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2002-03-11 3:40 PM
The meeting was called to order.
The chair asked for a volunteer to act as secretary of TGg.

Kevin Smart volunteered as the secretary for this meeting.

The chair was leading the discussion.
Document 02/179 has the comments from LB33.

LB33 closed today at 12:00 CST.

LB33 had one invalid ballot by Klaus Meyer.  He did not include the Excel spreadsheet in his e-mail.  He will get his comments to the chair
LB33 vote: 86/104/40 (plus 1 invalid).  Ballot failed.

We currently have 865 comments to resolve. 200-300 comments are editorial.  We need to resolve the comments so we can go out to another letter ballot.  Matthew would like to resolve all of the comments.  He would like to break the TGg body into some ad hoc groups, with each group trying to resolve 100-200 comments.  He would like to resolve the comments in 1–1½ days using this divide and conquer approach.  The group would present the issue and the potential resolution to the body.  That should help us to resolve the comments quickly.  Hopefully, presentations are tied to the comments.

It is possible that the ad hoc group will not reach consensus, so that will need to be brought to the body.

The chair would like to get some volunteers to consolidate the comments and divide them for the groups.

Agenda (document 02/139r0) needs to be approved.  The chair went through the proposed agenda as shown in document 02/139r0 and asked for someone to make a motion to adopt the agenda.

Motion:  Move to adopt the agenda as shown in 02/139r0
Carl Andren moves

Pratik Mehta seconds

No discussion.
Vote:32/0/1
Agenda is approved.

Call for documents that need to be submitted:

Doc. 02/131 Andren-MIBs and PICs

Doc. 02/132 Andren-CCA

Doc. 02/181r0 Choi-Control Period

Doc. 02/xxx Karaoguz-IBSS Legacy Coexistence

Doc 02/150 X-802.11g NAV propogation

Doc 02/157 Frame sequence validations

Doc 02/xxx Batra-Proposal for a 4 channel option to increase capacity in the 2.4GHz ISM band

Document 02/209 “Letter Ballot 33 Comment Resolution” has been added to help the ad hoc groups.

We need to group the comments to resolve several comments simultaneously.  Doc 02/209 will help show the comment resolutions.

The chair would like to break into 5 groups.  First group would be for the editorial comments, headed by Carl Andren.  Suggested groups: editorial, mandatory, spectral, MAC, options.  Carl Andren (Editorial), Terry Cole (MAC), Steve Halford, Sean Coffey, and John Terry.  

Terry Cole had a question about 02/179r1 and the corrected ballot.  The ad hoc leaders will work from 02/179r1 and split the comments from the new comments file.

Kevin Smart asked the chair to clarify the meaning of these ad hoc groups and the voting that may take place.

The chair’s response:

An ad hoc group is really a “special committee.”  The special committee has a job to do, when the work is done they bring back the answer to the TGg body, and then the committee is dissolved.  Special committees will be dissolved once their work is done.  Voting in these special committees should be done through straw polls and consensus.  Any vote in these special committees will not matter much because it will have to be addressed by the TGg body.

2002-03-11 4:21 PM
The group recessed until 7:00 PM, with the special committee leaders staying behind to split the comments amongst the special committees.
2002-03-11 7:03 PM
The meeting was called to order.

Carl Andren will take the Editorial comments.

Steve Halford will take Clause 19 except for 19.5 and 19.6

Sean Coffey will take Clause 19.5 and 19.6

John Terry will take the general comments

Terry Cole will take non-clause 19 and annexes

2002-03-11 7:07 PM

The group split into the special committees

The chair was requested to display the groups on the main screen to help the individuals split into the proper special committees.  Displayed.

2002-03-12 1:01 PM

The chair reminded the group that we were split up into five special committees to try to resolve the comments.  Most groups are currently 25% complete in the review of the comments.  We split up into the five special committees.

2002-03-12 3:38 PM

The chair reminded the group of the special committees and sent us back to the groups after the coffee break.

2002-03-12 7:09 PM

The chair called the group to order and told the group to get the comments resolved.  At 1:00 PM, the special committees will present the comment resolutions to the TGg body.  The status will be reported to the 802.11 WG tomorrow morning.

2002-03-13 1:09 PM

The chair called the TGg meeting order.  We just completed Agenda Item 7.  We are moving to agenda item 8.  The results from the special committees are in 02/209r2.  The order will be John Terry, Steve Halford, Sean Coffey, Terry Cole, and Carl Andren.  Most of the editorial comments will be handled by the editor without the need for a vote from the TGg body.  The editorial comments will be in a later revision of the document.

John Terry (General Comments):

Most of the comments are repeated.  The first comment took about 1:20 to resolve.  The group worked on a resolution to Adrian Stephens’ comment.  They recommended changing the SIGNAL field in the CCK-OFDM to a rate that was not in the basic rate set.  Status: recommended change was accepted.  Ron Brockman will give the recommended value to the editor.
Next comment was that CCK and PBCC have a different timing requirement from OFDM.  Recommendation: no change to the draft.  Recommendation was accepted by the group.

To see the details of the discussion, the recommended changes, and the resolution see 02/209 (latest revision).  The meeting minutes will not record each comment that is resolved, but will deal with motions and discussion on the motions that are brought to the floor.

