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Abstract

The TGg meetings were primarily focused on addressing the comments of letter ballot #41.  The ballot passed with approximately an 80% positive vote, but there were enough technical comments that we decided to address them and issue a new draft.  The comments were resolved in 11-02-535rX, with the final revision 11-02-535r14.  All technical comments were addressed, but there was not sufficient time to complete the draft, so the editor was instructed to issue a draft (draft 4.0) within two weeks of the closing of this interim session.  Following the release of the document, we have requested a 15 day letter ballot to request a 15 day recirculation ballot for completion before the Kauai plenary.

Minutes

The outline numbers are based on the approved agenda that was in Doc. 11-02-536r1.  

September 9, 2002
0. 802.11g Session Called to Order at 10:34 AM
0.1. Review the tentative agenda in document 11-02-536r0

1. Review the chair status update in 11-02-538r0

1.1.1. 5-6 new people were attending this meeting

1.1.2. LB 41 preliminary results: 184-45-30 or YES votes: 80.35%

1.1.2.1. Results in 11-02-522r0

1.1.2.2. Comments in 11-02-534r0

1.1.2.3. Comment resolution will be in 11-02-535.  It looks like there are about 451 unique comments, with 217 editorial and 234 technical

1.1.3. Goals

1.1.3.1. Complete letter ballot comments

1.1.3.2. Issue recirculation ballot

1.1.3.3. Joint meeting with 802.18

1.1.4. Approach

1.1.4.1. Split into 5 groups to resolve the comments

1.1.4.1.1. Editorial

1.1.4.1.2. General

1.1.4.1.3. Clause 19

1.1.4.1.4. Clause 19.5 and 19.6

1.1.4.1.5. Non-clause 19 and appendices
1.1.4.2. Review an updated draft

1.1.4.3. Issue a recirculation ballot

1.2. Review of recirculation ballot rules

1.2.1. We can only comment on changes between drafts

2. Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Rules


2.1.1. No copyrights

2.1.2. Turn off mobile phones

2.1.3. Use official templates

3. Approve or modify agenda

3.1. Review the proposed agenda

3.2. Move to adopt the agenda as proposed in 11-02-536r0

3.2.1. Moved: Dick Allen

3.2.2. Seconded: Bob Costas

3.2.3. No discussion

3.2.4. Vote: 26-0-0 – The agenda is approved

4. Review and approve the minutes from the Vancouver minutes in Document 11-02-448r0

4.1. Move to adopt the minutes from the Vancouver meeting in 11-02-448r0.

4.1.1. Moved: Dick Allen

4.1.2. Second: Bob Costas

4.1.3. No discussion

4.1.4. Adopted by unanimous consent

5. Review letter ballot 41 results

5.1. No discussion

6. Identification of leads for the special committees
6.1. No opposition

6.2. Leads adopted as proposed by unanimous consent

6.2.1. Editorial – Carl Andren

6.2.2. General – John Terry
6.2.3. Clause 19 – Steve Halford
6.2.4. Clause 19.5 and 19.6 – Sean Coffey
6.2.5. Non-clause 19 and appendices – Terry Cole
6.3. Recess from main group until the technical groups have completed their work
6.3.1. We will come back into a full session of TGg when the SCs are completed with their work

Recessed at 10:57 AM to Special Committees
2002-09-10: Reconvened at 1:07 PM
7. Comment Resolution and Adoption based on recommendation from special committees and submissions related to LB#41 comments

7.1. Status (suggested resolutions in 11-02-535r1)

7.1.1. General and Clause 19.5 and 19.6 joined

7.1.2. Clause 19 will be in r2

7.1.3. Editorial – about half are in r1

7.1.4. Non-clause 19 and appendicies – did not finish last night, recommendations will be in a later revision

7.2. Current Draft is 3.1

7.3. General and Clause 19.5 and 19.6 comment resolution

Editorial note: The main text of the resolutions is found in 11-02-535rX, where X is the latest revision of the document.  Comment numbers mean the row number in the Excel spreadsheet and the Tab is determined by the section of comment resolution.

7.3.1. General Tab:

7.3.1.1. Comment 2 – regarding slot times

7.3.1.1.1. Don: The proposed solution is not real clear.

7.3.1.1.2. John T: It is allowing the APs to switch to short slot time if it is long slot time.

7.3.1.1.3. Albert: Gives a suggestion to help clarify the resolution.

7.3.1.1.4. The resolution was adopted by unanimous consent (UC).

7.3.1.2. Comment 3 – regarding normative behaviour for a STA using a protection mechanism

7.3.1.2.1. The recommend resolution was to refer to the Informative Annex E

7.3.1.2.2. There was a question about whether this would satisfy the commentor

7.3.1.2.3. There is also a normative statement in 7.3.1.9 that the commentor is being pointed to also the commentor is pointed to a submission from Menzo et. al. 11-02-065r1.

7.3.1.2.4. The resolution was unanimously adopted by a vote of: 24-0-2
7.3.1.3. Comment 4 – how an non-ERP can join an ERP IBSS
7.3.1.3.1. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.3.1.4. Comment 5

7.3.1.4.1. Reclassified as editorial

7.3.1.4.2. Done by UC

7.3.1.5. Comment 6

7.3.1.5.1. Reclassified as editorial

7.3.1.5.2. Done by UC

7.3.2. Comment 7 – Dynamic rate fallback

7.3.2.1. There was a vote to see if there was support for developing a dynamic rate fallback algorithm.  Vote: 1 (for)-22 (against)-2 (abstain). There was no support to develop such an algorithm.

