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1. Monday Morning TGe, May 13, 2002

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Meeting called to order at 10:30AM by John Fakatselis

1.1.2. Secretary Tim Godfrey

1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. TGe agenda as in document 02-278

1.2.1.1. Standard opening formalities

1.2.1.2. Comment Resolution

1.2.1.3. Preparing a new draft

1.2.1.3.1. We have not updated the draft since November. We have approved new normative text while resolving comments. We need to consolidate all comments into a new draft, and issue it as a new letter ballot.

1.2.1.3.2. We want to continue the ad-hoc groups continue to address specific outstanding topics.

1.2.1.3.3. Two Ad Hoc groups , one editorial, and one addressing technical issues, both in the same room.

1.2.1.3.4. The agenda indicates “TG Discussion” for times for full TG sessions. At these times we discuss and vote on motions.

1.2.1.3.5. TG Discussion have been placed in every day, starting tomorrow. 

1.2.1.4. We have a joint session with TGg to discuss MAC issues. Wednesday AM.

1.2.1.5. On Thursday, we have fixed time agenda items starting at 7:30PM for the presentation of the new draft and vote on sending it to Letter Ballot.

1.2.2. Discussion on Agenda

1.2.2.1. With respect to TGi and TGh letter ballots, there are items that were inconsistent with TGe – frame formats for example. How are we going to resolve this? 

1.2.2.2. The chairs meeting on Thursday AM will address this. It is not addressed on this agenda, though.

1.2.2.3. How do we get something on the agenda? We have a proposal that has been discussed in the 1394 WG. We want time on the agenda to have it considered to be included in the draft. It should be brought up in “call for papers”. The technical ad-hoc can address them and generate the normative text.

1.2.3. Vote on the agenda

1.2.3.1. The agenda is adopted with unanimous consent.

1.3. Roll call

1.3.1. How many new people are here?

1.3.1.1. About 15 people are new at this meeting, about 25%.

1.4. Objectives for this session

1.4.1. The goal is to complete the draft and forward for Letter Ballot.

1.4.1.1. Assign editorial team, with a managing editor. The managing editor will be the owner of the document and coordinate updates as they are approved.

1.4.1.2. Srini will assemble all the motions that are yet to be included into the draft.

1.4.1.3. Editorial team should include the authors themselves, and some technical experts to serve as real-time reviewers.

1.4.1.4. There are motions from the past three sessions that need to be incorporated.

1.4.2. Discussion on the objectives

1.4.2.1. How will we manage conflicts between ad-hoc groups and editing tasks? Hopefully, the ad-hoc groups will address things that have not been addressed yet, and the editorial groups will handle work that has already been approved.

1.4.2.1.1. There will be regular opportunities for the editorial and ad-hoc teams to join together.

1.4.2.2. Are we going for recirculation or letter ballot? We don’t think recirculation will provide any benefit at this point? But it could be helpful after the next LB.

1.4.2.3. The editorial team is not requesting a long-term commitment of time. 

1.4.3. Review of Schedule for the week

1.4.3.1. Three times are scheduled for TGe sessions with voting

1.4.3.1.1. Tuesday 10:30AM to 12:00

1.4.3.1.2. Wednesday 3:30PM to 5:30

1.4.3.1.2.1. Final Ad Hoc motions. Editorial changes to be incorporated before the draft time limit – 4 hours before vote on Thursday.

1.4.3.1.3. Thursday 7:30PM to 9:30

1.4.3.1.3.1. Final draft to be available at 4:30PM. Motions will be made to forward draft to LB.

1.4.4. Discussion on the schedule

1.4.4.1. Could we consider the alternate process of using a 10 day Letter Ballot to ask the question if we should go to a letter ballot?

1.4.4.1.1. The chair reserves this as an option. It would be less complicated if we have the draft completed this week.

1.4.4.1.2. Is this a hard deadline? No, we should not compromise on quality to meet the deadline. We will review progress during the week and see what the best approach is.

1.4.4.2. The time from the end of this meeting from this meeting to the next is 50 days. It is impossible to have both a 10 day and a 40 day LB before the next meeting. There is a significant benefit to having the draft ready at the end of this meeting.

1.4.4.3. We should concentrate on getting a Letter Ballot quality draft out, not meeting the schedule.

1.4.4.4. Is the 10 day ballot a fixed rule? Why not 5 days? 802 rules do not allow anything shorter than a 10 day LB.

1.4.4.5. There is a lot of competitive industry pressure to deliver this work. There is a lot at stake for 802.11 and the industry.

1.5. Goals and Tasks

1.5.1. Selection of Managing Editor

1.5.1.1. Srini Kandalas is nominated.

1.5.1.1.1. Moved John Fakatselis, Second Harry Worstell.

1.5.1.2. Any other nominations? None

1.5.1.3. Srini is the Managing Editor, approved by acclamation.

1.5.2. Selection of Editorial Team

1.5.2.1. Authors

1.5.2.1.1. Sunghyun Choi

1.5.2.1.2. John Kowalski

1.5.2.1.3. Keith Amman

1.5.2.1.4. Adrian Stephens

1.5.2.1.5. Sid Schrum

1.5.2.1.6. Harry Worstell

1.5.2.2. Reviewers

1.5.2.2.1. Atul Garg

1.5.2.2.2. Menzo

1.5.2.2.3. Peter Johansson

1.5.2.2.4. Dave

1.5.2.2.5. Shugong

1.5.2.2.6. Ohtani

1.5.2.2.7. Ho-In Jeon

1.5.2.2.8. Isaac

1.6. Review of Policies and Rules

1.6.1. Voting and Motions

1.6.1.1. Non-members can ask a voting member to forward a motion on their behalf.

1.6.1.2. Please refrain from abusing motions such as point of order, parliamentary enquiry, etc.

1.6.2. Any questions on process or participation?

1.7. March minutes

1.7.1. Any matters arising from the minutes of March 2002?

1.7.1.1. None

1.7.2. Approval of minutes from March – 

1.7.2.1. Approved without objection.

1.8. Status of comments

1.8.1. Document 02/084r11, as of April 29th
1.8.1.1. 930 comments resolved

1.8.1.2. 1084 unresolved, 669 are editorial

1.8.1.3. There are 138 unassigned comments

1.8.1.4. The HCF has the largest block 

1.8.1.5. At this point there are roughly 1000 comments to be dealt with, but 670 are editorial.

1.9. Call for papers

1.9.1. Comments

1.9.1.1. Papers are out of order if they are not accompanied with normative text. 

1.9.1.2. The only appropriate papers contain text that improve our existing draft.

1.9.1.2.1. Discussion

1.9.1.2.1.1. Does it have to be explicit? Yes – you can’t just say “instruct the editor”.

1.9.2. Submissions:

1.9.2.1. Sid Schrum

1.9.2.1.1. Dual Scrambling for FEC – Chris Heegard (in Joint E/G session).

1.9.2.1.2. Schrum, et al. Submission to the FEC group – example FEC frame. No presentation needed. Informative Text to FEC group.