When document 02/209 says “Approved by TG” it means that it the task group approved the resolution by unanimous consent.  

In order to resolve some comments, 02/131 will be presented.

Terry Cole wanted to inform the group that he has additions to the MIBs.  These are simple additions, so they can be added later.

Carl Andren is presenting 02/131r0 “Annex D”

The document may need to be changed based on the references.  The document has been on the IEEE website since February 2002.

Comments on the MIBs:  HRP vs. ERP.  We need to be consistent (choose ERP).  PBCC22 should be ERP-PBCC.  These were accepted by the editor.

The MIBs from 02/131 as revised were to be included in the draft by unanimous consent.

The special committee wants a straw poll to determine whether one or both optional portions should be included.  
Advice from the chair:  members should remember the past when taking the straw poll.  The groups have spent many months trying to get the draft at the current state. 

People are interested in a straw poll.

Two separate straw polls:

1. Who is in favor in eliminating CCK-OFDM from the draft?

This is straw poll, so all present can vote

Result: remove CCK-OFDM: 14+17=31

keep CCK-OFDM: 6+14=20

2. Who is interested in removing PBCC from the draft?
Result: remove PBCC: 17+11=28


keep PBCC: 14+5=19

Jan Boer: Request for a straw poll to remove both options:

Chris Heegard: Neither poll met 75%, so we shouldn’t waste our time.

Bill Carney: Are motions allowed?  The chair indicated that motions are in order at this point of the agenda.

POI: Richard Williams:  When PBCC is used, does that mean only PBCC-22 and -33 or does it include Clause 18?  The chair said that it was only PBCC-22 and -33.

Straw polls:
Who would like to see both PBCC and CCK-OFDM removed from the draft?


Remove Both: 20+14=34

Who would like to see both PBCC and CCK-OFDM remain in the draft?


Keep Both: 3+12+2=17

Note: the second question is not the negation of the first.  Also the second set of straw polls is not part of the first set of straw polls.
Terry Cole:  We have reached a good compromise, so we should continue to move forward with the draft.

Status:  We conducted the straw polls, but there was not the necessary 75% to remove the options.  The body has shown support in the past for including the options.

Terry Cole:  This will be referred to many times during the comment resolutions.  Please consider put the straw poll results in the resolution document.

· The request was captured in the document.

Question:  Can we do a straw poll by company?  The chair said “No, that would not be in order.”

Terry Cole:  Consider adding text for recommended practices in editorial section. 

· Recommendation:  The editor will make some possible editorial changes for recommended practices

· The editor says that Annex E should be this text in question.

The chair would like to review Annex E.  There was no objection, so the review will happen.
Dick Allen: Annex E talks about stations connected to the AP, but not ones that are not associated.  There may need to be some additional commentary.

Richard Williams:  I am confused by clause 17 as well as legacy devices.

The editor will replace “legacy devices” with “clause 18 devices” The editor admitted that “clause 17” should be “clause 15”.

Terry Cole:  There should be another paragraph to this annex.  “In the case of a non-mixed network ….”  He will work with the editor.  Second, he would like to take this text, but there is document 02/150 that should be considered later.
Srikanth:  Shouldn’t we modify it before voting? 

· that is probably a good idea, but not all of the additions are ready

Should we adopt this text?  This is delayed.  The status is that we are currently working on Annex E.
Richard Williams:  I believe there is wide interest in this.

· Terry and Carl will be working on these changes at the break

Discussion of Dave Bagby’s comment:  Request straw poll on whether TGg should be shut down.
There was no objection to the straw poll on whether TGg should continue to exist.

Dick Allen:  Suggestion:  Dave Bagby’s comment addresses several issues.  First the need for optional modes (already addressed) and second MAC issues relating to the 802.11b standard.

Vice-chair:  Suggested a special committee.
Ron Backmann: The claims by Dave Bagby are incorrect, so we can refute them.

Marty Lefkowitz:  Disagrees.  Scalability is an issue.
Vice-chair: Ron Backmann, Marty Lefkowitz, and Dick Allen should create a special committee to discuss and address this comment.  There was no objection.

Chris Heegard:  This person likely will not change his mind, so we should focus on the other comments.  

Chair:  We need to have a good, genuine response.  We need to have a good statement that goes along with our response.

Eric Schylander (et al)’s comment regarding the RTS/CTS recommendation.  We should vote on his suggestion in document 02/181r0.

Jan Boer:  Does Eric have any contribution to this group for this idea?

Chair:  Yes, document 02/181.

We should postpone the vote until after the presentation of document 02/181, which should happen after the break.  The chair will try to get them to present after the break.

2002-03-13 2:56 PM

Recessed for break.

2002-03-13 3:49 PM
The chair called the meeting back to order a little late.  The work from the special committee was displayed and read.  This text will be included in 02/209 once accepted by the body.  The chair is trying to get this accepted by unanimous consent.
Richard Williams:  I am happy with that as a response, but perhaps we should see some of the comments embodied in the text, but do not limit it to CTS/RTS.
Dick Allen:  CTS/RTS is not the only mitigation method that can be used, so that needs to be made clear in the response (and especially if it were to go into the draft).  There are other MAC layer mechanisms.
Richard Williams:  I have a fundamental opposition to putting anything into the standard that might present us from getting smarter.

