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1. Monday Morning, January 13, 2003

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 3:30pm.

1.1.2. New Secretary 

1.1.2.1. JohnF:  Tim Godfrey has other groups to watch, so is no longer able to serve as secretary.  I am nominating David Hunter as secretary.

1.1.2.2. Approved with no objections..

1.1.3. Review of the agenda

1.1.3.1. Tentative meeting schedule: 11-02-736r0-W-Tentative-Agenda-January-2003.xls

1.1.3.2. Review minutes from previous meeting

1.1.3.3. Call for papers.

1.1.3.4. Fixed Time Items are on the agenda. 

1.1.4. Discussion on the agenda

1.1.4.1. Q:  the last session today will begin at 7:00pm

1.1.4.2. JohnF:  yes.

1.1.5. Approval of the agenda

1.1.5.1. The agenda is approved unanimously.

1.1.6. Discussion on the just completed letter ballot

1.1.6.1. JohnF reported that the preliminary results were that Letter Ballot 51 passed with approximately 1700 comments (1100 technical; 600 editorial).  These comment rates were similar to those of previous ballots.

1.1.6.2. No comments or objections to this summary.

1.2. Review of 802.11 policies and rules

1.2.1. Straw Poll

1.2.1.1. How many new participants?

1.2.1.2. About 7

1.2.2. The chair reviews voting rules and the process

1.2.2.1. Votes are for voting members only.

1.2.2.2. Non-voters are allowed to participate in discussion, at the discretion of the chair. Non-voters cannot bring a motion.

1.2.2.3. Members are requested to not stall the process by unnecessary use of privileged motions. 

1.2.3. Discussion

1.2.3.1. JohnF:  During the last (November 2002) meeting there was a protest on this subject, so we need to review these issues up front.

1.2.3.2. Before a second to a motion is made, the chair will allow discussion pertaining only to amendments that allow the mover to change the motion (if the mover agrees).  We believe this permits better progress than setting formal amendments, discussions, etc. on minor points.  If you believe the chair has allowed discussion too long before seconding, bring this issue up as a point of order to have a second and to follow the normal motion/amendment process.

1.2.3.3. There were no further comments on Policies and Rules..

1.3. Approval of minutes

1.3.1. Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the November 2002 meeting in Kauai.

1.3.1.1. None.

1.3.1.2. The minutes of November 2002 are approved with unanimous consent.

1.4. Procedures for addressing the LB51 comments

1.4.1. Discussion of procedures

1.4.1.1. Matthew Sherman (MatthewS):  Do you intend to order the discussion by sections or by functionality?

1.4.1.2. JohnF:  Have started with section because that is much easier to set up.  The suggestion is to divide and conquer:  divide up into ad-hoc groups working on separate sections.

1.4.1.3. MatthewS:  Need advice from the chair how to deal with comments that are across sections; what do you do with more global comments?

1.4.1.4. JohnF:  Propose that initially we leave the cross-sectional comments on the side; but do report them in your first report.

1.4.1.5. Keith Amann (KeithA):  We heat attempted this approach in the past.  It hasn’t been that successful.

1.4.1.6. JohnF:  Am open to better methods;  this seems to be the best we’ve tried so far.

1.4.1.7. KeithA:  Am cautious of this approach, but don’t have a better alternative in mind.

1.4.1.8. JohnF:  I believe we can take this by function after we reduce the number of comments that can be solved within a section.

1.4.2. Discussion of Duncan Kitchin’s return to Vice Chair

1.4.2.1. JohnF:  Since Duncan Kitchin (DuncanK) has no technical presentations or comments, I would like to invite him back to function as Vice Chair of TGe.

1.4.2.2. Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB): I object to this procedure.

1.4.2.3. JohnF:  I’d like to take a straw poll first and then I will rule accordingly.

1.4.2.4.  MatthewS:  Request discussion.

1.4.2.5. MathildeB:  Was impressed that DuncanK stepped down from the chair because he had a bias at that time.  But wonder what now indicates that that bias is gone.

1.4.2.6. DuncanK:  I had a strong opinion on the issue of which large features are to be mandatory or optional.  I submitted draft PICS on this.  If there are comments on this issue, then I will step aside for those issues.

1.4.2.7. MathildeB:  Given this information, I withdraw my objection.

1.4.2.8. JohnF:  I ask that Duncan’s statement be noted in the Minutes.

1.4.2.9. David Hunter (DavidH): So noted.

1.4.2.10. MatthewS:  in the last few months I find that I have been arguing with the chair or vice chair.  I ask that you try to remain sensitive to your biases.

1.4.2.11. JohnF:  That is key; that is the way officers should manage this group

1.4.3. Return to discussion of procedures

1.4.3.1. DuncanK:  A brief review indicated that many technical comments are really editorial; this is an ideal thing to give to the ad-hoc groups for review.  Suggest we have ad-hoc groups and reserve major technical issues to the whole group.  Believe that we need to start off with the whole group reviewing comments one-by-one and assigning what is needed to the ad-hoc groups.  I think we want the non-controversial issues to go to the ad-hoc groups.  Otherwise, we’d have to debate those [controversial issues] all over again in the general TGe group.

1.4.3.2. Srini Kandala (SriniK):  I don’t believe the whole group can go through the 1700 comments.  Need to form ad-hoc groups first and just assign them by section.

1.4.3.3. DuncanK:  My review found that 1100 technical comments contains a large number of duplicates.  We might not get through all of them this week, but we should be able to get a number [settled].

1.4.3.4. John Kowalski (JohnK): Believe that ad-hoc groups might think something is non-controversial the others think is controversial.  What issues do people here think are especially controversial?

1.4.3.5. MatthewS: So we should have a lot of time to review what the ad-hoc groups do.   Believe that the 4-hour rule is insufficient for this.  We need a day for review.

1.4.3.6. JohnF:  Quick recess so I can come up with a proposal – 10 minute recess.

1.4.3.7. KeithA:  Would like to have a written proposal.

1.4.3.8. JohnF:  How about a short recess of 15 minutes for a written proposal before the break?

1.4.3.9. No objections.

1.4.4. After the recess

1.4.4.1. Joint (JohnF, DuncanK, SriniK) Proposal:

Comment Resolution Process Outline

    Assign ad-hoc groups by topic

· Each ad hoc review the comments and picks the appropriate [ones] for their group to address

· Ad hoc groups address the comments starting from “easier” to controversial, and they notify the TGe of the list of controversial issues.

Ad hoc groups will meet during regular sessions

At least one session per day (preferably the last)  will be a TG meeting to entertain motions from the ad hoc groups.

                                                          Have identified the ad hoc groups:

                                                          -  Mandatory/optional EDCF/PCF

                                                          -  Group Ack

                                                          -  DLP

                                                          -  EDCF

                                                          -  Polled HCF operation

                                                          -  Everything else

1.4.4.2. JohnF:  I don’t expect much progress in this [the “Everything Else”] group, as it’s too general.

1.4.4.3. MathildeB:  Request a Power Save group

1.4.4.4. JohnF:  Add to the subject areas:  “-- Power Save”.

1.4.4.5. Sid Schrum (SidS):  How are comments going to be sorted out?

1.4.4.6. JohnF: The thinking was that all groups are going to get all comments and then [choose]

1.4.4.7. Amjad Soomro (AmjadS): How determine whether [there are] overlaps?

1.4.4.8. DuncanK:  The first step for each group should be to create an Excel spreadsheet with just a list comment numbers, then submit that to the chairs to do the detection of overlaps

1.4.4.9. KeithA:  Alternative;  rather than break out by subject matter, I believe it is more effective to address by clause.  We’re going to have to break up Clause 9 into subgroups.