1.9.2.1.3. Schrum Et Al. HCF CF Access Limits. Addresses LB comments on HCF. 

1.9.2.1.4. Jay Meng: CC/RR Performance Evaluation 

1.9.2.2. Sunghyun Choi

1.9.2.2.1. 1394 clock synchronization over 802.11. 

1.9.2.2.2. Definitions of ACK and CTS Time out (02/313r0)

1.9.2.3. Matt Sherman

1.9.2.3.1. (02/330r0) commentary on 02/223r1 in support of CC/RR

1.9.2.3.2. (02/304r0) In Defense of CC/RR

1.9.2.3.3. (02/305) Evaluations of RR over EDCF

1.9.2.4. Lior Ophir 

1.9.2.4.1. Dynamic Update of the QoS Parameter Set (HCF group)

1.9.2.5. Duncan Kitchin

1.9.2.5.1. Not to be presented: Clock Distribution for 1394. No Normative Text.

1.9.3. Summary:

1.9.3.1. Total of 11 papers, 7 have normative text

1.9.3.2. Scheduling

1.9.3.2.1. 15 minutes presentation for each.

1.9.4. Discussion

1.9.4.1. Any other topics that need to be discussed during technical Ad Hoc meetings?

1.9.4.1.1. None

1.9.4.2. Lior has a motion of the form “instruct the editor”. He will try to improve it before he presents.

1.10. Review of editorial team members

1.11. Recess for Ad Hoc groups

2. Tuesday Morning TGe, May 14, 2002

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Meeting called to order by John Fakatselis at 10:30AM

2.1.2. This session will accept motions from the Ad Hoc groups

2.2. Update from Editorial Ad Hoc

2.2.1. Srini – We have incorporated the inputs from previous draft.

2.2.2. Discussion

2.2.2.1. There has been a lot of discussion on frame formats.

2.2.2.2. If we feel we need more time to work on the draft, we will need to have 10 day letter ballot. We will still have to provide some text to go along with that letter ballot.

2.2.2.3. The latest version of the draft is on the server.

2.2.2.4. Reviewers should give input on the draft as it develops.

2.3. Motions from Technical Ad Hoc

2.3.1. Motion  that TGe adopt the text contained in 11-02/324r0, with any appropriate changes arising from other motions, to be included as an informative annex in the draft.

2.3.1.1. Passes unanimous consent

2.3.2. Motion to modify the draft to specify the management and all types of burst ack control frames be sent at the highest priority.

2.3.2.1. Moved Kowalski, Second Adrian

2.3.2.2. Passed by unanimous consent

2.3.3. Motion that TGe incorporate the normative text from document 02/341r0a into the draft with the amendment proposed on slide 6 replacing “TBD ms” with “2 ms”

2.3.3.1. Moved Srini K, Sid Schrum

2.3.3.2. Discussion

2.3.3.2.1. This is regarding how much time a station is allowed to update a new set of QoS parameters received in a beacon.

2.3.3.2.2. Concern about specifying internal implementation response times. We typically chose to not specify times like this, and this is inconsistent. Against the motion. Suggests a longer time such as a beacon interval.

2.3.3.2.3. In favor of the motion – we need some constraint for QoS. Without it, a station could never use parameters. 

2.3.3.2.4. Why were 2mS chosen? It seems like a nice number… It seems long enough for most implementations.

2.3.3.2.5. In favor of the motion – we have a mechanism to update the QoS Parameters, but no way to mandate they are used. A grace period is OK, but a limit is needed. 

2.3.3.2.6. These parameters are not updated frequently. 2mS seems too short, though. We do need a number, though. We do have the beacon interval time already defined. 100mS may be too long, but probably OK.

2.3.3.3. Motion to amend : change “2mS” to “beacon interval”.

2.3.3.3.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi 

2.3.3.3.2. Second Ho-In

2.3.3.3.3. Discussion

2.3.3.3.3.1. What is the maximum beacon interval allowed? Is it too long? 

2.3.3.3.3.2. In a QoS, the beacon interval will be more rapid. So in practice, it is not an issue.

2.3.3.3.3.3. Against the motion – 2mS is very acceptable. But the issue is moot – we accepted a set of default parameter values which are useable in most cases. So there is no reason to have an update mechanism. But since it is there, it is OK, but why wait a beacon interval. 

2.3.3.3.3.4. Against the amendment – what if someone used the prioritized facility to transmit AV data – tight control is required, and fast update is needed. You could experience a glitch due to the delayed updating. Prefers 2mS.

2.3.3.3.4. Vote on the motion to amend: 

2.3.3.3.4.1. Passes 29: 7 : 4

2.3.3.4. Main Motion: that TGe incorporate the normative text from document 02/341r0a into the draft with the amendment proposed on slide 6 replacing “TBD ms” with “one beacon interval”

2.3.3.4.1. Discussion

2.3.3.4.1.1. Against the motion – EDCF is a mechanism that works with stable parameters. There isn’t simulations that justify fast update of parameters. There is no need.

2.3.3.4.1.2. Against the motion because 2mS is better.

2.3.3.4.1.3. In favor – there is already a mechanism there, but this doesn’t say they have to be used. This mechanism allows the HC the ability to adjust the parameters.

2.3.3.4.1.4. In favor – as long as we have the parameters, we need a value.

2.3.3.5. Vote on the motion: passes 27: 8: 9

2.3.4. Motion that TGe adopt the normative text contained in slide 5 of document 02/326r0, with a default dot11MaxCAPLimit value equal to 90% of dot11BeaconPeriod, and default dot11MaxCAPWindow value equal to dot11BeaconPeriod.

2.3.4.1. Discussion

2.3.4.1.1. This text provides an externally controllable mechanism to limit the amount of time that an HC provides contention free access to the channel, giving time for EDCF access on the channel. These are MIB parameters. 

2.3.4.1.2. There are actually two values. Default percentage is easy to agree, but times would not. The values should be specified as time and ratio, not times. 

2.3.4.2. Moved Sid Schrum

2.3.4.3. Second Ho-In Jeon

2.3.4.4. Discussion

2.3.4.4.1. What happens after the CAP of the limit? Is the AP not allowed to access the medium? Only CCIs or CAPs would be prohibited for the next 10%. A sliding window. 

2.3.4.4.2. This makes the HC backoff independent of OBSS issues. 

2.3.4.4.3. Against the motion- what if this limit has been reached? 

2.3.4.4.4. For the motion – It is very adequately described how to use it, but something more sophisticated can still be used.

