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Abstract

Minutes

The outline numbers are based on the approved agenda that was in Doc. 11-02-398r1.  

Monday, July 8, 2002 
3:30 PM – 9:30 PM
0. 802.11g Session Called to Order

The meeting was called to order at 3:35 PM

1. Chairs’ Status Update and Review of Objectives for the Session
1.1. There was a presentation, but the document did not yet have a number.

1.2. History of TGg was given

1.3. Document 11-02-209rX (currently 11-02-209r10) has the current comment resolutions

1.4. Strategy for this meeting was presented

1.4.1. Complete comment resolutions

1.4.2. Enable the next draft

1.4.3. Have a new letter ballot issued

1.4.4. Joint meetings

1.4.4.1. Joint Radio Regulatory Meeting (802.18 Joint Meeting)
1.4.4.2. TGe Joint Meeting (optional, we will decide later)
2. Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Rules

2.1.1. Refrain from using logos or copyright information on submissions

2.1.2. Submissions need to use the templates

2.1.3. Get document numbers from Harry Worstell or Pluto (when available)

2.1.4. SSID for network is IEEE

3. Approve or Modify Agenda (Doc. 11-02-398r1)

The r1 modification from r0 included the document numbers for the minutes

Motion: Move to adopt the agenda as shown in Document 11-02-398r1.

Moved: Dave Richas

Seconded: Carl Andren

Vote: 41/0/0 motion passes

Agenda is 02/398r1

4. Review and Approve Minutes

4.1. Sydney, Australia (Doc. 11-02-323r1)
Motion: Move to adopt minutes from Sydney Interim meeting as shown in Document 11-02-323r1.

Moved: Carl Andren

Seconded: Jan Boer

Vote: adopted by unanimous consent

Minutes are approved

4.2. Channelization and RF Issues Conference Call (Doc. 11-02-403r0)
4.3. MAC Issues Conference Calls (Docs. 11-02-404r0 and 11-02-422r0)
Motion: Move to adopt minutes from conference calls in Documents 11-02-403r0, 11-02-404r0, and 11‑02‑422r0.

Moved: Craig Conklang

Seconded: Marcus Gallard

Vote: Adopted by unanimous consent

Minutes are approved

5. Call for Submissions

5.1. Related to unresolved comments (Agenda Item 6)

Document 11-02-433 “Short Slot Time Proposal” from Richard Van Nee (comment 12)

5.2. Unrelated to comments, but other submissions or issues (Agenda Item 8)

Document 11-02-420 from Rishi

Document 11-02-445 on “CCA and Slot Time Relations” from Jan Boer

6. Presentation of Recommendations from the Resolution Groups and Presentation of Submissions

6.1. Sean Coffey, “Clause 19.5 and 19.6” Comment resolution

6.1.1. Comment Numbers 10-12 Minimum Input Sensitivity Requirements for optional modes.  We agreed that we should provide these numbers.
6.1.1.1. PBCC-22 should be the same as for CCK-11

6.1.1.2. PBCC-33 should be the same +2 dB.

6.1.1.3. There is no presentation for the origin of those numbers

6.1.2. Comment 30 The commentor considers it resolved with the new drafts (editorial issues)
6.1.3. Comments 26, 27, 29 are considered editorial and have been fixed in the same manner as 30.

6.1.4. Comment 28 is considered editorial

Editor’s comment: The first clause has been fixed.  The second part considers test things, the editor considers it consistent.

6.1.5. Comment 31is considered a MAC issue by the special committee.  The resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.
6.1.6. Comment 32-34 is considered editorial.  The editor fixed these issues.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

6.1.7. Comment 35.  The special committee (SC) has recommended a resolution.  It was adopted by unanimous consent and incorporated into the draft.

6.1.8. Comment 36 same as 34.

6.1.9. Comment 37 the SC recommended accepting the comment and resolve as suggested.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

6.1.10. Comment 38 is considered editorial.  Things look consistent in the new draft. Editorial change adopted by unanimous consent.

6.1.11. Comment 39 is considered editorial.  The problematic sentence was removed.  The task group adopted the proposed solution of the SC by unanimous consent.
6.1.12. Comments 40-43, 46-47 were referred to the MAC SC.  This was taken care of by the editor as an editorial change.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

6.1.13. Comment 44 The editor states that this is consistent.  It has been taken care of and settled.  The SC suggestion was adopted by unanimous consent.

6.1.14. Comment 45 The comment was considered editorial.  Do we want to merge all of the tables?  There are two tables, but they have different locations.  These are not in conflict.  It seems to make more sense to keep the tables in the appropriate section.  The editor believes we have addressed his comment, but we need to put all of the MIBs in a single table.  We agreed to keep the document as-is.  Adopted by unanimous consent.
6.1.15. Comment 48.  This is to be fixed as an editorial comment.  This was adopted by unanimous consent (UC).

6.1.16. Comment 49.  This is handled the same as .11b.  The TG says that we are consistent with Clause 18 unless otherwise stated.  No further action is recommended.  This was adopted by unanimous consent.

6.1.17. Comment 50 handled as editorial.  Fixed by the editor.  This was adopted by UC.

6.1.18. Comment 51. Fixed by UC.

6.1.19. Comment 52, 57.  The proposed resolution is already in the draft.  The editor wonders if the commentor wants an explicit statement about an extra byte.  This has always been there.  It was likely mis-read.  Reference clause 19.5.2.3 does what the commentor is asking for.  Adopted the resolution of SC.  Done by UC.

6.1.20. Comment 53, 55-56.  Clarified in Draft 2.8.  The proposed changes were adopted by UC.

6.1.21. Comment 54, 58.  Converted to editorial.  Fixed by UC.

6.1.22. Comment 59 converted to editorial.  Fixed by UC.  

6.1.23. Comment 60 the reference was incorrect.  The corrected refence was added.  Done by UC.
6.1.24. Comment 61 a lot of new details regarding this section have been forwarded to the editor and incorporated in the draft.  Adopted by UC.

6.1.25. Comment 62.  Should we specify the pulse shape way we are using?  In .11b we didn’t specify the pulse shape.  The introductory paragraph regarding pulse shaping should be specified.  Jeyhan: Before we didn’t need as much SNR, so we didn’t need to specify the shape.  The pulse shape can be defined to gain back some SNR.  Chair:  Without specifying the pulse shape we have some flexibility with different regulatory requirements.  SC chair: read the recommendation from the SC. Ivan: In the comment, is some solution given?  It is not, so we don’t have to consider this a true NO vote.

