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Abstract

Minutes

2002-05-13 10:40AM

The chair asked for a volunteer for secretary.  Kevin Smart volunteered.

The chair called the meeting to order.

The tentative agenda was shown in document 02/288r0

The chair presented his chair’s status update (02/307r0).  He glossed over several parts because this is history.  There were three new participants in TGg, so they were advised to read the document on the server.  Document 02/203 has the comments with the resolutions.  We would like to complete the comment resolution and perhaps have another letter ballot after this meeting.

The five special committee chairs from the previous meeting all agreed that they would be able to fulfil their duties this week.

The chair went over the proposed agenda.  Submissions are in order, but they should wait until we are working the the section where it is applicable.

Terry Cole made the motion to adopt the proposed agenda.

Dick Allen seconded.

Sean Coffey wanted to know how much time we had for dinner.  Matthew has reseved 90 minutes for dinner each night.

Carl pointed out that we are recessing for dinner twice (the second one is at 9:30).  We proposed replacing that with a bar.  Matthew agreed to correct that flaw.

The document was changed to 288r1 with the corrections.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

The modified agenda (02/288r1) was adopted by unanimous consent.

Motion:  Move to adopt the minutes from the St. Louis Plenary (02/164r0)

Moved: Stuart Kerry

Seconded: Srikanth Gumatti

Count: 24/0/0  Motion is adopted and the minutes were adopted.

The chair is making a call for submissions.  Terry Cole has documents 299, 300, and 301.  Steve Halford also has a document without a number (Title: Spectral Control Issues). 

This is not the last call for submissions.  There will be another call and offline notices are also in order.

There are a couple of options to proceed.  We agreed to have Steve Halford continue where we left off in March.

Steve Halford will edit 02/209r5 (the comment resolution spread sheet).

Comment numbers are the line numbers of the Clause 19 tab.

Comment 16:  Change the silent extension to non-silent.  The proposed resolution is to not make any changes.

Kevin Smart pointed out that other non-802.11 devices may have problems with the non-silent extension.  He made no proposal, but pointed out some of the issues.

The proposed resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 17:  The group agreed that there was no change required.

Richard Williams said that the text was changed so that it was clarified.  This note was included in the resolution.  Therefore, we are referring them to the revised subclause 19.4.5 (the CCA clause).

This resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 18:  The comment was rejected because the document states that regulatory requirements must be met.  There we no changes needed.  We asked Al Petrick (the commentor) if this resolves his issue.  Al put that comment in there because the .11b document references the FCC document.  He is requesting the reference be included in the draft.  Editor: 19.4.3.8.1 now calls out the FCC document that needs to be referenced.  This seems to resolve the issue.  The commentor was satisfied, so the resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 19:  Similar to 18, the resolution is the same as 18.  No discussion.  Everyone feels that this is the same as 18.  This is adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 20:  No change was required.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 21:  Adjacent channel issues.  The text was modified that this comment should be resolved.  There is a document that will be presented that may clarify this issue.  We are going to wate for Steve Halford’s paper until we resolve this.

Comment 22:  There as a new section added 19.4.3.8.6 that should satisfy the commentor.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 23:  There was an error in this comment because the things they were complaining about did actually exist.  The resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 24:  Postponed until the joint meeting with TGe.

Comment 25:  Steve is willing to reject the comment until he has the required data to present.  We adopted the “no change recommended” by unanimous consent.

Comment 26:  Held for the joint meeting with TG3.

Comment 27:  No changes were made.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Recessed for lunch.

2002-05-13 1:15 PM

The meeting was called to order.  Steve continued on reviewing the suggested changes. 

Comment 28:  Short preamble should be optional.

Comments 29 through 36 are the same.  

Jan Boer: Thinks that the short preamble should be optional.

Sean Coffey:  The .11b mandatory modes are mandatory for .11g as well.  The .11b part should operate as efficiently as possible, so the short preamble should be made mandatory.

Jan Boer:  Where it might hurt is when working with .11b only networks.  This doesn’t help anything.

Terry Cole:  The text has been greatly improved since draft 2.0.

Chris Heegard:  You can still work in a .11b network with the long preamble.

Jan:  We should take the straw poll and see if I am the only one.

Terry:  There were several comments that we should always use the short preamble and no long.

Straw poll:  Leave the long and short as mandatory or make the short preamble optional.

Leave the long and short as mandatory 

13

Make short preamble optional.

3

Terry Cole:  Are we missing something?  Do the other people not care?

Chair:  I believe they don’t care.

Sean Coffey:  Let’s have more discussion.

No one else wanted to discuss the preambles, so we adopted the resolution by unanimous consent.  (28-36)

Comment 37:  Remove optional modulation types.  This was discussed in General Comment row 11.  The straw poll didn’t show the necessary 75% for removal.  This was resolved as before.

Comment 38:  It is unclear what the maximum signal level that can be tolerated.

Straw poll:  1) Use -20dBm as the limit for all modulations or 2) Use -10 dBm for 1, 2, 5.5, and 11

Carl Andren: Perhaps we should have -10 dBm for OFDM modes as well.

Richard Williams: 1, 2 have a -4 dBm limit in 802.11.

Steve Halford:  That was relaxed for .11b.

Matthew Shoemake:  That is they way I understand it as well.

Two separate straw polls:

OFDM modes:  Should the draft remain the same as it is now at -20 dBm or should it be raised to -10 dBm?

-20 dBm:



15

-10 dBm:



0

Non-OFDM modes (Barker, CCK, and PBCC):  Whould would like to see the maximum stay at -20 dBm or at -10 dBm?


-20 dBm:



11


-10 dBm



4

Based on the straw poll, the majority would like to see it stay where it is right now.  We resolved this comment with this straw poll result by unanimous consent.

This resolution covers several comments (38-49).  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 50:  Bluetooth interference issues.  

Kevin Smart:  I believe that we discussed some of these coexistence issues at last meeting.

Sean Coffey:  802.15.2 is only talking .11b and Bluetooth

Dick:  If they are only talking .11b and Bluetooth, we should request they include the OFDM waveforms as well.

John Terry:  The FCC just made some changes to allow for adaptive hopping to allow for better coexistence.