2.3.4.4.5. Call the question (Adrian/ Srini) no objection

2.3.4.5. Vote on the motion: Fails 23: 16 : 6

2.3.5. Move to remove the TClas element and all references thereto from the draft. 

2.3.5.1. Moved Kowalski

2.3.5.2. Second Adrian Stephens

2.3.5.3. Discussion

2.3.5.3.1. The TClass needs more work, but until we work on it, it premature to remove it.

2.3.5.3.2. There is really no need for this to be in the MAC to generate a TSPEC. We can provide informative text on how to generate the TSPEC.

2.3.5.3.3. Against the motion: A Tclas from the station is important to provide to the AP. This allows a station to set up a downlink portion of a tspec. 

2.3.5.3.4. It can be set up by a negotiation at a higher layer. 

2.3.5.3.5. But what higher layer protocol is used? It is unknown, and not standardized. That is a problem.

2.3.5.3.6. For the motion: Tclas is an instruction to the MAC to look at the MSDUs. That’s a bad thing to do. Or it’s a communication mechanism between MACs – there are other ways to do this.

2.3.5.4. Vote on the motion: passes 26 : 7 : 10

2.3.6. Move to instruct the editor to include an informative annex to describe how a TSpec could be generated from information passed to the MAC. John Kowalski is volunteering to write this.

2.3.6.1. Moved John Kowalski

2.3.6.2. Second Shugong Xu

2.3.6.3. Vote on the motion – passes with unanimous consent.

2.4. Review of technical Ad Hoc

2.4.1. The HCF channel access discussion resulted in a recommendation is to proceed with what is in the draft. There is no motion resulting. 

2.4.1.1. The current draft – not 2.0a – does actually include mandatory backoff. We may want to change it back from “shall” to “may”. 

2.4.1.2. We will review comment ID 1535. The change was adopted in March. This needs to be revisited

2.4.2. HC Error Recovery

2.4.2.1. Two ways the HC regains control of the medium. Once the TXOP is confirmed after detecting CCA, the HC only regains control at the end of the TXOP or when explicitly handed back.

2.4.2.2. The recommendation again is to take no action. 

2.4.3. Specific Comments

2.4.3.1. Comment 1376. Were accepted in 597r1 regarding Qstate element. Not yet reflected in the draft 2.0. This comment was accepted Draft 2.13 contains this..

2.4.3.2. This comment is accepted without objection.

2.4.3.3. Comment 1377  accepted without objection

2.4.3.4. Comment 1379 – reclassify as editorial – no objection.

2.4.3.5. Comment 1384 – Adopt text in D2.0a – accepted without objection.

2.4.3.6. Comment 1390 – make explicit statements, was considered editorial: – accepted without objection.

2.4.3.7. Comment 1392 – 7.4.1 should have been updated 01/557r0 from Austin. The r1 document was in conflict. The comment was rejected since the requested action is inconsistent with the rules of order. – resolution accepted without objection.

2.4.3.8. Comment 1432 – Question about efficacy of MAC FEC. Resolution – simulations have been provided Comment rejected. - resolution accepted without objection.

2.5. Recess at 12:00

3. Minutes from Joint TGe and TGg session May 15, 2002

Secretary for this session – Kevin Smart

The meeting was called to order by John Fakatselis at 08:15

There were four papers to be presented for joint review, but we don’t have a precise plan for running the meeting.  We have made the decision to be able to take motions during this meeting.

Matthew Shoemake:  We have about 1:45 together.  We have four papers that will be presented.  I will do another call later.  Terry Cole took a set of comments that are related to MAC issues that we want to present.  

No further documents were identified.

The documents were in no particular order, but no one volunteered to go first, so the order listed was the order we were going to present.

The first paper to be presented is Terry Cole’s “Slides to Assist with Joint Meeting of TgE and TgG.”

Presenting Document 11-02-300r0

“Boring” stuff:

1. Capability Bit Overloading

Bits b8 and b9 are overloaded in the current draft.  The good news is that we still have enough bits to solve the problem.  The idea is to try to solve the problem here in the joint TGg and TGe meeting.  Terry’s proposal: TGg use b9, b10 and TGe use b12, b13, b14, and b15.  That way we can solve the problem without involving the other groups.

2. Information Element Overloading

3. Management Frame Orders

The chairs recommend that the editors should get together and come back with a joint recommendation.  They may also need to get together with the other groups.

There was no discussion, so Carl and Srini were directed to get together and come back to the groups with the editors’ recommendation by tomorrow 2002-05-16.  This was done with no other discussion.  The scope includes: capability bits, information element, and management frame orders.

TGe Chair is making a statement regarding SDL.  TGe has decided to not follow the precedent regarding SDL and is not planning to supply the SDL.  They don’t see a way of coordinating the SDL.  Therefore, they are NOT making a requirement of SDL.  The individual pieces will do SDL as they feel appropriate.  They will continue upon this approach until they hear otherwise.

TGg Chair:  TGg is heading in a similar direction regarding SDL.  

Marty:  I believe this is the right direction, but I am concerned that the state diagrams in 802.11 as a whole follow some sort of methodology.

Terry:  I have a practical question.  Annex C is a portion of the standard.  Once the standard is all combined, how can we drop this?

Answer:  The documents say that Annex C text should be removed

TGg Chair:  Marty, your question is another question of coordination.

Jim Z.:  How do these questions get answered?

TGg Chair:  When we talk about motions they will go to the joint plenary.

Jim Zyren:  Instead of draft modifications, we are talking with these overloaded functions.

TGg Chair:  We are just …

TGe Chair:  TGg has any right to ask the MAC groups to make any appropriate changes.  If there a conflict with the PAR, we need to change the PAR.  We want to leave it up to the editors to solve these overloading problems.

Terry:  That was the end of trying to resolve MAC comments.  From this point forward, these are my comments.  I want to make sure that the TGg PHY can work with the existing MAC as well as future MACs.  What should happen to a .11b network once .11g devices are added?  We believe the .11b devices perform about the same, but the .11g devices work better and more efficiently.  In trying to design this we recommended some MAC changes.

Next presentation 11-02-181r1 by S. Choi.

S. Choi: RTS/CTS comments.  There are some issues with RTS/CTS.  We should try to minimize the usage of RTS/CTS in .11g networks.  We should use the CFP to create a .11g CP that .11b devices will think is the CFP.  This essentially makes a period the protects .11g devices from .11b devices.  This allows .11g devices to avoid using RTS/CTS.

Motion:  Move to adopt the .11g CP mechanism specified in document 11-02-181r1 into the IEEE 802.11g draft by making the change specified on slide 22.

Moved: S. Choi

Seconded: Albert Young

Choi:  This will allow us to have higher performance with .11g networks.  Strongly support.

Menzo:  Did you compare the efficiency in throughput with .11e MAC?

