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Abstract

Minutes of the meeting of the IEEE 802.11 ESS MESH Networking Task Group held in Berlin, Germany from September 13th to 16th, 2004 under the TG Chairmanship of Donald Eastlake III of Motorola Laboratories. Minutes were taken by Stephen Rayment (with notes for Session I from Lakshman Krishnamurthy) and edited by Donald Eastlake III.  An agenda for the meeting is in document 11-04/0831r6.
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Minutes

Session I, Monday, September 13th, 10:30am – 12:30pm, ECC Room 4
Meeting was called to order at 10:32 by Donald Eastlake 3rd, Chair, with Lakshman Krishnamurthy acting as secretary.
The IEEE and 802.11 policies concerning Patents and Inappropriate topics were explained by the chair and there were no questions.

The Minutes of July 2004 Meeting (11-04/853r0) were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the ad hoc Teleconference held 25 August 2004 (11-04/975r0) were approved by unanimous consent.

Presentation #1: “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0969r2
Presentation #2: “Usage Cases”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-04/0662r10

Presentation #3: “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0970r3
Session II, Monday, September 13th, 1:30pm – 3:30pm, ECC Room 4
Stephen Rayment took over as acting Secretary.   

Further discussion of the first three presentations:

Presentation #1: “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0969r2
Presentation #2: “Usage Cases”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-04/0662r10

Presentation #3: “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0970r3
Presentation #4:  “802.11s Military Usage Case”, J. Hauser (NRL), D. J. Shayy (MITRE), Max Green 
(MCTSSA), 11-04/1006r0

Presentation #5: “Routing and Forwarding Separation”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/098r0

Session III, Tuesday, September 14th, 1:30pm – 3:30pm, ECC Room 4
Joint TGs / TGr Meeting.
Each TG chair presented a brief overview

Straw poll held on automatically holding standing joint TGs/TGr meetings – result 0 in favour, many against.
TGs (only) session:
Presentation #6:  “MANET Routing Protocols”, Avinash Joshi, Vann Hasty, MeshNetworks Inc., Michael Bahr, Siemens Corporate Technology,  11-04/1047r0

Session IV, Tuesday, September 14th, 4:00pm – 6:00pm, ECC Room 4
Presentation #7: “Issues for Mesh Media Access Coordination Component in 11s”, Lily Yang (Intel), 04/1077r01. 

Presentation #8: “Military Usage Example”, Jack Burbank (John Hopkins/APL), 04/1016r0.
Presentation #9: “Clock Synchronization Issue in Ieee 802.11 TGs”, Yeonkwon Jeong (ICU), 04/1027r0.
Presentation #10: “Interface Awareness”, Guido Hiertz (Aachen University), 04/1075r0.
Presentation #11:  “A new MAC scheme for better support of Mesh networks with QoS”, Rui Zhao (Aachen 
University), 04/0991r0.
Session V, Tuesday, September 14th, 7:30pm – 9:00pm, ECC Room 4
The chair led a discussion on process - see document 11-04/1058r0.
Presentation #12: “TGs Reference Architecture Considerations”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0981r0.
Motion to adopt document “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, 11-04/0969r2 as a working document of TGs subject to change by a majority vote.
Moved Tricci So, seconded Guido Hertz

No objections, adopted by unanimous consent

Motion to adopt document “Usage Models”, 11-04/0662r10 as a working document of TGs subject to change by a majority vote.
Moved Steve Conner, seconded Kue Wong

No objections, adopted by unanimous consent

Motion to adopt document “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, 11-04/0970r3 as a working document of TGs, subject to change by majority vote of the TGs members.
Vote held and motion passed 12-1-2

Session VI, Thursday, September 16th, 8:00am – 10:00am, Paris Salon
The Permanent Task Group Secretary position was filled by acclamation by Stephen Rayment (BelAir Networks).
Discussion on presentation #11 from yesterday “A new MAC scheme for better support of Mesh networks with QoS”, Rui Zhao (Aachen University), 04/0991r1

Presentation #13: “MAC Modification Possible Technical Targets for 11s Mesh Network”, Akira Yamada, Yoichi 
Matsumoto, and Hidenori Aoki (NTT DoCoMo), 11-04/1067r2

