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Minutes

Tuesday, AM2

Dee Denteener Secretary

The chair reminded people to register their attendance on-line.

Sine the permanent TGs secretary, Stephen Rayment, was unable to attend this meeting, the chair appointe Dee Denteneer temporary secretary.

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.
Miscellaneous announcements and agenda, as in 11-07/1976r5. 

A number of participants indicated their intention to give a presentation and were added to either the presentation queue in the agenda or the security session Wednesday.
The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

Approval of minutes:

11-07/746r0 minutes of May 2007 Montreal meeting; approved unanimously.
Following ad hoc meeting approved unanimously:

Minutes 11-07/2009r0 of Hillsboro June ad hoc;

Minutes 11-07/2166r0 of San Francisco ad hoc.
Following teleconference minutes approved unanimously:

11-07/1961r0 and 11-07/1966r0 minutes of 23, 30 May 2007;
11-07/2015r0 and 11-07/2042r0 minutes of 20, 27 June 2007;

11-07/2141r0 minutes of 11 July.
“TGs Process July”, the Chair, 11-07/2142r0

“Resolution of comments received during IEEE 802.11 Letter Ballot 93”, W. Steven Conner, 11-07/23r37

Steve gave an update on draft D1.05 and the spreadsheet 11-/0723r37. 85% of the comments have been resolved; another 100 comment resolutions were tentatively accepted at the Hillsboro ad hoc and may be voted in during the week.
The draft is available in the member’s area, but also via the Newton website; it may be that draft 1.03 is still the only draft available at Newton, if so, non-members at the meeting can obtain the draft 1.05 from one of the members.

The draft accounts for the fact that TG k, n, r, w, y will probably end before us.

“Mesh Frame Formats”, Steve Conner, 11-07/2201r0 (word 11-07/799r8)

Moved, to adopt the submission contained in document 11-07/799r8 to resolve all the open CIDs labelled with issue identifier G11 (frame formats) in 11-0723/r37, and instruct the editor to incorporate the changes into the draft.
Mover: Steve Conner
Second: Joseph Kim
Approved by unanimous consent.

“Power Management and Path Selection”, Michelle Gong, 11-07/2095r2

Q: How often do we need to do path selection, given there is no issue with Power Save?
A: It depends, for on demand, only if there is need for a route. Proactive mode: try to maintain route at all time, and the path selection process is periodic (reconfigurable and depending on the mobility)

Q: You are assuming that the MP is the main consumer of the battery; this is not the case for OLPC (One Laptop per Child), where the goal is designed to reduce the system power rather than MP power.

Q: The route may still go to a power save device, because of the route buffering.

A: Then this must be included in the routing tables

Q: We should not refer to “mains” or “battery”, but define behaviour that results when some bits are set.

A: To make the bit generic can be discussed.

Q: The vendors have options to define other metrics; they can do this to make power save work: there is no need to define this in the spec.

A: There is currently no good hook to piggyback on the default routing metric.

Q: The contribution intends to reduce the amount of power to the device, not to introduce a new metric.

Q: Is there intelligence in the PS schedule when it needs to participate in the routing
A: This contribution initiates the discussion.

Q: If you marry MDA with PS, you can do very well. The scheduling concepts need more attention.

A: I encourage the discussion and a presentation, see also my straw polls.
Q: Are all paths affected when an MP goes to PS?
A: Only if a route update is in progress, otherwise you just have delays.

Q: Will not we get many oscillations in the routes when nodes go down and up.
Q: The battery state is rather variable; this is a good solution.

Q: This presentation does not refer to the power management mode.

Q: The routing becomes very complex when taking PS into account. We should limit what we are going to do.

Q: Guenael could you do the related presentation?

“Path Selection and Power Save”, Guenael Strutt, 11-07/2181r0

Q: I do not see any clear solution.
A: There is no new mechanism.

Q: It is too early to say that there is no problem in HWMP.

Three straw polls from 11-07/2095r2:

Straw poll: Should MP in PS mode participate in path selection instead of acting only in a leaf node?

· Yes: 12   No:0
Straw poll: Should MPs that act as forwarding nodes operate in PS modes?
· Yes: 5   No:5

Straw poll: Should main-powered MPs and battery-powered MPs be treated differently in the path selection process?

Yes: 13   No: 3

Recess until 08:00 Wednesday.

Wednesday AM1
The Chair reviewed the agenda, and the proceedings of the foregoing day

The Chair reminded everyone that we were still operating under the patent policy, 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.

