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1. Monday July 8, 2002

1.1. Opening

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

1.1.2. Secretary Tim Godfrey

1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. TGe agenda as in document 02-385

1.2.1.1. The chair reviews the agenda. 

1.2.1.1.1. We will discuss the comment resolution process.

1.2.1.1.2. Comment resolution will be the main activity for the rest of the week.

1.2.1.1.3. On Thursday, we will go over Old Business, and if there is a new draft, we can vote on it. 

1.2.1.2. Discussion on the agenda

1.2.1.2.1. Would like to add to the agenda. There are a number of letter ballot comments on TSpec. This is the one biggest area of the spec open to debate. Would like to have a vote with special orders to remove TSpecs from the standard. Would like to make this early on Tuesday AM. About one hour of debate would be enough. A one hour discussion followed by a vote at a specific time.

1.2.1.2.2. Discussion, Tuesday 8:00-9:00

1.2.1.2.3. Vote, Tuesday 9:00

1.2.1.2.4. Adrian Stephens requests to have the first opportunity for a motion at 9:00

1.2.1.2.5. Discussion

1.2.1.2.5.1. We need to clarify what we are saying here so we don’t tie ourselves if this doesn’t pass. We want to address TSpec, but we don’t want to prevent dealing with it if this doesn’t pass.

1.2.1.2.5.2. Motions are allowed during the discussion time. 

1.2.1.2.5.3. We should just list this as a discussion for one hour, and deal with motions during that time.

1.2.1.2.5.4. The agenda shows evening at 6:30, but the starting times are actually 7:00. Yes, we will correct this.

1.2.1.2.5.5. The discussion at 9:00 really shouldn’t start until there is a motion, and then we have debate?

1.2.1.3. Motion to adopt the agenda

1.2.1.3.1. Moved John F

1.2.1.3.2. Second Duncan K

1.2.1.3.3. Discussion

1.2.1.3.3.1.1. Object to the wording. Should be “vote to remove the TSpec” We need to say what the vote is on. 

1.2.1.3.3.2. Move to divide into 3 pieces: From now to Tuesday at 8:00AM, 2nd part from Tuesday 9:00AM to Thursday at 9:30PM, and the third part Tuesday from 8:00AM to 9:00AM.

1.2.1.3.3.2.1. John K

1.2.1.3.3.2.2. Sid S

1.2.1.3.3.2.3. Vote: Passes 24:9:8

1.2.1.3.4. Divided motion 1 – to adopt the agenda form now to Tuesday 8:00AM. 

1.2.1.3.4.1. Discussion – none

1.2.1.3.4.2. Agenda part adopted with unanimous consent.

1.2.1.3.5. Divided motion 2 – to adopt the agenda for Tuesday from 8:00AM to 9:00AM

1.2.1.3.5.1. Discussion

1.2.1.3.5.1.1. Would like to take a straw poll – who is in favor of keeping parameterized QoS. 33 for. 

1.2.1.3.5.1.2. Does anyone not want to have any form of Parameterized QoS. None.

1.2.1.3.5.1.3. Call the question (John K/ Lansford)

1.2.1.3.5.1.4. Vote on calling the question: Passes 26:4:8

1.2.1.3.5.2. Vote on the 2nd part: Vote fails 8:25:10 

1.2.1.3.6. Divided Motion 3 – to adopt the agenda for Tuesday at 9:00AM for the rest of the week.

1.2.1.3.6.1. Discussion

1.2.1.3.6.1.1. What is the agenda for the time Tuesday 8:00 to 9:00? It goes back to Comment resolution.

1.2.1.3.6.2. Motion to amend- add the text “including agenda line 11.0, (comment resolution starting at 8:00AM Tuesday).”

1.2.1.3.6.2.1. Moved Duncan / Adrian

1.2.1.3.6.2.2. Discussion – none

1.2.1.3.6.2.3. Vote on the motion to amend – adopted without objection

1.2.1.3.7. Divided Motion 3 as amended – to adopt the agenda for Tuesday at 9:00AM for the rest of the week, including agenda line 11.0, (comment resolution starting at 8:00AM Tuesday).

1.2.1.3.7.1. Discussion

1.2.1.3.7.1.1. What are the matters and agenda for the joint TGg meeting? It was requested by TGg, but we don’t have a particular agenda in TGe. It has been approved in the WG meeting. We can’t change it. 

1.2.1.3.7.2. Vote on the motion as amended. Adopted without objection

1.2.1.4. The agenda is approved

1.3. LB Results / Comment resolution

1.3.1. Review of objectives for this session

1.3.1.1. Results of LB39

1.3.1.1.1. We have 106 yes, 110 No, 44 Abstains

1.3.1.1.2. 260 total votes from 365 eligible voters, 216 were Yes or No votes.

1.3.1.1.3. On LB32, we had a higher percentage of 54% yes. There were only 260 voters then.

1.3.1.2. Attempt 75% approval of LB39 through vote conversion. 

1.3.1.2.1. Try to come to closure and exclude new “No” votes from new voters. 

1.3.1.3. Begin Comment Resolution

1.3.1.4. Issue an updated draft based on comments resolved.

1.3.2. Overview of comments received

1.3.2.1. Comments were imported into Access database. Comments not in the correct format may not have been imported.

1.3.2.2. The comments will also be available in Excel format. 

1.3.3. Strategy

1.3.3.1. There are 44 Abstains – can we approach them to convert to Yes? A global email will be sent out asking them to reconsider.

1.3.3.2. Address no voters with comments in common. Some voters have submitted the same comments file. We will attempt to address these issues in groups, or have one member of the group carry a single no vote.

1.3.3.3. Address individuals with small numbers of comments (<5) and a No Vote.

1.3.3.4. Identify invalid “No” Votes. EG – no comments attached, or no specific comments would be invalid.

1.3.3.5. Discussion

1.3.3.5.1. How many voters are in each category?

1.3.3.5.1.1. 44 Abstains

1.3.3.5.1.2. 59 with 5 or less comments.

1.3.3.5.2. Would much rather wait until we get above 75% before we tackle TSpec issues. 

1.3.3.5.3. Don’t think there should be equal weight. More people should deal with the low comment voters.

1.3.3.5.4. What is the appropriate percentage to go to sponsor ballot. 75% is required, but historically, it has to be in the 90% range to get past ExCom approval.

1.3.3.5.5. We can’t just tinker with it to get Yes votes, we might end up with something un-implementable? Do we lose control? No, this group decides what goes out to ballot. A 75% vote in TG, and in WG.

1.3.3.5.6. Is it still possible to have new contributions? Is there any way to prevent new contributions? The agenda only allows papers that addresses comments on No votes. 

1.3.3.6. Message to Abstainers to change No to Yes votes.

1.3.3.6.1. Discussion

1.3.3.6.1.1. Is it allowable to let those who abstain for lack of expertise to change to a Yes? If they don’t understand it? Yes, it is allowed. They might want to help move towards a standard.

1.3.3.6.1.2. Suggest that the CAC leadership reviews the process for converting votes during a meeting. Would there be a recirculation on any changes this week? Yes

1.3.3.6.1.3. It is true that if anyone changes to a No vote, they have to attach comments.

1.3.3.6.2. Motion to send this Message as presented by the chair to the Abstain voters on Letter Ballot 39

1.3.3.6.2.1. Moved Keith A

1.3.3.6.2.2. Second John K

1.3.3.6.2.3. Vote on the motion: Passes 28:3:5

1.3.3.6.3. Discussion

1.3.3.6.3.1. Is it feasible to split the PAR and Letter Ballots into separate documents? So we can get the non-controversial items approved? We not going to try and distinguish controversial. We’ll try to go with the easy negotiations first. 

1.3.3.6.4. How many abstainers from LB39 are present?

1.3.3.6.4.1. None.

1.3.3.6.5. How many No voters are present? 23

1.3.3.6.6. How many No voters submitted < 5 Comments? 2

1.3.3.7. Discussion

1.3.3.7.1. We need to ask those questions in a WG plenary session.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. We will continue at 7:00PM

1.4.2. Recess at 5:30PM

1.5. Evening Session

1.5.1. Opening

1.5.1.1. Call to order at 7:00PM

1.5.1.2. John F: We will continue through the remaining items on the agenda...that was to be done before the break...

1.5.1.3. Any new participants? Only 3 ...a few new participants...you need to be a voting member to vote ...can debate...if you want to present a motion, make sure you chat with a member who will take it up on your behalf...do not abuse the “Point of Order” motion...

1.5.1.4. Are there any comments on the minutes as presented by the secretary on the TGe  minutes of the Sydney meeting?

1.5.1.5. Minutes approved by without objection...

1.5.2. Call for Papers

1.5.2.1. Sunghyun – HCF duration field

1.5.2.2. Adrian – TSpec coexistence support

1.5.2.3. John K – scheduler behavior & TSpec modifications

1.5.2.4. John K – recommended practice for use of 802.11e for broadcast A/V applications

1.5.2.5. Jin-Meng – 407r0 TS signaling

1.5.2.6. Jin-Meng/Michael Fischer – 408r0 Group polling for DCF based reservation request

1.5.2.7. Mike Lewis – 415r0 Avoiding scrambler seed transmission errors

1.5.2.8. Srini – WARP changes

1.5.2.9. Srini – MAC architecture

1.5.2.10. Srini – frame exchange sequences

1.5.2.11. Srini – burst ack primitives

1.5.2.12. Srini – polling list normative text

1.5.2.13. Lior – status of FEC ad-hoc group

1.5.2.14. Wim – alternative to WARP

1.5.2.15. Menzo – Direct Stream Request Protocol, Doc 421

1.5.3. Strategy Discussion, continued

1.5.3.1. Assign leaders for four areas

1.5.3.1.1. Coordinator for Abstain votes (nobody volunteers)

1.5.3.1.2. Multiple No Voters will be addressed in the group.

1.5.3.1.3. Coordinators for Individuals for Small Numbers of Comments – Srini

1.5.3.1.4. Coordinator for identifying invalid no votes or TR comments – Keith Amman. 

1.5.3.2. (the chair moves to Duncan Kitchin)

1.6. Comment Resolution

1.6.1. Single Comment No Votes

1.6.1.1. Comment ID 1763, 9.10.1

1.6.1.1.1. Resolution – Accept the comment and clarify why it is needed. The editor will provide the clarification. 

1.6.1.1.1.1. Background: This relates to a harmless space. It was to account for an accumulated timing drift. Some thought it was to give the HC priority, which is not needed since it already has priority. 

1.6.1.1.2. Accepted without objection

1.6.1.2. Comment 1540

1.6.1.2.1. Resolution – respond to the commenter that the issue has been debated, and the decision was made to delete the SDL.

1.6.1.2.2. Resolution accepted without objection.

1.6.1.3. Comment 1541

1.6.1.3.1. Discussion 

1.6.1.3.1.1. This can be resolved by writing the PICS. We need to write it eventually

1.6.1.3.1.2. Propose that we note this request and move on.

1.6.1.4. Comment 1542

1.6.1.4.1. Discussion

1.6.1.4.1.1. Commenter wants to eliminate FEC.

1.6.1.4.1.2. Propose to decline. FEC has broad support in this group.

1.6.1.4.1.3. There are a number comments related to FEC that have been made. Suggest that we skip over FEC for now, and discuss them all later in the week.

1.6.1.4.1.4. We should discuss sooner rather than later. 

1.6.1.5. Comment 218

1.6.1.5.1. Discussion

1.6.1.5.1.1. Suggestion to use the levels of 802.1d for priority. 

1.6.1.5.1.2. The remedy suggests that level 0 is not the lowest level. 

1.6.1.5.1.3. Defining mapping above the MAC SAP does not address this.

1.6.1.5.1.4. 802.1d is accepted as a mapping for priorities.

