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1. Monday Afternoon 

1.1. Call to order

1.1.1. Meeting called to order at 3:30PM by John Fakatselis

1.1.2. Secretary Tim Godfrey

1.2. Review of proposed agenda

1.2.1. In document 535r3

1.2.2. Objective is to complete a new draft and send to Letter Ballot.

1.2.3. New participants – about 20.

1.2.4. Wednesday 3:30pm, AV SG

1.2.5. Discussion

1.2.5.1. Will there be any presentations that propose changes to the draft? Suggestion that presentations are given in document number order, as a courtesy to those who get their numbers early.

1.2.5.2. We will allocate specific times per topic, and agree on the order at that point in the agenda.

1.2.5.3. Will the AV study group be in the vote at the end of the week? Only if they are adopted as changes in the draft.

1.2.6. Review of policies

1.2.6.1. Review of voting on letter ballots. The chair cautions against too many abstentions. It can prevent passage of the LB.

1.2.6.2. We follow Roberts Rules. To make a motion and bring it to a vote you must be a voting member.

1.2.6.3. Three privileged motions – parliamentary enquiry, point of information (a question), point of order. 

1.2.7. The current draft is 1.3, which includes the changes made in July, and additional comment resolutions. 

1.2.7.1. Version 1.4 has the revision marks removed (nominally “clean text” for further revision)

1.2.8. Approval of the agenda

1.2.8.1. Final Discussion

1.2.8.1.1. The break is at 5:30PM, not AM.

1.2.8.2. The agenda is approved  without objection.

1.3. Approval of the minutes from July

1.3.1. The minutes from July are approved without objection.

1.4. Call for Papers

1.4.1. The chair would like to know about papers in advance to help with scheduling.

1.4.2. Sunghyun Choi

1.4.2.1. 546 Frame Exchange 

1.4.2.2. 565 EDCF access categories 

1.4.2.3. 566 Frame exchanges during

1.4.2.4. ??? 802.11e QoS signaling

1.4.2.5. ??? HC Recovery and backoff rules.

1.4.3. Sato

1.4.3.1. ??? 1394 requirements for 802.11e

1.4.4. Aman Singla

1.4.4.1. 525 HCF and EDCF simulation results

1.4.5. Michael Fischer

1.4.5.1. 127 MAC PHY interface

1.4.5.2. 270 Terminology issues in D1.3 draft

1.4.5.3. 408r2 EDCF channel access

1.4.5.4. 478 HCF Frame Exchange Sequences

1.4.6. John Kowalski

1.4.6.1. 558 Enabling HCF mobility

1.4.6.2. 560 Adding rate parameter / Tspec capability

1.4.6.3. 601 Delayed Acknowledgement

1.4.7. Srini Kandalas

1.4.7.1. 604 Japan Local 4mS Rule

1.4.7.2. 605 CFB ending rule and HCF

1.4.7.3. 606 simulation results for CC mechanism

1.4.8. Matt Sherman

1.4.8.1. 571r0 CCRR simulations

1.4.8.2. 526r0 Support for explicit loss notification

1.4.8.3. 410r1 MSDU Lifetime

1.4.8.4. 599r0 CPMA (overlap BSS)

1.4.8.5. 569 Periodic Contention Free Access

1.4.8.6. 570 Shield (overlap BSS)

1.4.8.7. ??? neighborhood capture (OBSS)

1.4.9. Sid Schrum

1.4.9.1. 128 Inter BSS channel sharing

1.4.9.2. 557 QoS Signaling

1.4.9.3. ??? EDCF Issues

1.4.10. Peter Johansson

1.4.10.1. 597 QoS for AV

1.4.11. Duncan Kitchin

1.4.11.1. 608 802.11e draft editing process

1.4.12. Other papers later this week - placeholder

1.4.12.1. Duncan Kitchin - two

1.4.12.2. Michael Fischer (Joint paper)

1.4.12.3. Matt Sherman

1.4.12.4. Keith Amman

1.4.12.5. We will allow for Five other presentations. The chair notes that we might not have time to take any other papers due to time constraints. 

1.4.13. If papers are submitted too late for the 4 hour rule, we will still present, but not vote. 

1.5. Presentation of Papers

1.5.1. Document 608, Draft Editing Process, Duncan Kitchen

1.5.1.1. To complete a draft, we will have to complete the draft early in the week, and institute any updates to the draft

1.5.1.2. Proposes five new TGe Sub-Editors

1.5.1.3. Describes process for incorporating changes into the draft quickly and efficiently.

1.5.1.4. The intent is that volunteers are for this week.

1.5.1.5. Discussion

1.5.1.5.1. We have changes to other clauses. We should expand the first group to clauses 1-4. 10 and 11 should be extended to include annexes. 

1.5.1.5.2. Straw Poll – do we have enough volunteers for sub-editors? We have about 7 people.

1.5.1.5.3. Suggestion to reduce the micro-management. Just empower Michael to recruit sub-editors. 

1.5.1.6. Motion that the working group reaffirms the editor’s authority to recruit and supervise help in editing the working draft.

1.5.1.6.1. Moved Peter Johanssen

1.5.1.6.2. Seconded Kevin Burak

1.5.1.6.3. Discussion

1.5.1.6.3.1. This motion doesn’t have an effect. There needs to be an openness in the selection of the sub-editors. We need a process for selecting them. Against the motion – would like to present the original motion.

1.5.1.6.3.2. Supports the motion – too much structure is a bad thing. We don’t need formal partitioning. 

1.5.1.6.3.3. Presentation of the proposed motion (in the paper) as a point of information. 

1.5.1.6.3.4. What is the duration of these posts? Not specified

1.5.1.6.3.5. Call the question Srini / John. No Objection.

1.5.1.6.4. Vote: procedural: passes 18:10:6 

1.5.1.7. Motion – to enhance the process of enacting changes to the draft, as directed by the task group, by creating several new TGe posts of sub-editor as detailed in 802.11-01/608r1, and adopting the process and division of responsibilities for enacting changes, also detailed, in 802.11-01/608r1.

1.5.1.7.1. Moved – Duncan Kitchin

1.5.1.7.2. Second – Michael Fischer

1.5.1.7.3. Discussion

1.5.1.7.3.1. Would like to eliminate the strict partitioning of the posts. 

1.5.1.7.4. Amended Motion – to enhance the process of enacting changes to the draft, as directed by the task group, by creating several new TGe posts of sub-editor at the beginning of each meeting, as detailed in 802.11-01/608r2, and adopting the process and division of responsibilities for enacting changes, also detailed, in 802.11-01/608r2.

1.5.1.7.4.1. Motion to amend (Matthew Sherman / Kandala)

1.5.1.7.4.2. Discussion

1.5.1.7.4.2.1. This seems to add complexity to the beginning of each meeting. 

1.5.1.7.4.3. Motion to amend the amendment: to enhance the process of enacting changes to the draft, as directed by the task group, by creating several new TGe posts of sub-editor who will be empowered until a draft is submitted for letter ballot, as detailed in 802.11-01/608r2, and adopting the process and division of responsibilities for enacting changes, also detailed, in 802.11-01/608r2.

1.5.1.7.4.4. Kowalski / Richards

1.5.1.7.4.5. Discussion

1.5.1.7.4.5.1. Volunteers are less likely to volunteer with this text.

1.5.1.7.4.5.2. This leaves it too open ended. Against the amendment.

1.5.1.7.4.5.3. Call the question (Duncan / Michael) no objection

1.5.1.7.4.6. Vote on the 2nd Amendment. (procedural) Fails 8:15:9

1.5.1.7.5. Amended Motion – to enhance the process of enacting changes to the draft, as directed by the task group, by creating several new TGe posts of sub-editor at the beginning of each meeting, as detailed in 802.11-01/608r2, and adopting the process and division of responsibilities for enacting changes, also detailed, in 802.11-01/608r2.

1.5.1.7.5.1. Discussion on the amendment

1.5.1.7.5.2. call the question (Greg P / Sri) no objection.

1.5.1.7.6. Vote on the amendment of the motion: Passes 19:7:5

1.5.1.8. Discussion on the motion, as amended.

1.5.1.8.1. Call the question ( Peter / Duncan)

1.5.1.8.2. Vote on calling the question: Passes 23:2:3

1.5.1.9. Vote on the motion as amended: Passes 22:1:9

1.5.1.9.1. No protests regarding voting tokens

1.5.2. Call for Volunteers for Sub-Editors

1.5.2.1. Sid Schrum

1.5.2.2. Matt Sherman

1.5.2.3. John Kowalski or Srini Kandalas

1.5.2.4. Adrian Stephens

1.5.2.5. Greg Chesson 

1.5.2.6. Steve Williams

1.6. Recess

Monday Evening

1.7. Opening

1.7.1. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

1.8. Ordering of paper presentations

1.8.1. Editorial changes

1.8.1.1. 270

1.8.1.2. ??? Duncan Kitchin

1.8.2. EDCF related

1.8.2.1. 525

1.8.2.2. 408

1.8.2.3. Possible – Greg Parks

1.8.2.4. 565

1.8.2.5. 566

1.8.3. HCF related

1.8.4. Signaling

1.8.5. Overlapped BSSs

1.8.6. NAV and ACK policies

1.8.7. Other

1.9. Presentation of Papers (editorial)

1.9.1. Document 270 “Terminology Corrections and Improvements for the TGe Draft” (Michael Fischer)

1.9.1.1. Deals with terminology 

1.9.1.2. Discussion of whether changes are allowed.

1.9.1.3. MOTION 270-1: Move to empower the TGe editor to replace all instances of "EAP" with "QAP" and all instances of "ESTA" with "QSTA" in the next revision of the TGe draft, and to update the corresponding acronym definitions by replacing "enhanced" with "QoS".

