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1. Monday September 9, 2002

1.1. Opening

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

1.1.1.1. Secretary Tim Godfrey

1.1.2. Review of objectives

1.1.2.1. Review comments from last LB

1.1.2.2. Look for compromise.

1.1.2.3. See how close we can come to a new draft that can be sent out for LB.

1.2. Review and Approve Agenda

1.2.1.  John Fakatselis will chair all the sessions at this meeting so Duncan Kitchin may participate in technical discussion.

1.2.1.1. Fixed Time agenda item for vote on compromise proposal at the last session on Wednesday 3:30PM. The decision is needed by Wednesday so we can prepare a draft that can be approved on Thursday. 

1.2.2. Discussion

1.2.2.1. There are several groups that have proposals. These will be delivered in terms of normative text to the server. Proposes to halt the meeting and reconvene this afternoon when there is a presentation. 

1.2.2.2. The chair notes that procedural decisions will be made at 1:00PM. There will be informal discussions over lunch.

1.2.2.3. There are presentations that may not be relevant – can the be introduced if needed?

1.2.2.4. The chair requests that all presentations be entered 

1.2.2.5. Might we take the slots of TGf tomorrow?

1.2.2.6. The agenda for Tuesday is extended from 8:00 to 5:30PM by the chair. There is also an evening session starting at 7:00PM

1.2.2.6.1. There is no objection from anyone.

1.2.3. Approval of the agenda

1.2.3.1. The agenda is approved without objection.

1.2.4. How many new participants?

1.2.4.1. Quite a few. The chair reviews the procedures according to Roberts Rules. Only members can ask for motions. Non-members can suggest a motion to members. 

1.2.4.2. The chair asks members to be discrete on asking for points of order. This has been abused in the past. It can slow us down.

1.2.4.3. There are certain things we cannot do, such as suspend over-riding rules. The intent is only for procedural changes on decisions that were made in this group.

1.3. Approval of the minutes from July

1.3.1. There are no comments

1.3.2. The minutes of TGe for July 2002 are approved without objection.

1.4. Call for Papers

1.4.1. Document 523r0 – An alternative mechanism to provide parameterized QoS – John Kowalski (20 min)

1.4.2. Doc 518r0 – QoS for Managed Services – Damon Wei (15 min)

1.4.3. Doc XXX - Automatic Power Save Delivery with QoS – Keith Amman. (10 min) normative

1.4.4. 525r0 – Performance results for reservation request – Mathilde (10 min)

1.4.5. 526r0 – an EIFS correction – Mathilde B (5 min) normative

1.4.6. xxx – PF differentiation and EDCF RR – Mathilde B (10 min) normative

1.4.7. 01/409r2 – Persistence Factor  - Mathilde B (10 min) normative

1.4.8. 524r0 – Fast Track Consensus Proposal – Rolf (20 min) normative, combined with other fast track proposal

1.4.9. xxx – EDCF / PCF comparisons – Matthew Sherman (15 min)

1.4.10. xxx – Should Parameterized QoS be optional – Matthew Sherman (15 min)

1.4.11. 554r0 – Distributed Admission Control – Menzo (15 min) 

1.4.12. 438r2 – Direct Link Protocol – Menzo (15 min) 

1.4.13. xxx – User Priority and CFs  - menzo (5 min)

1.4.14. xxx – Fast Track scheduling – Amjad (20 min) normative

1.4.15. Total time 3:20

1.4.16. Discussion

1.4.16.1. Which have motions associated with them, or are introduced into the draft?

1.4.16.2. How many overall global proposals do we have? (one from John K, one from Rolf). These will be candidates for Wednesday. 

1.4.16.3. Who is ready to present? The TGe rule is that the presentations are on the server for 4 working hours, if it contains normative text. 

1.4.17. Recessed: 10:40am

2. Monday Afternoon Session

2.1. Presentation of Papers

2.1.1. Lunch ad-hoc meetings

2.1.1.1. JF met with two compromise groups

2.1.1.2. The two groups will present today.

2.1.1.3. No votes will be taken today, so 4  hour limit should not stop any presentation.

2.1.1.4. Straw Poll will be taken tomorrow morning to check  TGe group consensus.

2.1.2. 11-02/518r0:  QoS for Managed Services, Damon Wei, AT&T

2.1.2.1. Service Provider point of  view

2.1.2.2. Recommendations:

2.1.2.2.1. Parameterized interoperable QoS, with Legacy DCF

2.1.2.2.2. More user friendly 802.11

2.1.2.2.3. Allow market segments to decide QoS rather than "one size fits all"

2.1.2.3. Q&A

2.1.2.3.1. Q: Need guaranteed service over WLAN?

2.1.2.3.2. A: Absolutely; some killer applications will absolutely demand it.

2.1.2.3.3. Q: Is EDCF good enough for that?

2.1.2.3.4. A: That is a joint activity of service providers and IEEE 802.11.

2.1.2.3.5. Q:  Can you elaborate on what parameters you need?  Any examples?

2.1.2.3.6. A:  Need discussion whether 8 levels is enough.

2.1.2.3.7. Q:  Used "guaranteed" and "wireless" in same statement.  What do you mean by the former?

2.1.2.3.8. A:  That's a challenge to  each operations team; given constraints of the technology, service providers will charge client according to what client claims to need -- there is no such thing as 100% guarantee.  Need a "working QoS" concept.

2.1.2.3.9. Q:  Suggest putting "guarantee" in probabilistic terms.  But does working QoS need admission control?

2.1.2.3.10. A: Need to discuss that in depth off-line.

2.1.2.3.11. Q:  Can't even reliably guarantee voice today, so how do more than that?

2.1.2.3.12. A:  Can't possibly be one size fits all; need to trade off needs.

2.1.3. Simplifying Polling, Mathilde Benvenista, Avaya Labs Research

2.1.3.1. Discussion on the reasoning and history of the CC/RR mechanism. 

2.1.3.2. Presentation of an ECDF RR simulation comparing to CC/RR. EDCF/RR gives better end to end and lower uplink delay.

2.1.3.3. EDCF/RR uses channel more efficiently.

2.1.3.4. Suggests re-introducing Persistence Factor to help improve EDCF performance. 

2.1.3.5. .PF differentiation helps EDCF/RR get the RRs out sooner and thus improves HCF performance. 

2.1.3.6. Q&A

2.1.3.6.1. Q: Will this cause collision with the beacon?

2.1.3.6.2. A: Any IFS of PIFS will not cause collisions with an AP. The minimum backoff a station will select it 1. 

2.1.3.6.3. Q: how do you determine the optimal value for PF?

2.1.3.6.4. A: The APs determine the PFs. 

2.1.4. Doc 554 – distributed admission control for EDCF.

2.1.4.1. Menzo Wentink

2.1.4.2. Overview

2.1.4.2.1. AP distributes transmission budget in beacons – the additional time that could be spent by a particular priority. 

2.1.4.2.2. Stations limit themselves to the transmission budget of the previous beacon.

2.1.4.2.3. Simulations of video streams with and without admission control: Streams that exceed system capacity are capped at the available rate.

2.1.4.3. Discussion

2.1.4.3.1. Q: Why not just have real admission control?

2.1.4.3.2. A: in that case both flows don’t get admitted. This handles the case where flows do not start at the same time. 

2.1.4.3.3. Q: It isn’t that much harder to just ask the AP for a TSPEC to get the bandwidth.

2.1.4.3.4. A: This works over multiple hops.

2.1.4.3.5. Q: How do you get T(measured)? How do you identify a voice or video transmission from a station?

2.1.4.3.6. A: T(measured) is by the priority in the frame. The duration of the transmission is added to the counter. 

2.1.4.3.7. Q: So you can’t compensate for bad channel conditions?

2.1.4.3.8. A: If there are collisions, you get a wrong count. Assume that collisions are rare. The damping will filter this.

2.1.4.3.9. Q: Is the transmission budget per access category? 

2.1.4.3.10. A: It will be per category – there are 8.

2.1.4.3.11. Q: The signaling has to be end to end for TSpec? That’s not quite right. The TSPEC allows just the require bandwidth to be filled in.

2.1.4.3.12. A: This allows the available bandwidth to find itself. It is a probing with feedback. If available bandwidth isn’t enough a different codec could be used, or the flow stopped.

2.1.5. Recess for 30 minutes 3:00 to 3:30PM

2.2. Announcements

2.2.1.   There is an R5 Agenda posted.

2.2.1.1. TGe will be meeting all day tomorrow in this room.

2.2.1.2. There is an extra session for WNG

2.3. Presentation of Papers

2.3.1. Doc 554 – distributed admission control for EDCF.

2.3.1.1. Q&A continued

2.3.1.1.1. Q: how robust is the damping with different beacon rep rates?

2.3.1.1.2. A: It has been simulated over a range of beacon repetition rates.

2.3.1.1.3. Q: This method is based on linking priority with throughput. Couldn’t you just use the arrival of traffic to trigger a reservation request?

2.3.1.1.4. A: Have been thinking about that – an implicit admission control mechanism. The HC would poll that flow so its queue would be empty once and a while.

2.3.1.1.5. Q: What is the advantage of distributed?

2.3.1.1.6. A: Simple, end to end method. Let the station administer the rate limit.

2.3.1.1.7. Q: End to end doesn’t have to do with the allocation of bandwidth. Can the HC allocate as much time as it believes is available? The stations haven’t reserved bandwidth, can the HC take that away and grant it other ways?

