  Maybe use diversity.

· Related to path selection.  We define metric in 11s.  
Use ESDV with metric that considers link quality

· May be more relevant to Wi-Fi Alliance?
OK

· What is deployment strategy
Deploy MP when about to loose connectivity based on RSSI of ACKs received.

· Don’t see any deltas to 11s – should be able to do – put it in a practices document

· Strawpoll looking for feedback. Say “consider reviewing future contributions”

· Have someone come back with list of additional requirements, if any.
OK in May

· Could we do an Annex like 802.15.4a
Yes if we so choose

Updated Strawpoll . . .

Should IEEE 802.11s TG consider reviewing specifications about certain aspects of a multi-hop breadcrumb communication system, such as a real-time channel assessment and breadcrumb deployment strategy, based on IEEE 802 PHY/MAC protocols?

For: 10    Against: 9   Abstain: 26

Presentation: “Overview of Changes to Key Holder Frame Formats”, Tony Braskich, 11-07/0438r0.

Questions / comments . . . 

·  Slide 10 – Mesh Key Transport is variable?
Typo, should be correct in document 11-07/0287r0

· Of the 66, how many have you accepted?
All accepts or counters

· 437 talks about modifications to EMSA handshake, but it’s he MDA 

· Instructions are based on numbering from Draft 1.0
Clarify that in the motions

· 437 and 435 talk about replacement
437 assumes 435 accepted first

· 437 addresses 1607 – how? Defines a way to do something proprietary
Allows MKD to choose no EAP transport or to choose vendor specific

· 286 Table why big chunk of reserved in the middle of the allocated values
No change from Draft 1 – match the values in RADIUS Request or Access Accept / Reject

· Random nonce really needed?
Still open comment on that.  Text was in Draft 1.  Moving from IE to Mesh Action.

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0286r0 using D1.0 numbering to resolve 13 comments related to EMSA EAP Encapsulation and direct the Editor to incorporate into the latest Draft

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Steve Emeott

For: 19    Against: 4   Abstain: 7

Motion passes

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0287r0 using D1.0 numbering to resolve 9 comments related to EMSA Key Holder frame formats and direct the Editor to incorporate into the latest Draft

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Steve Conner

Comment . . .

· Shouldn’t leave numbering decisions to Editor, should do numbering correctly.  Make an r1 version
Agreed to do these motions tomorrow using revised section numbers.

Presentation: “MAC Address Spoofing”, Michael Bahr, 11-06/1837r2 (CID 483)

The Chair indicated the he would re-arrange remaining presentation to cover ones resolving comments first. There was no objection.
Presentation: “Thoughts on Peer Capacity”, Meiyuan Zhao, 11-07/0358r1

Questions / comments . . .
· Is Peer Link independent of number of radios and data rate?
No text specifying any relationship

· Given that, what did you base analysis on?
See first slide

· Did you look at computing resources?

· This is a visible data structure, describing topology graph. 

· Slide 4 – why don’t you set a maximum?
Field serves purpose of a maximum?
Talking about existence of limit, not how it’s set.  Need this to send out a rejection.

The Chair recessed the session at 15:35.

Session 4, Thursday March 15th 08:00-10:00, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair convened the session at 08:05.

The Chair reviewed the accomplishments so far this week using the Agenda document 11-07/0213r9.

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system

Moved, to direct the Editor to add the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph of Clause 8.2 as the resolution of CID 1417: “Open System Authentication and De-authentication shall not be used between MPs.” 

Moved: Meiyuan Zhao   Seconded: Jesse Walker

Comment . . .

· This resolves CID 1417.  Response open system not used normally. It was there for backward compatibility. Since we are changing MAC no need to support.

For: 21   Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0287r1 to resolve 9 comments related to EMSA Key Holder frame formats and direct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Steve Emeott

Comment . . .

· This updated document has comments numbered to reflect D1.01 draft

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0435r1 to resolve 15 comments related to MIC algorithm update and direct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Jesse Walker 

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 3 

Motion passes (>3/4)
Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0437r1 to resolve 4 comments related to EMSA EAP Transport Specification. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

For: 23   Against: 0   Abstain: 1

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0436r1 to resolve 25 comments related to MIB definitions. 

Moved: Tony Braskich   Seconded: Hrishikesh Gossain

For: 22   Against: 0   Abstain: 2 

Motion passes (>3/4)

Moved, to instruct the Editor to include submission 11-07/0455r0 in the Draft as resolution of comment CID 483.