1.9.1.3.1. Michael Fischer

1.9.1.3.2. Steve Williams

1.9.1.3.3. Discussion

1.9.1.3.3.1. The editor will do the right thing with respect to [E] and [Q]? Yes

1.9.1.3.3.2. The chair moves to John Fakatselis

1.9.1.3.3.3. There is a problem with this – 802.11i defines how to implement security for AP, STA, and BSS, but not for a QAP, STA, or BSS. An alternate solution would be to leave the terms as is, and only refer to the enhanced terms as needed.

1.9.1.3.3.4. 802.11i is not approved yet – they can accommodate these terms. In favor.

1.9.1.3.3.5. against this particular suggestion, but for consistency in general.

1.9.1.3.3.6. It is inappropriate to base our work on the current state of another task group. The IEEE editors also deal with these sorts of issues. There are more substantive issues between TGe and TGi. 

1.9.1.3.3.7. Call the question (Michael / John K)  

1.9.1.3.3.7.1. Vote on calling the question – passes 19:1:3

1.9.1.3.4. Vote on the main motion: Passes 23:4:2

1.9.1.4. MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph.

1.9.1.4.1. Michael Fischer

1.9.1.4.2. John Kowalski

1.9.1.4.3. Discussion

1.9.1.4.3.1. Request to postpone this motion until tomorrow morning at 10:30AM. No Objection.

1.9.1.5. MOTION 270-3: Move to empower the TGe editor to add the definition of Controlled Access Period and acronym CAP as given on slide 6 of document 01/270r0, and to use this term where appropriate in the revised TGe draft.

1.9.1.5.1. Michael Fischer

1.9.1.5.2. Sri Kandalas

1.9.1.5.3. Motion to Amend to: Move to empower the TGe editor to add the definition of Contention Exclusion Period and acronym CEP as given on slide 6 of document 01/270r1, and to use this term where appropriate in the revised TGe draft.

1.9.1.5.3.1. Raju

1.9.1.5.3.2. Peter

1.9.1.5.3.3. Discussion

1.9.1.5.3.3.1. This new terminology doesn’t reflect the existing operation of the standard.

1.9.1.5.3.4. Vote on the amendment: fails 8:12:9

1.9.1.6. MOTION 270-3: Move to empower the TGe editor to add the definition of Controlled Access Period and acronym CAP as given on slide 6 of document 01/270r0, and to use this term where appropriate in the revised TGe draft.

1.9.1.6.1. Motion accepted without objection.

1.9.1.7. The chair moves  to Duncan Kitchin

1.9.1.8. MOTION 270-4: Move to empower the TGe editor to add definitions of "traffic identifier" and "traffic stream" and the corresponding acronyms "TID" and "TS" to as given on slides 8 and 9 of document 01/270r0 ; to incorporate the restricted definitions and usage of "traffic category" and "priority" as given on slides 8 and 9 of document 01/270r0; to change any remaining instances of "TS" meaning traffic specification to "TSPEC" in the TGe draft; to change "TCA" to "TAID" in the TGe draft; and to update frame formats and behavioral descriptions in all clauses of the TGe draft to make consistent use of these new and changed terms.

1.9.1.8.1. Michael Fischer

1.9.1.8.2. Srini

1.9.1.8.3. Discussion

1.9.1.8.3.1. Motion to postpone until 10:30AM tomorrow (Sunghyun / Greg). 

1.9.1.8.3.1.1. Discussion

1.9.1.8.3.1.1.1. Would like to see definitions and a hierarchical relation of the definitions. Yes will post tonight in R1 of this document. 

1.9.1.8.3.1.1.2. In favor of postponing. 

1.9.1.8.3.1.1.3. Question called without objection

1.9.1.8.3.2. Vote on the motion to postpone: passes 24:3:5

1.9.2. Presentation of Duncan Kitchin’s editorial changes are deferred.

1.10. Presentation of Papers (EDCF related)

1.10.1. Document 525, “HCF and EDCF Simulations” Aman Singla.

1.10.1.1. Assume admission control for QoS data an overload for best-effort data. 

1.10.1.2. CBR streams based around normal distribution arrival.

1.10.1.3. Shows scheduler phase contributes to end to end latency. Scheduler adds delay.

1.10.1.4. Discussion

1.10.1.4.1. This simulation is based on a 10% PER. Real life is more like 10e-4. 

1.10.1.4.2. HCF doesn’t suffer from capture effect. Was this shown in the simulation? No. 

1.10.1.4.3. AIFS could be used to segregate traffic? Is there a starvation issue? 

1.10.1.4.4. How do you explain the longer latency of HCF? Wouldn’t an efficient scheduler help?

1.10.1.5. No motions arising from this presentation

1.10.2. Document 565r0 “EDCF Access Categories” Menzo Wentink

1.10.2.1. Problems with limited number of queues- assignment of TC7

1.10.2.2. introduce the concept of an access category – a single internal DCF queue. Four access categories are normative. 4 are mandatory. 

1.10.2.3. Discussion

1.10.2.3.1. Is it a problem to mapping different traffic classes into the same Access Category? That seems to be wrong? 

1.10.2.3.2. Is it out of order because it effect 802.1d? There is no motion, so no.

1.10.2.3.3. This is recommended practice from 802.1d, but it is really up to higher layers. We need a reasonable mapping. It is not defined at all.

1.10.3. Document 566 “Multiple Frame Exchanges during EDCF TXOP” Sunghyun Choi

1.10.3.1. Proposes allowing EDCF fragment bursts to increase efficiency. 

1.10.3.2. Uses duration rules similar to fragment bursts.

1.10.3.3. There is no motion – the normative text is not ready.

1.10.3.4. Discussion

1.10.3.4.1. This proposal provides behaviors that make it work the right way. 

1.10.3.4.2. Discussion of ordering issues between motions from this presentation and the previous.

1.10.4. Document 571r0 “CC/RR Model and simulations” Matt Sherman

1.10.4.1. Simulation results using 11Mb 802.11b of PCM MAC with CC/RR. Demonstrates that CC/RR and Standing Poll can maintain QoS over load conditions.

1.11. Call for Documents related to HCF

1.11.1. 128 Sid Schrum.

1.11.2. 560 John Kowalski

1.11.3. 478 Michael Fischer

1.11.4. 546 Sunghyun

1.11.5. 558 John K

1.11.6. 560 John K

1.11.7. 595 Peter J

1.11.8. 601 John K

1.11.9. 604 Srini

1.11.10. 605 Srini

1.11.11. 606 Srini

1.12. Presentation of documents related to HCF

1.12.1. Document 128 “HCF Channels Access and inter-BSS channel sharing” Sid Schrum et al.

1.12.1.1. Presentation contains a large motion – will be deferred until tomorrow

1.12.1.2. Discussion

1.12.1.2.1. Of all the things that can interfere with an HC, how many does this mechanism catch? How many are false positives? Every mechanism is subject to false collisions, but it doesn’t penalize the HC that much. 

1.12.1.2.2. Why can’t this mechanism be dynamic? There are diminishing returns, and that would be too complex.

1.13. Recess at 9:30PM

Tuesday Morning

1.14. Opening

1.14.1. Call to order at 10:30 by John Fakatselis

1.15. Scheduling of documents – HCF related

1.15.1. Documents to present

1.15.1.1. 128 Sid Schrum.

1.15.1.2. 560 John Kowalski

1.15.1.3. 478 Michael Fischer

1.15.1.4. 546 Sunghyun

1.15.1.5. 558 John K

1.15.1.6. 560 John K

1.15.1.7. 595 Peter J

1.15.1.8. 601 John K

1.15.1.9. 604 Srini

1.15.1.10. 605 Srini

1.15.1.11. 606 Srini

1.15.1.12. 615 John Kowalski

1.15.1.13. 616 Duncan Kitchin

1.15.2. Discussion on procedure

1.15.2.1. When motions are presented, the mover will have the opportunity to modify the motion before a second.

1.15.2.2. Please try to take issues offline with the presenter. 

1.16. Presentation of documents related to HCF

1.16.1. Continuing presentation of Document 128r3

1.16.1.1. Motion: Instruct the TGe editor to incorporate the changes and additions on slides 11 and 12 of document 01-128r3 into the next revision of the 802.11e draft standard.

1.16.1.1.1. Moved Sid Schrum

1.16.1.1.2. Second Khaled Turki

1.16.1.1.3. Discussion

1.16.1.1.3.1. Is this motion out of the category? No there is no prescribed order based on our agreed agenda.

1.16.1.1.3.2. What is meant by transmission failure? The conditions where the HC recovers the channel are listed in slide 6. 

1.16.1.1.3.3. We want the AP regain the channel. Stations could be simpler by not having the recovery mechanism. 

1.16.1.1.4. Motion to lay the motion on the table

1.16.1.1.4.1. Raju / Greg

1.16.1.1.4.2. (non-debatable)

1.16.1.1.4.3. Vote on laying the motion on the table: passes 15:13:12

1.17. Motions held from yesterday

1.17.1. Motion postponed from yesterday - From document 270r1

1.17.1.1. MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph.

1.17.1.1.1. Michael Fischer

1.17.1.1.2. John Kowalski

1.17.1.1.3. Discussion

1.17.1.1.3.1. The r0 version has no difference from r1 in this motion.

1.17.1.1.4. Motion to amend to: MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph. Additionally authorize the editor to incorporate the normative changes contained in document 01/566r1.