1.4.4.10. MatthewS:  Believe that we need to limit the number of simultaneously-meeting ad hoc groups.  Too many is too hard to track and coordinate

1.4.4.11. JohnF:  Agree, but don’t see this as conflicting with what we’re proposing to do.

1.4.4.12. SriniK:  Propose to have at most three ad hoc groups meeting simultaneously.

1.4.4.13. MatthewS:  Sounds like a good compromise.

1.4.4.14. JohnF:  Will conduct a straw poll and decision after lunch

1.4.5. Recess for lunch

2. Monday Afternoon, January 13, 2003

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:00pm

2.2. Procedures for addressing the LB51 comments

2.2.1. Continuing discussion of procedures

2.2.1.1. JohnF:  Review of the proposal for this week’s procedures.  I ask for proponents on each side to elaborate their positions;  then will decide according to a straw poll

2.2.1.2. DuncanK:  In favor of splitting ad hoc groups by topics.  Believe it will be easier than by clause number because a number of comments are about topics, and cross multiple clauses.

2.2.1.3. KeithA:  We have tried topics before and it turned into a nightmare;  groups were overlapping; ignoring some comments; control was a problem.  Clause-based approach has worked reasonably well in other groups.  And you don’t get into the problem of who covers what.

2.2.1.4. JohnF: Straw poll:  by topic / by clause / non-participating in this poll.

2.2.1.5. Vote:  2 / 15 /15.

2.2.1.6. JohnF:  So it is going to be by clause.  So now we have a new version of the procedures:

Comment Resolution Process Outline

    Assign ad-hoc groups by clause

· Ad hoc groups address the comments starting from “easier” to controversial, and they notify the TGe of the list of controversial issues

· Ad hoc groups, at their discretion, assign the 4-hour rule or longer to groups of comments.

· Ad hoc groups will meet only during regular sessions.

· At least one session per day (preferably the last) will be a TG meeting to entertain motions from the ad hoc groups.

                                                          Have identified the ad hoc groups:

                                                          -  Mandatory/optional EDCF/PCF

                                                          -  Group Ack

                                                          -  DLP

                                                          -  EDCF

                                                          -  Polled HCF operation 

                                                          -  Power save

                                                          -  Everything else

2.2.1.7. MatthewS:  In other groups, ad hoc groups present their resolutions to the individual comments to their TG

2.2.1.8. KeithA:  Can still group the comments, as long as they are inter-related.

2.2.1.9. MatthewS:  Suggest adding the wording to the Process Outline:

   -- Each set of identical comments should be presented with its resolution to the TG.

2.2.1.10. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this process?

2.2.1.11. No objections.

2.2.1.12. JohnF:  No objections, so this process is adopted.

2.2.1.13. MatthewS:  Need also to describe what “solution” really means.

2.2.1.14. JohnF:  The Letter Ballot actually passed, but we are obliged to address each and every comment.  Need to accept, reject or propose something in between – hopefully without causing more comments.

2.2.1.15. MatthewS:  Add to this that if reject a comment, then it is best to give some sort of rationale, else it will come back again

2.2.1.16. DuncanK:  We are required to give a rationale for each rejection.

2.2.1.17. JohnF:  We try to have over 90 percent approval, so presenting a rationale is very important.

2.2.1.18. KeithA:  Suggest the following division:

· 7
· 9.10.1
· 9.11
· 9.10.2, excluding 9.10.2.4.2
· 9.10.2.4.2 and Annex A, with explicit direction from the TG (direction from the TG in advance)
· All remaining classes
We need to cover controversial topics in the TG as a whole.  Also need the decision about 9.10.2.4.2 to be done in the TG and then assigned to an ad hoc group to craft the words.

2.2.1.19. JohnK:  A footnote is that the ad hoc groups do not have to worry about the editorial comments.  Would like the TG meeting on 9.10.2.4.2 to be as late in the week as possible, so that we can get more done this week.

2.2.1.20. KeithA:  Fine

2.2.1.21. MatthewS:  How about limiting to 3 groups at a time, with each new group starting up after on of the earlier ones ends?

2.2.1.22. JohnK:  Happy with that process, as long as 9.10.2.4.2 is last.

2.2.1.23. JohnF:  Start with which three?

2.2.1.24. MatthewS:  Can SriniK partition these into 200-300 so that accomplish the same things in the ad hoc groups?

2.2.1.25. JohnF:  I want reports form the ad hoc groups each day, jus so that stay on top of it

2.2.1.26. SriniK:  Start with 9.10.1 and 9.11; 7 will take longer.  I volunteer to head 7.

2.2.1.27. DuncanK:  Volunteer to take 9.10.1.

2.2.1.28. SidS:  Volunteer to take 9.11.

2.3. Call for papers

2.3.1.1. JohnF:  Call for papers

2.3.1.2. SriniK:  03/019:  TS activation

2.3.1.3.         03/020:  Service Period definition

2.3.1.4. Matthew Sherman (for Joe Houle):  03/001:  Service Provider

2.3.1.5. Javier del Prado (JavierP):    03/041:  EDCF views and suggestions

2.3.1.6. Liwen Wu (LiwenW): 02/678r1: Admission Control Signaling

2.3.1.7. MathildeB:  Unknown topic (don’t know which of several topics yet)

2.3.1.8. SidS:  QBSS downlink broadcast / multicast data frame

2.3.1.9. Carlos Rios (CarlosR):  03/049:  Proposed DLP modification

2.4. Scheduling of papers

2.4.1. Initial discussion

2.4.1.1. JohnF:  [This amounts to] 9 papers; which are ready for presentation today?

2.4.1.2. CarlosR:  03/049

2.4.1.3. SriniK:  Will present 03/019 and 03/020 [first] at the ad hoc group

2.4.1.4. JohnF:  Which other papers will not be ready tomorrow at 10:30am?

2.4.1.5. MatthewS:  03/001 will be after 10:30am tomorrow.

2.4.1.6. JohnF:  Will squeeze in as many papers as we can tomorrow.  Does anyone have a motion with their paper?

2.4.1.7. CarlosR:  Haven’t submitted it yet, but will have a motion.

2.4.1.8. JohnF:  Need to that hat motion as a resolution of one of the comments, since this session of TGe is only for comment resolution.

2.4.1.9. CarlosR:  It addresses one of my comments.

2.5. Letter Ballot review

2.5.1. Preliminary ballot statistics

2.5.1.1. JohnF:  A repeat of the unofficial letter ballot results:

    




Return of 93 percent, so ballot is [complete].






Approval of 83 percent, so ballot is approved.






Only 9 percent abstaining (less than 25 percent), 

so it is a valid ballot.






305 total votes: 231 Yes; 46 No; 27 Abstain.






There has been an objection to Abstains that do not







list lack of technical expertise, so that number 







might change. 

2.5.1.2. SriniK:  1798 comments from 74 commentators.

2.5.1.3. JohnK:  Haven’t seen [??]

2.5.1.4. JohnF:  It’s there in the rules

2.5.2. Summary

2.5.2.1. DuncanK:  We should congratulate ourselves that we have a [working draft].  It is very obvious that this draft is much, much cleaner ant that made the draft much easier to pass.  So want to thank Srini for all of his hard work on the draft.

