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Minutes

Ad hoc Meeting, June 13-15, Hillsboro, Oregon , USA
The annotated agenda for this meeting is 11-07/1984r6
Wednesday, June 13
Meeting called to order at 10:00am

Steve Conner temporary chair for this meeting as appointed by Stuart Kerry, Chair of 802.11.
Dee Denteneer secretary

Manual attendance recording was taken of those physically present

Miscellaneous announcements, as in 11-07/1984r2. A USB stick was passed around containing the documents: Draft 1.04; resolution spreadsheet, and agenda.

Photo taking was allowed by unanimous consent.

Standard Boards Bylaws on Patents in standards, anti-trust statement, and miscellaneous announcement were read and slides were shown. The Chair inquired if everyone was familiar with the IEEE 802 IPR policy, and if there were any patents or applications about which the 802.11 WG Chair should be informed.  No-one indicated unfamiliarity and there were no patents brought forward. There were no questions on policy and procedures.
Agenda (11-07/1984r2): 
Draft and comment resolution spreadsheet status update
Comment resolution and draft improvement

Some presentation were announced, see the agenda.
It was proposed to have the security discussions Thursday after lunch.

It was proposed to have the discussions on reorganisation of the draft and frame formats Wednesday after lunch.

It was proposed to have a discussion on PS and routing on Thursday morning, followed by a discussion on synchronisation.
Start and end times. Target end times: 6pm; target start times 9am.

There is a detailed plan for the wine tasting social event on Saturday. Dinner will be planned over lunch time.

The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

There are new templates and it was requested by the chair to bring the contributions to these new templates.
TGs Draft status update. Posting of Draft 1.04 delayed due to computer problems at IEEE. However, it was distributed on USB stick during the meeting. It contains all the adopted changes of the Montreal meeting. It also incorporates 11w and 11y as baseline documents due to their projected completion well in advance of the TGs timeline . Everyone was urged to check the draft for discrepancies with the accepted resolutions. Some minor editorial issues have already been identified.
The comment spreadsheet 11-07/23r35 has also been updated to reflect changes in Montreal. 84% of the comments have been resolved; see the spreadsheet for the statistics. Sue works on MIB, Donald and Kaz on PICS. Congestion control still has many comments and a discussion on this topic is planned. We also need to decide whether it pays to make text on separate mesh beacons for Thursday during the MAC discussion. 

Guido brought forward the regulatory issues. Which MP to believe when they claim different origin domains. There is no straightforward extension from the Infrastructure BSS where the AP is the clear boss. Generalisation of the procedure from IBSS may be possible. There was an extensive discussion on the colour coding of the issue identifiers in the resolution spreadsheet.
A decision was made to split into subgroups: MAC and general until 12:15pm.

Lunch

Restarted at 1:15pm with a summary by the chair of the morning proceedings, and the agenda, see 11-07/1984r3.
“Reorganization of Clause 11A”, Jan Kruys, 11-07/1983r2
r2 is technically identical to r1

What is the motivation to put the Extensibility framework first? That is a high level issue.
MDA refers to MAC, not mesh only.
The overview section is quite good and contains new material.
The other changes refer to reorganisation of the text.

Remove arrow in Figure between basic MAC and Secure transport.

There is text needed to explain the dependencies. That is provided.

Typically, Clause 5 gives the overview for other TGs. Maybe, some of the material must go there. But, we haven’t defined services yet, that are needed for Clause 5. 

Use UML or SDL to define the arrows.
For some blocks we have state machines, there a connection could be given, Similarly, as in 11.3 Figure 193 describes which frames can be transmitted depending on the state. We may need a Figure like this.
What are the arrows on the right hand side: these are interfaces that you use.

Are the white arrows to the basic MAC the SAP? This SAP would presumably on top of the diagram, as we are redefining the MAC.

Are all the blocks mesh management functions?

Forwarding also occurs in an AP. This is also a data plane activity.
Conclusions:  it seems to generate more comments than understanding. However, we should further work out the relation to Figure 193.

Have metrics and path selection later in the Section. The ordering is better after peer link, before routing. Metric, rather than link quality.
Order: discovery, peer link, security, transport, metrics, path selection protocol, interworking, channel selection.

Then basically, the current order can be maintained but for slight changes.

The extensibility framework before metrics and path selection, because they are extendable. The framework is more general. But not applicable to MAC.
We can do a major .1 level section on extensibility, but can also include in metrics and path selection section. 
Conclusion: major change: bring congestion control to mesh transport and forwarding. It not clear whether this is ok. The intro stuff is clearly ok; the rest for further discussion.

In view of time: move on to next item
”Mesh frame formats”, Steven Conner, et al., 11-07/799r5

In an unsecure WDS there is nothing to prevent alien traffic being picked up that is broadcast. 

We are using one of the two last subtypes. This subtype 1111 is chosen for consistency with action frames. 