2.3.1.1.8. A: Yes – the HC could decide to Poll a video stream.

2.3.1.1.9. Q: could a new stream kill a stream of higher priority? 

2.3.1.1.10. A: The default priorities should suffice to prevent this. The voice stream has the highest category, but once the category budget is depleted, no new traffic would be accepted. 

2.3.2. Document 523r1a - “ An Alternative Mechanism to provide parameterized QoS” John Kowalski.

2.3.2.1. Overview

2.3.2.1.1. Proposing a simple time based scheduling scheme that doesn’t rely on TSPEC.

2.3.2.1.2. Provides normative, observable behavior on the air interface, essential for interoperability.

2.3.2.1.3. Allows stations to request scheduling from the HC in an AP. Applications can use primitives in the MLME SAP.

2.3.2.1.4. Propose TRS action frame and TRS Element. 

2.3.2.1.5. Reservation is based on “soft state” no explicit feedback. (WME+ proposal does have feedback, doesn’t affect this)

2.3.2.1.6. A comparison chart Time Reservation with TSPEC. 

2.3.2.2. Q&A

2.3.2.2.1. Q: How is this testable?

2.3.2.2.2. A: Time parameters are transmitted over the air. A sniffer can see and measure conformance.

2.3.2.2.3. Q: This doesn’t allow testing of delay through the MAC?

2.3.2.2.4. A: The idea of the MAC delay is inherently untestable. The MAC is a logical interface.

2.3.2.2.5. Q: So there is no way to validate QoS? 

2.3.2.2.6. A: Our PAR does not require observability at an abstract interface. We are incorporating delay bound.

2.3.2.2.7. Q: It is very similar to the EDCF/RR technique. You are specifying a scheduling behavior. The way an AP responds to a request. What parameters been defined for scheduling?

2.3.2.2.8. A: All it says it how much time is assigned via TXOPs per interval of time. 

2.3.2.2.9. Predictability of TXOP scheduling is very important for power save. There may be some loss of optimality, but it is worth.

2.3.2.2.10. Q: Does this address the rate based MLME interface?

2.3.2.2.11. A: The latest version of the draft does. 

2.3.2.2.12. Q: Admission control should also be per-flow. The station is responsible for aggregating.

2.3.2.2.13. A: Admission control is per application – it’s not as bad as it looks. There are only two types of applications that need polling: VoIP, or MPEG video. EDCF is OK for all others. Retransmissions must be completed within the delay bound.

2.3.2.2.14. Q: what is the behavior of the scheduler in an error prone environment? If there isn’t a predicable way to overbook the bandwidth, then one scheduler may not book adequate time for a flow.

2.3.2.2.15. Q: If a schedule has a min and max TXOP, if a retransmit is needed, it couldn’t be done? Would it have to re-negotiate?

2.3.2.2.16. A: This assumes there is other traffic. Why should other flows suffer.

2.3.2.2.17. Q: Why can’t we black-box the scheduler. It shouldn’t be normative. 

2.3.2.2.18. A: We are against that – there would be too much variation in schedulers in different APs. We need minimum normative behavior of a scheduler.

2.3.2.2.19. Q: Agrees that we need a normative scheduling behavior.

2.3.2.2.20. Q: The AP should be able to decide what scheduler to use.

2.3.2.2.21. A: Every scheduler needs to provide minimum bounds on behavior. Having no Bound is the problem.

2.3.2.2.22. Q: What is an example of a device that has multiple flows?

2.3.2.2.23. A: A video phone. It has separate voice and video streams, with different parameters. This exists today with Netmeeting with a video camera.

2.3.2.2.24. Q: There is one action code left out. What if the HC needs to cut out a previously admitted streams due to deteriorating conditions? If the flows are aggregated it makes it impossible for the HC to prune streams. A valid objection to aggregation.

2.3.2.2.25. A: Not opposed to removing aggregation.

2.3.2.2.26. Another example of where two streams are simultaneously: VoIP may use multiple streams for voice and call progress and management. These may have different QoS requirements or go two different paths over the network. They cannot be aggregated.

2.3.2.2.27. A: The VoIP packets have a certain set of QoS parameters. The management stream would have lower requirements. So the Voice stream could be adjusted to allow extra overhead for the management.

2.3.3. Document 526aR0. EIFS Correction.

2.3.3.1. Mathilde Benveniste

2.3.3.2. Overview

2.3.3.2.1. There is a problem with EIFS in the standard. EIFS needs to differentiate between traffic classes. 

2.3.3.2.2. There is normative text on the server to make the needed correction.

2.3.4. Adjourn at 5:30PM until 7:00PM

3. Monday Evening session

3.1. Opening

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

3.2. Presentation of Papers

3.2.1. Document  524r1 – Fast Track Proposal

3.2.1.1. Rolf Devegt

3.2.1.2. Overview

3.2.1.2.1. Context background of TGe – delays due to different contingencies and market requirements. Delay is causing pressure to create standards outside of TGe

3.2.1.2.1.1. Functionality eliminated :FEC, AP Mobility, CC/RR, (AWMA)

3.2.1.2.1.2. E-DCF as per the latest TGe draft (Mandatory)

3.2.1.2.1.3. Streamlined HCF: Mandatory for AP’s / Optional for STA’s

3.2.1.2.1.4. Clarified T-spec

3.2.1.2.1.5. Side channel – optional
(per document 02/438r2, Direct Link Protocol Specification)

3.2.1.2.1.6. Burst Ack – optional,  .

3.2.1.2.2. Addresses needs of all segments. Allows rapid completion in IEEE. Reduces complexity.

3.2.1.3. Q&A

3.2.1.3.1. Q: Since we voted down 802.15.2 and said that it belonged in .11, this would be rejecting that position.

3.2.1.3.2. A: This was in the context in reducing no-votes.  It may be inconsistent, but is not unique and being inconsistent.

3.2.1.3.3. Supports AWMA, but there is a limit to what we can put into this spec. We may need a subsequent PAR.

3.2.1.3.4. We may be forcing a separate standard outside of 802.11 to do this. 

3.2.2. Document xxx r1 “TGe Fast Track proposed draft normative text changes” 

3.2.2.1. Amjad Soomro, et al

3.2.2.2. normative text in 02/524

3.2.2.3. Overview

3.2.2.3.1. Rate Based mechanism: Application request service through MLME based on rate, not time.

3.2.2.3.2. HC negotiates and admits stream, and announces schedule for WSTA.

3.2.2.3.3. Modifications to TSPEC element. Clarify the definitions of parameters. Using TLV encoding for future changes. 

3.2.2.3.4. Schedule element is new Sent as a new action frame. Scheduling addresses power management requirements.

3.2.2.3.5. Definition of normative behavior in the scheduler

3.2.2.3.6. Rate based approach supports Variable Bit Rate (VBR)

3.2.2.3.7. TSPEC negotiation per TS

3.2.2.4. Q&A

3.2.2.4.1. Comment on time vs. rate: If the HC cannot accommodate a request because of a change in conditions, how does this work with signaling that currently exists?

3.2.2.4.2. A: It has to be re-negotiated. The rate based parameters completely characterize a stream. 

3.2.2.4.3. Q: what if the new schedule is unacceptable to the client?

3.2.2.4.4. Q: There is less difference to the other schemes than it seems. If the rate request is replied with a schedule, can we be sure that all schedules are OK? How do we satisfy ourselves that a scheduler will meet the needs of the request (in a normative way)?

3.2.2.4.5. Q: What does the HC do if conditions deteriorate and TSPECs are no longer attainable?

3.2.2.4.6. A: If it is not sustainable, it is dropped.

3.2.2.4.7. Q: That is contrary to the existing signaling.

3.2.2.4.8. A: That has to be fixed too.

3.2.2.4.9. Q: Who is going to write the APIs to control this? Not many applications use RSVP? The application should be agnostic. 

3.2.2.4.10. A: This may be used in embedded applications – phone, cable modems. DOCSIS uses all these capabilities without application support. 

3.2.2.4.11. Q: The notion of time is required – rate is insufficient. Time is also needed to plan for buffers. This is missing in the proposal. VBR streams are hard to characterize other than the peak parameters. 

3.2.2.4.12. A: The peak bit rate and the update rate are known; what more is needed? Also VBR is not a real world example. 

3.2.2.4.13. Q: Video streams from satellites are MPEG4. There is a upper bound on bit rates and bursts. If you have a transcoder you can adapt the rate based on channel conditions. It creates a VBR stream and deals with the changing channel.

3.2.2.4.14. It is also possible to re-negotiate.

3.2.2.4.15. Q: Concern about re-negotiation time. What if the VBR rate changes a lot faster? Some additional buffering is needed?

3.2.2.4.16. A: The burst size deals with this. The largest size at a specific rate. The idea is that it is a time limited burst. The size is specifically limited.

3.2.2.4.17. Q: The scheduler is not aware of duration to schedule. It shouldn’t be the application that has to decide the timing parameters. There is a hybrid need for time based parameters on the air and rate based for the application. The MAC selects rates and knows that they are. The scheduler doesn’t know what the rate algorithm is and has to second guess what’s going on in the station. 