Presentation #14:  “Routing Requirements”, Jim Harford, 11-04/1028r0
Presentation #15: “802.11s Security Concepts”, Jasmeet Chhabra (Intel), 11-04/1115r2

Straw polls…

When to do Call for Proposals: (votes for-against)
After September  2-25

After November   21-12

After January  28-4

Window for submitting proposals:
2 months 0 

4 months  25

6 months  10

Session VII, Thursday, September 16th 10:30am – 12:30noon, Paris Salon
Tricci So presented document  “TGs Selection Procedure Recommendation”, 11-04/1107r1

Steve Connor presented updated document “Possible Options for 802.11 TGs Call for Proposals”, 11-04/1083r1.  
Straw poll on the options in that document:

Option 1 
4

Option 2 
11

Option 2.5 
29

Option 3 
0 

The following motion was moved by Peter Eccelsine, and seconded by Clint Chaplin:
Moved, to direct the TGs chair to announce at the closing September 2004 802.11 plenary session and post to the 802.11 mailing list that TGs plans to issue a call for proposals shortly after the _______ 802.11 meeting with proposals to be submitted before and presented to TGs at the second 802.11 meeting thereafter.

The Chair adopted fill in the blank process. “November 2004”, “January2005”, and “March 2005” were nominated to fill the blank.
The vote on “November 2004” was 7 in favour, 11 opposed so it failed.
The vote on “January 2005” was 17 in favour, 2 opposed so it was selected to fill the blank.
By unanimous consent, “or before” was inserted just after the last “at” in the motion.
It was moved to amend the motion by striking “second” and inserted “third” in place thereof.
Vote 10 – 5 so this amendment was adopted.
The amended motion then read

Moved, to direct the TGs chair to announce at the closing September 2004 802.11 plenary session and post to the 802.11 mailing list that TGs plans to issue a call for proposals shortly after the January 2005 802.11 meeting with proposals to be submitted before and presented to TGs at or before the third 802.11 meeting thereafter.

It was adopted by a vote of 10 – 0 – 7

The following motion was moved by Steve Connor, and seconded by Vann Hasty:
Moved, that TGs have bi-weekly teleconferences at 13:00 Pacific Standard Time Wednesday starting 29 September through 27 October. Notice will be given, including UTC time, at least 10 days in advance.

There was no debate on the motion.
It passed 17 – 0 – 2.
Presentation #16:  “Routing in Mesh Networks”, Myung. J Lee, Chunhui Zhu (CCNY), 11-04/1042

The chair summarized the planned TGs Report to the 802.11 Plenary, document 11-04/1128r1.

Without objection, TGs adjourned for the week at 12:32pm\.

Detailed Record

Session I, Monday, September 13th, 10:30am – 12:30pm, ECC Room 4
Meeting was called to order at 10:32 by Donald Eastlake 3rd, Chair, with Lakshman Krishnamurthy acting as secretary.
The IEEE and 802.11 policies concerning Patents and Inappropriate topics were explained by the chair and there were no questions.
The Minutes of July 2004 Meeting (11-04/853r0) were approved by unanimous consent.

The Minutes of the ad hoc Teleconference held 25 August 2004 (11-04/975r0) were approved by unanimous consent.

· Chairman stated that today’s meetings will focus on three submissions. Preliminary Discussion of the ad hoc submissions (~30 minutes each) followed by further discussion later.
· “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0969

· “Usage Cases”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-04/0662r10

· “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0970
· Chairman described the scope of the TGr joint meeting. Stated that there is no specific agenda yet and agenda will have to determined at the start of that joint meeting

· Chairman went thru the agenda and list of presentations for the series of meeting on Tuesday and Monday, stated that he hopes that documents will be sumitted before their presentation

· Chairman calls for any comments on the agenda

· A question was asked and clarified that all documents that have a motion should be posted 4 hours before their consideration
· Chairman clarified that the presentation has to be on the server 

· Agenda was approved by unanimous consent
Presentation #1: “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0969r2
· Tricci stated that she would like to propose a motion in one of the follow on meetings to make this an official document.
· There was question on integration services, as specified by the integration services in 802.11

Presentation #2: Usage Cases, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-04/0662r10

· Steve covered various use cases for 802.11s based on results of a strawpoll

· Home

· Office

· Community

· Public safety

· Stated that the hope is to have this document adopted as official working document. Will bring a motion tomorrow.

