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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. Objectives for this week

1.2.1. Work towards draft changes that will convert no-votes and lead us closer to the 75% Draft approval requirement

1.3. Agenda

1.3.1. Presentation of agenda from document 116r2.

1.3.2. Discussion on agenda

1.3.2.1. Is there time for Ad Hoc? Yes, they will meet when we recess from formal sessions into ad hoc. They are not shown on the agenda.

1.3.2.2. How do we intend to review what the ad hoc groups have done so far?

1.3.3. Scheduled Task Group discussion 

1.3.3.1. Tuesday at 10:30AM.

1.3.3.2. Wednesday at 3:30PM

1.3.3.3. Thursday at 10:30

1.3.3.4. The agenda is modified to include these fixed times.

1.3.4. Adoption of agenda

1.3.4.1. Approved without objection

1.4. Approval of Minutes

1.4.1. Approval of the minutes of the November Meeting

1.4.1.1. Approved without objection

1.4.2. Approval of the minutes of the January meeting

1.4.2.1. Approved without objection

1.5. Straw Poll

1.5.1. How many new members? Just a few

1.6. Process

1.6.1. Continue operating as ad-hoc groups addressing the comments.

1.6.2. Accept resolutions at incremental TG meetings

1.6.3. Next Steps – one of three likely:

1.6.3.1. Continue addressing remaining comments at next meeting

1.6.3.2. Send out a draft for new letter ballot

1.6.3.3. Seek vote reversal, and send ballot for recirculation

1.6.4. Guidelines for ad-hoc groups

1.6.4.1. Resolve comments, and confirm acceptance by commenters.

1.6.4.1.1. Address easy comments first

1.6.4.1.2. Obtain feedback

1.6.4.1.3. Present resolutions to TG group for formal acceptance of changes to the draft.

1.6.5. Discussion

1.6.5.1. Should we have reports from Ad Hoc Groups before we break? Yes

1.6.5.2. Are there any Ad Hoc groups that are close to closure? AP mobility has addressed all comments. FEC is also done.

1.6.5.3. Question on vote reversals – there were changes accepted after the last ballot. How can we reverse votes if the draft is now different? The idea is that the changes are what cause the voter to reverse – it is based on the known changes since the last draft.

1.6.6. Call for papers

1.6.6.1. New papers on the subject of FEC (related to Letter Ballot comments) are brought for presentation.

1.6.6.2. There is also a paper on EDCF ( handled in the HCF group).

1.6.6.3. Mathilde

1.6.6.4. Sunghyun

1.6.6.5. The IP mobility ad hoc has a paper 02-166r6 which is their output.

1.6.7. Discussion

1.6.7.1. The Ad Hoc groups get to decide how to use or present the papers. The papers should first be discussed in the appropriate Ad Hoc group.

1.7. Overall Status of comment resolution

1.7.1. There are 465 comments that are unassigned.

1.7.2. There were lots of duplicates: duplicates were considered resolved if one was resolved.  246 duplicates were eliminated

1.7.3. The chair notes that comments that do not have a specific suggestion can be resolved by rejecting them. But be sure to contact the commenter to let them know why the comment is ignored, and give them  a chance to provide a constructive resolution.

1.7.4. 01/084r6 is the update of status.

1.8. Reports from Ad Hoc groups

1.8.1. AP Mobility – Adrian

1.8.1.1. Work was done to refine the document from the last meeting. A new document was prepared that will be presented. 

1.8.2. FEC – Sunghyun / John K

1.8.2.1. About 50 comments were resolved. There are still a few controversial issues. The big issue was the relationships among the places FEC is represented. Capability bit

1.8.3. Frame Formats – Matthew Sherman

1.8.3.1. Still a lot of work to do – calls for people to help.

1.8.4. Burst Ack – (Srini not here) Shugong 

1.8.4.1. Srini has prepared a slide. Document 02/175r3

1.8.4.2. Capability bit element has been introduced. Use of management frames to send out burst ack.

1.8.4.3. 24 comments still open

1.8.5. HCF – (leaders not present) Mathilde volunteers

1.8.5.1. Some progress has been made, but no documents have been distributed. We need to get the written documents. 

1.8.5.2. Some discussion of OBSS with respect to backoff rules. 

1.8.5.3. A new access category was added – One EDCF station may have up to 8 priorities, but have less access categories.

1.8.5.4. CWMIN is per access category. 

1.8.5.5. The 9th access category will be used for HC channel access. 

1.8.5.6. More flexible fragmentation will be allowed. Arbitrary size for each fragment will be supported to better match TXOPs.

1.8.5.7. The editor is planning to re-organize chapter 9 to make it easier to understand. Especially the NAV rules. 

1.9. Papers

1.9.1. The chair notes that papers must be directly addressing outstanding comments.

1.9.1.1. Straw poll – do we want to have any papers presented now? Of the ones that are ready? 

1.9.2. Paper -  Improvements for EDCF (Menzo Wentink)

1.9.2.1. Document 02-214r0

1.9.2.2. CW space is limited

1.9.2.3. Proposes a new mapping of CW and CFB limits for different user priorities.

1.9.2.4. Discussion –

1.9.2.4.1. Are the QoS parameters proposed to be static? Yes

1.9.2.4.2. How do these simulations compare to EDCF simulations that have already been done?

1.9.2.4.3. Like the idea of defaults, but also a central control of parameters is needed.

1.9.2.4.4. As the draft stands, we do have transmission at DIFS. Legacy stations transmit at DIFS+1. 

1.9.2.4.5. What about a time sensitive application with long packets? Long CFBs can cause jitter. 

1.9.2.4.6. If you remove the AIFS and only differentiate with CWmin, you increase the contention. Opening the window size is needed to relieve contention.