7.3.2.2. The algorithm is left up to the implementor

7.3.2.3. Done by UC

7.3.3. Comment 8 – Move parts of Annex E to normative text

7.3.3.1. The SC didn’t believe that anything needed to be done, so they rejected the comment

7.3.3.2. Chair:  If Annex E is normative, then future implementations will have less leeway when developing “protection mechanisms”

7.3.3.3. Rejected by UC

7.3.4. Comment 9 – removal of CCK-OFDM
7.3.4.1. Objection to the proposed resolution by Kevin Smart

7.3.4.1.1. Kevin: I want a vote to determine the level of support that is included in the resolution document
7.3.4.2. Sean Coffey: How many times do we have to revisit this issue?

7.3.4.3. Chair: Every ballot.

7.3.4.4. Sean: I’m not objecting to the vote, but we need to have a way to say no.  We want 

7.3.4.5. Mark Webster: Didn’t we have a vote in St. Louis?  Is that not documented?  

7.3.4.6. Chair: Yes, in 11-02-209r13

7.3.4.7. Secretary: It did not make the 11-02-209r13 comment resolution document, but it is in the St. Louis minutes in document 11-02-164r0.

7.3.4.8. Motion:

7.3.4.8.1. Move to remove section 19.6 on CCK-OFDM

7.3.4.8.2. Moved: Kevin Smart

7.3.4.8.3. Seconded: Carl Andren

7.3.4.8.4. Debate:

7.3.4.8.4.1. Steve Halford: This keeps coming up.  There is value in having these options in the draft.  They are in there for a purpose.  These are extensions with value.

7.3.4.8.4.2. Jim Zyren: The options were included for technical reasons, but we should all understand the process of where we are.  To do that now puts the project at risk.  These are optional parts, we risk taking a big step backward if we were to remove these options.

7.3.4.8.5. Vote: 3-30-8 motion fails

7.3.4.9. After adding the voting results to the resolution was adopted by UC.

7.3.5. Comment 10 – removal of PBCC

7.3.5.1. Motion: Move to remove section 19.5 on PBCC

7.3.5.2. Moved: Kevin Smart

7.3.5.3. Seconded: Carl Andren

7.3.5.4. Discussion:

7.3.5.4.1. Kevin Smart: Wants a vote for the record to show strong support for our resolution.

7.3.5.4.2. Jim Zyren: Echos comments from before

7.3.5.5. Vote: 1-28-9 motion fails

7.3.5.6. Resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.
7.3.6. Comment 11 – Too many rates

7.3.6.1. Resolution adopted by unanimous consent
7.3.7. Comment 12 – Change CCK-OFDM to DSSS-OFDM

7.3.7.1. Jim Zyren: The name came from a TI presentation and it stuck.  There is no value in changing it.

7.3.7.2. Sean: The grammer is poor.

7.3.7.3. Chair: We will fix it later

7.3.7.4. Adopted by UC

7.3.8. Comment 13 – DS is sometimes used for DSSS

7.3.8.1. Forwarded to the editor

7.3.8.2. Done by UC

7.3.9. Comment 14

7.3.9.1. Refer to comment 10

7.3.9.2. Done by UC

7.3.10. Comment 15

7.3.10.1. Reject based on comments 9 and 10

7.3.10.2. Done by UC

7.3.11. Comment 16

7.3.11.1. Referred to MAC group

7.3.12. Comment 17 – use “optional” too many times

7.3.12.1. Moved to editor

7.3.12.2. Done by UC

7.3.13. Comment 18

7.3.13.1. Refer to 11-02-209r12, where this issue was discussed
7.3.13.2. Done by UC

7.3.14. Comment 19

7.3.14.1. Moved to MAC group

Recessed for break at 3:03 PM.  New document is 11-02-535r3.

7.4. Clause 19 Tab

7.4.1. Comment 2-6

7.4.1.1. Resolutions adopted by UC

7.4.2. Comment 7
7.4.2.1. Move to remove the ERP-OFDM mandatory mode

7.4.2.2. Moved: Matthew Shoemake

7.4.2.3. Seconded: Carl Andren

7.4.2.4. Vote: 0-27-1 motion to remove ERP-OFDM failed

7.4.3. Comment 8

7.4.3.1. Straw poll:

7.4.3.1.1. 1. Short preamble optional

7.4.3.1.2. 2. Short preamble mandatory

7.4.3.1.3. Vote: 2 (1)-19 (2), most people want the short preamble mandatory.

7.4.3.2. Comment rejected by UC

7.4.4. Comment 9

7.4.4.1. Moved to Editorial

7.4.5. Comment 10

7.4.5.1. Refer to General Tab comments 9 & 10,

7.4.5.2. Rejected by UC.

7.4.6. Comment 11

7.4.6.1. Rejection statement adopted by UC

7.4.7. Comment 12

7.4.7.1. Moved to editorial

7.4.8. Comments 13-15 are moved to editorial comments

7.4.9. Comment 16

7.4.9.1. Adopted same resolution to Comment 8

7.4.9.2. Done by UC

7.4.10. Comments 17-19

7.4.10.1. Moved to editorial comments

7.4.11. Comment 20

7.4.11.1. Rejected by UC

7.4.12. Comment 21

7.4.12.1. Adopted by UC

7.4.13. Comment 22

7.4.13.1. Adopted by UC
7.4.14. Comment 23

7.4.14.1. There are mistakes in earlier parts of 802.11, but we don’t want to fix it.

7.4.14.2. Terry Cole:  If there are problems, please refer them to me.

7.4.14.3. Referred to WG editor function by UC

7.4.15. Comments 24-26
7.4.15.1. Christopher Hinsz: Perhaps the title should be changed.

7.4.15.2. Richard Williams: What type of change would you suggest?

7.4.15.3. Carl Andren: Change the title to “Maximum Signal Level Capability”

7.4.15.4. Christopher Hinsz will be satisfied by the resolution
7.4.15.5. Resolution adopted by UC

7.4.16. Comment 27

7.4.16.1. Rejected by UC

7.4.17. Comment 28

7.4.17.1. Rejected by UC

7.4.18. Comment 29

7.4.18.1. Moved to editorial

7.4.19. Comment 30

7.4.19.1. Editorial comment, but we don’t feel that there is a reason to change the text

7.4.19.2. Rejected by UC

7.4.20. Comment 31

7.4.20.1. Adopted by UC

7.4.21. Comment 32-33

7.4.21.1. Rejected by UC

7.4.22. Comment 34

7.4.22.1. Deemed an editorial comment

7.4.22.2. Carl: Want to change 18.3.3 rather than this section

7.4.22.3. Richard: We might have a problem with changing 18.3.3.  We might get a comment about 18.3.3 if we were to change that.

