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Minutes of the Meeting of the IEEE 802.11 Task Group S ESS Mesh held in Portland, Oregan, USA, from July 12 to July 16, 2004 under the TG Chairmanship of Donald Eastlake 3rd of Motorola Laboratories. Minutes taken by Tyan-Shu Jou and edited by Donald Eastlake. An extended agenda for the meeting is at 11-04/663r6.
Contents
2Significant Actions


4Full Minutes





Significant Actions

(For the detailed minutes, including these actions, see the next section of this document.)
Monday Afternoon Session (Monday, 12 July, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM)
1. Audience unanimously approved the previous (Grove Garden, California) meeting minutes (11-04/652r1) and the June 30th teleconference meeting minutes (11-04/683r1).
2. Due to the lack of volunteers, the SG secretary Tyan-Shu Jou of Janusys Networks continued to take the Recording Secretary position for TGs.
3. There were two candidates ran for the Permanent TGs Technical Editor position. W. Steven Conner of Intel Corp. won the election and took the position.
4. Presentation #1: “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/730r1) Tricci So presented for the definition subgroup
Monday Evening Session (Monday, 12 July, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM)

1. Presentation #2: “802.11s Security Proposal” (IEEE 802.11-04/777r0) Robert Moskowitz, ICSA Labs
2. Presentation #3: “802.11s Routing Sub-Group Discussion on May ’04 Report” (IEEE 802.11-04/765r0) Tyan-Shu Jou, Janusys Networks

3. Presentation #4: “A View on 802.11s Routing, A Framework for a Discussion” (IEEE 802.11-04/778r0) Robert Moskowitz, ICSALabs

Tuesday Afternoon Joint Session of TGs, TGr, and 802.21 (Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 1:30PM-3:00PM)

1. Presentation #5: “What is an ESS?”  (IEEE 802.11-04/614r1), Jon Edney, Nokia

2. Presentation #6:  “The Nature of an ESS” (IEEE 802.11-04/629r1), Darwin Engwer and Bob O’Hara

3. Presentation #7: “Cross Domain Trigger and Handover Talking Points” (IEEE 802.21-04/100) Michael G. Williams
Tuesday Afternoon Joint Session of TGs and TGr (Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 3:00PM-3:30PM)
1. Presentation #8: “Interpretations of the Distribution System Service Based on the 802.11 Specification” (IEEE 802.11-04/785r1), W. Steven Conner, Tricci So, Tyan-Shu Jou

2. Straw poll: Should one joint TGr/TGs session at each 802.11 meeting be the default? Result:    Favor: 48   Against: 5. Chairperson of each group will work on the arrangement.
Tuesday Late Afternoon Session (Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM)
1. Presentation #9: “WLAN Mesh Usage Model and Considerations for Hot Spot Service” (IEEE 802.11-04/680r0), Taejin Lee (Broadwave), Jongtaek Oh (Hansung Univ.), Sukhee Bae (RRL), Jaewoo Lim (RRL)

2. Presentation #10: “Defining Comparable Usage Models for 802.11s” (IEEE 802.11-04/764r1, 662/r7), W. Steven Conner

3. Presentation #11: “Suggested Major Functional Components for 802.11s” (IEEE 802.11-04/749r0) W. Steven Conner, Koji Omae

Tuesday Evening Session (Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM)
1. Presentation #12: “Outdoor 802.11 Mesh Links RF Impacts Considerations” (IEEE 802.11-04/731r0) Tricci So

2. Task Group Process initial discussion (11-04/800r1, by Donald Eastlake 3rd ).  A heads-up for the audience on this topic.
Thursday Early Morning Session (Thursday, 15 May, 2004, 8:00AM – 10:00AM)
1. Presentation #13:  “MAC Considerations for 11s” (IEEE 802.11-04/760r0), L. Lily Yang, Akira Yamada

2. Presentation #14: “802.11s Security Ad Hoc” (IEEE 802.11-04/826r0), Robert Moskowitz, ICSALabs

3. Presentation #15: “Outdoor 802.11 Mesh MAC Problems” (IEEE 802.11-04/732r0), Tricci So

Thursday Late Morning Session (Thursday, 15 May, 2004, 10:30AM – 12:30AM)
1. Presentation #16: “Multi-hop Connections Using 802.11” (IEEE 802.11-04/709r0), Guido R. Hiertz, Yunpeng Zang, Jorg habetha

2. Presentation #17: “Additional Draft terms & Terminology for 802.11s” (IEEE 802.11-04/0822r0) Jonathan Agre

3. Task Group Process discussion (11-04/800r3)
a. Straw poll
If a TGs call for proposals was issued right after the September meeting with a deadline shortly before the November meeting, how many would submit a proposal?