Choi:  If you combine the .11g PHY with the .11e MAC, most of the problems go away.  This is a temporary solution.  This is a complimentary mechanism.

Adrian: What we have here is a scheduling mechanism.  I have a concern because we don’t have adequate signalling to control the size of the .11 CP.  Speaks against.

Choi:  I agree partially, but I would try to minimize the size of the .11 CP so only a few .11g CP can be done.

Terry Cole:  I speak against the motion.  I don’t believe this is flawed, but I would like to contest the this causes no harm to .11b stations.  This seems like it will reduce throughput to the .11b network.  This limits the CP to an OFDM CP and a common .11b/g CP.  I have simulated this in 11-02-301.  I have examined other mechanisms and have decided that we should do nothing.  The RTS/CTS is robust enough.

Choi: Gave a rebuttal to Cole’s position.

Marty: Why do we need to use the legacy bit with the system at all?  The AP should understand.

Choi: I am not really touching the legacy bits at all.

Menzo: Concerned about time-sensitive transmissions.  I believe that the two periods will cause inefficiencies.  I am going to vote against it.

Choi: If you use .11e in the future, this will not be necessary.  If you are concerned with it, you can try to minimize the usage of this.

Lior: My understanding is that this proposal is based on CF awareness of legacy devices, but there are many devices that are not CF aware.

Choi:  True, there are several devices that are not CF aware, but the AP can manage this.

Chris: I am confused about the timing of this.  TGg and TGe are well along.  What is the need of having an interim solution.

Sean Coffey: I am not clear on a couple of things.  Where does the ER-PBCC fit in?  Is it only in the .11g CP?

Choi: In .11g only pure OFDM has the problem.  We don’t need RTS/CTS with ER-PBCC.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent.

Vote (technical): 10/37/32 vote fails

Document 11-02-325 by Chris Heegard. Dual precoding with FEC packets

Motion (for TGe): Move to incorporate the normative text in section 2 of 11-02-325r0 into the IEEE 802.11e draft.

Moved:

Chris Heegard

Seconded :
Richard Williams

John Kowalski:  Is it possible for a non-FEC capable to interpret the packet.

Chris: No.  The first portion is in the clear, but the second through the end are not.

Adrian:  Does the use of this extend the frame?

Chris: No.  This introduces no length extension.  All pre-coding is initialized to zero.

Mark Webster:  Would this be used only on the RS packets?

Chris: Yes.

Question: Is this only for .11a?

Chris: This applies for .11a and .11g.  It will work for .11b, but it is not necessary.

Jim Zyren: Directed to the chair.  What is the policy on patents?  Is a question regarding patents on this mechanism in order?

Jim Zyren: Chris are you aware of any patents or applications that may be relevant to this presentation?

Chris Heegard:  I know of no patents and TI has submitted to the IEEE a letter regarding intellectual property.

Jim: Can you comment to any patent applications that may apply?

Chris:  I have no comment.

This discussion will continue at the TGe session at 1:00 PM.

Steve Halford:  We are putting this off until a time that we can’t do this as a joint session.

TGg Chair:  We could reconvene as a joint TGg/TGe session at 1:00 PM.

Question:  There was a special order for TGe at 1:00 PM.

Is there any objection to continuing this at

Motion:  Move to resume the joint TGg/TGe at 1:00 PM.

Moved: Richard Williams

Seconded: Sean Coffey

Question called.

Chris Heegard/Sean Coffey

Vote: 40/5/16  The question is called

Vote for original motion (procedural): 40/22/13 motion passes

The meeting is recessed until 1:00 PM.

Called the meeting to order at 1:10 PM.

The chair is asking to limit the discussion to 15 minutes.  This was done by unanimous consent.

Chris Heegard: I would like to say I learned that there was a problem with the FEC about six months.  I have worked on that and have gone through several iterations.  At the last meeting, there were some objections because it scrambled the header.  We fixed that flaw.  I believe that people should support this.

Steve Halford: Point of Order.  We haven’t had a chance to ask questions.

Mark Webster:  This scrambler-descrambler is essentially identical to what is in .11b?

Chris: Yes

Question:  Any information on performance benefits such as PER?

Chris:  Historically there were some simulations.  There were some problems due to this scrambler.  If you fix this problem, you get back to the original curves.

TGg Chair: S. Choi didn’t you present a paper on this?

Yes:  Document 11-02-050r0.

Sean Coffey:  Document 11-02-239 was a document that we 

Asked for unanimous consent for adopting the motion.  There were two objections.

Chris asked a question:  Is someone trying to propose a different solution?  I believe that this is a solution to this problem.

No one else is presenting a solution.

Lior:  We are not voting whether FEC should be there or not.  It is there.  We are just trying to fix the flaw.  I speak in favour this.

The question is called:

Vote on the motion (technical): 20/12/20 motion fails.

Chris Heegard moves:

Motion: I move that we remove the FEC from the 802.11e draft.

Moved: Chris Heegard

Seconded: Thomas

Motion: Move to table.

Moved:
John Kowalski

Seconded:  Peter Johansson

Not debatable.

Vote: 26/19/5 (motion passes, the motion is tabled to TGe’s table)

There are no further topics for the joint TGg/TGe session.

2002-05-15 1:27 PM

The joint meeting is adjourned.

4. Wednesday afternoon TGe, May 15, 2002

4.1. Opening

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

4.1.2. We will entertain motions from the ad-hoc sessions and the editorial groups.

4.2. Objective

4.2.1. Tentative draft available – D2.18, is on the server

4.2.2. Any motions from Ad-Hoc activities.

4.3. Old Business

4.3.1. Straw poll from the previous session regarding the FEC scrambler / descrambler.

4.3.1.1. Option 1 – We support FEC in TGe, and don’t feel that the OFDM scrambler is a problem that needs to be fixed.  5 votes
4.3.1.2. Option 2 - We support FEC in TGe, and do feel that the OFDM scrambler is a problem that needs to be fixed. 11 votes
4.3.1.3. Option 3 – We don’t support FEC. 8 votes
4.3.2. Second straw poll (given that FEC is in the standard);

4.3.2.1. Option1 – the OFDM scrambler is a problem and should be solved.  20 votes
4.3.2.2. Option 2 – the OFDM scrambler is not a problem.  7 votes
4.3.3. Discussion

4.3.3.1. The mover would like to have someone in the body move to reconsider the previous motion that failed regarding the FEC scrambler. 

4.3.3.2. Will announce to TGg, and put on agenda for TGe in Thursday AM session. Someone will have to move to reconsider at that time.