· There were questions of mobility support  and scope

· TGs is not going to go back and change the PHYs

· Is the group related to 802.21, taking into account handoffs

· The chairman We are having a meeting with TGr to discuss handoff issues

Presentation #3: “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0970r3
· Clarify the TGs scope

· Work with TGs members to agree with scope and interpretation of the PAR

· Would like to define network reference architecture

· Define the selection criteria 

· Should like at 802.11s portability to 802.11n

· Next step is to drive completion  of this documents

· Will propose motion to make this a working group document

· Outside the PAR to consider 802.16

Session II, Monday, September 13th, 1:30pm – 3:30pm, ECC Room 4
Session convened at 1:35PM

Stephen Rayment was introduced as a volunteer for Permanent Secretary.  Formal approval will occur at the Thursday meeting so this can be announced at the mid-week 802.11 plenary to give any other volunteers the chance to come forward.

Chair opened the floor for further comments on the morning’s documents considered one at a time.
Presentation #1: “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0969r2
It was underlined this is a living document…  Question on who edits adhoc documents – could be either TG editor or original author.  Author of this doc volunteered.  Accepted by TG editor.  Question on why have these separate adhoc documents at all?  It was noted that Figure 1 in version 11-04/969r1 uses pbrush which is not compliant with IEEE document standards. Several people volunteered to help the author fix this problem and version r2 was submitted later during the meeting with it fixed.
Presentation #2: “Usage Cases”, Steve Conner (Intel), 11-04/0662r10

Title of document and other headings contains “Field Codes”.  Table 4 – what is value of showing cumulative performance parameters when you will likely have multiple hops involved?

Presentation #3: “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0970r3
Announced that interested people should meet 9:00AM Tuesday to further refining this document.  In Table 2, clarification was looked for on administrative domain vs managed / unmanaged network?  Comment on mobility – already covered by the PAR?

Chair invited new presentations…

Presentation #4:  “802.11s Military Usage Case”, J. Hauser (NRL), D. J. Shayy (MITRE), Max Green (MCTSSA), 11-04/1006r0

Urged inclusion of  military applications in usage models – similar to the First Responder case – listed key functional requirements – showed mapping of combat scenario to .11s terminology – how to interconnect multiple meshes?  Showed numerous Operations Scenarios: Amphibious, Urban Opns, Convoy Ops, Military Experimental Ops. 

Questions… Clarification on security – 802.11i may meet requirements.  Spectrum requirements? Can use transverters for military bands.  Co-existence with commercial devices in same bands? Yes.  Do meshes have to break and re-join (hard to do at IP layer)?  Yes.   Needs to support Ad Hoc operation for many scenarios – is that in scope for .11s?  Clarification that Car to Car was eliminated due to high speed.  Questions on error performance.  What routing scheme? Broadcast to distribute Link State and SPF.  Throughput?  Most people appeared to agreed that military requirements could be subsumed into public safety

Presentation #5: “Routing and Forwarding Separation”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/098r0

Suggested the separation of control and data plane / processing.  eg. SPT may require all data to be refreshed if network goes down, forwarding has to wait for control updates.  Agreed with by some, argued by others.

Session recessed 3:30PM

Session III  Tuesday, September 14th, 1:30pm – 3:30pm, ECC room 4
Joint TGs / TGr meeting – convened at 1:35PM

No presentations had been previously submitted.

Each TG chair presented a brief overview of status of their group:
TGr – Call for Proposals at last meeting – 13 place holder responses received -  discussing security - PAR says it can’t be lessened – by  Oct 15th only proposal submissions must be in place – presentations at November meeting – down select TBD

TGs – Not as far along – 18 +16 presentations – many aspects – Usage models – Proprietary solutions – Straw Poll on presentation after November – several working groups – docs will likely be referred to by proposals. 