The Chair reminded everyone to electronically record their attendance.

The chair showed 11-07/2217r0 and without objection, it was agreed to include the comment resolutions in it in the comment resolution spreadsheet.

“Updates on PLM protocol”, Meiyuan Zhao, 11-07/2174r1

Moved, to adopt the changes in 11-07/2174r1 and direct the editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved: Meiyuan Zhao   Seconded: Guenael Strutt

Adopted by unanimous consent

“Abbreviated Handshake Updates and Design Rationale”, Meiyuan Zhao, 11-07/2176r0 (doc. 11-07/1999r2)

Remark: The Open also commits the sender to send its MAC address and nonce.

Q: Slide 11. Do the open has to appear before the confirm
A: No, this is just an example.

Remark: Matching conversations both send and receive. The order is not important.

Q: GTK, need be in an abbreviated protocol, or can be done later

A: Can be done later. GTK is part of security state. Need agreement to complete. MP needs to unwrap before the protocol completes.

Remark: I believe it is not a requirement

Annex TA shows TGK unwrapping during processing of the open. This is not normative.

A: So it is ok to delay the unwrapping based on some assumptions, and can be discussed off-line.

“Overview of Improvements to Key Holder Protocols”, Steve Emeott, 11-07/1988r1 (doc. 11-07/1987r1)

Q: Why don’t you divide transport tag.

A: Both are negotiated during key holder exchange so can be done at same time.

Motion, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-07/1987r1 and direct the editor to incorporate them in the draft.
Mover: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Gunael Strutt
Adopted By unanimous consent.

“Mesh Pre-Shared Key Clarification”, Steve Emeott, 11-07/2037r0

Motion, to adopt the comment resolution in 11-07/2037r1 and direct the editor to incorporate them in the draft.

Mover: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Hrishikes Gossain
Motion, to postpone to the afternoon session.

 Mover: Malik Audeh   Second: Jorjeta Jetcheva
Q: Why:

A: To get time to review all the changes

Postponed by unanimous consent.
“Summary of Updates to MSA Overview and MKD Functionality Text”, Steve Emeott, 11-07/2179r0 (doc. 11-07/2119r0)

Q: What if the MA belongs to more than one mesh? The statement ought to be scoped to one mesh. If MPs participate in more meshes they should be able to participate in the security of all and have connection to more than 1 MKD

A: I’ll check the text for this case.

Q: What happens if two parties at the same time teardown?
A: This is in the text.

Q: Instead of 1 MKD, as previously, there is now multiple; are they all equal?
A: We never claimed that there was just one, there is some confusion in the draft.

Q: Are they all equal.

A: They are equal.

Q: MDK if they are more, how to keep them in sync.

A: Why need to keep them in synch, they are independent

To give people more time to review the document, there is tentatively a motion scheduled on the comment resolutions in this for the Thursday morning session.

“Intra-Mesh Congestion Control Comment Resolution”,  Bahareh Sadeghi, 11-07/456r2

Q: Should transmission rate be frame rate?
A: It is only a note

Q: Decreasing the data rates would rather increase the congestion

A: Can go either way, may add a note.

Q: What congestion are you referring to: the medium or the queues in the devices?
A: Can be both, to change transmission rate is that ok

Q: I do no see how the receiver can differentiate the two situations, so that is not enough?
Q: How does reducing the rate help with congestion?

A: A multi-hop flow, the source sends many packets and now reduces and so helps the forwarding process.

Q: So the frame-rate is reduced and not the transmission rate.
There was general agreement to change transmission rate to frame rate.
Moved, to adopt the changes in 11-07/456r2 with the last two occurrences of “transmission” changed to “frame” in the informative note at the end to resolve Open comments with issue identifiers M1 and Congestion Control and direct the editor to incorporate them in the Draft.

Moved: Bahareh Sagedhi   Seconded: Michael Bahr

Adopted by unanimous consent

Recess until 13.30
Wednesday PM 1 session;
Agenda in 1976r7

 The Chair reminded everyone that we were still operating under the patent policy and 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.

The Chair reminded everyone to record their attendance electronically.

Motion, to adopt the comment resolutiona in 11-07/2037r1 and direct the editor to incorporate them in the draft.

Mover: Steve Emeott   Seconded: Hrishikes Gossain
Q: Presentation attempts to solve the PSK problem; that is still open to attack and does not really solve the problem. Therefore I am against.