Straw poll:  Any mandatory pulse shaping requirement: 1, No mandatory pulse shape requirement: 32

The paragraph no longer referrs to pulse shaping, so this should be more clear.  The proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

6.1.26. Comment 63.  Similar to Comment 61.  The commentor accepts the changes.
6.1.27. Comment 64.  Similar to Comment 61.  Adopted by UC.

6.1.28. Comment 65.  Similar to Comment 61.  Editor added a comment: “Same pulse shape shall be used for each clock domain.”  There is some discussion as to whether that is sufficient.  There have been significant changes to the draft since that time.  The proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

6.1.29. Comment 66 the resolution was adopted by the commentor and by the group by UC.
The session was recessed for dinner at 5:31 PM.

The session was called back to order at 7:12 PM.
6.1.30. Comment 67 was changed to editorial so there are no references to 802.11b or 802.11a.  The change was adopted by UC.

6.1.31. Comment 68 and 69.  This is the similar to 61.  Text has been added.  The proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

6.1.32. Comment 70 is the same as 62.

6.1.33. Comment 71 is the same resolution as 61.  Extra details were added.  Adopted by UC.

6.1.34. Comment 72.  The offending sentence was deleted.  The resolution was adopted by the TG by UC.

6.1.35. Comment 73 is the same as 68.  Done by UC.

6.1.36. Comment 74 the comment was correct.  The contents of the resynch field were changed.  Same resolution as 66.  This was done by UC.

6.1.37. Comment 75 is the same as 59.  Editorial change.

6.1.38. Comment 76. Extra details were added.  Same as previous comments.  Done by UC.

6.1.39. Comment 77.  There is no reference to a transmit mask.  The first SC recommendation using the clause 18 mask (leave as-is) was adopted.  This was adopted by UC.

6.1.40. Comment 78.  Section 19.6.  Deemed MAC issue and referred to MAC SC.  This is under non-clause 19.  Resolved by MAC SC.  Non-Clause 19 and Appendicies Tab Comment 118 addresses this.  Resolved by UC.
6.1.41. Comments 79-86.  Refer to General Tab Comment 11.  There was not sufficient support to remove the options.  This was adopted by UC.

6.1.42. Comment 80. Question: Does this mode truly add no value?  Sean: It is a matter of opinion.  Question: What is the value? Steve Halford: It provides a method of not requiring RTS/CTS.  It provides flexibility.  Comments 80-86 were resolved by UC in the same manner as Comment 79.
6.1.43. Comment 87. The SC’s resolution was adopted.

6.1.44. Comment 88.  Transmit mask portion is under consideration.  The PA backoff is implementation dependent and shouldn’t be included.  Steve Halford presented a possible transmit mask (11-02-347).  This is unresolved at the moment.

6.1.45. Comment 89, 91, and 92 is resolved by General Tab Comment 11.  Done by UC.

6.1.46. Comment 90 is the same Comment 78.  Identical, so refer to Comment 78.

6.1.47. Comment 93 the incorrect reference was corrected by the editor.  Done by UC.

6.1.48. Comment 94 the incorrect reference was corrected by the editor.  Done by UC.

6.1.49. Comment 95-97 are the same as 94.  Done by UC.

6.1.50. Comment 98 same as comment 59.

6.1.51. Comment 99.  We are recommending no changes to the draft based on this comment.  The SC recommended the commentor to provide further detail to the entire group.  Without this information, we are not making a change. Done by UC.

6.1.52. Comment 100 same as Comment 59.

6.1.53. Comment 101 proposed note was adopted by UC.
6.1.54. Comment 102, 107, 108, 111 is the same as 59.  This is done by UC.

6.1.55. Comment 103-104. This was resolved as an editorial comment.  The editor added these definitions.  The definitions were adopted by UC.

6.1.56. Comment 105.  The proposed resolution was adopted by the TG by UC.

6.1.57. Comment 106.  The SC recommends no change.  The TG adopted it by UC.

6.1.58. Comment 109.  Pulse shaping requirements… This was changed in Draft 2.8.  Adopted by UC.

6.1.59. Comment 110…. Similar to 109.  Use same resolution as 109.  Done by UC.

6.1.60. Comment 112.  Add text to clarify the average power.  Draft 2.8 has some clarifying text.  Put aside for futher discussion.  Deferred.
6.1.61. Comment 113.  Change text to informative.  Appropriate text has been added.  Done by UC.

6.1.62. Comment 114. Adopted by UC.

6.1.63. Comment 115. Adopted by UC

6.1.64. Comment 116 is the same as 114.  Done by UC.

6.1.65. Comment 117.  The change has been adopted by UC.  Richard Williams:  The figure title also needs to be changed.  This was done by UC.

6.1.66. Comment 118-119. Comment was accepted.  The units were included.  Done by UC.  Richard Williams:  The units should be dBc so it is relative to something.  This was corrected by UC.
6.1.67. Comment 120 rates have been added as in comment 40.  The proposed resolution was adopted by the TG by UC.

6.1.68. Comment 121 (last one) extra details have been added.  Adopted by UC.

6.1.69. Minimum Sensitivity numbers (Comments 10-13, 15-19, 22) should be -76 dBm for PBCC-22 and -74 dBm for PBCC-33.  These numbers were provided by Anuj Batra.  This resolution was adopted by UC.
6.1.70. Adjacent Channel Rejection….  For ACR the SC proposal was adopted.  The proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

6.2. John Terry, “General” Comment Resolution
6.2.1. Comments 15-18 were resolved by the suggestion from the SC.  This was done by UC.

6.2.2. Comment 25 What is the performance of .11a-type modulation with 25 MHz spacing.  Steve Halford presented some data regarding the performance with this signal.  Steve Halford doesn’t see the relevance of the comment.  In 11b, we don’t specify any spacing, but the 25 MHz spacing is standard practice.  11-02-347r1 gives some of this performance.  Steve: Do we need to address this?  That is highly dependent on the system, so it isn’t really necessarily part of the standard.  The commentor is confused based on the 5 MHz spacing that is defined for the band.  Dick Allen:  11b interferrs with 11b.  We didn’t deal with it in 11b, so we shouldn’t in 11g.  We don’t have to answer every question about performance.  Dick’s point was that we didn’t answer this in 11b, so we don’t have to answer it now.  The commentor is recommending doing something that doesn’t make sense.  Tab “General” Row 25 is the recommended solution.  We are not recommending 25.  We are discouraging 5, 10, and 15 MHz channel spacing.  The recommendation would be that the more spacing, the better.  Carl Andren: See clause 18.4.6.2 to see how the 25 MHz spacing is recommended.  We worked on the words for a while and resolved it by UC.
6.2.3. Comments 15.. The motion failed in TGe.