2.5.2.2. Applause from whole TGe group.

2.6. Presentation of Papers

2.6.1. Documents 03/049, 03/051:  Proposed Modification to 802.11e-D4.0 Direct Link Protocol, Carlos Rios

2.6.1.1. CarlosR: This is a slight modification of the November presentation, but motion was not made at that time.  Flaws of the current draft:

2.6.1.1.1. DLP functionality should not be limited to QSTAs

2.6.1.1.2. Essentially security elements are not incorporated

2.6.1.1.3. DLP-Probe functionality can be provided with existing 802.11-1999 frames

2.6.1.2.  Adrian Stephens (AdrianS):  Question doing this security in the MAC while TGi is doing their security in Data [link].

2.6.1.3. CarlosR:  Believe that this is a better mechanism.

2.6.1.4. AdrianS:  Don’t want to fail the authorization just because of link conditions.

2.6.1.5. CarlosR:  I see this as an implementation issue, how one can downscale automatic rate adjustment.

2.6.1.6. DuncanK:  Has this been presented to TGi?  Would like to know what they say.

2.6.1.7. CarlosR:   Can try to propose it to them.

2.6.1.8. AmjadS:  Is the authentication beyond the basic procedure?

2.6.1.9. CarlosR:  Am not proposing anything beyond what TGi is proposing

2.6.1.10. AmjadS:  Since this depends on TGi, then need to coordinate with them.

2.6.1.11. CarlosR:  This also will work with legacy shared key authentication.

2.6.1.12. AmjadS:  So this is set up to work with various authentication methods?

2.6.1.13. CarlosR:  Exactly; this allows several different ways of authentication.

2.6.1.14. MatthewS:  Have you looked at PICS to see if not conflicting with other bits?

2.6.1.15. CarlosR:  Not yet.

2.6.1.16. MatthewS:  Need to do that; think you’re creating a subset QoS facility that can be activated independently of the other QoS facilities.

2.6.1.17. CarlosR:  Don’t see why DLP is QoS-specific.  There is no reason [for it to be].

2.6.1.18. MatthewS:  Believe that unless the other equipment [?]

2.6.1.19. Martin Lefkowitz (MartyL): If the policy of the AP is just AES, then doesn’t need to keep TKIP information.

2.6.1.20. CarlosR:  But AP shouldn’t throw that information away.  Whether STAs talk TKIP to each other is a policy choice.  But the AP can’t prevent STAs from going into an IBSS with each other.

2.6.1.21. MartyL:  Can’t be both associated and in an IBSS at the same time.

2.6.1.22. CarlosR:  Then they just disassociated and do an IBSS.  There are policy implementation issues here.

2.6.1.23. Georg Dickman (GeorgD):  You replace the DLP probe with authentication, but what if you don’t care about security?

2.6.1.24. CarlosR:  You only do all this if you care about authentication; so STAs end up doing authentication anyway.

2.6.2. End of presentations in this period

2.6.2.1. JohnF:  No other papers are ready for presentation, so will recess the TG activities on behalf of the ad hoc groups until the 3:30pm session.  Then, unless there are any special TGe proposal, will recess as again for ad hoc work.

2.7. Recess

2.7.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 2:40pm

3. Monday Afternoon, January 13, 2003

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 3:30pm

3.2. Ad hoc groups

3.2.1.1. JohnF:  If there are no special motions, we would like to recess for more ad hoc work.

3.2.1.2. No objections.

3.3. Recess

3.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 3:32pm

4. Monday Evening, January 13, 2003

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order 

4.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:00pm

4.2. Ad hoc group reports

4.2.1. Review of ad hoc group progress

4.2.1.1. JohnF:  What do ad hoc groups have to report?

4.2.1.2. SidS:  47 comments on 9.11; have solved 21 so far.

4.2.1.3. SriniK:  517 comments; resolved 30 so far.

4.2.1.4. DuncanK: 157 comments; 3 more were for 9.10, but we determined they should be covered by this group.  Have gone through 37; most resolved.  11 are identified as controversial (5 unique topics) to go back to the TG.  A couple of others we need to think about.  Ones we classified as editorial we made suggestions as to the resolution.

4.3. Closing

4.3.1. Recess

4.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 7:16pm.

5. Tuesday Morning, January 14, 2003

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order

5.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:00pm

5.1.2. Agenda review

5.1.2.1. JohnF:  We have been approved to hold an interim TGe meeting in February, and have received some offers to host the meeting.

5.2. Ad hoc group reports

5.2.1. Section 9.10.1 Group

5.2.1.1. DuncanK:  This group is covering 157 comments, of which 3 are debatable.  The group is dividing the comments into the categories:

5.2.1.1.1. Controversial (must be debated by TGe as a whole)

5.2.1.1.2. Needs more work (we will get back to these)

5.2.1.1.3. Will be broken out separately in the report (not unanimous opinion in the group)

5.2.1.1.4. Referred to Group Ack group

5.2.2. Section 7 Group

5.2.2.1. SriniK:  2 so far were judged controversial and 3 belong to other groups

5.2.2.2. SriniK:  The frame formats topic has a lot of comments, so will take a lot of time.

5.3. Recess

5.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 8:23am

5.4. Opening

5.4.1. Call to Order

5.4.1.1. JohnF called the meeting  to order at 10:30am.

5.5. Presentation of Papers

5.5.1. Document 03/001r0,  A Service Provider View of QoS Needs for Hot Spot and Public Venues”, Joe Houle

5.5.1.1. JoeH:  One goal:  wireless access within a 5 minute walk of anyone in the 50 largest metropolitan areas, so we will be deploying 20,000 APs in 2004

5.5.1.2. JoeH:  Partial Conclusions

5.5.1.2.1. Profitability doesn’t come with data-only service

5.5.1.2.2. Need central control to live up to a needed QoS

5.5.1.2.3. Need across-vendor, consistent:

5.5.1.2.3.1. Authentication

5.5.1.2.3.2. Security (end-to-end IPSec is viable, but also need security for non-IPSec STAs)

5.5.1.2.3.3. Access control that includes QoS requirements

5.5.1.2.3.4. Manageability (must be carrier-class manageability)

5.5.1.2.3.5. QoS

5.5.1.2.4. 802.11 defines the edge of the services that Cometa provides.

5.5.1.3. Q:  What do you mean by “substantial loading”?

5.5.1.4. JoeH:  2003:  10-20 percent of bandwidth capacity;  

2004+:  50 percent of bandwidth capability

5.5.1.5. Q:  The bulled “parameterized QoS simplifies interference” is opposite Cisco’s approach, which is based on “prioritized QoS”

5.5.1.6. JoeH:  If prioritized is needed, then the simplified interface must include bandwidth allocations.

5.5.1.7. Q:  Some cities are providing their own WiFi networks, how can you make money off of this?

5.5.1.8. JoeH:  Cometa needs to differentiate itself from the free stuff – things like QoS, business service that supports IPSec from end to end, are differentiators.

5.5.1.9. Q:  How differentiate while using standard APs?

5.5.1.10. JoeH:  We need voice service.  Compare to best effort on cable versus Docsis standards that perform time critical services.