3.2.2.4.18. A: The station can communicate the rate to the HC. 

3.2.2.4.19. The scheduler doesn’t know in advance what rate will be used by the station transmitting to the HC. 

3.2.2.4.20. In the wireless channel, nothing is guaranteed. 

3.2.2.4.21. The station is specifying both halves of the link. The HC should set the schedule and time for the downlink.

3.2.2.4.22. Data rates are measured at the top of the MAC.

3.2.2.4.23. Q: What about support of IMS Internet Multimedia Subsystem. TCP networks have QoS parameters also. Those get passed at the application level using STP, RTSP, SIP. Those parameters need to go to the lower layers also. There is a policy control function 

3.2.2.4.24. Q: How does the MAC know about the overhead for higher layers?

3.2.2.4.25. A: We have to assume what is passed into the MAC represents the needs of what is above.

3.2.2.4.26. The difference between these proposals are very small. A little more discussion could bring them together.

3.2.2.4.27. One issue is higher layers. We need to allow the MAC to autonomously determine stream requirements. But if some higher layer entity wants to, it can override. 

3.2.2.4.28. Negotiation is supposed to be a one time occurrence. Renegotiation can  take place if needed.

3.2.3. Discussion

3.2.3.1. Any other papers? None.

3.2.3.2. Proposal – spend tomorrow morning with all relevant parties trying to reconcile them. We then have the TGe group reconvene at 1:00PM. 

3.2.3.3. The chair asks for the groups opinion. 

3.2.3.3.1. There is so little difference, this is good approach.

3.2.3.3.2. What about the joint TGe TGi meeting at 10:30AM? They are coming here. 

3.2.3.3.3. We can honor that. We will allocate all the other time between 8:00AM and 5:30 for these discussions. We will reconvene at the original TGe session time at 7:00PM. 

3.2.3.3.4. To summarize – between 8:00AM and 5:30PM (with the exception of 10:30 to 12:00), the proposal developers will meet to attempt to generate one joint proposal. TGe will reconvene at 7:00PM. 

3.2.4. Recess at 9:00PM

4. Tuesday 10:30am Session - Joint TGe/TGi meeting

Minutes for this session taken by Frank Ciotti, TGi Secretary

Dave Halasz (TGi Chair) to chair the joint session

Dave: A joint TGe/TGi meeting was requested.  Issues have come up in TGi.

TGi cannot reference a draft, only a standard.  Also, if the architectural

model changes in another group whose draft we reference, it affects the work

we have done.

Submission: Russ Housley - doc 02/566 - Discussion Points for Joint TGe and

TGi.

Russ: The intent is stimulate discussion.

Procedural issues:


*
TGi draft cannot reference TGe draft, and vice versa


*
TGi draft contains references to TGe items.


*
Make submission to address interactions in subsequent PAR.

Comment: Wouldn't it be better simply to duplicate text in both groups?

Russ: This would require a lot of coordination on the part of both editors.

Comment: Would't this simply combine the two groups again?

Comment: No, only the overlap in both.

Comment: There is a security issue with simply pulling pieces out of TGi and

putting them into TGe.

Dave: Ongoing maintenance and coordination would be required if doing this.

Why not just do this now?

Russ: Confusing for implementer.  TGi text would describe how TGe bits were

set, for example.

Russ: The CCMP layering allows multiple transmit queues.  One replay counter

per queue.  One sequence counter per interface.  Changes to this

architecture would have far reaching affects on TGi.

Comment: This slide shows the transmit architecture.  It would be nice to

see diagram for the receive side.

Technical Issues identified by TGi:


*
Are there any MAC header fields TGe is introducing that need

to be integrity checked?


*
How do we protect side channels communications?


*
TGi assumes 'No ACK' will not be in TGe.


*
Burst ACK changes the architectural layering.

Comment: Can you elaborate on the No ACK issue?

Mike Morton: There is an issue with replay protection.  If a frame arrives

outside the window, it gets discarded.  With No ACK there is a possibility

that a large number of frames could be missed, resulting in a large jump in

replay numbers.

Comment: Wouldn't there be the same problem with broadcast and multicast?

Russ: With broadcast and multicast traffic, you have to keep track of the

replay counter per transmitter.

Comment: The No ACK issue is the same as the Burst ACK issue.

Russ: Yes.

Comment: What I'm hearing from TGi is "Don't do Side Channel, Burst ACK, No

ACK because it the security is too difficult".  But what if I really want

it?

Dave: What we want to point out is that what is going to be needed is a

maintenance PAR.  If we plan now, that PAR will be easier.  We want to

ensure that when it comes time to create the maintenance PAR, that it won't

be impossible to bring TGe and TGi together.  Otherwise, it could be a huge

project.

Comment: It appears the architectural model addresses the issue of

fragmentation with respect to TXOPs.

Russ: Correct.  The model assumes the fragment is already protected.

Comment: Why does it have to be that way?  What are we protecting?

Russ: It is a trade-off between doing crypto ahead, or variably on the way

to antenna.

Comment: But if done like currently in OCB, it would be easier.

Russ: We will be having a discussion on MSDU Vs MPDU later in TGi.

Comment: CCMP has two processes - multiplexing and CCMP processing.  Why not

assign the replay counter on exit of queue instead of entrance?

Russ: It would cause security to be in two places.  It is easier to put it

all in one place.  The processing is the same.

Comment: We need to agree on an architecture that works with vendor's

hardware.  There are three architecture options.

Russ: Other components can be decomposed and moved.  It appears only the

replay counter needs to remain here to get the same bits on the air.

Dave: Is there any objections or comments to creating a maintenance PAR?

Comment: How long do you think it well take to complete the maintenance PAR?

Dave: If we make the architectural models agree, the work should be minimal.

It is in our interest to do this.

Comment: What if one group finishes its work far ahead.  And then the later

group incorporates the changes needed?

Dave: If the later group makes changes such that the models don't agree, it

will make the maintenance PAR very difficult.

Dave: I haven't talked to Stuart Kerry or John Fakatselis yet, but I see no

other way to do this given the procedural issue.

Comment: Given the reality that one group will finish far ahead of the

other, TGe won't address any security issues.  Likewise TGi will remove all

TGe related topics from its draft.

Comment: Clarification - is the procedural rule an IEEE rule or 802.11?  In

other WGs, we have referenced drafts.

Dave: One group could put another group in perpetual limbo if changes are

made to references.  TGi doesn't want to limit the work of TGe.

Comment: Isn't there already references to Traffic Classes in the TGi draft?

Dave: We were discussing that these need to be removed to move forward.

Comment: We already have the concept of queues in 802.11 (contention Vs.

contention free).

Comment: Shouldn't you plan for the worse?

Dave: That is not very practical.

Comment: The TGi device needs to allow for any device that allows reorder.

We need to plan for the existing standard.

Dave: But we can't plan for things that are changing.

Comment: If TGi and TGe can't plan for things that are changing, how can the

maintenance PAR?

Dave: Because they will be finished.

Comment: If TGe doesn't consider security, and TGi doesn't consider QoS, you

will have two different devices.  I'd rather combine them now.

Dave: We should be plan to make the maintenance PAR as easy as possible.

Comment: In IETF it is common practice to reference other drafts.  When one

group finishes, it becomes frozen.

Comment: These are amendments to standards, not standards.  If you say TGi

is based on TGe amendments, then TGi can't finish until TGe is finished.

Dave: We want to make sure no group is waiting on another.

Comment: We should make a list of the technical issues between the two

groups.  I suggest forming an ad hoc group to do this.  

Dave: This was the point of the submission by Russ.

Comment: Have we started a group to address the maintenance PAR?

Dave: If this proposal is acceptable to TGe, then we will look into forming

the PAR and group.  I'm not sure if we can officially start a maintenance

PAR on an unfinished PAR.  However, there is nothing to prevent us from

doing work.

Comment: The main thing I see missing in the list is Side Channel support.

Dave: Side Channel is similar to IBSS.  We are addressing IBSS in TGi.  Did

that answer you question?

Comment: Not really

Comment: How are you supposed to vote on TGe or TGi if there are holes?  How

can we assume the holes will be fixed in the maintenance PAR?

Dave: Vote on items specific to that draft.  What is the alternative?

Comment: The alternative would be that both groups finish at the same time.

One may become inactive for some time.

Dave: The whole purpose of splitting the PAR was so that we didn't have to

do that.

Comment: We could just lock-step the two groups - basically re-join the two

groups.  But I advocate what Dave is suggesting.

Comment: It would be foolhardy to hold up TGi for TGe.

Comment: For something like side channel, you need to include the whole

protocol in both drafts.

Comment: No, only Clause 7 items.  We only care about the bits.

Dave: Is there any further discussion?

None.

Recess for lunch

5. Tuesday Evening

5.1. Opening

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

5.1.2. Update of progress

5.1.2.1. We had the Ad Hoc groups with the two proposals working today to sort out differences. They haven’t reached an agreement. We have two proposals. One was presented yesterday. One will be presented tonight. 

5.1.2.2. We will have straw polls on these two options.

5.1.2.3. We are going to ask the presenters to clearly outline the differences where they do not agree.

5.1.2.4. We will ask the membership here to either merge them, or combine them in a more inclusive standard.

5.2. Presentation of Papers

5.2.1. “A New TGe Draft” document (xxx) Duncan Kitchin

5.2.1.1. Overview

5.2.1.1.1. This presentation has gone around the group, and clarification has been added where requested.

5.2.1.1.2. We have been voting on single pieces of the draft. You never get the whole picture looking at one piece at a time. 

5.2.1.1.3. This presentation is a statement of direction, not a spec. We’re not done deciding on every thing yet.

5.2.1.1.4. Key points

5.2.1.1.4.1. 802.1D/p priorities

5.2.1.1.4.2. EDCF w/ admission control

5.2.1.1.4.3. Time based polling

5.2.1.1.4.4. Optional group acknowledgements

5.2.1.1.4.5. Optional direct link protocol

5.2.1.1.4.6. Higher layer classification entity. (informative – at layer 3)

5.2.1.1.4.7. Interfaces – no flow IDs or stream IDs.

5.2.1.1.4.8. Polling may be initiated autonomously by the MAC. If there is a higher layer interface for specifying flows, that would override the autonomous operation.