4.4. Motions from the floor

4.4.1. Move to reconsider the deletion of the TCLAS element.

4.4.1.1. John K

4.4.1.2. Sunghyun

4.4.1.3. Vote on the motion to reconsider: Fails 15:9:5

4.5. Update on the draft

4.5.1. Draft 2.19 has now been uploaded.

4.6. Straw Poll

4.6.1. How many people have voted no on the most recent letter ballot and voted no?

4.6.1.1. There are 12 no-voters.

4.7. Motions from the Ad Hoc committee

4.7.1. Motion that TGe adopt the text contained in 11-02/297r2 to be included in the draft as modified by the deletion of the delay and delay tolerance parameters

4.7.1.1. Moved Duncan K

4.7.1.2. Second Peter J

4.7.1.3. Vote: Motion passes by unanimous consent.

4.8. Comment Resolutions (from 02/084r13)

4.8.1. Comment 1544

4.8.1.1. Disposition – accepted 

4.8.1.2. Resolution accepted without objection

4.8.2. Comment 1546

4.8.2.1. Accepted

4.8.2.2. Resolution accepted without objection

4.8.3. Comment 1548

4.8.3.1. Accepted

4.8.3.2. Resolution accepted without objection

4.8.4. Comment 1552

4.8.4.1. Declined

4.8.4.2. Resolution accepted without objection

4.8.5. Comment 1584

4.8.5.1. editorial – accepted

4.8.5.2. Resolution accepted without objection

4.8.6. Comment 1598

4.8.6.1. Declined – alternative implementation

4.8.6.2. Resolution accepted without objection

4.9. The next Letter Ballot

4.9.1. The chair asks the no-voters to study the resolutions in 02/084r13, and see if there is any other motions needed to reverse the vote from No to Yes.

4.9.1.1. When is the last point to make changes to the draft? Tomorrow at 4:30PM.

4.9.1.2. We need to start the process of reversing No votes.

4.9.1.3. What if the motion needed to reverse a vote has been addressed and the motion failed. 

4.9.1.4. The chair rules that we deviate from the rules: outstanding No-vote issues should be allowed to be reconsidered, regardless of previous motions or votes. 

4.9.1.4.1. There is an objection.

4.9.2. Discussion

4.9.2.1. It is inappropriate to attempt to ask a voter to indicate their intentions at this point without lengthy review of the draft.

4.9.2.2. The chair is not asking to indicate a voting intent, but rather if any outstanding issues from the previous letter ballots have been addressed in the known changes to the draft. Are there any known issues that are responsible for No votes that have not been addressed?

4.9.2.3. Regarding the TCLAS element – there are a number of ways to bring it back. 

4.9.3. Motion – to suspend the rules related to reconsideration and grant automatic reconsideration if a “No voter” from Letter ballot 30 would like to bring a motion on their comments for reconsideration.

4.9.3.1. Moved John Kowalski

4.9.3.2. Discussion

4.9.3.2.1. The only way a person can bring a motion is if it is based on a No vote? But there is no comment related, since the issue has come up since then. 

4.9.3.2.2. The chair says it has to be based on a comment on a previous letter ballot that has not been resolved.

4.9.3.2.3. Against this – the purpose of the motion to reconsider is to find someone who has changed their mind. There is a 2/3 margin to keep from addressing the same thing over and over. 

4.9.3.2.4. The reason this comes up is because a number of people have changed their minds. There is an escape procedure – we can vote to rescind this motion. 

4.9.3.3. Seconded – Ho-In Jeon

4.9.3.4. Discussion

4.9.3.4.1. Isn’t a motion requiring a 2/3 majority protecting the minority, and thus not able to be suspended? 

4.9.3.4.2. 5 minute recess

4.9.4. Motion to suspend the rules to reconsider without further vote motion 2.3.5 “Move to remove the TClas element and all references thereto from the draft”

4.9.4.1. Moved John Kowalski

4.9.4.2. Second Ho-In Jeon

4.9.4.3. Discussion

4.9.4.3.1. This does not change reconsideration of any other motions. The chair asks other no-voters to review the addresses comments and prepare any desired motions.

4.9.4.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 21 : 9 : 3 

4.9.5. Motion being reconsidered, now on the floor:

4.9.6. Move to remove the TClas element and all references thereto from the draft.

4.9.6.1. Moved Kowalski

4.9.6.2. Second Stephens

4.9.6.3. Discussion

4.9.6.3.1. Presentation of Document 02/349r0

4.9.6.3.2. TClas uniquely identifies datagrams and separates prioritized and parameterized datagrams.

4.9.6.3.3. Still for the motion – if the classification is above the MAC, the TCLAS mechanism is a special purpose transport to carry control information. Why not use one of the existing mechanism – ethertype or port type? If the classifier is below the MAC SAP, then the MAC is looking into the MSDUs, assuming it knows how to interpret the content. It may be IP, but it may be something else. 

4.9.6.3.4. Why rule out making the information at the MLME, without getting into specifics. Why do you think a specific ethertype is needed. 

4.9.6.3.5. Agree that traffic classification is needed – but its not within the MAC. 

4.9.6.3.6. This does not have to be signaled in the MAC, but since there is no standard method above the MAC, it is needed for interoperability. 

4.9.6.3.7. This TClas is a kind of insurance to allow us to use parameterized QoS. If we don’t have it, we are dependent on some other organization to create the standards to make the higher layer signaling possible and interoperable.

4.9.6.3.8. TClas is a signaling protocol for the wireless link. Future protocols could still operate at higher layers.

4.9.6.3.9. Is there a solution where the information could be made available to the upper layers (SME) Something above the MAC needs to get the information and act on it.

4.9.6.3.10. yes, if you use an existing mechanism such as ethertype, the multiplexing already exists. There is no software existing to use the TClas at the MAC mgmt level.

4.9.6.3.11. 802.11 does not strictly layer anyway – 802.11i has to look into packets. 

4.9.6.4. Question called without objection

4.9.6.5. Vote on the motion: Fails 19 : 13 : 6

4.10. Recess for ad-hocs at 5:00PM

5. Thursday Morning TGe, May 16, 2002

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Meeting called to order at 8:10am by John Fakatselis

5.2. Status

5.2.1. The agenda of technical items has been completed

5.2.2. Remaining items

5.2.2.1. We have deferred the motion on the FEC scrambler from yesterday.

5.2.2.2. That is the only outstanding item.

5.2.3. Announcements

5.2.3.1. There have been complaints that some chairpersons are using instant messages to communicate with members. That gives suspicion to the motives of the chairs. The CAC has decided that chairs will not use instant messages while on the podium.

5.2.3.2. The chair apologizes for the intent to allow reconsiderations of motions yesterday. It might be the case that we lost ground rather than gained it. It was perhaps not handled in the best manner. It will not be used as a precedent, and will be more cautious in the future.

5.2.3.3. The chair will discuss the issue of new motions on Tclas and Tspecs off-line.  

5.2.3.4. If this new presentation and motion can be made, it will address the objections resulting from yesterdays motions on TClas.

