May 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/1960r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	May 2007 Mesh Minutes

	Date:  2007-05-28

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Stephen G. Rayment
	BelAir Networks
	603 March Road, Kanata, ON, Canada K1S 1W1
	+1 (613) 254-7070
	srayment@belairnetworks.com 

	
	
	
	
	



Contents

3Minutes


12Detailed Record





Minutes

Session 1, Monday May 14th 10:30-12:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth – Mackenzie Room

The Chair convened the meeting at 10:30

Dee Denteneer volunteered as Recording Secretary for the day.

The Chair reviewed the five slides explaining the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards (slides 8-12). The Chair asked if anyone was aware of any potentially essential patents of which the 802.11 Chair should be informed.

A statement on behalf of Qualcomm was read by Rolf de Vegt: “Qualcomm may have intellectual property underlying a contribution that, if adopted, could be essential to the practice of the standard. If we do, we will timely comply with all IEEE requirements regarding IPRs and disclosure” 

No one further indicated any potentially essential patents . There were no questions on the policy and procedures.  

The Chair made miscellaneous announcements (slide 13) and explained the IEEE affiliation policies (slide 14-16).

The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the week using document 11-07/0572r3. 

The Agenda was unanimously approved.

The March 2007 Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0413r0, were approved by unanimous consent.

The Eindhoven Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0559r1, were approved by unanimous consent.

The Teleconference Minutes, 11-07/0519r0, 11-07/0528r0, 11-07/0571r1, 11-07/0585r0, and 11-07/0620r0, were approved by unanimous consent.
The Chair reviewed the TGs Process using document 11-07/0677r1.

The Editor presented the state of the Draft D1.03 and the Comment Resolution Spreadsheet 11-07/0023r30.

Presentation: “Comment Resolution Regarding MDAOP End and NAV Clearing”, Michelle Gong (Cisco), 11-07/0581r1 

Straw Poll: Instead of using CF-End, should we use a different method to terminate the current MDAOP?

Yes: 13   No: 2   Abstain: 4

Straw Poll: Which method do you prefer?

Explicit Termination: 0   Implicit Termination: 10   Abstain:12

Presentation: “Overview Suggested Comment Resolution for Mesh Synchronization”, Steve Emeott (Motorola), 11-07/0689r0 (11-07/0685r0 word)

The Chair recessed the session at 12:22.

Session 2, Monday May 14th 19:30-21:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth – Mackenzie Room

The Chair reconvened the group at 19.30.
Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in 11-07/23r30 shown in column Y as proposed April 13th or April 25th.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

A request was made to remove CIDs 1399, 1403, 1611.

Hence the motion was dvided into the following two motions:

Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in 11-07/0023r30 shown in column Y as “Proposed” April 13th or April 25th, except 1399, 1403, 1611. 

Approved by unanimous consent.

Moved, to adopt the resolutions of comments 1399, 1403 and 1611 in 11-07/0023r30, which are shown in column Y as “Proposed” April 25th.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

Postponed to the first TGs session tomorrow by unanimous consent

Strawpoll: Have presentations and then break into subgroups, or subgroups right away 

Result: Presentations now: 18   No presentations now: 1

Presentation: “ ‘Express’ Forwarding in a Multi-hop Wireless Network”, Mathilde Benveniste (Avaya), 11-07/415r2

Presentation: “Mesh Configuration Element”, Juan Carlos Zuniga (Interdigital), 11-07/268r2

Moved, to adopt the Draft changes in 11-07/268r2 resolving the comments as listed in that submission.

Moved: Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Adopted by unanimous consent.

Presentation: “MDA Issues”, Juan Carlos Zuniga (Interdigital), 11-07/551r0

The Chair divided the session into subgroups to work on comment resolution with the following coordinators:
· General – Steve Conner

· Security – Jesse Walker, Bob Moskowitz

· MAC – Juan Carlos Zuniga, Michelle Gong

The subgroups recombined and the Chair recessed the session at 21:30.

Session 3, Tuesday May 15th 10:30-12:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth – Mackenzie Room

The Chair called the session to order at 10:31.

The following motion which had been postponed to this session then automatically came to the floor:

Moved, to adopt the resolutions of comments 1399, 1403 and 1611 in 11-07/0023r30, which are shown in column Y as “proposed” April 25th  
Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

Moved, to postpone this Motion indefinitely

Moved:  Mailk Audeh   Seconded: Jesse Walker

There was no objection so the Motion was postponed indefinitely by unanimous consent

The Chair suggested we proceed with presentations.  There were no objections

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on Power save clause”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0549r4 (11-07/0548r2 ppt)

Presentation: “Suggested Comment Resolution on ATIM Window Parameter”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0319r2 (11-07/0320r0 word)

Strawpoll: Which option do you prefer?

Option1: Define “Mesh ATIM Window parameter element”: 16

Option2: Rename “IBSS Parameter Set element”: 1

Option 3:  ???(either way) 6

Presentation: “Link Metric Comment Resolution”, Guenael Strutt (Motorola), 11-07/0703r0 (11-07/0239r1 (11-07/0306r2 background) + 11-07/0630r1 + 11-07/0631r1)

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0239r1 (Extensible Path Selection Metric Framework)

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Seconded: Michael Bahr

There were no objections to the Motion, so it was passed by unanimous consent.

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0631r1 Airtime Link Metric

Moved: Malik Audeh   Seconded: Jorjeta Jetcheva 

There were no objections to the Motion, it was passed by unanimous consent.

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0630r1 Link Metric Reporting.

Moved: Sue Harris  Seconded: Michelle Gong

There were no objections to the Motion, it was passed by unanimous consent

Presentation: “Multihop Management Frames and other matters”, Jan Kruys (Cisco), 11-07/0550r2.

Strawpoll: Are you in favour of the approach advocated by 11-07/0550r2

Yes: 12   No: 3   Abstain: 17 
The Chair recessed the session at 11:47

Session 4, Tuesday March 13th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Saint Maurice Room

The Chair called the session to order at 13:35.

Presentation: “Mechanism for Link Quality Measurement”, Michael Souryal (NIST), Nader Moayeri (NIST), 11-07/0691r0.

The Chair broke the session into subgroups to continue comment resolution at 14:02

· General – Steve Conner

· Security – Bob Moskowitz

· MAC – Juan-Carlos Zuniga and Michelle Gong 

The Chair re-convened and recessed the session at 15:29.

Session 5, Tuesday March 13th 16:00-18:00, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Saint Maurice Room

This session was a Joint Meeting of TGs (Mesh Networking) and TGp (WAVE-Wireless Access in the Vehicular Environment) on non-Beacon like beacon transmissions.  

The Chairs called the joint TGs/TGp session to order at 13:35.  Lee Armstrong, TGp Chair, was also in attendance.

Lee Armstrong gave an overview of WAVE.  Requirements are for very high speed (120mph) communication.  Inter vehicle and roadside links are used.  Need to do quick associations.  Often focus beams on individual lanes.  Latency requirements are in msecs, for both association and data transmission, as 120mph vehicle goes through that lane. That is why regular beacons are inadequate.   Alternatives have been proposed and are summarized in the first presentation.  