Result:

Reasonably certain to submit a proposal:  4

50/50 chance:  10

Might but probably not:  a few people

b. Straw poll
If a TGs call for proposals was issued right after the November meeting with a deadline shortly before the January meeting, how many would submit a proposal?

Result:

Reasonably certain to submit a proposal:  13

50/50 chance:  4

Might but probably not:  4

c. Straw poll
Is documenting Usage Cases important?

Result:

Yes:  48
No:  0

d. Straw poll
Is each category in document important?
· Residential:  36
· Office:  43

· Campus/Community/Public Access:  42

· Public Safety:  34

· Car to Car:  7

e. Straw poll on Informal Group Submissions Status

What should be the status of relevant submissions from informal groups if a majority of TGs agrees with the submission?

· Strongly included as part of call for proposals:  12

· Adopted as internal working documents:  29

· Included on a TGs recommended reading list:  3

· No special status:  2
f. Straw poll

What is the current feeling of TGs as to when we should call for proposals?

· July 2004:  Favor: 3.  Against: 31
· September 2004:  Favor: 10.  Against: 28
· November 2004:  Favor: 16.  Against: 10
· January 2005:  Favor: 8.  Against: 1
g. Straw poll

Should any call for proposals require that proposals be “complete”?

Result:


Yes:  18


Not:  19

h. Straw poll

How long should be the call for proposal window?
               2 months:  2
               4 months:  17

               6 months:  10

i. Motion: One teleconference 15 August, 3PM PDT.

Moved: Peter

Second: W. Steven Conner

Result:

    In Favor: 18

    Against:  2

Full Minutes

Monday Afternoon Session:
Date & Time:
Monday, 12 July, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM
Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officer presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd 
Meeting was called to order at 4:00PM by Donald Eastlake 3rd, ESS Mesh SG Chair.

The initial slides used by the SG Chair are 802.11-04/663r4
Reviewed policies and procedures of IEEE:

The Chairperson went through the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in standards and Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG meetings. 
On-line attendance recording reminded.
Audience unanimously approved the previous (Grove Garden, California) meeting minutes (11-04/652r1)
Audience unanimously approved the minutes of the teleconference meeting held on June 30, 2004 (11-04/683r0)

Agenda Discussion based on IEEE 802.11-04/663r4
Permanent TGs Recording Secretary Position election: 
No volunteers hence SG secretary Tyan-Shu Jou of Janusys Networks will continue to serve the position.
Permanent TGs Technical Editor election:

Candidates:

· W. Steven Conner (Intel): Current SG Editor; started working on this group even before ESS Mesh SG was formed; has full support from the employer for the position. 
· Thomas Maufer (Nvidia): 20 years of experience on networking; author for 3 networking books, the latest one is on wireless LAN; also has full support from his employer for the position.
Voting Result: 
W. Steven Conner: 22; Thomas Maufer: 4.



W. Steven Conner of Intel was elected to serve as the IEEE802.11s Technical Editor.
Presentation #1:
 “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/730r1)
Tricci So presented for the contributors to this submission
· This document is a joint work from many members of this group to define the core terms for ESS Mesh as a discuss base. It is intended to be put into a motion to make the task group to adopt it as a working document on Thursday.
· A question raised on the figure which shows the existence of multiple Mesh Points in a mesh network. The response from the audience is that figure just shows one possibility of that scenario. The task group has not decided whether that scenario will be in the scope of the task group of not. 
· A question was raised whether a laptop PC can be a Mesh Point. The response from the audience was the PAR limits ESS mesh to use infrastructure mode hence ad-hoc mode has been excluded. With that limit, any entity/device that matches the Mesh Point function description can be called a Mesh Point.
· A discussion on the definition of Mesh Point STA
· A suggestion to add “Link Metric”, “Mesh Neighbor Discovery”, and some other necessary terms. The response was this will be a working document. There had been a long list of terms that yet to be defined. We will re-visit this issue on Thursday.
· A question on “Mesh Topology”, whether it contains end STAs or not. The response was no. 