Matthew Shoemake:  I had an action to talk with Bob Heile about coexistence.  I talked with Stuart and the coexistence issue has been raised higher.  RevCom is now going to make sure that 802 devices will coexist with each other.

Sean Coffey:  Can you define the term “Coexist”  A lot of us has been discussing coexistence, so we should be able to have some input on the coexistence issues.  We need the opportunity to respond to their issues.

Matthew Shoemake:  Should we talk this over with Stuart?

Sean Coffey:  If there is going to be a policy, we need to be able to respond.  We also need to know what the definitions of the terms are.

Matthew:  We should bring Stuart in to discuss this before we ignore this comment.

We are leaving 50 for now

Comment 51:  Changed to editorial and resolved as editorial.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 52:  Text changed.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 53:  Frequencies were changed to the appropriate Japanese frequencies.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Al Petrick came in to talk about the coexistence.  We now have .11, .15, and .16.  RevCom is concerned that we will not coexist.  We are looking into forming a group to discuss the coexistence issues.  On Friday we will bring this up as a 

Sean Coffey:  I felt that this group should have a say in the coexistence.  I am confused with the definition of coexistenxe.  I want to see what we are required to do in writing.  I understand that Jim Lansford is the chair of some group (TAG).

Al Petrick:  This group will have a voice in coexistence.  We will have a voice in resolving the issues with RevCom.

Terry Cole:  Do you think that such policies will affect .11g in moving forward?

Al:  We want to understand what the real issues are.  We want to get to the bottom of that now so that we can keep moving forward.  We would like to have all three groups agree on what we do so we can continue.

There will probably be a group that is formed to solve this problem.  We don’t want to slow down any group.  This week is primarily information gathering.   There may be some vote in Vancouver.

Sean Coffey:  All three groups may have different proposals. 

Al:  We want to stop any bottlenecks.

Jim Zyren:  There is a big difference between .15 and Bluetooth.  Bluetooth is being built, but .15 is not.

Dick:  I agree with Jim Z., but the Bluetooth group will be at the 0.5 version of the adaptive hopping.  They should complete their work by the first of next year.

Continuing on…..

Comment 50.  How do we move forward since we just had that discussion. 

Jim Z.:  We need to ensure that the .11g can stand on its own without knowing the policy.

Dick:  We should be proactive and request 802.15.2 to include .11g waveforms.  Then we could know the impact.  If we don’t do anything, we may get the draft thown back to us.  This can solve the problem before.

Chair:  We want 

Dick:  We are the new kid on the block.  15.1 and .11b has been studied.  We already know what is recommended.  We should leverage that work and get some .11g waveforms included.

Sean:  How long has .15.2 been around?  2 years.  Why should this group wait? 

Dick:  We shold do something before revcom throws it back at us.  We should try to buy some insurance.

Jim Z.:  We should leverage adaptive frequency hopping.  Perhaps we should ask .15 to use AFH to help solve this problem.  Are they proposing AFH?  Yes.  Could we address this by requesting 802.15.2 to look at 802.11g.  Perhaps it is simple “the same as.”

Do we want to officially request 802.15 to do something with the 802.11g PHY?  Perhaps we should have a motion.

Jim:  We should let 802 guide us in the future.

We resolved question 50 by stating that the coexistence policy is being established.

Comment 54:  19.4.3.8.6 seems to resolve this comment (except for the picture request).  This seems to satisy 54-58.

Richard Williams:  We are establishing a policy in length based on the preamble type… 

The length is calculated differently for OFDM packets and CCK-OFDM packets

Richard and Carl had a discussion to clarify the misunderstanding.  Carl requiested Richard to come up with some test to clarify this.

The resolution is reolved by the changes in 19.4.3.8.6.

Adopted by unanimous consent.  

Comment 59:  Editor has made the corrections.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Richard Williams:  19.4.3.10 may have a similar problem.

Comment 60:  Editor references table 115 in 18.4.7.1

Chair:  The comment wants a minimal power level

Assume that he meant maximum because minimum doesn’t make sense.

Resolution adoped by unanimous consent.

Comment 61:  Editor removed the CCK-OFDM reference.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 62: The editor referenced FCC as an example and said that all regulatory domain information needs to be followed.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 63:  Editor looked and fixed.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 64:  Same as 62.  Comment 65 is a duplicate.

Comment 66:  Changed to editorial and completed as suggested.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 67 is the same.

Comment 68:  Added units and resoved.

Comment 69:  Adopted the comment as suggested.

2002-05-13 3:00 PM Recessed

2002-05-13 3:37 PM

Meeting called to back to order

The network is having a problem due to the limited bandwidth.  Terry Cole will put together a flash with the documents.

Comment 70: Comment changed to editorial and fixed by the editor.  No objections.

Comment 71: is the same as 70.

Comments 72-75 Changed to editorial and modified as suggested.  No objections.

Comment 76:  Changed to editorial.  Editor fixed the problem.  No objections.

Comment 77-78:  Changed to editorial.  Editor fixed the problem.  No objections. 

Comment 79 is similar but was still fixed by unanimous consent.

Comment 80-82:  Editor fixed the reference.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 83:  Same as 80-82.  Fixed the reference from 9.3.2.2 to 9.2.1.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 84, 86, 88, 90:  Clarifying text was added.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 85, 87, 89, 91:  A new section was created with adjacent channel rejection (19.4.3.10.2).  The group felt that this resolved the comment.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 92:  19.4.3.9 talks about the spectral mask and the regulatory requirements.  We are required to follow whichever is more restrictive.  Richard Williams (commentor) said that he wanted some redundancy to clarify for end users.  The editor will take that as an advisement and add some text to resolve this.  Accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 93:  Comment accepted by editorial change.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 94:  Requesting some redundancy.  Switched to an editorial comment.  Editor is advised to resolve as 92.  The editor believes this is done.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 95:  Comment was taken and the paragraph was modified.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 96:  Reference was corrected.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 97:  Text should be added to clarify this issue.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 98:  The comment was accepted and text has been modified.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 99, 100, 101:  The last sentence was removed as suggested.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 102:  CCK-OFDM reference was removed.  Resolution adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 103:  Similar to 102.  CCK-OFDM was removed. Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 104:  Comment accepted and correction was adopted.