5.5.2. Document 02/678r1r0,  “Uniform 802.11e Admissions Control Signaling for HCF and EDCF”, Bob Meier and Mark Bilstad

5.5.2.1. MarkB: This is the continuation of a presentation in the November meeting

5.5.2.2. MarkB:  Think TSPEC and admission control signaling are good things to have; explicit admissions control allows you to use policy.  So the changes needed are:

5.5.2.2.1. TSPEC access method bits

5.5.2.2.2. New TSPEC status code

5.5.2.2.3. Prohibit EDCF access for STAs with admitted TSPECs

5.5.2.2.4. Add 8 new QoS parameter set flags

5.5.2.3. Q:  What happens if you don’t know what the QoS parameters are, to set up the TSPEC – especially if at another AP?

5.5.2.4. Bob Meier (BobM):  You man turn this on for voice.  This is just to provide the hooks to create policy-based admission control.  It can be used on a per-user priority basis.

5.5.2.5. Q:  Does this require TSPEC support in the STA?

5.5.2.6. MarkB:  No, unless that STA needs to use it.

5.5.2.7. Q:  An alternative would be to act on the distributed admission control parameter.

5.5.2.8. MarkB:  See the next few slides (“Other Considerations” onward).  There is a requirement for roaming quickly and choosing the best AP.  This opens the door for flow-specific access parameters, so new flow specific access parameters would be needed.

5.5.2.9. Q:  Worried about complexity creep; polling looks so much simpler.

5.5.2.10. MarkB:  Am concerned also, so need to do a straw poll.

5.5.2.11. Q:  I’m in favor of your proposal because it supports EDCF in terms of direct link protocols.

5.5.2.12. Q:  Need three separate straw polls.  Am in favor of the second, only.

5.5.2.13. Q:  If a STA has a preferred access method, is there a way to signal that?

5.5.2.14. MarkB:  As its drawn up here, you have to request twice.

5.5.2.15. Q:  TSPECs have been optional so far because they can be complex.  If you’re going to allow the AP to deny access for any device that doesn’t support TSPECs, then need to have general support for TSPECs.

5.5.2.16. Q:  I believe it is a policy decision to decide whether to use TSPECs for voice.

5.5.2.17. Q:  You don’t require TSPECs, do you?

5.5.2.18. MarkB: No.

5.5.3. Document 03/051r0,  “Proposed Modifications to 802.11e-D4.0 Group ACK”, Carlos Rios

5.5.3.1. CarlosR:  This is about Section 9.11.  This version includes many of the comments that others made (see the LB51 Merged Comment List about Section 9.11).  The point is that we do not need to be a QSTA to be able to make use of Group Asks.

5.5.3.2. No questions or comments.

5.5.4. Update on the Interim Meeting

5.5.4.1. JohnF:  So far Sharp and Intel in Portland, Oregon have offered to host this meeting in Portland in the last week of February.  We’re still looking for more companies that would be interested in hosting the meeting.

5.5.5. Recess

5.5.5.1. JohnF recessed meeting at 12:00pm until the next TGe session.

6. Wednesday Afternoon, January 15, 2003

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order

6.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:05pm

6.1.1.2. JohnF: Agenda updates

6.1.1.2.1. Two new papers are available

6.1.1.2.2. These papers will be scheduled for this session

6.1.2. Discussion about Ad Hoc TGe meeting

6.1.2.1. SidS: Can be meeting be at the beginning of February?

6.1.2.2. JohnF:  That would not give us enough time for a 30-day notice

6.1.3. Straw poll

6.1.3.1. JohnF:  Ad hoc participation: how many plan to attend

6.1.3.2. Vote: 10 would; 11 definitely would not; 15 undecided; 3 might attend by phone, if that were available

6.1.4. New agenda item

6.1.4.1. JohnF:  On the last TGe session (Thursday evening) there will be a vote on the Ad Hoc meeting

6.2. Paper presentations

6.2.1. Document 03/102r0,  “QBSS Downlink Broadcast and Multicast Data Frame Handling”, Sid Schrum

6.2.1.1. Wim Diepstraten (WD): Want to add the issue that if you have power save stations, then would not be required to wait

6.2.1.2. SidS: Agree.  If DTIM is a large interval, then might be unacceptable to wait.

6.2.1.3. SriniK:  How can you limit the number of broadcasts?

6.2.1.4. SidS:  Would let them accumulate, then discard on the basis of their lifetimes expiring.  Need to change the standard to allow this.

6.2.1.5. JohnK:  Isn’t this a problem for legacy?

6.2.1.6. SidS:  Can throw away broadcast packets.

6.2.1.7. JohnK:  If admitted a stream, then have to accommodate this.

6.2.1.8. SidS:  Have to account for it in your scheduling.

6.2.1.9. MartyL:  If power save is allowed, don’t you definitely have to?

6.2.1.10. SidS:  Can require DTIMs to be small or use some other means.

6.2.1.11. MartyL:  Don’t need QoS if you are going to wait for the DTIM.

6.2.1.12. SidS:  Disagree.  Could push out all the traffic if you say you admit broadcast.  High priority broadcast/multicast can be supported if you limit the DTIMs.  On the other hand, if you blindly follow the implications of the spec, you can have a broadcast storm problem – but that is different from this paper’s point.

6.2.1.13. DuncanK:  Have downlink problems.

6.2.1.14. SidS:  May also use TID to give preferential treatment to frames (on the receive side).  If have to throw away frames because of lack of resources, could save the high priority.

6.2.1.15. DuncanK:  Since you don’t have duplicate detection, how assign sequence numbers?  Does it depend on which priority you signal in the frame?  SO then do we need a rule that says you can’t abandon a pending unicast frame in order to set a broadcast?  The current form is that you have a completely separate queue.

6.2.1.16. SidS:  It comes out of the same queue as broadcast/multicast.  There’s no change in sequence numbering, just say it’s for broadcast.

6.2.1.17. SriniK: You’re not going to do any duplicate detection, so why need this?

6.2.1.18. SidS:  You would lose information in the receiver.  The proposal is to make sure that you know when this is permitted, and when it is wise to use it, rather than send these all the time.

6.2.1.19. SriniK:  And with ToDS set to zero?

6.2.1.20. SidS:  Don’t know right now; certainly don’t want to invent this on the fly.

6.2.1.21. GeorgD:  Comment on the second proposal (non-best effort may use QoS data frame).  We need to have a rule for this usage.  If a STA sends multicast with set to 1, then STA would think the AP wants to use multicast.

6.2.1.22. SidS:  If took the case of QSTA sending broadcast to the AP with QoS data format, are you saying it should still be sent out that way?

6.2.1.23. GeorgD:  This question is about multicast.

6.2.1.24. SidS:  So you’re saying the originator decides.

6.2.1.25. Javier del Prado (JavierP):  The third proposal (non-best effort may lose QoS) has other problems associated with QoS frame usage.

6.2.1.26. SidS: This is a limited proposal.  It is not meant to solve all the other problems with these frames.

6.2.1.27. SriniK:  There does seem to be some demand for what you’re proposing.

6.2.1.28. DuncanK:  How do you select which bit rate you’re going to use?

6.2.1.29. SidS:  Just sticking with the current methods.  I’m not trying to change those right now.

6.2.2. Document 03/089r0,  “Multicast Queuing”, Georg Dickman, Javier del Prado

6.2.2.1. No questions or comments.

6.2.3. Straw Polls

6.2.3.1. MarkB:  I request a straw poll on yesterday’s presentation.  The summary from 02/678r2 of proposed changes is:

6.2.3.1.1. Add access method bits to TSinfo field of TSPEC IE

6.2.3.1.2. Add new TSPEC status code (to say whether or not a particular type of success is allowed for that AC)

6.2.3.1.3. Delete text that prohibits EDCF access for stations with admitted TSPECs

6.2.3.2. MarkB:  Straw poll:  is this an acceptable proposal?

6.2.3.3. GeorgD:  Do you want to have interaction with distributed admission control?

6.2.3.4. MarkB: They actually can coexist; request a lower budget than you need.

6.2.3.5. BobM:  How about asking whether people are basically for this kind of usage, as opposed to having problems with the details?