· There were questions on Mesh Unicast and Mesh Broadcast definitions. A scenario that a broadcast/multicast frame to multiple STAs associated with the same Mesh AP appears as a unicast frame to the Mesh network should be counted as Mesh Unicast or Mesh Broadcast. The response was that would be Mesh Unicast—all the terms focus on the network consists of Mesh Points only. End STAs behaviour is not included.
· One suggestion was the definition for a probing mechanism will be needed since neighbour discovery will be necessary for Mesh Path Selection.
· Tricci plans to work out a list of supplementary terms and will show them to the audience on Thursday.
 Session recessed at 5:30PM until 7:30PM
Monday Evening Session:

Date & Time:
Monday, 12 July, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM
Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officer presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd 
Session called to order at 7:40PM by Donald Eastlake 3rd, TGs Chair.

Presentation #2:
 “802.11s Security Proposal”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/777r0)
Robert Moskowitz, ICSALabs
· The author presented two possible security models both utilize connectivity association and secure channel concept based on the on-going 802.1ae and 802.1af works.

· A question was raised that maybe we can focus on the security among Mesh Points only. Furthermore, we only need to consider directly linked Mesh Points. Considering end STAs can make the security issue very complicated. The response was that’s possible although the security issue of STA roaming within the mesh then will have to be solved by TGi or TGr. Predefining/Building Secured Connectivity Associations and keys to all other Mesh Points at Mesh Point initialization time may in fact easier than to dynamically build up SCA to a Mesh Point that just comes up.
· A suggestion was there may be a balancing point between Model 1 and 2. Depending on the needed security level requirement, we can choose a solution more scalable.
· A question was raised on whether this proposal is centralized or decentralized. The response was that will depend on implementation. For example, key refresh without traffic is possible.
· It is raised to audience’s attention that there are many issues yet to be solved if we pursue either of the models. And 802.1af is still working on some proposals on device rejoining issues.

· A notice came from the audience mentioned in the proposed models any unsecured traffic will waste bandwidth along the path until being rejected at the destination.
Presentation #3:
 “802.11s Routing Sub-Group Discussion on May ’04 Report”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/765r0)
Tyan-Shu Jou, Janusys Networks

· This was a report of the 2-hour informal meeting held in May on routing issues of ESS mesh. One of the purposes was to attract audience’s attention on this issue and to solicit more participants to discuss this subject.

· There were some comments from the audience on the pros and cons on using Spanning Tree Protocol on mesh. The response was this topic has been discussed in a presentation in previous meeting but no conclusive decision has been made so far.
· There was a comment on using broadcast mechanism to build unicast routing path that the wireless broadcast may not be reliable hence may affect the reliability of the routing result.
· There was a suggestion to refer to a paper using IS-IS on wireless network which may provide some hints on this subject.
· There was an opinion that this discussion was not effective and should be replaced by calling for proposals. The task group should either define better requirements or just use the PAR as the requirement to call for proposals rather than discussing solutions. The response was the members of this task group need more knowledge on this subject for all the foundation work, such as terminologies definitions. Without basic understanding and knowledge, this task group will not be able to evaluate the routing proposals.

Presentation #4:
 
“A View on 802.11s Routing, A Framework for a Discussion”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/778r0)

Robert Moskowitz, ICSALabs

· In the short presentation, the author emphasized there will be no 802.1D bridge in a mesh; hence no STP should be running on the ESS mesh. Current 802.1 LAN model does not fit a mesh.

· A question was raised that 802.11 spec mentioned ESS has to be like a LAN to the higher layer.

· There was disagreement from the audience on the sentence of “mesh is ill defined,” especially given the Internet is basically a mesh.

Session adjourned at 9:20PM

Tuesday Afternoon Joint Session of TGs, TGr, and 802.21
Date & Time:
Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 1:30PM-3:00PM
Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officers presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd (TGs), Clint Chaplin (TGr), Ajay Rajkumar (802.21)
Session called to order at 1:30pm

Presentation #5:
 “What is an ESS?”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/614r1)
Jon Edney, Nokia
· The presentation explained the meaning of ESS from the 802.11 spec. As a conclusion, the presenter argued ESS is not a useful definition for standards.
· A question was asked shouldn’t all BSS of the ESS share the same SSID in one ESS? The response was yes. But the reverse was not necessarily true, that is, different ESS’s can have the same SSID.