Straw poll held on automatically holding a joint TGs/TGr meeting at every 802.11 meeting – result 0 in favour, many against.
Suggestion made that group chairs decide on adhoc basis when to hold joint meetings.
The chairs decided to divide the remainder of the 2 hour session into a TGs and a TGr meeting with order deterimined by a coin toss.
TGs (only) session convened at 1:50PM

Presentation #6:  “MANET Routing Protocols”, Avinash Joshi, Vann Hasty, MeshNetworks Inc., Michael Bahr, Siemens Corporate Technology, 11-04/1047r0

Tutorial presentation.  Contrasted proactive, reactive and hybrid routing protocols.  Gave MANET group update.  Walked through example of reactive (OLSR) and proactive (AODV) protocol.  More complex IETF problems have been moved to IRTF.  Provided a summary of the common / differing elements between IETF and TGs requirements.  Also highlighted current areas of research. 

Questions followed on performance.  One commenter noted there is not much difference between many approaches.  Must use Link Quality – more important than specifics of routing protocol.  Clarification was requested on MANET’s L3 vs TGs’s L2 approach.  Also questions on TGs security assumptions.  

Session IV, Tuesday, September 14th, 4:00pm – 6:00pm, ECC Room 4
Session started at 4:05PM

Chair reviewed accomplishments to date

Presentation #7: “Issues for Mesh Media Access Coordination Component in 11s”, Lily Yang (Intel), 04/1077r01 

Presentation is a summary of “Issues for Mesh Media Access Coordination Component in 11s”, Lily Yang (Intel), 11-04/0968r5.  Result of work of AdHoc Group.  Document provides a list of challenges any proposal might want to address.  Two phases to operation Discovery/Establishment and Normal Operation.  11 issues identified:

eg. Hidden Node, Exposed Terminal are all exacerbated in Mesh. Multi-hop Flow Control, need for Load Balancing and Scheduling, Distributed Admission Control and QoS Management, mixture of BSS and Forwarding Traffic,  Scalability for different usages, Channelization to reduce interference, how to use Multiple Radios.

Questions / comments followed.  Comment that this is useful but difficult to know what to simulate.  Clarified that this group is not proposing solutions (yet), and it was asked that the group prioritize.  Clarify impact on upper or lower MAC.  Suggested these issues be converted into evaluation criteria – discuss later!  PAR does allow for MAC enhancements.  Suggested that impact of beacons be evaluated.  

Presentation #8: “Military Usage Example”, Jack Burbank (John Hopkins/APL), 04/1016r0

Outlines military requirements and uses.  Military desire to use commercial solutions and integrate into JTRS to enable network-centric warfare.  The need for mesh is application in areas where infrastructure does not exist, instant infrastructure, without pre-planning.  Examples of current military deployments – 2RAD, EPRLS, SecNet, etc.  Future is Future Combat System (FCS) and Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS).  Various military mesh scenarios (including bullets!) were listed and key required characteristics – including MANET commonality - were identified. 

Comment was repeated that usage may be incorporated into Public Safety category?  Military security requirements may not allow commonality with commercial needs.  NATO previously looked for 400MHz 802.11 – is that of need – again frequency translation was envisaged.  Comment on commonality between IETF OSR and wireless needs.  Comment that L2 expects reliable transport underneath – MANET type routing may not be able to act on that info.  Comment that usual IEEE process requires contribution of solutions as well as requirements.

Presentation #9: “Clock Synchronization Issue in Ieee 802.11 TGs”, Yeonkwon Jeong (ICU), 04/1027r0

Outlined the needs for clock synch in current 802.11 networks and how TSF is implemented.  The problems with using this approach in multi-hop configurations was explained and propoed solution presented.  

It was commented that TGk was looking at TSF problems – with no solutions!  It was noted that this presentation assumed an iBSS mode mesh.

Presentation #10: “Interface Awareness”, Guido Hiertz (Aachen University), 04/1075r0

Ranges based on interference, CCA (Clear Carrier Assessment) modes, RTS/DTS and data ranges were calculated. The effects on multi-hop situations of interference were shown and the case made that current CCA and RTS/CTS are inadequate.