Document 02/181 is another example.

Chair:  Where should the text go?

Richard Williams:  I am not sure where it should go, so leave it up to Carl Andren.

This response was accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 19:  

Terry Cole:  This problem of referencing clause 17 or 18 may be wrong because it is only referencing OFDM.

These comments are deemed editorial and needs to be changed by the editor.  The resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Question to Terry and Marty about the status of Annex E.  Response:  They are considering adding a paragraph, but it won’t conflict with what is there.  They should wait until it is complete until they present.

Marty:  There are a lot of issues regarding backward compatibility that needs to be addressed.  Some of these might not be simply informative.  (For example the MAC comments.)

Comment 23 (General) was moved to the MAC group by unanimous consent.

Comment 24:  referred to the MAC group – this was regarding the state machine changes
Comment 25:  Recommend 25MHz spacing between adjacent BSSs to limit interference between legacy 11b systems and 11g systems.  Steve Halford:  This is not a valid comment because people use 25 MHz spacing for 11b systems in the 2.4GHz band.  This will be listed as a recommended practice by the body.  It is recommended to use the same channel spacing as the current 11b standard (25 MHz).  Asked if it could be agreed by unanimous consent.  Failed.

Richard Williams:  There is a paper coming up that will address this issue.  They will be disappointed that it was agreed upon by unanimous consent.  

Chair recommends putting this resolution on hold until later.

Comment 26:  Concern about CTS/RTS for shorter packets.   This will possibly be addressed S. Choi

S. Choi (Doc 02/181):  802.11g Contention Period presentation.  For details see 02/181r1 and look through the presentation.
Question:

Ron Backman:  This is a simple mechanism.  Concern is that if we add this to the draft the QoS attendees may vote no.

· This shouldn’t hurt .11b stations.  .11e stations will have HCF, so this shouldn’t confuse the group.

Ron Backmann:  Won’t we get a lot of comments demanding more information?

· The current draft only has a short statement on RTS/CTS, so we would also need to expand Annex E

Question:  Interface between the PHY and MAC.  Currently the MAC doesn’t care about the received rate, but now it will have to keep track of the PHY rate.  This is getting messy.  Second, slide 14, what happens if a probe is received.  This may cause some problems.  There may be other places where it is broken.  It is dangerous to accept this as is.  RTS/CTS may be a little that way.
Albert:  Comment on the elegant solution.  Question T_extra has two ways of being calculated.  The two are the extremes, perhaps we should use the average.

Reply: conservative T_extra works nearly as well as the ideal T_extra, so the conservative 5ms is good enough in the simulation.

Gary:  Observation: First the existing 11b STAs are supposed to be CF aware, but many are not.  Second, what happens when you have several STAs that are in sleep mode and they wake up?
· First point is agreed.  Many are not aware of CF, but there are many that are CF aware (since it is a mandatory part of the standard

· Second, sees no problem.  Overlapping APs may be a bigger problem.  Gary: Many power saving STAs don’t see beacons.  Marty: Disagrees that STAs would see the beacons.  The system was designed to allow for sleeping STAs to not need to listen for beacons.  S. Choi:  Such aggressive power savings STAs probably won’t cause a problem because of lack of traffic.  Examples are Palm computers and bar code scanners.

Terry Cole:  Question- Devices receive beacon then receive the NAV then they wait for their timer to expire.  It is not allowed to use RTS/CTS and the CFP.  Terry has concern about turning an error condition into a normal condition by allowing for RTS/CTS in the CFP by splitting it into .11g CP and CFP.

Jan Boer:  This idea is appealing, but how do handle these MAC changes.  Response:  talk with the MAC people and have them look for problems.  Please check for problems.

Chair:  Options: straw poll, nothing, motion, or wait until later.

S. Choi: A straw poll would be good.

Straw Poll:  02/181r1 slide 22

Is it okay to add the following sentence:  “For the Extended Rate PHY, control frames of subtypes CF-END and CF-END+CF-ACK may be transmitted at one of the Extended Rate PHY (ERP) mandatory rates irrespective of the BSS basic rate set”

There was an objection, so we waited to take the straw poll until the body had time to think through the presentation.
2002-03-13 5:35 PM

Recessed for the day

2002-03-14 8:13 AM

The chair called the meeting to order.  He commented that we should be accelerating the rate that we are addressing the comments.  Other special committee leaders say that what we are addressing are redundant with some of their comments, so there is more indication that things will accelerated.

S. Choi is not here to continue with the 02/181 document discussion.  The chair will look for him and try to bring S. Choi in after the break.

Comments 20-22 are all related.  It is our belief that Annex E should address this issue.  Terry Cole and Carl Andren will report.

Terry Cole:  The special committee unanimously agrees to add one more paragraph to Annex E.  There is some support to adding some new MIB elements, but it was not unanimous.  Carl will show the new paragraph in Annex E, but the MIB elements have not been included as of yet.

Carl Andren gives the presentation of Annex E.  The proposed text was read.  This is a work in progress.

Chair: Do you intend to add additional text?

Carl: Yes, we are considering it.