7.4.22.4. Dick: I am worried about generating more no votes.  Most of the current NO votes will not change.

7.4.22.5. Taken off-line

7.4.23. Comment 35-36

7.4.23.1. Editor: We could add a table to put all of these things in

7.4.23.2. Terry: This should be moved to the MAC group

7.4.23.3. Moved

7.4.24. Comment 37
7.4.24.1. Adopted the same resolution as Comment 23 by UC
7.4.25. Comment 38

7.4.25.1. This is  rejected because it would cause more NO votes.  Done by UC.

7.4.26. Comment 39

7.4.26.1. Editorial change

7.4.27. Comment 40

7.4.27.1. Commentor wants to add Adjacent Channel requirements

7.4.27.2. Comment rejected by UC

7.4.28. Comment 41

7.4.28.1. Believe that the current masks are adequate

7.4.28.2. Comment rejected by UC

7.4.29. Comment 42

7.4.29.1. Changed to editorial

7.4.30. Comment 43

7.4.30.1. Rejected by UC

7.4.31. Comment 44

7.4.31.1. See comment 42

7.4.31.2. Done by UC

7.4.32. Comment 45

7.4.32.1. Similar to 43.  Rejected by UC

7.4.33. Comment 46-47

7.4.33.1. Changed to editorial (47 is a repeat of 12)

7.4.33.2. Done by UC

7.4.34. Comment 48

7.4.34.1. Moved to MAC SC

7.4.35. Comment 49

7.4.35.1. Moved to editorial

7.4.35.2. Editor didn’t think it was necessary, so he will not change it.

7.4.35.3. Editor rejected it.

7.4.36. Comment 50

7.4.36.1. Text should be removed.  Done by UC.

7.4.37. Comment 51

7.4.37.1. Rishi: I feel it should be the average power over the short or long sequence.
7.4.37.2. Jan: This also applies to CCK, so 16us would also be applied to Barker preambles

7.4.37.3. Richard: 16 us is okay, but where do we measure?

7.4.37.4. Rishi: I guess at the antenna connector

7.4.37.5. Richard: Time-domain average? No specified technique?

7.4.37.6. We agreed on time-domain average over 16 us.  Power is at the antenna connector.

7.4.37.7. Solution adopted by unanimous consent

7.4.38. Comment 52

7.4.38.1. Rejected by UC
7.4.39. Comment 53

7.4.39.1. The text was explained.

7.4.39.2. Carl: Perhaps we should take out mode 4.

We will recess for dinner. Until 7:00.

We were locked out of our room.

Session was called to order at 7:22 PM.
7.4.39.3. Jan Boer: Mode 4 doesn’t make a lot of sense, but is best to leave as-is.

7.4.39.4. Jan: If we change it, we may get more comments.

7.4.39.5. Chair: Let’s revisit this later.
7.4.39.6. Carl: If you modify this to include some sort of energy detect with the timer, it will make more sense.

7.4.39.7. Chair: Jan, please look this over and give a suggestion.

7.4.40. Comment 54

7.4.40.1. Comment converted to editorial and accepted by UC

7.4.41. Comment 55-60

7.4.41.1. Editor: Some of the commentors got a little confused, but the text is clear and consistent.
7.4.41.2. Terry Cole: I think that people will claim those need to be MIB parameters.

7.4.41.3. Chair:  Perhaps we should put this off until we have had more time to think about it.

7.4.41.4. Steve Halford: My main concern of the existing CCA has a -82dBm number, but .11b has a more graduated scale based on Tx level.  Since we are lowering the sensitivity setting, we may want to be careful.  Want others to think about this too.  Possibly introduce another variable that switches on the type.
7.4.41.5. Richard: If we do that to try to avoid the NO votes it is going to get ugly.  We are going for the lowest common denominator.  The cleanest way to to go for the highest common denominator. 

7.4.41.6. Steve: If I were to do this now, I would have a single -76dBm for b and -82dBm for a.

7.4.41.7. Mark Webster: I like Steve’s idea.  I was wondering if anyone understands the logic of why there are three levels?  Why would you spec your receiver based on your transmitter?

7.4.41.8. Dick Allen: The idea is that the more power you use, you will step on more stations, so you need to be more sensitive to mitigate the potential interference.

7.4.41.9. Mark: Receiver sensitivity is a key spec and a key differentiator in the marketplace. We should have a single value regardless of the transmit power.

7.4.41.10. Richard: We probably ought to split it out based on 802.11a and 802.11b waveforms.

7.4.41.11. Jan: Perhaps we should take out energy detect only.  We should take out CCA mode 1 and mode 4.  If it is in, it doesn’t really bother me because mode 5 is there.

7.4.41.12. We should put this off until tomorrow.

Update the draft and start to work on 11-02-535r4.

Recess for five minutes to get the new document on the server.

Session called back to order.

7.5. Non-clause 19 Tab

7.5.1. Comment 2
7.5.1.1. Essentially the same as General Comment 3, so they should refer to Annex E.

7.5.1.2. This was rejected by UC

7.5.2. Comment 3

7.5.2.1. There is a definition of a protection mechanism, but it may need some editorial change.
7.5.2.2. Suggest that the definition be modified slightly.