Presentation: “WAVE without beacons”, Justin McNew (TechnoCom), 11-07/0731r1

Presentation: “Specific or universal Beacons”, Guido Hiertz (Philips), 11-07/0403r0

The Chair recessed the Joint Session for 5 minutes at 16:55.  TGp moved to the Bersismis Room

The Chair reconvened the TGs session at 17:00
Presentation: “Remedy for beacon bloat”, Jarkko Kneckt (Nokia), 11-07/0541r2 (“Shortened information elements for beaconing”, 11-07/0540r1, word)

Strawpoll: Are you in favour of adding the Mesh Virtual Bitmap to 802.11s?
Yes: 6   No: 0   Abstain: 10

The Chair recessed the session at 17:29.

Session 6, Tuesday March 13th 19:30-21:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Le Grand Salon

The Chair called the session to order at 19:43.
There were no presentations to make so the Chair suggested dividing the session into subgroups to progress comment resolution.   The Editor suggested a specific group on LWMPs.  Agreed to have two subgroups for this session:
· Light Weight Mesh Points – Steve Conner

· Security – Jesse Walker, Bob Moskowitz

The group recombined and the Chair recessed the session at 21:34PM.

Session 7, Wednesday March 13th 08:00-10:00, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Mackenzie Room

The Chair called the session to order at 08:06.
The Chair announced a PM2 session on Thursday and suggested moving the process discussion to that session.  There were no objections so the schedule was so amended.
Presentation: “Abbreviated Handshake Protocol Requirements”, Jesse Walker (Intel), 11-07/0733r0.

Presentation: “Security Requirements for an Abbreviated MSA Handshake”, Steve Emeott (Motorola), 11-07/0770r0

Presentation: “May 2007 MSA Comment Resolution Overview”, Steve Emeott (Motorola), 11-07/0755r0.

Presentation: “Lightweight Flow Control”, Jan Kruys (Cisco), 11-06/0604r0

Strawpoll: Should TGs continue to work on this approach to flow control?

Yes: 15  No: 3  Abstain: 7

The Chair broke the meeting into subteams
                   General – Steve Conner

Security – Jesse Walker

MAC – Michelle Gong

The group recombined and the Chair recessed at 10:01.

Session 8, Wednesday March 13th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Mackenzie Room

The Chair convened the session at 13:35.  He announced the addition of sessions in PM2 today and PM2 tomorrow.  He suggested today’s PM2 session be devoted to subgroups for comment resolution.  There were no objections.

Moved, to adopt the Draft changes in 11-07/551r1 “MDA Issues” resolving the comments as listed in that submission.
Moved: Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Yes: 15   No: 0   Abstain: 14  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “RA-OLSR Comment Resolution”, Joseph Kim (STmicroelectronics), 11-07/0626r1 (slides). “Updated Texts for Clause 11A.7 RA-OLSR”, 11-07/0627r1. (word)

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0627r1 to resolve the following comments related to the RA-OLSR comments:

CID       35,   562, 1037, 1556, 1562, 2160, 2161, 2362, 2364, 2366, 2783, 2787, 3392, 3395, 3405, 3406, 3407, 3649, 3650, 3651, 3819, 4120, 4145, 4244, 4246, 4248, 4556, 4559, 4565, 4605, 4606, 4607, 4608, 4609, 4610, 5046, 5049, 5054, 5056, 5058, 5059, 5060, 5062, 5063, 5068, 5069, 5070, 5071, 5072, 5073, 5074, 5079, 5087, 5089, 5093, 5382, 5415, 5423, 5437, 5471, 5472, 5474, 5475, 5491, 5498, 5499, 5512, 5697, 5698, 5699, 5700, 5701, 5702, 5703, 5705, 5706, 5704, 5708, 5709, 5710, 5711, 5712, 5713

Moved: Joseph Kim   Seconded: Mathilde Benveniste

For: 11  Against: 0  Abstained: 14  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Resolution of LWMP CIDs”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-07/732r0.

Moved, To instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes described in slide 6 of 11-07/732r0 as resolutions to CIDs 5624, 3954, 3955, 53, 1838, 707, 784, 785, 1098, 3953, 5604, 5605 and 3661

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Joseph Kim 

For: 19   Against: 1   Abstain: 2  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Express Forwarding in a Multi-hop Wireless Network”, Mathile Benveniste (Avaya), 11-07/0415r3

The Chair recessed at 15:30

Session 9, Wednesday March 13th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Péribonka Room

The Chair convened the session at 16:12.  He broke the session into two subgroups as follows: 

· General – Guiodo Hierta, Steve Conner

· MAC – Juan Carlos Zuniga, Michelle Gong

The subgroups recombined and the Chair recessed at 18:00

Session 10, Thursday March 14th 08:00-10:00, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Péribonka Room

The Chair called the session to order at 8:08.
It was agreed to defer the Express Forwarding Motion until the next meeting of TGs.

Presentation: “Call for OLSR Participation”, Susan Hares (NextHop), 11-07/0775r0.

Presentation: “Beaconing in Mesh”, Jarkko Knecht (Nokia), 11-07/0779r0

The Chair broke the session into subgroups as follows:

· General – Steve Conner

· Security – Jesse Walker

· MAC – Michelle Gong

· RFI – Guenael Strutt

The subgroups recombined and the Chair recessed the session at 10:02.

Session 11, Thursday March 14th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Mackenzie Room

The Chair convened the group.


Moved, to amend the TGs Draft by the adoption of “11-07-0540-02-000s-Remedy-Beacon-Bloat.doc” (11-07/540r2) resolving the following CIDs:

477, 1376, 2354, 1074, 5650,500, 1270, 1085, 4596, 2288, 2233, 3772, 241, 2122, 4174, 3799, 1645, 238, 1955, 2266, 5011, 3545, 4184, 1494, 5041, 2734, 55,  916, 474, 500, 917, 1074, 1376, 5650, 474,  767, 771, 917, 3519, 4445, and 4845. 

Moved: Jarkko Kneckt   Seconded: Dee Denteneer

For: 6   Against: 5   Abstain: 9  (fails <3/4)
Strawpoll: Are people in favour of the mesh virtual bitmap structure (two bits per link)?

Yes: 9   No: 0   Abstain: 12

Moved, to amend the TGs Draft by the adoption of the changes in 11-07/564r2 resolving CIDs 679, 1058,  1063, 1064, 1603, 2402, 2403, 2958, 2962, 3035, 3036, 3041, 4756, 4757, 4760, 4763

Moved: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Chris Hinsz

For: 14   Against: 0   Abstain: 2 (passes >3/4)
Moved, to amend the TGs Draft by the adoption of the changes in 11-07/618r0 resolving CIDs 1605, 1608, 1610, 1613, 1958, 2007, 2062, 2399, 2971, 2984, 2990, 3007, 3008, 3012, 3014, 3015, 3020, 3679, 3718, 4052, 4759.

Moved: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

For: 8   Against: 0   Abstain: 9 (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on ATIM window parameter”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0319r3. (Note 11-07/0320r2 is option 1, 11-07/0320r3 is option 2.)
Moved, to accept the resolutions to CID 1476, 1486, 1997, 3772, 3777, 3781, and 5638 as proposed in document 11-07/320r2.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Michelle Gong

For: 13   Against: 0   Abstain: 4  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on power save clause”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0548r4.

Moved, to accept the resolution to CID 92, 93, 109, 110, 774, 775, 780, 1091, 1092, 1465, 1466, 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1480, 1924, 1996, 2000, 2003, 2094, 3437, 3609, 3767, 3926, 3931, 3934, 3935, 3938, 3941, 3945, 3948, 4453, 4596, 5592, 5597, 5667, 5674, and 5680,
as proposed in document 11-07/0549r6.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

For: 11  Against: 0  Abstain: 6 (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Resolved open comments in power save clause”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0791r0. 

