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Tuesday, January 19, 2009, 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM
Chair: Clint Chaplin

Recording secretary: Stephen McCann
Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Tuesday, January 19th 2009 by Clint Chaplin at 8:01 am (PST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The agenda is document number 11-10-0069r2
· The chair displayed the IEEE patent policy

· The membership had no questions on the policy

· The chair requested information on essential patents, patent claims, and pending patent applications and called for letters of assurance.  No response was made to the call

· The chair also noted the affiliation FAQ, anti-trust FAQ, ethics code, IEEE 802.11 policies and procedures, and IEEE 802 policies and procedures

· The chair covered the voting rules for WNG SC, being a standing committee

· The chair reminded attendees to record attendance

· The chair saved and uploaded revision 1 of agenda

Approval of previous meeting minutes

· November 2009 meeting minutes (11-09/1208r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair requested approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the standing committee, so the minutes are approved

Presentation: 11-10/1313r5r0, Sub 1 GHz license-exempt operation - Dave Halasz
· Question (Q): Since this is of potential use for SmartGrid, is there any possible change to the MAC to reduce power use as the data rate is so low.

· Answer(A): Not in this PAR, this would just be a re-banding

· Question: What are the power transmission implications?

· A: The 900 MHz FCC rules allow transmission power up to 1W.

· Q: Have you thought about channel modeling issues?

· A: Perhaps we could that in the task group.

· Q: Did you say that 11n would not be supported in this band?

· A: No, it will be covered. MIMO will be covered and I think the market should decide whether it’s required or not.

· Q: Have you considered the co-existence issues with existing 900 MHz proprietary equipment?

· A: Yes, I realize that there is equipment out there already and we will have to co-exist with it.

· Comment©: The last SmartGrid tutorial asked for more co-ordination between .11, .15 and .16.  Hopefully we can do that here. Hopefully there will be some inter-802 co-ordination.

· Q: How does this compare to 802.15.4g?

· A: I think 802.15.4g has more of a mesh architecture, then what is proposed here.  802.15.4g is limited to have a data rate of less than 1Mb/s.

· Q: Wouldn’t this apply to 802.11s, so that it would mesh anyway.

· A: Yes indeed.

· C: Our company already installs a mesh solution in this band, and so I think that 802.11s would be a requirement within this band.

· C: I think it’s useful to adopt the 900 MHz channelization which could be used with mesh and other aspects of 802.11.

· Q: Although SmartGrid is a use case, the PAR should solve a problem in a unique way. I don’t think it’s there at the moment. Therefore we need to be careful about the PAR.
· A:  Sure, but the TV Whitespace PAR had the same issue and was solved.

· Q: Where is the need for inter-operability here?

· A: I understand that NIST is controlling the SmartGrid market and requires standards like this.

· Q: What kind of ranges would you actually have and would this alter the timing of the current 802.11 MAC?

· A: half a mile to 5 miles with clear LoS (Line of Sight.)

· Q: Sure, but how does the MAC performance fall off with range?

· A: Ok, well delay does come into it. There is a 3us per mile adjustment which is required. However it doesn’t appear to alter the operation when tried in practice.

· Q: What is this motion for?

· A: It’s a motion for the PAR and 5C for the March ExCom meeting.

· Chair: Note, it’s not necessary to go through a SG to approve a PAR and 5C.  However, it still has to be approved by the working group.

· Q: So, as far as I understand a group outside of 802.11 has been looking at this. However, please note that not all 802.11 members have not all seen this.

· A: Ok, but this was done in Wi-Fi Alliance and there is a big overlap between members in that group and 802.11.

· C: It looks as though we’re being given enough information about how this document has been created and how it has been reviewed already.  Therefore I recommend that you try and get as much feedback as possible on this. Remember that a study group addresses the PAR and 5C, not the actual problem and solution itself.

· C: Originally I did want to present the motion in the mid-week plenary

· C: If this motion approved this week, then we can ask for feedback on the PAR from other 802 groups during the March meeting

· C: These documents have been on the server for a couple of days.

Presentation: 11-10/0001r4r0 900 MHz PAR and 5C – Dave Halasz

· Q: The document does mention SmartGrid as a stakeholder.

· A: But I think that use case is covered.

· Q: I would also recommend that you add this term to the document.  The scope and purpose should read as though they are part of the future amendment itself.
· Q: I think the topic of 900 MHz has been mentioned in the Regulatory Ad Hoc group.

· A: No, I think that topic was closed off in that group.

· Q: Please note that answers in the PAR should be specific, not generic.

· A: Ok, sure.

· Q: I’m a little surprised to see 802.16h in there.

· A: Sure, but I think it’s valid.

· Chair: Ok, so what’s the way forward with this?

· I’d like to present the motion to the whole WG during the mid-week plenary.

· C: But I would encourage you to do a straw poll here and even a straw poll in the mid-week plenary, followed by a motion on Friday.
· I’ll go for the motion.

Motion:
Believing that the PAR and Five Criteria contained in the documents referenced below meet IEEE-SA guidelines, Request that the PAR contained in 10/0001r2 and the Five Criteria contained in 10/0001r2 be posted to the IEEE 802 Executive Committee (EC) agenda for WG 802 preview and EC approval to submit to NesCom.
Moved: Dave Halasz, Second: Jim Raab
Q: I think you really need a co-existence document.

A: It’s mentioned in the document.

Q: Are your document numbers correct?

A: Yes.

Q: But we’ve just discussed the fact that there’s errors and issues to be solved in the PAR and 5C
A: Sure, but we have two months to sort that.

For: 15, Against: 5, Abstain: 15 (Motion passes 75%)
There were 35 people in the room

Presentation: 11-09/1000r4 IEEE 802.11 for High Speed Mobility – Hiroshi Mano

· Q: Have you mentioned 11r in the presentation at all?
· A: 11r just supports the same network with the same owners. This presentation allows authentication at a higher layer.

· I have a straw poll that we would like to have after the next presentation.

Presentation: 11-10/0059r0, Example protocol for FastAKM – Hiroki Nakano
· Q: Do you know what the performance improvement is?

· A: No.

· Q: I suggest that this would be an importance piece of data

· Q: Slide #10, says that you can do authentication in a single round trip. Well that’s what you’re going to get.

· Chair: Both presentations 09/1000r4 and 10/0059r0 need to be updated on the server by the way.

· C: It looks as though this will suffer from man-in-the-middle attacks. The protocol is not completely secure. You are only solving the distribution of keys, which is one part of the overall security problem. You need to state the security properties that your protocol supports.

· C: I thought the trust comes from the AS (Authentication Server.)

· C: No, I believe not.

· C: Ok, so could there be more messages which are sent at set-up time to solve this.

· Chair: 11r doesn’t attempt to solve this boot-strapping authentication issue.

· C: Doesn’t it assume that there’s an assumed trust relationship in place.

· C: if we can shorten the AKM protocol, I think it improves the WLAN market.

Straw Poll:

Does WNG think that we need tutorial session exploring the need for support for mobile communication?

C: The objective behind this straw poll is to share this topic with the whole of the 802.11 WG, as opposed to WNG.

C: I thought the problem was that when you roam from ESS to ESS an initial secure association is required, which is still very slow.

C: I think this is a very interesting topic and IEEE 802.11 should address this.

Yes: 18, No: 1, Abstain: 7
Adjournment
The meeting adjourned, without objection, at 9:57 am (PST)
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