Moved: Michael Bahr   Seconded: Kevin Hayes

For: 14   Against: 0   Abstain: 9

Motion passes (>3/4)
Presentation: “Congestion Control Comments Resolution”, Bahareh Sadeghi, 11-07/0283r1.

Questions / comments . . .

· Does simplify. Further suggestions. Do we need congestion control response?  Action frames might not need IEs, use text fields.
Response – depends on scheme, if just limited to notification, agree.  Useful if you have specific scheme requiring more info.  How much flexibility do we need?

· Duration.  How would node predict? 
Based on buffer filling up, transmission you’ve had, etc.  Main goal is to ensure reach an intermediate node and not dropped and resources along way not wasted. 

· Could cause a lot of messaging based on transient events
Not specifying trigger.  Up to implementation to not trigger too often.  Did show benefits in previous presentation.  Significant if used reasonably. Char commented hysteresis would be beneficial and also reminded about previous data that has been presented on effectiveness of congestion control.
· If request response, response would be queued onto congested queue.  Might congestion had subsided by time message comes out
Discussed ACs used by message, work outstanding.  Only need info back for different modes.

· If request response not as notification. Requester must suspect something
Request comes from congested node.  If unicast that MP must respond.  Only use it for information

· Calculation of duration must be defined

· When to send frame is missing.  Should be immediate next frame when congest detected.  Should be at head of queue.
Do we need this in standard? Implementation choice.

· Otherwise too many losses.  Should handle like beacon frame.

· Extensibility not evident
Only in context of IEs

Strawpoll

Shall TGs adopt the text proposal in document 07/0456r0?

For: 19   Against: 5   Abstain: 11

Submitter chose not to make a motion at this time.

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on Mesh DTIM element”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-07/ 0279r3 (Word document 11-07/0280r3)

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on ATIM window element”, Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-07/0319r0  (Word documents 11-07/0320r0, 11-07/0320r1)

Questions / comments . . .

· The IBSS protocol is designed when all nodes hear each other, not case here
Just trying to announce ATIM window size to neighbours.  Doesn’t discuss how to beacon or solve hidden node problem.  Should be part of synch or beaconing

Presentation: “Routing, Forwarding and Interworking resolutions in Orlando”, Guenael Strutt, 11-07/0470r0 

Strawpoll on terms

Path Selection Request/Reply./Error

Like:2   Dislike: 31

Path Request/Reply/Error

Like: 25   Dislike: 8  <<< appears to be favourite

Route Request/Reply/Error

Like: 13   Dislike: 9

Comments / questions . . .

· What about acronyms?

· What about 11k which uses request / report
AODV uses these reply terms

· Team prefers Route Request

· Route Request conflicts with the rest of the document

Path option is most favoured

Moved, to amend CIDs 1800, 1801, 1802 with the following new resolution:

Replace all occurrences of “route” with “path” and “routing” with “path selection”, with the exception of the element and frame names “Route Error” (RERR), “Route Request” (RREQ), and “Route Reply” (RREP) 

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Questions / comments . . .

· Only CID adopted which have conflict are 1800, 1801, and 1802

· Is routing tree changed to path selection tree?   Yes

For: 30   Against: 1   Abstain: 1

Strawpoll on terms

Questions / comments . . .

· When route is inactive means it’s in use. Could all these 4 states be in standard?
Technically yes, only need one distinction

· Inactive might mean “may be invalid”, but don’t know

· So what’s inactive?
Time expired

· Is this the same as candidate vs selected route?
No it isn’t – that is peer link management

“Active” forwarding information / “Inactive” forwarding information

Like: 13    Dislike: 4

 “Valid” forwarding information / “Invalid” forwarding information   

Like: 7   Dislike: 7

Presentation: “Mesh Configuration Element”, Guenael Strutt, 11-07/0268r0 

Questions / comments . . .

· How to handle race condition?

· Say don’t initiate if there appears to be congestion

· This is just an indicator – don’t put normative text

· Are you recommending functionality go in or out or reformatting the bits
Not recommending adding any – OK to throw away, but this documents the bits

· Be sure to incorporate latest Draft in subsequent

· Field has value for more efficient operation than if removed

Presentation: “Updated Texts for Frame Addressing and Forwarding in a Mesh Network (Summary)”, Joseph Kim, 11-07/0389r0

The Editor gave an update on the comment resolution spreadsheet 11-07/023/r24.  76 resolutions to the General area have been included.  27 resolutions have been made in the MAC area.