Moved, To close CID776, and 777 by “counter” stating “the sentence referred by the comment is removed from the draft spec D1.03” as resolution note and

To close CID706 and 5603 by “accept”.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Steve Conner

Motion adopted by unanimous consent

Presentation: “Frame Formats”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-07/0550r5 (11-07/0799r3 and 11-07/0800r1 word documents)

Moved, to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/0799r2 to resolve the CIDs listed on slide 3 of 11-07/0550r5, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Michelle Gong

The Chair suggested that the group proceed as if a motion has been made to amend the motion on the floor (1 below) to make the smaller change of only addressing data frames as shown in motion (2) below. The group expressed its preference on this amendment as follows:

Motion (1): 9   Motion (2): 7

Moved (1), to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/799r3 to resolve the CIDs listed on slide 3 of 11-07/550r5, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft 

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Michelle Gong 

Moved (2), to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/799r3 with regard to data frames only 

to resolve the CIDs 1672, 2235, 3467, 3601, 4468, 4893, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft 

The preference being for Motion (1), a vote was taken on it as follows:

For: 11   Against: 5   Abstain: 5  (fails < ¾)
Motion fails

Moved, to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/0800r1, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft 

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Guenael Strutt

The end of the allotted time having arrived, the Chair recessed the session at 15:31 (with this Motion still on the floor)

Session 12, Thursday March 14th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Péribonka Room

The Chair convened the session at 16:04 and reminded all to use the automated attendance system.


The motion that was on the floor at the immediately previous recess was taken up.

Moved, to amend the motion on the floor to combine the HWMP and RA-OLSR category in 11-07/0800r1.
Amendment adopted by unanimous consent

Vote on main motion as amended:

For: 18   Against: 0   Abstain: 3  (passes >3/4)
Strawpoll on time of day for teleconference calls

10AM: 10   5PM: 6   all Piscataway NJ time

Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences between May and July meetings, starting 30 May through 25 July, Wednesdays, at 10AM, except during the Hillsboro ad hoc and San Francisco meetings and the week before the Hillsboro ad hoc.

Motion adopted by unanimous consent.

Strawpolls: (date/place of August ad hoc)
28-30 August: 3   1-3 August: 5   7-9 August: 3

Munich: 7   Amsterdam: 7   Boston: 4

Munich: 6   Amsterdam: 5    

Moved, to request that the 802.11WG authorize an ad hoc in August on 1-3 August in Munich to work on comment resolution.

For:  11   Against: 0    Abstain: 5  (passes >3/4)
Moved, to adopt all Open comment resolutions marked with proposed resolution of Accept, Counter, or Reject in 11-07/0023r33 except CIDs 1606, 1614, 1618 and 2064.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

For: 15   Against: 0   Abstain: 0  (passes >3/4)
Moved, to mark CID 5704 as Closed due to the adoption of document 11-07/0627r1

Moved: Joseph Kim   Seconded; Steve Conner

Agreed by unanimous consent

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: Guido Hiertz

Agreed by unanimous consent

Strawpoll: When will we go to Letter Ballot again?

From July Meeting: 3   From September meeting: 8   After September meeting: 8

Moved, to request that the 802.11WG authorize an ad hoc on 12-14 September in Kaua‘i to work on comment resolution.

Moved: Malik Audeh   Seconded: Jesse Walker

For:  17   Against: 0    Abstain: 1  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “PSK a Serious Risk for Mesh Formation Control, Bob Moskowitz (ICSA Labs), presented by Jesse Walker (Intel), 11-07/793r0.

Presentation: “Architectural Considerations of Mesh Links”, Michael Bahr, 11-07/0816r0.

Strawpoll: Should 802.11s go into the direction of such a logical peer link concept?

For: 13   Against: 1   Abstain: 7

The Chair adjourned the meeting sine die at 18:02.

Detailed Record
Session 1, Monday May 14th 10:30-12:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth – Mackenzie Room

The Chair convened the meeting at 10:30

Dee Denteneer volunteered as Recording Secretary for the day.

The Agenda document is 11-07/0572r3

The Chair reminded all to use the on-line attendance recording system (slide 6 of the Agenda presentation).

The Chair reviewed the five slides explaining the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards (slides 8-12). The Chair asked if anyone was aware of any potentially essential patents of which the 802.11 Chair should be informed.
A statement on behalf of Qualcomm was read by Rolf de Vegt: “Qualcomm may have intellectual property underlying a contribution that, if adopted, could be essential to the practice of the standard. If we do, we will timely comply with all IEEE requirements regarding IPRs and disclosure” 

No one further indicated any potentially essential patents . There were no questions on the policy and procedures.  

The Chair made miscellaneous announcements (slide 13) and explained the IEEE affiliation policies (slide 14-16).

The Chair reviewed the Agenda for the week using document 11-07/0572r3.  The Agenda was unanimously approved.

The March 2007 Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0413r0, were approved by unanimous consent.
The Eindhoven Ad Hoc Meeting Minutes, 11-07/0559r1, were approved by unanimous consent.

The Teleconference Minutes, 11-07/0519r0, 11-07/0528r0, 11-07/0571r1, 11-07/0585r0, and 11-07/0620r0 were approved by unanimous consent.
The Chair reviewed the TGs Process using document 11-07/0677r1.

The Editor presented the state of the Draft D1.03 and the Comment Resolution Spreadsheet 11-07/0023r30.

There are two supporting documents: a red lined version and a word document.  The consensus at the Ad Hoc was to update the Draft based on task groups that are scheduled to finish well before TGs. That has been TGk, TGr, and TGy but the consensus was to now add TGn and TGw to that group. The Comment Resolution Spreadsheet has a column “Edited in Draft” that indicates in which Draft the resolution was implemented. From the March meeting about 57% of technical comments were resolved. There are suggestions to resolve about 200 more comments (made during the Ad Hoc and on teleconferences) that are not yet voted on, see “Date Resolution proposed” Column. There will be a vote on these during the evening session.  The Draft was frozen as of the Eindhoven meeting to give a good baseline to work on. There may be a new Draft by the end of the week. 

Presentation: “Comment Resolution Regarding MDAOP End and NAV Clearing”, Michelle Gong (Cisco), 11-07/0581r1 

Questions / comments . . .

· The second option (implicit termination): What happens with nodes that cannot hear the transmissions but that can corrupt the transmission?
In this case, the MPs must listen and interpret the frames before it can start to use this MDAOP. 

· Does MDAOP require a second NAV?
No, but it requires you to identify the sender as the MDAOP holder. This is needed as there may be other MPs transmitting in the beginning of the MDAOP.

· There was a speech in favour of the implicit termination. 

· There was a speech in favour of the second option and inquiry about the difference with MDAOP tear down. 
Michelle explained this difference. The teardown is for all MDAOPs, this mechanism is for an MDAOP that is terminated early. This may happen regularly as it is not possible to predict the duration in advance.

· In 11n, TXOPs are terminated early by CF-End, what is the difference? 
In 11n, this is not so controversial as it only involves the BSS. Here, there are both MDA and non-MDA devices and there are a lot of hidden terminals.

Straw Poll

Instead of using CF-End, should we use a different method to terminate the current MDAOP?

Yes: 13   No: 2   Abstain: 4

Straw Poll

Which method do you prefer?

Questions / comments . . . 

· Does Explicit exclude Implicit? 
You can vote for both.