1.6.1.5.1.5. We had this mapping at one point. The thought was there was no need for a priority below best effort. 

1.6.1.5.1.6. Is there any impact for making this change? 

1.6.1.5.1.7. This comment from LB30 comments 084 was read: There is no reason to follow the 802.1D priority values WITHIN 802.11e (and they are only suggested usage in 802.1D itself because they appear in INFORMATIVE annex H.2).  The "determination of priority" should simply be in ascending numeric sequence, with 0 as the lowest and 7 as the highest.  There is also more risk to including a remapping table for these values in the MIB than in using the value provided at the MAC SAP without change.  The problem is that for proper operation of the priority mechanism in a QBSS all QSTAs must be using TCID values in a uniform manner.  If any mapping of the provided user priority values is done within the MAC a higher-level entity (that uses prioritised QoS) could be operating correctly but not getting the QoS it believes to be requesting because of a priority remapping of which it is unaware.  Note that this has no impact on the possible use of 802.1D interpretations of this field in MAC bridges (the subject of 802.1D) because the 802.1D reference model has an internal SAP that the bridging entity uses to send and receive frames via the MAC entity.
1.6.1.5.1.8. Suggest that we accept this, and say the if one queue is implemented, you must use best effort parameters. 

1.6.1.5.1.9. Suggest that we accept the first part, and do not require that level 0 is the lowest level. 

1.6.1.5.1.9.1. Straw Poll 12: 7 : 7

1.6.1.5.1.10. It does break things to allow level 0 to not be the lowest level. 

1.6.1.5.1.11. Table this discussion and come back later.

1.6.1.6. Comment 1582

1.6.1.6.1. Discussion

1.6.1.6.1.1. This is an issue we have set aside time to discuss. 

1.6.1.6.1.2. Move on at this point.

1.6.1.7. Comment 1764

1.6.1.7.1. Discussion

1.6.1.7.1.1. Asking for clarification of mandatory and optional.

1.6.1.7.1.2. This will be addressed in the PICS.

1.6.1.7.1.3. The commenter may still want things to be optional that are not currently.

1.6.1.8. Comment 422

1.6.1.8.1. Discussion

1.6.1.8.1.1. Wants QAPC-STA removed or simulated.

1.6.1.8.1.2. The whole AP Mobility is a big area for comments. We need to set aside time for debate.

1.6.1.9. Comment 1440

1.6.1.9.1. Discussion

1.6.1.9.1.1. Suggests document 214r0. 

1.6.1.9.1.2. It is difficult to compare the proposed changes with the current standard.

1.6.1.9.1.3. Straw poll – how many would support adopting 02-214r0 (or specifically deleting AIFS)?  10:10:14

1.6.1.9.1.4. We need to defer this debate. There are alternative candidates for simplifying EDCF.

1.6.1.9.1.5. Straw Poll – who would like to see a simpler EDCF contention than what we have now?  27:5:3

1.6.1.9.1.6. We need to run a set of simulation scenarios similar to what was already done, so we can decide it is better.

1.6.1.9.1.7. We will set aside time later this week – simplifications to EDCF.

1.6.1.10. Comment 1524

1.6.1.10.1. Discussion

1.6.1.10.1.1. Commenter wants a PICS

1.6.1.10.1.2. We have set up an ad-hoc group. 

1.6.1.10.1.3. We will come back to this with a PICS and accept this.

1.6.1.11. Comment 1859

1.6.1.11.1. Requesting MAC state machines

1.6.1.11.2. Remedy

1.6.1.11.2.1. We could declare the comment invalid since there is no proposed remedy. 

1.6.1.11.2.2. The draft needs to have an annex C specifying the deletion of the SDL. 

1.6.1.11.2.3. Each spec is allowed to use state machines to clarify the standard where the Task Group decides it needs to do so.

1.6.1.11.2.4. Respond to the commenter explaining that the group has decided to delete the SDL. 

1.6.1.11.2.5. resolution accepted with no objections.

1.6.1.12. Comment 1521

1.6.1.12.1. Doesn’t want to have priority above Legacy devices.

1.6.1.12.2. Discussion

1.6.1.12.2.1. The purpose of the QoS is to provide priority, not fairness. 

1.6.1.12.2.2. There are ways that a device can be configured to deal with this if desired. AP management functions outside the scope of the standard, in the settings of the MIB, would allow this type of operation.

1.6.1.12.3. proposed Disposition

1.6.1.12.3.1. Accept the comment: The objective of the comment can be achieved through settings of the MIB. 

1.6.1.12.4. Discussion

1.6.1.12.4.1. It isn’t true that legacy traffic can be completely shut down. 

1.6.1.12.4.2. There are a number of different suggestions. Table this and move on.

1.7. Debate Topics

1.7.1.1. FEC

1.7.1.2. QAPC-STA

1.7.1.3. EDCF Simplification

1.7.1.4. TSpecs / Signaling

1.7.1.5. CC/RR

1.7.1.6. WARP / Side Traffic

1.7.1.7. 802.1D Annex H

1.7.1.8. Discussion

1.7.1.8.1. We don’t have two hours for each, we will have to set aside 1. 

1.7.1.8.2. Can we get the sides into small groups and bring a compromise? We need to discuss with everyone here. 

1.7.1.8.3. The commenter are not here.

1.7.1.8.4. Propose that we set aside one hour each.

1.7.1.8.4.1. No objections

1.7.1.9. Scheduling of debate topics

1.7.1.10. Suggest continuing resolving comments tomorrow AM, and have debate topics starting in the evening

1.7.1.10.1. The Tuesday evening session would cover FEC and QAPC-STA

1.7.1.10.2. Wednesday – EDCF simplification, and TSpec signaling.

1.7.1.10.3. Wednesday evening on CC/RR, WARP, and 802.1d

1.8. Comment Resolution

1.8.1.1. Comment 1521

1.8.1.1.1. Straw poll on resolution:

1.8.1.1.1.1. Accept the comment and respond without changing the draft: 10

1.8.1.1.1.2. Accept the comment with changes to the draft: 0

1.8.1.1.1.3. Reject the comment: 12

1.8.1.2. Conclusion – we do not change the draft in response to this.

1.8.1.3. Discussion 

1.8.1.3.1. Accepting the comment doesn’t necessarily change the No vote. 

1.8.1.3.2. Can we accept the proposed remedy without changing the draft?

1.8.1.3.3. Will draft responses.

1.8.2. Announcements

1.8.2.1. AllTRComments_jwr-kra.xls contains duplicate comments that identify those that submit blocks of identical comments.

1.9. Recess at 9:30PM

2. Tuesday, July 09, 2002

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. The session is called to order at 8:00AM by John Fakatselis

2.1.2. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

2.1.3. Discussion

2.1.3.1. There are new contributions for the FEC 

2.1.3.1.1. Document 414, “Analysis of Dual Precoding for FEC”, 

2.1.3.1.2. Document 429, “Scrambler mismatch correction using the MAC FEC”

2.1.3.2. The FEC subject will be addressed at 7:00 tonight

2.1.3.3. 54 No votes need to be converted. 

2.2. Comment Resolution

2.2.1.1. Comment 1521, continued

2.2.1.1.1. Discussion

2.2.1.1.1.1. The MIB can be set to give priority to legacy stations. The concern is not well founded. 

2.2.1.1.2. Drafting a suggested response. 

2.2.1.1.2.1. Mechanisms exist in the draft to permit, by way of modification to MIB and other parameters, legacy or best effort traffic to gain access to the medium at arbitrary priority. However, the group considers it undesirable to do so as this is contrary to the purpose of the QoS mechanism. An admission control function at a higher layer may also be used to ensure a minimum level of service for best effort traffic.

2.2.1.1.3. Straw poll – who likes the resolution: 15:1

2.2.1.1.4. Resolution accepted without objection

2.2.1.2. Comment 1520

2.2.1.2.1. Comment calls for an informative section on usage models..

2.2.1.2.2. Discussion

2.2.1.2.2.1. This is not a technical comment, since it is asking for informative text.

2.2.1.2.2.2. It is OK for us to accept the comment and do nothing. Somebody can write the informative text 

2.2.1.2.2.3. Several people think the informative text will be helpful

2.2.1.2.3. Proposed resolution

2.2.1.2.3.1. Accept the suggested remedy. Form an ad hoc to write the informative text.

2.2.1.2.4. Accepted without objection

2.2.1.3. Comment 1511

2.2.1.3.1. Comment: FEC work is still going on

2.2.1.3.2. Discussion

2.2.1.3.2.1. No specific action is requested. We have time set aside to work on FEC here.

2.2.1.3.3. Proposed resolution

2.2.1.3.3.1. Accept the proposed remedy

2.2.1.3.4. Accepted without objection

2.2.1.4. Comment 1509 

2.2.1.4.1. “Placing global connectivity as a higher ranked  parameter in a QAPC-STA negotiation, will allow infrastructure applications to lock out point-to-point connections in the IBSS situation.  If I have a projector and a laptop in the same room with an internet”

2.2.1.4.2. Discussion

2.2.1.4.2.1. We will defer discussion until after the QAPC-STA time slot

2.2.1.5. Comment 1545

2.2.1.5.1. “The 11e standard needs to add support for a "neighbor network" functionality that will reciprocate the neight piconet functionality provided in the 15.3 standard. This will allow manufacturers to provide a coexistence mechanism for 802.11b/g to coexist in”

2.2.1.5.2. Discussion

2.2.1.5.2.1. Much of this work in the area of OBSS has been deferred to a later standard.

2.2.1.5.2.2. There is a submission on 802.15.2 that might apply.

2.2.1.5.2.3. This commenter is asking for something outside the scope of this PAR. 

2.2.1.5.2.4. This is an issue with any 802.11 MAC not just TGe. It might be better addressed in the Radio Resource Management SG.

2.2.1.5.3. Proposed Response

2.2.1.5.3.1. Reject the comment as outside the scope of the PAR, and re-direct them to the RRM SG. 

2.2.1.5.4. Discussion

2.2.1.5.4.1. The RRM SG might not satisfy the commenter.  The submission 406r0 might address it better in the short time. 

2.2.1.5.4.2. This should be deferred to the TSPEC group

2.2.1.5.4.3. Do we defer to TSPEC or reject? Straw Poll? Defer to TSPEC group: 17  Defer to RRM SG: 3

2.2.1.5.4.4. Defer to TSPEC group.

2.2.1.5.5. No objections

2.2.1.6. Comment 1510

2.2.1.6.1. “sidelink traffic should not be a mandatory part of 802.11e. I am not sure of its value if it is optional, rather than mandatory. The 5.9.2 WARP cache description does not include data rates or power levels.”

2.2.1.6.2. Remedy: “Remove all references to 'sidelink' traffic and 'Direct Frame Transfer' (all of 3.70, in 3.74, all of 5.9, in 7.3.2.15, in Table 20.1.1, all of 9.11, in 11.6, in 11.6.5)”

2.2.1.6.3. Discussion

2.2.1.6.3.1. We should decline this

2.2.1.6.3.2. We should point out that sidelinks help conserve limited bandwidth.

2.2.1.6.3.3. We will discuss with the commenter and try to persuade them to withdraw it.

2.2.1.6.3.4. Does anyone support the comment? None

2.2.1.6.4. Proposed – decline the comment and discuss with them.

2.2.1.7. Comment 1546

2.2.1.7.1. “The discussions on the FEC option in the last few meetings highlight that this feature has not been thoroughly thought out and it's unclear that it will interact well with legacy products.”