The Chair recessed the session at 9:51.  There was insufficient time to start further presentations.

Session 4, Thursday March 15th 13:30-15:30, Caribe Royale – Grand Sierra C

The Chair convened the session at 13:33

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line Attendance Recording system

Moved, to accept the resolution to CIDs: 74, 368, 369, 892, 894, 895, 1372, 2005, 2148, 3503, 3543, 3801, 3965, 4464, 4682, 4771, 4903, 4933, 5012, 5015, 5016, and 5017, as proposed in document 11-07/0280r3.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

For: 26   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update section 11A.4 of the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0334r1 resolving CIDs: 173, 559, 1135, 1230, 1252, 1325, 1831, 1988, 2468, 3635, 3741, 3869, 3873, 4460, 28, 4318, 5658 and 5690.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Steve Conner

For: 27   Against: 0   Abstain: 3

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0337r1 resolving CIDs: 4372, 4374, 4859, 489, 4385, 4386, 461, 489, 756, 787, 2254, 2255, 2256, 2259, 2258, 1327, 1990, 3986, 4033.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Hrishikesh Gossain
For: 30   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0416r3 resolving CIDs: 408, 5685, 989, 113, 745, 941, 1191, 3500, 3729, 3962, 4766, 5610, 5612, 422, 2073, 3564,

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Comment

· There are 13 more comments resolved by this document (incorporated into list above)

For: 33   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Motion passes

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0302r2 resolving CIDs: 25, 26, 27, 165, 168, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 397, 480, 487, 489, 490, 510, 751, 752, 753, 754, 755, 1137, 1424, 1829, 1830, 1894, 1907, 2199, 2200, 2229, 3187, 3511, 3563, 3582, 3584, 3586, 3587, 3588, 3857, 3858, 4223, 4226, 4227, 4308, 4372, 4375, 4378, 4379, 4657, 4658, 4825, 4828, 4859, 5325, 5326, 5657.

Moved: Guenael Strutt   Seconded: Steve Conner

Comment

· Remove 488. The intent was to allow other means of broadcast besides flooding.  What does it mean to be intermediate node? 
Not defined yet. 
Agreed unanimously.

For: 30   Against: 0   Abstain: 4

Moved, to adapt document 11-07/0242r0 as resolution to comments CID 403 and 5658 related to the missing Portal Announcement frame format in section 7.4.

Moved: Michael Bahr   Seconded: Malik Audeh
Comment

· Include portal announcement text and number for mesh management

For: 25   Against: 0   Abstain: 5

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions for open comments marked as Accept, Reject, or Counter in 11-07/23r24.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Jan Kruys

Comments . . .

· Document includes 76 resolutions to the General area. 27 resolutions have been made in the MAC area.

· Some of the earlier motions closed several CIDs, not marked in r24.  They are CIDs: 114, 745, 941, 1191, 3500, 3729, 3962, 4766, 5610.  488 is listed as Defer.

As revised

Moved, to adopt the comment resolutions for open comments marked as Accept, Reject, or Counter in 11-07/23r24 except CID 113, 745, 941, 1191, 3500, 3729, 3962, 4766, 5610.
For: 27   Against: 0   Abstain: 2

Moved, to direct the Editor to produce one or more revisions of the Draft so as to incorporate all changes and comment resolutions adopted before this motion.

Questions / comments  . . .

· This allow Editor to produce intermediate versions of the Draft

· Are there not going to be further draft changing motions in this session?
That’s the idea.
Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Michelle Gong

There was no objection so the Motion passes by unanimous consent:

The Chair led a discussion on process using document “TGs Process, November”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/0380r1

Strawpoll

Number of people in the room who expect to attend the Ad Hoc meeting in Eindhoven, Netherlands, 11-13 April

8

It was noted that for the Hillsboro Ad Hoc in February, 12 had indicated they would attend at a similar straw poll at the January TGs meeting but more, about 20, showed up.

Dee Denteener is making local arrangements

Strawpoll on time of telecons 

10am: 11   

5pm: 10

Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences starting 28 March through 23 May 2007 through 23 May 2007 (except 11 April and 16 May) at 10am Eastern US time to resolve comments and review the Ad Hoc meeting and May meeting agenda.