· It may not be such a big problem and termination is not mandatory.

· Need more information about Implicit Termination. Does it limit MDAOP to one TXOP? We are only discussing how to terminate, not the length. 

Explicit Termination: 0   Implicit Termination: 10   Abstain:12

Presentation: “Overview Suggested Comment Resolution for Mesh Synchronization”, Steve Emeott (Motorola), 11-07/0689r0 (11-07/0685r0 word)

Questions / comments . . .

· Could TSF be replaced by mesh TSF? 
Mesh TSF can be independent of TSF. Maybe other terms are needed. 

· Why do we need different states for synchronising MPs?
If there are synchronising Mesh APs, we would like to limit the manipulation of its timer.

· What is the difference between a standby device and an unsynchronising device?
The former is capable of synchronisation, although is does not do so now. 

· Can we remove the word unsynchronising from the draft? 
It is just a name, also to be used with the beacon generation.

The Chair recessed the session at 12:22.

Session 2, Monday May 14th 19:30-21:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth – Mackenzie Room

The Chair reconvened the group at 19.30.  He summarised the progress of the morning session, and gave an attendance recording reminder.

Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in 11-07/23r30 shown in column Y as proposed April 13th or April 25th.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

A request was made to remove CIDs 1399, 1403, 1611.

Hence the motion was dvided into the following two motions:

Moved, to adopt all comment resolutions in 11-07/0023r30 shown in column Y as “Proposed” April 13th or April 25th, except 1399, 1403, 1611. 

Approved by unanimous consent.

Moved, to adopt the resolutions of comments 1399, 1403 and 1611 in 11-07/0023r30, which are shown in column Y as “Proposed” April 25th.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

Postponed to the first TGs session tomorrow by unanimous consent

Strawpoll

Have presentations and then break into subgroups, or subgroups right away 

Result: Presentations now: 18   No presentations now: 1

Presentation: “ ‘Express’ Forwarding in a Multi-hop Wireless Network”, Mathilde Benveniste (Avaya), 11-07/415r2

Normative text will be posted soon. The presentation highlighted the two new features as compared to the previous presentation.

Questions / comments . . .

· Why set in motion after certain number of hops?
To make it less aggressive.

· Why not use shorter IFS for multihop?
Not possible, already used by voice.

· How is TC traffic enabled?
It can subtract a larger value from the enlarged duration field than the forwarding node, and is thus prioritised over it.

“Mesh Configuration Element”, Juan Carlos Zuniga (Interdigital), 11-07/268r2

Questions / comments . . .

· Has the document also updated the clauses that reference the mesh capability field?  
No.

Moved, to adopt the Draft changes in 11-07/268r2 resolving the comments as listed in that submission.

Moved: Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Adopted by unanimous consent.

Presentation: “MDA Issues”, Juan Carlos Zuniga (Interdigital), 11-07/551r0

Questions / comments . . .

· Ultimate destination field was in the set up initially. Advantage in policing and identifying. 

· In Eindhoven there were questions on how to use this MAC address, this was not well explained. 

· Is it still possible to have non-periodic MDAOPs? 
This changes the functionality of 1.0

· There was some controversy of what was actually specified in 1.0 and whether a non-periodic reservation was useful.

The Chair divided the session into subgroups to work on comment resolution with the following coordinators:
· General – Steve Conner

· Security – Jesse Walker, Bob Moskowitz

· MAC – Juan Carlos Zuniga, Michelle Gong

The subgroups recombined and the Chair recessed the session at 21:30.

Session 3, Tuesday May 15th 10:30-12:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth – Mackenzie Room

The Chair called the group to order at 10:31 and reminded all to use the on-line Attendance recording system (slide 6 of the Agenda presentation).

The Chair reviewed the progress to date and the Agenda for the day using document 11-07/0572r6.

The following motion which had been postponed to this session then automatically came to the floor:

Moved, to adopt the resolutions of comments 1399, 1403 and 1611 in 11-07/0023r30, which are shown in column Y as “proposed” April 25th  
Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

Moved, to postpone this Motion indefinitely

Moved:  Mailk Audeh   Seconded: Jesse Walker

There was no objection so the Motion was postponed indefinitely by unanimous consent

The Chair suggested we proceed with presentations.  There were no objections

Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on Power save clause”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0549r4 (11-07/0548r2 ppt)

The were no questions or comments.

Presentation: “Suggested Comment Resolution on ATIM Window Parameter”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0319r2 (11-07/0320r0 word)

Questions / comments . . .

· Just a name difference?
Yes

· Discussion at Eindhoven preferred Option 1

· Just Editorial – Editor has no strong opinion

Strawpoll

Which option do you prefer?

Option1: Define “Mesh ATIM Window parameter element”: 16

Option2: Rename “IBSS Parameter Set element”: 1

Option 3:  ???(either way) 6

Presentation: “Link Metric Comment Resolution”, Guenael Strutt (Motorola), 11-07/0703r0 (11-07/0239r1 (11-07/0306r2 background) + 11-07/0630r1 + 11-07/0631r1)

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0239r1 (Extensible Path Selection Metric Framework)

Moved: Guido Hiertz   Seconded: Michael Bahr

There were no objections to the Motion, so it was passed by unanimous consent.

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0631r1 Airtime Link Metric

Moved: Malik Audeh   Seconded: Jorjeta Jetcheva 

There were no objections to the Motion, it was passed by unanimous consent.

Moved, to instruct the Editor to update the TGs draft according to the changes made in 11-07/0630r1 Link Metric Reporting.

Moved: Sue Harris  Seconded: Michelle Gong

There were no objections to the Motion, it was passed by unanimous consent

Presentation: “Multihop Management Frames and other matters”, Jan Kruys (Cisco), 11-07/0550r2.

Questions / comments . . .

· Jesse will review assumption about TGw

· Making frames on the fly is tricky. 11 initially had fixed formats.  In DHCP, additional info doesn’t change semantics of messages.  In IKE, payloads can change semantics of interpretation – is problematic due to state complexity in receivers.

· Intention is to use several fixed action frame formats 

· Is there less problem with existing hardware?  Have you looked at specifics?
eg. encryptor hardware looks a payload only after a fixed header length

· Slide 13.  Suggest just one mesh category with 256 actions.  Overkill to have 4 or 5?

· Mesh data type.  Have implemented on Marvell.  Does not support extended data type.  Also had problems with WDS APs mis-behaving

· Slide 6.  Many existing WDS products use both To/From set to 1.  Can’t resolve legacy co-existence.  Need additional field to say it’s a TGs data frame?
To/From was never standardized
Will recognize mesh originated broadcast as valid frame and process.  So what?

· Goal is to simplify and take out bits, not to use existing hardware
Assume use of BSS field is a firmware change.  Any overloading only occurs in multi-hop

· More efficient to use hardware
Kept standard format for data

· Base standard section 11.3 says if From DS and To DS are both set, frame should not be processed.  Doesn’t differentiate broadcast from unicast.

· Again, re: From DS & To DS both 1.  Shouldn’t ignore what is on market.  Need more precise statement on how this is currently used. 802.11-1999 spec said WDS is out of scope.

Strawpoll

Are you in favour of the approach advocated by 11-07/0550r2

Yes: 12   No: 3   Abstain: 17 
· Why did people vote no?
Need to tweak the details
Not sure if Mgmt Frame will work with legacy devices
· Next update will address this
The Chair recessed the session at 11:47

Session 4, Tuesday March 13th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Saint Maurice Room

The Chair called the group to order at 13:35.