5.2.1.1.4.9. A new formulation of priorities and parameter sets that is unambiguous.

5.2.1.1.4.10. Polling Setup Protocol – A flow handle identifies the flow at the MLME SAP. The AP maintains a list of every maintained flows that it manages. Queues are independent. 

5.2.1.1.4.11. “Sandbagging factor” is added to the flow requirements based on MACs knowledge of current conditions.

5.2.1.1.4.12. Allows specification of minimum TXOP size – eliminates need for dynamic fragmentations.

5.2.1.1.4.13. The AP creates a new aggregate schedule from the station request, and informs the STA of the schedule parameters.

5.2.1.1.5. Normative behavior specified for flow admission, flow aggregation, schedule generation. Must be observable and testable.

5.2.1.1.5.1. All parameters must be used in the normative behavior. This makes it observable and testable.

5.2.1.1.5.2. Definition of specification interval for conformance testing – the window where the min/max TXOP intervals are going to be valid within.

5.2.1.1.5.3. Mean and Max TXOP ratio of time.

5.2.1.1.5.4. Time based polling allows for momentary peaks of bandwidth, as long as the average doesn’t exceed the mean TXOP rate.  (It is not the only possible mechanism, though)

5.2.1.1.6. Group Acks – cleaned up version of burst acknowledgements. More explicit state machine definition, with observable and testable behaviors.

5.2.1.1.7. Classifier – above the MAC, informative annex for shim layer.  

5.2.1.2.  Q&A

5.2.1.2.1. Q: there are 4 queues in an AP? Shouldn’t there be both EDCF queues and HC queues? 

5.2.1.2.2. A: the MAC SAP only has 3 bit priority. At the MAC SAP of an AP, other classification can be done, since it is an abstract interface. You have to look at reordering with multiple queues. 

5.2.1.2.3.  This is the right direction

5.2.1.2.4. Q: Why the choice of 32uS for the parameters? 

5.2.1.2.5. A:  It’s the best compromise between granularity and range with a 16 bit number. 32uS gives a range of 2S with 16 bit numbers.

5.2.1.2.6. Q: The MLME has the 3 bits for priorities. Why not have 7 queues? 

5.2.1.2.7. A: Nobody has any reason for more than 4.

5.2.1.2.8. Q: Is polling mandatory or optional?

5.2.1.2.9. A: Not sure yet. An AP should not have to do polling but should respond to a request for admission.

5.2.1.2.10. Q: We need both requested and admitted parameters. The AP may want to offer other parameters than what were requested.

5.2.1.2.11. A: Doesn’t think there is any benefit. It would result in a longer negotiation process. Yes or No is enough. The STA can try again if the answer is No.

5.2.1.2.12. Q: Is this proposal unencumbered regarding IP? Request to clear the air on this issue. Would like to see the ATM-like mechanisms be optional. The AP should accept with modified parameters and inform the station. Is this separating channel access from reservation request? Is the request still needed if you want only DCF access? We need to separate the reservation mechanism from the channel access mechanism.

5.2.1.2.13. A:  Agrees that is a good idea

5.2.1.2.14. Q: would this proposal support parameterized QoS and stream IDs?

5.2.1.2.15. A: there is no parameterized QoS or stream IDs. Flow handles replace stream IDs. The flow handles do not go on the air. 

5.2.1.2.16. Q: Previous compromises have always include parameterized QoS. How will this achieve consensus?

5.2.1.2.17. Q: How do I differentiate between the services and flows?

5.2.1.2.18. A: The higher priorities get sent first, period. You can’t match polls to a particular queue or traffic ID.

5.2.1.2.19. Q: Want to be able to identify the features an AP can offer. There should be a bit in the beacon that indicates if it supports an HC.

5.3. 15 minute recess

5.4. Straw Polls

5.4.1. TGe “Fast Track” Proposal. Rolf Devegt.

5.4.1.1. Clarified t-spec per document 524-temp.

5.4.1.2. Straw Poll Question: Will you vote in favor of a TGe draft according to the TGe fast-track proposal?

5.4.1.2.1. Vote: 46 : 23 : 6

5.4.1.3. Straw Poll Question: Who would vote in favor of a TGe draft that covers the fast track proposal plus Menzo’s Distributed Access proposal?

5.4.1.3.1. Vote: 41 : 17 : 12

5.4.1.4. Straw Poll Question: Who would vote in favor of a TGe draft that covers the fast track proposal plus a Time Based T-Spec option in STA, Rate Based and Time Based T-Spec mandatory in AP?

5.4.1.4.1. Discussion

5.4.1.4.1.1. The key difference from Duncan’s proposal – It has a lot of other things in it. There are differences in the parameters.

5.4.1.4.1.2. Does this proposal redefine EDCF or the Classification entity? No.

5.4.1.4.2. Vote: 39 : 20 : 15

5.4.1.5. Straw Poll Question: Would you vote in favor of a TGe draft that covers the fast track proposal with HCF optional both at AP and STA?

5.4.1.5.1. Vote: 26 : 43 : 10

5.4.1.6. Straw Poll Question: Would you vote in favor of a TGe draft that covers the fast track proposal with HCF optional both at AP and STA, and with distributed access per Menzo’s proposal?

5.4.1.6.1. Vote: 25 : 37 : 8

5.4.2. Duncan Kitchin’s compromise proposal

5.4.2.1. Discussion

5.4.2.1.1. There are two points of contention – Whether HCF is mandatory or optional at an AP. The AP should at least respond to admission requests by rejecting. 

5.4.2.1.2. The other major issue is the tags at the DSAP interface. Should there be an extra bit for something else beyond the 3 bit field.

5.4.2.2. Straw Poll Question: Will you support the statement of direction for TGe?

5.4.2.2.1. Vote: 32 : 37 : 12

5.4.2.3. Straw Poll Question: Will you support the statement of direction for TGe with the modifications that MSDU labels are 4 bits and HCF is optional at the AP.

5.4.2.3.1. Vote: 26 : 46 : 9 

5.4.3. Discussion

5.4.3.1. Puzzled how we got to these voting positions. Need to collect what are the blocking issues. 

5.5. Recess at 9:30PM

6. Wednesday Morning Session

6.1. Opening

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

6.1.2. Two new papers are available to present.

6.1.3. proposals for adoption into the draft will be entertained for voting at the fixed agenda time of 3:30 today.

6.1.4. The straw polls did not reach 75% for any of them. 

6.1.5. Would like both groups to present a list of things that they don’t agree on.

6.2. Discussion

6.2.1.1. A lot of people didn’t know what they were voting for or against. They didn’t realize the implicit negative was that TGe could fail. Encourages everyone to not weigh the straw poll too heavily. 

6.2.1.2. What would it take to form a consensus?

6.2.2. Do we have representatives from each proposal? 

6.2.2.1. No, Duncan is away for the day. Adrian Stephens will represent Duncan.  

6.2.2.2. Matthew Sherman will represent Rolf.

6.2.3. 5 minute recess for the chair to consult.

6.2.4. Each group will prepare a presentation of their status, and the points of contention. 

6.3. Presentation of papers

6.3.1. Document XXX “Should Parameterized QoS be Optional?” – Matthew Sherman

6.3.1.1. Overview

6.3.1.1.1. Two type of QoS – Parameterized or Prioritized

6.3.1.1.2. Two access: Contention and Contention-free

6.3.1.1.3. Key issue is interoperability – STA and AP must support the same types of QoS. Interoperability in TGe means interoperable QoS mechanism.

6.3.1.1.4. Two parts of the standard – Interface and system behavior. Some parts of both are required for interoperability.

6.3.1.1.5. Three communities – Data, AV, and Carrier/Infrastructure. Different interoperability needs.

6.3.1.1.6. Data group says we don’t need very much QoS – the minimum is all that is needed.

6.3.1.1.7. Carriers want hard-core QoS – ATM-like functions. Parameterized QoS is required. Carriers control the AP. Don’t have control over the station. 

6.3.1.1.8. The AV group mostly makes stations. They need QoS with arbitrary APs. They want polled access. They want parameterized polled support mandatory in the AP They don’t trust the AP vendors to build in polling if its optional.

6.3.1.1.9. Intel/Sharp did not establish that Parameterized QoS was mandatory at the AP. The straw poll indicated that removing parameterized QoS drops acceptance significantly.

6.3.1.2. Discussion

6.3.1.2.1. The Intel/Sharp proposal tried to defer the question of mandatory parameterized QoS.

6.3.1.2.2. The reason to make Polling mandatory is because of competing solutions in the market. 

6.3.1.2.3. PCF was implemented, but just never shipped.

6.3.2. Document xxx “EDCF/EPCF comparisons”. Matt Sherman

6.3.2.1. Overview

6.3.2.1.1. Review of differences for newcomers.

6.3.2.1.2. This approach has been developed and deployed.

6.3.2.2. Discussion

6.3.2.2.1. EDCF gets some benefit, but HCF gives even more benefits. 

6.3.2.2.2. Would it be useful to organize a tutorial for newcomers? The chair notes that it would be appropriate, and asks for volunteers to prepare such a tutorial.

6.3.2.2.3. The strongest issue is that mandatory HC ability in the AP.

6.3.3. The chair apologizes that the ad-hoc status of the afternoon sessions yesterday were not announced at the start of those sessions.