Broadcast or multicast issues is resolved by including the mesh header. The extra addresses there are needed, to include routing via the root of HWMP.
The vast majority of frames uses action format without overhead. We must have a straw poll on this.

Target Friday, to reflect and hear Kevin’s presentation.

“Mesh Frame Format and Addressing”, Kevin Hayes, 11-07/1989r0.  
Do we need to have two possibilities for multicast, regular or via multiple unicast? In v work on reliable multicast, but failed. Prefer multicast as a general 801.11 construct. Here, difference, as you have a peer link with all of them. With the unicast multicast, may need some optional reordering. Do we have text on multicast: see the text on broadcast, may need some extra text, e.g. on sequence numbers.
Can we prove that the two ways are equivalent? Also, different with reference to security. Why would you use multicast? Required in 802.11. Discussion also applies to broadcast.

Are there different seq.nr.pools for unicast or broadcast? There are two seq.nr.pools: one for the link and one for the mesh. 

This is still a new subtype; this would be used for all mesh management frames (also one hop).

Management broadcast frames: in RFI broadcast, but may trigger new broadcasts. In management frames, it is all one hop. All multihop management frames are (currently) broadcast. Maybe, 11k could provide counterexamples.
Straw poll: shall the authors generate normative text for this proposal? 

Is there an advantage to having all management frames packed together: Uniform approach to handling these frames, may be done in hardware in two years. 

Downside: extra bits, extra text with all frames to set TTL to enforce 1-hop transmission, now they are automatically restricted. Could be done at one place, and reference this and be explicit whether it is one hop or multiple hop.
The straw poll on this can be combined with the straw poll related to Steven’s presentation.

Break at 3.15
Resumed at 3.30

Congestion control. In March 11-07/284 was presented on congestion control, and in May 11-07/604. Can we find a consensus? 
“Lightweight Flow Control”, Jan Kruys, 11-07/604r1
Updated with reference to what was presented in May. 
Reaction to congestion control very specific to usage scenario. This brings back some of the issues: what is rate, what happens if some nodes react, other not etc. The March presentation 11-07/284 addresses this better, and might better address the requirements from different members of the group.
Is it necessary to slow down all ACs. No: can set bits individually. 

No description, when the frame is sent, how feedback, etc. How do we determine to pass it on. Answer: selfish behaviour of nodes, they slow down MPs that cause their congestion.

If AC4 it not causing congestion, it might be that this is masked because other ACs send so much.

Back pressure is useful. Problem is that we are only limiting the mesh, not collocated BSSs that might also cause the problems. What is missing is a general approach to the problem that can also silence the STAs. This is outside scope.

What is needed: the back logged MP should be given priority.

Why pick one AC to slow down. TGs only provides the hooks, not how to use these hooks. The March contribution provide more proprietary bits. Detection of congestion is out of scope.
Key difference: single bits in header or explicitly sending frames. The first approach mixes the diverse path of management frames and data frames, especially in sending empty data frames as a management frames. With management frames broadcast is always possible.
Group consensus: how triggered and what to do is out of scope: then nobody will use it.

No congestion control is also possible.

“Congestion Control Comment Resolution”, Bahar Sadeghi, 11-07/456r0.

Need an OUI to make vendor specific modes.
Straw poll; what approach to take.

Should TGs resolve CIDs relating to Congestion Control by removing the majority of informative text from Clause 11A.11 and simplify signalling.

Yes: 13 No 0 Abstain 1

Straw poll: What is the preferred approach for congestion control signalling?

· Management frame IE (e.g. 11-07/456) : 9
· Data frame header (e.g. 11-07/604): 1
· Don’t care: 3
Straw Poll: What should the default mechanism be for congestion control?
· Signalling only (no mandatory behaviour when receive signal): 10
· Stop when receive signal: 1
· Slow down when receive signal: 2
Straw poll: Should TGs use document 11-07/456 as starting point to resolve congestion control CIDs: incorporating the following changes: add vendor specific extension to congestion control mode and rename “Congestion duration” to “Congestion notification expiration timer”

Yes: 9; No: 2;  Abstain: 2
Feedback from general group: saying both this frame type can carry this IE and this IE is carried by those frame types. May be cleaner to do just do one of the two. Suggestion: with each frame: define IEs that it carries and remove reference to frame type in the IE section.

As a reader, it may be useful to have both. 

The participants did not object to this but added that it might be useful to add a table making the connection.
Continuing comment resolution and draft improvement.

We recombined and recessed at 6:00pm.

Thursday, June 14
Start at 9:00am, with a summary of yesterdays agenda.

A reminder of the IEEE patent policy with a reference to where the information can be found.

Reminder for the manual attendance recording.