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

Presentation: “Mechanism for Link Quality Measurement”, Michael Souryal (NIST), Nader Moayeri (NIST), 11-07/0691r0.

Questions / comments . . .

· Do TGk measurements satisfy need?  Need anything else?
This is bare minimum

· What to do with information that may be proprietary

· Are you suggesting we import TGk material into the TGs document?
Open to how to do

· Only need to do what TGk provides, we shouldn’t need to reference

The Chair broke the session into subgroups to continue comment resolution at 14:02

· General – Steve Conner

· Security – Bob Moskowitz

· MAC – Juan-Carlos Zuniga and Michelle Gong 

The Chair re-convened and recessed the session at 15:29.

Session 5, Tuesday March 13th 16:00-18:00, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Saint Maurice Room

This session was a Joint Meeting of TGs (Mesh Networking) and TGp (WAVE-Wireless Access in the Vehicular Environment) on non-Beacon like beacon transmissions.  

The Chairs called the joint TGs/TGp session to order at 13:35.  Lee Armstrong, TGp Chair, was also in attendance.

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

Lee Armstrong gave an overview of WAVE.  Requirements are for very high speed (120mph) communication.  Inter vehicle and roadside links are used.  Need to do quick associations.  Often focus beams on individual lanes.  Latency requirements are in msecs, for both association and data transmission, as 120mph vehicle goes through that lane. That is why regular beacons are inadequate.   Alternatives have been proposed and are summarized in the first presentation.  

Presentation: “WAVE without beacons”, Justin McNew (TechnoCom), 11-07/0731r1

Questions / comments . . .

· If no periodic beacons, how do you discover roadside units?
Rely on higher layer to do this.  802.11 is left open for messaging

· Beacon is just broadcast, authentication can be independent.  Why does higher layer solve that?
Problem with media congestion. Don’t want beacon and authentication mixed.  As suggested, TGp had these converged before but got lots of comments back saying why?

· Beacon is on demand – primitive says please transmit frame

· If specific to each of TGp or TGs sure you can make more efficient, etc, but if number of types grows can’t combine for efficiency.

· Need sync in TGp.  

Presentation: “Specific or universal Beacons”, Guido Hiertz (Philips), 11-07/0403r0

Questions / comments . . .

· Status of thinking in TGs?
TG sentinment was in favour of beacon separation in a strawpoll at the March meeting
Still working on details.  There are devices on the market using to and from DS bits both set. 802.11-1999 standard mentions WDS but doesn’t say how to use it.  WDS is removed from 802.11-2007.
· TGs will still use periodic beacons

· What is compatibility concern?
Why not use existing beacon, and eg. use wild card value, STA won’t connect.  Not sure that current devices work that way.  

· If you got new sub-type, have you done analysis with legacy equipment?  You should discard that frame type.  You are concerned about taking action?
Problem isn’t new frame type, it’s using old type in an undefined way.

· If old implementations used reserved combinations of bits they shouldn’t have!

· Could TGp use periodic Mesh Management Frame?

· Where is time stamp in TGs beacon for synchronization?
Not in draft right now.  Under discussion.  It is an option.

· Most WAVE developers will use mesh.  Be good to use similar synchronization techniques.

· TGp mechanism creates optional facility for external sync source, or independent function.

The Chair recessed the Joint Session for 5 minutes at 16:55.  TGp moved to the Bersismis Room

The Chair reconvened the TGs session at 17:00
Presentation: “Remedy for beacon bloat”, Jarkko Kneckt (Nokia), 11-07/0541r2 (“Shortened information elements for beaconing”, 11-07/0540r1, word)

Questions / comments . . .

· Compare size of virtual bitmap to current connectivity report?
 See section 7.3.2.66

· Proposal is based on?
Based on virtual bitmap in BSS beacons.  Introduces second bit for each link.  With one bit per link can say whether in full or power save and whether link exists

· Does it impact troubleshooting?  Any cost in operational ease?
If address is reduced to two bits you can still see which link does not exist.  If there is a new link, need to update mapping between bits and MAC address

· Any areas where this is worse than current?
May require extra payload in setup phase.  But only has to issue requests if it cares to know mapping

· For every peer I maintain a table? One hop only?
Yes. Yes, because only interested in powersave about one hop neighbours. 

· Connectivity report is in beacon.  Can we move into action frame?
Will address in separate presentation.

· IE’s still big, upto 250 octets. 
It’s same as BSS bitmap, except 2 bits per link.  Deleted MACs of other MPs and replaced with Virtual Bitmap.

Strawpoll

Are you in favour of adding the Mesh Virtual Bitmap to 802.11s?
Yes: 6   No: 0   Abstain: 10

The Chair suggested voting on a Motion later.  There were no objections.

The Chair recessed the session at 17:29.

Session 6, Tuesday March 13th 19:30-21:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Le Grand Salon

The Chair called the group to order at 19:43 and reminded all to use the on-line attendance recording system. (The room was truly vast compared with the number of TGs members present.)
There were no presentations to make so the Chair suggested dividing the session into subgroups to progress comment resolution.   The Editor suggested a specific group on LWMPs.  Agreed to have two subgroups;

· Light Weight Mesh Points – Steve Conner

· Security – Jesse Walker, Bob Moskowitz

The group recombined and the Chair recessed the session at 21:34PM.

Session 7, Wednesday March 13th 08:00-10:00, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Mackenzie Room

The Chair called the session to order at 08:06 and reminded all to use the on-line attendance recording system.

The Chair reviewed the progress to date and the Agenda for the day using document 11-07/0572r8

The Chair announced a PM2 session on Thursday and suggested moving the process discussion to that session.  There were no objections so the schedule was so amended.
Presentation: “Abbreviated Handshake Protocol Requirements”, Jesse Walker (Intel), 11-07/0733r0.

There were no comments or questions.

Presentation: “Security Requirements for an Abbreviated MSA Handshake”, Steve Emeott (Motorola), 11-07/0770r0

Questions / comments . . .

· Security proof words are different in the two presentations just made.  One is the formalist school – turns into formal logic, shows message sequence is correct and can’t attack based on that.  Crypto primitives are black boxes.  Emeott presentation refers to this.  Other is computational – assume adversary has computational ability and you show that the ease of breaking decay as a function of resources available.  Can make assumptions about how much of an attack the protocol can stand.  Walker presentation refers to this. Both can be useful.
Presentation: “May 2007 MSA Comment Resolution Overview”, Steve Emeott (Motorola), 11-07/0755r0.

There were no questions / comments.

Chair asked if it was expected that Security questions would be resolved in line with a July Letter Ballot?

Up to the group.  Can go with what we have or delay.  There are still many comments to address. 

Presentation: “Lightweight Flow Control”, Jan Kruys (Cisco), 11-06/0604r0

Questions / comments . . .

· Slide 4. Do you have any simulations?
Not for this mechanism.  Others have been done in the past 

· Feedback on the way to source.  Source participates in slowdown
Yes

· Is there a saturation point where it reaches 0?
Yes like other schemes

· How does this interact with routing protocol?  Upstream neighbours will search for alternate routes that maintain level of service.

· Many discussed this earlier.  Why did that group not propose?
Don’t know

· Slide 6.  Expand last point
If you are congested reduce.  Related to overload of channel. CW grows

· How does source get info about 
If you receive too much you send data frame to say slow down.  More efficient than separate control frame.