6.4. Recess for 30 minutes to prepare presentations from both proposal groups.

6.4.1. John Fakatselis calls meeting to order at 9:30

6.4.2. Bob Miller acting as secretary until Tim returns

6.4.2.1. John asks for comments from floor regarding proceedings

6.4.2.2. Any comments regarding understanding of differences between proposals

6.4.2.2.1. Sharp – Kowalski

6.4.2.2.2. “The big sticking point---whether HCF mandatory or optional”

6.4.2.2.3. John Fakatselis

6.4.2.3. Announced close to 400 members, 70 voting members in TGe

6.4.2.4. These people will decide on the direction of the standard.

6.4.2.5. Need to obtain a 75% vote

6.4.2.6. Don’t take lightly the influence you have as a voter on the destiny of 802.11 TGe

6.4.2.7. Creating a presentation outlining differences between Fast-Track and WME Proposal

6.4.3. Presentation numbered XXXr0 currently

6.4.3.1. “WME – Fast-track Differences”, Adrian Stephens, Intel Corporation

6.4.3.2. Bob Meier, Cisco asks to present amplification slide.

6.4.3.3. Slide “MA-Unitdata.request QoS Type”

6.4.3.4. -
Overwhelming support for admissions control

6.4.3.5. -
3-bit priority MA.Unitdata.request parameter not sufficient to support admissions control

6.4.3.6. -
1999 MA-Unitdata.request primitive included a “contention/CF” flag

6.4.3.7. -
Classifiers exist above the MLME SAP

6.4.3.8. -
The 802.11e MA-Unitdata.request primitive should include a QoS type (i.e. Prioritized/Parameterized flag)

6.5. Straw Poll:  

6.5.1. Should we augment WME D SAP interface which contains a 3 bit request with an additional bit to pass information regarding parameterized or prioritized? Everyone may vote.

6.5.1.1. Yes – 27

6.5.1.2. No – 4

6.5.1.3. Abstain – 38

6.5.2. Discussion on straw Poll

6.5.2.1. WME has admission control in two places – when a flow is presented, and in the HC scheduler.

6.5.2.2. The real issue is not minor differences between the proposal. The issue is the optionality of  polling support in the AP. The majority support mandatory polling in the AP, but it is not 75%. 

6.5.2.3. There could be a bit indicating that the AP supports polling. 

6.5.2.4. Suggestion that we need to discuss the high level issue.

6.5.2.5. The chair notes that our agenda is set to have technical motions at 3:30PM today. Would like to stay with that plan. The key principals are not present currently. A technical motion is not advised at this point in time. 

6.5.2.6. Would like to bring a motion when we re-convene.

6.6. Recess at 10:00AM

7. Wednesday Afternoon

7.1. Opening

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

7.1.2. Discussion

7.1.2.1. Since we don’t have draft text to work with now, suggests that we postpone the special orders for 24 hours. 

7.1.2.2. Motion – to amend the previously adopted motion on the approval of the agenda, and amend agenda to move the special orders scheduled for 3:30 Wednesday to 3:30 Thursday.

7.1.2.2.1. Moved Jim Zyren

7.1.2.2.2. Second Frank Howley

7.1.2.2.3. The motion passes with unanimous consent.

7.1.2.3. The other groups will be notified of this change of agenda.

7.2. Status Update

7.2.1.1. There is a lot of negotiating – we are incorporating key items from the WME proposal into the fast track proposal.

7.2.2. Are there any new presentations?

7.3. Presentation of Papers

7.3.1. Notes on the comparison of EPCF and EDCF.

7.3.1.1. Mathilde Benveniste

7.3.1.2. One slide on a comparison of EDCF and HCF.

7.3.1.3. showing the improvement of HCF over EDCF only.

7.4. Discussion

7.4.1. Any guidance to the chair?

7.4.1.1. None.

7.5. Recess until 3:30PM

7.5.1.1. No Objections.

7.6. Opening

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

7.7. Update on the proposals

7.7.1. from Frank Howley

7.7.1.1. The WME and Fast Track proposal groups are working on merging.

7.7.1.2. the combined proposal will meet the needs of most of the group. 

7.7.1.3. Any remaining issues will be discussed tomorrow. 

7.7.1.4. A Presentation is expected by tomorrow morning.

7.7.2. Discussion

7.7.2.1. Q: Are there any known technical issues?

7.7.2.2. A: There are 6 issues of debate. Some are more political than technical. We don’t have the complete list.

7.7.3. Are there any questions, observations, or actions at this point in time?

7.7.3.1. None

7.7.4. Are there any suggestions for the chair?

7.7.4.1. None

7.7.5. Any objection to recess until tomorrow morning?

7.7.5.1. None

7.8. Recess at 3:35PM

8. Thursday Morning 

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. The meeting is called to order at 8:10AM by John Fakatselis

8.1.2. The chair asks for any papers to be presented, any suggestions, or any comments for the chair?

8.1.3. New documents

8.1.3.1. 524r1-temp is in the TGe working directory currently – it will get a new number later.

8.1.3.2. It is normative text. The presentation will be available until later.

8.1.3.3. It will be presented at 9:00AM.

8.1.4. Any other papers, observations, or suggestions?

8.1.4.1. None

8.2. Update

8.2.1.1. It appears there is a private group of members that have created a proposal they believe will be acceptable to the rest of us. It is not an ad-hoc group, which is sponsored by the task group. 

8.2.1.2. The chair makes it clear that the outside group is private and not officially sanctioned by TGe. They are keeping us updated of their intentions.

8.2.1.3. Our meeting here is not held hostage to this outside group. Thus we ask if there is any other business or actions for this body at this time.

8.3. Discussion

8.3.1.1. Urges members here to help this move forward. Members are not bound to wait for an outside group. Members could respond to comments of the previous letter ballot. We cannot say this group has made progress this week.

8.3.1.2. We do have presentations, but don’t want to make them until the private group has reported. Our presentation may not be relevant depending on the results. 

8.3.1.3. The chair notes that there is no requirement for certain people to be in the room to have a session. Reminds everyone that there are 400 members overall, but a small percentage are actively participating. At this moment we have a formal session. We are empowered to make decisions. 

8.3.1.4. Would like to hear the presentation now. We are not seeing any other ideas. This room could vote something in. 

8.3.1.5. The member with the final draft isn’t here now, and the presenter is in the private meeting.

8.3.1.6. The modified drafts had certain features in common – removal of burst ACK, FEC and side channel optional. Perhaps we could discuss those items now?

8.3.1.6.1. None

8.3.1.7. Would it be in order to make motions to remove FEC?

8.3.1.8. The chair notes that technical motions are scheduled for 3:30.

8.3.1.9. Could we make the motion and postpone to a certain time?

8.3.1.10. The draft is still the one from the last letter ballot.

8.3.1.11. The chair would have the motion, discuss it, and postpone the vote. We want to make it informal – 

8.4. Straw Polls

8.4.1.1. Who favors removing FEC from the draft?

8.4.1.1.1. 35 : 0 : 1

8.4.1.2. Who favors removing mobile AP from the draft?

8.4.1.2.1. 37 : 1 : 2

8.4.2. Discussion

8.4.2.1. Would anyone have a problem to limit debate and call the question if this comes up? That requires a formal motion, but it looks like it would pass.

8.4.2.2. The chair moves to Jon Rosdahl

8.4.2.3. The most contentions issues is whether HCF is optional or mandatory at the AP.

8.4.2.4. Clarify the issue: The mandatory option means that the AP must product the proper grammar to effect a message exchange sequence over the air to attempt to set up a polled service. It does not say the AP must grant a poll.

8.5. Straw Polls

8.5.1.1. Based on that, who would like to see mandatory polling at the AP in the draft? 

8.5.1.1.1. 23 : 6 : 6

8.5.1.2. That would have passed with 75% if it were a technical motion.

8.5.2. Discussion

8.5.2.1. The chair moves to John Fakatselis.

8.5.2.2. Statement that people should prepare in advance and not make everyone wait here.

8.5.2.3. Features have to be tested and understood by applications. There are many types of applications – but at this point in time applications are data-driven. Later there will be AV and voice applications. Would like to see proof that AV requires polling. There are IETF activities that allow streaming over unreliable networks without isochronous services.

8.5.2.4. PC platforms should be agnostic to underlying media. Existing parameters for media flows are not being used currently because nobody understands them. 

8.5.2.5. Feels that prioritized QoS is enough for RFC video and data exchanges.

8.5.2.6. AV Polling is the most efficient way to control the channel. Polling will give more guarantee to the service. There was a straw poll – mandatory HC 33, optional 11.

8.5.2.7. Agrees that working over many media requires consistent methods, and priorities are a good way to do that. Agrees that polling is a little more efficient, but that efficiency is not needed in most cases. 

8.5.2.8. Applications are in development have to make assumptions about underlying networks. Will have to deal with legacy 802.11 equipment and support it also.

8.5.2.9. Polling vs. not polling – it depends on the timing of the devices? Video is async, but VoIP is a mixed situation. The PSTN is synchronized. Can co-located APs be synchronized so they don’t interfere on the same channel? The reasonable way to synchronize them is at the PSTN gateway. Believes there is a large opportunity in telephony. The efficiencies of polling are enormous in this particular case. 

8.5.2.10. It is vitally important to cut things out of the draft to simplify it. We don’t want to force everyone to write software for functions that nobody will ever use. 