5.2.3.5. The chair asks for any other new topics for discussion at this session.

5.2.3.5.1. None

5.3. Discussion of FEC Scrambler

5.3.1. Update

5.3.1.1. The presenter wishes to have someone from the winning side ask to reconsider the motion

5.3.2. Motion to reconsider: “Move to incorporate the normative text in section 2 of 11-02-325r0 into the IEEE 802.11e draft.”
5.3.2.1. Moved Toro Ueda

5.3.2.2. Discussion

5.3.2.2.1. It is proper to reconsider this motion. Many people did not receive a description of this proposal. This is the classic reason to reconsider – the members have new information.

5.3.2.2.2. Against the motion to reconsider. This is a sound idea being proposed. The question is whether it is the optimal approach, or the only way. There hasn’t been time to consider alternate approaches. 

5.3.2.2.3. The original proposal was presented at the last meeting. Although it has been enhanced, there has been enough time to consider. We need to close out the draft. Doubts there is a better solution. 

5.3.2.2.4. Against the motion to reconsider. Recognize that there is a problem with FEC, and needs to be fixed. This is a new idea. The St Louis document has been reviewed, but it had a problem with the MAC header was scrambled. This new idea that fixes the problem was first seen yesterday. There hasn’t been adequate time to consider and evaluate and look for alternatives. Did not know that this was coming up again today. Doesn’t want to hold up the letter ballot on this issue.

5.3.2.2.5. The straw polls indicate that people didn’t know how this would work. It is appropriate to reconsider if people had a lack of understanding, and then learn more about it.

5.3.2.2.6. In favor of the motion – those that are against the motion said they didn’t have enough time to find an alternative. You don’t need more than one hour to understand the solution.

5.3.2.2.7. What are the implications if we don’t address this?

5.3.2.2.7.1. The chair states that if we reconsider this and reject it, members have the right to make this issue into comments on letter ballots. This will not stop the letter ballot. 

5.3.2.2.8. In favor of reconsideration – it is a good idea to solve the error. 

5.3.2.2.9. Call the question (Harry / Peter) 

5.3.2.2.9.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 35: 4: 1 

5.3.2.3. Vote on the motion to reconsider: Fails 21: 20: 11 

5.4. Presentation of Papers

5.4.1. “Consolidated TS Normative Text”, Adrian Stephens

5.4.1.1. Document presentation 02-348r1a

5.4.1.2. Normative text in 02-348r0

5.4.1.3. Changes from D2

5.4.1.3.1. Tspec requested by WSTA, not HC

5.4.1.3.2. TSPEC is a single link, not WSTA-HC-WSTA.

5.4.1.3.3. Adds a new section on management of Tspecs.

5.4.1.4. When can a motion to adopt this text be brought forward? At the 10:30 session

5.4.1.5. Changes to TSPEC elements

5.4.1.5.1. Deleted source and destination addresses. TSPEC is always a request from WSTA to HC. 

5.4.1.5.2. Added a direction field. Direction field indicates uplink, downlink, or sidelink.

5.4.1.5.3. Add TS and Delete TS action frame formats have a new alternative result code. WSTA asks HC to create traffic stream. The HC can respond with a proposed alternative. 

5.4.1.5.4. The Tclas element has been denoted as optional. Willing to discuss whether it can be optional or mandatory.

5.4.1.5.5. Tidying up of service primitives. 

5.4.1.6. New section on traffic stream operation

5.4.1.6.1. life cycle of Tspec in MSC syntax.

5.4.1.6.2. Definition of TS timeout – when there is no traffic on the TS. 

5.4.2. Discussion

5.4.2.1. The HC would be required to receive the element, but the station would optionally implement.

5.4.2.2. In general this is the right track. In the Tspec element, the delay bound and jitter were deleted – how does this work? 

5.4.2.2.1. Is there an accepted comment resolution that deletes delay bound and jitter? No. Then that is a mistake in this document.

5.4.2.3. Could this motion be deferred until 3:30? Then changes have to be on the server by 11:30am. The chair prefers to have this done by noon. The editorial team needs to have time to implement.

5.4.2.4. This is complicated enough that we should put it off until the next meeting. The complexity is too high to review in real time.

5.4.2.5. Tspec is the core of TGe draft. We need to be careful about what we change. Suggest we defer until the next meeting.

5.4.2.6. Agree that we should delay. There are very good things in this document, and support it. But we have concerns that might not be able to be addressed in the next couple of hours. 

5.4.2.7. If we don’t put this in the draft, will have to address the same set of comments. Thinks it should be in the draft.

5.4.2.8. There are some questions and comments – if we would like to go to letter ballot, we should adopt this. We need to incorporate this, but we haven’t had enough chance to review. 

5.4.3. Straw Poll

5.4.3.1. Should we try to include this in the draft this week for the Letter Ballot.  14 votes
5.4.3.2. How many wish to postpone till later? 8 votes
5.4.3.3. How many have no opinion 7 votes
5.4.4. Discussion

5.4.4.1. If we get the right people together, we can work this out and have a draft with the issues resolved.

5.4.4.2. The people need to get together right now. 

5.4.4.3. Suggest forming an ad-hoc committee on this subject to run until the next meeting. 

5.4.4.4. We want to make the draft complete, and also get it out this week. However, once we vote it in, it also takes 75% to take out or fix it.

5.4.4.5. Are there any subsets of the paper that could be taken as separate motions?

5.4.4.6. Adrian is trying to accomplish a number of things. Tidying up, describing things that need description. But there is also a change in what the TSPEC negotiates. That would be the only technical item that could be debated.

5.4.4.7. The draft already says negotiation is for one link, not multiple. Look in 2.0a – there was bi-directional, but it was removed. 

5.4.4.8. How do you set up STA-HC-STA? It takes two TSPEC negotiations. Trying to negotiate both at once is a problem.

5.4.4.9. Adrian is allowed to make a motion after 10:30. 

5.4.4.10. The chair would like to discuss the technical merits of the paper. 

5.4.5. Discussion of technical issues

5.4.5.1. Consider the case that the link quality goes from good to bad.

5.4.5.2. For a side link, returning a QoS Nul is also considered inactivity. 

5.4.5.3. How does the HC know the difference between a station not having enough time to send, or not having any data? Add text including the queue size field.

5.4.5.4. Questions whether we can make it mandatory to have all stations include a classifier capable of using the Tclas element.

5.4.5.4.1. Is it reasonable for a device to not support classification? 

5.4.5.4.2. We are force to require all stations and HC to support Tclas elements. We need a specific statement to mandate it.

5.4.5.4.3. But we are a MAC, and trying to require that classifiers exist above us on the stack.

5.4.5.4.4. We could make the ability to receive Tclas and indicate to higher layers mandatory.

5.4.5.5. The receiving station will receive frames containing a TSID in a side link. It doesn’t have to do anything special with them.