A: This does not solve all the problems, but does so for some usage scenarios

Q: So there are still areas that need a lot of work.
Comment: I think PSKs are evil and a bad idea, but we cannot make it go away. The proposed architecture is a reasonable comprise.
Yes:      11
No:         4
Abstain: 13

Vote fails (< ¾)
“Simulation Results”, Mathilde Benveniste, 11-07/2180r0

Q: 1468B with 11b channel and 1ms inter arrival times is not possible
A: We’ll check.

Q: What about jitter?
A: This tracks delay over time; more detailed results will follow later, like a CDF.

Q: Is node 2 setting the NAV.

A: Yes, the recipient needs to wait to give time to time-critical frames.

Q: The 2000 standard states that a DIFS must be waited by a receiver. Is that adhered to? 

A: DT0-DTI would be longer than DIFS.

Q: Are there results with n flows using express forwarding. Does one flow capture the channel?

A: There are results. But capture is not what happens in the mesh. There are two flows here, uplink and downlink. Also, there are hidden terminal effects with other flows, still it helps.
Q: The question still remains whether there is a scaling effect when the number of express forwarding flows increases.

A: You should active express forwarding later.

Q: Is this in-line with the spec?
A: I am enhancing the spec for 

Q: Would be nice if actual values are included for DT0 and DTI.

Q: Slide 9: no other nodes are affected by express forwarding. Can you explain this?
A: Except for node 2 node 1 video. Contention process is often improved when some priority is in place and this is beneficial for throughput.

Q: Would be nice to have results on jitter and packet loss.

A: You can get a sense of jitter by looking at the trace.

“Suggested Comment Resolution to CID 4491”, Michelle Gong for Kazayuki Sakoda, 11-07/2146r1

Moved, To adopt the text in 11-07/2146r1 to resolve CID 4491 and direct the editor to incorporate them in the draft.

Moved: Michelle Gong   Second: Dee Denteneer
Q: Why distinguish between two beacons?
A: Legacy stations ignore the beacon with AP bit set. Right now it is not possible with the draft to merge the two. That would require a change in the draft.

Adopted by unanimous consent.

“MDA Assorted Comments”, Dee Denteneer, 11-07/2005r2

Unanimous straw poll on the change of an MDA container frame format to frame formats for the individual element Ids.
Moved, to adopt the resolutions of CIDs 862, 530, 268, 3553, 1044, and 1856 in 11-07/2005r2 and direct the editor to incorporate them in the Draft.
Moved: Dee Denteneer   Seconded: Steve Conner
Adopted by unanimous consent.

“HWMP Frame Formats”, Hrishikesh Gossain, 2199r0

Moved, to adopt the resolution suggested in this presentation 2199/r0 to resolve CID 5139 and direct the editor to incorporate it in the draft.
Moved: Hrishikesh Gossain   Seconded: Dee Denteneer
Accepted by unanimous consent.

“Suggested Editorial Updates on Information Element Lengths”, Steve Conner for Kazuyuki Sakoda, 11-07/2152r1

Moved, to adopt the changes in 11-07/2152r1 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved:  Steve Conner   Seconded:  Michelle Gong

The chair ruled this motion to be making an editorial change in the Draft.

Adopted by unanimous consent

“Mesh Frame Format and Addressing”, Kevin Hayes, 1989r1

Q: Is it low cost to add another IE in the mesh header?
Q: When needed.

A: There are a few mesh authenticator and MKD that require more than one hop.
Q: Add multi hop control mode to action. Two management subtypes action (7.4) and multi hop action (7.4b). We still have normal action frames and mesh action frames. This needs be addressed in text.

A: Take off-line.

Recessed until 08:00 Thursday.

Thursday AM 1 session;

The Chair reviewed the Agenda in 11-07/1976r8.
The Chair reminded the group that we were still operating under the patent policy and 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.

The Chair reminded those present to record their attendance electronically.

“RA-OLSR Comment Resolution”, Joseph Kim, 11-07/2125r2 (word 11-07/2124r4)

Q: My two comments were rejected.

A: There is no further explanation of the issue; cannot be addressed.

Q: Looking at 21; The length part ties back to the contribution by Kaz; The length should be two octets larger than stated. This could be an editorial update.
Moved, to adopt document 11-07/2124r3 with value as the resolution to the following IDs

The motion was postponed until afternoon session.

Announcement: New revision 11-07/2180r1 has been uploaded.

“Synchronization Issues – A Summary”, Dee Denteneer, 11-07/2000r2

“Power-Save Aware Route Metrics”, James Yee, 11-07/2200r2

Q: PS nodes add latency, but if they are well organized, this need not be the case. I can only act on an average, but I do not know how to get the optimum.