6.2.3.6. MarkB: Straw polls (non-voting members also can vote):

6.2.3.6.1. Do you support the use of TSPECs to admit flows of either access method?  Results:  Yes 16; No 4; Abstain 10

6.2.3.6.2. Do you support the specific changes in this proposal (02/687r2)?  Results:  Yes 13; No 7: Abstain 8

6.2.4. Discussion on ad hoc meetings

6.2.4.1. SriniK:  Can we meet in ad hoc groups when TGe does not have a session?

6.2.4.2. JohnF:  No, we don’t have enough time to make a formal notice.

6.2.4.3. KeithA:  Are we going to be caught by the 30 day announcement rule on the Ad Hoc TGe meeting?

6.2.4.4. JohnF:  We already have stated that it will occur in the last week of February, so that should not be a problem.

6.2.5. Recess

6.2.5.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 2:20pm..

6.3. Opening

6.3.1. Call to order

6.3.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 3:34pm

6.3.2. Ad hoc group reports

6.3.2.1. None of the groups have new motions.  Two are in the middle of comment resolution processing

6.3.2.2. SidS:  the initial group of Section 9.11 comments has been completed.

6.3.2.3. Request to put the 9.10.1 comment resolutions on the server

6.3.2.4. DuncanK:  Will do.

6.3.3. Recess

6.3.3.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 3:38pm

7. Thursday Morning, January 16, 2003 

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to order

7.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:07am

7.1.2. Agenda updates

7.1.2.1. JohnF:  there will be four sessions today, 8, 10:30, 3:30, 7:00

7.1.2.2. JohnF:  the current plan is to post the comment resolutions by 3:30pm so that we can meet the 4 hour rule for 7:30pm voting

7.1.3. Ad Hoc TGe Meeting

7.1.3.1. JohnF:  We need to decide on the ad hoc TGe meeting time and date.  There currently are three proposals:

7.1.3.1.1. Portland, Oregon

7.1.3.1.2. Briarcliff Manor, New York

7.1.3.1.3. Boulder, Colorado

7.1.4. Ad hoc group reports

7.1.4.1. SriniK:  03/065r0 was submitted yesterday;  will post the latest version of 03/103 by Noon today.

7.1.4.2. SriniK: will post 03/064 by Noon so that can work at it after 4:00pm

7.1.4.3. SriniK:  DuncanK posted 03/066 already.

7.1.4.4. JohnF:  Would like to group the comments by blocks so that a number of them can be taken together.  Then we can bring the exceptions up separately.

7.1.4.5. SriniK:  The comment resolution document numbers are 063, 064, 065 and 103

7.2. Recess 

7.2.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 8:21am

7.3. Opening

7.3.1. Call to order

7.3.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:37am

7.3.2. Agenda update

7.3.2.1. JohnF:  We have an agenda item:  between 3:30pm and 5:30pm we will entertain motions from the ad hoc groups and approve comment resolutions in blocks.  If there are exceptions within the blocks, the blocks may be put aside so that we can move to other blocks of comments.

7.3.2.2. JohnF: we also will decide in 7:00pm – 7:30pm about the time and location of any Ad Hoc TGe meeting.

7.3.3. Requests by ad hoc groups

7.3.3.1. SidS:  Revision 3 of 03/065 has been posted on the server.

7.3.3.2. SriniK:  Will post 03/063 revision 1 by Noon today.

7.3.3.3. JohnF:  DuncanK has informed me that he will be presenting the solutions that are approved by his ad hoc group.

7.3.3.4. MathildeB:  Document 03/107, by MathildeB, BobM and KeithA, has been posted.  This deals with enhancements of the APSD mechanism.  I’d appreciate offline feedback and request time to present that today.

7.3.3.5. JohnF:  Does this address specific comments?

7.3.3.6. MathildeB:  Yes it does.

7.3.3.7. JohnF:  Then please list in the presentation the specific comments that it addresses.

7.3.3.8. GH:  Please post the document numbers of the comment resolution documents.

7.3.3.9. SriniK:  These are now displayed on the screen:

7.3.3.9.1. 063r1  -- Clause 7 ad hoc group

7.3.3.9.2. 064r2  -- Clause 9.10.1

7.3.3.9.3. 065r3  -- Clause 9.11

7.3.3.9.4. 103r1  -- Remaining Group Ack

7.3.3.10. DuncanK:  Note that 064r2 contains a specific, additional color code for each comment’s disposition.

7.3.3.11. SriniK:  063r1 uses a different color code, but to the same purpose.

7.3.3.12. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 10:45am.

8. Thursday Afternoon, January 16, 2003

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Call to order

8.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 3:32pm

8.1.2. Agenda update

8.1.2.1. JohnF:  this is the last session before the special orders; technical motions will be taken up now.

8.1.2.2. JohnF:  This is the item “Ad hoc group presentations to review proposals and have motions”

8.1.3. Section 9.10.1, first motion

8.1.3.1. DuncanK:  03/064r2: the first block of comments is the set of comments marked in white and have the status “AR”, down to line 84 (comment 1318).

8.1.3.2. DuncanK then described each comment and proposed resolution in this block.

8.1.3.3. AmjadS:  There are several more comments marked “AR” in this document.

8.1.3.4. DuncanK:  The remaining three comments (117, 118 and 126) are covered in document 03/064r2.

8.1.3.5. Motion: Accept the comment resolutions marked “AR” as proposed by the subclause 9.10.1 ad hoc resolution group in document 03/064r2.  (Kitchin/Kowalski)

8.1.3.6. Charles Wright:  You changed some of the “AR”s to “Open”s during this discussion.

8.1.3.7. DuncanK:  we reviewed the three cases and showed that these only were resolutions that were proposed to be returned to the originator for clarification.

8.1.3.8. Vote (technical):  24-0-1  Passed.

8.1.4. Section 9.10.1, second motion

8.1.4.1. DuncanK:  03/064r2 second block of comments: comments marked in purple (resolutions that received a majority vote, but not universal vote, in the ad hoc group)

8.1.4.2. DuncanK described each comment and proposed resolution in this block

8.1.4.3. Motion: Accept the resolutions to comments 228 and 750 as proposed by the subclause 9.10.1 ad hoc resolution group in document 03/064r2.  (Kitchin/Kuehnel)

8.1.4.4. No discussion.

8.1.4.5. Vote (technical):  27-0-0  Passed

8.1.5. Other groups

8.1.5.1. MatthewS:  question: thought that our process was to be able to take up all the non-controversial comments from all of the groups first.

8.1.5.2. JohnF:  Agree, so we will move on to the other groups and their non-controversial comment resolutions.

8.1.6. Section 9.11, first motion

8.1.6.1. SidS:  03/065r3 document is 

8.1.6.1.1. 11-03-065r3-E-LB51_Clause_9_11_Comments.xls.