8.5.2.11. Personally against complexity. Have tried to boil down polling to the simplest possible implementation needed to support the broadest applications: VoIP and AV. If it is implemented, it will be deployed in millions of homes.  A small difference in efficiency adds up to huge returns. We don’t expect to use all the fields in the draft – but not sure we can get them out of the draft. 

8.5.2.12. We are only saying the AP must recognize a certain set of frame exchange sequences. We will not use all the fields. There is a way to make a simple polling sequence. This meets the needs of the AV and infrastructure people. 

8.5.2.13. Packet loss rates – 802.11b has a .5% to .1% packet loss rate. Retrying packets is essential for AV requirements with 10e-6 requirements. 

8.5.2.14. There is less chance for dropped packets with a polled mechanism because there is no contention. Over a large number of users and scenarios, the performance differences and probabilities add up.

8.5.2.15. To get the error rate to the required level, retrying up to 3 times is needed. 

8.5.2.16. Polling is not that difficult to implement. It is running and deployed. If there is a mandatory AP polling, then there is a minimum level of scheduling required. If the scheduling used only the 802.1d tags, that could be compliant. We want to provide a minimal approach, without prohibiting more complex implementations.

8.5.2.17. Not sure a minimal response to a traffic spec is very useful compared to no response at all. Doesn’t think we can force the market to go a certain direction. 

8.5.2.18. There was another presentation about the reserved element ID for 802.15.2? Where is the document? 

8.5.2.18.1. It is on the 802.15 server, but appears to be corrupt.

8.6. Presentation of proposal

8.6.1. Discussion

8.6.1.1. The paper will be brought to the group for a motion at 3:30. 

8.6.1.2. We still have open issues that we will straw poll and discuss now.

8.6.2. TGe Consensus proposal (document 02/524r3)

8.6.2.1. Believes we have resolved the majority of the issues that have been impeding progress.

8.6.2.2. consensus on EDCF improvements, HCF Polling, power save extensions

8.6.2.3. Improved EDCF features: Based on WME. Clarify and simplify. 4 queues at STA and AP. Sequence numbers,

8.6.2.4. Automatic power save delivery is new feature. Allows wake up after N-beacons without PSpoll.

8.6.2.5. HCF Polling. Unified TSPEC, schedule element, normative scheduler behavior.

8.6.2.6. power save extension – similar to CF-pollable. STA and AP negotiate wake-up period multiple of beacons. AP delivers MSDUs to STA without PSpoll using More bit to signify when it’s done.

8.6.2.7. Discussion on power save extension

8.6.2.7.1. This may need to be thought out more – the station doesn’t get a confirmation that the exchange was correct when coming out of power save. 

8.6.2.7.2. How does this power save mechanism interact with at TSPEC schedule? 

8.6.2.7.3. It’s completely independent. 

8.6.2.8. Normative text in 524r1-temp in To-Doc-keeper

8.6.2.9. Most people agree that side-channel communications is important. But security has not been dealt with. We can’t incorporate it until that is resolved.

8.6.2.10. The MAC SAP is still open. Are there 3 or 4 bits? How does it support both prioritized and parameterized..

8.6.2.11. Most contentious issue is whether HCF polling is mandatory or optional at the AP.

8.6.2.12. There is still an open issue with the AIFS definition. There were some changes in the WME text from previous TGe drafts.

8.6.3. Discussion

8.6.3.1. The side channel protocol under discussion is the proposal from the last meeting (direct side link protocol), not from the last LB draft. (WARP)

8.7. Straw Poll

8.7.1. Discussion

8.7.1.1. The previous straw poll was done before seeing the consensus proposal. Would like to

8.7.2. HCF support in the AP?

8.7.2.1. Mandatory: 49

8.7.2.2. Optional: 12

8.7.2.3. Abstain: 4

8.7.3. Discussion

8.7.3.1. Would like to make it optional – we would like to make implementation fast and simple. We will support the TSPEC later. Not saying that polling is a bad thing.

8.7.3.2. Many of those that voting for mandatory are concerned that if it is not mandatory, it will not be implemented. Applications need to count on having it implemented. 

8.7.3.3. The question of compliance should be separated from the standard itself. WECA could implement a phased compliance testing. That might address the objection. We can define exactly what this means, and resolve the TSPEC issues.

8.7.3.4. We need to have HCF at the AP. Without that assurance, client vendors will not develop applications at the client.

8.7.3.5. We have now normative behavior for the scheduler, but not normative behavior for TSPEC admission. A compliant device could refuse all TSPEC requests, and never generate polls. Would prefer to have normative behavior that requires generation of polls if we want polling mandatory.

8.7.3.6. It is strange to specify something as mandatory when there is no normative behavior. 

8.7.3.7. It should be possible to allow stations to figure out what the AP capabilities are.

8.7.3.8. People are confusing the straw poll with the draft. The straw poll shows that the group wants mandatory polling at the AP. We acknowledge there are open issues. 

8.7.3.9. Today we have WLAN without QoS, and they may continue to be sold without 802.11e. All of 802.11e is optional, so all AP vendors will not have to implement it.

8.7.3.10. The enterprise VoIP market requires as many phones as possible with low latency. This is why HCF polling is required. 

8.7.4. Recess for break at 10:00AM

8.8. Opening

8.8.1. The meeting is called to order at 10:30AM by John Fakatselis

8.9. Discussion on proposal presentation

8.9.1.1. Believes whether HC is mandatory or optional at the AP is irrelevant, since the AP could just reject requests for polling. Believes that making it mandatory would just increase No votes on the draft.

8.10. Presentation continued

8.10.1.1. Open Issues: MAC SAP definition to support both prioritized and parameterized traffic, etc.

8.10.1.2. Next steps – how do we proceed? How long do we need to clean up text before the next LB?

8.10.2. Discussion on next steps

8.10.2.1. Impressed with the progress that’s been made. Supports the overall architecture. We should not try to send out an LB since the text is not yet ready. We don’t want the burden of too many comments. We need to get a draft published for careful review, and be ready to have a very complete draft at Kauai. 

8.10.2.2. Has the WG chair given any opinions on our options for moving forward?

8.10.2.3. Since the normative text has been submitted, we can decide if it is ready. Concerned about how much time we have for the editorial work before submitting to LB. 

8.10.2.4. There are very major changes to the draft that are a concern. We only have 4 hours to look at the new draft, which isn’t enough. 

8.10.2.5. Notes that failing a LB costs two meetings. We should be very sure it will pass before we send it out. 

8.10.2.6. There are 56 days between meetings. It takes 15 days to get the document ready, 15 days to ask for a LB, and 40 days for a LB. It wouldn’t close before the November meeting any way. It might be better to work the 56 days to polish the draft. We want to put in the state diagrams and the PICS proforma included. 

8.10.2.7. Favors getting the LB out sooner. Getting input from all 400 members is critical, since TGe is a smaller subsection of the body. 

8.10.2.8. We can just approve the draft in this group. Not necessarily go to LB. 

8.10.2.9. The chair notes that we still have a fixed agenda item for technical motions at 3:30 today.

8.10.2.10. Question for the chair – what is the relation of the outstanding comments to the new draft? Have we resolved those comments?

8.10.2.11. It is the tradition of the group to address the comments. We have spent 2 meetings addressing comments, and we have a document that contains the resolution. Formally resolving all comments is only required for a recirculation ballot. The group deemed that resolving comments one by one was not addressing the contentious issues. Thus, the new approach of the consensus proposal and draft modification has been taken, which addresses the comments globally.

8.10.2.12. The chair asks for further guidance on comment resolution

8.10.3. Discussion on comment resolution process

8.10.3.1. We have spent 6 months on improving the draft. After a letter ballot we have about 10 people participating in teleconferences that are resolving comments. We have made sweeping changes, so many comments become irrelevant. We need to move on and get a new consensus.

8.10.3.2. We have spent time resolving comments on issues that are still in the draft. Is it allowable for this new draft to reverse a previous resolution. 

8.10.3.3. It requires 75% vote to introduce or remove something from the existing draft. In a given week, we cannot reverse a decision without the formal reconsideration process.

8.10.3.4. Decisions from previous meetings can be changed by a 75%.

8.10.3.5. Since there is no motion on the floor, would like to terminate debate.

8.10.3.6. The chairs opinion is that the discussion is relevant. We are discussing the necessary period and process to review and modify the draft text.

8.10.3.7. The chair want to be sure there are any other topics or presentations that anyone might want to bring forward? Are there any papers to be presented now?

8.10.3.7.1. None

8.10.3.8. Objection to have a discussion without a motion. 

8.10.3.9. The chair notes that it is not necessary to have a motion on the floor to have a discussion.

8.10.3.10. The purpose is to get perspectives. The next step will be a motion now that we have determined the groups opinions.

8.10.4. Straw Poll

8.10.4.1. Do you think it would be wise to issue a letter ballot before the Kauai, Hawaii meeting?

8.10.4.1.1. Yes : 14

8.10.4.1.2. No : 39

8.10.4.1.3. Abstain : 10 

8.10.5. Discussion

8.10.5.1. Suggest that we recess until 3:30 so we can give the normative text the attention it deserves. 

8.10.6. Straw Poll

8.10.6.1. Will you accept in principle the normative text for the TGe consensus proposal as the TGe working draft going forward. 

8.10.6.1.1. Yes : 48

8.10.6.1.2. No : 3

8.10.6.1.3. Don’t know yet (will by 3:30) : 14

8.10.6.1.4. Abstain (won’t know by 3:30) : 1

8.10.7. Motion

8.10.7.1. Motion to modify the agenda to include a special order to vote on whether to send the draft to a WG letter ballot.