Comment 105:  Project underway in Europe to make sure that OFDM is acceptable in the 2.4 GHz band.  Jim Z: doesn’t think that the ETSI rules pose any problem to adoption in .11g.  Blown off by unanimous consent.

Comment 106:  The paragraph in question was extensively modified.  This comment was covered by the changes.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 107:The editor added a reference to Table 115 which should solve the problem.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 108:  Copied the resolution to Comment 50 of this section.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 109:  Similar to 108, but more general in that it deals with the coexistence.  We will deal with this as a coexistence issue like we did earlier.  See resolution to comment 50.

Sean Coffey:  This is an extreme position.  It is ridiculous that we can work with something that has not been finalized.  We don’t necessarily agree with this comment.  Opinions vary widely.  We can’t just address this comment because there is a wide spectrum of opinion.  We are also awaiting guidance from IEEE 802;

Dick:  Isn’t it dangerous to say that we can’t resolve these things.

Sean:  Is is a requirement to have everything resolved.

Dick:  We should just say that we have resolved the issue and not leave the door open.

Terry:  Jim said “we are going to go ahead and we expect 802 to craft a policy that will protect .11g”  I agree with that.

Chair:  We all agree we need to take a hard line.

Jim:  Perhaps we should craft some words to support our stance.  802 has to protect the existing standards.  Suggest resolution “There is no 802 policy that requires action from the task group at this time”

Dick:  We should refer to the 802.15.2 coexistence document.

Steve:  It isn’t an approved draft.

Dick:  We believe that the current position of the 802.15.2 draft facilitates coexistence with approved standards.

Dick:  We believe we have adequately addressed the coexistence issue.

John Terry:  This wording may not change the vote because if there is nothing to force the change. 

Chair:  Doesn’t 802.15.2 weaken our position?

Jim:  We should say that it isn’t part of our PAR.  There is no requirement to reference coexistence.

This was adopted by unanimous consent and will be copied into the other coexistence related comment resolutions.

Comment 110-113:  Moved to the MAC subcommittee.  

Comment 114, 115:  Editor addressed that in 19.6.4.4.  This was resolved as an editorial comment.  Adoped by unanimous consent.

Comment 116:  Resolved by General Comment 13.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 117-118:  Moved to MAC subcommittee:

Comment 119:  Moved to options

Comment 120:  Tie this to general comment 25 and proceed.

Comment 121:  Postponed based on a potential paper presentation.

Comment 122:  No change necessary.  This comment seems to run counter to the spirit of this TG.  This resolution was done by unanimous consent.

2002-05-13 5:24 PM

Recessed for dinner

2002-05-13 7:11 PM

Called the meeting back to order.

Steve is continuing on with his fearless leadership.

Starting to work with 209r6 (209r5 was put on the server as a snapshot of our work).

Comments 123-139:  Steve would like to hold off until his presentation regarding adjacent channel information.

Richard:  Does the comment mean that .11b doesn’t work with .11b?  It seems confusing.

Comment 131 is a little different.  Al Petrick would like to see a picture to show how the spacing and mask should work.  This is somewhat driven by the work in .11b.  He would like to show how .11b and .11g masks relate to each other and how things are going to work together.  We haven’t given the explicit spacing and mask (although it is implicit).  Al has agreed to let us handle this comment with the other channel mask comments.

Comment 140:  There is only one mandatory mode.  No change was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 141:  No change required.  Refer to General Comment 25.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 142:  The editor believes that he has clarified the CCA paragraphs.  See 19.3.7, 19.4.5, etc.  We will resolve this comment based on those references.

Richard Williams:  What is CCA mode 2?

Editor:  Yes, there is an inconsistency.  The editor will address this in a future revision.

We will resolve this with these modifications.  We agreed to resolve this by unanimous consent.

Comment 143:  This is now defined with the CCA modifications. (19.4.5)  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 144:  More CCA.  Similar to 142.  Resolution is identical.  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 145:  This is resolved in 19.4.5.  We want to keep things away from detecting a microwave oven.  This resolution may need to change based on their comment.  This documend doesn’t say that it uses .11a.  Perhaps we should point out that we do not use clause 17 CCA.  CCA is one of those exceptions.  This requires no change.  Clarify the CCA exception with a reference.  Mark Webster:  How do we define carrier sense?  It wasn’t defined in  .11a, so we need to solve this inconsistency.  The editor will ensure that the CCA mechanism is clarified.  Carrier sense also needs to be defined.

Mark Webster:  Carrier Sense?  For legacy systems it is the Barker patterns.  For OFDM we use the preambles.  We can use the short and/or long preamble.

This was resolved by unanimous consent.

Srikanth:  Will be have the opportunity to comment on the editor’s chages so we can have comments on the editor’s comments.

Editor:  We can go through the changes so people can see the changes.

Chair:  We will try to do that.

Srikanth:  We will call it resolved until we can review it later.

Once again it was resolved by unanimous consent.

Comments 146-148:  Resolved by 144.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 149:  Carl was happy with the text.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 150:  We believe this is a CCA issue.  Copy the comment from 148.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 151:We believe this is a CCA question.  Copied the comment resolution.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 152:  The comment was accepted and the text was modified.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 153:  Similar to 152, so the same resolution is appropriate.  CCK-OFDM is missing.  Section 19.6.2.5 is where some of the information lives.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 154:  Similar to 92.  Follow the same resolution to 92.  Done  by unanimous consent.

Chair wants to know who wants to go for another hour.  No one was awake to say they want to continue working.  We recessed for the evening.

2002-05-13 8:25 PM.

We dismissed for the night.

2002-05-14 1:07 PM

Called the meeting to order

Chair has more information regarding coexistence.  There will be some activity at the higher levels of 802 regarding coexistence.  Bob Heile wants to have a representive of TGg to meet and have a preliminary discussion of coexistence.  The chair is looking for a person.  Sean Coffey was interested in doing something like that yesterday.  The chair needs to bring our choice at 3:00 PM to Bob later today.

Looking for discussion regarding the member who should attend that group.