2.2.1.7.2. Remedy “Remove the FEC feature until it can be given the time that is required to get it right.”

2.2.1.7.3. Defer to FEC discussion

2.2.1.8. Comment 1508

2.2.1.8.1. “Not convinced of the usefulness of a MAC-layer FEC mechanism”

2.2.1.8.2. Remedy “Remove all references to MAC layer FEC.”

2.2.1.8.3. Defer to FEC discussion

2.2.1.9. Comment 1128

2.2.1.9.1. “The HCF Control Channel Access Procedure does not currently allow the HC to send a CF-Poll that is restricted to a particular TID.  This results in network inefficiencies that can easily be eliminated. While the obtaining of a contention based TXOP (EDCF”

2.2.1.9.2. Remedy “Include a mechanism for requiring TID matching in CF-Poll's.  One such mechanism is detailed in doc. 11-02-022.  A Requested TID (RTID) bit is added to the QoS Control Field in CF-Poll's to indicate that the station should only respond with traffic of the”

2.2.1.9.3. Discussion

2.2.1.9.3.1. Supports the comment – there are cases where this would be useful.

2.2.1.9.3.2. Issue with adding another capability bit for this. Opposes the idea.

2.2.1.9.3.3. Supports the intent, but not how it is specified. Would like to allow the station to respond with any priority equal or higher than requested. The specific restriction prevents the station from determining in advance, and puts the decision in the SIFS interval.

2.2.1.9.3.4. The station should make the request, not the HC

2.2.1.9.3.5. We discussed this issue in Dallas. This capability, or something like it, is already in the draft. Support this if it isn’t in the draft. 

2.2.1.9.3.6. Distributed scheduling – part in the AP and part in the client. How do they get matched and coordinated. We don’t standardize scheduling. For a simple client, the scheduler should be in the AP. The client needs to be able to read the TID field and respond accordingly. 

2.2.1.9.3.7. Is this the right way to implement a polled stream? 

2.2.1.9.4. Straw Poll

2.2.1.9.4.1. Who would support a specific TID in CF-Polls? 23

2.2.1.9.4.2. Who would not? 9

2.2.1.9.4.3. Abstain: 6

2.2.1.9.5. Discussion

2.2.1.9.5.1. The HC specifies which stream will transmit. 

2.2.1.9.5.2. If the decision is in a SIFS time, there is an implementation problem. 

2.2.1.9.5.3. If there is a specific TID, there are multiple queues. 

2.2.1.9.5.4. That is a problem only if the scheduling is only on priority values. That is not the only way to schedule. 

2.2.1.9.6. Straw Poll

2.2.1.9.6.1. Assuming we have a specific TID in a CF-Poll, do we allow a response of the specific TID, or allow the  “TID or higher”? 

2.2.1.9.6.2. Specific: 21

2.2.1.9.6.3. >= : 11

2.2.1.9.6.4. Don’t care 7

2.2.1.9.7. Discussion

2.2.1.9.7.1. We should reject the comment. We have been here before, and we don’t get 75%.

2.2.1.9.7.2. The TSID should be included in the CF-Poll, but the station should be allowed to respond with any frame. Asking for a straw poll. 

2.2.1.9.8. Straw Poll

2.2.1.9.8.1. Who would support including the TSID as a hint, but not mandating responding with that priority? 15:15:6

2.2.1.9.9. Discussion

2.2.1.9.9.1. The length of the granted TXOP already gives a “clue” as to the HC’s intention.

2.2.1.9.9.2. There are only two responses – we can either accept or reject. If we accept, there might be more no-votes next time. 

2.2.1.9.9.3. We need to reject this. The complexity of a station depend on the options. EG FEC adds complexity. The FEC packets at the head of a queue would have to be pre-coded. There might be security implications as well with pre-encryption requirements. 

2.2.1.9.9.4. We have an option to send this issue to an Ad Hoc. 

2.2.1.9.10. Straw Poll

2.2.1.9.10.1. Who supports declining? 11

2.2.1.9.10.2. Who supports accepting as is? 11

2.2.1.9.10.3. Who supports with modification for >=? 12

2.2.1.9.10.4. Who supports sending to Ad Hoc? 14

2.2.1.9.11. Discussion

2.2.1.9.11.1. There is no chance of making a decision.

2.2.1.9.11.2. The commenter is present this week. Let’s get them in here.

2.2.1.9.12. Straw Poll

2.2.1.9.12.1. How many voted in the last straw poll? 32

2.2.1.9.13. Defer - No objections

2.2.1.10. Comment 1696

2.2.1.10.1. “The scrambler sync pattern in the service field is transmitted along with the payload at the same rate but it is not protected by the MAC-FEC. Errors in sync pattern will reduce the effectiveness of the MAC-FEC. This issue should be resolved by providing”

2.2.1.10.2. Defer to FEC discussion

2.2.1.11. Comment 361

2.2.1.11.1. “The current MAC FEC scheme is broken when it is used on top of an OFDM PHY. I like to see the group fixing the problem so that the MAC FEC can be really useful.”

2.2.1.11.2. Defer to FEC discussion

2.2.1.12. Comment 1552

2.2.1.12.1. “QAP: why required only 4 queues for QAP? I think that QAP should be required to have 8 queues.”

2.2.1.12.2. Discussion

2.2.1.12.2.1. This is a distinction between Access Categories and Queues. HC has a special access category. The HC does not have to implement the normal EDCF, but it can optionally”. There was a 9th access category for the HC. Reject this comment, and clarify. 

2.2.1.12.2.2. Suggest that we reject, and say the sentence has been deleted and this is no longer relevant. 

2.2.1.12.2.3. We should not talk about queues, but access categories. The comment is ill-formed. The access category is in the frame, but not the user priority. You can’t get back to the UP. 

2.2.1.12.2.4. The HC does not need to use 8 access categories. The HC can take the channel with PIFS. 

2.2.1.12.3. Straw Poll

2.2.1.12.3.1. The HC does not need to do normal EDCF – one access category: 2

2.2.1.12.3.2. The HC should implement normal EDCF:21

2.2.1.12.3.3. abstain 6

2.2.1.12.4. Discussion

2.2.1.12.4.1. The commenter confused queues with access categories. Should decline the comment. 

2.2.1.12.4.2. The minimum of 4 and maximum of 8 is a compromise the group made to allow reduced complexity. 

2.2.1.12.5. Straw Poll

2.2.1.12.5.1. How many want to accept the remedy and change the definition to mandate 8 access categories? 3 : 24 : 5

2.2.1.12.6. Discussion

2.2.1.12.6.1. The HC access the channel in one way – after PIFs. The concept of other access categories for the AP is meaningless. The implementation is not constrained. 

2.2.1.12.7. Suggested Remedy:  

2.2.1.12.7.1. We decline the comment and delete the line (mandating the QAP having multiple queues) in the draft in both occurrences. 

2.2.1.12.7.2. Accepted without objection

2.2.1.13. Comment 1512

2.2.1.13.1. “t is widely known that the current MAC FEC scheme is broken when it is used on top of an OFDM PHY, i.e., 11a and 11g. While I am strongly in favor of the MAC FEC scheme, I like to see the group fixing the problem so that the MAC FEC can be really useful.”

2.2.1.13.2. Defer to FEC discussion

2.2.1.14. Comment 1513

2.2.1.14.1. “The benefit of the CC/RR mechanism is not justified while its added complexity for the implementation is expected very high.”

2.2.1.14.2. Remedy “ remove CC/RR”

2.2.1.14.3. Defer to CC/RR discussion

2.2.1.15. Comment 1522, 1523

2.2.1.15.1. Duplicates of 1512, and 1513

2.2.1.16. Comment 1538, 1538

2.2.1.16.1. Duplicates of 1512, and 1513

2.2.1.17. Comment 1855, 1856

2.2.1.17.1. Duplicates of 1512, and 1513

2.2.1.18. Comment 1691

2.2.1.18.1. “The definition of the channel utilization  does not measure the interference from other  non-802.11 devices that may be sharing the channel such as cordless phones or Bluetooth modules.”

2.2.1.18.2. Remedy: “Modify the definition of the channel utilization to capture the "effective" utilization of the channel taking into account 802.11 devices and interferers.”

2.2.1.18.3. Discussion

2.2.1.18.3.1. The channel utilization should be time-based. That would solve this problem. Another comment says the HC should figure out how much time is available on the medium based on what is already allocated. 

2.2.1.18.3.2. This is asking for taking into account things other than 802.11

2.2.1.18.3.3. Refer to comment 725: this resolution would address comment 1691.

2.2.1.18.3.4. The issue is in the PHY layer. We have several CCA mechanisms, some will ignore non-802.11 signals. A time based moving average based on carrier detect might be useful, but energy thresholds cannot be specified in the MAC. 

2.2.1.18.3.5. Agrees – the problem is in the PHY. 

2.2.1.18.4. Suggested remedy – accept the change in comment 725. Discuss the implications with the commenter of 1691. 

2.2.1.18.5. Discussion

2.2.1.18.5.1. Suggests Comment 34 remedy: “Modify the definition of the QBSS load element, in particular the channel utilization value, to be the channel busy time per second as measured by the PHY-CCA.indication(busy) indication.”

2.2.1.18.6. Will take off-line and prepare a combined resolution of these two comment remedies.

2.2.2. Closing

2.2.2.1. There are several commenter we will talk with.

2.2.3. Recess until 7:00

3. Tuesday Evening, July 9, 2002

3.1. Opening

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

3.1.2. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

3.2. FEC Discussion

3.2.1. Opening

3.2.1.1. We have allocated 1 hour for this topic

3.2.1.2. There are three presentations

3.2.1.3. Motions are not in order until all points of view have made their case

3.2.2. Proposals

3.2.2.1. Document 02/414r0, Chris Hansen

3.2.2.2. TI Proposal (review of proposal from last meeting) 02/315

3.2.2.3. Document 429, Mark Webster

3.2.2.4. Document 415r1,  Mike Lewis

3.2.2.5. Does anyone want to leave it as is? None

3.2.2.6. Does anyone want to delete FEC altogether? No.

3.2.2.7. There are 4 options to choose from

3.2.3. Presentations

3.2.3.1. Document 02/414r0, Chris Hansen, Eric Ojard

3.2.3.1.1. An analysis of Dual Precoding (the presentation from the previous meeting)

3.2.3.1.2. There is a problem with dual precoding. The moving average filter will cause a loss of .3dB at frame error rates of 1e-2.

3.2.3.1.3. A moving average filter combined with a coding system, the bit error is multiplied at worst case by the number of taps in the filter. That expands errors across symbols.

3.2.3.1.4. Proposal is to merely transmit two additional bytes of zeros in the MAC header. This allows the scrambler state to be determined in the case of errors.

3.2.3.1.5. In the case where the zero locations are non-zero because of error, a lookup table tells you the scrambler state from the non-zero bytes.

3.2.3.1.6. Discussion

3.2.3.1.6.1. Is the zero byte insertion done prior to FEC coding or after? The FEC bytes would be pre-computed, then the zeros are inserted.

3.2.3.1.6.2. Is there normative text for this proposal? Not yet. But it’s very simple.

3.2.3.1.6.3. Does the .3dB gain assume AWGN? Yes.

3.2.3.1.6.4. Are there any patents or patent applications related to this proposal? Not at liberty from my corporation to make an IP statement regarding this proposal.

3.2.3.2. Document 325r0a, Chris Heegard, et al

3.2.3.2.1. Dual Precoding with FEC packets.

3.2.3.2.2. Based on proposal from March. First it was a single precoding system with a self-synchronizing scrambler. Without synchronization, an error can prevent synchronization. 