6.2.4. Comment 27 The state machine upated.  The editor is instructed to solve this problem.  The “pink” things are already done.  The resolution was adopted by UC.

6.2.5. Comment 28 is the same.
6.2.6. Comment 33 has the same resolution as 15-18.  Comment 34 is the same as the previous with the MAC state machine.  This was adopted by UC.

6.2.7. Comment 37.  MIBs were adopted and State Machines were added.  Adopted by UC.

6.2.8. Comment 38.  The editor has fleshed out the optional modes in 19.5 and 19.6.  The resolution was adopted by UC.

6.2.9. Comment 39.  Same as 15-18.  Adopted by UC.

6.2.10. Comment 40.  There is no verbage on mixed mode BSSes.  This was referred to MAC SC.  This is addressed in Annex E.  Adopted by UC.
6.2.11. Comment 44 is the same as 15-18.  Done by UC.

6.2.12. Comment 45 is an identical repeat of 34.  Adopted by UC.

6.2.13. Comment 46 repeat of 25.  Itentical.  We copied the resolution. Done

6.2.14. Comment 48 is a repeat of 15-18.  Adopted by UC.

6.2.15. Comment 54 This is addressed in 11-02-235r2.  The proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

6.2.16. Comment 55 is a repeat of 15-18.  Adopted by UC.

6.2.17. Comment 64 this is handled by TGe.  Adopted by UC.

Session recessed for the day at 9:35 PM.
Tuesday, July 9, 2002

1:00 PM – 9:30 PM

Session was called back to order at 1:10 PM.
Document 11-02-209r11 is the most recent version of our comment resolution document.

6.3. Steve Halford, “Clause 19” Comment Resolution

6.3.1. Comment 12 (SIGNAL field for OFDM) this is deferred to TGe by UC.  
6.3.2. Comment 21 The ACR statement is included in subclause 19.4.3.10.2.  This subclause was added.  There was no discussion.  The proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

6.3.3. Comment 24 PLCP header.  This is transferred to TGe.  Resolved  by UC.
6.3.4. Comment 26 SERVICE field this topic will be addressed by TGe.  Resolved by UC.

6.3.5. Comment 110 by Adrian Stevens. In subclause 19.4.3.8.5 we talk about the aCWmin value.  Adrian: CWmin becomes a variable here.  The comment is not addressed with this section.  Chair: read 19.4.3.8.5.  Adrian: This seems like it should be a part of the MAC.  Editor: the PHY needs to give an aCWmin, and the MAC needs to select.  Terry Cole: This only applies in the mixed mode.  If the basic rate set contains and ERP rate, then this doesn’t matter.  Adrian: If this is a supported rate set, it is up to the STA and not the BSS.  “… if the supported rate set of AP contains an ERP rate…” may be better wording.  Chair: Basically, this section needs to be moved to a MAC section?  Editor: Adrian, can you select the location in the MAC section where it should be located?  Chair: Is there any objection to changing the text as shown “… if the supported rate set of AP contains an ERP rate …” and let the editor and Adrian resolve this issue.  There was no discussion.  Done by UC.  Terry Cole pointed out that the text occurs in three locations, so the group unanimously allowed the editor to resolve this.  The comment was resolved by UC.
6.3.6. Comment 111 was resolved in Terry’s Section Comment 147.

6.3.7. Comment 112 was a copy of 110.

6.3.8. Comment 113 same comment as 111.  Resolved by UC.

6.3.9. These comments were copied to the “non-clause 19 and appendicies” tab.  The resolutions have been consistent.

6.3.10. Comment 117 was resolved as Non-clause 19 & Appendicies comment 150.

6.3.11. Comment 118 was resolved as Non-clause 19 & Appendicies comment 151.

6.3.12. Comment 119 was resolved as Clauses 19.5 and 19.6 comment 121.

6.3.13. Comment 120 we have had some conference calls on channelization.  Rishi and Anuj will propose text to resolve this.  This is deferred until they are present.

6.3.14. Comment 121 Slot time comment from Richard Van Nee.  11-02-433 is the document that will be presented at 3:30 PM (after the break).  Deferred until later.

6.3.15. Comment 123-127 (exact copies) Document 11-02-347 proposed a transmit mask.  This was tabled at the last meeting, but fell off the table.  Chair: Is there anyone who still needs more time to analyze the information in 11-02-347r1?  Steve: presented 11-02-347r1 again. Dick Allen: The simulation didn’t talk about ACR and distances.  Steve: This doesn’t address some of these issues.  We can conclude that we will include an additional 7dB of interference.  Nobody has come up with a good way to address this.  Jan: Similar question.  Tim Wakerly: With the 4 non-overlapping channel proposal, how does this affect the results.  Steve:  The presentation did not look at Channel 0 or 12.  The mask won’t be the limiting factor for these edge cases.  Steve X?: Are you penalizing single individual channels with no other APs by this mask. Steve H: Yes this penalty applies to all systems, but it is probably a good idea because we cannot control all installations.  We do have the 1.4dB penalty.  Richard Williams:  The majority of installations are restrictive and not the minority.  If the distance is over 10 feet then this doesn’t come into play.
Recessed for break at 2:57 PM

Meeting called back to order at 3:35 PM

6.3.15.1. Straw Poll regarding adjacent channel interference
6.3.15.1.1. 1. Who would like to see no change regarding ACI?

6.3.15.1.2. 2. Who wants the spectral mask of 11-02-347r1?

6.3.15.1.3. 3. Something else (none of the above)

6.3.15.1.4. Vote: (Option 1)27-(Option 2)28-(Option 3)4

6.3.15.2. Straw Poll (for voting members): If no change is made to the draft in the area of ACI and spectral mask:
6.3.15.2.1. A. It will NOT generate a NO vote from me on the next 802.11g letter ballot.

6.3.15.2.2. B. It WILL generate a NO vote from me on the next 802.11g letter ballot.
6.3.15.2.3. Vote: (Option A) 41– (Option B)6
6.3.15.3. This resolution was adopted by UC.

6.3.16. Returning to Comment 121.  Richard Van Nee is presenting 11-02-433r0 on Slot Times.

6.3.16.1. Ron: If the AP shifts to long slots, then this should work.

6.3.16.2. Richard: This is similar to the RTS/CTS situation.  I would recommend that we use long slots if there are STAs that don’t support the short slot time option.

6.3.16.3. Duncan: Slide 3.  I wanted to point out that the time was divided into two regions (data and overhead).  I would like to point out that this is only true for only one node transmitting.  This is showing the specific case where the slot time penalty is greatest.