1.17.1.1.4.1. Peter J

1.17.1.1.4.2. Wim D

1.17.1.1.4.3. Discussion on amendment

1.17.1.1.4.3.1. The editor is responsible to fix inconsistent terminology, without approval of the group. 

1.17.1.1.4.3.2. Isn’t it the intention that a motion address one point only? Not by rule, but a motion to divide could be made.

1.17.1.1.4.4. Motion to amend the amendment: : MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph. Additionally authorize the editor to incorporate the normative changes contained in document 01/566r1 including the adjustment of the number of ACs to be consistent with the events of this meeting

1.17.1.1.4.4.1. Matt

1.17.1.1.4.4.2. Greg

1.17.1.1.4.5. Discussion. 

1.17.1.1.4.5.1. We need to enable the editor to make the change if 565 doesn’t pass. 

1.17.1.1.4.5.2. The chair doesn’t think this amendment is necessary. 

1.17.1.1.4.5.3. There are concerns about adjusting the number of ACs based on the table in 565. 

1.17.1.1.4.5.4. This is not a vote on 565. This is unnecessary, since the editor is already empowered.

1.17.1.1.4.6. Point of order – we can’t vote on possible events in the future. 

1.17.1.1.4.7. Vote on whether this motion is out of order:  Ruled out of order 19:7:9

1.17.1.1.5. Motion on the floor:

1.17.1.1.5.1. Motion to amend to: MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph. Additionally authorize the editor to incorporate the normative changes contained in document 01/566r1.

1.17.1.1.6. Point of order – document 566r1 has not been on the server for 4 hours.

1.17.1.2. Motion on the floor: 

1.17.1.3. MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph.

1.17.1.3.1. Motion to call the question

1.17.1.3.1.1. Parliamentary enquiry – the motion on 566r1 is related to this, how is it brought forward again? Would like to postpone, but the question has been called.

1.17.1.3.1.2. parliamentary enquiry – Is it possible for a subsequent motion to combine these? The chair feels that if this motion is voted on, it will not be possible to have a motion on 566r1 in this meeting.

1.17.1.3.2. Vote on calling the question: fails 10:26:2

1.17.1.4. Motion to lay the motion on the table

1.17.1.4.1. John Kowalski

1.17.1.4.2. Sid Schrum

1.17.1.4.3. Vote on laying the motion on the table: passes 17:15:11

1.17.1.5. Discussion

1.17.1.5.1. Sunghyun could make an independent motion, or take this off the table first.

1.17.2. Motion postponed from yesterday - From document 270r1

1.17.2.1. MOTION 270-4: Move to empower the TGe editor to add definitions of "traffic identifier" and "traffic stream" and the corresponding acronyms "TID" and "TS" to as given on slides 8 and 9 of document 01/270r0 ; to incorporate the restricted definitions and usage of "traffic category" and "priority" as given on slides 8 and 9 of document 01/270r0; to change any remaining instances of "TS" meaning traffic specification to "TSPEC" in the TGe draft; to change "TCA" to "TAID" in the TGe draft; and to update frame formats and behavioral descriptions in all clauses of the TGe draft to make consistent use of these new and changed terms.

1.17.2.1.1. Michael Fischer

1.17.2.1.2. Srini

1.17.2.2. Discussion

1.17.2.2.1. Point of order – ask this to be ruled out of order as the editor is already empowered to make these changes.

1.17.2.2.1.1. Point of information – if this succeeds, the editor is empowered anyway. The implication is that the editor is empowered to make these sorts of changes. 

1.17.2.2.2. Vote on ruling the motion out of order: the motion is ruled Out of order 19:3:14

1.18. Presentation of documents – EDCF related

1.18.1. Greg Parks withdraws his presentation

1.18.2. Document 613 “EDCF not simple and good enough” Khaled Turki.

1.18.2.1.1. EDCF is complex to implement. There are problems with maintaining parameters. 

1.18.2.1.2. There is not enough room to provide differentiation from best effort based on CWmin.

1.18.2.1.3. There is a vulnerability to capture effects with EDCF

1.18.2.1.4. Shows simulation results indicating superiority of  HCF compared to EDCF in latency and throughput.

1.18.2.2. Discussion

1.18.2.2.1. On slide 6, the implementation assumes separate EDCF and HCF queues? Yes

1.18.2.2.2. Is it important that the HC scheduler is specified in more detail? Doesn’t think it needs to be re-specified. This is a simple scheduling algorithm. What about latency response of the HC to change in queue status?

1.18.2.2.3. The EDCF can collapse to a DCF. If it were HCF vs. DCF how much of this would remain true. 

1.18.2.2.4. The ordering rules are allowed to be varied by using the Traffic Identifier.

1.19. Suggestions from the chair

1.19.1. Concerned in lack of progress – would like to see a list of motions, and give priority of papers with motions.

1.19.1.1. John – 3

1.19.1.2. Duncan –1

1.19.1.3. 2

1.19.1.4. Michael – 4

1.19.1.5. Peter – 1

1.19.1.6. 2

1.19.1.7. We have a total of 13 motions. They will have priority in the papers.

1.20. Recess at 12:00

Tuesday Afternoon

1.21. Opening

1.21.1. Meeting called to order at 1:00PM by John Fakatselis,

1.21.1.1. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

1.21.2. Prioritization of papers

1.21.2.1. We have 13 motions - 

1.21.2.2. Documents to present on HCF

1.21.2.2.1. 478 Michael Fischer (not ready – may withdraw)

1.21.2.2.2. 546 Sunghyun (not here)

1.21.2.2.3. 558 John K (has a motion

1.21.2.2.4. 560 John K

1.21.2.2.5. 595 Peter J

1.21.2.2.6. 601 John K

1.21.2.2.7. 604 Srini

1.21.2.2.8. 605 Srini

1.21.2.2.9. 606 Srini

1.21.2.2.10. 615 John Kowalski

1.21.2.2.11. 616 Duncan Kitchin

1.22. Presentation of papers on HCF

1.22.1. Document 558 “Enabling Hybrid Coordinator Mobility” John Kowalski

1.22.1.1. Discussion

1.22.1.1.1. This is not intended to operate in environments where there are many HC. 

1.22.1.2. Motion to instruct the editor to modify the draft by incorporating the normative text contained in document 01/558r0.

1.22.1.2.1. John Kowalski

1.22.1.2.2. Peter J

1.22.1.3. Discussion

1.22.1.3.1. Does and HC require a DS and does an AP require a DS? Not strictly speaking in either case. This covers the case where and HC can be separated if need be. 

1.22.1.3.2. A QAP never polls. The HC polls. The HC is required to be located with the QAP so there is no distinction. This motion would allow the separation.

1.22.1.3.3. What happens if there are two HCs neither of which is the AP – how do they coordinate? Multiple HCs will not be allowed by an AP. Assuming all stations can hear the AP. 

1.22.1.3.4. (the chair moves to John Fakatselis)

1.22.1.3.5. What is the compelling need for HC mobility? Against the motion

1.22.1.3.6. For the motion – very important to establish separable functions of the AP and HC. This is important for vendors that want to provide video services.

1.22.1.3.7. Against the motion – concerned that separation we could uncover unexplored nasty issues. Such as the three-point protocol between station, AP , and HC.

1.22.1.3.8. Separating the functions loses the ability to coordinate them unless there is a new protocol between them.

1.22.1.3.9. There is no way to provide parameterized services in an IBSS

1.22.1.3.10. What coordination is needed between HC and AP? 

1.22.1.3.11. Call the question (Duncan / Greg) 

1.22.1.3.11.1. No Objection

1.22.1.4. Vote on the motion: fails 9:19:10

1.22.2. Document 560 “Adding Rate Parameter to the TSPEC / Queue State Element” John Kowalski

1.22.2.1. Suggested improvement for rate negotiation, with a MAC-supplied minimum

1.22.2.2. No motion was made

1.22.3. Document  597 “Hybrid Coordinator simplifications: Queue state element and express traffic” Peter Johanssen.

1.22.3.1. TSPECs today have more information than the scheduler needs. It came from RSVP. 

1.22.3.2. Suggests that TSPECs are eliminated, and moved to an L3 entity. Instead a Queue State Element should be defined.

1.22.3.3. Queue state elements are measured in units of time. 

1.22.3.4. Motion – instruct  the editor to incorporate the normative text in document 01/597r0 into the draft.

1.22.3.4.1. Peter Johanssen

1.22.3.4.2. Greg

1.22.3.5. Discussion

1.22.3.5.1. Move to table the motion

1.22.3.5.1.1. Sid S

1.22.3.5.1.2. Greg

1.22.3.5.2. Vote on tabling the motion. Fails 10:16:11

1.22.3.5.3. Against the motion – there are issues with getting rid of TSPEC. Needs closer examination.

1.22.3.5.4. Admission control is not there in the MAC now. 

1.22.3.5.5. In this Qstate/express model, what is the concept of traffic category? It doesn’t match the concept in the draft today? 

1.22.3.5.6. When a station receives a poll, the station decides which traffic flow uses the TXOP. 

1.22.3.5.7. There is a way to accomplish the goal of this motion but this isn’t it. Moving to L3 doesn’t guarantee universality and interoperability. We need to better define this.

1.22.3.5.8. Oppose the motion – qstate is interesting, but tspec should not be removed. This is the intserve and diffserve war. We need to support both. This motion would remove the parameterized option.

1.22.3.6. Call the question (Matt / Srini) 

1.22.3.6.1. Vote on calling the question: fails 19:13:6

1.22.3.7. Discussion

1.22.3.7.1. Against the motion because it makes too large a change in functionality, recently known to be of interest to the membership. This would lose a number of capabilities that are not replaced. Such as knowing about old queued data. 

1.22.3.7.2. The proposal is not meant to interfere with priority scheduling. Feels that TSPECs are loosely defined, and admission control is not defined. 