1.9.2.4.7. CWmax – it is a good idea to use, but it causes overhead. To be effective it has to be appropriate for the traffic load. It would have to change continually and signaling would add overhead.

1.9.2.4.8. In allowing these multiple frame exchanges, wouldn’t there be a problem managing parameterized QoS via the HC? Worried it would impact the HC’s ability. This does not impact the HC. These are only transmitting 3mS intervals. Does not use the PIFS interval. There is no conflict with the HC.

1.9.2.4.9. It does use the HC techniques, without an HC.

1.9.2.4.10. Thinks the HC could improve performance in some times.

1.9.2.4.11. The jitter of the HC could go up to 3mS, the max EDCF burst length.

1.9.3. Paper – Simplifying the MAC FEC implementation and related issues (Jie Liang)

1.9.3.1. Document 02-207r0

1.9.3.2. Describes option for use of header bits for controlling FEC decoding in the MAC.

1.9.3.3. Issues with certain packets that incorrectly appear coded even if they are not.

1.9.3.4. Proposes changing PLCP header bits to indicate FEC.

1.9.3.5. Discussion

1.9.3.5.1. After decoding of a non-encoded frame, it should be possible to determine if the frame is “bad” based on looking at addresses or consistency of other fields. 

1.10. Recess

1.10.1. Recess at 5:45PM.

2. Tuesday Morning

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. The meeting is called to order at 8:10AM by John Fakatselis.

2.2. Procedure

2.2.1. This morning will continue the Ad Hoc. We will reconvene at 10:30.

2.2.2. Ad Hoc Groups are going to bring resolution motions to the TG in packages.

2.2.3. We will vote on entire packages of resolutions to speed the process.

2.2.4. Comments that are not resolved to the satisfaction of the commenter will be addressed individually. 

2.3. Reports from Ad Hoc Sub Groups

2.3.1. Introduction

2.3.1.1. What progress has been made?

2.3.1.2. Have no-voters been contacted with respect to the proposed resolutions

2.3.2. AP Mobility – Adrian Stephens

2.3.2.1. Have completed a detailed pass through the document that will be recommended as a resolution. 

2.3.2.2. Will verify that all issues are closed.

2.3.2.3. No Voters have been contacted, and some responses received.

2.3.3. HCF – Mathilde

2.3.3.1. No progress yet. The reports from teleconferences were not received until this morning.

2.3.3.2. Some discussion on difficult issues made last night.

2.3.3.3. Still needs to communicate to no-voters on resolutions

2.3.4. FEC – John K

2.3.4.1. The text is essentially complete. 

2.3.4.2. TI would like to add a bit in the QoS control field.

2.3.4.3. Other explanatory text in the frame format section is still needed.

2.3.4.4. Some comments were resolved by the frame formats group – FEC group needs help understanding them.

2.3.4.5. Emailing text of resolutions to no-voters will start today.

2.3.4.6. How many no-voters are there? About 10.

2.3.4.7. Discussion

2.3.4.7.1. Will there be time for paper presentation? First lets get the updates out.

2.3.5. Burst Ack – Shugong

2.3.5.1. We have some resolutions for comments ready to send to no-voters this morning.

2.3.6. Frame Formats – Matthew

2.3.6.1.  What about previous resolutions. We will sort by name and send the whole file to all commenters. 

2.3.6.2. Any resolutions made at this meeting will be sent out individually.

2.3.6.3. The group is suffering because we don’t have critical mass to make major decisions. 

2.3.7. Other – Keith Amman

2.3.7.1. In the same situation – not enough people. 

2.3.7.2. Also need to update the input from Michael and integrate it.

2.4. Recess for ad-hoc groups at 8:30AM

2.5. Opening of TG session

2.5.1. Called to order at 10:36AM by John Fakatselis

2.6. Comment Resolution

2.6.1. Process

2.6.1.1. We have not received comments back from no-voters yet.

2.6.1.2. We will allow no-voters to re-open consideration if we approve resolutions that they don’t agree with.

2.6.1.3. Is there any objection to granting reconsideration of any comment we approve, and then receive feedback of objection from the commenter? This is in effect a change to the rules on reconsideration.

2.6.1.3.1. No Objections

2.7. Presentations of comment resolutions

2.7.1.1. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

2.7.2. AP Mobility group – Adrian Stephens

2.7.2.1. Comment resolutions are described in document <02-066r8>. 

2.7.2.2. Notes on resolutions

2.7.2.2.1. Comment 3 – No provisions for HCF

2.7.2.2.1.1. Resolved

2.7.2.2.2. Comment 6 – Limited QoS in IBSS

2.7.2.2.2.1. Resolved

2.7.2.2.3. Seven comments were accepted and 5 were rejected. Waiting for responses.

2.7.2.2.4. Added support for 802.11h channel management.

2.7.2.2.5. Ranking is determined by considering the QAPCS control field as a 16 bit unsigned integer.

2.7.2.3. Motions will be brought forward later (when meeting the 4 hour rule)

2.7.2.4. Discussion

2.7.2.4.1. Is there any way to signal that the mobile AP will not support intra-bss bridging (side streaming) 

2.7.3. Other resolutions – Keith Amman

2.7.3.1. Document 02-084r7, merged letter ballot comments

2.7.3.2. Notes on resolutions

2.7.3.2.1. The group eliminated duplicate comments, and pick off low hanging fruit. 

2.7.3.2.2. Lots of comments were on the annexes. They were recognized and accepted them. They need to be resolved and dealt with. SDL is a problem area. We have a special committee working on a resolution.