Comments again that TGk would be interested, also TGe is allowing only certain rate STAs to enter.  Clarification on why mesh CCA is worse than wired case – mostly for single frequency meshes.  Agreement that this presentation highlighted a major performance factor for mesh networks

Presentation #11:  “A new MAC scheme for better support of Mesh networks with QoS”, Rui Zhao (Aachen University), 04/0991r0

The presentation gave an overview of W-CHAMB (Wireless CHannel Oriented Ad-hoc Multi-hop Broadband), which incorporates both L2 and L3 functions.  It is a TDMA system that adds the concept of an Access Channel, Traffic Channel and Energy Signal Channel. It uses an access method similar to HiperLAN/1.  Decentralized control is used.  It was showed how this approach could give better Multi-hop support through the use of timeslots to avoid transmission / interference / sensing range problems. The QoS capabilities of W-CHAMB even under heavy loads, due to its channel oriented approach, were shown. The synchronization scheme of W-CHAMB, based on periodic beacons and clock shift compensation were described.  Significant throughput advantages of WCHAMB over 802.11 were shown through simulation.

Session V, Tuesday, September 14th, 7:30pm – 9:00pm, ECC Room 4
Session convened 7:45PM

Chairman reviewed accomplishments so far.

The chair led a discussion on process - see document 11-04/1058r0

Typical timeline based on prior standards and a possible schedule for TGs was outlined.  The Ad Hoc subgroup activities and their status were outlined.  The status of these groups’ submissions was also reviewed.  A summary of previous straw polls on possible dates for a Call for Proposals was presented.

Steve Conner presented document  “Possible Options for 802.11 TGs Call for Proposals”, 11-04/1083r0

Outlined 3 possible criteria, with varying “rigour”, upon which a Call for Proposals could be based.

Comments…

· Need to see proposals first.  What criteria are mandatory? 

· Significant deltas between TGs and TGn – TGn is a tougher problem than ours – size, criteria much larger, progress to date, Option 1 will take a long time to compare proposals.  

· There is much more variation across requirements in TGs than in TGs, eg. in rate of change of topology, need to refine those more, better to spend time 

· Map 3 options to timeline?  Option 1 now, Option 2 may be achievable in November time, Option 3 shoud be shorter than TGn

· How long can Call for Proposal extend – 12 months is a long time!

· Can there be intermediate proposals?  Earlier presentations are OK

· Can there be multiple proposals on various aspects maybe sequentially, maybe with parallel downselects.  It is expected we will in fact get that. 

· Quality of proposals will likely increase with time waited.  

· MANET did exhaustive simulation scenarios and made very slow progress.  Iterative approach like Option 2 may be better.  

· TGe started with a long list of MAC changes.  Pulled out many aspects along the way.  TGs starts with a long list of ESS changes.  TGn is not the right parallel – this is tougher!

· Defining criteria doesn’t necessarily ensure apple for apples.  Need some requirements though.  How do we decide on down-selecting method?  TGr has some ideas

· How about a proposal for minimum requirements?  Do on an area by area basis.

· MANET is slow because there are no functional requirements or consistent modeling criteria.

Chair proceeded to discuss ways to accelerate progress and presented a possible future schedule based on Call for Proposals after November.

Presentation #12: “TGs Reference Architecture Considerations”, Tricci So (Nortel), 11-04/0981r0

Proposed that 802.1D MAC Bridging be used as a starting point for TGs architecture.  The interface to the bridge is the ISS (Internal Sublayer Service).

Comments…

· .1D is relevant mostly at the Mesh Portal, don’t want to use .1D protocols inside the mesh

· TGi ignored portals.  TGi has multiple logical ports per physical.  May be relevant

· FCS field – most people don’t use

· 802.1D will probably have to get text from TGs in the future!

Motion to adopt document “Draft Terms and Definitions for 802.11s”, 11-04/0969r2 as working document of TGs subject to change by a majority vote.
Moved Tricci So, seconded Guido Hertz

No objections, adopted by unanimous consent

Chair explaint that, under Robert Rules, to change something previously adopted normally takes a 2/3 vote or prior notice; however, by adopted the “subject o change by a majority vote” proviso, a simple majority without advance notice will work.

Motion to adopt document “Usage Models”, 11-04/0662r10 as working document of TGs subject to change by a majority vote.
Moved Steve Conner, seconded Kue Wong

No objections, adopted by unanimous consen
Motion to adopt document “Proposed 802.11 TGs Scope”, 11-04/0970r3 as a working document of TGs, subject to change by majority vote of the TGs members.