3.2.3.2.3. The problem is that the MAC headers would be scrambled and would break legacy stations.

3.2.3.2.4. There are several ways to get around the .3dB loss due to error propagation. They deal with looking at the header and determining what is wrong, and using that information to fix the rest of the packet.

3.2.3.2.5. Discussion

3.2.3.2.5.1. Do you know of any patents or patent applications pertaining to this proposal? Any patents will be licensed under the IEEE rules of fair and equitable terms.

3.2.3.2.5.2. Are there any results that show the loss is less in a multipath channel? Yes, but not available to present.

3.2.3.2.5.3. AWGN has bursty errors. This would make burst errors even more bursty,, wouldn’t it?  The effect on the error propagation becomes less significant.

3.2.3.2.6. Document 429r0, Mark Webster 

3.2.3.2.6.1. Scrambler Mismatch correction using the MAC FEC

3.2.3.2.6.2. Constraints on the solution – MAC and PHY cannot coordinate. The PHY cannot be in the MAC. Stations without FEC can still decode the packet if it is error free.

3.2.3.2.6.3. Needs to provide an error rate of 10e-9. Equal efficiency at short and long frames, no extra overhead. Works for all 802.11 PHYs. Low complexity.

3.2.3.2.6.4. The problem with dual precoding is that is over the whole packet. 

3.2.3.2.6.5. Solution, just use dual precoding on the PHY header, and conventional coding on the rest. 

3.2.3.2.6.6. Use dual precoding on the first block. Determine the scrambler mismatch and use it for the rest of the packet.

3.2.3.2.6.7. Use the FEC decoder to determine the scrambler mismatch. 

3.2.3.2.6.8. Works because the header is shorter than the packet, so the error propagation is smaller. 

3.2.3.2.6.9. Also supports the 802.11b PHY.

3.2.3.2.6.10. Discussion

3.2.3.2.6.10.1. This adds complexity at both ends? Why? We think the complexity is low. Most of this comes for free? 

3.2.3.2.6.10.2. What is the patent position? Intersil's IP position is described in a letter submitted to the 802.11 chair.  Intersil will issue a license on a reasonable and non-discriminatory basis.  Alternately, Intersil will issue a royalty free license to any company on request, under the terms described in Intersil's IP statement

3.2.3.2.6.10.3. Do you know of any prior art? Is this a superset of other proposals? Yes, the proposal is based on a previous proposal.

3.2.3.3. Document 415r1, Mike Lewis

3.2.3.3.1. Proposal – the transmitter keeps a list of seed values per address.

3.2.3.3.2. the receiver can synchronize with the transmitter for al rx,tx pairs.

3.2.3.3.3. If there is an FCS error, you assume it was a scrambler mismatch.

3.2.3.3.4. If all address,address,seed pairings are stored, any errors can be corrected.

3.2.3.3.5. Discussion

3.2.3.3.5.1. How is the synchronization maintained? Every time an MPDU is received. The scrambler seed is uniquely determined by the previous seed value. There is a unique sequence. 

3.2.3.3.5.2. Is there a patent position? Cannot make a statement.

3.2.3.3.5.3. How does the MAC tell the PHY what seed to use? Is that out of the scope of the PAR? It is written as an option to the standard.

3.2.4. Straw Polls

3.2.4.1. Discussion

3.2.4.1.1. Would you vote for this proposal? Vote for as many as you like.

3.2.4.2. How many voters are there? 70

3.2.4.3. Support for 414r0, Chris Hansen? 20

3.2.4.4. Support for 325r0a, Richard Williams?18 

3.2.4.5. Support for 429r0, Mark Webster? 15

3.2.4.6. Support for 415r1, Mike Lewis? 1

3.2.5. Motions from the Floor

3.2.5.1.  Based on the fact that we don’t have 75% for all of these together, we don’t have a solution

3.2.5.2. Move to direct the editor to drop FEC from the TGe draft

3.2.5.2.1. Moved Williams

3.2.5.2.2. Second Williams

3.2.5.3. Discussion

3.2.5.3.1. Against the motion. The benefits of FEC have been demonstrated. Removing FEC because we can’t agree is a bad idea.

3.2.5.3.2. For the motion – the number of new contributions indicates that FEC is immature. Supports withdrawing and considering it for a future standard.

3.2.5.3.3. Given that people are still working, it is not the time to take it out.

3.2.5.4. Move to table the motion

3.2.5.4.1. Kowalski / Hansen

3.2.5.4.2. Vote on tabling the motion: Fails 23:48:10

3.2.5.5. Discussion

3.2.5.5.1. Against the motion. After seeing the work on solutions, taking it out doesn’t make sense. We have workable solutions.

3.2.5.5.2. Against the motion – a lot of effort has gone into FEC. We need a merged proposal.

3.2.5.5.3. In favor – believe that the MAC is the 2nd choice place to apply FEC. We need a PHY solution. There is a big issue with IP issues, some have not been disclosed and might trap us all. It will encumber smaller companies. We are treading on a minefield.

3.2.5.5.4. Against – We can wait years for this. We need to deliver products. These presentations show this can be fixed now in this standard.

3.2.5.6. Call the question (Kowalski/ Sherman) No Objection

3.2.5.7. Vote on the motion: Fails 41:31:8

3.3. AP Mobility Discussion

3.3.1. Opening

3.3.1.1. There are comments in two categories – 1) AP mobility should be deleted on the grounds that it fails with hidden nodes. 2) Comments on the ranking order of stations.

3.3.2. Presentations?

3.3.2.1. None

3.3.3. Straw Polls

3.3.3.1. Should we keep AP mobility? 16:20:8

3.3.3.2. Discussion

3.3.3.2.1. The naming is misleading and confusing. Mobility is a bad word since it suggests movement.

3.3.3.3. How many people will vote no if AP mobility (as currently defined, plus any fixes) is in the draft (on this basis)? 15 

3.3.3.4. How many people will vote no if AP mobility (as currently defined, plus any fixes) is NOT in the draft (on this basis)? 16

3.3.3.5. Discussion

3.3.3.5.1. We should not waste time debating this. We will not make people happy whatever we do.

3.3.3.5.2. Move on to the other main comment regarding hidden nodes.

3.3.3.6. Should we attempt to fix hidden nodes within AP mobility? 19:14:13

3.3.3.7. Discussion

3.3.3.7.1. AP Mobility is a great idea, but maybe it doesn’t belong in TGe and QoS. 

3.3.3.7.2. Why is AP Mobility here? It enables parameterized QoS in portable devices? It cannot be done in an IBSS. This function is extremely necessary for AV applications. We should not remove it, but fix it.

3.3.3.7.3. The concept of AP mobility is useful, but broken and too complicated. 

3.3.3.7.4. The majority favor fixing the problem, and simplifying is popular also.

3.3.3.7.5. We have no specific proposals to fix or modify the draft. We need such a proposal to move forward. Those interested need to go off an write a proposal.

3.3.3.7.6. It makes sense for an ad-hoc to review the negative votes. Is there any meeting time for this? This time now is set aside for AP mobility. 

3.3.4. Ad Hoc work

3.3.4.1. The ad hoc should go through the comments related to AP mobility and classify them. Create a lists of changes to drive the creation of modifications to normative text.

3.3.4.2. The Ad Hoc Group will come back with a proposal.

3.4. Recess TGe at 9:00PM  for Ad Hocs

4. Wednesday Morning, July 10, 2002

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. The meeting is called to order by John Fakatselis at 8:00

4.1.1.1. This was going to be a joint meeting with TGg. However there was no other joint business other than the FEC, so we are going to have only a TGe meeting at this point.

4.1.2. Status of the Task Group

4.1.2.1. In Task Group B, everyone was present for all discussion, and the growth of the group was very low. We were able to converge quickly.

4.1.2.2. Now we have about 350 voters. We have only 50 voting members participating in these meetings, and some percent of them are participating regularly. 

4.1.2.3. That is a small percentage to represent the whole voting body.

4.1.2.4. The lower approval rating of the last LB was lower because of many new voters voting no. The quality of the draft was much better. 

4.1.2.5. We have spent a lot of time improving the document since LB30.

4.1.2.6. We don’t want to have an open ended procedure. We don’t have any way to update the schedule, or have a plan to complete the work, if we continue in the same manner.

4.1.2.7. We don’t want to waste our time and be sure the members want to see a standard.

4.1.3. Discussion

4.1.3.1. Some members have a problem with the complexity of the standard, not necessarily having a standard at all.

4.1.3.2. Maybe you shouldn’t limit it to voters only. Perhaps add nearly voters.

4.1.4. Straw Polls 

4.1.4.1. How many people believe we do not need a standard for QoS? zero

4.1.4.2. How many people feel that we must have a standard through sponsor ballot by March 2003? 44

4.1.4.3. How many believe that we can wait until March 2004?  11 

4.1.4.4. How many think time is not an issue as long as we have it done in the next decade? 1 

4.1.4.5. How many did not participate? 4

4.1.5. Conclusions

4.1.5.1. The value of the 75% acceptance – if we get 75%, then two things happen. We freeze as closed issues everything that there isn’t a comment on. We are going to limit the voting participation to those that submitted comments in this draft. 

4.1.5.2. One way out of this is to get to the 75% threshold. The benefit is that we then have specific issues and specific no voters we must convince.

4.1.6. Discussion

4.1.6.1. Complexity – the existing standard was the most complex MAC ever designed. A lot of people are making a lot of money on it, because it works. Unless you have a better way to achieve the objectives, don’t try to take out what’s there. Complexity is an issue, but it also has to work. It’s not a reason to kill things unless there is a better solution available.

4.1.6.2. The chair agrees that the existing MAC is complex, but it is also successful. It is not good to have options on a standard. It has been used as a tool of compromise. 

4.1.7. Straw Poll

4.1.7.1. How many people are voting No because they think the standard is too complex (over engineered)? 4

4.1.7.2. How many are voting No for other reasons than over-engineering? 

4.1.8. Discussion

4.1.8.1. QoS has come to mean all things to all people. We would approach it in a different manner. There are many different needs and factions (Consumer, Enterprise, and AV). We are trying to create a single standard to accommodate all these needs. There is a desire for broad market appeal so all chips can support this. Because we are so fragmented, it is impossible to move forward. We can’t require everything, so we almost have to go to an options based approach. We may need more options. For example an enterprise system might not want to support all the capabilities of an AV device. 

4.1.8.2. There are different kinds of options – multiple ways of doing the same thing, vs. doing something or not doing something.

4.1.9. Straw Poll

4.1.9.1. How many people believe that having options would help us create a standard?  33 

4.1.9.2. How many believe that options are not a reasonable way to closure? 7

4.1.9.3. How many people would like to have separate standards for each market area?  10

4.1.10. Discussion

4.1.10.1. If we have separate task groups, there is a big problem reconciling all the frame formats and bits etc.

4.1.11. Straw Poll

4.1.11.1. How many people believe that getting a 75% approval would be the best way to move towards to closure? 37 

4.1.11.2. How many think trying to get 75% approval is not wise?  0

4.1.11.3. How many did not participate? 10

4.1.12. Chairs comments

4.1.12.1. The chair asks for those who abstained or know those who abstained, to consider changing their abstain to a Yes vote. That would get us closer to a 75%.

4.1.12.2. How many abstainers are in the room? None.

4.1.12.3. Some members have submitted the same comment files. The chair would like those who voted that way to assign one person to carry the objections, and change the other votes to a Yes with comments. We could gain 25 reversals with that approach.