2.7.3.2.3. Side Traffic 02/016 was adopted to deal with side traffic.

2.7.3.2.4. Comment asking for resolution of hidden node problem was rejected as out of scope of the PAR

2.7.3.3. There are no specific motions at this time.

2.7.4. HCF – Mathilde

2.7.4.1. Reviewing of teleconference output

2.7.4.2. Looking for specific resolutions

2.7.4.3. No motions at this point.

2.7.5. FEC – John Kowalski

2.7.5.1. Document 02-115r5

2.7.5.2. Notes on comments

2.7.5.2.1. Based on input from the paper presented yesterday, to guard against the error packet condition, signaling was added to the QoS control field and the frame control field. (as approved previously)

2.7.5.2.2. Informative notes are added to explain TSPEC bits.

2.7.5.2.3. Explanatory text was added to explain the RS code.

2.7.5.2.4. More explanatory text on the FCS was added

2.7.5.2.5. informative note was added on the decoding procedure.

2.7.5.2.6. FEC frame format was made non-WEP centric.

2.7.6. Burst Ack – Shugong

2.7.6.1. Document 02-135r4

2.7.6.2. This document contains the normative text that will be brought up in a motion later this week.

2.7.6.3. The comments have been resolved. 

2.7.6.4. There are still outstanding issues on the last page.

2.7.6.5. There is a connection setup mechanism for Burst Ack. There is another mechanism for TSPEC, and for FEC. There should be a generic mechanism for connection setup, handling all of these. We shouldn’t have separate mechanisms.

2.7.6.6. Discussion

2.7.6.6.1. This does provide a connection mechanism, but there is no relation to TSPEC. We should move forward with this. 

2.7.6.6.2. What are the timeouts related to? One is the retry limit.

2.7.7. Frame Formats – Matthew Sherman

2.7.7.1. Document 126r3 – minutes from ad-hoc teleconference.

2.7.7.2. Notes on comments

2.7.7.2.1. There were few common issues that could be grouped. 

2.7.7.2.2. All comments resolved prior to this meeting will be circulated to commenters

2.7.7.2.3. Many of the comments were mis-assigned. After reassignment, there were 300 comments left.

2.7.7.2.4. About 135 comments were processed. 

2.7.7.3. No motions at this time.

2.8. Next Actions

2.8.1. Discussion

2.8.1.1. Are any new presentations accepted? No, only items applicable to comment resolution.

2.8.1.2. Is Michael available? Yes.

2.8.1.3. Ad Hoc leaders will stay here to coordinate activities for the rest of the day.

2.8.2. SDL Ad Hoc

2.8.2.1. Duncan asks for participation. Keith Amman will join.

2.9. Recess for Ad Hoc groups at 11:50AM

3. Wednesday AM

3.1. Opening

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

3.2. Process

3.2.1. Ad Hoc Groups will continue until the 3:30 session

3.2.2. We need to determine what our strategy for the Interim meeting will be.

3.2.2.1. We need to assess our progress by the number of comments resolved by 3:30.

3.2.2.2. We need to have any normative text for motions on the server now to be introduced at 3:30.

3.3. Updates from Ad Hoc Groups

3.3.1. AP Mobility

3.3.1.1. No Report – already complete

3.3.1.2. Results in document 02-206

3.3.2. Frame Formats

3.3.2.1. Resolutions for 4 comments yesterday

3.3.2.2. Will distribute comments to other ad-hoc groups.

3.3.3. FEC

3.3.3.1. Some responses to query have been received

3.3.3.2. Text needs to be added to frame formats

3.3.3.3. Some comments are contradictory – commenters need to work out amongst themselves

3.3.3.4. An additional draft of resolutions will be on the server today with motions.

3.3.4. Burst ACK

3.3.4.1. Solved the last remaining comments – all comments completed

3.3.4.2. Retry limit is still an open issue

3.3.4.3. Text will be on server this morning

3.3.5. HCF

3.3.5.1. Not much new progress

3.3.5.2. Normative text for EDCF in document 02-241r0 is on the server. Replaces queues with access categories. Also mapping from user priority to queue.

3.3.5.3. This will address 20 comments.

3.3.5.4. We will have one or two motions this afternoon regarding CFBs in an EDCF TXOP.

3.3.5.5. 21 comments are resolved.

3.3.5.6. Were responses sent by email? Will do this morning.

3.3.6. Other

3.3.6.1. Resolutions were sent out last night, some bounced and were re-sent this morning

3.4. Planning

3.4.1. Straw poll – who is going to be at Australia? Most people, including the key contributors

3.4.2. Next action – we will continue in the Ad Hocs until 3:30.

3.4.3. Objective- we want to resolve as many comments as possible. Handle the easy ones first. 

3.5. Recess for Ad Hoc groups at 8:30AM

4. Wednesday Afternoon

4.1. Opening

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

4.1.2. This is the time for motions. Motions must address comment resolutions to be in order.

4.1.3. We are going to start with Ad Hoc groups, and give them the opportunity for motions. Then individuals may make motions to address blocks of comments.

4.1.4. We ask that movers indicate how many comments the motions addresses in their opening statement.

4.2. Planned Motions

4.2.1.  AP Mobility: 2 motions

4.2.2. FEC: 3 motions

4.2.3. HCF : 2 Motions

4.2.4. other : none

4.2.5. Burst Ack : none

4.2.6. Discussion

4.2.6.1. What is the deadline for motions to go into a new draft? The TG has been scheduled for 10:30 tomorrow and again at 6:30. Everything has to be on the server tonight for the 10:30am. Everything by 2:30 tomorrow can be considered at 6:30. 