7.5.2.3. Adopted by UC

7.5.3. Comment 4

7.5.3.1. Resolution to Comment 3 addresses this comment

7.5.3.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.4. Comment 5

7.5.4.1. Directed the editor to make the change from DSS to DSSS

7.5.4.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.5. Comment 6

7.5.5.1. Delete the sentence in 7.1.3.4 as suggested by the editor.
7.5.5.2. Adopted by UC.

7.5.6. Comment 7

7.5.6.1. Editorial comment

7.5.6.2. Accepted by UC

7.5.7. Comment 8

7.5.7.1. The group recommends leaving this as-is, but making a note about interoperability.
7.5.7.2. Abandoned for the evening

7.5.8. Comment 9

7.5.8.1. The SC didn’t believe that this needed to be 

7.5.8.2. Editor: We should put in something to say how often STAs should check the capability bit.

7.5.8.3. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC
7.5.9. Comment 10

7.5.9.1. Comment is rejected by UC

7.5.10. Comment 11

7.5.10.1. No recommended change, so the comment was rejected by UC.

7.5.11. Comment 12

7.5.11.1. Comment rejected by UC

7.5.12. Comment 13

7.5.12.1. Editorial comment, but we are awaiting assignment from ANA

7.5.12.2. Comment accepted by UC

7.5.13. Comment 14

7.5.13.1. Very similar to comment 12

7.5.13.2. Comment rejected by UC

7.5.14. Comment 15

7.5.14.1. Same as 13

7.5.14.2. Comment accepted by UC

7.5.15. Comment 16

7.5.15.1. Comment accepted and resolved by UC

7.5.16. Comment 17

7.5.16.1. Comment accepted by UC

7.5.17. Comment 18

7.5.17.1. Comment rejected by UC

7.5.18. Comment 19

7.5.18.1. Postponed

7.5.19. Comment 20

7.5.19.1. Comment 8 is similar

7.5.20. Comment 68

7.5.20.1. Comment accepted by UC

7.5.21. Comment 69

7.5.21.1. Comment accepted by UC

7.5.22. Comment 70

7.5.22.1. For CCK-OFDM we should add a single PICS line that says we support the same thing as ERP-OFDM.
7.5.22.2. Taken off-line

7.5.23. Comment 71

7.5.23.1. Comment rejected by UC

Meeting recessed for the evening at 9:22 PM.

September 11, 2002

Meeting called to order at 8:06 AM

We discussed the plan going forward.  We are trying to group together like comments to help accelerate the schedule to get a recirculation ballot out.

7.5.24. Comment 8
7.5.24.1. After more consideration, the proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.25. Comment 19

7.5.25.1. Straw poll: Should we make shot slot time optional or mandatory

7.5.25.2. (mandatory) 6 – (optional) 14
7.5.25.3. Straw poll: Should we keep short slot time support in the draft?

7.5.25.4. (remove) 2 – (keep) 10

7.5.25.5. The comment was rejected base on these straw polls by UC

7.5.26. Comment 20

7.5.26.1. Dick: Shouldn’t we consider adding something to an Annex that will help resolve this comment.

7.5.26.2. Terry: If we want to add something to Annex E, we could resolve it.

7.5.26.3. Terry: One method is described in Annex E.

7.5.26.4. Resolution adopted by UC

7.5.27. Comment 21

7.5.27.1. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.28. Comment 22

7.5.28.1. Resolved by the editor and the ANA.

7.5.28.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.29. Comment 23
7.5.29.1. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.30. Comment 24

7.5.30.1. The proposed resolution was adopted and the comment was rejected by UC
7.5.31. Comment 25

7.5.31.1. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.32. Comment 26

7.5.32.1. Terry: We didn’t see a method of doing short slot times in an IBSS, but we didn’t want to preclude a clever implementation that can do short slot times.  Therefore, we didn’t want to make it normative.

7.5.32.2. There will be a presentation on this topic, so we will hold off until the presentation.
7.5.33. Comment 27

7.5.33.1. The proposed resolution was adopted and the comment was rejected by UC
7.5.34. Comment 28

7.5.34.1. Comment accepted and the editor was directed to add the appropriate text.

7.5.34.2. This was done by UC

7.5.35. Comment 29

7.5.35.1. Duplicate of General Comment X

7.5.36. Comment 30

7.5.36.1. Comment resolved by UC

7.5.37. Comment 31

7.5.37.1. Comment resolved by UC

7.5.38. Comment 32

7.5.38.1. Comment changed to editorial and resolved by UC

7.5.39. Comment 33

7.5.39.1. Comment rejected by work done in General Comment 3.  Done by UC

7.5.40. Comment 34

7.5.40.1. The comment was accepted and the editor was directed to make the appropriate change.

7.5.40.2. Comment resolved by UC.

7.5.41. Comment 24

7.5.41.1. Sean Coffey: We need to look at this comment again.  If I remember the original discussions, the intent of the body was to not disallow association based on slot time support alone.

7.5.41.2. Terry: Our comment resolution was based on the text, which allows the possibility of disallowing association.
7.5.41.3. Some text was suggested to clarify this.

7.5.41.4. Steve H: It seems that someone may want to set up a network that REQUIRES the short slot time.

7.5.41.5. Sean: That is a very natural thing, but we are trying to guarantee the ability to associate.

7.5.41.6. Terry: The text is actually silent on the association request.  The discussion was clear, but the text in the motion is not.

7.5.41.7. Sean: There is a further ambiguity, if there is an overlapping BSS you must switch to a 20 us slot time.  There are many situations that we need to be aware of.  The first thing is to unresolved comment 24.

7.5.41.8. Comment 24 is now unresolved by UC

7.5.41.9. Matt: What happens in a recirc ballot if we drop below 75%?

7.5.41.10. Chair: We can do another recirc if we can prove that we believe that we will be back over 75% based on the comment resolution.