Sean Coffey was elected by unanimous consent.

The chair would like to jump into comment resolution.  The next group would be to look at non-clause 19 and appendicies.  Terry Cole wasn’t present, so John Terry went looking for Terry Cole to lead our discussion.

The chair is looking for submissions during the joint session with TGe.  Also looking for other submissions.  Steve Halford will be ready to present later this afternoon.  Carl Andren is looking at the server for other possible submissions.  

We are ready to start working on the “Non-clause 19 & Appendicies” tab in 02/209r7.  The discussion is being led by Terry Cole.

Starting with 02/299r0 to assist with the comment resolution.

Comments 2-8: We need new modulation types.  He suggested adding OFDM and CCK-OFDM into 10.4.2 and 19.4.4.  

Richard Williams:  ERP-PBCC shouldn’t it just be PBCC?

We modified it to just being PBCC.

The text was updated.  We are adopting the proposed changes by unanimous consent.

How is 7.3.1.4 comments related?  The two sections are related through the corrected tables.

There was a reminder to sign the e-Attendence book.

Comments 83,84, and 85: relate to how CCK-OFDM and OFDM have the same codes.  There is a comment to that effect in 19.6.  Which is better?  To uniquely define the codes for OFDM and CCK-OFDM?  Or to do things separately.

Discussion:

Richard Williams:  Is the reason this doesn’t arise in .11b?

In 802.11b there is 11 Mbps CCK and PBCC, how is is resolved?

Chris Heegard:  In 11b the rate doesn’t specify the modulation?  It is the same situation here.  Don’t we support rates and modulations.

Marty:  Yes, we only have rate and not modulations.

Chris:  That is lame.

Richard:  The commentor is saying that 802.11b has this problem.

Terry:  He is commenting on 802.11g, but he may have run into it in .11b.

Terry:  We didn’t see any clear advantage, so we are asking for a straw poll.

Chair: Does the resolution to this affect the resolution to other comments?

Terry: No, I don’t think so.

Capability Information field specifies modulation type.

Chris:  I don’t think it is a big restriction.

Terry:  We thought it was worth doing something.  That is why we give are g

Chris:  Arguing that something should more general doesn’t seem to do anything.

In 19.6, we have modified the text so that the same CCK-OFDM and OFDM rates will be supported.

This was accepted by unanimous consent.

Comments 10 & 11:  Support Rate element.  It currently supports up to 8 rates, so there is a problem or a limitation.  There are as many as 7 mandatory rates and a many as 14 total rates.  We could remove the 8 limitation, but there may be some legacy issues.  We could add an extension that for “Supported Rate Extension” that would add an element to the table, etc.

Marty:  Wouldn’t it be good enough to say that the first eight must the legacy elements.  

Chris:  I propose that we just remove the limitation and see if someone complains.

Sean:  There are seven mandatory rates, so we only have one slot to …  This seems like there will be some problems.

Carl:  I agree with Chris.

We will adopt dropping the “1 to 8” and replacing with “multiple”.

Kevin:  Do we need to worry about the order?

Terry: There is no limitation

This was agreed to by unanimous consent.

Bill Carney and Terry Cole had a discussion regarding mandatory rates.  It is clear that this text is confusing.

Marty:  

Chair:  What you want, Marty, is a clarification in the Draft about the word mandatory.  Why don’t you get together with the editor to clarify that.  Marty, you and Carl can get together and make an editorial change.

Comments 12-17:  Legacy indication element in IBSS  -- paper presentation by Jeyhan.

Jeyhan is presenting 02/235r2.

There is some language about 30 second interval.  Marty thinks that we should be able to set this value with a  default.  Jeyhan thinks that this needs to be the same, so we should pick a value between 6 and 30 seconds.

The special committee thinks that we need to make some change, but we didn’t have a position for this paper.  The paper only has a position for and IBSS.  We need to have some words for an AP and and IBSS.

Other questions?  

Marty:  The stations are going to scan and possibly clobber the data.

Jeyhan:  We are only considering the IBSS case.

Editor:  You are also including a time-out

We need to use the same information elements in the IBSS and BSS.

We are modifying the document to replace “up to 30 seconds” to “

Motion:
Move to direct the editor to incorporate the modifications to Legacy Information Element in Document 02/235r3

Moved:

Jeyhan Karaoguz

Seconded:
Dick Allen

Vote: 12/6/9
The motion fails.

How do we progress from this.

Editor: Should we make a motion to have the editor add a paragraph for the IBSS case?

The text says that this is in a beacon frame.  It is from an AP….

Chair:  We are going to leave these unresolved and move on.  Terry can get together with the interested parties

Comment 18:  The proposed solution was to reject the comment with no change.  We were concerned that by reordering we may be breaking things.  Marty says that was a reasonable response.  Marty made a plea, but was willing to accept the resolution of the special committee.

The comment was rejected and resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 19-21:  PBCC and ERP-PBCC…. Editor says that the text is already in to have it, but it may be redundant.  Someone said that we should leave it for consistency.  The meaning is if we implement on set of PBCC we should implement both ERP-PBCC and PBCC.

We need to decide what we want and have it documented.

The question is whether or how we control B8 or the extendend reate PBCC element.

The recommendation was two mib elements matched to the two bits.

The conclusion was to leave the extended rate PBCC bits and have two MIB elements to set the bits.

This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 22:  The editor fixed this in the draft and it was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 23-36: Short preamble… See clause 19 row 28 in the basic resolution. Group agreed to adopt this with the MIB element.  Jan Boer agreed that the editor has cleaned this up and is satisfied.

The textual change was shown in 7.3.1.4 and adopted by unanimous consent.

The group adopted this resolution by unanimous consent.

In paragraph 7.3.2.9, we agree to replace AP with sender by unanimous consent.  This takes care of Comments 12-17.

Comment 37-38:  Seems to be something that TGe and TGg need to resolve.  There are some overloaded bit problems.

Bits, Information Elements, and order in manangement frames.

Terry proposes to change to bits 9 and 10 for TGg.  This was presented in 02/300R0.  There were no real comments.  TGh and TGi use what they were planning.  Then TGg and TGe have to change to the other bits.