4.2.6.2. Matt Sherman would like to review resolutions with the group. Request 10 minutes of agenda time.

4.3. HCF (document 02/255)

4.3.1. Motion

4.3.1.1. Move to Instruct the editor to adopt the normative text in 02-241r0.

4.3.1.1.1. Moved Sunghyun

4.3.1.1.2. Discussion

4.3.1.1.2.1. There is 02-084r7 that contains the comment resolutions.

4.3.1.1.2.2. The current draft has up to 8 queues. Is this a change of how EDCF works? Believes it is a purely editorial change.

4.3.1.1.2.3. Does this effect other uses of priority in the draft? We defined what is meant by higher priority access category. Access Category becomes synonymous and Queue. Some people didn’t like to see the term queue in the description. There is now only one kind of priority  - user priority. 

4.3.1.1.3. Second Menzo

4.3.1.1.4. Any objection to adopting the motion?

4.3.1.1.4.1. Adopted by unanimous consent.

4.3.2. EDCF TXOP bursting

4.3.2.1. Allow a multiple MSDU or MMPDU transmission during an EDCF TXOP within the limit of dot11CPCFBlimit[UP].

4.3.2.2. Motion: to instruct the editor to adopt the normative text in document 02-185r0.

4.3.2.2.1. Moved Sunghyun

4.3.2.2.2. Discussion

4.3.2.2.2.1. Is this allowing multiple MSDUs from the same access category? The same access category or higher.

4.3.2.2.3. Second Maarten

4.3.2.2.4. Any objection to the motion? Yes

4.3.2.2.5. Discussion

4.3.2.2.5.1. This may preclude implementations of the HCF that perform uniformly. Against.

4.3.2.2.5.2. It brings the EDCF and HC mechanisms closer together. The HC is in control of this limit

4.3.2.2.5.3. The HCF already has a problem with the way EDCF is working, so there isn’t an additional problem. For the motion

4.3.2.2.5.4. Against the motion. We debated this at the last meeting. The concern is that this will increase the complexity of EDCF. HCF is the right way to do robust QoS. 

4.3.2.2.5.5. How many Comments of no-voters would be addressed by this? Three. How many would change their vote to No if we adopt this? Straw Poll

4.3.2.2.5.5.1. Of those who voted no, does this address a comment? 4

4.3.2.2.5.5.2. Of those who voted yes, does this create a new No vote? 4

4.3.2.2.5.6. In favor of the motion. This has the virtue of being simple to implement. The HC can override it. So there is no downside.

4.3.2.2.5.7. Against the motion because it introduces significant change. We need to study the impact. In a high rate network, it could introduce jitter.

4.3.2.2.5.8. In favor – it does not introduce additional complexity. It is similar to fragment bursting. The Global TXOP limit is in the beacon already. The only change is that the TXOP is per access category. 

4.3.2.2.5.9. Is the MIB parameter a duration or number of MSDUs? A duration. If the duration is zero it should be interpreted as one frame exchange.

4.3.2.2.5.10. In favor – there are concerns about latency and jitter. This reduces the number of contentions, and thus latency and jitter. 

4.3.2.2.5.11. The issue is latency and jitter as experienced by the HCF. For applications that require Parameterized QoS, they will have to be used by the HCF because there are no specified admission control mechanism.

4.3.2.2.5.12. Call the question (Ron / Menzo)

4.3.2.2.5.12.1. Vote on calling the question: fails 18:13:3

4.3.2.2.6. Discussion

4.3.2.2.6.1. What EAP mechanisms exist to control the HC access? There is no explicit text. We have the global TXOP limit. There is no direct way to distribute the new MIB variable. If the global TXOP limit is 0, then 

4.3.2.2.6.2. Is it a MIB variable or part of the QoS Parameter Set Element? Only a MIB variable. It is not in the parameter set. 

4.3.2.2.6.3. If we introduce this mechanism, fairness will be much worse. 

4.3.2.2.6.4. This would actually add fairness, since more bandwidth can be assigned in a TXOP. At higher bit rates the overhead of EDCF grows. This mechanism is needed to gain efficiency at higher bit rates.

4.3.2.2.6.5. call the question (Maarten / Steve W) 

4.3.2.2.6.5.1. Any objection? Yes

4.3.2.2.6.5.2. Vote on calling the question: Passes 28: 1: 3

4.3.2.2.7. Vote on the main motion: Passes 25: 8 : 6 

4.4. FEC

4.4.1. Document 078r2 addresses most of the FEC comments

4.4.2. Document 115r8. 

4.4.2.1. Motion to incorporate the updated text relating to the FEC in section 7.3.2.15 in D2.0a into the draft

4.4.2.1.1. Moved John / Adrian

4.4.2.1.2. Accepted by unanimous consent

4.4.2.2. Motion to incorporate the text in draft 115r8 into the updated draft.

4.4.2.2.1. Moved John Kt

4.4.2.2.2. Discussion 

4.4.2.2.2.1. It adds bits in the QoS Control Field.

4.4.2.2.2.2. Wouldn’t those changes be in other sections than 7.5? Yes, 7.5 refers back to those.

4.4.2.2.2.3. It incorporates specifying decoding order.

4.4.2.2.2.4. How many no-vote comments does it address? About 6. Any risk of new no-votes? Minimal

4.4.2.2.3. Seconded Sid Schrum

4.4.2.2.4. Motion accepted by unanimous consent.

4.4.3. Additional Scrambling in the FEC

4.4.3.1. Presentation of “A Precoder for limiting scrambler error propagation”. Document 02/221r0

4.4.3.2. Chris Heegard

4.4.3.3. Overview

4.4.3.3.1. It is useful to change the scrambling to change the Peak to Average ratio of the OFDM signal on a retry. Change the phase of a periodic sequence. 