Some objection because Scope should be as stated in PAR.

Vote held and motion passed 12- 1-2

Session adjourned at 9:21PM

Session VI, Thursday, September 16th, 8:00am – 10:00am, Paris Salon
Session convened at 8:04AM

Chair outlined agenda for the day.

The Permanent Task Group Secretary position was filled by acclamation by Stephen Rayment (BelAir Networks).
Discussion on updated presentation #11 from yesterday: “A new MAC scheme for better support of Mesh networks with QoS”, Rui Zhao (Aachen University), 04/0991r1

Highlighted differences from HyperLAN.  Also showed co-existance support  (slide 20).  Questions on synchronization – uses periodic beacons – assumes max. 300m time delays.  Are people ready to “dump” RTS / CTS?  Clarify centralization of synch – no – there is a mechanism for beacon prioritization / contention  (see slide 7).  Another presentation made in WNG - 04/1080 – was mentioned – may be too complex.  

Presentation #13: “MAC Modification Possible Technical Targets for 11s Mesh Network”, Akira Yamada, Yoichi Matsumoto, and Hidenori Aoki (NTT DoCoMo), 11-04/1067r2.
Identified 3 levels of MAC modifications for .11s of varying magnitude of change from current .11.  (1) Showed impact of tweaking TXOP on throughput of 5 hop mesh.   (2) Showed possible Mesh Control field for Hop Count.  (3) Showed possible use of .11n MAC feaures – e.g. framing aggregation.

Some had concern over excessive MAC changes for .11s.  Others argued that significant changes will be required.  Maybe compromise on tweaks to .11e MAC.  Comment that flow control may be required.

Presentation #14:  “Routing Requirements”, Jim Harford, 11-04/1028r0
Summary of input from routing ad hoc group, email from Peter Ashwood-Smith, and IETF RFC2501.  Commented that routing group needs to advance.

Comments on frequency of sleeping nodes – is it a mesh node?  Re-prioritize Networking Context to make them more radio aware.  Is unicast in scope?  Is multi-cast group registration in scope.  Alternative to sleeping mesh node is changing it to a STA.  We do not consider mix of STAs and APs, just APs.  Sleeping is of course just an issue for battery powered units.

Presentation #15: “802.11s Security Concepts”, Jasmeet Chhabra (Intel), 11-04/1115r2

Outlined goals, requirements and assumptions.  Assumptions included fact that authenticated Mesh Points can be trusted.  Presented a basic security model in which new Mesh Point does standard 4-way handshake to extend security bubbble.  Compared distributed and centralized authentication – probably need to support both.  802.11i does not provide management frame security – will need to submit requirements to the new protected management frame study group.

Question on applicablilty of .11i  to multi-hop routed environment?  Are there problems with making management frames regular data frames?  No group view yet.  Is PAR’s single administrative domain assumption valid?  Protected management frame SG will meet in San Antonio – suggested that TGs present there.  Two four way exchanges is 8 messages – excessive?  On Open Questions slide – add synchronization of servers.  How to handle broadcast / multicast – at most, 2 keys at any one time – will need to solve roll-over problem.

Chair introduced Task Group Process, Take 2, using 11-04/1058r1.   This again covered discussions of process, informal subgroups, and schedule.  The question was posed of how should we proceed toward a draft? With specific emphasis on Functional Requirements.

Chair proposed to re-take Straw Poll.  Comment that .11n (evaluation) process document was good, simplify, maybe use it.  Not relevant to WHEN to do call for proposal.  TGr did call and definition of selection criteria in parallel.  Clarification requested on scope of proposals.  Some areas of Requirements need flushing out.  There will be iterations before getting out of Letter Ballot regardless.  Suggested more discussion on scope before straw poll.  How about doing two (or more) calls for proposals?  Gives something to discuss.  Rushing call does not necessarily guarantee earlier letter ballot – circular discussions.  Will standard be perfect – no – it’s iterative – try to avoid .11n process – middle ground.