Terry:  We should adopt it in Annex E because there are so many comments that need to be addressed by Annex E.

Chair:  Let’s adopt Annex E and put in draft 2.1r1.

Anuj Batra:  question about the text relating to “more fragments”

Carl:  We are trying to put in some protection for multiple fragments.

02/131r1 will include the proposed text of Annex E.  Carl is working on draft 3.0, so this will be a separate document.  This is an informative section, so changes to this section are simpler.
This new paragraph was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 12 was also addressed by Annex E, which was adopted by unanimous consent.  The body is accepting the comment resolution by unanimous consent.

Comments 23-24 are also addressed by Annex E.  This was accepted by unanimous conset.

Comment 25 (concerned about 25 MHz spacing).  This was put on hold until Anuj Batra has given his proposal.  Anuj will give that presentation.

Futher discussion:  S. Halford pointed out that Anuj is going to talk about having four channels separated by 20 MHz.

Richard Williams:  The comment talks about 25MHz spacing, but that doesn’t seem to be the case.

Anuj Batra is giving the presentation (Doc. 02/220r0).  They are trying to increase the usage of 2.4GHz band to allow for better spectrum usage.

In order to meet the requirements, they had to back off an extra dB for single carrier.  And 10.5 dB from the P1dB compression point.

Todor Cooklev:  Channel 0 is centered at 2407 MHz, so there may be some problems on the lower end.

Steve Halford:  All that is really being asked for is the addition of channel 0, so this may be a good idea.

Anuj would like a straw poll.

Motion would be to add an optional channel 0 centered at channel 0.

Straw poll:  Like to see the motion now, wait until there is further study, neither.

Now: 20+6=26


Further study: 13+2=15


Neither: 0

Richard Williams:  He would like to know of those who would like to do further study, what kind of study should be done and who should do it.

Jim Zyren:  This would possibly cause a PAR problem

Chair:  Our PAR had some functional requirements and one of the requirements said that we needed to keep the same channelization scheme.  This is not changing the channelization, so it is likely to be okay.

Terry Cole:  Will this cause any new radio regulatory issues?

Chair:  He believes that it isn’t causing any RR issues

Jim Zyren:  He also believes there won’t be any problems.

Discussion of what what further study is desired:

Jim Zyren:  Other people should look at the back-off requirements.

Comments:  ETSI looks like the out-of-band needs to be below -30 dBm.

Richard:  As we look into the backoff, it is really only an issue of the outer channels.  This gives to good inner channels, so it should be easier to build a system.

Kevin Smart: This looks like it would mandate pulse shaping, so it may complicate the draft.
Anuj: There is nothing mandated, so it shouldn’t change anything.

Don:  What channels are being suggested?  -- We are proposing the use of 0, 4, 8, and 12.  The original was 1, 6, and 11.  The frequencies wouldn’t change.

Bill Carney:  Point of information or parliamentary inquiry: Can we make a motion and they postpone until Sydney?  That would work okay.

Jim Zyren:  We could do that, but perhaps we should start a study group to study this issue and have a report in Sydney.

Motion:

Move to form special committee to discuss 4 channel proposal in document 02/220r0.  Direct special committee to report on their findings at the May 2002 session.  Special committee conference calls are authorized.  Leader of special committee shall be Anuj Batra.

Motioner: Bill Carney

Second: Steve Halford

No discussion,

Vote results: 38/0/0

Motion carries unanimously.

Anuj:  Please give a list a questions that will need be answered to Anuj Batra.

Carl Andren:  Clause 18.4.6.2 in the standard gives the 25 MHz channel spacing.

Comment 25, 28 resolution is on hold until after the special committee returns.  This was accepted by unanimous consent.
Comment 27: Draft requires state machine changes.  Deferred to Terry Cole’s group by unanimous consent.

Richard Williams:  Is there something in the draft that is causing this confusion?

John Terry:  Request of the editor to look at the channel spacing in case there is something in the draft that is confusing.

Comment 29:  Similar to comments 20-22.  Taken care of in Annex E.  Resolution accepted.

Chair:  reminds the group to sign into Pluto for the attendance

Some members are having difficulty signing in.

Chair:  TGg and TGe should have a joint 2 hours session in Sydney.  This will help address comment 15

This was accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 30:  Resolution proposed by the special committee was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 31, 33:  Repeats of comments 15-18.

Comment 32:  Make 54 Mbps mandatory:  Straw poll was recommended.

Chair: Make 36, 48, and 54 mandatory.

Bill Carney:  The basis for the comment is that the market is being told 54 Mbps, so we should make it mandatory.

Jim Zyren:  Would like discussion.  Understands the concern about the market expectation.  Last night we decided to keep the optional modes, one of which is limited to 33 Mbps.  This change might give momentum to the elimination of the other options.  He believes that there should be continuity between .11g and .11a.
Bill Carney:  I withdraw my comment.

Comment 34:  Repeat of 23-24, 27

Comment 35:  Repeat of 25, 28.

Comment 36: Repeat

Annex C review by Carl Andren:  Preliminary.  Only looks like there is one necessary change.

Terry Cole:  We should wait until we hear from D. Kitchin on Friday.