4.4.3.3.2. The receiver needs to know the state – that state is transmitted across the channel. If an error occurs, the whole frame is lost. 

4.4.3.3.3. Proposed solution, after RS encoder, precode with 1/g(D) filter. An inverse filter at the receiver undoes the effect of the filter at the receiver.

4.4.3.4. Motion to instruct the editor to include the text from 02/115r7 into the draft.

4.4.3.4.1. Moved Heegard

4.4.3.5. Discussion

4.4.3.5.1. The MAC header is scrambled? Yes – it implies that multicast packets cannot use the FEC if there are legacy devices in the BSS.

4.4.3.5.2. Legacy stations will see the protocol version which is scrambled as some random value, and throw them out. So all packets are corrupted for legacy stations.

4.4.3.5.3. This is effectively creating a new protocol – it goes beyond the PAR. Cannot vote in favor of this. 

4.4.3.5.4. How does a receiving station know that this mode is in effect for a given packet? There are two bits that indicate the FEC encoding. But they are scrambled? They are both set to one after the scrambling. 

4.4.3.6. The mover withdraws the motion.

4.5. AP Mobility

4.5.1. Status

4.5.1.1. Four no votes have been resolved.

4.5.1.2. Proposed values for default values of traffic categories

4.5.1.2.1. Default values are per PHY? The aCWmin and aCWmax are coming from the PHY. The rest of the values come from the MAC.

4.5.2. Motions from Document 066

4.5.2.1. Move to instruct the editor to edit the TGe draft, reversing the editing instructions in 11-02-066r3 and following the editing instructions in 11-02-066r9.

4.5.2.1.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

4.5.2.1.2. Discussion

4.5.2.1.2.1. Is the traffic category table relevant to this motion? No.

4.5.2.1.2.2. Suggest waiting until tomorrow. Have the traffic parameter class simulations been run for other PHYs? That is not relevant to this motion.

4.5.2.1.2.3. Summary of motion: AP Mobility is an option to elect an access point. What is new to this motion? What has changed in this motion? Was presented yesterday.

4.5.2.1.3. Second David Hunter

4.5.2.1.4. Vote on the motion: Motion passes with unanimous consent.

4.5.3. Motions from Document 236

4.5.3.1. Move to instruct the editor to edit the TGe draft following the editing instruction in document 02/236r0, with the exception of the instructions for Annex D..

4.5.3.1.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

4.5.3.1.2. Discussion

4.5.3.1.2.1. This defines QIBSS operation. Provides a table for Annex D, providing default parameters as a function of traffic class.

4.5.3.1.2.2. Finds it hard to believe that these parameters are optimum for all PHYs. Should they be here? Should we make the motion here?

4.5.3.1.3. Second Mathilde

4.5.3.1.4. Discussion

4.5.3.1.4.1. The concept of QoS in an IBSS is not a big deal – doesn’t provide a benefit.

4.5.3.1.4.2. In favor – there is benefit in the presence of interfering networks. Ad Hoc is valuable.

4.5.3.1.5. Vote on the motion: Passes 28 : 1 : 6

4.6. Burst Ack

4.6.1. Recommendations in document 02-135r6

4.6.1.1. There will be a motion tomorrow.

4.6.1.2. Changes that were made today

4.6.1.2.1. Add  transmit buffer size

4.6.1.2.2. clarify the receiver buffer operation

4.6.1.2.3. clarify the lifetime of burstackreq

4.6.1.2.4. Add sent count in the burst ack request

4.6.1.2.5. Rename Re-ordering buffer size.

4.7. Frame Formats

4.7.1. Recommendations will be put on the server tonight. No document number yet.

4.7.2. Changes that have been made

4.7.2.1. TXOP ranges do not accommodate slow PHY rates. Suggested change of units.

4.7.2.2. QoS parameter set available as an option in Probe Response.

4.7.2.3. Beacon interval

4.7.2.4. Make the error statistics element “reserved for future use”. OBSS not in standard.

4.7.2.4.1. Objection to that: there is useful information to be derived related to handoff issues. Wants to take offline.

4.8. Recess until 8:00AM

5. Thursday Morning 1

5.1. Opening

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

5.2. Reports from Ad Hoc Groups

5.2.1. FEC

5.2.1.1. The group is done, except for the pending the motion from the scrambler.

5.3. Report of overall progress

5.3.1. Merged Letter Ballot Comments 02-084r8

5.3.1.1. Includes every comment resolution received as of yesterday

5.3.1.2. Still 277 unassigned comments

5.3.1.3. 846 comments have been resolved. 

5.3.1.4. We still have 510 unresolved technical comments

5.3.1.5. Frame formats – some of these comments don’t belong in this group. Now that other groups are near completion, it is easier to resolve frame format issues.