The Chair inquired if everyone was familiar with the IEEE 802 IPR policy, and if there were any patents or applications about which the 802.11 WG Chair should be informed.  No-one indicated unfamiliarity and there were no patents brought forward. There were no questions on policy and procedures

An announcement was made that a FedEx from Donald was received with information on the ad hoc in Kauai, Hawaii. The agenda 11-07/1984 was reviewed.

“Remaining issues regarding power save”, Kaz Sakoda, 11-07/1997r0

“Power save and routing”, Kaz Sakoda, 11-07/1996r1 
In TGv there is work on “wake up wireless LAN” which is also relevant for power save.

The beacon length depends. The results may be important for the calculations. It is possible to change the parameters in the excel spreadsheet.

In case 2, the wake time may be a bit longer, so this is a bit optimistic, and case 3 is a bit pessimistic.
In case 1 and case 2 there is a beacon broadcaster and the PS is the beacon broadcaster.

There is room to consider one more case. In which the MP is not the beacon broadcaster.

The measurements refer to 11b cards with measurements from 2001. The number can be very different now for n or g devices.
 There is also an effect on the link metric.
The unit for power is not correct.

Willingness to be a forwarder: not useful for routing.
In going to PS may close down a number of links, then willingness to be a forwarder may be useful.
In HWMP only RAN send to PS devices, but not the rest. If a PS wants to be forwarder, not much to do, except for account for that in the metric.

Also, going to power save implies closing some routes. This would cause overhead. May also go to PS when route expires. But there can also be emergency situations.
Are there definite straw polls on this: deferred until Friday.

Suggestions for straw polls: 

Should a device in PS mode participate in forwarding?
· Always:  2
· Sometimes 4
· Never  4
· Don’t care  2
    Maybe revisit tomorrow, and select difference between path selection and routing.

11:30am-noon Lunch

    Resumed after lunch at noon

    We may split at 1 to start security then.

“Synchronization Issues”, Dee Denteneer, 11-07/2000r0

    Straw Poll: Is it a good idea to change the broadcast “request synchronisation” bit to a unicast Request/Reply synchronization handshake?

     Yes: 9

     No:   1

     Abstain:  3

Also consider IEEE 1858 synchronisation protocol.

Did not get to beacon discussion. Now hard stop for security and split into security and MAC subgroups.
A decision was made to split into subgroups: MAC and security.

During the MAC split out a straw poll was taken on mesh specific beacons, and reported during the main meeting.
Should 802.11s use a separate frame (a new action frame) type for its beacon transmission?

Yes:  2
No:    4
Abstain: 2
A disadvantage is that TSF and synchronisation are only defined for beacons.
After the discussion one abstain indicated to be noted as a no voter (not reflected in results).
Should the mesh neighbour list IE be removed from the beacon? 
Yes

No

Abstain

Should the connectivity report and the mesh neighbour list be combined? 

Yes: 6
No:    0
Abstain:  2
Straw poll:

Should the last byte of MAC address of both synch and non-synch MPs be removed from the Beacon timing element?  

Yes:     8
No:       0
Abstain: 0
We recombined and recessed at 5:30pm.

Friday, June 15
Start at 9:00am, with a summary of yesterdays agenda.

Michelle Gong volunteered to be secretary for the day.
The Chair inquired if everyone was familiar with the IEEE 802 IPR policy, and if there were any patents or applications about which the 802.11 WG Chair should be informed.  No-one indicated unfamiliarity and there were no patents brought forward. There were no questions on policy and procedures

The chair asked whether there are more presentations for this meeting in addition to 11-07/1991r0.  No new presentation.

Topics for upcoming teleconference:

July 4th conference should be cancelled because it is a US holiday.

20 June
    Discussion of Path Selection and Power Save interactions
27 June     Discussion of frame formats, Discussion of security
4 July
    Cancel due to USA holiday

11 July      Discussion of issues, San Francisco agenda planning

Discussed whether we should put frame format discussion or related text in 20 June or 27 June.   How should a broadcast frame be treated?  

Logistics for Munich ad hoc: 

Free internet connections, 

Location: Siemens site, there is a hotel near the meeting site.
TGs social on Saturday: a beer brewery tour.
Michelle gave a brief overview on the discussion of MAC ad hoc group and showed the results of several straw polls.
Jesse gave an overview of the discussion in the security ad hoc group:

1) Steve Emeott presented improvements to key holder protocols

2) Meiyuan presented an overview of abbreviated handshake scheme.

3) The plan is to talk to people and to get more feedback in SF.  Make adjustments to the spec. Have a better position and put it to vote in September.  
Steve Conner presented the 11-07/1991r0 “Suggested PICS Profoma Table Additions”.  First, Steve Conner showed the general format of the PICS table in 11ma.  Then, Steve showed the first cut of the 11s PICS table and explained some conventions used in the document.  Ask for interested participants to contribute to the PICS table.
Breakout sessions to work on comments resolution. 

MAC/RFI/Security ad hoc groups continued comments resolution.

We recombined and adjourned at 4:00pm.
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