There is no objection to moving to bits 9 and 10.  (as shown in 02/300r0 slide 5) Changed by unanimous consent.

Richard Williams: The extendended rate PBCC bit may not be totally necessary…. 

There was not enough support to pull the ERP-PBCC bit.

Comments 39-50: Denial codes.  We didn’t feel that adding denial codes is necessary or desirable.  We recommend deleting all the extra denial codes.

Resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

We need to make sure we let the commentors know that the AP can still deny service based on the mandatory rate sets.  We can be denied if we don’t support all of the basic rates of the rate set.

We are trying to decide if we should never be denied if we don’t have 

Frank:  An .11g device should always be able to connect to an .11g network.  If the 11g device cannot connect it will be bad for the industry.

Dick:  The network manager needs to have control over who and what gets on.

Comment:  If you have and .11b device you can be denied if you don’t have a WEP key.

Richard W:  This is unique in that we have rates that are purely optional.

Sean C:  Is there any limits we want to put on.

Jan Boer:  I think that it is important that all .11g STAs can associates.  This is especially important in the beginning.  Later we could exclude

Steve Halford:  We should mimic the .11a standard in regard to this

We worked on adding some text to the comment resolution to help clarify the position.  The group unanimously agreed to that resolution.

Comment 51: Added more reserved bits for word boundaries.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 52-58 (but not 55):  Concern with RTS/CTS with fragments.  The special committee agreed the problem exists and  we should adopt 02/150 (which was done in the last meeting).  There was not a need to specify an additional protection mechanism.  The group agreed that RTS/CTS would not be used to protect a series of frame exchanges.

This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 55:  The text is confusing.

The text (in 7.3.2.9) was changed by unanimous consent.

Comment 59-77:  See General Comment 5.  This should resolve all of these comments.  We read through the minutes from the St Louis meeting to get the wording and the resolution completed.  We declared these comments resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 78-80:  The Text of 9.6 was modified (editorial) and accepted as the resolution by unanimous consent.

Comment 82: Same as General Comment 11.  Closed by unanimous consent.

Comment 86:  Use of short preamble…

Recess for dinner…

Document 02/209r7 has all the changes through revision r7 or 02/209.  (2002-05-14 7:00 PM)

Comment 81:  Todor Cooklev’s comment.  This is a two part question.  The first part is not correct because the receive shall be able to receive both types of frames at any time.  This is a non-issue.  The second part we believe that we are covered through existing mechanisms.  No changes were required.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 86: Marty thinks that the draft might be okay, but it needs more scrutiny.  He withdraws his comment.  He believes that the virtual carrier sense mechanism needs to be investigated.

Comment 87-94:  Need Annex A.  Done under General Comments.  Annex A PICS was added.  This is considered done by unanimous consent

Comment 95-96: SDL… put on hold due to unknown status of SDL….

Comments 97-106: Missing MIB updates.  Group added the MIBs in the last meeting.

Comment 107: Commentor believes that the draft has been clarified with other editorial changes.  The commentor agrees that this satisfies his comment.

Comments 95-96: SDL resolution.  The special committee said that the Task Group has latitude on how and where to put SDL.  There will not be a full SDL model.  We need to review this and bring it up in the joint session.

Comment 108:  This was changed to editorial and the editor has incorporated it.  This was done by unanimous consent.

Comment 109:  Changed to editorial.  Editor directed to make the change.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 110:  Changed to editorial.  There was some discussion on the validity of the comment.  Richard Williams didn’t believe this was an issue.  In spite of the disagreement, the Editor made that change.  The resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 111:  The comment was changed to editorial.  The editor was directed to add some text.  He did so and the resolution was accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 112:  This was changed to editorial.  The editor made the appropriate changes.  The commentor was satisfied.  The was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 113:  Editorial comment.  There was an unintentional typographical error.  The editor made the correction.  The group adopted this resolution by unanimous consent.

Comment 114-115:  No change was suggested.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 116:  No change was suggested.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 117:  There is some concern that we are causing some problems with how we are forcing the modulation type of the control responses.  If we have a PBCC-22 frame, we shall reply with OFDM-12.  We may want to ACK with PBCC, but the text seems to preclude that problem.

Richard Williams:  The ACK needs to be deterministic so that the virtual carrier sense mechanism can work properly.

Mark Webster:  NAV information is often spread through these control frames.  The basic rate set should be used so everyone can decode the path.

Srikanth: Let’s get someone that can explain the MAC requirements.  

Let’s postpone until tomorrow  (when we wake up).  (Half of the group is asleep at the late hour of 2100.)

Question about presentations for tomorrow’s Joint TGg/TGe meetings.  

There were four papers to be presented.

The meeting was recessed for the night.

2002-05-15 8:13 AM

Joint Meeting between TGg and TGe

The meeting was called to order by John Fakaselis.

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 usint 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 wheter 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.

2002-05-15 1:45 PM

TGg’s meeting started again.

Continuing on with comment resolution.

Comments 95-96:  SDL.  There was a joint agreement in the previous meeting that we should put editing notes that we should delete Annex C.  This was agreed to do this by unanimous consent.

Comment 117:  Revisited from last night.

Gunnar: Talked about the fragmentation and RTS/CTS.  

This implies that all ACKs must go out as

Mark Webster:  The fragments are sent with a higher rate, so the data is protected by the ACK.  The assumption is that the ACK is heard throughout the network.  It is only the ACK that protects from fragmentation.

Terry:  Do we know what control responses should be?

Richard Williams:  Does everyone agree that this forces ACKs to be in the basic rate set.

Gunnar’s suggestion:  Don’t use fragmentation with ERP frames.  If you use ERP frames, ACK with the same rate.

Mark Webster:  If you are in a fragmentation mode, you use ACK from the basic rate set.  If you are not in a fragmentation mode, ack at and OFDM rate.

Gunnar has a proposed solution, but we don’t seem to have unanimous consent.

Richard:  Perhaps we should just leave this section the way it was so that we always ACK with something from the basic rate set.

Richard:  Request a straw poll.

Case 1:  Control response shall be in basic rate set (as in 802.11).