5.3.2. Discussion

5.3.2.1. When will we have individual motions? At 10:30AM.

5.4. Schedule

5.4.1. We reconvene at 10:30, and make motions at that time.

5.5. Recess for Ad Hoc Groups at 8:30AM

6. Thursday Morning 2

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order at 10:30AM by John Fakatselis

6.2. Process for the session

6.2.1. Motions need to be tied to specific comment resolutions.

6.2.2. Call for motions to be made in this session.

6.2.2.1. AP  Mobility – no motions, one this afternoon

6.2.2.2. Frame Formats – no motions, one this afternoon

6.2.2.3. HCF – 

6.2.2.4. Burst Ack – no motions

6.2.2.5. Other – no motions

6.2.3. Discussion

6.2.3.1. Additional emails have been sent out with provisional resolutions. Waiting for feedback

6.2.3.2. Anyone with comments from Simon Black: there is an updated email address.

6.2.4. There are no motions from the Ad Hoc Groups.

6.3. Comment Resolutions

6.3.1. Discussion

6.3.1.1. Can we approve comment resolutions in the document 084? Can we make a formal motion to adopt them? We are still waiting for commenter agreement to the proposed resolutions. 

6.3.1.2. What about the resolutions from prior to this meeting? Are there any that can be approved? They were sent out with instructions for commenters to respond directly to the Ad Hoc leaders? If we don’t have any responses, we should adopt them. 

6.3.1.3. There are a block of comments regarding the SDL. We are waiting for the response from the special task group (Duncan Kitchin)

6.3.2. Any motions from individuals?

6.3.2.1. None

6.4. Recess for Ad Hoc Groups at 10:45AM

7. Thursday Evening

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. The meeting is called to order by John Fakatselis at 7:00PM

7.2. Process overview

7.2.1. We have the following items on the agenda

7.2.1.1. Review of the draft – This is a fixed time agenda item. Since we don’t have a draft to review, we will move to making motions.

7.2.1.2. Does anyone object to that plan? No.

7.2.2. Scheduling of motions

7.2.2.1. Ad Hoc Groups will report, and then introduce motions.

7.2.2.2. the R9 comment resolution document will be handled in the “Other” ad-hoc group.

7.2.2.3. How many individual motions are there? 3

7.2.2.4. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

7.2.2.5. We will continue modifying the draft until 9:00PM and then move to administrative matters.

7.3. Motions from Ad Hoc groups

7.3.1. FEC Ad Hoc – John Kowalski

7.3.1.1. Motion to make the QoS Control Field consistent with the FEC Text that was approved yesterday. 

7.3.1.1.1. Motion: Instruct the editor to modify the text and table in 7.1.3.5 to be consistent with the definition of FEC bits mentioned in section 7.5 (as in the previously approved 115r8)

7.3.1.1.1.1. Moved John Kowalski

7.3.1.1.1.2. Second Otani-san

7.3.1.1.2. Discussion

7.3.1.1.2.1. It’s not clear what this is doing? In short, the draft puts a bit in the QoS control field back in. There are now two bits. 

7.3.1.1.2.2. What’s the point of 2 bits? To preclude the occurrence of a false decode of FEC frames.

7.3.1.1.3. Vote – the motion is accepted by unanimous consent.

7.3.2. AP Mobility – Adrian Stephens

7.3.2.1. Table of default parameter values resulting from discussion – going into Annex D. These are now all based on PHY-specific parameters aCWmin and aCWmax,  to provide a reasonable set of values to provide differentiation in an IBSS. Document 02-236r2

7.3.2.1.1. Move to instruct the editor to edit the TGe draft following the editing instructions in 11-02-236r2 relating to Annex D.

7.3.2.1.1.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

7.3.2.1.1.2. Second Maarten

7.3.2.1.2. Discussion

7.3.2.1.2.1. Like the motion and support it, but there are errors in the normative text. (editorial). For example the [TC] should be [UP].

7.3.2.1.2.2. Why were no values provided for [UP} 3, 6, and 7? Those values are reserved for later use. They are spare.

7.3.2.1.2.3. Would the be defined later? Yes if there is a need for it. Did not want to over specify.

7.3.2.1.2.4. Can we put “reserved” on those lines? 

7.3.2.1.3. Motion to amend: adding “additionally, inserting the word “reserved” for all parameters relating to unused TCs.”

7.3.2.1.3.1. Moved Keith

7.3.2.1.3.2. Second Adrian

7.3.2.1.3.3. Vote: Motion to amend passes with unanimous consent

7.3.2.1.4. Motion as amended: Move to instruct the editor to edit the TGe draft following the editing instructions in 11-02-236r2 relating to Annex D, additionally inserting the word “reserved” for all parameters relating to unused TCs.

7.3.2.1.5. Discussion

7.3.2.1.5.1. Where do these labels come from? From 802.1. The assumption is that the MAC classifier above the MAC will know what type of application.

7.3.2.1.6. Motion to amend: add “and replacing MaxCFBlength with dot11CPCFBlimit.

7.3.2.1.6.1. Moved Sunghyun

7.3.2.1.6.2. Second Adrian

7.3.2.1.6.3. Vote: motion passes with unanimous consent.

7.3.2.1.7. Motion as amended: Move to instruct the editor to edit the TGe draft following the editing instructions in 11-02-236r2 relating to Annex D, additionally inserting the word “reserved” for all parameters relating to unused TCs and replacing MaxCFBlength with dot11CPCFBlimit.