7.5.41.11. Sean: We should put this off until later.

7.5.41.12. Steve H: If the outcome of this hinges on the inclusion of the short slot time, can we revisit that?

7.5.41.13. Chair: We will have to look at how to do that procedurally.

7.5.42. Comment 35

7.5.42.1. Commentor may want to make a presentation, so we will postpone this resolution.

7.5.43. Comment 36

7.5.43.1. The commentor felt that the CTS/RTS/NAV had changed base on this.  Based on that, we believe that a statement needs to be put into the normative text.

7.5.43.2. The group said that we are not changing the rules.
7.5.43.3. The comment was countered by the suggestion of the SC.

7.5.43.4. The resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.44. Comment 37

7.5.44.1. The bits are MAC specific, so they need to be transmitted through MAC communication.

7.5.44.2. The comment was rejected by UC.

7.5.45. Comment 38

7.5.45.1. The suggestion was adopted and the length was changed back to 1 with a note saying that the length is important, so it needs to be checked.

7.5.45.2. The resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.46. Comment 39

7.5.46.1. The comment was rejected by UC

7.5.47. Comment 40

7.5.47.1. Resolved by UC

7.5.48. Comment 41

7.5.48.1. Resolved by UC

7.5.49. Comment 42

7.5.49.1. Comment put on hold

7.5.50. Comment 43

7.5.50.1. The comment was rejected and resolved by UC

7.5.51. Comment 44
7.5.51.1. The comment was rejected and resolved by UC

7.5.52. Comment 45

7.5.52.1. The comment was countered and resolved by UC

7.5.53. Comment 46

7.5.53.1. Request to have Terry speak with Menzo to determine if the paper should be presented.

7.5.54. Comment 47

7.5.54.1. The comment was put on hold
7.5.55. Comment 48

7.5.55.1. Terry: We found the text definitive, but perhaps it was not clear.  The SC all agreed with the resolution.

7.5.55.2. Adopted by UC

Meeting recessed at 10:03 AM until 1:00 PM.

Meeting called to order at 1:29 PM

7.5.56. Comment 49
7.5.56.1. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.57. Comment 50
7.5.57.1. The comment was rejected since there was no proposed solution.  Done by UC

7.5.58. Comment 51

7.5.58.1. Comment was rejected and the resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.59. Comment 52

7.5.59.1. Terry thought that there was a problem with the proposed solution.

7.5.59.2. We looked into it and corrected the resolution.

7.5.59.3. The resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.60. Comment 53

7.5.60.1. Withdrawn by commentor
7.5.61. Comment 54

7.5.61.1. Bob O’Hara: The question is in the term modulation.  It seems to be an overloaded term that is not clear.

7.5.61.2. The comment referenced the wrong paragraph, and we decided that we should replace “type of modulation” with “PHY option.”

7.5.61.3. The resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.62. Comment 55

7.5.62.1. Editor: Where would the proposed text be added?

7.5.62.2. Terry: This is requesting a comment in the normative section.

7.5.62.3. Proposed resolution was adopted by UC
7.5.63. Comment 56

7.5.63.1. Proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.64. Comment 57

7.5.64.1. Proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.5.65. Comment 58

7.5.65.1. No change recommended
7.5.65.2. Don: The highest mandatory OFDM rate is 24 Mbps.

7.5.65.3. Terry: It appears that if we receive a packet at 54 Mbps, we will ACK at 24 Mbps.  I believe that was intentional.

7.5.65.4. Resolution adopted by UC

7.5.66. Comment 59

7.5.66.1. The proposed resolution touches the base document, which is beyond the scope of our current PAR

7.5.66.2. Comment rejected by UC

7.5.67. Comment 60

7.5.67.1. Commentor’s suggestion was accepted and resovled by UC

7.5.68. Comment 61

7.5.68.1. Comment  adopted by UC
7.5.69. Comment 62

7.5.69.1. Comment accepted and adopted by UC

7.5.70. Comment 63

7.5.70.1. Comment is rejected, but forwarded to the working group editor function

7.5.70.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.71. Comment 64

7.5.71.1. Recommendation was adopted and the comment was resolved by UC.

7.5.72. Comment 65

7.5.72.1. Other pieces have been clarified, so we believe this meets the commentors requirements.

7.5.72.2. Resolved by UC

7.5.73. Comment 66

7.5.73.1. Comment put on hold

Presentation by Matt Fischer regarding Comment 42.  Document 11-02-XXXr0 (document number is unavailable due to the problems with the server pluto) entitled “Dynamic BSS Condition”

Questions:


Carl Andren: It looks like you have eliminated the domino effect, but…


Matt: I didn’t put the slide on aging, so the aging information will allow to stop transmitting the directive.


Marcus: I don’t see that the aging will stop the problem.


Carl: The domino effect still happens.  Where ever the boundary is, there is an unfair advantage.

Marty: I think the whole chain is suffering if there is frequency reuse involved.  What happens if you scan? If you are looking to assess the medium and you hear ‘g’?  Do you transmit ‘g’ or what do you use.

Terry: Under what conditions does the propagation really go all the way down the chain?


Matt: If the APs are not talking, then it won’t propagate.

Matt: If a STA in a fringe, the STA can attempt to reassociate.

Steve: How is this maintaining fairness?  It seems to be passing the buck of fairness.  I am not sure how this is solving the problem.  It seems to be limiting the domino effect.

Matt: I’m not sure that this is passing the buck, but it is limiting the effect of propagation.

Steve: I really like the aging.

Jeff: I agree with all, but the limited propagation part.  It seems less bad to be surrounded by long.  It seems to worstening the effect for the BSSs on the fringe.

Terry: This leaves us with at reasonable size region around the long guy.  Isn’t that how it is already?
Matt: It depends on how you deploy APs.

Terry: I think we have that major drawback already.

Marty: Are you messing up roaming algorithms?

Straw polls:

Would you like to see dynamic and static bits moved into their own information element?


Yes: 15
No: 4


Are you worried about a domino effect in general?


Yes: 15
No: 10


Are you worried about ERP BSSs can be locked into long slot times without a recovery mechanism?