1.22.3.7.3. The Queue state idea is good. It communicates the necessary information to the scheduler. RSVP is widely supported, including DOCSIS and cable standards.

1.22.3.7.4. This is taking away parameterized QoS, which we need. Agrees that signaling needs to be better specified – a presentation will be made. 

1.22.3.8. Call the question (Matt / Srini) no objection

1.22.3.9. Vote on the motion: fails 10:22:7

1.22.4. Document 624r0 (replacing 410r1) “Motion for MSDULifetime for the 802.11e D1 Draft” Mathilde

1.22.4.1.1. Wants to reinstate the MSDUlifetime features in D1.0, which was generally acceptable. 

1.22.4.1.2. This should be mandatory. 

1.22.4.1.3. It prevents the broadcast of stale packets.

1.22.4.2. Motion – instruct  the editor to modify the draft by incorporating the normative text in document 01/624r0.

1.22.4.2.1. Matt Sherman

1.22.4.2.2. Michael Fischer

1.22.4.3. Discussion

1.22.4.3.1. This MIB parameter would apply to all applications? It is per traffic class. 

1.22.4.3.2. In favor. This has been indicated in simulations to be useful. The MIB application issue is related to the difference between parameterized and prioritized. Categories have no application specific setting. An application with specific requirements would need to use a TSPEC to set parameters. 

1.22.4.3.3. Would prefer a per frame lifetime passed down. To pass the residual delay in a system.

1.22.4.4. Call the question (John / Sid) 

1.22.4.4.1. Vote on calling the question: passes 12:3:18

1.22.4.5. Vote on the motion: passes 20:3:14

1.22.5. Document 560r0 (again) John Kowalski

1.22.5.1.1. Changes regarding burst size, rate field.

1.22.5.2. Motion – instruct  the editor to modify the draft by incorporating the normative text in document 01/560r0 which do not pertain to Peter Johanssen’s presentation with the exception that the encoding of rate information be modified to use the definitions contained in the supported rates element.

1.22.5.2.1. Moved: John Kowalski

1.22.5.2.2. Discussion

1.22.5.2.2.1. Any suggestions for changes before the second? 

1.22.5.2.2.2. Use the same format of bits as the signal field. 

1.22.5.2.3. Seconded – Michael Fischer

1.22.5.2.4. Discussion

1.22.5.2.4.1. explain how this can be used in the context of a TSPEC. This sets a lower bound of the negotiation for rate.

1.22.5.2.4.2. Is this optional or mandatory? It is part of the TSPEC, so it is mandatory. But it doesn’t have to contain information.

1.22.5.2.4.3. The rate is the lower bounded rate? Yes. If the PHY doesn’t support the rate, what happens? Supported rates are in the MIB. 

1.22.5.2.4.4. This is not a signaling mechanism – those are in other proposals. As long as we have queue sizes in octets, this information his helpful

1.22.5.2.5. Motion to table (raju / greg p) 

1.22.5.2.5.1. Vote on tabling the motion: fails 8:13:11

1.22.5.2.6. Motion to postpone until the end of the signaling presentation. 

1.23. Recess at 3:00pm

Wednesday, November 14, 2001

1.23.1. Opening

1.23.1.1. The meeting is called to order at 1:00PM by John Fakatselis

1.23.1.2. We are continuing discussions and presentations regarding changes to the draft. There are at least 10 motions to go. We need to have the draft ready for presentation at 7:30PM tomorrow.

1.23.1.3. How many motions for changes and additions to the draft do we have now?

1.23.2. Outstanding documents

1.23.2.1. HCF

1.23.2.1.1. 601 Kowalski – a motion

1.23.2.1.2. 604, 605, 606 Srini – 2 motions

1.23.2.1.3. 615 Kowalski – no motions, no presentation.

1.23.2.1.4. 546 Sunghyun – 

1.23.2.1.5. 565 and 566 (updated on server) with Motions.

1.23.2.2. Signaling

1.23.2.2.1. 557 Jin Meng – Motion

1.23.2.2.2. 526 Sherman – motion.

1.23.2.3. OBSS

1.23.2.3.1. 630 Sunghyun – motions

1.23.2.4.  NAV and ACK policies

1.23.2.4.1. 626 Fischer – motion

1.23.2.5. Other

1.23.2.5.1. 478 Fischer changes to 633 - postponed

1.23.2.5.2. 616 Duncan –

1.23.2.5.3. 408 Fischer – withdrawn

1.23.3. Outstanding motions

1.23.3.1. The motion to postpone (from the previous session) has been withdrawn.

1.24. Continuation of presentations

1.24.1. 560r0 (again) John Kowalski 

1.24.1.1. Motion on the floor from previous session:

1.24.1.2. Motion – instruct  the editor to modify the draft by incorporating the normative text in document 01/560r0 which do not pertain to Peter Johanssen’s presentation with the exception that the encoding of rate information be modified to use the definitions contained in the supported rates element.

1.24.1.2.1. Kowalski

1.24.1.2.2. Fischer

1.24.1.3. The motion passes by unanimous consent.

1.24.2. Documents 565 and 566 (Menzo Wentink) 

1.24.2.1. Motion: Move to empower the TGe editor to incorporate the concept of access categories, based on normative text changes as suggested on slides 14 - 21 of document 01/565r1, and by changing wording in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with the above changes.

1.24.2.1.1. Menzo Wentink

1.24.2.1.2. Sunghyun

1.24.2.2. Discussion

1.24.2.2.1. The information from higher layers has 8 categories. This automatically treats these as 4 categories, without allowing for different categories. In a pure EDCF it would be possible to have more than 4 categories. We shouldn’t limit the possibility of 8 categories. HomePNA competes with 802.11. They have 8 access categories. There could be multiple queues feeding into these categories but that gets too complicated. The scheduler should be part of the standard. An alternative would be using the priority of the packet at the head of the queue. We need to deal with the post-backoff issue. 

1.24.2.2.2. Would there be multiple queues with the same access category? Yes – the scheduler could schedule those queues into a single traffic category. 

1.24.2.2.3. This doesn’t mean we collapse all priorities down. Just the access to the medium. 

1.24.2.2.4. This table of mapping is different than the 802.1d mappings.

1.24.2.2.5. This mapping table is informative, not normative.

1.24.2.2.6. Does this imply any scheduling strategy? No.

1.24.2.2.7. Against the motion. This limits the designer. Other standards have link layer mapping.

1.24.2.2.8. Suppose we had 8 queues – the AP sets the mapping. If there are 8 queues, there could be times where the higher priorities would need more differentiation.

1.24.2.2.9. The collapsing is informative. It is a MIB variable.

1.24.2.2.10. If you have access category – the queue should be a FIFO? Or can there be any choice for implementation? As long as you stick to the reordering rules, you can do anything you want. 

1.24.2.2.11. Have never heard anyone make a case for more than four access categories. In support of this motion.

1.24.2.2.12. Against this – 802.1d has 8 priorities. This is being pushed into diffserve. Intserve prevents oversubscribing the line. We need Intserve.

1.24.2.2.13. This does not prescribe how the mapping is done. This only says how traffic priorities are mapped to access categories.

1.24.2.2.14. Against the proposal – QoS is as yet unknown. We can’t predict what will be needed in the future. We can’t be smart enough to fully map everything. You need to allow more latitude in the standard.

1.24.2.2.15. In favor – simulations show it is hard to differentiate more than 4 layers

1.24.2.3. Call the question (Srini / Michael F)

1.24.2.3.1. Vote on calling the question: passes 21: 9: 5 

1.24.2.4. Vote on the motion: Fails 15: 15: 11

1.24.3. Document 566r1 ( Sunghyun Choi)

1.24.3.1.1. regarding EDCF TxOp bursting. 

1.24.3.2. Motion: Move to empower the TGe editor to revise the non-polled TXOP usage by incorporating normative text changes on slides 7 - 9 of document 01/566r2, other than the concept of access categories, and by changing wording on non-polled TXOP usage elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with the above changes.

1.24.3.2.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi

1.24.3.2.2. Second Menzo Wentink

1.24.3.3. Discussion

1.24.3.3.1. What effect does this have on HCF behavior? None at all. There is still the TXOP limit.

1.24.3.3.2. This minimizes the implementation difference between operating in response to a polled txop and one you initiate. In favor.

1.24.3.3.3. The numbers are wrong: 4 vs 8.. 

1.24.3.3.4. This is not in the draft yet. The editor makes in consistent. This is not an issue. 

1.24.3.3.5. Does the editor believe the motion is unambiguous? Yes, the access category concept can be backed out.

1.24.3.4. Motion to call the question (John K /John F)

1.24.3.4.1.  No Objection.

1.24.3.5. Vote on the motion: Fails 24: 12 

1.24.4. Document 546r3 (Sunghyun Choi)

1.24.4.1. Ack Policy.

1.24.4.2. Motion: Empower the TGe editor to revise the draft to incorporate the clarification in slide 4 of 546r3.

1.24.4.2.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi

1.24.4.2.2. Second Srini

1.24.4.2.3. Discussion

1.24.4.2.3.1. Allows the indication of an acknowledgement even in the case of CFack.

1.24.4.2.3.2. Against the motion. Is there a specific case where this is needed, it should be documented. This decreases clarity. The “no-data” cases are already encoded. All of these “nulls” do not get acked currently. We have a specific case in D1.3 that allows changing the ack policy. This introduces an asymmetry with no apparent use. 

1.24.4.2.4. Move to postpone this motion until after the presentation of 605r2.

1.24.4.2.4.1. Srini

1.24.4.2.4.2. John K

1.24.4.2.5. Motion postponed without objection.

1.24.4.3. Usage of NF Bit

1.24.4.4. Motion: Empower the TGe editor to revise the draft to incorporate the modification in slide 7 of 546r3.

1.24.4.4.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi.