7.3.2.1.8. Discussion

7.3.2.1.8.1. How were the numbers derived? Through simulation. 

7.3.2.1.9. Motion to amend: add “and further, replacing the value of dot11CPCFBlimit for TC=5 with 0.5”

7.3.2.1.9.1. Moved Keith

7.3.2.1.9.2. Second Adrian

7.3.2.1.9.3. Vote: Motion passes with unanimous consent.

7.3.2.1.10. Motion as amended: Move to instruct the editor to edit the TGe draft following the editing instructions in 11-02-236r2 relating to Annex D, additionally inserting the word “reserved” for all parameters relating to unused TCs and replacing MaxCFBlength with dot11CPCFBlimit, and further, replacing the value of dot11CPCFBlimit for TC=5 with 0.5”

7.3.2.1.10.1. Vote: the motion passes with unanimous consent.

7.3.3. Burst Ack – Shugong

7.3.3.1. Define a Burst Ack Response

7.3.3.2. Motion: Instruct the editor to incorporate the text in the document 02/135r7 into the draft

7.3.3.2.1. Moved Duncan

7.3.3.2.2. Second John K

7.3.3.2.3. Vote: the motion is adopted by unanimous consent

7.3.4. Frame Formats – Matt Sherman

7.3.4.1. Resolutions of comment 1145 and 1146.

7.3.4.2. Motion: instruct the TGe editor to incorporate the resolutions for the first two lines from the table in 02/257r0 into the draft

7.3.4.2.1. Moved Matt Sherman

7.3.4.2.2. Second John

7.3.4.2.3. Vote: Motion accepted by unanimous consent

7.3.5. “Other” – Keith Amman

7.3.5.1. Motion: replace contents of Annex C, except the title, with the note “This annex has been removed and the content is not relevant to this standard”, and delete all references to Annex C contained in clause 9 and annex A. 

7.3.5.1.1.1. Moved Keith A

7.3.5.1.1.2. Second Greg

7.3.5.1.2. Discussion

7.3.5.1.2.1. This is following the direction of the Editors Special Committee and has been accepted by TGh.

7.3.5.1.2.2. What will be used to replace the SDL? This doesn’t prevent putting in other state machines at another time. 

7.3.5.1.2.3. Which editing instructions of the multiple TGs have precedence? If the technical effect is the same, it is an editorial matter to resolve it.

7.3.5.1.2.4. This is based on looking forward and assuming that the requirements for SDL be removed? There was never a requirement. The SDL was a response to a no-vote in the original standard sponsor ballot. The special committee will provide statements from implementers to the effect that the SDL was not useful.

7.3.5.1.2.5. Do we know who that no-voter was? Yes. Is that person still in the sponsor ballot pool? We don’t know. It is prudent to be prepared for the same comment.

7.3.5.1.2.6. There is no requirement to replace Annex C with another state machine? No. 

7.3.5.1.2.7. Each group will define a sub-set of the state machines? Yes, that is the intention, to decouple the state machines of the different task groups.

7.3.5.1.2.8. Does it matter if different groups use different languages? No, each group will use the best language for their work. However, the editors should maintain coordination.

7.3.5.1.2.9. Call the question (Adrian / Mac) Called with no objection

7.3.5.1.3. Vote: Passes 40 : 0 : 2

7.3.5.2. Motion: Move to adopt the resolutions marked as resolved in document 02-084r9, except for resolutions marked “duplicate” that reference unresolved comments, and those in conflict with the motions adopted and recorded in the meeting minutes of TGe between January 1, 2002, and March 15, 2002. If there are contradictions within the document, the editor is instructed to take no action on the conflicting resolutions, and report it back to the group.

7.3.5.2.1. Moved Keith Amman

7.3.5.2.2.  Discussion

7.3.5.2.2.1. There may be motions in the document 084r9 that are in conflict with themselves. 

7.3.5.2.3. Second John K

7.3.5.2.4. Discussion

7.3.5.2.4.1. There are two comment resolutions that are a problem

7.3.5.2.4.2. 1847. Needed correction in value range of AIFS was declined – needs to be accepted. 

7.3.5.2.4.3. This comment remains as an outstanding no-vote. It will be corrected later. It stays on the list and will be resolved. 

7.3.5.2.4.4. Problem with comment 1128. The resolution was unacceptable to the commenter. It is wrong. Needs to be excluded

7.3.5.2.5. Motion to amend: add “excluding comment 1128” after “document 084-r9”.

7.3.5.2.5.1. Moved Matt Sherman

7.3.5.2.5.2. Second John K

7.3.5.2.5.3. Vote : passes by unanimous consent

7.3.5.3. Motion on the floor: Move to adopt the resolutions marked as resolved in document 02-084r9 excluding comment 1128, except for resolutions marked “duplicate” that reference unresolved comments, and those in conflict with the motions adopted and recorded in the meeting minutes of TGe between January 1, 2002, and March 15, 2002. If there are contradictions within the document, the editor is instructed to take no action on the conflicting resolutions, and report it back to the group.

7.3.5.3.1. Motion to amend: add comments 1514 and 1528 to the exclusion.

7.3.5.3.1.1. Moved Sid S

7.3.5.3.1.2. Second John K

7.3.5.3.1.3. Vote: the motion to amend passes without objection

7.3.5.4. Motion on the floor: Move to adopt the resolutions marked as resolved in document 02-084r9 excluding comment 1128, 1514, and 1527, except for resolutions marked “duplicate” that reference unresolved comments, and those in conflict with the motions adopted and recorded in the meeting minutes of TGe between January 1, 2002, and March 15, 2002. If there are contradictions within the document, the editor is instructed to take no action on the conflicting resolutions, and report it back to the group.