4.1.12.4. We have 120 No Votes, but less than 30 here. Please communicate with other voters this information.

4.1.13. Straw Polls

4.1.13.1. How many No voters are in the room? 17

4.1.13.2. How many No Voters would consider switching to a Yes if there were more options? Zero

4.1.14. Discussion

4.1.14.1. Likes the approach to combine No Votes into a single ballot. Cautions that TGf will be going to forward to Sponsor Ballot. In the past there has been a 90% threshold for sponsor ballot, but perhaps it has gone away. So there is not necessarily a guarantee that all comments will be addressed.

4.1.14.2. TGf says the rules require 75%. If the sponsor group decides that it is really 90% then they need to write that down as a rule. We can’t draw any conclusions yet. 

4.1.14.3. We have less than 10% of the No Voters present in this room. 

4.1.14.4. Request for straw poll: Who of the No Voters voted to submit this draft to Letter Ballot in Sydney? 

4.1.14.5. Suggests that the TGe chair request all TGe No Voters to show up in the TGe meeting.

4.2. Assigned Numbers Authority

4.2.1. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin 

4.2.2. Discussion

4.2.2.1. All the numbers collided, with an exception of a handful.

4.2.2.2. Document 02/381r1 will contain the initial assignments as of the close of the May 2002 meeting.

4.2.2.3. Element IDs 11-15 for TGe did no collide. 

4.2.2.4. Motion: Request the ANA to assign element IDs for the following elements: Extended Capability; Target Destination Address; Target enable status; location discover status; Current transmit rate; TClas. 

4.2.2.4.1. Moved Kitchin

4.2.2.4.2. The chair moves to John Fakatselis

4.2.2.4.3. Second David

4.2.2.4.4. Discussion

4.2.2.4.4.1. We need only two of these – We should wait on asking for these until we have subsequent technical motions.

4.2.2.4.4.2. We should assign the numbers now. If not needed, we can easily delete them later.

4.2.2.4.4.3. This is the first group to make a request.

4.2.2.4.4.4. Could we make the motion now, but make it effective at the end of the week? 

4.2.2.4.4.5. This is just a bookkeeping problem. We should just approve this.

4.2.2.4.4.6. Call the question ( Keith / John K) Called with no objection.

4.2.2.4.5. Vote: Passes 41:0:1

4.2.2.5. Motion: Request the ANA to assign the following capability bits: QoS ; FEC-Imm-Ack.

4.2.2.5.1. Moved Kitchin

4.2.2.5.2. Second Keith

4.2.2.5.3. Discussion

4.2.2.5.3.1. What if we run out of bits? We have an escape bit, but the WG will have to assign it. There is also a mechanism to appeal assignments. 

4.2.2.5.4. Vote: Passes 45:0:1

4.3. Recess at 10:00AM

5. Wednesday, July 10, 2002,

5.1. Opening

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

5.1.2. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

5.2. EDCF simplification

5.2.1. Background

5.2.1.1. The comment was to consider 02/214r0 as a simplification. The group didn’t want to adopt that document, but there was a straw poll indicating the group wanted to simplify EDCF.

5.2.1.2. Are there any new proposals?

5.2.2. Discussion

5.2.2.1. We could remove AIFS

5.2.2.2. Is there specific text? We could instruct the editor to remove all references…

5.2.2.3. Straw Poll – Who would favor keeping AIFS in the draft? 21:9:7

5.2.2.4. Is there anything to do with the EDCF Parameter Set? Refer to comment 366 “The QoS Parameter Set Count suggests that the QoS Parameter Set could be used for dynamic adaptation of the EDCF parameters. However, this should not be the case because it compromises the EDCF performance and predictability in overlap situations….”

5.2.2.4.1. Remedy: “Add the following text to this clause:
""The QoS Parameter Set shall not be used for dynamic parameter updates. This ensures predictable behavior in overlapping BSSes" "Remove the QoS Parameter Set Count field and all references thereto

5.2.2.4.2. Suggest that this parameter set element should not be used for dynamic updates.

5.2.2.5. Straw Poll

5.2.2.5.1. EDCF Parameter Updates: Options

5.2.2.5.1.1. None – default parameters only

5.2.2.5.1.2. Use to set policy only

5.2.2.5.1.3. Use for dynamic adaptation

5.2.2.6. Discussion

5.2.2.6.1. Why would you want to limit the usage? Since now AP is required to implement dynamic adaptation, why change it?

5.2.2.6.2. If there is two overlapping BSS’s if one has best effort and the other is best effort. The best effort BSS  might increase the priority of the best effort traffic and hurt the video.

5.2.2.6.3. Dynamic adaptation is good. It opens up 802.11 for future enhancements in future APs. Dynamic adaptation allow the system to perform better.

5.2.2.7. Straw Poll

5.2.2.7.1. EDCF Parameter Updates: 

5.2.2.7.1.1. None – default parameters only, remove parameter set from the beacon.  15

5.2.2.7.1.2. Use to set policy only, no dynamic updates. (“should” clause in draft) Parameters fixed for lifetime of BSS.  26

5.2.2.7.1.3. Use to set policy only, no dynamic updates. (“should” clause in draft) Parameters change rarely.  20

5.2.2.7.1.4. Use for dynamic adaptation (as it is now in the draft). 14

5.2.2.7.1.5. All voters in room. 53

5.2.2.8. Inverse straw poll

5.2.2.8.1. Who will vote “No” if the draft says

5.2.2.8.1.1. None – default parameters only, remove parameter set from the beacon.  20

5.2.2.8.1.2. Use to set policy only, no dynamic updates. (“should” clause in draft) Parameters fixed for lifetime of BSS.  12

5.2.2.8.1.3. Use to set policy only, no dynamic updates. (“should” clause in draft) Parameters change rarely.  8

5.2.2.8.1.4. Use for dynamic adaptation (as it is now in the draft).  20

5.2.2.8.1.5. Total Voters - 53

5.2.2.9. Move to instruct the editor to modify the normative text to insert a “should” clause referring to the EDCF parameter set element, indicating that this is intended to set policy and should be change by an AP only rarely (of the order of greater than 100 beacon intervals).

5.2.2.9.1. Moved Kowalski

5.2.2.9.2. Second Kandala

5.2.2.9.3. Discussion

5.2.2.9.3.1. This only changes the implementation of the AP, not the station.

5.2.2.9.3.2. Motion to amend – remove the last sentence ( menzo/ srini) 

5.2.2.9.3.3. Call the question / no objection

5.2.2.9.3.4. Vote on the motion to amend:  passes 31:3:15

5.2.2.10. Main Motion: Move to instruct the editor to modify the normative text to insert a “should” clause referring to the EDCF parameter set element, indicating that this is intended to set policy and should be change by an AP only rarely.

5.2.2.10.1. Call the question (Menzo/John) no objection

5.2.2.10.2. Vote: passes 33:7:15

5.3. TSpec / Signaling

5.3.1. Presentation of Papers

5.3.1.1. Document 407r1 “TS Signaling” Jin Meng

5.3.1.1.1. Discussion

5.3.1.1.1.1. How does this fit in with other proposals with TSpec? This is orthogonal – it defines the signaling procedures.

5.3.1.1.1.2. Feels this breaks the mechanisms – opposed to this presentation.

5.3.1.2. Document 383r2a John Kowalski

5.3.1.2.1. These fields are orthogonal to Jin Meng’s presentation.

5.3.1.2.2. The HC can know if the bandwidth allocation is not workable

5.3.1.2.3. Suggests a normative scheduler behavior. Parameters are isomorphic. It looks like the queue state element, plus an admission policy.

5.3.1.2.4. This proposal simplifies the TSpec, the HC can infer TSpec violations. It can interoperate with an AP in a side link.

5.3.1.2.5. It is testable and observable.

5.3.1.2.6. Discussion

5.3.1.2.6.1. Is there any change in queue spec vs. time position? No, the queue size is still useful.

5.3.1.3. Document 406r0 “Normative Text for TSPEC” Adrian Stephens

5.3.1.3.1. This requirement comes from 802.15.2. 

5.3.1.3.2. Background on AWMA collaborative mechanism – divides time into BT and 802.11 periods. Fixed time intervals.

5.3.1.3.3. Define a new traffic type – “Scheduled”, repeating. Add TSPec element “field map”

5.3.1.3.4. Support for AWMA is optional.

5.3.1.3.5. During the scheduled time, the HC must provide NAV protection

5.3.1.3.6. A registered multicast MAC address is used to identify the AWMA schedule.

5.3.1.3.7. Discussion

5.3.1.3.7.1. Are there any IP positions on this proposal? Symbol has an IP letter in on this saying they will follow the IEEE rules.

5.3.1.3.7.2. How do the devices communicate? The AP has knowledge of the AWMA period. 

5.3.1.3.7.3. We had scheduled TXOPs in the draft before, and removed them. How is this different? It is not signaled, but just reserved time? We didn’t have a good use for scheduled TXOPs at the time they were removed.

5.3.1.4. Document 409r2, “Proposed Resolution for Draft 3.0” Isaac

5.3.1.4.1. TSPEC Element Set

5.3.1.4.2. Discussion

5.3.1.4.2.1. Is this in conflict with other proposals? 

5.3.2. Straw Poll

5.3.2.1. Support 407r1 (Jin Meng) :  6

5.3.2.2. Support 383r2 (John K):  24

5.3.2.3. Support 406r0 (Adrian) Structural: 21

5.3.2.4. Support 406r0 (Adrian) AWMA: 19

5.3.2.5. Support 409r2 (Isaac) 22

5.3.2.6. Total Voters  53

5.3.3. Discussion

5.3.3.1. Unless there is another proposal, we don’t have 75%.

5.3.3.2. Could the proposers come up with an aggregated proposal?

5.3.4. Motions

5.3.4.1. Move to instruct an ad-hoc to create draft normative text incorporating the mechanisms presented in straw polls regarding 406r1, 383r0, 409r2. 

5.3.4.1.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

5.3.4.1.2. Seconded Srini

5.3.4.1.3. Discussion

5.3.4.1.3.1. The straw poll said “do nothing” 

5.3.4.1.3.2. This proposal includes three of the four proposals

5.3.4.1.3.3. There were four good presentations – the ad-hoc should generate text for all of them.

5.3.4.1.3.4. Move to amend to add “407” to the list. (Lior / Matthew)

5.3.4.1.3.5. The three presentations in the motion are orthogonal. 407 is in conflict.

5.3.4.1.3.6. 407r1 is nothing new – just new details from comments

5.3.4.1.3.7. Call the question ( Kowalski/Sherman) no objection

5.3.4.1.3.8. Vote on the motion to amend: fails 16:23:19

5.3.4.1.3.9. Call the question ( Kowalsi / Jose) no objection

5.3.4.1.4. Vote on the main motion: passes 40:5:12

5.3.5. Recess at 3:00PM

5.3.6. Call to order at 3:30PM

5.4. CC/RR Discussion

5.4.1. Presentation of Papers

5.4.1.1. Document 408r0, Jin Meng

5.4.1.2. “Group Polling for DCF Based Reservation Request”

5.4.1.3. A compromise for the CC/RR debate.

5.4.1.4. Controlled Contention is group polling

5.4.1.5. Discussion

5.4.1.5.1. Why are there 6 elements in a bitmap? In practice there are not more than 6 queues. It fits into a single OFDM symbol at 54Mbps.

5.4.1.5.2. Has this been simulated? It is a technical improvement. The RR frame previously occupies 200uS. It is not simulated yet.