Straw polls…

When to do Call for Proposals;

After September  2-25

After November   21-12

After January  28-4

Window for submitting proposals;

2 months 0 

4 months  25

6 months  10

Comments on when will requirements be in place?!  Perhaps call will identify requirements?  Will call be voted on?

Chair again outlined possibilities to accelerate schedule such as ad hoc meeting outside of 802.11 meetings and teleconferences.

Session adjourned at 9:58

Session VII  Thursday, September 16th, 10:30am-12:30pm, Paris Salon
Session convened at 10:34AM

Tricci So presented document  “TGs Selection Procedure Recommendation”, 11-04/1107r1

Based on TGn process, but without its Partial Proposal stage.  Adds a Comparison Criteria document that TGs currently does not have.  Proposed to base Criteria on TGn document, stripped down to remove system simulation step.  

Steve Connor presented document “Possible Options for 802.11 TGs Call for Proposals”, 11-04/1083r2.  Some feedback received caused him to add a new: Option 2.5 with “Light Weight” Requirements and no mandatory simulation based comparisons.

Comment that adding 2.5 is a good compromise.  Need criteria but don’t want to drag on.  Proposed to generate Comparison Criteria in parallel with Call for Proposal.  But, how do people know if their proposal will be adopted without criteria?  Alternatively, define first draft of all documents before with right to change.  Comment that market wasn’t pulling for .11n, were for .11i.  

Straw poll on options in 11-04/1083r2…

Option 1 
4

Option 2 
11

Option 2.5
 29

Option 3 
0 


The following motion was moved by Peter Eccelsine, and seconded by Clint Chaplin:
Moved, to direct the TGs chair to announce at the closing September 2004 802.11 plenary session and post to the 802.11 mailing list that TGs plans to issue a call for proposals shortly after the _______ 802.11 meeting with proposals to be submitted before and presented to TGs at the second 802.11 meeting thereafter.

The Chair adopted fill in the blank process. “November 2004”, “January2005”, and “March 2005” were nominated to fill the blank.
The vote on “November 2004” was 7 in favour, 11 opposed so it failed.
The vote on “January 2005” was 17 in favour, 2 opposed so it was selected to fill the blank.
By unanimous consent, “or before” was inserted just after the last “at” in the motion.
It was moved to amend the motion by striking “second” and inserted “third” in place thereof.
Vote 10 – 5 so this amendment was adopted.
The amended motion then read

Moved, to direct the TGs chair to announce at the closing September 2004 802.11 plenary session and post to the 802.11 mailing list that TGs plans to issue a call for proposals shortly after the January 2005 802.11 meeting with proposals to be submitted before and presented to TGs at or before the third 802.11 meeting thereafter.

It was adopted by a vote of 10 – 0 – 7

Chair posed question on activities before next session.  

Suggestion that generation of requirements and specific documentss be the priority of TG at the next meeting?

The following motion was moved by Steve Connor, and seconded by Vann Hasty:
Moved, that TGs have bi-weekly teleconferences at 13:00 Pacific Standard Time Wednesday starting 29 September through 27 October. Notice will be given, including UTC time, at least 10 days in advance.

There was no debate on the motion.
It passed 17 – 0 – 2.
Presentation #16:  “Routing in Mesh Networks”, Myung. J Lee, Chunhui Zhu (CCNY), 11-04/1042r0.
This overview presentation covered; definitions, features, desireable qualitative properties (from IETF), quantitative metrics, and basic classifications.  The basic components of routing protocols were described.  A major part of the presentation focussed on non-MANET routing protocols;  Geographical and Position-based Routing, Directional Antenna Based Routing, Power, Link Quality and other Cost-based Routing, Multi-path Routing and Load Balancing, Binary Tree Routing, Virtual Backbone Based Routing, Sensor Network Routing, Layer 2 Data Forwarding and Layer 2.5 Routing. Finally, a summary of IETF and IRRTF activities was given.

The chair announced that, since ECC Room 4 would be free, an adhoc meeting of TGs to work on documents required by Call for Proposals would be held there Thursday 1:30PM- 3:30PM.
The Chair summarized planned TGs Report to the 802.11 Plenary, document 11-04/1128r1.
TGs adjourned for the week at 12:32pm.
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