Adopting Annex C as presented by unanimous consent, but we are waiting for results from the special committee.  No objections.
Comment 38:  Changed to editorial comment.  Reference straw polls for the removal of options in the resolution.  Objection by Kevin Smart.  This is a technical comment because the optional PBCC mode has several problems as currently documented. This should be deferred to the resolution to the special committee for 19.5 and 19.6.  Proposed resolution is accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 40.  Appears to be addressed by Annex E, but Terry Cole says that Annex E may not fully address the comment.  We should defer this resolution until the MAC resolutions and possibly the joint meeting in Sydney.

Comment 41:  Frequency reuse issues.  Recommended to refer to Annex E for resolution.  Approved by unanimous consent.

Comment 43:  Concern that this is not a compatible PHY.  The only way to work well is through recommended practices.  Recommeneded solution is that the recommended practice should be sufficient.  Soliciting the body for further comments.

Terry Cole:  This comment came up 12 or more time in the MAC special committee.  They recommended revalidating the body’s feeling by straw polls.

Suggesting a straw poll on whether RTS/CTS usage should be mandatory.

Comment: We did straw polls in the last meeting about whether this should be mandatory, so what’s the point?

Steve Halford:  This was debated last time, and there was a straw poll.  We shouldn’t do another straw poll with limited numbers of people here.

2002-03-14 9:58 AM

Recessed for Break

2002-03-14 10:34 AM

Called the meeting to order.  The chair looked for the straw poll in the January 2002 meeting, but he could find no pollin the minutes.

Therefore, we are having a straw poll:

Who would like to see the usage of the non-ERP (Legacy) bits as mandatory in the draft.

S. Choi: If the body makes this mandatory, it will affect S. Choi’s proposal.

Chair:  Who is willing to make this mandatory.

Point of Information:  My understanding is that this is not mandatory.

Chair:  That is true.  If the AP suggests using RTS/CTS the STA is not required to follow along.  The chair is trying to take the straw poll to resolve the comment.

Jim Zyren: point of clarification.  Do we have to use RTS/CTS for each packet or during mixed-mode do we have to use RTS/CTS.

Jeyhan: secretary missed the question
Ron Brackmann:  If we were to change the document to shall then that would not mandate RTS/CTS because the text gives “or other mechanisms.”  Chair:  True.  Ron:  That doesn’t preclude the use of other methods.

Comment:  It is one thing to debate the issue, but we are debating the words in the draft.  That raises a red flag.  We should come up with some unambiguous text.
John Kowalski:  The word “protection mechanism” is not really clear

S. Choi:  Originally objected because he was concerned that RTS/CTS would be the only method.

Jeyhan:  Protection mechanism is recommended.  If we make it mandatory, then we need to be concerned about what the mechanism is.  I am against making it mandatory.

Ron Brackmann:  I agree that we can’t make something mandatory that is not defined.  We need to come up with the wording, but my understanding is that we can’t send out an OFDM frame unless the NAV has some protection mechanism.

Terry Cole:  Doc. 02/150 considers a number of editorial changes to this section.  Regardless of the straw poll, my document will still be valid.  02/150 proposes7.3.2.9 changes to make the section more clear.

John Kowalski:  Would it be prudent to make a motion to mandate the use of legacy protection mechanisms.

Chair:  Motions are in order at this time.

Pause while Dunkin works on the wording of the motion.

Comment 45: Deferred to special committee on MAC issues.

Duncan Kitchan:

Motion:

Instruct the editor to change the word “may” to “shall” in the third sentence of subclause 7.3.2.9 and add the sentence “Such a protection mechanism shall ensure that the station does not transmit an OFDM frame unless the NAV of legacy stations in the BSS has been set.”  Change all instances of the word “recommended” to “required” and “recommends” to “requires” in that subclause.

Moved: Duncan Kitchin

Seconded: Ron Brackmann

Terry Cole:  02/150 discusses this issue, so perhaps we should hear this.

John Kowalski:  I strongly support this.

Comment:  I object to the “OFDM frame” terminology because this is a MAC change.

Chair:  This only concerns the mandatory OFDM modes of .11g.  Per

K. Smart: OFDM preamble may cause some grief for .11a.  – Response: there wont be any .11b devices in .11a space.

C. Andren:  This is awkward.

Chair: The spirit of the motion doesn’t change, and the editor would be empowered to make it more clear.

We are changing the word “an OFDM frame” to “a frame with an OFDM preamble” by unanimous consent.
Motion:

Instruct the editor to change the word “may” to “shall” in the third sentence of subclause 7.3.2.9 and add the sentence “Such a protection mechanism shall ensure that the station does not transmit a frame with an OFDM preamble unless the NAV of legacy stations in the BSS has been set.”  Change all instances of the word “recommended” to “required” and “recommends” to “requires” in that subclause.

Question:  If we require a protection mechanism, we should define that mechanism.  – True.  The motion was carefully worded to allow for that – I don’t feel comfortable leaving the protection mechanism open.

The interpretation

Question is called by unanimous consent.

Vote on amended motion: 44/5/7

Richard Williams:  Requests clarification.  I see don’t see the word “may” in the third second sentence.

The second is “See Figure XX”

Richard is okay with the clarification.

The resolution to comment 43 is taken care of by this motion by unanimous consent.