7.3.5.4.1. Call the question (John K) No Objection

7.3.5.4.2. Vote on the motion: passes 38 : 0 : 1

7.4. Motions from Individuals

7.4.1. Document 02/223r1 

7.4.1.1. “CC/RR Performance” Sunghyun Choi

7.4.1.2. Overview

7.4.1.2.1. Document 157 compared CC/RR and straight PCF (polling all the stations) Not a good comparison

7.4.1.2.2. New scenarios were used for simulation. 

7.4.1.2.2.1. Standing Poll – legacy PCF

7.4.1.2.2.2. CC/RR, with parameters from 01/571r0. polled in CFP

7.4.1.2.2.3. Using CFP for voice stations only downlink using CP

7.4.1.2.2.4. Downlink during CFP uplink during CP

7.4.1.2.3. Simulation does not have TXOP or CFB.

7.4.1.2.4. Results – standing poll, lowest throughput.

7.4.1.2.5. Polling on downlink was superior to CC/RR

7.4.1.2.6. CC/RR has lowest delay.

7.4.1.2.7. CC/RR has more jitter than polling. Polling has constant, but higher delay.

7.4.1.2.8. Believes parameterized QoS will not need CC/RR

7.4.1.2.9. This simulation was not done with an HCF. 

7.4.1.2.10. Believes that CC/RR is not justified.

7.4.1.3. Straw Poll

7.4.1.3.1. Would you like to remove CC/RR? Yes 33 ; No 15, abstain 3

7.4.1.4. Discussion

7.4.1.4.1. Would provide mathematics showing probability function. Something more substantial than a simulation. Wants a standard set of “use cases” to reference simulations against. 

7.4.1.4.2. Requests the group to think about this for the next two months.

7.4.1.4.3. Will not move to remove the CC/RR and CCI mechanism from the draft at this meeting. 

7.4.1.4.4. Need to take this discussion off line between the meeting.

7.4.2. Document 01/599r3

7.4.2.1. Method for HCF channel access and OBSS mitigation : Mathilde B

7.4.2.1.1. want CFPs and CAPs to have priority access over EDCF.

7.4.2.1.2. We don’t want to allow HC from squeezing EDCF out.

7.4.2.1.3. Propose Cyclic Prioritized Multiple Access, CPMA

7.4.2.2. Motion – deferred until next meeting

7.5. Administrative matters

7.5.1.1. The chair moves to John Fakatselis

7.5.2. Next Meeting

7.5.2.1. Options – we could have another letter ballot, continue resolving comments, have an additional interim meeting, change votes to have a recirculation ballot

7.5.2.2. Who thinks that we should:

7.5.2.2.1. Don’t go to letter ballot now, continue Comment Resolution next time? 

7.5.2.2.1.1. Yes: We cannot go for letter ballot. We still have contentious issues.

7.5.2.2.2. Go to Letter Ballot now?

7.5.2.2.2.1. Yes: The problem we have is to get people committed to giving feedback. A draft brings us a lot of feedback.

7.5.2.2.2.2. No: the editorial effort needed to make a draft is greater than the time before the next meeting.

7.5.2.2.2.3. Discussion

7.5.2.2.2.3.1. Can we even go to a letter ballot? The new rules provide a provision, but might be challenged.

7.5.2.2.2.3.2. Some aspects of the draft may not be considered complete and ready for ballot. Is that a relevant objection? 

7.5.2.2.2.4. Straw Poll: How many people think we should attempt to go to letter ballot at the end of the meeting? Yes 5, 20 No, 2 abstain.

7.5.2.2.3. Is there any objection to not initiate another letter ballot? No Objection

7.5.2.3. Therefore, next time we will continue resolving comments.

7.5.2.4. There was a suggestion to have another interim before the May meeting. 

7.5.2.4.1. The soonest would be Mid April under the rules.

7.5.2.5. Discussion

7.5.2.5.1. We did make a lot more progress this week – in support 

7.5.2.5.2. Against – we did make a lot of progress in teleconferences. 

7.5.2.5.3. Face to Face meetings are effective. Otherwise people are doing other things. Against teleconferences. 

7.5.2.5.4. Teleconferences have the problem with Asia and Europe participants. There is no suitable time.

7.5.2.6. Straw Poll – Who is in favor of an interim before the interim: For 5 ; Against 13 ; Abstain 3

7.5.2.6.1. Based on that, is there any objection to not have an interim before the interim

7.5.2.6.1.1. No Objections

7.5.3. Ad Hoc Teleconferences

7.5.3.1. Is it worth having the Ad Hoc Teleconferences? 

7.5.3.2. Discussion

7.5.3.2.1. A lot of good work was done – although attendance was light. A lot could be accomplished. We should not give up on the idea.

7.5.3.3. Any objection to continue with teleconferences?

7.5.3.3.1. Discussion

7.5.3.3.1.1. We need to repartition the work. 

7.5.3.3.1.2. There is no need for FEC, but there is a need for work on TSPECs and connection negotiation in general.

7.5.3.3.1.3. The reduction of number of teleconferences will help with participation of the remaining.

7.5.3.4. We are going to continue the teleconferences. 

7.5.3.5. Motion – to have a series of interim teleconferences between now and May

7.5.3.5.1. Moved Matthew

7.5.3.5.2. Second Steve

7.5.3.5.3. Vote – passes with unanimous consent

7.5.4. Interim Empowerment

7.5.4.1. To empower the task group to conduct business toward the objectives stated at the closing March plenary including initiating a Letter Ballot or Recirculation ballot, independent of quorum.

7.5.4.1.1. Moved John Fakatselis

7.5.4.1.2. Second John K

7.5.4.1.3. Vote: Motion passes by unanimous consent

7.6. Meeting is adjourned at 9:30PM

Submission
page 25
Tim Godfrey, Intersil