Case 2:  Control response to ERP frames shall be in the modulation and rate as received, except if fragmenting.  When fragmenting using ERP frames, you shall ust the basic rate set for control response frames (as in 802.11).

Vote:

Case 1: 7

Case 2: 7

There was a lot of discussion about this poll.

Richard:  I chose 1 because it seemed simpler and more direct, but 2 seemed to cause us problems.

Dick:  I liked 2 because it gives us maximum efficiency.  The ACK is to tell the person who sent the frame you got it.

Mark:  I voted for 2 because if you want to ACK in OFDM.

Richard:  I symphasize with the view.  I was leaning to 2, but we have a bunch of issues.  I get the feeling that the ACK philopsphy is being changed.

XXXX: We are making that the channel is symmetric with #2.  That is not necessarily true because the power may be different.

Carl:  Our original text said that the ACK would come at the highest mandatory rate less than or equal to the rate.

Dick:  It seems more likely that the small ACK will get through better than the data frame.

These issues exist today with current devices.

Terry:  Perhaps we should add a third solution.  That limits the ACK to the highest mandatory rate less than or equal to the received rate.

Straw poll:  Which should we continue to word-smith to try come to consensus.

1: 3

2: 0

3: 11

It looks like we want to work on the third one.

Carl Andren has some ideas:  He worked with the text.

Reminder of the social event.

Recessed at 3:04 PM 2002-05-15

2002-05-16 8:12 AM

Meeting called back to order.

The latest version of the draft is on the server so that the whole group can look at it.

We have until about 5:00 PM until we have to complete the review to go to letter ballot.

We have several tabs that need to be completed.

The order doesn’t matter much, we just have to have all the issues resolved.

Are there any submissions other than Anuj (4-Channel Special Committee Report) and Steve Halford (11-02-347)?  There may have been one from James Barker…

One issue.  Kevin Smart has offered to be the official and permanent secretary.  The chair would like to have a motion or unanimous consent.

Motion: Move that Kevin Smart be made the official and permanent secretary of TGg.

Moved:
Carl Andren

Seconded: Sean Coffey

The motion is adopted by unanimous consent.  Kevin Smart is the new secretary

The wine last night had a “g” as in “TGg” on the label…

We spent about two hours to try to resolve the rateACKs are done at.  We split into a special committee to try to resolve that issue.  We are doing this by unanimous consent.

Back to “Non-clause 19 and Appendicies” comments…  (Working from 11-02-209r9)

Comment 118:  We are adopting the proposal by the special committee by unanimous consent.

Comment 119:  We believe the commentor was correct.  This was handled with text regarding control responses and we have added a statement about fragments.  We see no futher change necessary.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 120:  We handled this through the resolution of 117.  This was done by unanimous consent.

Comment 121, 123: Are the same as 118.  Already done by unanimous consent.

Comment 122:  The task group adopted the special committee’s recommendation by unanimous consent.  The commentor also agreed.

Comment 124-141:  The people don’t believe that PAR allows for MAC changes.  It is clear that minimal changes or additions are required to make g devices work.  The TGe chair didn’t oppose these minor changes.  There is no prohibition in our PAR and there is a precedent to these types of changes (802.11a and 802.11b) and pieces of the MAC are deliberately extensible for new PHYs.  The resoltution was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 142: TGg included the inclusion of MIBs and PICs.  Already resolved.

Comment 143: This is an edge case.

Jim Z: Is suggesting that we put this aside and bring some MAC guys in to help us resolve this.  Steve had identified a document from Menzo that could solve this.

Richard Williams:  The commentor is asking for a statement in the document that states that this is not a perfect solution to the problem.  We don’t have to overhaul the document to resolve this.

Jim:  Before we vote, would it be possible to table this for a while?

The chair is asking for unanimous consent to put this on hold.  There was not objection, so we moved on by unanimous consent.

Richard:  The other solution is to pull out Annex E.

Terry: There would be many other problems if we pulled it out.

Dick:  There was a second part to the comment that we may have commented.

Terry:  We have solved the second part.

Comment 144: Section 7.3.1.4 has been updated, so this should be resolved.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 145: This is being handled through editor cooridination.  This not part of a no vote.  The resolution is adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 146: Perhaps we need to coordinate with TGe.  The TGe document should take precedence to the aCWmin value.  The editor is instructed to coordinate with the editor of TGe.  Perhaps we should have a default aCWmin that can be overridden based on the use of other MAC.  If we add the word default, then we get this functionality that seems to solve our problem.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 147:  aCWmin issue. We debated it, but we don’t believe it is an unfair advantage.  We improve network efficiency while maintaining reasonable fairness.  This was the original intent and we still believe this is correct. This was adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 148:  An exact copy of 146.

Comment 149:  Same as 147.  Agreed to by unanimous consent.

Comment 150:  We solved this earlier on Comment 10-11 of this section.  Resolved by unanimous consent.  The commentor also agreed.

Comment 151:  The original language was AP centric, but we have changed the text to allow for IBSSs.  Section 9.6 covers this comment.  We are not aware where this is a problem.  We have added clarifying text.

Carl:  We have added Annex E to handle some of these situations.

Jeyhan:  I believe that we can use the same resolution to the commentors of 12-18.

Editor: We also want to do it in Appendix E.

We resovled this by unanimous consent.

We completed this tab.

We are staying there to solve 143 and 117.

Carl will work on 117.

Comment 143: Choices: Remove Annex E or Note in Annex E that it is not a perfect.

Menzo:  This is fine by me, but I can bring a little light to the problem.  He gave a situation where this can happen.

This merely identifies the problem, but does not solve it, but the commentor was not asking for a solution.

2002-05-16 10:03 AM

We recessed for the break.

2002-05-16 10:34 AM

Carl showed the modified text.

We made some minor modifications.

We resolved this issue by unanimous consent.

We have a one more comment to resolve.

Tab “Clause 19.5 and 19.6” is our next order of business.  Sean Coffey will lead that discussion.

We are starting discussion with 11-02-209r9, with 11-02-209r10 to be issued upon completion of the resolution of this tab.

Comment 2: Basically requesting removal of PBCC option.  The group adopted the proposed resolution by unanimous consent.