· There was a question on the suggestion of  “Tie group definition information into 802.21.” 
· Current 802.21 thinking has dependency on using SSID for station to learn it has crossed the ESS boundary. If that’s not always true, a different attribute will be needed.
· A comment from the audience mentioned the topology can be hidden from the network.
Presentation #6:
 “The Nature of an ESS”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/629r1)
Darwin Engwer and Bob O’Hara
· The authors agreed with the previous presentation (11-04/614) which had strictly interpreted the definitions of ESS, DS, and SSID. But argued there were other possible interpretations of the definitions that don’t violate the 802.11 spec. 
· A question from the audience on Slide 16 which included a router in between two BSS, was on whether the router should be included in the DS shadow or not. The response was the router can be part of the DS, and the slide just shows one example.
· There were comments on seeing the same SSID not identifying whether the APs are in the same ESS means there will be more work on identifying ESS migration.
· One comment pointed out unfortunately people had mistakenly using SSIDs for a while. Hence to ask the whole world to take the “correct” definitions can cause problems to the real world. 

Presentation #7:
 “Cross Domain Trigger and Handover Talking Points”
 (IEEE 802.21-04/100)
Michael G. Williams

· The presentation talked about BSS, ESS, DS, triggers and handover from 802.21 perspectives.
· A question was asked on what can be the trigger on APs for domain transition. 

· STA triggers the transition and the associated AP can let the new AP to know the event.

· A question raised from the audience was on cross domain messages, how AP can talk across domains since there will be different policies.

· A question was asked saying the between domain message may have security issues. The response was the slide shows an example, it doesn’t necessarily suggest the real implementation.

Session recessed for 5 min at 2:55PM. 802.21 will resemble in a different location
Tuesday Afternoon Joint Session of TGs and TGr:
Date & Time:
Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 3:00PM-3:30PM
Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officers presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd (TGs), Clint Chaplin (TGr)
Presentation #8:
 “Interpretations of the Distribution System Service Based on the 802.11 Specification”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/785r1)
W. Steven Conner, Tricci So, Tyan-Shu Jou
· This presentation pointed out  the DS (distribution system) is logically defined by DSS and is not defined by the physical network which is used to implement the DS.

· (Due to the lack of time no discussion time is given on this presentation)

Straw poll: 
Should one joint TGr/TGs session at each 802.11 meeting be the default?

Result:

   Favor: 48

   Against: 5

The chairperson of each group will work on the arrangement. 

Session adjourned at 3:30PM

Tuesday Late Afternoon Session:

Date & Time:
Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM
Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officer presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd (TGs)
Session called to order at 4PM

Comments for Presentation #8 above were invited but no response from the audience.

Presentation #9:
“WLAN Mesh Usage Model and Considerations for Hot Spot Service”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/680r0)
Taejin Lee (Broadwave), Jongtaek Oh (Hansung Univ.), Sukhee Bae (RRL), Jaewoo Lim (RRL)
· The presentation introduced the characteristic of hot spots in Korea and suggested a few examples of WLAN mesh usage models.

Presentation #10:
“Defining Comparable Usage Models for 802.11s”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/764r1, 662/r7)

W. Steven Conner

· It’s the summary report resulting from the study of usage models. The document described all the submitted usage models and categorized them into five categories.
· One suggestion based on 802.11n experience was TGs has gone very rapidly and far at this stage, and should be more focus rather than support all usage models. The other comment from the same person was the task group should construct simulation scenarios and keep them simple.
· One comment was functional requirements eventually will be very much like what is in the PAR. So it is suggested to avoid taking a long time effort to reach there.

· A different opinion was TGs is building a network. We’d better be careful and cautious along the way and not to skip any necessary efforts.
· One opinion was from the experience of working in IETF MANET, just one usage model can create all kinds of simulation scenarios. The task group should come up with common and useful scenarios and focus on them.
· A person with 802.15 experience asked whether APs can be mesh nodes. The response was yes, and TGs is focused on infrastructure mode only.
· One audience suggested collecting a set of common attributes. Response was hopefully the scope of TGs defined in the PAR has been smaller than that of IETF MANET and can be used to derive the requirement. Hopefully the convergence time of our proposals can be shorter.
· One comment on evaluation criterion: don’t spend too much time to create evaluation criteria.
· Steve Conner invited people to send him additional usage case material for possible inclusion in the presented document.

· One suggestion: TGs should create Functional requirements as soon as possible.
Presentation #11:
“Suggested Major Functional Components for 802.11s”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/749r0)

W. Steven Conner, Koji Omae

· The presentation describes proposed major functional components for TGs and suggest this group to work toward these functions:
· Routing and Forwarding

· Mesh security

· MAC/MLME Enhancements for 802.11s Mesh

· Mesh network measurement

· Interfaces for Configuration / Management & internetworking

· One comment was in Slide3, a “Service Integration” box should be added there to provide the existing DS services. The response was the slide was created to emphasize the new functions hence the existing functions are not included.