8.1.6.2. SidS:  some side comments:

8.1.6.2.1. Frequently the group reclassified a comment as editorial without suggestions.  These comments are to be left to the editor.

8.1.6.2.2. There are 47 comments total in this group.

8.1.6.2.3. The philosophy of the group included following the guidelines of the overall 83 percent vote in LB51, and not distinguishing between universal and supermajority votes in the group.

8.1.6.3. SidS described each comment and proposed resolution in this block.

8.1.6.4. SriniK:  Request direction from the group as to whether to use “Group Ack” or “Burst Ack”.

8.1.6.5. SidS:  the group reclassified this as editorial, but didn’t make a choice.

8.1.6.6. DuncanK:  suggest taking a straw poll:

8.1.6.6.1. Group Ack, Burst Ack, Multiple Ack, Selective Ack, Requested Ack, Windowed Ack, Block Ack

8.1.6.6.2. Voting members only, but can vote for more than one

8.1.6.6.3. Straw poll results:  Group 6, Burst 5, Multiple 3, Selective 1, Requested 1, Windowed 1, Block 7

8.1.6.7. DuncanK: conclusion seems to be to change to “Block Ack”

8.1.6.8. SidS continued the description of each comment and proposed resolution in this block.

8.1.6.9. SriniK:  Need to exclude comment 344 from this motion, as it is actually about Immediate Group Acks.

8.1.6.10. SidS:  Agree; will add that exclusion to the motion.

8.1.6.11. Motion: Accept the letter ballot comment resolutions found in document 03/065r3, and instruct the editor to incorporate in the next TGe draft standard the changes described in the recommended resolutions from the same document, excluding letter ballot comment with IDs of 58, 342, 344, 346 and 910.  (Scrum/Kandala) 

8.1.6.12. Toru Ueda (ToruU):  comment 1138; I think this is sequential and so prefer to exclude this from the list.

8.1.6.13. SidS: the current rules have been changed and no decision has been made.

8.1.6.14. SriniK:  Agree, and that’s why this should be excluded.

8.1.6.15. SidS:  If we think the disposition of a resolution might change, depending on other resolutions, do we need to exclude those cases?

8.1.6.16. JohnF:  We always reserve the right to make changes later.  We can readdress those later.

8.1.6.17. SidS:  Then I’ll make a note in our group that this might be changed and will create a later r4 of this document.

8.1.6.18. SidS:  This motion would resolve 42 of the 45 comments.

8.1.6.19. Vote (Technical):  20-0-2  Passed.

8.1.7. Section 7, first motion

8.1.7.1. SriniK:  The document is 11-03-063r1-e-LB51_Comment_Resolution_Clause_7.xls.

8.1.7.2. SriniK:  Group 7 covered about 100 of the 517 comments, and thought that we had resolved about 94 of them.  But apparently there will be some exclusions from these.

8.1.7.3. SriniK described each comment and proposed resolution in this block that are marked with a resolution in this document, up to comment number 15 (as numbered in this document).

8.1.7.4. JohnF:   Is there any objection to simply approving the comment resolutions in this document, since the document was posted on the server 7 hours ago?

8.1.7.5. SriniK:  I object.  We really need to review some of these resolutions.

8.1.7.6. SidS:  Is there any reason we can’t go to 9:30pm with this?

8.1.7.7. JohnF:  We can do that, but we do have to account for the special orders.

8.1.8. Recess

8.1.8.1. JohnF recessed the meeting until the 7:00pm session at 5:35pm.

9. Thursday Evening, January 16, 2003

9.1. Opening

9.1.1. Call to order

9.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:01pm

9.1.2. Agenda

9.1.2.1. JohnF:  described the current agenda:’

9.1.2.1.1. Old business – Continue with the Clause 7 comment resolution group.

9.1.2.1.2. New business – Decision on the Ad Hoc TGe meeting

9.1.2.1.3. 7:30pm – special orders

9.1.2.2. JohnF:  It appears now that we will not have a new draft available, so I plan to request at 7:30pm a change to continue with the comment resolution process.  If anyone has a problem with this procedure, please see me, as I would like to have a unanimous agreement at that time on the changed agenda.

9.1.3. Continuation of Section 7 resolutions

9.1.3.1. SriniK:  In the interest of time I’ve market the items that are controversial and will treat the others presently.  Before I make a motion, I would like feedback whether people have had enough time to review 03/063r1 without further verbal discussion.

9.1.3.2. AmjadS:  What are the differences between the r1 and r2 versions of this document?

9.1.3.3. SriniK described the controversial items and proposed resolutions in this document, including items 103 and 109.

9.1.3.4. SriniK:  This resolves 83 comments.

9.1.3.5. Motion to accept the recommended dispositions for Letter Ballot 51 comments with status marked as “D” in document 03/063r2.  (Kandala/Kowalski).

9.1.3.6. No further discussion.

9.1.3.7. Vote (technical):  15-0-5.  Passed.

9.1.4. New Business:  Ad Hoc TGe meeting

9.1.4.1. JohnF:  The only agenda item left is the existence, location an time of the Ad Hoc TGe meeting.  Voting members:  is there any objection to holding this meeting?

9.1.4.2. No objections.

9.1.4.3. JohnF:  The three possibilities are all in the timeframe of February 24-28, 2003:  

9.1.4.3.1. Boulder, Colorado

9.1.4.3.2. Portland, Oregon

9.1.4.3.3. Briarcliff Manor, New York

9.1.4.4. JohnF:  This vote will be by voting members only, though you may vote for more than one.  If there is no clear majority, then I will ask the general group whether we can get unanimous consent on that;  if not that, then a majority on the leader.  If no majority on that, then will ask the same of the next highest one.

9.1.4.5. KeithA:  Is the plan to meet for the entire week?

9.1.4.6. JohnF:  That can be adjusted.

9.1.4.7. Vote:  Portland 12, New York 8; Boulder 4.

9.1.4.8. JohnF:  are there any objections to holding the meeting in Portland?  I see three objections.

9.1.4.9. JohnF:  Move to arrange an Ad Hoc meeting of the TGe in Portland, Oregon during the last week of February 2003.  (Fakatselis/Kandala)

9.1.4.10. JohnK:  I strongly support meeting in Portland in February.  It is connectable to anywhere in the U.S. by one hop.  It is warmer in Portland than the other venues.

9.1.4.11. KeithA:  Boulder is nice.

9.1.4.12. Vote (Procedural):  12-7-4.  Passes.

9.1.5. Meeting days

9.1.5.1. Open discussion followed on the number of days needed for the meeting.

9.1.5.2. JohnF:  Possible schedule:

9.1.5.2.1. Monday February 24 at 2pm through Thursday February 27 at 6pm

9.1.5.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection by a voting member to this schedule?  

9.1.5.4. JohnF:  I hear no objection, so this is the decision.

9.1.6. Special orders

9.1.6.1. JohnF:  It is now 7:30pm; unfortunately we have no new draft.  Is there any objection to amend the agenda to continue ballot resolution?

9.1.6.2. SriniK:  Point of information:  what is the most appropriate time to continue the ballot resolution process?  Such as 9:215pm?