Yes: 16
No: 4

Meeting recessed at 3:06 PM until tomorrow morning at 8:00 AM

September 12, 2002

Meeting called to order at 8:17 AM

Discussion by the chair on our potential progress.  We may or may not be able to get the recirculation ballot out of this meeting.

Looking at the Agenda in 11-02-536r0.

Unfixing the time for for Agenda Item 12.  Change Agenda Item 12 from a special order to a general order.  Done by unanimous consent.

Working with 11-02-535r10.

7.5.74. Comment 24

7.5.74.1. We wordsmithed our response because the text is silent on the issue

7.5.74.2. Sean: Let’s move on

7.5.74.3. Don Sloan: Let’s not move on.  I want to hear what we are doing.

7.5.74.4. Some more wordsmithing was done, but Sean suggested going back to the original response.
7.5.74.5. The old response was readopted by UC.

7.5.75. Comment 67
7.5.75.1. Deferred

7.5.76. Comment 72

7.5.76.1. The comment was accepted and adopted by UC

7.5.77. Comment 70

7.5.77.1. The wording was worked on and accepted by UC.

7.5.78. Comment 73

7.5.78.1. We have directed the editor to check each shall to make sure there is a PICS entry associated with it.
7.5.78.2. Terry will help Carl complete this activity.

7.5.78.3. Adopted by UC

7.5.79. Comment 74

7.5.79.1. Straw poll: Should we delete our changes to Annex C (leaving Annex C and SDL unchanged from base document)?

7.5.79.1.1. 1   (Yes-Annex C is full of SDL as it is now)

7.5.79.1.2. 12 (No-Annex C is empty)

7.5.79.2. Comment is rejected.

7.5.79.3. Adopted by UC

7.5.80. Comment 75-77

7.5.80.1. See resolution of Comment 74, comments are rejected.

7.5.80.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.81. Comment 78

7.5.81.1. Comment was accepted and a new MIB object was added.

7.5.81.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.82. Comment 79-80

7.5.82.1. Similar to 78

7.5.82.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.83. Comment 81

7.5.83.1. The text was shown.

7.5.83.2. The comment was accepted and turned over to the editor.

7.5.83.3. Adopted by UC

7.5.84. Comment 82

7.5.84.1. Withdrawn by commentor

7.5.85. Comment 83
7.5.85.1. The proposed two new MIB variables were adopted by UC

7.5.86. Comment 84, 85, and 87

7.5.86.1. Grouped together with 78, by UC

7.5.86.2. Adopted by UC

7.5.87. Comment 86

7.5.87.1. Solution adopted by UC
7.5.88. Comment 88

7.5.88.1. Deferred

7.5.89. Comment 89

7.5.89.1. Proposed resolution adopted by UC

7.5.90. Comment 90, 92, 93

7.5.90.1. Rejected base on General Tab Comment 3.

7.5.90.2. Done by UC

7.5.91. Comment 91

7.5.91.1. Comment accepted and the sentence was deleted.

7.5.91.2. Done by UC

7.5.92. Comment 94, 96-98
7.5.92.1. Grouped by UC

7.5.92.2. Comment accepted and resolved in Resolution of Comment 91.

7.5.92.3. Done by UC
7.5.93. Comment 95

7.5.93.1. Comment deferred

7.5.94. Comment 99

7.5.94.1. See Comment 19, comment was rejected by UC

7.5.95. Comment 100

7.5.95.1. Straw Poll: Should 20 us slot be normative in an IBSS?

7.5.95.2. (Yes) 0  – (No) 16
7.5.95.3. Comment declined by UC

7.5.96. Comment 102

7.5.96.1. Similar as 91 (countered by 91 resolution)

7.5.96.2. Resolved by UC

Recessed for Break at 10:00 AM

Meeting called back to order at 10:36 AM
Update about potential TGg interim meeting.  This is impossible because it would need to be announced at a plenary.

We could give Carl a little more time by doing some letter ballots after he has some time.  There are other possibilities, but we need to finish the comments this week.

Comments are being resolved in 11-02-535r11

7.5.97. Comment 101
7.5.97.1. There may be a motion regarding this comment, so we are putting this resolution on hold until later.

7.5.97.2. After careful consideration, Matt Fischer will not be making a motion.

7.5.97.3. Sean Coffey and Matt Fischer may be posting a paper on the reflector if further comments are received.

7.5.97.4. Matt: There is a potential of introducing problems, so we should leave it as is.

7.5.97.5. Sean: The default is to leave it as-is because I don’t feel it is broken.

7.5.97.6. Deferred.

7.5.98. Comment 103

7.5.98.1. Referred to General 3

7.5.98.2. Resolved by UC

7.5.99. Comment 104

7.5.99.1. This will be take offline with the commentor

7.5.100. Comment 105

7.5.100.1. Comment rejected and resolved by UC

7.5.101. Comment 106

7.5.101.1. Comment was accepted

7.5.101.2. Resolved by UC

7.5.102. Comment 107

7.5.102.1. Same resolution from 105.  Done by UC

7.5.103. Comment 108

7.5.103.1. Comment rejected and sent to the working group editor function.  Done by UC
7.5.104. Comment 109

7.5.104.1. Referred to General 3 and rejected

7.5.104.2. Resolved by UC

7.5.105. Comment 110

7.5.105.1. It looks like there will be some acceptance of the solution, but will be taken offline

7.5.105.2. Ken Clemments: Anything that gives priority of one station over others is inherently a QoS issue and not appropriate for this group.

7.5.105.3. Deferred until later

7.5.106. Comment 111

7.5.106.1. The comment was rejected and resolved by UC

7.6. Revisiting Clause 19 (Steve Halford)

7.6.1. Comment 34

7.6.1.1. The editor will create a table like Table 101 and put in the OFDM section that applies specifically applies to ERP radios, so there should be no conflict.