Comment 3: The comment was primarily concerning the switch from PBCC-22 to PBCC-33.  Many errors have been corrected and details have been given.  This was accepted by the commentor.  The group adopted the proposed resolution.

Comment 4:  Worked on the status.  Resolved by Genereal tab Comment 11.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 5 is the same as 3:  Resolved by unanimous consent.

Comment 6:  Resolved by General tab Comment 11 by unanimous consent.

Comments 7, 8:  Text as shown in 19.4.3.8.5 will be included in in 19.5 and 19.6.  This was done by unanimous consent.

Comment 9: Exact copy of 6.

Comment 10, 12, 15, 17, 19, 22: The numbers will be supplied for further review.

Comment 11, 13, 16, 18: The numbers will be supplied for further review.

Comment 14: Copy of 6.  We agreed by unanimous consent.

Comment 20, 21:  Dangling references.  The editor has made many correction.  Done by unanimous consent.

Comment 22: The commentor is talking about options and believes that multiple PHYs being defined.  We believe that options do not make separate PHYs.  This resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

This afternoon’s meeting is not exclusively for the joint session.

2002-05-16 11:58 PM

Recessed for lunch.

2002-05-16 1:05 PM

Called the Joint TGg/802.18 Meeting to order.

Started out by having a report of the status of the 802.18 TAG.

The purpose of 802.18 is to work with regulatory bodies and to work with the wireless working groups.

He doesn’t have much to present.

ET 99-231 There will be a report in order shortly.  They will take action on it in the meeting today.

We may not have the text for a period of time.

Jim Zyren: Another issue with the FCC.  Amateurs are asking for primary status 2400 2402 Satalite downlink band.  RF lighting is also something to keep in touch with.

It looks like the RF lighting will go from the OET to the 8th floor.

The amateur thing was reported during the midweek report.  They are looking for comments.

One thing under consideration is to look at doing something like the 900 MHz band (safe harbour).  The would be presumed to not be causing harmful interference.

Carl will be working this afternoon to get a draft on the server as soon as possible.  He will send a message to the reflectors as soon as possible.

TGg Chair:  The only thing that we have related to RF issues is on our Comment 105 on our Clause 19 tab.  Carl doesn’t know the answer to the question of OFDM in 2.4 in Europe.

Dick:  Someone showed him the EC regulations.  It shows there are rules for FH and DS (with the definition of DS as anything other than FH).

Jim Z: That is true.  He quoted the section.  He doesn’t think there is a problem in looking at it.

Dick:  It would still be worthwhile to research it for Europe and tier 1 countries.

Jim:  Primairly we need to worry about FCC, NTP, and ETSI.  Nearly everything else is covered by those.

Carl will take and Action Item to look into this issue.  He is signed up.  He will report on this issue in Vancouver.  There is unanimous consent for this request.

In Vancouver, we will have a joint TGg/802.18 meeting.  We will have a report on these regulatory agencies.

Joint meeting ends at 1:22 PM.

TGg meeting resumes at 1:22 PM.

There are two presentations that the chair would like to get to.  One from Steve and Anuj.  The chair is doing one last call for papers.  One more paper from Mark Webster 11-02-367 (Adjacent cell interference).  Steve Halford 11-02-365.

Adjacent Channel…. Mark Webster.

First paper by Mark Webster “Adjacent Cell Interference: Comapring 802.11a & 802.11b Specs” 11-02-367r0.

Mark is having some concerns between the adjacent cells.  He didn’t do any analysis.  He just compared the cells.

Perhaps we should have a tighter mask…

Richard W:  So this 16 dB hotter?  How do get these numbers (slide 5)?  Answer: you get them from the standard.

These were just qualitative results based off the sensitivity levels.  He is just presenting data that is in the spec.  He wants to work with Anuj to get more educated.

This was just an informative presentation.

Steve Halford is presenting 11-02-347r1

Dick:  Thanks for the analysis.  

Steve:  This isn’t really a new change for .11a devices.  It is just more back-off.  Is the 6dB more interference really much of a problem?   We have run some tests where adjacent channels have causes problems.  One advantage of g over a is the range advantage.  We will still have the range advantage of 24-54 Mbps.

Chris:  Do you know of any patents or applications that apply to this.

Steve: No.  I know of no patents or applications regarding this.

Richard:  This is addressing the comments regarding the adjacent channel interference? 

Steve: Yes.

Richard: So, we just keep the same adjacent channel rejection test?

Steve: This primarily protects legacy systems.  Do we now need to rewrite the ACR tests?  People seem to be reluctant to add more receiver test.  The receiver performance is a function of design.  This proposal solves the issue of legacy systems.

Motion:  Move to adopt proposed spectral mask on slide 17 of Document 11-02-347r1 for ERP/OFDM and CCK-OFDM modulations.

Moved:
Steve Halford

Seconded:
Mark Webster

Discussion:

Motion:  Move to table.

Moved: Sean Coffey

Explanation: Sean Coffey: This is a lot to absorb in a short period of time.  I am not comfortable with it for the moment.

Second: Dave Richkas

Point of Order:  What are requirements (procedural, technical).

Answer: Procedural (simple majority)

Objection to doing it by unanimous consent.

Vote on motion to table: 18/11/5 (the motion is put on the table)

Recess from 2:50 until 3:20 PM.

It looks like we won’t have time to get to letter ballot this week.

We had a request to not have any evening meetings in Hawaii (November Plenary)

Report on Special Committee Findings of 4 channel scheme.  Document 11-02-368r0 was presented by Anuj Batra.

Basically the proposal was to define Channel 0.

European Channel Selection Scheme:  Also possible.

In Korea, Four non-overlapping channels is currently being used.

These channels are already defined, it is just a possibility.

The group consensus was that it was generally a good idea, with five main concerns.

Questions:  Is this for both for OFDM and CCK?

Answer:  Yes.

Question:  You showed it for CCK.  Does it also apply for OFDM?

Steve Halford:  I will address that to some extent in my presentation.

Questions:  Is this for .11g devices?  What about .11b?

Answer:  This is for .11g.  We are not sure about the impact on existing .11b devices.

