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Tuesday, November 15, 2005, AM

8:05  Chair called the meeting to order. 

Agenda was reviewed.  Document 15-05-0619-00-0005

Motion to approved the agenda and the minutes from Garden Grove.  Moved Barr, seconded Lee

Discussion: Barr objected to a quote in the minutes that claims he said “We will submit the right one.”  He would also like his name be spelled correctly, 

The question was called by Alfvin.  

Barr then made a motion to change the minutes to delete his name.  Ruled out of order since there is a motion on the table. 

The WG Chair then declared the entire motion out of order and the TG Chair accepted the ruling.  These motions cannot be voted on at the same time.

Motion Internal to approve the agenda 15-05-0619-00-0005.  Moved: Fidler, Seconded: Barr.  No objection, approved by unanimous consent. 

Motion to approve the minutes, document 15-05-0597-01-0005 with corrections of John Barr and Gregg Rasor’s names. Moved: Ron Brown, Seconded: Ian Gifford

Objections? Yes, Barr objected.  He would also like the quote attributed to him stuck.  Amendment accepted by the mover and seconder.

Motion:  To approve the minutes, document 15-05-0597-01-0005 with corrections of John Barr and Gregg Rasor’s names and to strike the sentence attributed to John “we will submit the right one. 

Discussion:  None

Yes 32,  No 0,  Abstain 0     Motion Passes. 

8:28 Presentation of merged proposal by Lee and Guido.  Document 15-05-0670-00-0005.

8:48 Questions were taken from the floor.  Questions included definitions of “Legacy 15.3 devices”, the scope of the presentation with respect to the PAR and specific questions on the slides.  The proposers discussed their decentralized approach because they believe it is the solution that works best.  However comments in the presentation indicate sub-optional performance of 15.3 and members of the body were concerned that statement is not in the spirit of the PAR.

Proposer suggested that if there are other proposals, they should be considered.  Welborn said that he agreed that perhaps the call for presentations should be opened up.

Rasor asked if there were aware of any IP associated with this concept.  The presentor thought there might be but would have to check.  It was felt by Kursat that a RAND would be available but no commitments were made.  Allen then indicated that his company may have IP associated with the presentation but would not know until more data on the approach was available but did not indicate any intent to make it available.

Rapinski thought that this proposal had more overhead than necessary for the performance.  Better ways with other architectures may be better.

Heberling asked for the performance data that supports slide 22 useful before the proposal is accepted.  The presenters were working on it but had no idea as to when it might be available.  Channel models and simulations are needed.  Heberling then concluded that claims in the document were speculative and unsupported, therefore he was speaking against the proposal.  The presenters indicated that the since there were no other proposals, this process got ahead of the their evaluation work. 

Shvodian asked the chair to check to see if an RFP was sent to the WG and not just the TG.  He would like it verified so that everyone can participate.

Charles asked how the customer would perceive the performance and benefits from meshing.  Response: This proposal was in response to the call for applications and needs to handle devices outside of the network.  It is assumed that they may be large battery powered mobile devices.  “It is all about range issues” and includes short-range robustness benefits.

Heberling asked that before we accept the proposal that empirical data be provided such as performance requirements, latency simulations and formally requested this info before it can be selected.

Jeon asked about the definition of spatial reuse in the context of the proposal.  Discussion followed.

Presenters explained how the 15.3 daughter networks were changed to work for meshes.

Question:  How is MAC layer bridging done.  The presenters said that they need to get more detailed on this.

Robar asked for a tradeoff slide that clearly shows the benefits and issues.

Jeon asked about addressing mechanism.  Response: assumes there are small number of addresses and nodes.  Presenters imagined 32 to 40 devices and 4 to 5 hops.  Beyond that it heavily affects delays and performance. 

Shvodian announced to the body that Freescale also has relevant IP in this area but gave no indication to its availablility.

Shvodian called for orders of the day.  
9:40  Liu presented document 15-05-443-00-0005.

There is no key distribution scheme in 15 to protect keys in a mesh.  The second half or this presentation was presented by Wong. 

10:04  Chair called recess and return at 10:30 for the confirmation vote.

10:34  Called to order.

Down selection document 15-05-0072-00-0005 was reviewed.  The chair explained the process for the vote in section 8.

10:36  Alfvin administered the confirmation roll call vote. 

10:48  Vote is closed.  Results, Yes 29,  No 32,  Abstain  12,   47.5% Yes.  72.5% required.  The motion fails.