Comment 44: Same as 15-18
Comment 46-48: repeats

Comment 49:  We adopted Annex C and D to resolve this comment.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 50-53: repeat

Comment 54: 

Jeyhan’s presentation:  Doc. 02/235r0 IBSS Legacy Coexistence.

Carl Andren:  Where do you want this in the document?  Does it go in the PLME section? 

Terry Cole: It appears your motivation is to successfully use BSS.  It looks like it could help with multiple BSSs from some of the other comments.

Due to the previous changes, Jeyhan will generate a 02/235r1 that will modify the text and then make a motion to have the editor include it in the draft.  He will present in the afternoon.

Comment 56: UWB systems may cause interference.

Steve Halford: The comment seems to be irrevelant

Dick Allen: ED has a threshold and UWB is likely to be below that threshold.  802.15 will be addressing this issue through a coexistence issue.  We also don’t talk about microwave ovens, etc.

Jim Lansford:  UWB is mostly limited to above 3GHz, so this may be a non-issue.  

Jim Zyren: The UWB spec is primarily for above 3.1GHz in the 2.4GHz band the power is likely to be less than -50dBm.

Terry Cole:  We should record our conclusion as “Based on available information, we expect no co-existence problem with UWB.”

Jim Zyren:  After looking at the spec, the UWB PSD mask is -51 dBm/MHz in the 2.4GHz band, so it is a non-issue.

Carl Andren: ED has been in the standard a long time, but most people use CS because of the microwave oven issue.

Dick Allen:  802.11b standard ED threshold for minimum sensitivity is -76 dBm, so there may still be a problem.
Carl Andren: ED threshold is only for CCA and it is normally ignored

Dick withdraws his comment

This resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

2002-03-14 11:56 AM

Recessed for the break

2002-03-14 1:08 PM
Chair called the meeting to order.  This is a joint meeting with the Radio Regulatory group.

Vic Hayes (RR Chair): Presented Doc 802.RR-02/027r2.

Europe update: they may change 300 328 to allow for OFDM by expressly allowing “other forms of wide band data modulation techniques”  This should allow for 802.11g devices.  One potential problem is that the minimum bitrate may be removed, allowing for other types of devices.  Europe 5GHz will allow for high-performance RLAN devices (802.11a should fit in this category). RR TAG discussion RR-02/040.  Working on radio informal document bran‑frwk‑0312.doc.

Dick Allen:  Saw comments on the radar.  Can we ever satisfy the radar people?  -- We have hired a radar consultant who is going to be doing some simulations and will be running several test.  He will try to run the proposed DFS to see if the radar people are happy.

Terry Cole: Since we are getting ready to start this new TAG, what do you think will happen in the future?  Will we remain having joint meetings? – Vic is unsure.

Tim Wakeley:  April 30 is the open comment period? – Comment period closes on the 28th.  Vic is unsure how to file the comments.

Vic:  Other documents to look at are RR-02/045, RR-02/046 (response to Industry Canada).  Regarding WECA petition the comments close on April 28th.  The reply period closes March 15th, this week.

TGg Chair: Vic is retiring from 802.  Congratulations.

Vic started 802 in 1988. 802.3 in 1990.  Vic presided over 802.11 until 2000.  Thanks. Big applause.

2002-03-14 1:35 PM

TGg only meeting.

Jeyhan has modified the text of his document.  The new document is 02/235r1.  Changed a few things to be consistent with the other changes that happened earlier.

Carl Andren:  Change 802.11b to NonERP.  Done

Terry Cole:  Concerned about the final paragraph.  He feels that a previous motion should take care of that.  He is concerned about the potential of making Annex E normative rather informative.  – Changes were made to make him happy

Richard Williams:  What are the feelings of the MAC experts? – we have not presented in the MAC group

Richard: Concerned about the votes from the MAC experts.

Ron Brackmann:  How many no votes related to IBSS?  -- Chair does not know, but there were at least 4 from people who work at Broadcom.

Terry Cole:  First there are about 8-10 comments regarding IBSS.  Second our PAR doesn’t prohibit MAC changes and there is not just a body of MAC experts.  Supports 
Chris Heegard:  Not against this, but wants more time.

Ron Brackmann:  Where would the text be added?  -- up to the editor.  This is intended to be normative text.

Straw poll:  

How many people would like more time to consider the text before making a motion to adopt.

More time: 18

Motion now: 4

Straw poll:

More time to review it by themselves.

Terry and Ron would like some more information from Jeyhan.

Terry Cole: He would like some analysis from the MAC experts especially to see how it works with multiple IBSSs, but would support a motion now.

Ron Brackmann:  Want to have some simulation data to see how it would affect the network.

Jeyhan will put 02/235r2 on the server.

54 is put on hold by unanimous consent.

Comment 57:  How does the modem change from CCK to OFDM and back?

Carl Andren:  Is a PHY issue?

Chair:  The question is confusing.  Does anyone know what the comment means?

Jung: Wants more information.  Is the decision made on a per-packet basis? – YES – Is it feasible? – YES
The explanation seems to satisfy the commentor.  Comment resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 58: duplicate

Sean Coffey:  Believes that comment 58 is inaccurate because the options offer higher throughput options than the mandatory OFDM mode.