5.4.1.5.3. Is there any IP on this? Cannot answer, but doesn’t think there are substantial issues.

5.4.1.5.4. Thinks it is good to reconsider RR. Not sure if this improves RR or not without simulation. Most arguments for CCI are based on lack of information on the need for RRs. If there are enough RRs that EDCF cannot get them through, then something like the CFP should be allocated and reserved for reservation requests (using the normal EDCF mechanisms).

5.4.1.5.5. This does reduce the complexity of CC/RR. It does reduce the numbers of mechanisms. You don’t have to send an RP if the channel is free. That is already there. 

5.4.1.5.6. Concerned about unnecessary overhead. HC shall have an RP every beacon on a DTIM basis. 

5.4.1.5.7. We have just passed motions to modify TSpecs with a management frame, and management frames are always at highest priority, why do we need CC/RR? 

5.4.1.6. Straw Poll

5.4.1.6.1. To replace the CC-RR controlled contention mechanism as described in the current IEEE 802.11e draft standard with the RP-RR request polling mechanism as described in slides 7-14 of document 408r0 for the 802.11e draft standard.  12:9:13

5.4.1.7. Motion: Instruct the editor to remove CC/RR and all references thereto from the draft.

5.4.1.7.1. Greg Chesson

5.4.1.7.2. Steve Williams

5.4.1.7.3. Discussion

5.4.1.7.3.1. CC/RR is used in large networks with many terminals that are inactive for a large part of the time. A quick way to get on and off the polling list.

5.4.1.7.3.2. Simulations have been presented showing the value, and compared with other options. It was clearly the best of the options.

5.4.1.7.3.3. The idea of replacing the slotted aloha mechanism with EDCF has not been simulated. There is a hidden terminal problem. With EDCF a single collision can overlap multiple slots.

5.4.1.7.3.4. There are other options beyond what Jin Meng proposed. 

5.4.1.7.3.5. There were a number of ballots against CC/RR with other types of resolutions – EG how often you send a CC.

5.4.1.7.3.6. This is one of the key elements needed for QoS. It has been fully simulated and shared over the past two years. It has been in actual trials and real users have been using CC/RR with real QoS services. We can show that it works, it makes money, and reduces risk. It costs little do this – if it isn’t used it will fade away. It is needed as a standard.

5.4.1.7.3.7. We want to make sure the mechanism for the polling list is efficient. No other proposal for returning to the polling list works well. So what is the objection? Is top priority EDCF good enough? Can it be improved? 

5.4.1.7.4. Straw Poll – 

5.4.1.7.4.1. Is RR over EDCF with high priority an acceptable alternative to CC/RR? 22:9:16

5.4.1.7.5. Discussion

5.4.1.7.5.1. We did simulate RR over EDCF. The performance was not acceptable. There are three documents of simulations. Other ideas have been eliminating mandatory CCI intervals. 

5.4.1.7.5.2. Some simulations were presented in March, and the conclusion was that CC/RR was not needed. For bursty traffic, the HC would not poll. The RR would add it to the polling list. Do we really need fast request for burst? 

5.4.1.7.5.3. Call the question (John K/ Srini) No objection

5.4.1.7.6. Vote on the motion: Fails 34:15:8

5.4.1.8. Motion: to make CCI optional at both the AP and STA in the draft. 

5.4.1.8.1. Moved Kowalski

5.4.1.8.2. Second Kandala

5.4.1.8.3. Discussion

5.4.1.8.3.1. We have spent enough time on this 

5.4.1.8.3.2. Move to table the motion

5.4.1.8.3.2.1. Schrum / Ophir

5.4.1.8.3.2.2. Vote fails 9:26:8

5.4.1.8.3.3. This is the best compromise we can get. Nobody is going to test this. 

5.4.1.8.3.4. If we make this optional does it make the HC optional? We want to make HCF work well. How would this work?

5.4.1.8.3.5. These instructions are not clear enough. We don’t know what the editor is going to do. 

5.4.1.8.3.6. Agree that the instructions are not clear. The issue is making it optional at both AP and STA, another signaling and negotiation mechanism is needed. This is the right concept but not the right text to accomplish it.

5.4.1.8.3.7. What this says that it is not convergent. There are three contingents here. This makes it work only in some situations. We have an opportunity to move 802.11 into the future to handle many types of traffic. We need to make sure it is there.

5.4.1.8.3.8. Motion to amend: “to instruct the editor to make CCI optional in such a manner that the capability for the HC to transmit CC is optional and for the WSTA to receive CC and transmit RR is optional. “

5.4.1.8.3.8.1. Sunghyun / Adrian

5.4.1.8.3.8.2. Vote – accepted without objection

5.4.1.9. Motion as amended: To instruct the editor to make CCI optional in such a manner that the capability for the HC to transmit CC is optional and for the WSTA to receive CC and transmit RR is optional

5.4.1.9.1. Discussion

5.4.1.9.1.1. Options are generally bad, but this accommodates both sides best. 

5.4.1.9.1.2. Call the question (Adrian/John K) no objection

5.4.1.9.2. Vote on the motion: fails 29:13:4

5.5. WARP / Side Traffic

5.5.1. Papers to present

5.5.1.1. 437 Srini “Information element in fixed fields”

5.5.1.2. 438 Srini “Changes to WARP”

5.5.1.3. 465 Wim “

5.5.2. Presentations

5.5.2.1. “Changes to WARP” doc 437r0a

5.5.2.1.1. uses four elements out of 256 –change them to fixed fields. 

5.5.2.1.2. Normative text in 437r0

5.5.2.1.3. Discussion

5.5.2.1.3.1. There is other information that needs to be communicate through this interface. Elements provides a clean extension for TGi to add security functions. 

5.5.2.1.3.2. Not concerned about running out of element IDs – there is an extension mechanism already present. 

5.5.2.2. “Direct Stream Request Protocol” Doc 421r1, Menzo Wentink

5.5.2.2.1. Addresses a comment regarding WARP.

5.5.2.2.2. Signaling mechanism to set up streams between two stations in a BSS

5.5.2.2.3. Suggest that the name be changed to Direct Link Protocol due to the existing use of stream in the draft.

5.5.2.2.4. Activation works through the AP, the AP responds to the sender.

5.5.2.2.5. Probing is used to determine connection and rate between sender and receiver.

5.5.2.2.6. Discussion

5.5.2.2.6.1. There is no explicit teardown? An idle timeout is flexible and has no overhead. An explicit teardown could be added.

5.5.2.2.6.2. There are frames to do this already. Why don’t we use the stream setup procedure to achieve the same purpose?

5.5.2.2.7. There is normative text for this proposal.

5.5.2.3. “Wireless Sidelink Protocol” document 465r0, Wim Diepstraten.

5.5.2.3.1. Identifies if a station can send frames directly. 

5.5.2.3.2. Existing WARP is too complex

5.5.2.3.3. Wisp is simpler – uses single Wakeup Action request/response pair and procedure. Uses existing probe request frames.

5.5.2.3.4. WiSP should replace WARP

5.5.2.3.5. Discussion

5.5.2.3.5.1. Very similar to the previous presentation – are there any differences? The wakeup action frame is a minimum. The parameters are in the probe response frames. Similar response in the timeout response.

5.6. Recess at 5:30PM

6. Thursday, July 11, 2002

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. The  meeting is called to order at 8:00AM by John Fakatselis

6.1.2. Discussion

6.1.2.1. No vote reversals have been received so far.

6.1.2.2. We need to communicate to the group that the broadest standard is OK – the alternative is no standard at all.

6.1.3. Call for papers

6.1.3.1. Srini has one that is not on the server

6.2. WARP / Side Traffic (continued)

6.2.1. Presentations

6.2.1.1. “Wireless Sidelink Protocol” document 465r0, Wim Diepstraten.

6.2.1.1.1. Discussion

6.2.1.1.1.1. How does WISP work when the receiver is in the sleep/PS mode? The receiver is awake for a certain no-activity timeout period. It is the same for TX and RX side. 

6.2.1.1.1.2. What is the order of the timeout? Roughly 2 beacon intervals. 

6.2.1.1.1.3. But the AP has to wait till the next DTIM, that could exceed the timeout? That’s a different timeout – the TX station determining no response initially.

6.2.1.1.1.4. What are the differences between WISP and Menzo’s proposal? The point at which the rate set is brought to the receiver. Menzo provides the capability info in the response frame initially. Wim’s takes one more message. 

6.2.1.1.2. Straw Poll (vote for many)

6.2.1.1.2.1. Menzo Wentink (421r0) 26

6.2.1.1.2.2. Wim Diepstraten (465r0) 30

6.2.1.1.2.3. Support WARP as is: 2

6.2.1.1.2.4. All Voters in room: 39

6.2.1.1.3. Discussion

6.2.1.1.3.1. Feedback is needed on the necessity of a probe frame to test rates. That is the main difference.

6.2.1.1.3.2. Perhaps the QoS null frame could be used?

6.2.1.1.3.3. Request an ad-hoc group to create Wim/Menzo combined normative text.

6.2.1.1.3.4. Menzo will lead and come back to report to the group. They will meet at 1:00PM and report at the next session.

6.3. 802.1d annex H – mapping priorities

6.3.1. Presentations/

6.3.1.1. None

6.3.2. Discussion

6.3.2.1. There were many comments on this topic. What should we do?

6.3.2.2. This is a confusing area, there are no existing guidelines. There are guidelines in RFC2815 that are consistent with 802.1d

6.3.2.3. The problem is there is no priority below best effort.

6.3.2.4. The comment is regarding level 0 being the lowest level as currently written. 

6.3.2.5. There is an inherent problem with EDCF if you say 0 is not the lowest. EDCF requires 0 is the lowest priority, and the number of access categories in a station.

6.3.2.6. 802.1d has two priorities below 0 (best effort), but one is reserved. Do we really need a priority lower than best effort? 

6.3.2.7. Why is there a problem having a priority below legacy? We are creating a standard that precludes the 802.1d guidelines. We should at least have mapping that follow these guidelines.

6.3.2.8. We have a specific comment that says “we should not require 0 to be the lowest priority”. There is no mandate that best effort be mapped to 0.

6.3.2.9. Is there really a problem with mapping. The priority maps to user priority, not access category. If we mapped best effort traffic to UP 0, then it would work.

6.3.2.10. The real issue is should there be any priority below best effort? 

6.3.2.11. Is there a change that needs to be made to the draft?

6.3.2.12. Move that the editor remove the requirement that 0 must be the lowest priority, and the table of recommended user priority values. 

6.3.2.12.1. Moved Meier

6.3.2.12.2. Second Kuehnel

6.3.2.12.3. Discussion

6.3.2.12.3.1. There may be some expectation that 0 is the lowest might cause new no votes.

6.3.2.12.3.2. Doesn’t think that there is that expectation. Applications are choosing priorities at the application level.

6.3.2.12.3.3. There is no such thing as “priority” is it user priority or access category. Which is this referring to? 

6.3.2.12.3.4. Agree that this needs to be more specific. Can we simply vote to accept the comment?

6.3.2.12.3.5. The motion as worded is an acceptance of the comment.

6.3.2.12.3.6. The comment we are trying to address (218) 

6.3.2.12.3.6.1. “""The QoS facility supports 8 ""user priority"" values designated 7 (highest) through 0 (lowest)."" Would it make sense to link these user priorities with those in 802.1D (Table H)?  There are also 8 priority values defined there, but user priority 0 is” 

6.3.2.12.3.6.2. Suggested remedy “State that the QoS facility provides for 8 user priority levels, but do not require that 0 be the lowest level (since we have defined 0 to be the level for non QoS-enabled device traffic.)  Using the levels in 802.1D may make the most sense.”