5.4.5.6. The issues with the side link are knowing the station is there and its capabilities – the WARP protocol provides this.

5.4.5.7. How do you do TSID assignment? The WSTA chooses.

5.4.5.8. This proposal supports up to 8 outbound and 8 inbound streams.  

5.4.6. Closing 

5.4.6.1. There appears to be no strong objection to the general concept. 

5.4.6.2. The update to the document will be on the server by 10:30, and available to vote this afternoon.

5.4.6.3. The motion will be addressed at 10:30, then we will recess for members to review the draft. We will reconvene at 3:30 to approve the draft.

5.5. Recess at 10:00am

5.6. Call to order at 10:30AM

5.7. Presentation of Papers

5.7.1. “TXOP Request: in time vs. in queue size” Sunghyun Choi

5.7.2. Document 02/314r1

5.7.3. Overview

5.7.3.1. QoS control field has two mechanisms to set up stream.

5.7.3.2.  The group concluded that requesting TXOP in time is not a good idea- a scheduling algorithm based on time requests cannot be optimal

5.7.3.3. Wants to remove the option to request TXOP by time. 

5.7.4. Discussion

5.7.4.1. Why can’t the HC just trust the station to request what it wants. This makes assumptions for particular applications. Some applications have time as a natural expression. 

5.7.4.2. There has to be a way to translate from octets to time anyway. This does not add complexity. 

5.7.4.3. There are cases where it is appropriate to have a more deterministic use of the resource, and even over-allocation.

5.7.4.4. The applications may have a better idea of their requirements than the HC.

5.7.5. Straw Poll

5.7.5.1. Do you favor two methods (bytes & time) for TXOP request? 8 votes
5.7.5.2. Do you favor TXOP only in bytes (queue size)? 19 votes
5.7.5.3. Do you favor TXOP only in time? 0 votes
5.7.6. Move to remove “TXOP duration request” in the QoS Control field and all the references from the 802.11e draft

5.7.6.1. Moved Sunghyun

5.7.6.2. Moved John Kowalski

5.7.6.3. Discussion

5.7.6.3.1. None

5.7.6.4. Vote on the motion: Fails 20: 7 : 2

5.7.6.5. Recount: Fails 20: 9 : 2

5.8. Express Data

5.8.1. Discussion

5.8.1.1. Thinking more about the express data class – worried about it. The HC needs strong control over the medium. Express Data may hijack the medium without knowledge of the HC. It is an attempt to get around what the scheduler should be doing.

5.8.1.2. The other view is not that it hijacks the medium, but that it allows applications that know more about their requirements than the HC could ever know. It is a tool to enable applications that the HC could not do as good of a job.

5.8.1.3. We still need normative requirements on the scheduler. 

5.8.2. Straw Poll

5.8.2.1. I want the Express Data Class to remain in the draft. 3 votes
5.8.2.2. I want the Express Data Class removed from the draft  18 votes
5.8.2.3. Don’t know / don’t care. 3 votes
5.8.3. Motion – to remove the express data class from the draft. 

5.8.3.1. John Kowalski

5.8.3.2. Point of order – the motion was to incorporate normative text (including express data) into a draft A draft has not been published. This is out of order.

5.8.3.3. Previous motion withdrawn before seconding.

5.8.4. Motion – to rescind the motion 9.1.2.5 from November 2001: “instruct  the editor to incorporate the normative text in document 01/597r1 into the draft”

5.8.4.1. Moved John Kowalski

5.8.4.2. Second Peter E

5.8.4.3. Move to table the motion

5.8.4.3.1. Moved Peter J

5.8.4.4. 5 minute recess

5.8.4.4.1. Seconded Adrian Stephens

5.8.4.4.2. Vote on motion to table: Fails 8 : 17 : 3

5.8.4.5. Discussion on motion to rescind

5.8.4.5.1. Against the motion – this is a complex matter that has not been reviewed. Things don’t get reviewed until they are in the draft. There are important features in this document. 

5.8.4.5.2. Would like to present a document on the queue state element – it asks questions on the queue state element, and overview.

5.8.4.5.2.1. How does it relate to the motion on the floor? 

5.8.4.5.2.2. This paper shows why the motion should be rescinded.

5.8.4.5.2.3. Document 02/130r0 

5.8.5. Recess at 12:00 noon

6. Thursday Afternoon TGe, May 16, 2002

6.1. Opening

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

6.2. Continuing from previous session

6.2.1.1. Discussion on motion to rescind

6.2.1.2. Continued discussion of presentation in document 02/130r0.

6.2.1.2.1. For wireless 1394 – all data is in express traffic. 

6.2.1.2.2. Queue size in time not bytes is a virtue, not a problem.

6.2.1.2.3. The MAC does not do admission control – admissions are already going through the MAC, but are expected to go in L3 datagrams. There is no fundamental difference between Tspec and Qstate.

6.2.1.2.4. A response is not needed to the Report Qstate, since it is already arranged. 

6.2.1.2.5. Although the MAC doesn’t handle admission control, there is still a need of a standard admission control entity. That entity talks to the MAC and reserves time. There is always the need for a central admission controller, so you don’t oversubscribe time or bandwidth.

6.2.1.2.6. One reason there is no response frame is because there is very little to do with the response. The qstate indicates the current state of the queues. Reporting that the desired operation can’t be done is unnecessary.

6.2.1.2.7. Would like to have admissions control in the MAC. 

6.2.1.3. Move to limit discussion to 15 minutes. 

6.2.1.3.1. Keith

6.2.1.3.2. No objections

6.2.1.4. Discussion

6.2.1.4.1. There is a misunderstanding of the use of QSE at high priority – they are like any other message

6.2.1.4.2. What is the resolution of queue length to time? 

6.2.1.4.3. The problem with the express data class is that you can’t insure that there won’t be something else that uses the same mechanism and conflicts with it. It must integrate with other applications

6.2.1.4.4. Agrees that we need to sort out admission control and put it in the MAC. Thought that this group didn’t want to deal with admission control, but it is not an argument to remove qstate from the MAC.

6.2.1.4.5. Will this prevent the use of wireless 1394 if it passes? This document was from the 1394 association. It would seriously impede the support of 1394 in 802.11e.