Motion approved by unanimous consent

Strawpoll on Ad Hoc meeting location

Greater Boston MA: 7

Munich Germany: 3

Hillsboro OR: 11

Moved, to request that the 802.11WG authorize an Ad Hoc meeting in June (to be cancelled if TGs goes to Letter Ballot again from the May meting) on 13-15 June in Hillsboro OR to work on comment resolution.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Michelle Gong

For: 23   Against: 0   Abstain: 1

Strawpoll

When do people think we will go to Letter Ballot again?

Questions / comments . . .

· What is objective of LB – to get more comments or approval?

· It is the TG’s decision
Chair feels is should be good enough to be approved, shouldn’t go unless likely

· Reason for doing this is for Chair to update and report his official  timeline to WG

From May meeting: 2

From July meeting: 15

After July meeting: 13

Moved, to direct the TGs Chair to bring the following motion before the 802.11 Working Group:

Moved, to approve the amendment in 11-07/149r5 to the P802.11s PAR and 5 Criteria and forward this PAR and 5 Criteria amendment to the 802 Executive Committee for their approval and further transmission.

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Seconded: Steve Conner

Yes: 26   No: 0   Abstain: 2

Motion passes

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on MDA Access Fraction (MAF)”, Michelle Gong, 11-07/409r2

Questions /comments . . .

· How do you define fairness?
When all nodes contend one should not be granted long duration of media
Current standard has DCF, EDCA allows multiple frames.  So the current standard already contradicts
DCF / EDCA not too bad, MDA introduces more unfairness
Is it fair to nodes far away to take higher bandwidth at root?
Numerous unfair features today PCF, HCCA
MDA is a little like this
Does MDA really take away fairness?

· MDA is not scheduling, like RTS/CTS with delayed reservation

· MDA fraction calculation difficult – please prove – we didn’t find it

· Said complexity is high

No agreement so only presented second Strawpoll

Strawpoll

Should we mandate TXOP limits on MDA devices?

Yes: 18   No: 5   Don’t Care: 4

Presentation: “MDA Simulation Study:  Robustness to non-MDA Interferers”, Steve Emeott, 11-07/356r0

Questions /comments . . . 

· Due to better efficiency, how much additional capacity in overlapping networks?
Hard to tell

· What will be amount of data traffic?
Up to implementer

· Deterministic access given priority over EDCA?
Can keep the same 

· Try to co-ordinate EDCA traffic?
When devices set up MDAOPs they can see when other devices are

· Details about how to set up MDA configuration?
Didn’t set up connections, voice calls start at certain times.  MDA is hop by hop.

· MDA is static through simulations
Devices are. Need for sessions depends on when sessions active

· EDCA parameter is off. Fig 2 2.5% is OK. CWMin and Max play important role. Different results when relaxed
Used same parameters in both cases, didn’t see big sensitivity, mesh has hidden terminals.

· MDA knows pattern of voice, so can avoid contention.  EDCA doesn’t.  Need to relax

· Would you make model available?

Presentation:  “A Comparison of Broadcast Routing Protocols”, Jim Hauser, 11-07/406r0

Questions / comments . . .

· Most of simulations are based on traditional OLSR. Once you take into account legacy, broadcast reliability becomes critical.  Intel presented data 2 years ago.  Overhead without CDS.  Interference from legacy.  Once we take into account, flooding may be better.
Ramped traffic, just looking at max throughput.  If lightly loaded this would be true.  Here flooding fails because of congestion.  With small traffic load, flooding more robust would work better

· Interference from legacy devices may also cause downside
Try unicast with high traffic and put small broadcast.  What happens with flooding vs CDS.  What’s impact of additional load?  Note 60% of military apps are broadcast

· Path loss exponent used?
Whatever Opnet provided – probably free space

The Chair adjourned the meeting sine die at 15:33.
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Abstract


Minutes of the meeting of the IEEE 802.11 ESS Mesh Networking Task Group held at the Caribe Royal, Orlando FL, from March 13th to 15th 2007, 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 Ad hoc meetings held on March 12th are recorded in document 11-07/0388r0.  The final Agenda for the meeting is in document number 11-07/0213r11.  The Closing Report presented at the Closing Plenary is in document 11-07/0464r0.  This report had some minor errors and a revised version 11-07/0464r1 is available.
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