1.24.4.4.2. Discussion on the motion

1.24.4.4.2.1. The marking of reserved means the implementation has to allow any value. Agrees that clarification is needed.

1.24.4.4.2.2. What is the use of this? There is a tabled motion regarding multiple frames in a TXOP. 

1.24.4.4.3. The mover withdraws the motion

1.24.4.5. CF ACK discussion

1.24.4.6. Motion: Empower the TGe editor to revise the draft to incorporate the clarification in slide 10 of 546r3.

1.24.4.6.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi.

1.24.4.6.2. Discussion

1.24.4.6.2.1. The editor is already empowered to do this.

1.24.4.6.3. The chair rules the editor is already empowered to do this. 

1.24.4.7. PIFS or SIFS after error

1.24.4.8. Motion: Empower the TGe editor to revise the draft as instructed in slide 13 of 546r3

1.24.4.8.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi.

1.24.4.8.2. Discussion

1.24.4.8.2.1. Wants to clarify that a SIFS is used after an erroneous received frame. 

1.24.4.8.2.2. The editor agrees that clarification would help.

1.24.4.8.3. Seconded Srini

1.24.4.8.4. Discussion

1.24.4.8.4.1. What happens at the end of a TXOP? That’s already covered. You don’t overrun the TXOP.

1.24.4.8.5. Motion adopted by unanimous consent.

1.24.4.9. RTS/CTS during CFP/CFB

1.24.4.10. Motion: Empower the TGe editor to revise the draft as instructed in slide 16 of 546r3.

1.24.4.10.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi.

1.24.4.10.2. Discussion

1.24.4.10.2.1. This is similar to the previous case, and more important. In favor.

1.24.4.10.3. Second John Kowalski

1.24.4.10.4. Discussion

1.24.4.10.5. Motion adopted by unanimous consent.

1.24.5. Document 601r1 (John Kowalski)

1.24.5.1. Delayed Acknowledgement vs Normal Acknowledgement

1.24.5.2. Motion: To instruct the editor to modify the draft by including  the normative text contained in 601r1. 

1.24.5.2.1. Moved John Kowalski

1.24.5.2.2. Discussion

1.24.5.2.2.1. There needs to be a way to tell which poll an ack is for. This rules out anything but ping-pong, and makes it possible to get out of sync.

1.24.5.2.2.2. Is there a retry mechanism for delayed ACK? 

1.25. Announcement from TGi

1.25.1. There will be a number of significant motions on direction starting at 3:30.

1.26. Recess until 3:30. 

1.27. Call to order at 3:30

1.28. Discussion

1.28.1. Schedule of AV Study Group. 

1.28.1.1. There is critical activity going on in TGi. Many members have left. 

1.28.1.2. The chair feels that we have lost key people, we should do the AV study group now.

1.28.1.3. Tomorrow we will use the AV slot for TGe activities.

1.28.1.4. Straw poll – 

1.28.1.4.1. how many want to have the AV SG today and have tomorrows slot be TGe? 10

1.28.1.4.2. How many would like to give up today’s AV time and have it tomorrow? 5

1.28.1.4.3. How many want to maintain the original schedule for two AV slots. 0

1.28.1.5. We will have AV now, and TGe tomorrow.

AV Study Group (John Kowalski)

1.29. Presentation of papers

1.29.1. Document 625r0, Takashi Sato

1.29.1.1. “1394 Requirements for 802.11e”

1.30. Discussion

1.30.1. Does the group understand what we mean by guaranteed services under 802.11e?

1.30.1.1. Several in the group asks for elaboration.

1.30.1.2. There is no guarantee of delivery of delivery

1.30.1.3. How do you have guaranteed services without bandwidth reservation? The problem is not bandwidth reservation – admission control can help, giving preference to higher priority traffic. 

1.30.1.4. How can admission control protocol cooperate?

1.30.1.5. Guaranteed service doesn’t mean guaranteed delivery. We mean there is a guaranteed probability of delivery under specific channel conditions.

1.30.1.6. Some think that even guaranteed channel access would be adequate.

1.30.1.7. This is just an extrapolation of packet loss rates. You can’t guarantee a packet loss rate. A provider gives SLA for a certain BER or packet loss rate. That is the same situation we have here. 

1.30.1.8. Is the guaranteed service two way? 

1.30.1.9. We are making reservations based on time. (assuming the channel doesn’t change).

1.30.1.10. The 11e draft can provide QoS service in a standard way. 

1.30.1.11. If the MAC could reserve access, could an application be built on that? We should provide the minimal tools in the MAC. 

1.30.1.12. There still needs to be an admission control mechanism to support handoffs. Without that you can’t hand off without losing the service

1.30.1.13. We may want an MLME primitive to set the contents of the load element to keep bandwidth available for non-active applications. 

1.30.1.14. The total amount of available time that can be allocated could be MIB variable. So in a particular environment you could set it appropriate for the application.

1.30.2. What’s in / out / in between 802.1e

1.30.2.1. Open: TSPEC vs Express Data Class

1.30.2.1.1. TSPEC is not likely to go away

1.30.2.1.2. The scheduler doesn’t care where the parameters come from – they just need to be known.

1.30.2.2. AP Mobility via upper layer signaling. Out of 802.11e, since proposal wasn’t accepted.

1.30.2.3. The only node that can talk to every other node is the AP, so locate the HC there.

1.30.2.4. But it is also possible to locate the internet connection in a station, so the HC/AP collocation is not necessary.

1.30.2.5. What is really needed is HC mobility. One change in definition is needed. We can have a BSS without distribution. We need to change one sentence.

1.30.2.6. AP mobility introduces new problems. 

1.30.2.7. Consider the case where a nonQoS AP is connected to the internet, but a new device contains the HC for QoS and AV.

1.30.2.8. We have WDS frames for AP to AP transmissions. 

1.30.2.9. It is easy to separate the AP and HC, but mobility of HC gets complicated. There is no mechanism to transfer state of the HC. 

1.30.2.10. You could move all the functions of the AP to the HC except for the connection to the distribution system. 

1.30.2.11. Distribution of accurate time that is not TSF Timer. (Believes it can be done without changing the MAC)

1.30.2.12. If HiperLAN 2mS frame timing is adequate, then why isn’t the TSF timer? If clocks are drifting rapidly, a faster update is necessary.

1.30.2.13. There have been two presentations of HCF vs EDCF. How can we factor this into the AV spec? The simulations have differing conclusions. . 

1.30.2.14. We need to deal with this by making the total simulations available. So far they are irreproducible.

1.30.2.15. Would like to restart the simulation group. We need to agree on the models.

1.30.2.16. Signaling between MAC and application: how do we verify how it is used by 1394?

1.30.2.17. Informative description of a scheduler and normative requirements  is needed?

1.30.2.18. Exactly what is meant by a scheduler? The thing that decides who gets a TXOP, or the thing that decides what to do with a TXOP?

1.30.2.19. Admission control – inside or outside the MAC? Don’t we have consensus about limiting the MAC to channel access? 

1.30.2.20. The admission control can be located in the SME in the HC.

1.31. Recess

Thursday, November 15, 2001, Morning

1.32. Opening

1.32.1. The meeting is called to order at 8:05AM by John Fakatselis

1.32.1.1. The chair reminds the group of the objective of enabling a draft this week. We need to limit discussion of presentations. 

1.32.1.2. There is an issue with the room not being available this afternoon.

1.32.2. Discussion

1.32.2.1. There were off-line meetings on the delayed ack mechanism. We would like to discuss at the 3:00PM session. There is a broad range of support.

1.32.2.2. The chair recommends we present now and have the motions later.

1.32.2.3. John Kowalski withdraws his motion, and yields to Adrian 

1.32.3. Other motions

1.32.3.1. Michael Fischer has 2 motions

1.32.3.2. ?? - 1

1.32.3.3. Matt S 1

1.32.3.4. Srini 2

1.32.3.5. Sid – 2

1.32.3.6. -------We have about 8 motions.

1.32.4. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

1.33. Presentation of documents containing motions

1.33.1. Document 601r1 continued

1.33.1.1. The motion on the floor has not been seconded. It is withdrawn by the mover, John Kowalski

1.33.2. Document 01/126, Adrian Stephens

1.33.2.1. “Burst Acknowledgement Mechanism”

1.33.2.1.1. Proposes a burst ack request / acknowledge protocol, allowing the ack of a burst of SIFS-separated MPDUs.

1.33.2.1.2. This mechanism is intended to replace the delayed ack.

1.33.2.2. Discussion

1.33.2.2.1. Did we determine that the non-final bit is no longer needed. Could it be re-assigned as the burst ack request? It is not clear that the NF bit is in fact not needed. We are still entertaining and queuing proposals regarding error recover and backoff and OBSS issues. Originally the NF bit was for scheduled TXOPs which are gone, but the purpose is defined to allow a TXOP that ends early to be reclaimed. That is a reasonable purpose and should be preserved.

1.33.2.2.2. Do bursts have to be consecutive – a single burst with SIFS? Could they be in separate frames with larger delays, or in separate TXOPs? The intention is in a single TXOP.

1.33.2.2.3. Why would the burst be limited to a single traffic class? Sequence numbering is per traffic class. 

1.33.2.2.4. Is there any support for selective retransmission? You re-transmit any MPDUs that have not been acknowledged in the burst ack.

1.33.2.2.5. The selective acknowledgement and retransmission is the same as with delayed ack. The bitmap has to be per traffic class because they have different sequence number spaces. That was done for simplicity, and because there is a requirement that the burst and burst ack must fit in the TXOP. It is still possible to send multiple bursts in a TXOP, each with its own burst ack.