6.2.1.5. Call the question – no objections.

6.2.1.6. Vote on the motion to rescind: Passes 29 : 8 : 7 

6.2.2. Motion: to instruct the editor to include normative text defined by 02/348r1 into the TGe draft.

6.2.2.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

6.2.2.2. Discussion

6.2.2.2.1. This is a modification to the document presented earlier today

6.2.2.2.2. Differences

6.2.2.2.3. Supports 8 downlinks and 8 up/side links

6.2.2.2.4. The HC must support sending and receiving Tclass elements

6.2.2.3. Straw Poll –

6.2.2.3.1.  how many had time to review the document? 11

6.2.2.3.2. How many did not have an opportunity to adequately review? 10

6.2.2.3.3. How many would not review it? 1

6.2.2.4. Second Srini

6.2.2.5. Discussion

6.2.2.5.1. Move to limit debate and fix the vote at 4:25. Accepted with no objection. Each individual gets one minute

6.2.2.5.2. In favor of this – it adds a lot of detail that was not there before. It is better than what it replaces.

6.2.2.5.3. In favor of this – this is the best way to use Tspecs. 

6.2.2.6. Vote on the motion – any objection to adopting by unanimous consent? None

6.2.2.6.1. Motion accepted by unanimous consent.

6.2.3. Motion: remove the text “that initiated the frame exchange sequence” from the first sentence of clause 7.1.3.1.7 which states, “The Power Management field is 1 bit in length and is used to indicate the power management mode of the (Q)STA that initiated the frame exchange sequence”

6.2.3.1. Moved Keith Amman

6.2.3.2. Second Duncan Kitchin

6.2.3.3. Discussion

6.2.3.3.1. Support this change – it was an incorrect comment resolution.

6.2.3.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 31: 0: 1

6.2.4. Closing discussion

6.2.4.1. Would like to return to the FEC issue. People want to solve the problem and keep FEC in the draft. There was concern that there wasn’t time to review this. Another option would be to revive the FEC Ad Hoc group to work between sessions and come back with a solution.

6.2.4.2. Who would like to lead this teleconference? Lior volunteers.

6.2.4.3. We will hold teleconferences once a week. 

6.3. Next session

6.3.1. There is a scheduled vote at 8:30 to vote to send the draft out to letter ballot. 

6.3.2. The draft presentation starts at 7:30PM. Around 8:00pm is when the vote is likely to take place.

6.3.3. Move to recess until 7:30PM (Duncan) – no objection.

6.4. Recess at 4:30PM

7. Thursday Evening TGe, May 16, 2002

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. The meeting is called to order at 7:30 by John Fakatselis

7.1.2. Agenda review

7.1.2.1. A fixed time to review the draft

7.1.2.2. Make motions for accepting the draft and forward to letter ballot

7.1.3. Presentation

7.1.3.1. “802.11 WG Assigned Numbers Authority”

7.1.3.1.1. Duncan Kitchin

7.1.3.1.2. We have a problem with ID numbers and capability bits that are selected by the TGs, and they are colliding.

7.1.3.1.3. Proposal to create a single person to own all the numbers, and a mechanism to assign them.

7.1.3.1.4. Will ask the chair to assign a member to run this, and a web document to contain all the numbers.

7.1.3.1.5. The Task Groups will make motions to request numbers.

7.1.3.1.6. The last number of any resource will be reserved as an “escape bit” to extend the space.

7.1.3.1.7. There will be an appeal mechanism with a time limit.

7.1.3.1.8. Initially covering element IDs, management frame action codes and capability bits. Can be extended by a motion.

7.1.3.2. Discussion

7.1.3.2.1. This needs to allow for provisional assignment. A mechanism is also needed to return the numbers if the mechanism is later removed.

7.1.3.2.2. Can this be automated? 

7.1.3.2.3. Also the status and result codes might need to be added.

7.1.3.2.4. Automating this is probably not the best idea. 

7.1.3.2.5. One of the other issues is the ordering of elements in management frames. Could the ordering also be made the same as the order of ID codes, solving that issue?

7.2. Review of the Draft

7.2.1. Presentation of the draft

7.2.1.1. Draft 802.11e-D2.22

7.2.1.2. The editor Srini Kandalas reviews all the changes in the draft for the group.

7.2.2. Discussion on the draft

7.2.2.1. Did some people review the draft in the last few hours? Yes, some did, but not totally.

7.2.2.2. How many voting members? About 30.

7.2.2.3. Does this draft purport to address all technical comments? To the best of our knowledge. We addressed about 1600 comments. Some editorial comments have not been resolved because we ran out of time.

7.2.2.4. What is the final count of the comments that were addressed? In 084r14? 

7.2.2.5. Are there any TBDs in the draft? As far as we know there are none. There was one place where a new notation was called for and we left it.

7.2.2.6. We are at the state where different people read the document and have different interpretations. If you have the luxury of time, you have a person work on the wording to make it comprehensible. The baseline document is also very hard to understand. But nobody has ever gone through a readability quality improvement process on the base standard or any of the supplements currently being developed. We have failed to grasp how to make this document maintainable for many years. Somebody in IEEE will have to merge all these supplements into a single document, which will be a daunting task. How do we as a WG make the end result more readable and maintainable?

7.2.2.7. Status of comments – out of 1300 comments, we have resolved 1000 or more (due to duplicates). Probably closer to 1200 comments have been resolved.

7.2.2.8. The chair notes that we are not obligated to answer every comment. We just need to produce a better draft. Some comments are unresolvable. 

7.2.2.9. If there are a significant number of outstanding comments (over 100) we might benefit from having a delay of a few weeks to allow the draft to be reviewed before starting another LB. We might have a better result if we slow down at the moment.

7.3. Motions to adopt the draft

7.3.1. Motion: Instruct the editor to issue a new revision of draft as 3.0, including the changes agreed by TGe up to the end of the Sydney meeting, and presented as draft 2.23. 

7.3.1.1. Moved John Kowalski

7.3.1.2. Second Adrian Stephens

7.3.1.3. Vote – Passes 33 : 0 : 1

7.3.2. Motion: Request the WG to issue a 40 day letter ballot, which may be conducted by electronic means, asking the WG whether to forward 802.11e draft 3.0 to sponsor ballot, asking the sponsor group ask the IEEE–SA to adopt 802.11e draft 3.0 as standard supplement 802.11e.

7.3.2.1. Discussion

7.3.2.1.1. If we start before May 28th, the LB will close before the next meeting.

7.3.2.2. Moved John Kowalski

7.3.2.3. Second Adrian Stephens

7.3.2.4. Vote – 32 : 0 : 2

7.3.3. Discussion

7.3.3.1. The 802.11i group is using an automated tool ? Could we use it? 

7.3.3.2. Several members feel the tool is detestable.

7.3.3.3. The chair will consult with the other chairs and editors on this.

7.4. Old Business

7.4.1. None

7.5. New Business

7.5.1. The group wishes to thank the Editor, Srini Kandalas, for his hard work during this week in making the new draft possible.

7.5.2. The group also thanks Keith Amman for maintaining the comments list for several months.

7.5.3. The editor also thanks the team of sub-editors for their help.

7.6. Motion to adjourn – no objections.

7.7. The meeting is adjourned at 8:30PM.
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