A: That is sure, but for simplicity we add a fixed cost only.

Q: When I am not transmitting/receiving, but others might. What are you observing?
A: Whether the medium is idle.

Q: The contribution is radio aware and promising; however, some things are very difficult to measure.

A:  That’s why we measure locally first.
Q: Would a CCA period suffice for this MMA; what else can you observe?
A: Noise, there are other types of measurements.

Q: Your cost is a summation; would you have these in separate fields?
A: Yes

Q:  Interference is not really well measured by SNR.
Q: You suggest that the path selection be tied to types of traffic. The draft does not support this.

A: That is a current limitation.

Q: Load balancing. When you select a path, the medium usage changes, and this creates potential oscillations.

A: Deserves analysis.

Q: You brought up a lot of metrics. Some are hard to measure, some cause conflicts. How can we make a decision with all these factors; what is the primary one? The combined one? But that adds very different things.
A: We can also have a vector to present the state of affairs.

Q: If you know SNR, you can calculate the packet loss. You have to multiply the terms, not add them.

A: This is a standard approach; you can play with the coefficients. To bring out what you want for a situation.

Q: How do you plan to make a decision on link robustness?
A: Must dedicate some minor changes in the protocol description.

Q: Different MACs have different efficiencies; e.g. fragmented non-fragmented, block ack etc. What I consume of the medium is very different.

Q: Are the metrics link specific or MP specific.

A: This for the mesh draft, so MP.
Q: Have you done simulation as to how this affects the routing.

A: Some, not mature yet.

Straw poll: Is there interest to investigate the inclusion in the TGs draft of a routing metric that includes the battery life metric as described in the submission?

· Yes:    16   No :       0    Abstain: 12

Straw poll: Is there interest to investigate the inclusion in the TGs draft of a routing metric that includes ALL the component metrics as described in the submission?
· Yes:    14   No :       9   Abstain: 10

Straw poll: Is there interest to investigate the inclusion in the TGs draft of a routing metric that includes the SNR based metric as described in the submission?

· Yes:     11   No :       4   Abstain: 13
Straw poll: Is there interest to investigate the inclusion in the TGs draft of a routing metric that includes the PS latency metric as described in the submission?

· Yes:     15   No :       0    Abstain: 13

Straw poll: Is there interest to investigate the inclusion in the TGs draft of a routing metric that includes the Load Balancing metric as described in the submission?

· Yes:     9   No :       9   Abstain: 10

Participation of the Munich ad hoc; there appear to be relatively few people that want to attend. Good to know this on beforehand.

Two persons indicated that it would be likely that they would attend. 

Recessed until 16:00.
Thursday PM2 session;

The Chair reviewed the agenda in 11-07/1976r9

The Chair reminded everyone that we were still operating under the patent rules and 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.

The Chair reminded people to record their attendance electronically.

The Chair reminded people that new document templates have been in effect for some time. Old documents do not have to be converted but new documents and new versions should use the new templates.  The templates are available from the 802.11 home web page.

Motion, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-07/2119r1 and direct the editor to incorporate them into the Draft.
Moved:  Steve Emeott    Seconded:  Hrishikesh Gossain

Q: How did all the issues raised yesterday get solved so quickly?
A: This resolves 20% of the open issues. The update from r0 to r1 reflects yesterday’s discussion. There is improved clarity on a number of issues: These were designed in from the start but noew stated more clearly. 

Q: Putting an identifier in the Teardown is an improvement. In the handshake after receiving message 2, the PTK can be derived.

A: The teardown contains a MIK. Even if the teardown message is lost, there is no obligation to respond, so loss is not catastrophic.

Q: Need to better specify what to establish a security association. To me better a single than a double protocol. There is a lack of specification in that kind of cases.

A: The case is handled reasonably ok; further clarification can be addressed. Close received during the set-up gives the problems you refer to?

A: Are you satisfied if we take out the close part?
Q: Yes.

A: We could do this and leave out 11A4.3.4, and subsections below that.

Q: Does this affect the comments and how can I figure this out right here and now.

Q: There are 19 comments involved.

The chair asked for guidance from the assembly in the form of a vote on recessing for ten minutes so that these concerns could be addressed.

Vote on recessing for ten minutes: Yes:  10   No:  8

The chair then adjourned the meeting for ten minutes.