8.10.7.1.1. Duncan K

8.10.7.1.2. Matt S

8.10.7.2. Discussion

8.10.7.2.1. We already have special orders for this topic. The session starts at 7:30PM. The chair rules this out of order.

8.10.7.3. Motion to modify the previously adopted motion to adopt the agenda, in order  to remove the special order to vote on whether to send the draft to WG letter ballot.

8.10.7.3.1. Duncan K

8.10.7.3.2. Matt S

8.10.7.4. Discussion

8.10.7.4.1. Given that we have not adopted a draft, is this in order?

8.10.7.4.2. Yes, this is a procedural motion regarding the agenda.

8.10.7.4.3. Against the motion – we are going to vote on this matter sooner or later. Don’t understand the intent. 

8.10.7.4.4. Would like to prevent wasting time.

8.10.7.4.5. Call the question (john K / Matthew) No Objection

8.10.7.5. Vote on the motion: Passes 44 : 9 : 11

8.10.8. Discussion

8.10.8.1. We removed a special order, but we have not voted on whether or not we send it to letter ballot. We could still vote to send it to letter ballot.

8.10.8.2. The chair notes that if there is a motion to go to letter ballot he would rule it out of order. He feels that was the intention of the group in the previous motion. Discuss off-line if there is a difference of opinion.

8.11. Presentation of Papers

8.11.1. DLP – Direct Link Protocol

8.11.1.1. Carlos Rios, et al 

8.11.1.2. document 02/465r2

8.11.1.3. Overview

8.11.1.3.1. Based on proposal from Vancouver, adding ideas from security coming from TGi.

8.11.1.3.2. This is a successor to WARP, WiSP, and DSRC presented in Vancouver.

8.11.1.3.3. Allows direct IBSS-like communication while associated to an AP, conserving bandwidth at the AP. 

8.11.1.3.4. The AP remains the gatekeeper and enforces policies regarding DLP.

8.11.1.3.5. New Action frames – DLP Request / response pair. 

8.11.1.3.6. Proposed normative text in 02/438r4

8.11.1.4. Q&A

8.11.1.4.1. Q: The AP is a gatekeeper? What keeps the side channel from being formed if the AP says no? 

8.11.1.4.2. A: If there really is a policy against DLP, it would have to be disabled a the station. 

8.11.1.4.3. Q: What happens if the AP is not happy with some elements of the request?

8.11.1.4.4. A: The AP can reject the request, but won’t modify it.

8.11.1.4.5. Q: Security is a moot issue. Anybody can set up an IBSS. The command / response pair require coordination between TGe and TGi?

8.11.1.4.6. A: The only common thing is the RSN information element. 

8.11.1.4.7. Q: What initiates the first frame of this exchange?

8.11.1.4.8. A: It’s up to the implementer. It could be automatic? It’s outside the scope of the standard.

8.11.1.4.9. Q: has this been presented to TGi?

8.11.1.4.10. A: No that’s the next step.

8.11.1.4.11. Q: After a period of no activity, the whole procedure must be restarted?

8.11.1.4.12. A: Yes, it times out. It’s different than the current draft.

8.11.1.4.13. Q: when the motion is made, it should be for the differences between r2 and r3, since r2 is already in the draft.

8.11.1.4.14. A: noted.

8.11.1.4.15. Comment – there is an MLME request to initiate from outside, but there is also the ability for the MAC to initiate internally.

8.11.1.4.16. Comment: there is already a 4 way authentication in TGi.

8.11.1.4.17. This is not for authentication. It expects authentication to be done before the parties start talking.

8.12. Closing comments

8.12.1.1. The chair request members to notify him at the break if there are any plans to bring controversial motions.

8.12.1.2. Would like to hear of any objections that might be brought up regarding any procedural issues. 

8.12.1.3. If there are motions to forward, please write them in advance and have them ready to present.

8.12.1.4. We had a suggestion to recess until 3:30?

8.12.2. Is there any objection to recess until 3:30?

8.12.2.1. No objection

8.12.3. At 12:00, Recess until 3:30PM

9.  Thursday Afternoon

9.1. Opening

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

9.1.2. This is a special order agenda item for technical motions regarding the new draft

9.1.2.1. We are going to vote on motions that specify normative text on the draft.

9.1.2.2. At the 7:30PM session, we are going to review and approve the new draft.

9.2. Discussion of process 

9.2.1.1. The chair reviews the process for this session

9.2.1.2. This is a special order fixed time agenda time.

9.2.1.3. We are going to entertain motions on normative text to be incorporated into the TGe draft.

9.2.1.4. At 7:30, the editor will walk us through the changes to the draft that incorporates those changes, and we will vote to approve the draft.

9.2.1.5. Those who are bringing motions are asked to bring the exact wording ready to display on their computers.

9.2.1.6. Are there any more requests or questions?

9.2.1.6.1. None

9.3. Motions

9.3.1. Consensus proposal

9.3.1.1. Motion : instruct the editor to adopt the normative text in document 02/604r1 (“11-02-604-r1-E-Normative-Text-For-Tge-Consensus-Proposal.doc”), with the substitution of subclauses 9.10.3, 9.10.4, and 9.10.5 by subclauses 3.4.3, 3.4.4, and 3.4.5 in document 02/592r0, into the next TGe draft

9.3.1.2. Moved Rolf Devegt

9.3.1.3. Seconded John Kowalski

9.3.1.4. Discussion

9.3.1.4.1. The change of substitution is due to the change of how AIFS is used.

9.3.1.4.2. In document 02/099 there is a diagram on slide 3 explaining the difference between the AIFS in the proposed draft and the previous drafts. The key difference is if the station defers during a countdown. When it re-starts the coundown, it is a different (lower count). It is exactly the same as legacy DIFS. Prefers this. Also MSDU lifetime was eliminated. It is most important to keep this group in consensus. Supports the motion.

9.3.1.5. Motion to divide the motion into four motions to be considered separately:  1) Deleted features 2) DLP 3)EDCF 4) HCF plus TSPEC 4) Explicit identification of the clauses. (Explicit identification of the clauses is available)

9.3.1.5.1. Moved Peter J

9.3.1.5.2. Second David Hunter

9.3.1.5.3. Point of information: Is this non-debatable? Yes.

9.3.1.5.4. Vote on the motion: Fails 15 : 114 : 3

9.3.1.6. Discussion on the main motion

9.3.1.6.1. Would like to point out that we’ve spent 2 years on comment. We have some minor points of conflict. We have a brand new draft that is radically different than what we had. We have had only 4 hours to review. Concerned that there may be more that is wrong or objectionable. They would then vote no on the ballot. Wanted to see the motion divided.

9.3.1.6.2. Strongly in favor of the motion. All the representatives have worked hard to craft this. It is very important to accept this as a baseline. 

9.3.1.6.3. Regarding the claim that it is a radical change. In favor of the motion  for that reason.

9.3.1.6.4. Call the question (Duncan / John K) 

9.3.1.6.4.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 127 : 2 : 7

9.3.1.7. Vote on the main motion: 

9.3.1.7.1. The vote is taken again due to a members objection.

9.3.1.7.2. Passes  129 : 5 : 4

9.3.2. Any other motions?

9.3.2.1. There are no other motions regarding the draft.

9.3.2.2. Is there anything else that anyone wants to discuss regarding the agenda item?

9.3.2.2.1. Thanks for everyone’s help in coming to a compromise. 

9.3.2.2.2. The chair recognizes Duncan Kitchin who stepped down from Vice Chair for his contributions during this week.

9.3.3. Announcement from the WG chair

9.3.3.1. The Stuart J. Kerry  compliments John Fakatselis for his work in leading the group forward and the excellent progress this week.

9.3.4. Motion to recess until 7:00PM

9.3.4.1. John K

9.3.4.2. Duncan

9.3.4.3. No objections

9.3.5. At 4:10PM, the meeting is recessed until 7:00PM

10. Thursday Evening Session

10.1. Opening

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

10.2. Review of this session’s Special Orders Agenda

10.2.1. Any old business

10.2.2. Any new business

10.2.3. at 7:30PM, present and vote on the draft

10.3. Old Business

10.3.1. None

10.4. New Business

10.4.1. What do we do between meetings?

10.4.1.1. As a way of moving forward, the past two months have been successful. Lets continue the same way.

10.4.1.2. We should address the letter ballot comments so they will not ask if they have been resolved. Between meetings, could we have an ad-hoc group to look at them? We should try in earnest to address the no-votes, so they will not vote no again.

10.4.1.3. The chair suggests a motion would be appropriate. The editor should update existing resolutions based on our current approved direction. 

10.4.1.4. Have all the comments been distributed to the whole group? We need to have the database distributed to everybody. The Excel file was truncated. 

10.4.1.5. The original Access file does not have the resolutions. 

10.4.1.6. A different position on the comments – we have a lot of work to do on the draft. We are not obligated to resolve all comments on a failed LB. We believe we have addressed the intent of the commenters. We should ask commenters to notify us if they still have a problem with the new draft.

10.4.1.7. The chair agrees that there is nothing in the rules that says we have to address all comments on the failed ballot. On the other hand, we have received complaints from members who feel insulted if we ask them to review a ballot, and do not process their comments. We need to be sensitive to their concerns.

10.4.1.8. Srini has enough to do without processing comments. We should divide it up and help him out.

10.4.1.9. Would like the editor to ask for the assistance the group can offer. 

10.4.1.10. The comments are old at this point. Maybe we could ask people to withdraw their comments if they no longer care. That would reduce the work.