Comment 59: duplicate

Comment 60: Changed to editorial to have the editor review the references.

Comment 61-63: duplicates

Comment 64:  Scrambler fix.  There was a paper in TGe.  The commentor would like to see the fix transferred to TGe.  Would like to wait until next meeting to fully resolve.

Carl Andren:  Believes that the comment is incorrect.  He believes that a self-synchronizing scrambler is a problem.  The concern is that the scrambler initial state can easily have an error.
Richard Williams:  Would be worried to be proposing something that was flawed.

Carl:  Put forth a paper about the flaw.  Shows an initial seed with an initial pattern can cause a self-synchronizing failure.  The initial state issue is different than his paper.

Terry:  Will look into this problem.  We should look into a well-known polynomial.  Supports deferring this resolution to the Sydney meeting.

Deferred by unanimous consent.

Comment 65: Believed to be related to RTS/CTS, so we are considering it a duplicate of 23-24, 27.  Refer the commentor to 7.3.9.2 for the resolution.  Approved by unanimous consent.

Comment 66: Wireless coexistence.  We adopted a coexistence statement in the last meeting

Sean Coffey:  Coexistence for 802.11 networks is not sufficient for the commentor.  He asks for coexistence statements with other 802 networks.  I’m not sure we need to fully support these other devices.
Steve Halford:  This comment comes up in the general clause 19 comments.  They would like to add the statement that we will coexist with other approved 802 devices.  It is difficult to cross-reference other work that is not complete.  802.15.2 is addressing the coexistence issues.

Jeyhan: 801.15.3’s letter ballot has passed.  They want to know what will happen with these devices are put together.

Terry Cole:  Would like to add some statement that there will be some best practices document for coexistence.  Observation: we would be going into virgin territory if we were to be talking about throughput with dissimilar devices.

Sean Coffey:  It is good that 802.15.2 is looking at the recommended practices, but TGg members cannot be working in both groups.  We should take the comment in the order that Bob Heile has listed it.

Jeyhan:  Wants to clarify Sean’s comments.  802.15.2’s charter is not all of 802, but primarily 802.15, so they won’t bring coexistence statements for all of 802.

Chair:  It is true that we cannot keep up with all of the groups.  Added that 802.15.2 will likely document the best practices for 802.11b, which will be applicable to 802.11g.
Jeyhan:  How many no votes are based on this?

Chair:  Will talk with Bob Heile to find out what he is looking for.

Jeyhan:  802.15.3 had a statement about coexistence.  The 802.11g coexistence statement is not satisfactory to 802.15.  In 802.15.3, they had many similar comments, so we should look into the statements they made to resolve this type of comment.

Comment 67: duplicate of 30.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 68-69: duplicate of 23-24, 27.

Comment 70: not a complete draft
Sean Coffey: The rules stated that in order to go to letter ballot the draft has to be complete with no open technical issues.  How do we avoid this issue in the future?

Chair:  These rules are currently being debated.  The rules may be changed in Sydney since we are looking at modifications to the rules.

Sean:  We need to make a statement in this group saying that the document is complete with no open technical issues.

Terry:  Other groups claim that their documents are complete when they go to letter ballot.  By sending it to letter ballot, they are making a statement that the documents are complete.

Comment 70 will be resolved by working on the other comments and stating that TGg will continue to make progress on providing compete drafts.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 71: Clarified the meaning, so the text will be revised: “The phase of the OFDM pilot tones shall be 45 degrees less than the phase of the last Barker symbol.”

Editor: What is meant is that the phase of the constellation will rotate by 45 degrees, which is easiest to see on the pilot tones.

Second try on modifying the text:

“The phase of the OFDM symbol (as referenced by the pilot tones) shall be 45 degrees less than the phase of the last Barker symbol.”

Steve Halford:  This was intended to capture the phase coherency between CCK and OFDM.

Steve Halford will assist the editor in making the text more clear

Comments 73-74: are covered by other corrections

2002-03-14 2:56 PM

Recess

2002-03-14 3:35 PM

The chair called the meeting to order.

The next special committee is clause 19, headed by Steve Halford.
Would like to discuss new business so we can work at Sydney.

Exit this plenary with a draft 2.5.  Prepare to have draft 3.0 in Sydney so we can have a letter ballot.  Chair wants to issue an r3 of 02/209 that talks about all of the resolved issues for Sydney.  3. we need to preauthorize a letter ballot for Sydney.

Motion:

Direct editor to produce draft 2.5 based on resolution of editorial comments and General comments in document 02/209r2 and provide chair with draft for distribution at least two weeks prior to May 2002 session.

Direct chair to identify comments in document 02/209r2 that were resolved in the March 2002 session, appropriately annotate these comments, and issue a new revision of document 02/209 no more than two weeks after the March 2002 session.

Moved: Steve Halford

Seconded: John Terry

Vote: 27/0/0

Motion:

Direct the chair of TGg to request preauthorization for a letter ballot to be issued on the 802.11g draft from the May 2002 session.

Moved: Richard Williams

Seconded: Jim Zyren

Vote: 26/1/0

Question:  Bob O’Hara is warning about preauthorization.

Our working group rules supercede Robert’s rules and we can preauthorize them.