· Interactions with TCP?
Don’t know

· Too difficult to measure throughout beacon period. How can you measure rate?  What is time measured over?  For MDA it’s the last beacon period.
Doesn’t matter what rate is.  If you send slow down and it doesn’t, you send another!

· What does slow down mean? Different modulation scheme?
That would help to slow down

· What happens with legacy stations, will they grab more capacity?
· Need to explicitly define operation in standard

· Are slowdowns transmitted and interpreted independently? One MP could get from many MP’s and slow too much.
Slowing one traffic flow on one specific source.  Further, only slowdown to one destination.

· This makes no assumptions about channel

· Would like to see more clear info on usage

· This is reminiscent of 802.1au

· Compare with congestion request reply scheme?
This is quantified.  Original had rate in pps.  Required destination calculated and sent back to source.  This is a proportional approach.  Don’t need to know what source produces.

· Simulation of fairness would help.  Show it improves overall goodput of the network.

Strawpoll

Should TGs continue to work on this approach to flow control?

Yes: 15  No: 3  Abstain: 7

The Chair broke the meeting into subteams
                   General – Steve Conner

Security – Jesse Walker

MAC – Michelle Gong

The group recombined and the Chair recessed at 10:01.

Session 8, Wednesday March 13th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Mackenzie Room

The Chair convened the group at 13:35.  He announced the addition of sessions in PM2 today and PM2 tomorrow.  He suggested today’s PM2 session be devoted to subgroups for comment resolution.  There were no objections.

Moved, to adopt the Draft changes in 11-07/551r1 “MDA Issues” resolving the comments as listed in that submission.
Moved: Juan-Carlos Zuniga   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Discussion . . .

· r1 changes incorporate comments from Steve and Osama.  Believe it addresses all concerns.

Yes: 15   No: 0   Abstain: 14  (passes >3/4)
Motion passes 

Presentation: “RA-OLSR Comment Resolution”, Joseph Kim (STmicroelectronics), 11-07/0626r1 (slides). “Updated Texts for Clause 11A.7 RA-OLSR”, 11-07/0627r1. (word)

Questions / comments . . .

· What properties of CRC32 or MD5 do you want?
Use to check changes in information base

· Random / transmission errors or attack?
Errors and changes due to eg. associated STA

· IS-IS recently added a TLV element to make it easy

· CRC32 or MD5?
CRC32

· Discuss in next security subgroup

· Concern about CRC32 overhead in disseminating information

Moved, to adopt document 11-07/0627r1 to resolve the following comments related to the RA-OLSR comments:

CID       35,   562, 1037, 1556, 1562, 2160, 2161, 2362, 2364, 2366, 2783, 2787, 3392, 3395, 3405, 3406, 3407, 3649, 3650, 3651, 3819, 4120, 4145, 4244, 4246, 4248, 4556, 4559, 4565, 4605, 4606, 4607, 4608, 4609, 4610, 5046, 5049, 5054, 5056, 5058, 5059, 5060, 5062, 5063, 5068, 5069, 5070, 5071, 5072, 5073, 5074, 5079, 5087, 5089, 5093, 5382, 5415, 5423, 5437, 5471, 5472, 5474, 5475, 5491, 5498, 5499, 5512, 5697, 5698, 5699, 5700, 5701, 5702, 5703, 5705, 5706, 5704, 5708, 5709, 5710, 5711, 5712, 5713

Moved: Joseph Kim   Seconded: Mathilde Benveniste

For: 11  Against: 0  Abstained: 14  (passes >3/4)
Motion passes

Presentation: “Resolution of LWMP CIDs”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-07/732r0.

· Will these changes rectify the partitioning of the network between the two type shown in Slide 5?  How do we support an isolated printer that doesn’t want to forward?
Was discussed in subgroup.  Believe there is sufficient flexibility here. A non-forwarding MP can be defined with a subset of HWMP.  This is beyond scope of this contribution.  This presentation focuses on the null protocol.  A green MP could interconnect to a non-forwarding node in one of two ways – portal / bridge or proxy registration mechanism.

· Want yellow and green MPs to communicate
May define additional functionality to enhance this capability

· Slide 6.  Removing T.10 will eliminate other CIDs also
Added these to the Motion
Original text of many of these was moved to Annex T between 1.00 and 1.03

· Regarding removing T.10 and T.11, the contents are informative.  Agree T.1 is too broad.
If they were informative and correct would agree.  But they are inconsistent with normative functionality.  T.11 refers to configs not possible with normative text.  Suggest that new informative text be provided that is technically correct.

Moved, To instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes described in slide 6 of 11-07/732r0 as resolutions to CIDs 5624, 3954, 3955, 53, 1838, 707, 784, 785, 1098, 3953, 5604, 5605 and 3661

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Joseph Kim 

For: 19   Against: 1   Abstain: 2  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Express Forwarding in a Multi-hop Wireless Network”, Mathile Benveniste (Avaya), 11-07/0415r3

· What happens to other devices on the same channel not on “my” network?
Same question applies to 802.11e and 802.11n 40MHz.  Any improvements disadvantage someone else. That is what happens with higher priority 802.11e traffic.  Spectrum is finite.  Current protocol is only aggressive when it has to be.  If you’re next to legacy can decrease number of hops for express treatment.  Also, in the long run 802.11s may dominate eg. in residential settings.

· Legacy stations didn’t support voice.  Here mesh and WLAN must co-exist.  802.11e devices don’t lie about NAV this does.
No one has proposed an alternative.  Most important is to allow mesh to support voice.  Want to do this standards based, not proprietary.

· Fairness means same rules for all. 
What is fairness?  Not been discussed.  Hop count.  Starve those far away.  Difference between modulation schemes?  Higher use less capacity.  Using the latter, DCF is unfair.  EDCA introduced new regime; TXOP, several packets per time and block ACK

· 802.11e has no priority over legacy.
Yes it does.  Legacy may access after IFS that is one time slot longer.  Highest priority EDCA stations have priority 

· There is always an impact of new devices. 

· If all nodes do this you increase jitter.  
That’s why new change introduced.  Want to reduce amount that is express forwarded. Indicate after how many hops a frame can be forwarded.  Reducing number of hop.  If expressing too much don’t gain much.  Would be an engineering setting.  Decide delay // jitter buffers you can tolerate

· If there is not much use of channel you don’t need this
Not so much number of clients.  More a function of number of MPs and the range you’re trying to reach.  If through many hops important consideration.  Want to increase range of mesh.

· No other proposal like this in extremity

· Need discussion on definition of QoS. If somebody gets more, somebody else gets less.

· Slide 12.  What is cost? Duration DT0?
Can vary from node to node depending on processing power in node.  Someone said a couple of time slots 

· Can you simulate?
Be better to analyze with specific processor type

· DT0 value not critical.  Doesn’t matter.  Channel will still be captured.

· What about hidden node case?
Are you assuming RTS/CTS?
Same hidden node performance with or without express

· Need to quantify variability.  If DT0 is more than several time slots, will waste time.
DT0 – DTI is critical parameter, time when channel sitting idle.

· Does this relate to the fairness with legacy questions
No?

· Express favours loops and don’t get routing info in timely fashion.
No. Don’t touch TTL.  Decrement every time you hop.  

· If TTL less than some limit, can use this.  If we have loop will go fast
Set threshold so we don’t loop.  Before dropped frame moving faster.

· Takes more time to correct.  Needs discussion
If TTL is 0 won’t be forwarded or express forwarded.