10.4.1.11. The question is what are we going to do, and how are we going to do it?

10.4.1.12. Today we had more people than ever vote to adopt changes to the draft. It was a fair cross section of the companies represented in the group. Suggest that everyone who voted today would agree to withdraw their comments. We need to find out who is perturbed about their comments, and address them only.

10.4.1.13. Many comments are no longer relevant since many things have been taken out of the draft. It would be quick to remove those comments, and that would remove more than half.

10.4.2. Motions

10.4.2.1. Instruct the chair to send an email to the reflector identifying the state of TGe and the draft, and identifying that comments will not be specifically addressed except at the request of the commenter.. The chair is also instructed to note the situation in the next plenary 

10.4.2.2. Moved Matt S

10.4.2.3. Keith 

10.4.2.3.1. Move to postpone consideration until after special orders

10.4.2.3.1.1. Peter 

10.4.2.3.1.2. Keith

10.4.2.3.1.3. Vote : passes without objection

10.5. Special Orders Item

10.5.1. Draft Presentation

10.5.1.1. Access Categories – previously there were 8, now there are only 4

10.5.1.2. Removed AP mobility

10.5.1.3. Removed FEC

10.5.1.4. DLP is new in clause 5.9

10.5.1.5. Priority mapping changes in table 0.1. User priority to access category.

10.5.1.6. Cleaned up Duration/ ID definitions.

10.5.1.7. The CC and RR frames are gone.

10.5.1.8. New element for automatic power save delivery

10.5.1.9. QoS Parameter set has been cleaned up.

10.5.1.10. EDCF does not rely on 9.2. It is a new clause 9.10. We used the WME description for EDCF and put it in a new clause.

10.5.1.11. The HCF section is moved to 9.11

10.5.1.12. Distributed Admission Control procedure is described.

10.5.1.13. New primitives added for DLP. The DLP message flow figure needs to be moved to clause 11.

10.5.1.14. Added the description for power save delivery in clause 11.

10.5.1.15. Description of autonomous TSPEC generation in the MAC is added.

10.5.1.16. An update of the MIB has been done. Two new MIBs are added.

10.5.1.17. Annex H  (FEC) was removed.

10.5.1.18. Informative annex on building a TCLAS  and how to use TSPEC was added.

10.5.2. Discussion

10.5.2.1. TCLASS is still there? Yes, it is an opaque object for the application to use as needed. The MAC does not interpret them.

10.5.2.2. In the TSPEC, there is an item of the “surplus bandwidth allowance factor”. How does the implementer know what it needs to be? 

10.5.2.3. That number is there because the channel is error prone. To have reliable communication, more bandwidth is needed to allow for retries. It is the excess of bandwidth on the air compared to the bandwidth at the MAC SAP. 

10.5.2.4. So a different number is needed based on the number of retries? The number is “learnable” by the MAC.

10.5.2.5. We will revisit this before letter ballot in case more clarification is needed.

10.5.2.6. Is there room to think about implications of 802.11i? We have been talking to the 802.11i group. As far as we know, this is compatible with their architecture.

10.5.2.7. What is the random data field? 

10.5.2.8. It is used to test the channel to determine what the error rate is. We may need to clarify this.

10.5.3. Motion

10.5.3.1. Instruct the editor to create draft 3.3 by incorporating the changes to the draft as decided by the technical motions passed during the “special orders” agenda items of the September 2002 TGe sessions. In addition, the changes voted through these motions supersede any previously adopted technical motions that might be in conflict.

10.5.3.1.1. Moved Peter J

10.5.3.1.2. Second Sid S

10.5.3.2. Discussion

10.5.3.2.1. Do we need to instruct the editor to continue to refine? That is already his charter. We will review 3.3 at the next session.

10.5.3.2.2. The draft presented tonight was not 3.3, but a “preliminary version”.

10.5.3.2.3. This is a technical motion because of the ability to supersede any previous technical motions.

10.5.3.2.4. Will the document that results from this process be a complete draft standard? It will be a draft as defined in our rules. It has to be an amendment to the existing standard, which specifies changes to the base standard.

10.5.3.2.5. The editor states that the document will indicate changes to the base standard. It will not carry changes from previous TGe drafts.

10.5.3.3. Vote on the motion: Passes 48 : 0 : 1

10.6. Postponed Motion

10.6.1. Motion on the table

10.6.1.1. Instruct the chair to send an email to the reflector identifying the state of TGe and the draft, and identifying that comments will not be specifically addressed, except at the request of the commenter. The chair is also instructed to note the situation in the next plenary session.

10.6.1.2. Moved Matt S

10.6.1.3. Keith

10.6.1.4. Motion to table this motion

10.6.1.4.1. Moved Duncan K

10.6.1.4.2. No second

10.6.1.5. Discussion

10.6.1.5.1. In support of this to avoid spending time on explicit comment resolutions. We want to respect those who commented, but allow the opportunity for those who believe comments still need to be resolved.

10.6.1.5.2. Would like it to be clear that failure to respond does not indicate assent to the draft.

10.6.1.5.3. The chair should also thank the commenter for their effort in making the comments

10.6.1.5.4. Call the question (John / Amjad S)

10.6.1.5.4.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 17 : 5 : 6

10.6.1.6. Vote on the main motion: Passes 23 : 2 : 7

10.6.1.7. Motion to reconsider 

10.6.1.8. What is the new information that we need to reconsider – by stating that comments will not be specifically addressed implies we ignored the comments. 

10.6.1.9. Motion to reconsider is out of order – there is no new information.

10.6.2. Discussion

10.6.2.1. This will result in a storm of protest. We have an issue with people saying we send out too many letter ballots. 

10.6.2.2. The chair asked the group to carefully craft a message that will be suitable and clear enough. 

10.6.2.2.1. The chair suggests a short recess to draft the proper text. 

10.6.2.2.2. Who will draft the text? 

10.6.3. Recess for 10 minutes

10.6.3.1. No objection

10.6.4. Continued Discussion

10.6.4.1. Motion requesting the chair to send the following email to the reflector:

To the 802.11 Community,

About 4 months ago, TGe conducted a letter ballot on Draft 3.0.  The letter ballot failed.  The task group has been diligently working on addressing the comments received.  Because of significant changes to the working draft, many of the comments have been overtaken by circumstance. The task group believes the current draft addresses many (if not most) of the comments.  As a consequence, and also because there is no formal obligation under 802/802.11 rules to individually respond to comments on a failed letter ballot, the task group proposes that Draft 3.3 speak for itself.  However, if anyone wishes an individual response to their comments, we are pleased to provide one.  If so desired, please contact the editor, Srini Kandala (srini@sharplabs.com), and responses will be provided.  Please understand that if you do not request an individual response to a comment, this does not imply assent to the current draft; you are free to comment in the forthcoming letter ballot. 

Sincerely,

John Fakatselis

Chair, TGe 

10.6.4.1.1. Moved Matt S

10.6.4.1.2. Second Peter

10.6.4.2. Discussion

10.6.4.2.1. There are still many comments that are still pertinent to the draft. The draft has not changed that significantly. We should delay this until we are sure this is the case. 

10.6.4.3. Motion to amend: add “on November 11th” after “requesting the chair to send the following email to the reflector:”

10.6.4.3.1. Moved Duncan

10.6.4.3.2. Second Srini

10.6.4.3.3. Discussion

10.6.4.3.4. The original comment was better. An open date is better. Leave it to the chair’s discretion. This could impede the ability to send out a letter ballot.

10.6.4.3.5. Nov 11th is the Monday of the next meeting. We can reconsider it on Monday if things have changed between now and then. 

10.6.4.3.6. There is nothing in this letter that says we will not address comments. We are free to address them as we wish.

10.6.4.3.7. We don’t want Srini to have to deal with comments from random people. Support this motion. 

10.6.4.3.8. This motion does absolve us of the responsibility of almost all comments. The whole point is to relive the group of unnecessary busy work. Srini is under no obligation to respond. He only forwards the information to the TG.

10.6.4.3.9. This has nothing to do with whether we address comments. It could result in provoking the working group.

10.6.4.3.10. Call the question ( Duncan / Peter) 

10.6.4.3.10.1. vote on calling the question: Passes 17 : 0 : 4

10.6.4.4. Vote on the motion to amend: Passes 11 : 8 : 5

10.6.4.5. Motion on the floor:

10.6.4.6.  Motion requesting the chair to send the following email to the reflector on November 11th:

To the 802.11 Community,

About 4 months ago, TGe conducted a letter ballot on Draft 3.0.  The letter ballot failed.  The task group has been diligently working on addressing the comments received.  Because of significant changes to the working draft, many of the comments have been overtaken by circumstance. The task group believes the current draft addresses many (if not most) of the comments.  As a consequence, and also because there is no formal obligation under 802/802.11 rules to individually respond to comments on a failed letter ballot, the task group proposes that Draft 3.3 speak for itself.  However, if anyone wishes an individual response to their comments, we are pleased to provide one.  If so desired, please contact the editor, Srini Kandala (srini@sharplabs.com), and responses will be provided.  Please understand that if you do not request an individual response to a comment, this does not imply assent to the current draft; you are free to comment in the forthcoming letter ballot. 

Sincerely,

John Fakatselis

Chair, TGe 

10.6.5. Motion to adjourn 

10.6.5.1. John / Peter

10.6.5.2. Vote: Passes 9 : 5 : 1 

10.6.6. Adjourn at  9:00PM

10.6.6.1. The chair informally notes that he is obligated to act according to the motion that was passed.
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