6.3.16.4. Todor: In a .11g only network, why should we make this optional rather than mandatory?

6.3.16.5. Richard: That is a good question, but we think that it will generate NO votes if it were mandatory.

6.3.16.6. Richard Williams: Making it mandatory it will not improve for the optional .11g modes.

6.3.16.7. Richard Williams: The single carrier requirement is 15 us, but the OFDM is 4 us.

6.3.16.8. Wim: Who says we have to do an Energy Detect in OFDM.

6.3.16.9. R. van Nee: We have to do an ED for OFDM above -62 dBm.

6.3.16.10. Sean: I like some aspects, but I am concerned about overlapping BSSs.  We did this with aCWmin.  We tried to maintain a sense of fairness between legacy and ERP devices.  There seems to be a disadvantage.  We need to be careful when everything is not under the control of one BSS.  We want to bring .11a into the 2.4GHz band in a way that is backward compatible with .11b.  Acknowledge there are some merits, but I belive there are issues w.r.t. legacy devices.

6.3.16.11. R. van Nee:  .11g already has a problem with legacy devices because of smaller CWmin.  .11g also has the problem of lack of detection of the new OFDM packets.  We already have RTS/CTS as a recommended practices for OFDM.  We can use the same mechanism for the slot time.
6.3.16.12. Chair:  You made the point that we changed the aCWmin.  The xIFS are a function of the slot time.

6.3.16.13. R. van Nee: I asked the MAC people about it and they didn’t see that there was a problem with the various times.

6.3.16.14. Srikanth: This is purly based on one user.

6.3.16.15. R. van Nee: There will always be a benefit of a shorter slot time, but it will decrease with more users.  There will be greater advantage with fewer nodes, but we will always have an advantage with the shorter slot time.  I looked at the effect with shorter packets and the percentage was greater (the benefit was greater).  With a 500 byte packet we get up to a 50% increase of throughput.

6.3.16.16. Rolf: How do we incorporate this into the draft.  This seems to be a simple way of increasing the throughput.  How much, if any, delay will this cause in getting the draft out? 

6.3.16.17. R. van Nee: If we can vote it in, we can do it now.  We have the proposed text for it.  It is easy if there is no support.

6.3.16.18. Jim Zyren: I think this is a good proposal.  I understand the concerns.  I think we should approve this unless we can see overwhelming flaws.  I think that we should make the 2.4 GHz band as close as possible to the 5 GHz band.

6.3.16.19. Mark W: How would this fit into WNG techniques that are coming down the road?  Will we miss out if this isn’t put into the standard?

6.3.16.20. R. van Nee: At one point or another we will have to look at the slot time because it has a large impact on the performance.
6.3.16.21. Matthew:  What does optional mean?  On the overlapping BSS issue, is it true that you are only to get this if the AP knows there is an overlap.

6.3.16.22. R. van Nee: Optional means that you are not mandated to put it in.  The AP doesn’t have to send it and the STA doesn’t have to respond to it.  The bit is only set if all STAs support it.  As far as the overlapping BSSs, 1) the AP should be able to receive data from an overlapping STA, so it can adjust accordingly.  Then it will see that there are STAs that cannot support it. 2) If an AP cannot discover the presence of an overlapping cell, there is a problem with .11g.  We should handle this the same way as RTS/CTS.

6.3.16.23. Adrian: Your statement about the slot time being dominate isn’t necessarily true with burst ACKs and CFPs.

6.3.16.24. R. van Nee:  That is possible it won’t be the dominating factor in the future.

6.3.16.25. Marcus: If you force a network to go back to long slots, it seems reasonable to reject access to the STA.  Perhaps we should have a new reason code.

6.3.16.26. Editor: Legacy STAs won’t understand the reason code, so there is no point in having a new reason code.
6.3.16.27. R. van Nee: Perhaps it is a good idea to have a straw poll.

6.3.16.28. Chair: We are not supposed to have straw polls to guage support for a motion.

6.3.16.29. Sean: If there is a straw poll, I would like to see the question “do you like this idea and would you like to see it explored further?” I agree if you change this parameter, I agree we can get better performance.  There are many things we can do to have slight performance increase.

6.3.16.30. R. van Nee: We shouldn’t mix High Data Rate stuff with what we are doing now.  We were trying to include .11a in the 2.4 GHz band, but we forgot the slot time.

6.3.16.31. Frank: I agree.  The intent was to make .11g as good as .11a.  If we don’t do this now, we will be hampering .11g devices to be as good as .11a.  The intent of .11g was to make .11a available in the 2.4 GHz band.

6.3.16.32. Dave Richkas: It was not in the PAR to make .11g as good as .11a.

6.3.16.33. Jim Zyren: Let’s guage the support.
6.3.16.34. Matthew Shoemake: I’ve heard “If we don’t change it, we will never get as good as performance.”  Is it not true that .11e will take that advantage away?

6.3.16.35. Duncan: I would rather not carry the overhead of all the capability bits.

6.3.16.36. Frank: The point about .11e.  I expect to see many devices that are .11g only and some that are .11g+e.  We will get better performance with this option.

6.3.16.37. Rolf:  I would like to introduce some text for slot times.

6.3.16.38. Matthew: The .11e EDCF still relies heavily on the slot time.

6.3.16.39. Duncan: The .11e EDCF does not rely heavily on the slot time.  The reliance does go down heavily.

6.3.16.40. Straw poll suggestion by Rolf:

6.3.16.40.1. Who is in support of ehancing throughput by introducing an option for short slot times in 802.11g.

6.3.16.40.2. A. Support (57)
6.3.16.40.3. B. Don’t Support (25)
6.3.16.40.4. C. Abstain (7)
6.3.16.40.5. Vote: 

6.3.16.41. Adrian: POO: Are straw polls debatable?

6.3.16.42. Jim Z: In Robert’s Rules, straw polls are dilatory.

6.3.16.43. Jim: The operating rules allow straw polls.

6.3.16.44. This straw poll is specifically for TGg.

6.3.16.45. Straw Poll vote (6.3.16.40 Straw poll): 57-25-7

6.3.16.46. Richard van Nee moves:

6.3.16.46.1. Add an optional short slot time mode to the draft TGg standard to support a 9us slot time.  This is done by adding a Short Slot Time subfield to clause 7.3.1.4, and adding the following text to clause 19.4.3.8.4: ‘As an optional mode, a slot time of 9 us shall be used if the Short Slot Time Subfield as defined in 7.3.1.4 is equal to one’
6.3.16.46.2. Moved: Richard van Nee

6.3.16.46.3. Seconded: Rolf Devegt

6.3.16.46.4. Discussion

6.3.16.46.4.1. Sean Coffey: When I asked about the overlapping BSS.  This is incomplete, so I oppose the motion.

6.3.16.46.4.2. Duncan: We have talked about this long enough, so I would like to call the question.

6.3.16.46.4.3. Chair: no one has spoken in favour of the motion.  You can yield and then call the question.

6.3.16.46.4.4. Richard van Nee: I have spoken of the benefits.  I think this is the right way to go.  I didn’t include the specific wording for the recommended practices.  I would like to have “if you detect…”.  The recommended practice can be resolved later.