6.3.2.12.3.7. If we accept this motion, we can say we have accepted this.

6.3.2.12.3.8. The commenter wants to not mandate best effort to be the lowest priority.

6.3.2.12.3.9. One resolution is to not require best effort be 0, the other is to not require 0 to be the lowest priority.

6.3.2.12.3.10. 802.1d wanted 0 to be the default, they created one other level for background. 

6.3.2.12.3.11. It should be left the way it is. Why not base it on the class selectors in DIFFSERV which is 0 is the lowest.

6.3.2.12.3.12. We need to make sure to handle the case of a station implementing one access category.

6.3.2.12.3.13. The motion only removes the sentence saying 0 is the lowest. 

6.3.2.12.4. Motion to amend to “Instruct the editor to remove the requirement that 0 be the lowest priority and  7 be the highest priority.”

6.3.2.12.4.1. Moved Choi

6.3.2.12.4.2. Second Meier

6.3.2.12.4.3. Discussion

6.3.2.12.4.3.1. This will cause more confusion if passed. 

6.3.2.12.4.3.2. This will be more confusing for choosing the access category parameters. This is saying remove the ordering, without replacing it.

6.3.2.12.4.4. Motion to amend the motion – strike “and 7 be the highest priority”.

6.3.2.12.4.4.1. Kowalski / Ed

6.3.2.12.4.4.2. Discussion

6.3.2.12.4.4.2.1. You can’t remove part – if zero is not the lowest, 7 can’t be the highest. There is no inherent ordering.

6.3.2.12.4.4.2.2. Maintaining some ordering of the priorities makes a simpler design. 

6.3.2.12.4.4.2.3. Everyone has the same intent – this should be handled off-line. 

6.3.2.12.4.4.2.4. call the question (Choi/Jose) no objection

6.3.2.12.4.4.3. Vote on the motion to amend the amendment: procedural fails 1:10:21

6.3.2.12.4.5. Vote on the motion to amend: 14:9:8

6.3.2.13. Motion on the floor: “Instruct the editor to remove the requirement that 0 be the lowest priority and  7 be the highest priority.”

6.3.2.13.1. Move to table (Kowalski / Choi)

6.3.2.13.1.1. Vote on motion to table: Passes 28:2:10

6.4. Other Papers

6.4.1. Document 444r0, “HCF Duration Field Set Rules”, Sunghyun Choi

6.4.1.1.1. Addresses inconsistencies in Duration/ID field values in different frame types.

6.4.1.1.2. Proposes modifications of NAV coverage rules for frame exchange sequences.

6.4.1.1.3. It was noted that this proposal would not work with mixed data rates in TGg as is.

6.4.1.2. Straw Poll

6.4.1.2.1. Who would support the behavior as presented in 444r0a? 16

6.4.1.2.2. Who would not support the behavior as presented in 444r0a? 3

6.4.1.2.3. Who would support the behavior as presented in 444r0a with modifications? 20

6.4.1.3. Will generate normative text with a modified version of this for a motion later.

6.4.2. Document 427r0a, “Recommended Practice for use of 802.11e for broadcast quality AV transmission”, John Kowalski et al.

6.4.2.1.1. Hoping to create an informative annex for the standard based on this material. Application scenarios, recommended parameters.

6.4.2.1.2. Need interoperability between multiple vendors. Not assuming a traditional infrastructure LAN with DS.

6.4.2.2. Discussion

6.4.2.2.1. How is RTP mapped into parameterized QoS? How is connection setup dealt with? It needs to be worked out at the higher layers.

6.4.2.2.2. Does this support SMPTE requirements with respect to jitter requirements in studios? No, this is based on IEC6183 documents on latency and jitter. 

6.4.3. Recess at 9:58

6.4.4. The meeting is called to order at 10:40 by Duncan Kitchin

6.5. Comment Resolution

6.5.1. Comment 1691

6.5.1.1.1. “The definition of the channel utilization  does not measure the interference from other  non-802.11 devices that may be sharing the channel such as cordless phones or Bluetooth modules.”

6.5.1.1.2. Remedy – “Modify the definition of the channel utilization to capture the "effective" utilization of the channel taking into account 802.11 devices and interferers.”

6.5.1.2. Discussion

6.5.1.2.1. The best we can do is using the medium busy from the PHY. Not all PHYs provide the same information.

6.5.1.2.2. Need to say both Virtual Carrier sense and CCA. 

6.5.1.2.3. Feels that the CCA is a better indication. Virtual Carrier sense might not indicate the real utilization of the channel.

6.5.1.2.4. Virtual Carrier Sense includes the PHY busy time plus reserved time. The channel would be busy longer with VCS. 

6.5.1.2.5. How much work is it to write the text? Not too hard. Will take this off-line and come back with text.

6.5.2. Comment 1692

6.5.2.1.1. “After sending a frame with a group address,  the HC is required to wait for PIFS and sense the channel before continuing.  This may not make sense if there are no hidden stations.”

6.5.2.1.2. Remedy: “Change "HC shall wait for one PIFS period, and shall only continue to  transmit if CCA is idle" to "HC may wait for one PIFS period, and may  discontinue to transmit if CCA is busy"

6.5.2.2. Discussion

6.5.2.2.1. What is the difference? Change a shall to a may.

6.5.2.2.2. The intention is to allow the HC to detect a collision with the broadcast frame. SIFS isn’t enough to detect activity. This is for a reason. Suggests declining.

6.5.2.2.3. Suggestion to change it to SIFS. How does that address the commenter? 

6.5.2.3. Straw Poll

6.5.2.3.1. Who wants to decline this comment? 15

6.5.2.3.2. Who does not want to decline the comment? 0

6.5.2.3.3. Who doesn’t care? 6

6.5.2.4. Discussion

6.5.2.4.1. This is only regarding the group address frames (unacknowledged) 

6.5.2.5. Comment is declined without objection

6.5.3. Comment 1543

6.5.3.1.1. “The QOS operation should be consistent with the PCF operation. Specifically when ending the contention free period.”

6.5.3.1.2. Remedy: “A QOS CF End frame should be used in a similar manner to the way the CF End frame is used in the PCF operation.”

6.5.3.2. Discussion

6.5.3.2.1. Decline – there is no QoS CF End. The use of CF-end is already consistent

6.5.3.2.2. What is meant is that during PCF the polling ends with CF-end. 

6.5.3.2.3. Suggestion to  add a QoS CF End frame.

6.5.3.2.4. There are two different ends because the CF-end is only used for the CFP. The QoS Poll is used because the CFEnd doesn’t have a BSSID. It needs to be distinguished in an overlapping case.

6.5.3.2.5. If we want to accept the remedy, we have to write normative text

6.5.3.2.6. The CF-end does have a BSSID..

6.5.3.3. Vote for the comment resolution options. 

6.5.3.3.1. Those in favor of declining the comment: 23

6.5.3.3.2. Those in favor of accepting the commenter’s remedy: 1

6.5.3.3.3. Abstains: 3

6.5.3.4. The comment is declined

6.5.4. Comment 1544

6.5.4.1.1. “I do not see much use of Tclass element.”

6.5.4.1.2. Remedy “I recommend to remove Tclass from the draft.”

6.5.4.2. Discussion

6.5.4.2.1. This has been discussed at length. We decided to keep TClass.

6.5.4.3. Comment declined without objection.

6.5.5. Comment 1694

6.5.5.1.1. “The text defines that TXOP limit = 0 implies the use of TxOPs without a specified temporal extent. In this  case how should the duration field be computed? Also,  what happens if the value of the eDCF TXOP MIB variable  is set to 0? Finally, if the TxOP l”

6.5.5.1.2. Remedy “Do not allow the TxOP value to be 0 in a polled TxOP.”

6.5.5.2. Discussion

6.5.5.2.1. This is not the correct solution. The solution is to insure the MIB is not set to an unreasonable value.

6.5.5.2.2. It is currently specified that if TXOPlimit is set to 0 you can send one MPDU. The duration is then according to 802.11-1999

6.5.5.2.3. The duration of the poll is not currently specified in this particular case

6.5.5.2.4. The duration should be set to cover a maximum length packet 

6.5.5.2.5. The duration should be small, to protect only the CTS. Let the sender send the CTS to itself to protect the frame.

6.5.5.2.6. Currently, the text says that the station receiving a poll should obey the rules of EDCF.

6.5.5.2.7. Is there a difference in behavior if the MIB variable is set to 0? Is it still sending one MPDU? Yes. 

6.5.5.3. Proposed Remedy: Decline with clarification: A value of zero in the poll means that the TXOP size is constrained to the time limit set for EDCF. If the MIB variable for EDCF TXOP limit is set to zero it is only permitted to send one frame. The duration is then calculated as per 802.11-1999.

6.5.5.4. Straw Poll:

6.5.5.4.1. Disallow TXOP limit of zero in poll during CP, and specify duration field in such polls during CFP be set to 32768: 10 

6.5.5.4.2. Specify duration in a poll with the TXOP limit of zero as being one slot time:  9

6.5.5.4.3. Abstain. 16

6.5.5.5. Suggest that we decline, based on the lack of agreement

6.5.5.6. Straw Poll – if this was the option, would you vote in favor ?

6.5.5.6.1. Disallow TXOP limit of zero in poll during CP, and specify duration field in such polls during CFP be set to 32768: 19

6.5.5.6.2. Specify duration in a poll with the TXOP limit of zero as being one slot time:  12

6.5.5.6.3. Abstain. 5

6.5.5.7. This is adequate support. Text will be brought back later for a vote to adopt.

6.5.6. Comment 1695

6.5.6.1.1. “A queue size value of 255 is used to indicate a unspecified or unknown size. There is no similar encoding for a unspecified TXOP duration.”

6.5.6.1.2. Remedy: “Add text to define the encoding for a unspecified TxOP duration.”

6.5.6.2. Discussion

6.5.6.2.1. Why do we need an unspecified TXOP duration? Currently the TXOP duration of zero falls back to EDCF rules. Zero is the unspecified encoding.

6.5.6.3. Decline – there is no requirement to have an unspecified TXOP duration.

6.5.6.4. Disposition accepted without objection.

6.5.7. Comment 701

6.5.7.1.1. “It is widely known that the current MAC FEC scheme is broken when it is used on top of an OFDM PHY, i.e., 11a and 11g. While I am strongly in favor of the MAC FEC scheme, I like to see the group fixing the problem so that the MAC FEC can be really useful.”

6.5.7.1.2. remedy “The scrambler initiation problem can be fixed by adding 2 to 4 zero bytes in the MAC layer. These bits can be used to determine the scrambling sequence in the MAC and correct any error made in the PHY layer descrambler. More detailed solution will be subm”

6.5.7.2. Discussion

6.5.7.2.1. 802.11g is working on this. We haven’t made a decision on this.

6.5.7.2.2. Should we check with 802.11g to see what they are doing?

6.5.7.2.3. We were expecting a combined proposal that would be able to be accepted. 

6.5.7.2.4. We should skip this and bring it up at a future meeting?

6.5.7.2.5. No objection to skip

6.5.8. Comment 702

6.5.8.1. CC/RR

6.5.8.2. We have already voted on this remedy and it failed.

6.5.8.3. Discussion

6.5.8.4. We should decline

6.5.8.5. Would anyone be willing to vote to reconsider? 

6.5.8.6. There may be other compromises that might encourage a reconsideration. We should defer until these have been submitted – probably at the next session. 