· If use RTS/CTS is duration field also adjusted
Yes, copies it adjusted

· What if CTS gets lost
You can re-submit RTS


The Chair recessed at 15:30

Session 9, Wednesday March 13th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Péribonka Room

The Chair convened the session at 16:12.  He reminded all to use the automated attendance system.  He broke the session into two subgroups as follows: 

· General – Guiodo Hierta, Steve Conner

· MAC – Juan Carlos Zuniga, Michelle Gong

The subgroups recombined and the Chair recessed at 18:00

Session 10, Thursday March 14th 08:00-10:00, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Péribonka Room

The Chair called the group to order at 8:08 and reminded all to use the on-line attendance recording system.

A new version, r32, of the comment resolution sheet incorporates all motions passed as of day end Tuesday, but not those from Wednesday.  It also includes proposed updates from the Security and General subgroups. 

It was agreed to defer the Express Forwarding Motion until the next meeting of TGs.

Presentation: “Call for OLSR Participation”, Susan Hares (NextHop), 11-07/0775r0.

Questions / comments . . .

· Any ongoing work in IETF on OLSR?
No, lack of commercial drive

Presentation: “Beaconing in Mesh”, Jarkko Knecht (Nokia), 11-07/0779r0

Questions / comments . . .

· When you have a DB (designed beaconer), time to switch and frequency must be considered.  Like Designated Router concept in ISIS or OSPF.  Does that part need improvement?
DB does not affect links.  Data can still be passed.

· In IBSS don’t know which devices belong to group.  This peer link establishment enhances robustness.  

· Original idea of TIM is to tell when to wake for traffic.

· Slide 10.  DBB (designated beacon broadcaster) has to have same neighbourhood.  Hard to guarantee in wireless.  That is why we are doing mesh. When you hand over beacon the new MP may not have same neighbours as the last one.
If neighbours are very close the neighbourhood should be the same.  Also, there are recovery rules if the beacons are lost.  May have variation in TSF time.  Maybe use higher layer protocols to substitute for this.

· In wired environment APs communicate over wired DS.

· Feel it’s worth the complexity to reduce power consumption and to reduce beacon overhead.  Beacon isn’t the only factor have to also consider data transmission
· Can’t assume all devices have same neighbours

· DBB rotation will be complex.  All MPs must be co-ordinated
Rotation may be infrequent.  Also will need error recovery.

· Groups are all within range.  This is closer to DLS not mesh.
Synergy between DLS and mesh.  Can use these rules in mesh.

· This could be a big power save asset.  Could find two groups of broadcasters that can be heard by entire mesh.  Overlap between two alternating groups would still save power.  Can we borrow from the way cellular networks are planned?

· Broadest area of announcement is beacon.  If you decrease number of beacons you decrease the area an outside node can hear
Yes. But, mandatory that all devices beacon.  May be tradeoffs against power and data transmission

· Slide 6.  Case 3 shouldn’t happen if you have DBB.  Mesh shouldn’t disconnect because of gap in beaconing.  What if they don’t know of each other because no beacon
If they have peer link, Case 3 won’t happen, they will have beacon.

· Only node addressed in Probe Request should respond?
Yes, should more explicitly define

· What problem are we trying to solve?  What kinds of applications?
Reducing traffic in mesh.  Current draft contains different modes, trying to merge and organize.

The Chair broke the session into subgroups as follows:
· General – Steve Conner

· Security – Jesse Walker

· MAC – Michelle Gong

· RFI – Guenael Strutt

The subgroups recombined and the Chair recessed the session at 10:02.

Session 11, Thursday March 14th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Mackenzie Room

The Chair convened the session and reminded all to use the automated attendance system.


Moved, to amend the TGs Draft by the adoption of “11-07-0540-02-000s-Remedy-Beacon-Bloat.doc” (11-07/540r2) resolving the following CIDs:

477, 1376, 2354, 1074, 5650,500, 1270, 1085, 4596, 2288, 2233, 3772, 241, 2122, 4174, 3799, 1645, 238, 1955, 2266, 5011, 3545, 4184, 1494, 5041, 2734, 55,  916, 474, 500, 917, 1074, 1376, 5650, 474,  767, 771, 917, 3519, 4445, and 4845. 

Moved: Jarkko Kneckt   Seconded: Dee Denteneer

Discussion . . .

· Where is the amendment text?

· Peer List Element replaces other element

· Changes to 7.2.3.1 making 2 elements causes inconsistencies elsewhere
Using two elements to use bitmap without DTIM element always present.  

· This will re-open CID 895

· 11.A.1.4 is new text. Used to be focussed on determining if neighbour was candidate for peer link, the establishment normative comes later.  This text implies information exchange at time establishment completes.  But peer link handshake changes not described
Added association elements on page 2.

· If there’s a mismatch between peers? 
Mesh peers can’t fail.  Warrants off-line discussion.

For: 6   Against: 5   Abstain: 9 (failes <3/4)
Motion fails

Strawpoll

Are people in favour of the mesh virtual bitmap structure (two bits per link)?

Yes: 9   No: 0   Abstain: 12

Moved, to amend the TGs Draft by the adoption of the changes in 11-07/564r2 resolving CIDs 679, 1058,  1063, 1064, 1603, 2402, 2403, 2958, 2962, 3035, 3036, 3041, 4756, 4757, 4760, 4763

Moved: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Chris Hinsz

No discussion.

For: 14   Against: 0   Abstain: 2 (passes >3/4)
Moved, to amend the TGs Draft by the adoption of the changes in 11-07/618r0 resolving CIDs 1605, 1608, 1610, 1613, 1958, 2007, 2062, 2399, 2971, 2984, 2990, 3007, 3008, 3012, 3014, 3015, 3020, 3679, 3718, 4052, 4759.

Moved: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

No discussion.

For: 8   Against: 0   Abstain: 9 (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on ATIM window parameter”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0319r3. 

Note 11-07/0320r2 is option 1, 11-07/0320r3 is option 2

Moved, to accept the resolutions to CID 1476, 1486, 1997, 3772, 3777, 3781, and 5638 as proposed in document 11-07/320r2.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Michelle Gong

No discussion.

For: 13   Against: 0   Abstain: 4 (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Suggested comment resolution on power save clause”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0548r4.

Moved, to accept the resolution to CID 92, 93, 109, 110, 774, 775, 780, 1091, 1092, 1465, 1466, 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1480, 1924, 1996, 2000, 2003, 2094, 3437, 3609, 3767, 3926, 3931, 3934, 3935, 3938, 3941, 3945, 3948, 4453, 4596, 5592, 5597, 5667, 5674, and 5680,
as proposed in document 11-07/0549r6.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

Discussion

· Discrepancy between this and Juan-Carlos’ document.  3 bits vs 1 in Kaz’s document.  Any plans to harmonize?
This is not final configuration.  Have removed CID 5537 for further discussion.  

· May be able to use bits to optimize routing 

· Definition of 1 bit is not clear

· Are there any other conflicts in here with other submissions?
Think no

· Alluded to sync work.  Would it help to hold off until sync work is further on?
Prefer to flesh out these proposed changes now.  

· Plans for later harmonizing?
Will do, enough here now to justify making changes

· MAC and Routing have discussed how to harmonize.  Explain 1 bit again
Didn’t consider routing, wanted simple state machine.  