Motion: To restart down select process so that more proposals may be heard. Moved Barr, Seconded Gifford

Discussion with about 70 attendees present:  Barr commented on his reasons for the motion.  For example, the Call for Proposals was sent to TG and not WG list.  The general public did not see the call in the typical manner.  Attendance in Australia was down and some could not make it.  Schylander spoke against the motion.  He suggests we discuss the proposal and see what is missing rather than on procedural grounds.  Welborn was concerned that the presenters used “there wasn’t an alternative proposal” as the main justification for the remaining proposal, and that opening the process back up would probably help since more people are now interested.  He also noted that the current down-select process does not allow the process to reset to consider others because there is no other competitive proposal to which to reset.  In the spirit of the down selection process, it should be reopened and he speaks in favor of the motion.  Aiello suggested that this was the first vote and that the “no” vote responses be considered.  Shvodian also thought additional presentations should be considered.  Fidler suggested that the PAR allows the MAC to be extended so it should be allowed, and that only one selection is not an issue that should be argued.  He prefers a no vote resolution procedure to draw the discussion to closure.  Another member thought that location (Australia) was not a good reason to deny this proposal and speaks against the motion.  Brown suggests that since the body has not taken a second down select, that it complete the no vote responses.  Another comment against the motion, suggest that the no votes include new presentations.  Barr spoke again about reopening the process to make sure it has the support from the WG and suggested that down select and other milestones should become special orders. 

Barr called the question; no objection. 

Technical vote.   14:Yes   No:35   Abstain:1 

Motion Fails.

The body discussed the time limit for “no voters” to respond.  

Motion:  Kursat – moved to allow three weeks for the down selection process.

18 Yes,   No 1  Abstain,7  Motion Passes.

The chair instructed “No voters” to send comments to the reflector.  

Barr indicated that the down select procedure (15-05-0072-00-005) does not require NO vote responses.  The chair read the procedure and again requested the “no votes responses” per the process. 

11:21 Discuss Actions per the agenda:  Email no votes to the reflector.  One more presentation will be heard at 1:30 Wednesday.  On Thursday elections well be  held. 

Motion to recess:  No objections.  Recessed.  

Wednesday, November 16, 2005, PM 1

1:33 PM   Chair called the meeting to order.  19 attendees

Reviewed the agenda for the rest of the week. 

1:38 Jeon presented 15-05-0691-00-0005 targeted at low rate systems. 

2:15 Comments were taken from the floor.

2:45 The chair ask the group to discuss the process for moving forward, what to do between meetings and how to prepare for the no vote responses.  Please let the chair know if you have suggestions or would like to run for office. 

3:00 Motion to recess to PM2 session.  No objection.  The meeting will reconvene at the PM2 session 

Wednesday, November 16, 2005, PM 2

4:00 Called to order by Chair. 

The chair asked for comments on how to move forward.

Fidler listed items that were apparently concerns,


Beacon complexity


Beacon Sync needs to be cleared up


Spectral efficiency claims my need to be clarified.


Sub-optimal for 15.3 was not clear and it


PAR may not cover the proposal


Comment about this might not be the best architecture without any proposal


Address power saving, address resolution, security


Split between high and low rate may cause confusion


And other comments need to be worked on for next time.

The PAR, document 15-040-0042-01-0005 was reviewed and discussed.  The question was asked, can the MAC and PHY be changed?  What does “facilitate meshing” mean?  What is the impact that “mesh topologies” is plural?  It may be impossible to make one mesh means work on all 15 standards.  

7:16  Recessed until Thursday.PM1

Thursday, November 17, 2005, PM 1

1:30  Meeting called to order.

The group felt that that there were not enough number of voting members for electing officers of 802.15.5. 

Mike Sim moved to defer the election of officers to the next Hawaii meeting, and Jeon seconded. 

There were no objections.  The motion carried by unanimous consent. 

As for the agenda of the next meeting in Hawaii: 

· Sebastian Max and other proposers will prepare response documents to "No" vote comments. 

· There was a suggestion to invite some experts from IEEE802.11s Mesh AP Task Group for getting and sharing better concepts on Mesh. 

· The concern, however, was that the current 15.5 PAR addresses Architecture and MAC enhancement issues which are different from those of 11s, while common Mesh architecture might be OK. The group decided to make any decision on this later with care. 

· On Wednesday PM1 in Hawaii, the confirmation vote will occur preceded by the election of officers happens. 

No more business was raised so, there was a motion to adjourn the meeting by Jeon, and seconded by Sim.  Hearing no objection, the chair declared the meeting adjourned until the January Hawaii meeting.
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