1.33.2.2.6. Can this concept extend to multicast? That has not been considered – but we don’t want to delay this motion. 

1.33.2.2.7. QoS-null+CFack cannot be used, since a retry would be a messy case. A QoS Null or a new control frame would be a better solution. A control frame might not support some FEC PHYs.

1.33.2.2.8. How many bits are encoding for TCID? Editorial issue depending on other resolutions – take offline.

1.33.2.2.9. The receiver can either support re-ordering or not, depending on how it acknowledges. 

1.33.2.2.10. The NOack bit means the sender is still in control of the medium at the end of the transmission.

1.33.2.2.11. Does the current format allow selective retransmission MSDU? No, that is the same as delayed ack. The change that is needed is that the sequence number has to be the concatenation of the MSDU number and fragment. That widens the field.

1.33.2.2.12. Could multiple burst be acknowledged  in a single burst ack? Yes.

1.33.2.3. Motion to modify the agenda to schedule time to consider motions related to document 01/126 at 3:50PM today.

1.33.2.3.1. Moved John Kowalski

1.33.2.3.2. Second Peter J

1.33.2.4. Discussion on the motion

1.33.2.4.1. none

1.33.2.5. The motion passes with unanimous consent

1.33.3. Document 604, Yoshiro

1.33.3.1. “Japan local 4mS rule”

1.33.3.1.1. This rule applies to the 5GHz band states that stations should perform carrier sense and not transmit if there is any RF energy. 

1.33.3.1.2. The exception is if a station is controlled by another station. This means that the first in a TXOP or an ACK can be sent without carrier sense.

1.33.3.1.3. The channel needs to be sensed at least once per 4mS.

1.33.3.2. Motion - Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text in document 01/604r2

1.33.3.2.1. Moved Yoshihiro Ohtani

1.33.3.2.2. Second Sid Schrum

1.33.3.3. Discussion on the motion

1.33.3.3.1. Request to also limit TXOP duration to 4mS. 

1.33.3.3.2. In favor of the motion – will help address other markets.

1.33.3.3.3. In favor – it uses a mechanism we already have. Regarding TXOP duration limits, suggest that we already have to honor the medium occupancy limit, which is sufficient constraint.

1.33.3.3.4. Call the question (John K / Michael) No Objection

1.33.3.4. The motion is adopted by unanimous consent.

1.33.4. Document 605r2, Srini

1.33.4.1. “CFB Ending Rule under HCF”

1.33.4.1.1. Addresses problem where the HC can lose control of the channel because of an error frame in a CFB.

1.33.4.1.2. Proposed text to prevent reset of NAV during TXOP in this case.

1.33.4.2. Motion: To instruct the editor to insert the normative text in slide 4 of  document 01/605r2a.

1.33.4.2.1. Moved Srini

1.33.4.2.2. Second John K

1.33.4.2.3. Discussion

1.33.4.2.3.1. no one against the motion

1.33.4.2.4. The motion passes by unanimous consent

1.33.4.3. Further discussion on the presentation

1.33.4.3.1. Proposal of a “final frame” to inform the HC that the TXOP holder  is done with the TXOP so the HC can reclaim it.

1.33.4.4. Motion: instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text in the Word document 01/605r1. 

1.33.4.4.1. Moved Srini

1.33.4.4.2. John K

1.33.4.4.3. Discussion

1.33.4.4.3.1. There is a discrepancy between the PPT and Word text

1.33.4.4.4. Motion to postpone until after 11:00AM. 

1.33.4.4.4.1. Moved Raju

1.33.4.4.4.2. Second Srini

1.33.4.4.4.3. Motion to postpone passes by unanimous consent.

1.33.5. Announcements

1.33.5.1. We will meet in Texas 3 at 3:30PM today.

1.34. Documents on Signaling

1.34.1. Document 526, Matt Sherman

1.34.1.1. Explicit Loss Notification mechanism in 802.11 data networks for reliable transport”

1.34.1.1.1. Congestion control techniques are not the same as handling media errors.

1.34.1.1.2. The idea is that if the receiver gets a header but it is corrupted, it notifies the sender it was corrupted, and not treat it as congestion with a larger backoff.

1.34.1.1.3. 802.11 doesn’t allow corrupted frames to be passed to higher layers.

1.34.1.1.4. This proposal suggests that partial packet headers be passed up if requested by higher layers.

1.34.1.2. Motion – instruct the editor to adopt the normative text in document 526r0. 

1.34.1.2.1. Moved Matt Sherman

1.34.1.2.2. Discussion

1.34.1.2.2.1. This change enables a change to TCP/IP to enable performance enhancements.

1.34.1.2.2.2. How do you know how much to send? It would send whatever had been received when the retry limit is exceeded. 

1.34.1.2.2.3. How does this relate to FEC? It is against the 1999 draft. So what is the editor to do with FEC? Deal with on a fragment by fragment basis.

1.34.1.2.3. Second John Kowalski

1.34.2. Break for 30 minutes 10:00 to 10:30

1.34.3. Announcements

1.34.3.1. There will be a joint TGe / TGi ad-hoc meeting by the registration desk at 1:00PM regarding areas of overlap (encrypt early / late).

1.34.3.2. We have a request to recess this meeting at 4:15 for the TGg fixed agenda vote.

1.34.3.3. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin.

1.34.4. Document 526, Matt Sherman, continued

1.34.4.1. Motion on the floor – instruct the editor to adopt the normative text in document 526r0. 

1.34.4.1.1. Moved Matt Sherman

1.34.4.1.2. Second John Kowalski

1.34.4.1.3. Discussion

1.34.4.1.3.1. Against the motion – recognize that TCP is pile of heuristics and interpretations. There are starting to be hardware based TCP implementations. The idea of trying to fool TCP is non universal and could be dangerous. It also doesn’t belong in the MAC layer.

1.34.4.1.3.2. In favor – It allows us to do things we couldn’t do before. There are possibilities of doing things with error-ed packets. 

1.34.4.1.3.3. TCP utilization is of questionable value, but UDP could use the information in a real-time application. 

1.34.4.1.3.4. Higher layer functions are not the reason for this. This proposal just enables such functions. This is not a protocol specification. 

1.34.4.1.3.5. The mechanism does not have a flaw. The  use of the mechanism may cause problems. Could this be abused to create a “covert” channel to get information through a system? It’s impossible to guarantee something can’t be abused. 

1.34.4.1.3.6. This is just a MIB parameter. It isn’t a big issue. In favor.

1.34.4.1.3.7. This does not pass up bad CRC packets. It only passes up partial fragments that were successfully received, and they are marked as partial. It defaults to “off”

1.34.4.1.3.8. A real world application needed a mechanism like this proposal. It would help. In favor.

1.34.4.1.3.9. Call the question (Jin Meng / Srini) 

1.34.4.1.3.9.1. The question is called without objection.

1.34.4.1.4. Vote on the motion: Fails 17: 10: 12 

1.34.5. Return to Document 605r2, Srini

1.34.5.1. Return to postponed motion: 

1.34.5.2. Motion: instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text in the Word document 01/605r1. 

1.34.5.2.1. Moved Srini

1.34.5.2.2. John K

1.34.5.2.3. Motion to amend: change the document in the motion from  605r1 to r2 and add the following text: “If the CCA is busy at the ESTA which is expecting the ACK response during the first slot following  SIFS after the end of the transmission of the final frame, it means that the channel control has been successfully transferred and no further action is necessary, even though the ACK from HC is not correctly received. And add an explicit frame that can end a TXOP: A QoS Null frame with NF=0, NoACK = 0 And add to all occurrences of QoS Null frame with NoAck=0 with the phrase “duration/ID field set to 0”.”

1.34.5.2.3.1. Moved Raju G

1.34.5.2.3.2. Second John K

1.34.5.2.3.3. Discussion on amendment

1.34.5.2.3.3.1. The amendment has an error

1.34.5.2.3.4. Motion to amend the amendment: change “duration id field” to “TXOP Duration Request Field”

1.34.5.2.3.4.1. Sunghyun 

1.34.5.2.3.4.2. Srini

1.34.5.2.3.5. The motion to amend the amendment is passed with unanimous consent.

1.34.5.2.4. Vote on the amendment: passes by unanimous consent

1.34.5.2.5. Motion as amended: Instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text in the Word document 605r2 and add the following text: “If the CCA is busy at the ESTA which is expecting the ACK response during the first slot following  SIFS after the end of the transmission of the final frame, it means that the channel control has been successfully transferred and no further action is necessary, even though the ACK from HC is not correctly received. And add an explicit frame that can end a TXOP: A QoS Null frame with NF=0, NoACK = 0 And add to all occurrences of QoS Null frame with NoAck=0 with the phrase “TXOP Duration Request field set to 0”.”

1.34.5.3. Vote on the motion: Passes 26 : 7 :11

1.34.6.  Document 546, Sunghyun

1.34.6.1. Motion : Empower the TGe editor to revise the draft to incorporate the clarification in slide 4 of 546r4

1.34.6.2. Moved Sunghyun 

1.34.6.3. Second John K

1.34.6.3.1. No discussion

1.34.6.3.2. The motion passes by unanimous consent

1.34.7. Document 557, Michael Fischer

1.34.7.1. “Signaling for Parameterized QoS Support”

1.34.7.1.1. This proposal defines a sufficient but simple set of functions for signaling which are not currently defined.