6.3.16.46.4.5. Duncan: I would like to call the question

6.3.16.46.4.6. Seconded: Jim Zyren

6.3.16.46.4.7. Vote: Question is called by UC

6.3.16.46.5. Vote: 45-24-7 technical motion fails

6.3.16.47. The resolution is adopted by unanimous consent.

Recessed for dinner at 5:30 PM until 8:00 PM so the membership can go to TGe.
Meeting called to order at 8:03 PM
Recessed until 8:20 PM for TGe.  
Meeting called to order at 8:25 PM
6.3.17. Comments 128-130. Adjacent channel rejection. Recommdation is to copy the same resolution as Comment 123-127.  Resolution is adopted by UC.
6.3.18. Comment 131 the editor will make sure the references are correct.  We don’t believe a draft change is required.  This resolution was adopted by UC.

6.3.19. Comment 132-139.  We are resolving this in the same manner as 123-127 and 128-130.  This was done by UC.

6.3.20. Returning to Comment 120.  We are putting this off until later.

6.4. Clauses 19.5 & 19.6

6.4.1. Comment 88.  The spectral mask references have been corrected by the editor.  PA backoff is implementation dependent, so it is not part of the standard.  This is resolved by UC.

6.4.2. Comment 112.  The draft was clarified.  The resolution was resolved by UC.

6.5. Terry Cole, “Non-clause 19 & Appendicies” Comment Resolution

6.5.1. Comment 117 we worked on the wording and tried to make this section clear.  We have had several conversations where we considered fragmenting.  In the conference call we decided that exception was a bad thing.  We have decided that the fragmenting exception is problematic.  We need to note that a protection mechanism.  We don’t have a formal approval on these changes, but they were shown with the fragmentation exception removed.  We believe Sean is happy with this resolution.  We also believe that Adrian will be satisfied with this proposed change.  We are adopting this resolution by UC.
6.6. Clause 19

6.6.1. Comment 120 will be resolved by deferring until agenda item 8.
6.7. Do we believe we need to have a joint meeting with TGe?

6.7.1. Terry Cole: I don’t think we need to go further down the path.

6.7.2. Chair: Are you referring to the protection mechanisms?

6.7.3. Terry: Yes, but I don’t feel strongly.

6.7.4. Chair: Maybe we should have separate meetings.  The outstanding issues were related to the scrambler issues.

6.7.5. Terry: If the issue of slot times will come back up, we should do it together.  If we aren’t going to deal with it, we shouldn’t worry about it.

6.7.6. Chair: Recommends that we meet separately. 

6.7.7. We will meet separately unless TGe needs to meet.  Agreed upon by UC of TGg.

Document 11-02-209r12 is the final version of our comment resolution document.

7. Presentation of Draft 2.9

7.1. The draft was placed on the server.

7.2. The editor presented the draft to the TG.
We recessed for the evening at 9:30 PM

Wednesday, July 10, 2002

8:00 AM – 5:30 PM

The meeting was called back to order at 8:15 AM
7.3. Changes since D2.9 (we are working on D2.9r1, the editor’s working copy)

7.3.1. The definition of protection mechanisms was added in clause 3.0.

7.3.2. The order numbers are highlighted because the numbers could change based on the other task groups.

7.3.3. The PBCC sensitivity is now in subclause 19.5.3.6.

7.4.  ACR (subclause 19.4.3.2) This is written how the 802.11a standard is specified.  This does not apply to PBCC.  We do not have a cross ACR specification (PBCC vs. CCK-OFDM, OFDM vs. PBCC, etc.)

7.4.1. Richard Williams: It doesn’t seem totally clear that this is only for the ERP-OFDM mode.  It would be nice to have clarity that this only applies to ERP-OFDM.  We need to make sure that this is clear in subclause 19.5.
7.5. There are no further questions, so we are moving on to Agenda Item 8.

8. Presentation of other documents related to the draft
8.1. Document 11-02-445 “CCA and Slot Time Relation,” by Jan Boer

8.1.1. Question: Have you thought about how much more reliable it would be to have a longer time to detect CCA?

8.1.2. Jan: With OFDM, you have the whole short preamble time to detect CCA, so it could be much more reliable.

8.1.3. Motion: Move to adopt the CCA changes specified on slide 5 of document 11-02-445r0.

8.1.4. Moved: Jan Boer

8.1.5. Seconded: Albert Young

8.1.6. Discusson

8.1.6.1. Richard Williams: I don’t see what we gain by this.  If we want to determine the length of the packet, the old version was better.  This seems to reduce CCA to energy detect only.

8.1.6.2. Jan: Why are you saying that this reduces to ED?  This 
8.1.6.3. The basic discussion regarded the ED vs. the frame length.  There was concern that this didn’t do much.  Richard didn’t agree that this improved the reliability.
8.1.6.4. No further discusson

8.1.7. Vote: 12/14/19 technical motion fails
5 minute recess to find Rishi

8.2. Document 11-02-420 “Two Channel Text” by Rishi Mohindra

8.2.1. Postponed until 1:00 PM (due to missing Rishi).

8.2.2. See 8.8

8.3. Straw poll by Sean Coffey on the 4 channel option

8.3.1. Straw Poll:

8.3.1.1. A. Am interested in 4-channel option for 802.11g

8.3.1.2. B. Am not interested in 4-channel option for 802.11g

8.3.1.3. C. Don’t care

8.3.1.4. Discussion:

8.3.1.4.1. Don: Has there been an update on the status of the 4-channel option?

8.3.1.4.2. Chair: Yes, we discussed it on the conference call (document 11-02-403r0).  In the conference calls, there were people advocating the 4-channel proposal and one advocating a 2-channel proposal.  There were some concerns about using channel 0 and 12.