Jim Z:  Do you have any comments on how this might impact PBCC-22 or -33?

Answer:  I don’t this will have much impact.

Mark Webster:  You mentioned that this would only be for 802.11g devices only.  Our document says that in pure 802.11g mode, we will be limited to OFDM.  Does that mean this is applicable for OFDM.

Answer:  The four channel scheme doesn’t require any particular modulation scheme.

Matthew Shoemake: Legacy devices don’t know about channels 0 and 12, but they could join channels 4 and 8.

Anuj:  What we do when a 

Jan:  You can only use Channel 0 in a pure .11g network?

Anuj:  Yes, but there could be a firmware change to allow for this option.

Matthew:  There may be an maintence PAR for .11b where this could be an allowed option for .11b devices.  It is also up to the network administrator

Jan:  We are supposed to be backward compatible with .11b, this seems to break that (especially for channel 0).  This seems to have some interoperability issues.

Sean:  This requirement is for the mandatory modes.  The options don’t have to be backwards compatible.  

Chair:  If you put OFDM in your basic rate set, legacy devices won’t be able to join.

Steve:  This is being proposed as an option.  That would mean that .11g devices would have the same problems as Jan pointed out for legacy devices.  It seems dangerous to do this without making it mandatory.

Anuj:  All I am proposing to do is to define channel 0 and allow channel 12 for North America.

Jim Z:

Anuj:  I am looking at this in two steps: 1) define channel 0 and 2) allow use of channel 0 and 12 in North America.

Jim Z:  What is the impact of 20 MHz channel spacing for other or optional modulation types.

Jim Z: Do you know of any patents or applications that apply to this proposal?

Anuj:  I don’t have to answer that, do I?

Chair: No, you don’t need to answer.

Steve Halford:  Do you have a feel for the back off in your tests?

Anuj:  We used Cisco and Orinoco.  We did experiments because people sometimes believe that more.

Presentation of Document 11-02-365r0 was presented by Steve Halford.

There were a couple of minor errors that will be corrected in 11-02-365r1.

Questions:

It is great to get extra channels, but it seems late in the game to be adding this.

In order to do this:  How close is close?

What does adjacent channel interference mean in terms of performance?

What does it mean to have an extra 6dB of interference?

No answer.

If you use the proposed mask (from the previous presentation), the additional backoff is less, but the absolute number should be about the same.

Richard: How does the 12.xx dB interference number compare to Mark Webster’s 16 dB number.

Steve: The simulation is more strict than the required transmit mask.  This gain is bounded by the 16 dB number.

The back off numbers may change as better PA designs come to market.

Steve yielded to Anuj.

Motion:  Move to add definition of CHNL_ID=0 to correspond to center frequency of 2407 MHz in the IEEE 802.11g draft.

This is not to be considered mandatory in the PICS.  

Moved:
Anuj Batra

Seconded:
Richard Williams

Discussion:

Dick Allen:  I am concerned that we may be shooting ourself in the foot.  This opens the door for more comments and seems dangerous.  I believe this is a good idea.

This motion says that channel 0 exists.  It does not mandate any functionality.

Dave: Argue in favour.  It is a simple firmware upgrade.  It is just adding a definition.

Jan:  I agree with Dick that this is dangerous.  There may be problems with backwards compatibility.  I agre

Steve:  I agree with Dick and Jan and Dave.  The inclusion of this opens us to more comments in the future.  Perhaps this is better handled in the future.  I don’t see the necessity of this at this time.

Dick:  I agree with Steve.  I believe this motion is pre-mature.  We should table this.

Richard:  I disagree.  People outside of the US use four channels and get benefit from that.  Adding channel 0 allows people in the US to do what everyone else in the world is allowed to do.

Jim Z:  I don’t believe that this is as inocous as it may seem.  There are areas in the world where you can use more channels because they have more bandwidth.  Speaks strongly against.

John Terry:  I believe the motion is inocous.  I believe that the concerns about opening the can of worms gets worse as time goes on.  I think the motion is fine.  Speak in favour.

Mark Webster:  I speak strongly against.  There were regulatory reasons that the table was added the way it is.  We need to consider those reasons.  We need to fully understand before proceeding.

Willem Mulder:  Strongly against.  Cell size, backoff, and forbidden bands.  Wants more analysis.

Steve: Simply defining the channel does nothing and there is nothing to prevent you from doing this today.  As such, this is just a small step.  Strongly against.  This just opens us to more comments.  Calls the question.

Anuj is willing to withdraw the motion to allow andfor more conference calls.  There is a request for members to participate in the conference calls.

The motion was withdrawn and Anuj was enabled to have conference calls by unanimous consent.

Our agenda has time for new business.  There was no new business.  We are returning to comment resolution.

Carl:  There is only one straw poll that hasn’t been resolved (9 us slot times).

Straw poll: 9us slot times in OFDM only network?

Yes:


No:


Terry:  Was this raised in an letter ballot comment?

Yes, Richard Van Nee (clause 19 comment 121).

Discussion:

Mark Webster:  I am not sure I understand the question

Carl:  If you have an OFDM only network you will have a 9 us slot time or a 20 us slot time.

Sean:  The suggest comment says “extended rates”.

Steve:  Let’s wait until we can hear from Richard in Vancouver.

Terry:  Would like to get a draft.

Motion:  Move to direct editor to produce an updated draft of IEEE 802.11g immediately following the May 2002 session with revision marks from Draft 2.1.  The editor may insert editors notes to draw attention to items that may change.  The draft shall only reflect the motions and resolutions that have been adopted.

Richard Williams: Are there any edits that we haven’t agreed upon?  No with the exception of editorial comments.

Bill:  Have we formally adopted all of the changes?  Yes.  We have not adopted all of the comments, but we have a snapshot look of where we are in preparation for the Vancouver meeting.

Moved: Terry Cole

Seconded: Kevin Smart

Vote: 27/0/3 (motion passes)

Continuing on with Sean Coffey leading the session.

Clauses 19.5 and 19.6.

Comment 24:  Editorial comment.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Comment 25:  Addressed with Comment 24.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

Move to adjourn.

Moved: Chris Heegard

Second: Steve Halford

Done by unanimous consent.
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