When the meeting came back to order, the motion was considered modified as follows:

Motion, to adopt the comment resolutions in 11-07/2119r1 and direct the editor to incorporate them into the Draft except for section 7.3.1.9, 7.4b.1, 7.4b.1.18, 11A.4.3.4 and subsections of 11A.4.3.4.

Moved:      Steve Emeott   Seconded: Hrishikesh Gossain
Q: I still object to this procedure.

A: As long as technical changes are on the server, it is ok. It is possible to vote on sub-parts of the draft.

Yes:  9   No:  1   Abstain:  8  (passes > ¾)

Moved, to adopt document 2124r5 with “value given in Table 7.2.6” replaced by “value given in Table 7.2.6 minus two” and the informative text moved to annex T, as in the resolution of the following comments related to RA-OLSR: 655, 682, 863, 864, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1378, 1525, 1550, 1551, 1553, 1554, 1557, 1558, 1559, 1563, 1565, 1566, 2049, 2085, 2740, 2752, 2773, 3374, 3384, 3390, 4027, 4146, 4558, 5707.
Moved: Joseph Kim   Seconded: Michael Bahr

Yes:         7    No:            0   Abstain:    15   (passes > ¾)
“RFI CID Resolutions”, Michael Bahr, 11-07/2258r0

Motion, to enter the comment resolutions in 2119r1 in the spreadsheet and direct the editor to incorporate them in the draft.

Moved:   Michael Bahr   Seconded: Steve Conner
Yes: 17    No: 0    Abstain: 4
“MDA Action Frame Formats”, Dee Denteneer, 11-07/2235r1

Moved, adopt the changes to the Draft in 11-07/2235r1 and direct the Editor to incorporate them into the Draft.

Moved:  Dee Denteneer  Seconded: Steve Emeott

Yes:  10   No:  0   Abstain:  7

Moved, To adopt all Open comment resolutions marked with proposed resolution of Accept, Counter, or Reject in 11-07/23r39.
Moved:  Steve Conner   Seconded:  Dee Denteneer 

Q: What is the time frame for these?

A: Most are from June 2007 ad hoc in Hillsboro.

Yes:  12   No:  0   Abstain:  2

“TGs Process, July”, Donald Eastlake 3rd, 11-07/2142r1

Chair: Is there any objection to cancelling the Munich ad hoc?
By unanimous consent, this ad hoc was cancelled.

A poll on “The Kauai meeting” (ad hoc) indicated the about 10 persons intending to participate.

Moved, to authorize weekly teleconferences between September and November meetings, starting 1 August through 26 September, Wednesdays, except during the Lihue ad hoc and Waikoloa meeting at ____ time.
Moved: Kevin Hayes Seconded: Chris Hinze

Straw Poll on when to hold teleconferences:

10AM:  12   5PM:  13

Adopted by unanimous consent with the blank filled by 5PM.
Kevin thanked all voters for 5pm.

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:  Jan Kruys  

Approved by unaninmous consent

Straw poll: When do we think to go to next letter ballot.

Remark: Need a real close look at Power Save

Remark: We have seen three different proposals for synchronization, so that will take more time for letter ballot as we will not have normative text by September.
In September: 2   After September 19

Q: How does this affect overall timeline?
Chair: Move’s it one meeting later.

“Plans for an open implementation”, Javier Cardona, 11-07/2164r1

Q: Power management is in red, is that because of lack of access to the firmware.

A: Any synchronization cannot be supported.

Q: OLPC (One Laptop Per Child) uses Marvell, you use the same.

A: No, this is a different project with different requirements. This is about the standard.

Q: Do you have list of vendors for your project

A: This is undecided, it must be softmac and be available (without huge quantities) and linux without binaries. There are a number of cards, but no decisions yet.

Q: Can you give a recommendation?
A: Off-line maybe

Q: This looks more focused on the ad hoc part, rather than the backbone part.

A: I can envision porting OLSRD. This is on the MAC 802.11 stack soon to be ported to the linux kernel.

Q: Does the stack have EDCA?
A: I don’t think so

Q: Could you reuse all the security from the softmac?
A: The security interface has changed a lot, so do everything on the host. The goal is not performance.

Q: When can we get results? Would you report them here?
A: The idea is to have everything available on-line, and information will be shared.

 “Segregated Data Services in 802.11”, Donald Eastlake and Guido Hiertz, 11-07/2161r1

Q; What is the time frame?
Q: Most of it is not wireless LAN work, but systems work.

Remark: Can be brought into September mid week plenary.

Remark: would like feedback on 11-07/415 or 11-07/2180.

Adjourned sine die
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