8.3.1.4.3. Sean: This is not binding, we just want a feel for the sentiment of the body.

8.3.1.4.4. Mark Webster: There was some concern about adjacent channel interference as well as the forbidden band.

8.3.1.4.5. Don: I guess that none of the three options.  I think the third option should be Not Sure, so I need more information.
8.3.1.4.6. Chair: Let’s add

8.3.1.5. D. Not Sure. Need more Data.

8.3.1.6. Vote: A-5/B-32/C-11/D-17

8.4. General Tab Comment 66.

8.4.1. Sean: That is fine, we should consider this completely dropped.  I am a little concerned about one of our comments on our response on coexistence.  I want to make sure we don’t get more NO votes.  The coexistence text is fine, but I am concerned about the resolution text.
8.4.2. Chair: Do you have alternate resolution text?

8.4.3. Working on the text of the resolution to make it less coarse.

8.4.4. Discussion:

8.4.4.1. Just to say that there are receiver issues seems problematic.  I believe we should strike the last sentence.

8.4.4.2. Steve:  The first two sentences are good, but I am concerned with the last two.

8.4.4.3. Kevin Smart: Perhaps we should also include the added coexistence statement reference.

8.4.5. We agreed upon the new resolution statement by UC.  The resolution document will be saved as r13.

Document 11-02-209r13 is the final version of our comment resolution document.

8.5. Richard Williams: I am slightly unhappy with the definition of ERP-OFDM in clause 4.

8.5.1. The text was modified to reference subclause 19.4 instead of just clause 19.

8.5.2. This was agreed upon by UC.

Recessed at 9:44 AM.
Meeting called to order at 1:15 PM.
8.6. Move to modify the agenda to make agenda item 11 a special order for tomorrow at 1:30 PM.
8.6.1. This was done by UC.

8.6.2. The new agenda is in Document 11-02-398r2.

8.7. There was a question about how things could proceed in finalizaing the 802.11g standard.

8.7.1. The Chair went to the 802.11 web site to showed the estimated schedule under the TGg section.

8.7.2. The estimated schedule shows possible completion on May 2003.

8.8. Document 11-02-420r1 “Two Channel Text” by Rishi Mohindra

8.8.1. The presentation was given

8.8.2. Questions:

8.8.2.1. Mark Webster: In TGg, one of our major goals was for nearby cells.  Have you thought of the impact with this setup?

8.8.2.2. Rishi:  For the first two networks, the performance is good.  When a third network needs to come up, the previous channelization will need to be used.

8.8.2.3. Mark:  Is that not difficult in apartments and in small businesses.

8.8.2.4. Rishi:  This is an option and the user has the options.  We don’t want to penalize everyone if there are only one or two networks.

8.8.2.5. Steve Poe: When looking at the FCC forbidden band, did you include an antenna gain?

8.8.2.6. Rishi: If you have antenna gain, you need to take that into account.

8.8.2.7. Steve Halford: Why do you say the probability is low for using all three channels?  We are using three channels here and many businesses also use all three channels.

8.8.2.8. Rishi: T

8.8.2.9. Steve: So basically you have no basis for those numbers.

8.8.2.10. Tom: There is no change required to do what you are proposing.  The standard already supports this.

8.8.2.11. Question:  If you would like to do this, you can.  How will this coexist with 802.11b?

8.8.2.12. Dick Allen: Isn’t the FCC requirement already in the standard?  If so, why put something else in the standard.  It is up to the implementor.

8.8.2.13. Rishi: This is not normative, but informative.

8.8.2.14. Steve H: Go to slide 12.  Why does 64-QAM require more backoff than BPSK?

8.8.2.15. There was a discussion about BPSK and 64-QAM and the spectral differences.
8.8.2.16. Dick Allen:  Why should we do this since the standard already allows for this?

8.8.2.17. Rishi:

8.8.2.18. Terry:  In your text you said “it is preferable” I believe it really should be “it may be preferable.”  I find it difficult to believe that we start with two channels and try to move to three.

8.8.2.19. Steve Poe:  I get the same results as Rishi in that 64 QAM requires slightly more backoff.

8.8.3. Motion

8.8.3.1. Move to add the text on slide 8 of 11-02-420r1 to section 9.4.3.8.2 of the 802.11g draft standard.

8.8.3.1.1. Moved: Rishi

8.8.3.1.2. Second: John Terry

8.8.3.1.3. Discussion:

8.8.3.1.3.1. Dick Allen: Speaks against.  The FCC requirements can be met without changing the standard.  Finally, this will be used against 802.11g in the marketplace.

8.8.3.1.3.2. Carl Andren: All of the arguments assume a given PA capability.  There is a lot of research going on for high linearity PAs that will make this obsolete.

8.8.3.1.4. Vote: 1/27/8 motion fails

8.9. Other issues with Draft 2.9.

8.9.1. Richard Williams: There was some contention about the slot times.  The commentor was not satisfied.

8.9.2. Chair: Would you like to make a motion.  The previous motion failed.  There is nothing that would limit the discussion.

8.9.3. Bill Hogan: Parlimentary Inquiry: What is the process to reconsider the failed motion on the Slot Times.
8.9.4. Chair: On agenda item 8, we can discuss issues, so we can discuss this issue.

8.9.5. Bill: I understand there is a document that should be available at 3:30 PM tonight.

8.9.6. Chair: There is no issue with presenting a document at 3:30.  Is there a document number?

8.9.7. Not yet

8.9.8. Richard: Perhaps we should make a motion to reconsider the previous motion.  (This is essentially a parliamentary inquiry.)

8.9.9. Chair (after reading Robert’s Rules): Yes it can be reconsidered.

8.9.10. Bill: If the motion to reconsider passes can we amend it?
8.9.11. Chair: Yes, the motion can be reconsidered by a simple majority.

8.9.12. Terry: POO I understand that the mover has to be on the prevailing side.

8.9.13. Chair: That is true, but we do not keep rolls, so we cannot do that.

8.9.14. Motion:

8.9.14.1. Move to reconsider the motion discussed in 6.3.16.46.

8.9.14.1.1. Moved: Richard Williams

8.9.14.1.2. Seconded: Albert Young

8.9.14.1.3. Discussion:

8.9.14.1.4. Vote: 35-3-4 motion passes

Recessed at 2:27 PM.
Meeting called to order at 3:38 PM.
8.10. The chair asked to turn the floor over to the editor to discuss the capability bits and information element bits.  The body agreed by UC.
8.10.1. Motion:

Request ANA to issue bits to TGg

7.3.1.4 Capability information bit

CCK-OFDM capability bit (suggest 13)

7.3.2 Information element bit

NonERP indication bit (suggest 11)

8.10.1.1. Moved: Carl Andren

8.10.1.2. Seconded: Matthew Shoemake

8.10.1.3. Vote: 37-0-0 motion passes

8.11. Motion reconsidered from 8.9.14:

8.11.1. Add an optional short slot time mode to the draft TGg standard to support a 9us slot time.  This is done by adding a Short Slot Time subfield to clause 7.3.1.4, and adding the following text to clause 19.4.3.8.4: ‘As an optional mode, a slot time of 9 us shall be used if the Short Slot Time Subfield as defined in 7.3.1.4 is equal to one’

8.11.1.1. Originally Moved: Richard van Nee

8.11.1.2. Originally Seconded: Rolf Devegt

8.11.1.3. Discussion:

8.11.1.3.1. Richard van Nee presented Document 11-02-433r1.

8.11.1.3.1.1. Discussion

8.11.1.3.1.1.1. Jim Z:  If there were only .11g devices we could use other slot times such as 15 us?
8.11.1.3.1.1.2. Richard V: Yes.  If legacy (.11b) devices join, then we would have to move to the 20 us slot times.