· Note, field is one octet, with only one bit

For: 11  Against: 0  Abstain: 6 (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “Resolved open comments in power save clause”, Kazuyuki Sakoda (Sony), 11-07/0791r0. 

Moved,

To close CID776, and 777 by “counter” stating “the sentence referred by the comment is removed from the draft spec D1.03” as resolution note and

To close CID706 and 5603 by “accept”.

Moved: Kazuyuki Sakoda   Seconded: Steve Conner

Motion adopted by unanimous consent

Presentation: “Frame Formats”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-07/0550r5 (11-07/0799r3 and 11-07/0800r1 word documents)

Moved, to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/0799r2 to resolve the CIDs listed on slide 3 of 11-07/0550r5, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Michelle Gong

Discussion . . .

· Slide 5:  What is impact of mesh devices on eg. Lazy WDS devices?
If mesh security is on, legacy devices won’t be able to decode.  If off, will be able to decode frames at MAC layer.  If it gets a broadcast, it will do what it’s being designed to.

· Current standard doesn’t specify behaviour with both bits set.
Different vendors’ WDSs will also have difficulties together.  No different with mesh
Also PAR says to use four address structure

· Too early to move, structural faults.  We have many references to six addresses throughout.  Could there be interactions with HWMP when root is involved?
Table 2 text is taken from current Draft.  This contribution does not introduce any further inconsistency

· Are the changes OK for just data frames?
Maybe

· Slide 4:  No end to end sequence number.  Are multihop frames limited to unicast?
No clear need for multihop flooding of mgmt frames, inconsistent with usage in base standard.  Allow us to trim down overhead in header.

· This is repackaging things that exist.  Action frame hasn’t changes, multi-hop tweaked, data type, except for extended is same.

· Like using existing type and sub-type.  But rest goes too far.

The Chair suggested that the group proceed as if a motion has been made to amend the motion on the floor (1 below) to make the smaller change of only addressing data frames as shown in motion (2) below. The group expressed its preference on this amendment as follows:
Motion (1): 9   Motion (2): 7

Moved (1), to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/799r3 to resolve the CIDs listed on slide 3 of 11-07/550r5, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft 

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Michelle Gong 

Moved (2), to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/799r3 with regard to data frames only 

to resolve the CIDs 1672, 2235, 3467, 3601, 4468, 4893, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft 

The preference being for Motion (1), a vote was taken on it as follows:

For: 11   Against: 5   Abstain: 5  (fails < ¾)
Motion fails

The authors would like feedback on how to improve the submission.

Moved, to accept the submission contained in document 11-07/0800r1, and instruct the Editor to incorporate the changes into the Draft 

Moved: Steve Conner   Second: Guenael Strutt

Discussion . . .

· Inconsistency in 7.3.1.1.1  Why separate HWMP and OLSR?
Related to EPSF.  There may be other path selection protocols in the future.  They may have same frame names but different meanings.  This avoids conflicts.

The end of the allotted time having arrived, the Chair recessed the session at 15:31 (with this Motion still on the floor)

Session 12, Thursday March 14th 13:30-15:30, Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Péribonka Room

The Chair convened the group at 16:04 and reminded all to use the automated attendance system.


The following motion that was on the floor at the immediately previous recess and was taken up.
Moved, to amend the motion on the floor to combine the HWMP and RA-OLSR category in 11-07/0800r1.
Amendment adopted by unanimous consent

Questions / comments continued . . .

· Should values in Table 23 be assigned by ANA?

Vote on main motion as amended:

For: 18   Against: 0   Abstain: 3  (passes >3/4)
The Chair reviewed process using document 11-07/0677r2.  The plan assumed a LB in the July meeting.

Discussion . .  .

· LB seems more likely in September or November.

· Wi-Fi Alliance meeting is in June

· How about an ad hoc after Hawaii meeting?

Strawpoll on time of day for teleconference calls

10AM: 10   5PM: 6   all Piscataway NJ time

Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences between May and July meetings, starting 30 May through 25 July, Wednesdays, at 10AM, except during the Hillsboro ad hoc and San Francisco meetings and the week before the Hillsboro ad hoc.

Motion adopted by unanimous consent.

Discussion on ad hoc meeting . . .

· An ad hoc without the Editor may be doable

· Others thought not.

· Approval for September ad hoc could be sought in July.

· Why not approve both and cancel if we need.

· One ad hoc approval per WG meeting is the norm 
Strawpoll

28-30 August: 3   1-3 August: 5   7-9 August: 3

Munich: 7   Amsterdam: 7   Boston: 4

Munich: 6   Amsterdam: 5    

Moved, to request that the 802.11WG authorize an ad hoc in August on 1-3 August in Munich to work on comment resolution.

For:  11   Against: 0    Abstain: 5  (passes >3/4)
Moved, to adopt all Open comment resolutions marked with proposed resolution of Accept, Counter, or Reject in 11-07/0023r33 except CIDs 1606, 1614, 1618 and 2064.

Moved: Steve Conner   Seconded: Guido Hiertz

For: 15   Against: 0   Abstain: 0  (passes >3/4)
Moved, to mark CID 5704 as Closed due to the adoption of document 11-07/0627r1

Moved: Joseph Kim   Seconded; Steve Conner

Agreed by unanimous consent

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: Guido Hiertz

Agreed by unanimous consent

Strawpoll

When will we go to Letter Ballot again?

From July Meeting: 3   From September meeting: 8   After September meeting: 8

Discussion

45 day travel requirements necessitate the need to decide now on a September ad hoc in Hawai‘i

Moved, to request that the 802.11WG authorize an ad hoc on 12-14 September in Kaua‘i to work on comment resolution.

Moved: Malik Audeh   Seconded: Jesse Walker

For:  17   Against: 0    Abstain: 1  (passes >3/4)
Presentation: “PSK a Serious Risk for Mesh Formation Control, Bob Moskowitz (ICSA Labs), presented by Jesse Walker (Intel), 11-07/793r0.

Questions / comments . . .

· So larger networks are more susceptible?
Yes

· What if you increase the length of password?
Will increase security.  Beyond 12 characters, humans can’t enter properly

· Can make cheaper product if we use PSK, so don’t remove it, would still like interoperability
Move it up one level to use EAP-PSK – no key re-use.  HIP worth exploring.  New trust model – PSK is just a dumbed down IT model, need a different model.

· Weak security is worse than none.  
Not always true?

· With WPS (Wi-Fi Proetected Setup from the Wi-Fi Alliance) will get a solution that works, like cordless phones where you push two buttons, even that is superior to PSK
Security subteam will only recommend.  

· New model – decentralized, any user can admit more users, transitivity of trust but when they leave they become untrusted

· Why would HIP be good?

· Where HIP deployed
Boeing for RFID

· Outside IEEE scope – provide tools – let Wi-Fi Alliance choose

Presentation: “Architectural Considerations of Mesh Links”, Michael Bahr, 11-07/0816r0.

Strawpoll

Should 802.11s go into the direction of such a logical peer link concept?

For: 13   Against: 1   Abstain: 7

The Chair adjourned the meeting sine die at 18:02.




Abstract


Minutes of the meeting of the IEEE 802.11 ESS Mesh Networking Task Group held at the Fairmont Queen Elizabeth, Montreal PQ Canada, from May 14th to 17th 2007, under the TG Chairmanship of Donald Eastlake III of Motorola Laboratories. Notes for May 14th were taken by Dee Denteneer.  The remainder of the 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 11-07/0572r12.  The Closing Report is in document 11-07/0823r1. 
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