1.34.7.1.2. We need to communicate between higher layer entities and the MAC in a QBSS. 

1.34.7.1.3. MLME handshakes “ADDTS” are defined to allow communication of the TSPECs.

1.34.7.2. Motion: To incorporate the changes and additions provided on slides 11-42 of document 557r0 into the next version of IEEE 802.11e draft.

1.34.7.3. Moved Michael Fischer

1.34.7.4. Second Srini

1.34.7.5. Discussion

1.34.7.6. Afraid there hasn’t been enough time to review. It has been on the server since Monday. This is needed for the draft. Since there aren’t competing proposals, this will allow us to go to ballot and get comments.

1.34.7.7. There are no other proposals for signaling in the queue.

1.34.7.8. In favor of the motion. This is essentially correct and provides the missing mechanisms. Is fundamentally sound.

1.34.7.9. In favor – it fixes the problems with TSPEC by adding rate. It provides a necessary control path.

1.34.7.10. In favor

1.34.7.10.1. Call the question (Matt / Srini) Question called without objection

1.34.7.10.2. Vote on the motion: Passes 43 : 0 : 3

1.34.7.11. Motion: To incorporate the changes and additions provided on slide 66 of document 557r0 into the next version of IEEE 802.11e draft.

1.34.7.11.1. Moved Michael Fischer

1.34.7.11.2. Discussion

1.34.7.11.2.1. This prohibits retries from occurring? No. 

1.34.7.11.2.2. Would rather have a minimum of two CCOPs. 

1.34.8. Announcements

1.34.8.1. Sub-editors will meet at 12:55PM to enact changes.

1.35. Recess until 3:30PM

Thursday, November 15, 2001, Afternoon

1.36. Opening

1.36.1. The meeting is called to order at 3:30 by John Fakatselis.

1.36.2. Announcements

1.36.2.1. The TGi and TGe joint meeting request that this group pass a motion to request the WG to schedule a joint TGi / TGe session during meetings

1.36.2.2. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin.

1.37. Presentations and motions, continued

1.37.1. Continuing: Document 557, Michael Fischer

1.37.1.1. “Signaling for Parameterized QoS Support”

1.37.1.2. Motion: To incorporate the changes and additions provided on slide 66 of document 557r0 into the next version of IEEE 802.11e draft.

1.37.1.2.1. Moved Michael Fischer

1.37.1.2.2. Discussion

1.37.1.2.2.1. This prohibits retries from occurring? No. 

1.37.1.2.2.2. Would rather have a minimum of two CCOPs. 

1.37.1.2.2.3. This provides a basis for a station to set up traffic streams so it can be determined whether it is polled or not. So a single stream will not get TXOPs from both Polling and contention and waste time on the medium.

1.37.1.3. Motion after friendly amendments: incorporate the changes and additions provided on slide 66 of document 557r0 into the next version of IEEE 802.11e draft with the change of the first parameter of the “max” function reference in 9.10.4.4 from “4” to “2” and a change of the “shall” in the first line of the of the change in 9.10.3 to “should”.

1.37.1.3.1. Second Peter Johanssen

1.37.1.3.2. Motion passes by unanimous consent.

1.37.2. Return to scheduled postponed motion from document 126r1.

1.37.2.1. Empower the TGe editor to revise the TGe draft according to the instructions in 11-01-126r1 replacing all text relating to the Delayed Acknowledgement.

1.37.2.1.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

1.37.2.1.2. Second John Kowalski

1.37.2.1.3. Motion passes by unanimous consent.

1.38. Presentations and motions – overlapped BSS

1.38.1. Document  630r1a, Sunghyun Choi

1.38.1.1. “HC Recovery and Backoff Rules”

1.38.1.1.1. The HC may need to backoff in case of overlapping BSS, which may result in collision with stations in local QBSS.

1.38.1.1.2. There are also cases that result in the loss of a TXOP. 

1.38.2. (Short Recess for TGg vote)

1.38.2.1.1. Proposes HC backoff rules to prevent OBSS collisions.

1.38.2.2. Discussion

1.38.2.2.1. Does this make it impossible for an ESTA to recover a TXOP? No, the recovery is still up to the TXOP holder. 

1.38.2.2.2. Does this proposal contradict Jin-Meng’s? Yes. 

1.38.2.2.3. If someone implemented HCF and didn’t implement this, could anyone tell? Is there any way to verify conformance? Is it observable? Today we have backoff and recovery. It doesn’t say which to use when. It is up to the HC. 

1.38.2.2.4. We need to decide how to resolve this with the tabled motion of Jin Meng.

1.38.2.2.5. Jin Meng has a new revision of the document with the motion on the table, that is a compromise. We would need to take it from the table. 

1.38.2.3. Move to take the motion regarding document 128r3 from the table.

1.38.2.3.1. Moved Jin Meng

1.38.2.3.2. Second Sid

1.38.2.3.3. Vote on taking the motion from the table: Passes 24: 5: 7

1.38.2.4. Motion on the floor: Instruct the TGe editor to incorporate the changes and additions on slides 11 and 12 of document 01-128r3 into a future revision of the 802.11e draft.

1.38.2.4.1. Moved Sid Schrum

1.38.2.4.2. Second Khaled Turki

1.38.2.4.3. Motion to amend: change to “provided on slide 12 and 13 of document 01/128r5.” 

1.38.2.4.3.1. Moved Jin Meng

1.38.2.4.3.2. Second Khaled

1.38.2.4.3.3. Motion to amend passes with unanimous consent.

1.38.2.5. Motion on the floor: Instruct the TGe editor to incorporate the changes and additions on slides 12 and 13 of document 01-128r5 into a future revision of the 802.11e draft.

1.38.2.5.1. Discussion

1.38.2.5.1.1. It is inappropriate to select and OBSS proposal before other alternatives that have not been presented have been seen.

1.38.2.5.1.2. The chair notes that is the appropriate time to bring forward that presentation, as part of the debate on this motion.

1.38.3. Presentation of document 599r1, Matthew Sherman.

1.38.3.1. “Cyclic Prioritized Multiple Access (CPMA):
 An Access Mechanism for Contention-Free Sessions”

1.38.3.1.1. A random backoff of the HC allows the possibility of a collision. Especially in the case where HCs can’t hear each other. Jin Meng’s proposal only helps if the HC can hear each other.

1.38.3.1.2. Proposes fixed deterministic post-backoff. 

1.38.3.1.3. Provides a collision free protocol. 

1.38.3.2. Discussion

1.38.3.2.1. Motion to put the motion on the floor back on the table.

1.38.3.2.1.1. John K

1.38.3.2.1.2. Srini

1.38.3.2.1.3. Vote on tabling the motion: Passes 19 : 14: 7.

1.38.3.3. Move to remove the motion from document 270 from the table.

1.38.3.3.1. Moved Michael F

1.38.3.3.2. Second Peter.

1.38.3.3.3. Vote on removing from the table: Passes 19: 8: 8:

1.38.3.4. MOTION 270-2: Move to empower the TGe editor to remove the EDCF-specific restriction on TXOP usage by replacing the first paragraph of 9.10.3 with the version on slide 5 of document 01/270r0, and by changing wording on TXOP usage restrictions elsewhere in the TGe draft as may be necessary to make the revised TGe draft consistent with this replaced paragraph.

1.38.3.4.1. Michael Fischer

1.38.3.4.2. Motion to call the question (Michael F)

1.38.3.4.2.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes : Vote 27:8:3

1.38.3.4.3. Vote on the motion:  Fails 23: 12: 5.

1.38.4. Recess at 5:30PM

Thursday, November 15, 2001, Evening

1.39. Opening

1.39.1. Called to order at 6:45 by Duncan Kitchin.

1.39.2. Discussion

1.39.2.1. Motion to modify the agenda to change the time of the draft vote to 8:30PM, and remove the word “presentation” from the item.

1.39.2.1.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

1.39.2.1.2. Seconded Peter J

1.39.2.1.3. Vote on the motion to modify the agenda: passes 19: 5: 3:

1.39.2.2. Motion to reconsider the motion on document 597r0 (Motion 4.2.3.4 in minutes).

1.39.2.2.1. Moved Srini

1.39.2.2.2. Second Sunghyun

1.39.2.2.3. Discussion

1.39.2.2.3.1. Believes that the level of support has changed. In favor

1.39.2.2.3.2. The TSPEC that was adopted can serve the purpose? The Queue state element is needed, there is no argument that TSPEC could also be useful. 

1.39.2.2.3.3. Clarify the intent of this motion: The intent is to update the motion brought back for reconsideration to an r1 version. 

1.39.2.2.3.4. Request for the chair to rule on whether reconsidering a motion is the right way to bring forth a new paper. Believes the motion is out of order.

1.39.2.2.3.5. The chair rules the motion is not out of order. What we have here is a new revision, based on the debate from the first motion. The movers realize why the motion failed, and have revised the document to address the concerns. Believes this is the proper way to address this.

1.39.2.2.3.6. Call the question (Greg) without objection.

1.39.2.2.4. Vote on the motion to reconsider: Passes 16: 7 : 8.

1.39.2.3. Motion on the floor – instruct  the editor to incorporate the normative text in document 01/597r0 into the draft.

1.39.2.4. Move to amend the motion to reference document 597r1. 

1.39.2.4.1. Moved Peter J

1.39.2.4.2. Second John K

1.39.2.4.3. Point of Order  – can a motion brought back for reconsideration be amended? 

1.39.2.4.3.1. Upon reading the section, the chair determines that the motion is put back on the floor, and amendments are in order.

1.39.2.4.4. Vote  on the motion to amend: Passes 19: 4: 9

1.39.2.5. Motion on the floor – instruct  the editor to incorporate the normative text in document 01/597r1 into the draft.