8.11.1.3.1.1.3. Don S: I speak in favour of the two slot time options for simplicity.

8.11.1.3.1.1.4. Marcus Gaheller:  If we have a variable slot time, does that mean all of the other times are variable as well?

8.11.1.3.1.1.5. Richard V: If the slot time is variable, that means the slot time tolerance is also variable.

8.11.1.3.1.1.6. Mark W: The long slot time is necessary to detect with 0dB SNR signals.  This only occurs with the 1 Mbps signal.  There doesn’t seem to be a reason to service those types of STAs because we require a higher SNR for our frames.  Thus, we should only have the two options.

8.11.1.3.1.1.7. Jim Z:  A lot of people are in TGe, where people would have concerns about varying slot times.  My fear is that if this appears to have higher complexity, we may fail our letter ballot.  I like the 9us and 20us option.  If we can’t do that, we should just leave this as-is.

8.11.1.3.1.1.8. Frank: Out of these choices, you think C is the only viable choice?

8.11.1.3.1.1.9. Jim: No, but I’m not sure about having all the variability.
8.11.1.3.1.1.10. Sean: I think we should have the straw poll.  This is a non-binding straw poll.

8.11.1.3.1.1.11. Frank: I believe time is of the essence.  I think we should do this, we had 65% support before.  We should vote on C to get this into the draft.

8.11.1.3.1.1.12. Richard W: I agree time is of the essence.  C gives us the option of a 9us slot time.  I would choose A or B for flexibility.

8.11.1.3.1.2. Straw Poll

8.11.1.3.1.2.1. A: Include a variable slot time with the following format 20us minus the short slot-time subfield (4-bit number 0-15 or 0-11)

8.11.1.3.1.2.2. B: Include a 9us, a 15us, and a 20us slot time option

8.11.1.3.1.2.3. C: Only include the 9us (802.11a) and the 20us (802.11b) slot time option
8.11.1.3.1.2.4. D: Would like to see more data.

8.11.1.3.1.2.5. The body can vote multiple times

8.11.1.3.1.2.6. Vote: A-7/B-8/C-46/D-2 (option D will be in r2 of the document)
8.11.1.3.1.3. There was more discussion about the merits of the proposal.  The people who have the most concerned are encouraged to get together to keep from getting more NO votes.
Meeting recessed at 5:28 PM

Thursday, July 11, 2002

8:00 AM – 5:30 PM

Meeting called to order at 8:15 AM
There was an announcement regarding attendance.  Due to the problems with the books getting around, attendance will be on the honor system.  An e-mail to apetrick@icefyre.com with the subject line Vancouver‑LastName‑FirstName‑Attendance.  The attendance will be compared against the registration.

There was a reminder of the agenda and the special order for agenda item 11.
8.11.1.3.1.4. The proposed text for this short slot time option is in Document 11-02-470r1.
8.11.1.3.1.4.1. Paper was presented by Richard van Nee.

8.11.1.3.1.5. Motion to amend (subsidiary motion).

8.11.1.3.1.5.1. Move to amend the motion to replace the words following ‘This is done by’ with ‘including the proposed text in document IEEE802.11-02-470r1 in the TGg draft text.’
8.11.1.3.1.5.2. Moved: Richard van Nee

8.11.1.3.1.5.3. Before the motion was seconded, Terry Cole suggested a change.  He would like to see some clarifying text.  Richard and Terry worked on the text and the document was modified and became 470r2.

8.11.1.3.1.5.4. Move to amend the motion to replace the words following ‘This is done by’ with ‘including the proposed text in document IEEE802.11-02-470r2 in the TGg draft text.’

8.11.1.3.1.5.5. Moved: Richard van Nee

8.11.1.3.1.5.6. Seconded: Rolf Devegt
8.11.1.3.1.5.7. Discussion: 

8.11.1.3.1.5.7.1. Question: What happens is on STA is a g STA and it is next to a b STA.

8.11.1.3.1.5.7.2. R. van Nee: This case is covered in the text.  It is mandatory to switch to the 20 us slot times, but it does not say how to do it.

8.11.1.3.1.5.8. Vote: 53-0-3  the amendment passes
8.11.1.4. Current motion on the floor:

8.11.1.4.1. (Provided by the TGg Chair)

Motion:  Add an optional short slot time mode to the draft TGg standard to support a 9us slot time.  This is done by:

In clause 7.3.1.4, add a Short Slot Time Subfield to the capability field (bit b14 or any other bit that is available) and add the following text: ‘If the short slot time option is implemented, the slot time shall be equal to 20 microseconds if the Short Slot Time Subfield is zero, and 9 microseconds if the Short Slot Time Subfield is one.A  STAs that wishes to operate with the shorter slot time shall set the Short Slot Time Subfield to the value one in transmitted Association Request and Reassociation Request MMPDUs when the MIB attribute dot11ShortSlotTimeOptionImplemented is true. Otherwise, STAs shall set the Short Slot Time Subfield to 0 in transmitted Association Request and Reassociation Request MMPDUs. 

 

APs shall set the Short Slot Time Subfield corresponding to the longest supported slot time of all associated STAs in transmitted Beacon, Probe Response, Association Response, and Reassociation Response MMPDUs to indicate the currently used slot time value within this BSS. If a STA associates that supports a slot time that is longer than the currently used slot time, the AP shall revert to this longer slot time in the first beacon subsequent to the association of the longer-slot time STA. In the case of a network composed of only short slot-time devices, but with knowledge of a neighboring co-channel BSS having longer slot-time traffic, the AP shall switch to the longest slot-time of the overlapping BSS’s.

 

Add the following text to clause 19.4.3.8.4: ‘If the short slot time option is used by having a non-zero value of the Short Slot Time Subfield in 7.3.1.4, the slot time shall be as specified in 7.3.1.4.’