· A question was whether 11s is going to take care of all mesh related issues or 11s should be work with other groups. The response from Steve Conner was we should work together with other groups to avoid duplicate work.
· One comment was the “MAC/MLME enhancement” may cause some inconsistency if the scale is large.
· The other opinion was we do need to do some enhancement on the MAC to build a useful WLAN mesh. Current MAC may not be sufficient for WLAN mesh network. The response was TGs is going to make amendments to 802.l1, and many other works are being done before us.

· One comment was it might be too early to take AC enhancements out from the table at this table.

· One caution from the audience was to be careful on doing “necessary enhancement” on the MAC, but not much more than that. Otherwise, the process will be lengthy and the resistance will be high.

· A question was how the functional blocks were derived. The response was they are high-level requirement mainly coming from the PAR.

Session recessed at 5:50PM
Tuesday Evening Session:

Date & Time:
Tuesday, 13 May, 2004, 4:00PM-6:00PM

Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officer presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd (TGs)
Presentation #12:
 “Outdoor 802.11 Mesh Links RF Impacts Considerations”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/731r0)

Tricci So

· This presentation introduced a few RF related issues on deploying outdoor mesh networks.
Task Group Process, Take 1
· The discussion was based on “Mesh Networking Task Group Process”, IEEE 11-04/800r1, by Donald Eastlake 3rd.
· This topic will be discussed again on Thursday. The fundamental question was “How should we proceed toward a Draft?”
· According to the average working length time from other 802.11 groups, we should expect to have the first letter ballot approved at the May or July 2005 802.11 meeting.
· There were discussions on process, schedule, and informal subgroups. No conclusive decision was made.

· Some subgroup announced their ad-hoc discussion gathering time and place.
Thursday Early Morning Session:
Date & Time:
Thursday, 15 May, 2004, 8:00AM – 10:00AM
Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officer presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd (TGs)
Session called to order at 8AM
Presentation #13:
 “MAC Considerations for 11s”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/760r0)

L. Lily Yang, Akira Yamada

· This was a preliminary analysis on 802.11e for TGs to draw the attention and interests from the audience. Those who are interested in working with Lily Yang on MA C enhancement are welcome to contact her at lily.l.yang@intel.com
· A question was raised on Slide 16.  In 11e, the mesh coordination function may have some interference on HCF. Also, the mesh coordination function should not be based atop DCF.
· An opinion from the audience mentioned HCCA is very important in mesh network. Mesh Coordination Function can utilize it.

· On comment: we possibly can treat QoS issues from a network point of view. The routing protocol should be able to help traffic engineering hence is related to overall QoS. Some mechanisms suggested in 11e may not be efficient to be implemented in the MAC layer.
· One comment: in Slide 7, the most important function Mesh Coordination Function has to do is to share the information among the mesh nodes.

Presentation #14:
 “802.11s Security Ad Hoc”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/826r0)

Robert Moskowitz, ICSALabs

· This was the discussion result of the Security ad-hoc group

· Those who are interested in working with Robert on the security issues for TGs can email him at rgm@trusecure.com
Presentation #15:
 “Outdoor 802.11 Mesh MAC Problems”
 (IEEE 802.11-04/732r0)

Tricci So
· This presentation highlighted MAC issues for outdoor mesh networks to raise people’s awareness on large scale long-distance deployment.

· A question was TGs wasn’t charted to change the 802.11 MAC behaviours. Is this work in the scope of our task group? Tricci’s response was tuning timing parameters should not be a problem. 

· Another comment was CTS/RTS problem is a common problem for 802.11 networks. Those problems might be solved outside TGs.

· Comments on the timers: There are only two PHY related timers – SIFS and aSlot. They depend on the PHY technology since they are related to Transceiver turnaround time, sensing time and so on. Therefore the audience didn’t see the relationship to TGs. The other comment was there should be no need of changing the parameters of 802.11. These timers are independent of TGs since TGs does not define a new PHY mode. However, there are some other parameters that can be changed, e.g. CWmin etc. 
Session recessed at 10:00AM
Thursday Late Morning Session:
Date & Time:
Thursday, 15 May, 2004, 10:30AM – 12:30AM

Location:
Ballroom II-IV Hilton Hotel Executive Tower, Portland, Oregan, USA.
Officer presiding: Donald Eastlake 3rd (TGs)
Presentation #16:
 “Multi-hop Connections Using 802.11”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/709r0)

Guido R. Hiertz, Yunpeng Zang, Jorg habetha

· This presentation raised the awareness of the audience that 802.11 MAC may not fit multi-hop network requirement. Modification will be needed to make WLAN mesh works better.