6.5.8.7. We should table such motions to a specific time.

6.5.8.8. There was a compromise solution presented yesterday.

6.5.8.9. Decline or Defer? 

6.5.8.10. Vote on disposition 

6.5.8.10.1. Decline right now:  11

6.5.8.10.2. Defer to further discussion: 14

6.5.8.10.3. Abstain: 11

6.5.8.11. Defer until later

6.5.8.12. The chair appeals to the group to not abstain.

6.5.9. Comment 797

6.5.9.1.1. “MLME-ADDTS.request should not be limited to be initiated by WSTA only. In the current draft, how can we initiate TSPEC signaling for the case where HC is the source for multicast stream.”

6.5.9.1.2. Remedy: “In the case where HC is source for a TSPEC stream, it should be able to initiate TSPEC signaling.”

6.5.9.2. Discussion

6.5.9.2.1. The HC has to initiate a TS modification. It is done with TS addition. 

6.5.9.2.2. We had straw polls on proposals to amend TSpecs. Who was leading the ad-hoc? John. We were merging three proposals. 

6.5.9.2.3. The commenter does not have a solution. The TSpec cannot be used by the HC for a multicast downlink. 

6.5.9.2.4. The Ad Hoc was solving a different problem. 

6.5.9.2.5. There was no announcement of the meeting of the ad-hoc. 

6.5.9.2.6. It is noted that the Ad Hoc group was not announced regarding how members can join the ad-hoc group. It is felt that the ad hoc group was private. 

6.5.9.2.7. It was stated that John was the leader of the Ad Hoc. The work that has been done was in a similar manner. 

6.6. Recess at 12:00

6.7. Opening

6.7.1. Call to order at 3:30PM by John Fakatselis

6.7.2. Discussion

6.7.2.1. We can make some progress if we focus on the PICS

6.7.2.2. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

6.8. The PICS

6.8.1. Discussion

6.8.1.1. We have many comments that there is no PICS. The PICS is required. It is a formal statement of what is required and what is optional.

6.8.1.2. We propose forming an Ad Hoc group to write the PICS and have them meet right now.

6.8.1.3. No objections

6.8.1.4. Volunteer to lead the Ad Hoc Group to write the PICs.

6.8.1.5. Matthew Sherman will lead the Ad Hoc group

6.8.1.6. We would like to have an outline of the PICS for our evening session.

6.9. Recess at 3:36 for the PICS ad hoc

7. Thursday Evening, July 11, 2002

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. The meeting is called to order at 7:15PM by John Fakatselis

7.1.2. Review of the agenda

7.1.2.1. How many motions are there for this session?

7.1.2.1.1. One from Keith

7.1.2.1.2. One from John K

7.1.2.1.3. One from Sunghyun (tabled motion)

7.2. Report from PICS ad hoc

7.2.1.1. A document has been prepared, but it is 40% complete. It will need another 2-3 hours of work.

7.3. Motions

7.3.1. Load Element

7.3.1.1. Document 02/482r0

7.3.1.2. This is the follow-up text to the presentation on the QBSS Load Element.

7.3.1.3. Move to adopt the editing instructions described in document 11-02-482r0.

7.3.1.3.1. Moved Amman

7.3.1.3.2. Second Kandalas

7.3.1.3.3. Discussion

7.3.1.3.3.1. Is there any clause 9 text? No it’s all in clause 7. 

7.3.1.3.3.2. Is it required for the AP to transmit this? It is included in the beacon frame format – so yes, it is mandatory. There are many fields that are not called out in clause 9.

7.3.1.3.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 23:0:2

7.3.2. MAC Architecture

7.3.2.1. Document 02/439r0

7.3.2.2. Updating figure 49 and 47 in the MAC architecture. 

7.3.2.3. Added MAC control plane architecture (fig 47.1)

7.3.2.4. Discussion

7.3.2.4.1. In the ordering of encryption and fragmentation – does this match the current state of TGi? They are still on MSDUs. OCB is still MSDU. So this is still mixed at this point. 

7.3.2.4.2. Why is EDCF a bad name if DCF is a coordination function? HCF is the one coordination function, which has two types of access. But there are some who think EDCF is separate from HCF when it is really part.

7.3.2.4.3. Why not get rid of coordination function everywhere since these are all access mechanisms? The PAR limits our scope. We are not really empowered to change the terminology of the whole standard. 

7.3.2.4.4. Figure 47 only shows Polled TXOP access. There are HCF contention based and HCF controlled access. The names should be changed to match these.

7.3.2.4.5. Needs more explanation for fig 47.1. There is CF delivery, CF Poll, and TXOPS.

7.3.2.5. Motion: Instruct the editor to incorporate 02/439r0 into the next TGe draft.

7.3.2.5.1. Moved Kitchin

7.3.2.5.2. Second Williams

7.3.2.5.3. Discussion

7.3.2.5.3.1. This document is totally editorial.

7.3.2.5.3.2. Changes – change EDCF to HCF Contention Based Channel Access, change Polled TXOP to HCF Controlled Access. These are editorial changes.

7.3.2.5.3.3. There was a presentation of 464r0 regarding interactions with TGi. There is an issue with the sequence control field. Yes – the sequence control field is now protected by the integrity check. It must be up the stack.

7.3.2.5.4. Vote : Passes 37:1:0

7.3.3. Priority Mapping

7.3.3.1. Motion to instruct the editor to make the following changes: Change 6.1.1.1 as follows: delete the words “(highest)” and “(lowest)”; add the footnote: “Using the mapping between user priorities and traffic types, found in 802.1D Annex H.2, above the MAC SAP is recommended”; Remove the traffic type names in Table D.1 

7.3.3.1.1. Moved Choi

7.3.3.1.2. Second Kitchin

7.3.3.1.3. Discussion

7.3.3.1.3.1. This means that the user priority values above the MAC sap are carried as the TID field on the air.

7.3.3.1.3.2. When an AP gets a priority from the Ethernet, it can plug this same priority into the QoS control field? Exactly.

7.3.3.1.3.3. Suggest there should be a direct mapping from UP to Access Category. 

7.3.3.1.3.4. There is some implied ordering in the use of priority. An access category containing multiple UP uses the parameters of the lowest UP.

7.3.3.1.3.5. Doesn’t agree – the Access Category is different than a queue. If there is a single Queue, it could have several access categories mapped, and the lowest UP maps to the lowest access category.

7.3.3.1.3.6. Call the question (Adrian/John) No Objection

7.3.3.1.4. Vote: 40:0:1

7.3.4. TSPECs

7.3.4.1. Document 483r0a

7.3.4.1.1. Merger of concepts in documents 406r0, 383r0, and 409r2. 

7.3.4.1.2. Adds concept of observable, testable TSPEC  with ability to infer TSPEC violations (“Isochronous TSPEC”)

7.3.4.1.3. Adds AWMA concept (“Scheduled TSPEC)

7.3.4.1.4. Adds additional Polling Start Time to TSPEC & clarified definitions.

7.3.4.2. Move to instruct the editor to make changes to the draft based on 406r3

7.3.4.2.1. Moved Kowalski

7.3.4.2.2. Second Stephens

7.3.4.2.3. Discussion

7.3.4.2.3.1. TSpec is currently very confusing in the draft. This is a significant change. 

7.3.4.2.3.2. Coexistence is outside our PAR. It’s a good thing, but it might generate more no-votes.

7.3.4.2.3.3. The definitions of the TSPEC parameters have been made much cleaner.  We have sponsor ballot voters from 802.15 that will look for coexistence. So leaving out support might generate No-votes. The notion has promise with respect to OBSS. This shares a lot with TSPEC and doesn’t add much.

7.3.4.2.3.4. Coexistence is important for all wireless groups. Interference does relate to QoS, so this is part of our scope. It will be an iterative process to refine the TSPECs. 

7.3.4.2.3.5. The chair of 802.15.2 notes that 802.15.2  recommendations needed to be done in 802.11 groups. This is what we’re doing here. It is appropriate.

7.3.4.2.3.6. In favor of the AWMA support. It is a MAC enhancement. 

7.3.4.2.3.7. The TSPEC includes an TBTT offset. It isn’t clear if it is set by the station or the HC? The HC. Is it specified? The station can request a value, the HC must specify a value. The station would not have a parameter present. The HC responds with the information 

7.3.4.2.3.8. Call the question (Adrian / Srini) 

7.3.4.2.3.8.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 27:6:9

7.3.4.2.4. Vote on the motion: Fails 26:12:5

7.3.5. TS Signaling with Roaming

7.3.5.1. Document 407r1

7.3.5.2. Motion: To instruct the editor to incorporate the editing changes made in 7.3.2.18 in document 02/407r1 into the next TGe draft.

7.3.5.2.1. Moved Jin Meng

7.3.5.2.2. Second Schrum

7.3.5.2.3. Discussion

7.3.5.2.3.1. In favor – it clarifies the existing draft

7.3.5.2.3.2. It is editorial changes. It converts text into figures. 

7.3.5.2.3.3. Is there any technical change? There were 5 classifiers, now there are 4. One was redundant. This is a technical change, thus making this motion.

7.3.5.2.3.4. Is there a reason to specify the field in 42.16.2? They are outside our scope? They are already in the draft, just in text form.

7.3.5.2.3.5. Do we want to expose TCP at the MAC layer? They were already there.

7.3.5.2.3.6. This is a good effort to make the TCLAS element more clear through a picture. Supports the motion.

7.3.5.2.3.7. Call the question (Harry / Srini) no objection

7.3.5.2.4. Vote on the motion: 18:1:18

7.3.6. Primitives for Burst Ack

7.3.6.1. Document 436r0

7.3.6.2. Discussion

7.3.6.2.1. This signaling could use the same signaling as TSPEC, why introduce another one?

7.3.6.2.2. How would an upper layer know when to use this? Feels this is cleaner.

7.3.6.2.3. Against this – Not sure about the connection between TSPEC and BurstAck. Is there an assumption that BurstAck are always used with TSPECs = they are always set up. Burst acks will be needed in higher rate PHYs.  Want the MAC to be able to handle Burst ACK just like association. Shouldn’t require these primitives. 

7.3.6.2.4. The primitives are not required. The MAC can set it up also – like an association request.

7.3.6.3. Motion: Instruct the editor to incorporate 436r0 into the next version of the TGe draft

7.3.6.3.1. Moved Srini

7.3.6.3.2. Second Sunghyun

7.3.6.3.3. Discussion

7.3.6.3.3.1. None

7.3.6.3.4. Vote: Passes 16:3:20

7.4. (10 minute recess to review motions)

7.4.1. Motions on the draft

7.4.1.1. Motion: Instruct the editor to create version 3.2 of the 802.11e draft which includes the changes to the draft as decided with the related motions passed by TGe and reflected in the minutes of TGe, document 443r0.

7.4.1.1.1. Moved Srini K

7.4.1.1.2. Second Harry Worstell

7.4.1.1.3. Passes 34:0:1

7.4.1.2. There is no motion to send the draft out to letter ballot

7.4.2. Presentation of Papers

7.4.2.1. Document 465r1 “DLP Protocol”

7.4.2.2. Direct Link Protocol

7.4.2.3. Signaling protocol to establish direct station to station links. 

7.4.2.4. Discussion

7.4.2.4.1. What’s going to be in the request and response frames? Supported rates? The format of the frame body is DA, SA, capability, rate, elements, etc.

7.4.2.4.2. This replaces the WARP protocol

7.4.2.4.3. Can management frame be encrypted? This is based on TGi having a future mechanism for this. This provides the hook if it is needed.

7.4.2.5. Straw Poll

7.4.2.5.1. How many people think that this mechanism is the right direction to provide a protocol to replace WARP?  27 for, 0 against.

7.4.3. Announcements

7.4.3.1. We have incomplete figures on frame exchange sequences. We need help to enhance them further. It would help those who don’t attend to understand. Document 440r0.

7.5. Adjourn at 9:30PM
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