 

 

Add following entry to the dot11PhyERPEntry table in Annex D
dot11ShortSlotTimeOptionImplemented OBJECT-TYPE
SYNTAX TruthValue
MAX-ACCESS read-write
STATUS current
DESCRIPTION
"This attribute, when true, shall indicate that the Short Slot Time option as defined in subclause 7.3.1.4 is implemented.  The default value of this attribute shall be false."
::= {dot11PhyERPEntry 3 }
 

 

Add Annex F: Short slot time option recommended practices (informative)

 

When using the short slot time option as defined in 7.3.1.4, it is recommended that a mechanism  be used that ensures that a BSS reverts to the mandatory 20 microseconds slot time in cases where there exists an overlap with a co-channel BSS that uses a long slot time.  If the short-slot BSS does not revert to the 20 microsecond slot time in this situation, it reduces the throughput of the overlapping long-slot time BSS, because the long-slot time users on average use longer backoff delays and hence have less probability of getting a clear channel to send their packets.


One possible mechanism to ensure that the short slot time BSS reverts to the mandatory 20 microseconds slot time in an overlapping BSS situation is as follows: if an STA that uses a short slot time receives a beacon from a neighbouring AP indicating a long slot time, the STA disassociates from its current BSS and subsequently reassociates with its Short Slot Time Subfield set to zero. In this way, the STA is forcing the AP to revert to the 20 microsecond slot time.

 

For IBSS, it is recommended to use a zero Short Slot Time Subfield corresponding to a 20 microseconds slot time.

8.11.1.4.2. Discussion:

8.11.1.4.2.1. Marcus Gahler: Motion to amend to have and indication of what is recommended and a capability of what is supported.  The exact text was worked on by Marcus, TGg Chair, and Richard van Nee.
8.11.1.4.2.2. Marcus withdrew his motion to amend.

8.11.1.4.2.3. Richard Williams: Do we want to relax the CCA requirements?

8.11.1.4.2.4. Chair: There is nothing about the CCA in this motion.

8.11.1.4.2.5. R. van Nee: I see the CCA as a different subject.  I would suggest to talk about it after this subject.

8.11.1.4.3. Vote:  technical motion 48-1-5 passes
8.12. Jan Boer: There might be a problem with CCA because the 11b spec has a reference to 15us.  I am not sure, but there is a concern.

8.12.1. Chair: Richard Williams and Jan should get together and try to resolve this issue.

Recess until 10:30 AM at 9:18 AM.

Meeting called to order at 10:38 AM.

8.13. Jan and Richard didn’t believe there were any inconsistencies with the draft.
10. No more known issues, so ware are going over 2.9r2, which is in the TGg area on the server.

10.1. There is an issue with some of the new text regarding the short slot time option.

10.1.1. Mark Webster: The communication should be AP to AP and not STA dependent.

10.1.2. Dick Allen: Relying on inter-AP communications isn’t the most reliable.

10.1.3. Editor: That is the minimally overlapped case.

10.1.4. Don: I like the idea of the AP only mechanism.

10.1.5. Marcus: If there is overlap, the APs will see STAs from the other side.  I don’t think we need a lot of mechanism for STAs.

10.1.6. Chair: This is going to difficult to figure out in committee.  We can leave the draft as-is and work on LB comments.  We could recess now and try to solve this issue, but we are running out of time.

10.1.7. Straw Poll:

10.1.7.1. A: Who would anticipate a NO vote based on the text as is

10.1.7.2. B: Who would believe this would NOT be the basis for a NO vote
10.1.7.3. Vote: A-0,B-21

10.1.8. Dick: There are some disturbing holes with this mechanism, but it is not worth holding upt the process.

10.1.9. Chair: I would like to recommend that move on.  Request to the membership to identify the issues with this statement.  If you vote YES and have a comment, we will resolve the comment.

10.1.10. Dick: It would be nice to see some analysis of this potential problem.  If the problem is not as big as some of us fear, the issue goes away.

10.2. David Fotland:  In 19.4.3.8.4, there is a question of whose subfield.

10.2.1. The group changed it to the AP’s subfield by UC.

10.3. We did pass a motion to request bits and element ids.  We need to get those numbers before the draft can be finalized.  These are simply editorial changes.

10.4. The chair is requesting Carl (the editor) to convert the draft to 3.0.

Recess until 1:00 PM
Joint Meeting Called to order at 1:15 PM
9. Joint Meeting with 802.18

9.1. Carl Stevenson hosted the meeting

9.2. Document 18-02-009 was presented

9.3. Action item from previous meeting: Regulatory status for FCC, NTP, and ETSI

9.3.1. FCC—The requirements have changed, so OFDM is permitted in 2.4GHz band

9.3.2. NTP—An e-mail from a gentleman from Sony stated that the 2.400-2.483GHz band will allow OFDM (this was a forwarded e-mail from Vic Hayes).

9.3.3. ETSI—No official statement, but the feeling was that OFDM is allowable.

9.3.4. Questions on other regulatory domains—somewhat uncertain about Latin America, but Canada generally follows FCC rules.

10. Presentation of Draft 3.0

10.1. Motion: Move to request

Request ANA to issue bits to TGg

Capability information bit

Short Slot Time capability bit (suggest 13)

10.1.1. Moved: Matthew Shoemake
10.1.2. Seconded: John Terry
10.1.3. Vote: 26-1-1 motion passes
See above section 10 for the resolution of this agenda item after the discussion of 2.9r2, the suggestions were incorporated and the Draft 3.0 was created.
11. Motions to Adopt Draft and Issue Letter Ballot (Special Order to occur at 1:30 on Thursday, July 11, 2002)
11.1. Move to request that the IEEE 802.11 WG issue a working group letter ballot on Draft 3.0 of the IEEE 802.11g standard, and instruct the editor of 802.11g to insert any bit assignments received from the ANA.

11.2. Moved: Sean Coffey

11.3. Seconded: John Terry

11.4. Discussion:

11.4.1. Steve Halford: Will the portion regarding the bit assignment from the ANA cause people to question the completeness of the draft?

11.4.2. Chair: I don’t think it would matter if we take that part out.

11.4.3. Motion to amend by strking out the last part of the sentence.

11.4.4. Motion passes by unanimous consent

11.5. Move to request that the IEEE 802.11 WG issue a working group letter ballot on Draft 3.0 of the IEEE 802.11g standard.

11.5.1. Vote: 40-0-3 motion passes

12. Unfinished Business
12.1. None

There was no objection to adjourning, so the meeting adjourned at 1:46PM.
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