7.6.1.2. Resolution adopted by UC

7.6.2. Comment 53
7.6.2.1. Carl: We should remove CCA mode 4 with the timeout option

7.6.2.2. Marcus: If we remove CCA mode 4, we need to make sure that the numbering is consistent

7.6.2.3. Terry: The way the MIBs work, the numbering doesn’t really matter.  It is nice, but not mandatory.

7.6.2.4. Carl: The carrier sense and energy sense was mode 5 in 11b, so we should keep the number 5

7.6.2.5. Steve: Is there a problem with deleting it?

7.6.2.6. Carl: No

7.6.2.7. Srikanth: It was my understanding that 11-02-589 was going to address this comment.

7.6.2.8. Steve: That issue was going to come up next, so I wrote that up in 11-02-589
7.6.2.9. Chair: Let’s look at 11-02-589 and then look at eliminating CCA mode 4

7.6.2.10. Steve: lets look at CCA because that is a separate issue that 11-02-589.

7.6.2.11. Straw poll: In favour of removing CCA mode 4 from the TGg draft?

7.6.2.11.1. Discussion:

7.6.2.11.1.1. Jan: It doesn’t hurt to have it, but no one is doing CS only.  It is a historical mode that has no use.

7.6.2.11.1.2. Carl: The 1.3ms was there because the header was at 2Mbps.  The 1.3ms came from the 5.5Mbps mode.  We should take it out because 

7.6.2.11.1.3. Dick: Do we cause more NO votes by taking it out?

7.6.2.11.1.4. Mark: There was an equivalent mode in DSSS before there was 11b.  This was for the case of 0dB SNR situations.  In 11g, do we need to protect 1Mbps DSSS signals? If so, we should change this section.  I am in favour of removing this.

7.6.2.11.1.5. Mark: If a radio does not have a good ED capability, they could do CCA mode 4, otherwise they cannot be used.  I may have flip-flopped.

7.6.2.11.1.6. Jan: If we allow CCA mode 4, you need a timer and we have to set it to a value.  In some situations it may cause more problems than necessary.

7.6.2.11.2. Vote:

7.6.2.11.2.1. Yes: 21
7.6.2.11.2.2. No: 3
7.6.2.12. Jan: Is anyone aware of any NO votes that would be generated by this removal?

7.6.2.13. No one knows of any NO votes that this would generate.

7.6.2.14. CCA mode 4 is removed from the draft by UC

7.6.2.15. The comment was resolved by UC

7.6.3. Document 11-02-589r0, presented by Steve Halford
7.6.3.1. There will need to be some modifications based on the previous resolution

7.6.3.2. Jan: PHY slot boundary is not really defined in the standard.  Change to “slot boundary on the medium”

7.6.3.3. Straw Poll:

7.6.3.3.1. Adopt proposal that:

7.6.3.3.1.1. 1. Common ED threshold level for DSSS and OFDM modulations (still a function of TX power)

7.6.3.3.1.2. 2. ED threshold set as a function of modulation (-76 dBm for DSSS and -82 dBm for OFDM)

7.6.3.3.1.3. 3. No change

7.6.3.3.1.4. 4. Some other change

7.6.3.3.1.5. People can vote for more than one
7.6.3.3.1.6. Vote: (1) 28 – (2) 16 – (3) 2 – (4) 3

7.6.3.3.2. Carl: I would propose #1 without Tx Power

7.6.3.3.3. Chair: Lets add another option and vote again (since it was a non-exclusive vote)

7.6.3.3.3.1. 5. Common ED threshold level for DSSS and OFDM modulations at -76 dBm (not a function of TX power)

7.6.3.3.3.2. (5) 29 votes

Meeting recessed at 12:00 PM for lunch

Meeting called to order at 1:18 PM

7.6.3.3.4.  Reviewed the straw poll result
7.6.3.3.5. No one said this would be a great issue and would not likely generate a NO vote.

7.6.3.3.6. Straw Poll

7.6.3.3.6.1. Adopt a proposal that:

7.6.3.3.6.2. 1. Common ED threshold level for DSSS and OFDM modulations (still a function of TX power)

7.6.3.3.6.3. 2. Common ED threshold level for DSSS and OFDM modulations at -76 dBm (not a function of TX power)

7.6.3.3.6.4. Mutually exclusive vote

7.6.3.3.6.5. (1) 5 – (2) 22

7.6.3.3.7. Document 11-02-589r1 was shown with the modifications for the CCA time.

7.6.3.4. The text in 11-02-589r1 was adopted by UC

7.6.4. Comment 55

7.6.4.1. The text in 11-02-589r1 was approved and this was agreed that it adequately addressed the comment.

7.6.4.2. Resolved by UC

7.6.5. Comments 56-60
7.6.5.1. Resolution of Comment 55 for 56-60 is adopted by UC

7.6.5.2. These comments were resolved by UC

We are now working with 11-02-535r12

7.7. Clause 19.5 & 19.6 Tab
7.7.1. Comment 12 and 14

7.7.1.1. Accepted and resolved by UC

7.7.2. Comment 15

7.7.2.1. Resolution adopted by UC

7.7.3. Comment 17

7.7.3.1. Resolution adopted by UC

7.8. Editorial

7.8.1. Comment 3

7.8.2. Comment 10

7.8.2.1. Question of network vs. BSS.  What is more appropriate?
7.8.2.2. We agreed to go with BSS

7.8.3. Comment 30

7.8.3.1. Comment is withdrawn

7.8.4. Comment 57

7.8.4.1. Added Modulation Type to the RXVECTOR

7.8.5. Comment 71

7.8.5.1. Question about the Japan regulatory rules?

7.8.5.2. These are recommendations, but we don’t want to have untruths
7.8.5.3. This is an editorial issue and we will correct if this is not true.