9.1.6.3. JohnF:  The appropriate time is during this process, since we are covering these proposed resolutions.

9.1.6.4. JohnF:  Do I hear any objections to amending the agenda?

9.1.6.5. JohnF:  I hear no objections, so the current agenda topic is replaced with ballot resolution review.

9.1.7. Section 9.10.1 ad hoc group, third motion

9.1.7.1. DuncanK:  We are now covering the generally agreed (but not unanimously agreed) items in 11-03-064r2-E-LB51-Comment-Resolution_Clause_9.10.1.xls.  These are the items marked purple in this document.

9.1.7.2. DuncanK described each of the items and the proposed resolutions in this document.

9.1.7.3. Motion:  Accept the resolution to comment 753 as proposed in document 11-03-064r2-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_Clause_9.10.1.xls. (Kitchin/Kowalski)

9.1.7.4. No discussion

9.1.7.5. Vote (Technical):  14-0-5.  Passes.

9.1.8. Comment 156

9.1.8.1. Menzo Wentink (MenzoW):  Packets can age too much.

9.1.8.2. MatthewS:  There is no way to get rid of old packets;  want to have some mechanism for dropping a packet if it is very old.

9.1.8.3. MatthewS:  Motion:  Accept the proposed resolution to comment 156 in document 11-03-064r2-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_Clause_9.109.1.xls such that internal collisions are counted for retry limit purposes.

9.1.8.4. MatthewS:  Straw Poll on this motion:

9.1.8.5. Vote:  10-5-8  (so, if technical, this wouldn’t pass).

9.1.8.6. DuncanK:  So adjust the proposal to the following: 

9.1.8.7. Motion:  Accept the proposed resolution to comment 156 as proposed by the 9.10.1 ad hoc comment resolution group in document 11-03-064r2-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_Clause_9.109.1.xls, but with the removal of the word “not” and any editorial changes thus implied. (Kitchin/Kandala)

9.1.8.8. MatthewS:  Might ask “No” voters if this would change their vote;  need to not delay the process any more.

9.1.8.9. DuncanK:  Will attempt to ask for unanimous consent.

9.1.8.10. SriniK:  This is about Section 9.10.1.5.

9.1.8.11. JohnF:  Any discussion of this motion?

9.1.8.12. AmjadS:  Not strong in either direction.  But EDCF functions could be treated as a virtual entity.  STA counter is not increasing, but the other functions could be increasing their counts.  Not sure of the effect of this.

9.1.8.13. ToruU: In the AP EDCF case it may cause a problem.

9.1.8.14. MatthewS:  I speak for the motion.  I’m confused on what the retry counters are for in the STAs.  They may only be used to tell the user what is happening, but have no effect on the actual operation.  Believe that the related issues are not being decided here.

9.1.8.15. JohnK:  I speak against the motion.  Am worried that this can’t be observed.

9.1.8.16. MenzoW:  I speak for this motion.  If it is an internal collision, it always is a real collision.  So it is worthwhile signaling that all the way up to the upper level protocols like TCP.

9.1.8.17. MenzoW:  A reply to JohnK:  we may want to add a reason for too many retries.  I believe that the other problems can be solved easily.

9.1.8.18. DuncanK:  Don’t care about this, except that we need to get this decided, so I call the question.

9.1.8.19. SriniK:  Second to call the question.

9.1.8.20. JohnF:  Any objection to calling the question?  I see none, so the question is called.

9.1.8.21. JohnF:  Is there any objection to passing this motion?

9.1.8.22. JohnF: I see none, so this motion is passed.

9.1.9. Comment 157

9.1.9.1. MenzoW:  I think we should keep the current version.  Don’t see why fragment would get stuck in a contention window just because they collided a couple of times.

9.1.9.2. DuncanK:  Not a huge amount of difference, but this formula makes a lot of sense and the implementation is simpler.

9.1.9.3. MenzoW:  I agree with that.  This does fix an error in the 1999 spec.

9.1.9.4. MatthewS:  I speak against.  Would like to have a 1999-spec-like class we want to use.  Else we could end up with a lower priority class.  It should remain as in 1999.

9.1.9.5. Partho Mishra (ParthoM):  This seems to conflict with the [1999 spec?].

9.1.9.6. DuncanK:  No one is forced to implement both; so it is simpler to implement just the new proposal.

9.1.9.7. JohnF:  Resolution requires 75 percent.  The draft stays unchanged until that time.  If this resolution [doesn’t meet 75 percent] then will have to revisit this later. 

9.1.9.8. Motion:  Accept the proposed resolution to comment 157 as proposed by the 9.10.1 ad hoc resolution group in document 11-02-064r2-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_clause_9.10.1.xls, but with the removal of the word “not” and any editorial changes thus implied.  (Kitchin/Wentink).

9.1.9.9. DuncanK:  This proposal really is to leave the draft as is.

9.1.9.10. JohnF:  Voting “No” on this means this issue must be revisited.

9.1.9.11. Vote (Technical):  15-4-5   Passes.

9.1.9.12. Motion: Accept the proposed resolution to comment 157 as proposed by the 9.10.1 ad hoc resolution group in document 11-02-064r2-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_clause_9.10.1.xls.  (Kitchin/Wentink).

9.1.9.13. DuncanK:  This is an alternative to what the requester [in the original comment] suggested.

9.1.9.14. MenzoW:  What about amnesty of lifetime?

9.1.9.15. DuncanK:  Might not have been attempted earlier.

9.1.9.16. MatthewS:  What about timeouts?

9.1.9.17. DuncanK:  Yes.  Also:  part of the point here is to allow implementations to separate out older packets before timeouts.

9.1.9.18. AmjadS:  What about AC 0?

9.1.9.19. DuncanK:  Only the higher priority classes are subject to admission control.

9.1.9.20. JohnK:  I have no problem with doing this, but why doesn’t this corrode priority differentiation.

9.1.9.21. DuncanK:  It might somewhat, but unlikely to be very much.  If differentiation is doing its job, then the amount of traffic in the bottom class should not be significantly affecting the upper priority classes.

9.1.9.22. LiwenW:  Would this increase probability of collision?

9.1.9.23. DuncanK:  No, because it will time out the backoff counters less frequently.

9.1.9.24. Motion: Accept the proposed resolution to comment 95 as proposed by the 9.10.1 ad hoc resolution group in document 11-02-064r2-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_clause_9.10.1.xls.  (Kitchin/Kowalski).

9.1.9.25. MenzoW:  Don’t have to do this; could just leave the parameters until the next beacon period.

9.1.9.26. DuncanK:  That is correct; this just gives the implementer the option.

9.1.9.27. MathildeB:  Do you transfer the data to another queue?

9.1.9.28. MenzoW:  No, you leave it in the same queue.

9.1.9.29. MathildeB:  I want to keep the top priority traffic as top priority – don’t wan it to be treated as best effort.  If I have a lot of top priority, want to have that dominate the channel.  Right now we don’t have enough differentiation.

9.1.9.30. JohnK:  I believe that distributed admission control is a good solution.

9.1.9.31. LiwenW:  If running out of bandwidth for highest priority, but have plenty of bandwidth in second level, should the highest priority traffic be moved down?

9.1.9.32. DuncanK:  In the ad hoc group we couldn’t decide whether it was worth the additional complexity.  We eventually concluded it was not worth the return.

9.1.9.33. MenzoW:  When the budget runs out to zero, you have to change the access parameters.

9.1.9.34. DuncanK:  Then can run out again.

9.1.9.35. MenzoW:  Then you continue going down.

9.1.9.36. DuncanK:  What if first is audio with small TXOPs, and second priority has much larger TXOP size?

9.1.9.37. LiwenW:  It depends on the applications.  There are many, many different ones.  Can work on some, but not others.