Kevin Smart: I don’t believe in signing a blank check.

Chair: It is not a blank check, it is a means of soliciting comments and progressing the work.

Terry Cole: What about the papers that have been submitted?  If we can’t present them, do we have to resubmit to present them in Sydney?

Chair:  Terry is the only one who hasn’t had the opportunity to present the paper.

Richard Williams: What about Carl Andren’s CCA paper?

Chair: That is correct.  Before getting into the clause 19 comments, we could do the presentations.

Terry Cole:  I could present, but they are more related to the MAC issues, so this isn’t the best time.  I could briefly present 02/150.

Carl Andren: Doc. 02/132 –  CCA (19.4.5) presentation

Energy detect has been in the standard, but it is not generally used due to Bluetooth, microwave ovens, etc.  

Questions: Richard Williams:  The intent is to make the CCA in 11g mode the same as 11b mode.  – No the CCA will also have to capture 11g mode as well.

Richard:  Is there a probability associated with this?
Editor:  True, I didn’t give any probabilities, but I did give a minimum sensitivity number.  We could consider a probability parameter.

Richard:  I believe that a probability is a desirable thing to do.

Steve Halford is nodding in agreement.

Editor:  We could put a probability of 90, 95%, or something.  Nobody is really checking this.  Let’s not get too carried away with super-detailed specification.

Richard:  I would be in favour of putting in a number of 90%.  It is pretty relaxed.

Chair:  Is anyone concerned about putting in such a specification.

Editor:  I can put that into draft 2.5.  We will have to consider if that only applies to OFDM or if it also applies to legacy.  Basically we can just copy over the a specification.

Richard:  I am primarily concerned with the OFDM mode and not the legacy mode.

Editor:  Instruction would be to have the editor wrap in the appropriate part of the 11a standard?  YES

Concern with the 3.65 ms timer.  Perhaps that should be smaller for the higher data rates for improved efficiency.

Concern about the maximum 1500 byte packet.  Perhaps the number should be 2.4 ms.

Motion:

Move to adopt the CCA specification in Doc 02/132 and incorporate the CCA probability of error requirement from 802.11a.  In mode 4, change the CCA timer value to 1.3 ms and remove the informative rate reference.

Moved:
Carl Andren

Seconded: Steve Halford

Vote: 23/0/2
Terry Cole will present 02/150:

802.11g NAV Propagation

Second Paper: 02/157 presented by Terry Cole

Carl Andren:  I thought that we put into the draft that some of the sequences may be illegal. – I don’t think I did any of those, but I will look at it.
Ron Brackmann:  You talked about a CCK data frame followed by an OFDM ACK.  That doesn’t make any sense.  – There is a funny case where a CCK-11 data packet is followed by an OFDM-6 ACK.  – Ron disagrees that the draft allows for that

We should look into excluding OFDM ACKs for CCK data frames.  We may have to mandate this in the comment resolutions at the Sydney meeting.

Submissions are completed.

Steve Halford is leading the discussion of Clause 19 comment resolution.

Comment 2 (counted by rows in the Excel spreadsheet): Coexistence.  Handled this with Bob Heile’s comment (General comment 66).

Comment 3: OFDM G-only mode…

Terry Cole: How do we want to describe how a G only BSS can be done?

Ron Brackmann:  It can be done in the support element and the basic rate sets.

Terry: Recommendation to exclude things that are impossible from the draft.  This is the source of many comments.

The editor was directed to make the appropriate change.  This was done by unanimous consent.

Comment 4:  Accepted as directed by the special committee.

Comment 5:  CCA issues.  The CCA issues were addressed in 02/132 and added to the draft.

Terry Cole:  We are not relying on the CCA of legacy devices and are procedures are defined in Annex E for handling this case. (with help from Carl Andren) 
Richard Williams:  It is not entirely true that one system is priviledged.  This can be achieved by some of the methods seen in other presentations.

Comment 6: Changed to editorial and direct the editor to fix.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 7: Reference 02/220 to show why the comment is inaccurate.  The FCC specifications can be met with a sufficiently good PA and it is required by 19.4.3.8.1.  Resolution adopted by unanimous consent.
Comment 8: See 02/209 for resolution.  Accepted by unanimous consent.
Comment 9: See 02/209 for resolution.  Accepted by unanimous consent.
Comment 10: Comment resolved.  See 02/209.  Accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 11: Comment resolved.  See 02/209.  Accepted by unanimous consent.
Comment 12: Comment deferred.  See 02/209.  Accepted by unanimous consent.

Chris Heegard:  TGe is looking at this issue, but we need to defer until after the joint TGg/TGe meeting in Sydney.

Comment 13: Comment resolved.  See 02/209.  Accepted by unanimous consent.
Comment 14: Comment resolved.  See 02/209.  Accepted by unanimous consent.
Comment 15: Comment resolved.  See 02/209.  Accepted by unanimous consent.

Minutes were not accepted earlier.

Motion:  Move to adopt our minutes from the Dallas interim meeting (Doc. 02/026r0).

Moved: Srikanth Gumati

Seconded: Anuj Batra.

Adopted by unanimous consent.

2002-03-14 5:29 PM

Adjourned for the week.
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