7.8.5.4. This was done by UC

7.8.6. Comments 102-103

7.8.6.1. Editor prefers not to change this

7.8.6.2. Commentor said it would be okay to leave the same

7.8.7. The use of the word subclause is discouraged by the IEEE.

7.8.7.1. Adrian: Made the comment based on the style guide from the IEEE-SA

7.8.7.2. Terry: This will be rolled up in a consistent manner by the IEEE-SA staff

7.8.8. Comment 198

7.8.8.1. Bit names.

7.8.8.2. Terry: Bit names are okay, but we should avoid using a name that might be misinterpreted
7.9. Question related to short and long preambles by Uri.

7.9.1. Uri: If there is a legacy STA, it cannot support short preamble, so it needs the use of a protection mechanism.

7.9.2. Steve: You don’t need to use protection mechanisms.

7.9.3. Carl: If there is a legacy STA that doesn’t use short preamble, then the BSS will switch to long preamble.

7.9.4. Uri: It is not a reson to reject association? 
7.9.5. The group consensus is that the AP can reject association for any reason.

7.10. Non-Clause 19 comments

7.10.1. Comment 26

7.10.1.1. Comment is declined by UC

7.10.2. Comment 29

7.10.2.1. Comment was resolved by Clause 19 Tab Comment 11.

7.10.2.2. Comment rejected.

7.10.3. Comment 35

7.10.3.1. Proposed resolution is adopted by UC

7.10.3.2. Comment rejected

7.10.4. Comment 42

7.10.4.1. The proposed resolution was adopted by UC
7.10.5. Comment 46

7.10.5.1. Straw poll:

7.10.5.1.1. Should “CTS to Self” protection mechanism be added to DCF as part of the 802.11g draft?

7.10.5.1.2. Discussion

7.10.5.1.2.1. Steve: It looks like it is in the TGe draft.

7.10.5.1.2.2. Jan: It increases the probability of NO votes.

7.10.5.1.2.3. Marcus: If it is useful, then we should added

7.10.5.1.2.4. Albert: The duration can be set for milliseconds, so the protection mechanism can be for a long period.

7.10.5.1.2.5. Adrian: The idea of CTS to self is for hidden nodes, we shouldn’t play with the duration field in this group.

7.10.5.1.3. Yes: 23  –   No: 2
Meeting recessed at 3:00 PM for the break.

Meeting called back to order at 3:52 PM

7.10.5.1.4. Comment put on hold

7.10.6. Comment 47

7.10.6.1. Proposed resolution was adopted and the comment was declined by UC

7.10.7. Comment 67

7.10.7.1. See clause 19 comment 40.  The comment was rejected.

7.10.7.2. Adopted by UC

7.10.8. Comment 88

7.10.8.1. Proposed resolution was adopted by UC

7.10.9. Comment 95

7.10.9.1. Comment is declined based on the resolution and by UC

7.10.10. Comment 101

7.10.10.1. Proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

7.10.11. Comment 104

7.10.11.1. Proposed resolution was adopted by UC.

7.10.12. Comment 110

7.10.12.1. Comment was rejected and resolution was adopted by UC.
7.10.13. Comment 66

7.10.13.1. Matt Fischer: There are a couple of potential solutions.  One solution is to have the PHY return a set of parameters, but it will take a bit of text on the MAC side.  An alternative is to withdraw the comment.

7.10.13.2. Terry: At the moment, I am not sure the option is complete.

7.10.13.3. The authors have offered to withdraw this.

7.10.13.4. The comment was withdrawn.

7.11. Clause 19

7.11.1. Comment 35-36
7.11.1.1. The group decided that it is correct as it is and we don’t want to change it.
7.11.1.2. The distinction is intentional.

7.11.1.3. See non-Clause 19 row 47

7.11.1.4. Comment countered by UC

7.12. Non-Clause 19

7.12.1. CTS to self discussion Document 11-02-332r0 was presented by Menzo
7.12.1.1. This is a replacement for RTS/CTS

7.12.2. Motion:

7.12.2.1. Move to adopt the CTS only mechanism specified in document 11-02-332r0 into the 802.11g draft.

7.12.2.1.1. Marcus: Does this really make sense from the AP point of view.

7.12.2.1.2. Menzo: If you have hidden nodes, then RTS/CTS would be better.  If I were an AP, I would use this.  In most case this is better.

7.12.2.2. Moved: Menzo Wentink

7.12.2.3. Seconded: Jan Boer

7.12.2.4. Vote: 22-0-0
7.12.3. This resolved Comment 46 by UC.

There was a pause to let the editor work on a few final changes to show to the group.

We had a brief discussion about the plan going forward.  We are likely to have a 15 day letter ballot two weeks after the meeting to give the editor a little more time to polish the draft.  That way, we will be able to go to sponsor ballot in Hawaii.
8. Presentation of Draft

8.1. Abandoned

9. Motions and Submissions related to Draft

9.1. Motion

9.1.1. Move to direct the TGg editor to produce draft 4.0 of the IEEE 802.11g draft based on the approved comment resolutions in document 11-02-535r14 within two weeks of the close of the September 2002 interim session.

9.1.2. Moved: Jan Boer

9.1.3. Seconded: Kevin Smart

9.1.4. Discussion

9.1.4.1. none

9.1.5. Vote 23-0-0

9.2. Motion

9.2.1. Move to request that the IEEE 802.11 Working Group issue a 15 day letter ballot two weeks after the close of the September 2002 Interim session.  The letter ballot shall include a motion to issue a 15 day recirculation ballot on the IEEE 802.11g draft 4.0.

9.2.2. Moved: Kevin Smart

9.2.3. Seconded: Hinsz

9.2.4. Vote: 25-0-0

10. Presentation of Draft

10.1. Abandoned

11. Joint Meeting with 802.18

11.1. Did not happen

12. Motions related to forwarding Draft

12.1. Abandoned

13. New Business

13.1. none

14. Unfinished Business

14.1. none

Adjourn at 5:31 PM
Submission
page 1
Kevin Smart, Micro Linear