9.1.9.38. MatthewS:  Probably will vote against.  We need to modify this motion.  At the very least we need to indicate the channel you actually transmitted at – else can’t know that you are over budget.

9.1.9.39. DuncanK:  I agree that there needs to be more work on reporting.  But the question here is what you do with the packets.  This is the best we have right now.  Call the question.

9.1.9.40. SriniK:  Second.

9.1.9.41. JohnF:  Any objection to calling the question?  Seeing none, this question is called.

9.1.9.42. Vote (Technical):  14-6-7   Fails.

9.1.10. Other ad hoc groups.

9.1.10.1. JohnF:  Sid, are there any further motions from your ad hoc group?

9.1.10.2. SidS:  No further motions.

9.1.10.3. JohnF:  Srini, any further motions from your ad hoc group?

9.1.10.4. SriniK:  [One possible about 03/063r2, comment 896.]

9.1.11. Section 7 ad hoc group motion

9.1.11.1. SriniK:  It is generally believed that there are no implementations out there that use this bit.

9.1.11.2. ParthoM:  I am against this change.

9.1.11.3. SidS:  What happens to the order bit?

9.1.11.4. SriniK:  It goes away.

9.1.11.5. SidS:  Is that strictly ordered?

9.1.11.6. SriniK:  Yes.

9.1.11.7. SidS:  Is it strictly ordered?

9.1.11.8. SriniK:  Yes

9.1.11.9. SidS:  Talking about dual usage for this bit?

9.1.11.10. SriniK:  If it truly is not being used, then it is essentially free now.

9.1.11.11. SidS:  You run into the problem of obseleting the old standard.  We tried to pull strictly ordered out earlier and were told we couldn’t.  Now you’re doing that in a sneaky way.

9.1.11.12. DuncanK:  If this is only for QoS data frames, then it is sent only to QSTAs.  Then there is no conflict with legacy devices.  Can still be interpreted as strictly ordered to legacy STAs.

9.1.11.13. AmjadS:  What about broadcast/multicast?

9.1.11.14. DuncanK: We don’t ACK those.

9.1.11.15. SriniK:  This really is only about unicast frames.

9.1.11.16. Maarten Hoeben:  In answer also to Amjad:  through association you can indicate whether a STA is capable or not.

9.1.11.17. ParthoM:  I’m not sure what the optimization does for you.

9.1.11.18. SriniK:  This is freeing up QoS control.

9.1.11.19. AmjadS:  Association is not sufficient.

9.1.11.20. SriniK:  Also have to check the group bit.

9.1.11.21. Charles Wright (CharlesW):  Does this have anything to do with Carlos Rios’s proposal?

9.1.11.22. SriniK:  No.

9.1.11.23. CharlesW:  So what do we need it for? 

9.1.11.24. SriniK:  Really need it for a needed two bits.

9.1.11.25. Motion: Accept the recommended disposition as in document 03/063r2, comment number 896.  (Kandala/Kowalski).

9.1.11.26. JohnF:  Any further discussion?  Seeing none, the question is called.

9.1.11.27. Vote (Technical):  14-1-9.  Passes.

9.1.12. Summary of current state

9.1.12.1. JohnF:  A few statements about where we are headed with this. The Letter Ballot passed with 83 percent.  But I have made the commitment that, even though the LB passed, we will go through all comments.  We will sometime come up with a recirculation that goes only to the previous participants.  If the recirculation ballot fails, we do nothing.  We then just go back to the LB51 ballot that got the 83 percent.  If it passes with less than 83 percent, then the previous draft still remains as the draft.

9.1.12.2. JohnF:  I have put the Operating Rules on this matter on the server as document 03/130.

9.1.12.3. CharlesW:  What are the limits as to what has been commented out?

9.1.12.4. JohnF:  Yes, we can only change things that have been previously commented on.

9.1.12.5. JavierP:  Can someone who previously voted Yes vote No?

9.1.12.6. JohnF:  Yes, but only on the changes.  If the recirculation ballot fails (anything less than 83 percent), then the group has every right to send this [as is] to Sponsor Ballot.

9.1.12.7. Peter Ecclesine:  It’s a little bit more complicated; only goes to Sponsor Ballot from the 802 Exec.  They can always send things back to the group.

9.1.12.8. JohnF:  Peter is correct.  Typically the votes must be in the mid- or high- 90 percent range for specs to be sent to Sponsor Ballot.

9.1.13. Another Section 7 ad hoc group motion

9.1.13.1. SriniK:  There are no more motions.  But we do have comments that need discussion.

9.1.13.2. JohnF:  Does anyone in the assembly have additional proposed resolutions to comments?

9.1.13.3. JohnK:  Would like to review a 9.10.1 comment on PIFS backoff.

9.1.13.4. DuncanK:  This is the issue about the smallest backoff of EDCF of 1 in this version rather than 0.

9.1.13.5. JohnK:  This should be deprecated or prohibited.

9.1.13.6. JohnF:  Before we continue on about this, does anyone have a motion already ready?

9.1.13.7. DuncanK:  I make the motion of explicitly deprecating the bit related to this comment.

9.1.13.8. SidS:  I support the intent, but think there is a simpler way to accomplish this.  There is an EDCF AIFS MIB parameter with the range 0 up.

9.1.13.9. DuncanK:  But your proposal would prohibit its use, not deprecate its use.

9.1.13.10. SidS:  I believe this is not what the comment is asking for.  What does “deprecate” mean here?

9.1.13.11. DuncanK:  It means “indicate it is a bad idea, but not prohibited”.

9.1.13.12. JohnK:  Straw Poll.  Voting members only; vote for one only:

9.1.13.12.1. A.  Deprecate (should not)   

9.1.13.12.2. B.  Prohibit (shall not)         

9.1.13.12.3. C.  Leave as-is (may)

9.1.13.12.4. D.  Don’t care.

9.1.13.13. Straw Poll Vote:  A: 2;  B: 12;  C: 5;  D: 6.

9.1.13.14. Motion:  Propose an alternative disposition to comment 536, prohibiting the use of (shall not use) AIFS=0 by non-AP QSTAs, thereby avoiding EDCF contention with HC access.  (Kowalski/Schrum).

9.1.13.15. JohnF:  Is there any discussion?

9.1.13.16. MenzoW: I speak against.  If I am an HC, then I will not distribute that same access priority in a beacon.

9.1.13.17. MathildeB: I speak for.  This is useful in many cases.

9.1.13.18. JohnK:  I speak for.  To answer Menzo’s question:  [it] can interfere with polled access today.

9.1.13.19. DuncanK:  I speak against.  We’re constraining an AP not to transmit an AIFS of 0,so that it can’t create interference sources to itself.  But this is limited; if they want to interfere with themselves, that is fine.  There is no reason to prohibit it.

9.1.13.20. CharlesW:  An HC wouldn’t do this and I call the question.

9.1.13.21. KeithA:  Second.

9.1.13.22. Vote (Technical):  13-8-4.  Fails.

9.1.14. Closing

9.1.14.1. MathildeB:  Draft 03/107r0 is now on the sever.

9.1.14.2. SriniK:  I want to thank everyone for the nice gesture.  [A gift to the editor for all of his hard work.]

9.1.14.3. JohnF adjourned the meeting at 9:28pm.
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