1.39.2.5.1. Discussion

1.39.2.5.1.1. This revision has been changed to delete the suggestion of deleting the TSPEC. 

1.39.2.5.1.2. (A quick summary of the document revision is given)

1.39.2.5.1.3. This still looks like it is deleting the TSPEC. 

1.39.2.5.1.4. Suggestion to delete the periodic bit.

1.39.2.5.1.5. In favor. It has a useful feature – it allows you to support layer 3 signaling. 

1.39.2.5.1.6. This needs to be harmonized with the fields that have been modified by other motions passed in this meeting. Editorial issues. 

1.39.2.5.1.7. It is possible to use report queue state elements and TSPECs at the same time.

1.39.2.5.1.8. This is a simplifying technique. The objections from before have been fixed. The queue state is valuable. 

1.39.2.5.1.9. Queue states and TSPECs are viewed as orthogonal. 

1.39.2.5.1.10. Against this – there is another way of achieving this. 

1.39.2.5.1.11. This replaces a series of messages for each flow, with a single message for all flows. That is the simplification.

1.39.2.5.2. Call the question (matt S / Srini)

1.39.2.5.2.1. Question is called without objection

1.39.2.5.3. Vote on the motion: Passes 22: 6: 6:

1.39.2.6. Motion to reconsider the earlier motion concerning document 526r0.

1.39.2.6.1. Moved Peter J

1.39.2.6.2. Second Harry W.

1.39.2.6.3. Discussion on reconsideration.

1.39.2.6.3.1. Why reconsider? There is new information, which is credible.

1.39.2.6.4. The motion to reconsider is passed with unanimous consent.

1.39.2.7. Motion on the floor – instruct the editor to adopt the normative text in document 526r0.

1.39.2.7.1. Discussion on the motion

1.39.2.7.1.1. This motion allows incomplete message fragments to be passed up out of the MAC with the partial bit set.

1.39.2.7.1.2. What is the new information? How does it change how we thought about this? One person suggested that they didn’t understand what this was about. Thought that it was an attempt to do higher layer processing in the MAC. It only enables the MAC to provide incomplete fragments on request. Individuals indicated they would change their vote based on that. 

1.39.2.7.1.3. Given that there is no higher layer processing going on, how do you know what you are passing them to? Why shouldn’t we look at this as something IP specific? The SBM protocol has visibility of all parts of the stack. 

1.39.2.7.1.4. That would make it a sideways handoff. Not a layering violation. The normative text needs to make it clear that it is to the side.

1.39.2.7.1.5. There is only one interface – the MAC SAP. 

1.39.2.7.1.6. In support of the concept. There needs to be some sort of reporting entity to register to receive this information.

1.39.2.7.1.7. SBM is a defined standard.

1.39.2.7.1.8. Against this. This is bad from a network engineering point of view. The MAC SAP can’t randomly decide to pass up bits of information. 

1.39.2.7.2. Call the question (John K / Bob M) 

1.39.2.7.2.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 26: 7: 2

1.39.2.7.3. Vote on the motion: Fails 16: 12: 7

1.39.2.8. Point of order – the motion on reconsidering 597r1 was not in order on the day it was made.

1.39.2.8.1. Matt Fischer.

1.39.2.8.2. The chair rules the point of order is not timely.

1.39.2.8.3. Appeal the chair’s ruling

1.39.2.8.3.1. Matt Fischer

1.39.2.8.4. Harry Worstell takes the chair.

1.39.2.8.5. Discussion on the appeal

1.39.2.8.5.1. Roberts rules are read  - indicating that points of order are out of order once the debate has begun.

1.39.2.8.6. Call the question  

1.39.2.8.7. vote on the appeal : The chair’s ruling  is sustained  21: 3 : 7

1.39.2.8.8. Duncan Kitchin resumes the chair.

1.40. Review of the draft.

1.40.1.1. The draft was put on the flash card and server at 7:59PM.

1.40.2. A 10 minute recess is called for by the chair, without objection.

1.40.3. Call to order at 8:25PM

1.40.3.1. Motion to modify the agenda to move the time specified for the draft vote from 9:01PM.

1.40.3.1.1. Moved Greg Chesson

1.40.3.1.2. Second Adrian

1.40.3.1.3. Point of information – why? Because one hour is needed for the correct version posted at 7:59PM.

1.40.3.1.4. Point of information – do we need a presentation? No, it will take place in the working group.

1.40.3.1.5. Discussion

1.40.3.1.5.1. If we vote at 8:30, it is a vote for previous version? Yes, we have been issuing versions of the draft as we proceeded with editing.

1.40.3.1.6. The motion to amend the agenda passes by unanimous consent.

1.41. New Business

1.41.1.1. The chair moves to Harry Worstell

1.41.2. Motions

1.41.2.1. Motion: Request the 802.11 WG to schedule a joint session of task groups e and i at all future plenary and interim meetings at which both task groups meet.

1.41.2.1.1. Moved Duncan Kitchin.

1.41.2.1.2. Second Michael Fischer

1.41.2.1.3. Discussion

1.41.2.1.3.1. Is there a minimum time for the session? It will be set by the chairs of the group and the chair of the WG. This is an action item for the WG chair.

1.41.2.1.3.2. There is concern about the way TGh is involving the MAC. They need to be involved also.

1.41.2.1.3.3. Suggestion to make an additional motion with TGe and TGh.

1.41.2.1.3.4. Call the question (Srini)

1.41.2.1.3.4.1. Vote on calling the question: passes 21: 1: 3

1.41.2.1.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 30: 0: 1

1.41.2.2. Motion: Request the 802.11 WG to schedule a joint session of task groups e and h at all future plenary and interim meetings at which both task groups meet

1.41.2.2.1. Moved Duncan Kitchin

1.41.2.2.2. Second Greg Parks

1.41.2.2.3. Discussion

1.41.2.2.3.1. TGe and TGi and TGh all have common issues. It would have made more sense to have e, h, and i all in one session. 

1.41.2.2.3.2. We do have some down time this week. 

1.41.2.2.3.3. The need for e, h, and i together is not immediate. The open issues could be clarified in one meeting, not continually. We don’t need to address that now. Would like to go ahead with these two separate motions.

1.41.2.2.3.4. Not sure we need to meet with h every time. Ballot comments might be adequate. 

1.41.2.2.3.5. Motion to amend: remove the word “all”

1.41.2.2.3.5.1. John Kowalski

1.41.2.2.4. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

1.41.2.2.4.1. This motion is requesting the WG chair for time. If the TG chairs say we don’t need the time, the WG chair will comply.

1.41.2.2.4.2. Nothing in these motions preclude having both of the meetings concurrently. 

1.41.2.2.4.3. If the chairs are meeting to do this anyway, why are we making these motions at all? This makes the request come from the group, not the chair. Without this formal action, it might fall through the cracks. 

1.41.2.2.4.3.1. Second to the amendment: Sid Schrum

1.41.2.2.4.4. Discussion on the motion to amend

1.41.2.2.4.4.1. Call the question (Duncan / Michael) Called without objection

1.41.2.2.4.5. Vote on the motion to amend: Fails 6: 10: 11

1.41.2.2.5. Discussion on the main motion

1.41.2.2.5.1. Withdraws objection and entrusts the chair

1.41.2.2.5.2. Call the question  - no objection

1.41.2.2.6. Vote on the motion: Passes 20: 2: 9

1.41.2.3. Motion: That TGe asks the working group to empower the January Interim meeting of TGe to be able to ask the working group to issue a letter ballot.

1.41.2.3.1. Moved Duncan Kitchin

1.41.2.3.2. Second Greg Chesson

1.41.2.3.3. No discussion

1.41.2.3.4. Adopted by unanimous consent.

1.41.2.4. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin.

1.41.2.5. Motion – to request the 802.11 WG to schedule meeting sessions so as to stagger times of lunch and dinner breaks.

1.41.2.5.1. Moved John Kowalski

1.41.2.5.2. Friendly amendment – and “and further to distribute menus.

1.41.2.5.3. Motion to recess for 5 minutes

1.41.2.5.3.1. Vote on the motion to recess: Fails 7: 13: 10:

1.41.2.5.4. Friendly amendment – and “and to further instruct the chair to request mints.

1.41.2.5.5. The motion fails because of no second.

1.41.2.6. Call for orders of the day: it is now 9:01

1.41.2.7. Motion: Instruct the editor to create 802.11e draft standard revision D2.0 from the contents of D1.9-1, and thereafter ask the 802.11 WG to create a letter ballot requesting the WG to forward the 802.11e draft standard D2.0 to sponsor ballot.

1.41.2.7.1. Moved Harry Worstell

1.41.2.7.2. Second John Kowalski

1.41.2.7.3. Discussion

1.41.2.7.3.1. If this fails we will have to go back through the comment resolution process. Would encourage waiting until the next meeting.

1.41.2.7.3.2. This group doesn’t operate that way. There will be the same work to do either way. They still have to be resolved.

1.41.2.7.3.3. We have seen great improvement from the last letter ballot.

1.41.2.7.3.4. Call the question 

1.41.2.7.3.4.1. John

1.41.2.7.3.4.2. Srini

1.41.2.7.3.4.3. Point of information – how many letter ballots have been resolved? No formal record is kept since the previous ballot failed.

1.41.2.7.3.4.4. What happens to motions that were made and not included? They will be in the next draft.

1.41.2.7.3.4.5. Vote on calling the question: passes 35: 2: 4 

1.41.2.7.4. Vote on the main motion: passes 35: 2: 6

1.41.2.8. Any further new business?

1.41.2.8.1. None

1.41.3. Move to adjourn

1.41.3.1.1. Matt

1.41.3.1.2. Harry

1.41.3.2. Adjourn with no objection.
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