Presentation #17:
 “Additional Draft terms & Terminology for 802.11s”, 
 (IEEE 802.11-04/0822r0)

Jonathan Agre

· This presentation reported the result of an ad-hoc discussion on additional terms of TGs. This is intended to be a working document.

Task Group Process Discussion
The discussion is based on the slides in IEEE 802.11-04/800r3
Information on some groups working on submissions can be found at the following URL:
http://ieee.comnets.rwth-aachen.de/cgi-bin/wiki.pl?AdHocGroups
· On the slide 12 “Possible liaison to 802.15.5”, one suggestion was to have two liaisons to report to the other meeting since the two groups usually meet at the same timeframe.

· No volunteer to be the above liaison, so the chair persons may have to report to each other group.
Straw poll
If a TGs call for proposals was issued right after the September meeting with a deadline shortly before the November meeting, how many would submit a proposal?

Result:

Reasonably certain to submit a proposal:  4

50/50 chance:  10

Might but probably not:  a few people

Straw poll
If a TGs call for proposals was issued right after the November meeting with a deadline shortly before the January meeting, how many would submit a proposal?

Result:

Reasonably certain to submit a proposal:   13

50/50 chance:  4

Might but probably not:  4

Straw poll
Is documenting Usage Cases important?
Result:

Yes: 48
No: 0

Straw poll
Is each category important?
· Residential:  36
· Office:  43
· Campus/Community/Public Access:  42

· Public Safety:  34
· Car to Car:  7
Straw poll on Informal Group Submissions Status
What should be the status of relevant submissions from informal groups if a majority of TGs agrees with the submission?

· Strongly included as part of call for proposals:  12
· Adopted as internal working documents:  29
· Included on a TGs recommended reading list:  3
· No special status:  2
Discussion on group submissions and the TG process:
· To answer the question on whether informal group submissions will be merged, the Chair mentioned there is no strong need to merge all the documents. We can use them to generate requirements 

· One comment was we should make case by case decisions. We can also make call for proposals for individual functionality.
· One comment was to advise audience not to underestimate the complexity of the task we are working on.
· One comment was this group should not create solutions but should evaluate existing ones. No partial proposal should be considered. Do not spend too much time working on the formal process or requirements.
· There is a question challenge the usefulness of the above straw pool results.
· Some people expressed that if we take every partial proposal, we may end up with a large number of proposals. We should limit to full proposal only, which can encourage people to work together. We then can get the task done as soon as possible.
· On the contrary, a few people suggested the call for proposal should allow partial proposals to include all good ideas. One of the opinions mentioned partial proposal will naturally get less support in evaluation, but we should not put limitation on it when call for proposals.
· One suggested we need to spend a bounded period of time to discuss the requirements so we can know how to evaluate proposals. 

· One opinion was we cannot use the PAR to evaluate the proposal yet. How much time other groups spent on their proposal is irrelevant to the time used in this group?
· One opinion was we cannot have a procedure for invention. We can call for complete proposals first, and maybe partial proposals for some areas to improve the best proposal. We can even ask for proposals now, and use 6 months to evaluate them.
Straw poll

What is the current feeling of TGs as to when we should call for proposals?

· July 2004:  Favor: 3.  Against: 31
· September 2004:  Favor: 10.  Against: 28
·  November 2004:  Favor: 16.  Against: 10
· January 2005:  Favor: 8.  Against: 1
Straw poll 


Should any call for proposals require that proposals be “complete”?

Result:

Yes:  18

Not:  19
· A few comments were the definition of “completeness” is not clear hence the straw poll result may not make much sense since people have different ideas.
· Another comment was completeness will naturally be reflected in the evaluation process. We should not put that limitation at the call.

Straw poll 


How long should be the call for proposal window:
               2 month :  2
               4 month:  17
               6 month:  10
Motion
To hold a TGs teleconference 15 August, 3PM PDT.

Moved: Peter

Second: W. Steven Conner

Result:

    In Favor:  18
    Against:  2

Audience was advised by the Chair to check for 11-04/800r3 for the latest information.

Meeting adjourned at 12:30PM.
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