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Abstract

Monday Morning Session

Shoemake calls meeting to order.
1) Need to approved Agenda:

a) The major concern is whether to reject comments and go to sponsor ballot or resolve comments and go for another round of recirculation ballot before Dallas meeting in March 2003

b) Letter ballot 50: 88% approval with 94% participation of voting pool contained in documents number 11-02-036

c) REVCOM is scheduled to meet in June 11, 2003

d) Standards Board meet on June 12, 2003

e) Documents 11-03-068r0 with comment for letter ballot 50 is on the server

f) Document 11-02-714r

2) Motion to adopt the agenda in 78r0 by S. Gummadi

a) Second by I. Oakes

b) The motion passes 37/0/0

3) Review and Approve Minutes from Meeting in Kauia 11/2002 in document 11-02-702r1

a) Motion to approve minute by S. Gummadi and second by D. Allen

b) Approval by unanimous consent

4) Review of letter ballot #50 Result

a) By unanimous consent, the group agrees to resolve the comments in document 68

5) The group divided into four groups to address the 300+ comments. The subgroups were general and appendices comments, clause 19 comments, MAC issues, and clause 19.5 and 19.6, which were lead by J. Terry, S. Halford, M. Fisher, and S. Coffey, respectively. C. Andren handled the comments deemed editorial.

Tuesday Morning, Afternoon, and Evening Sessions:

1. The chair M. Shoemake presented the IEEE patent policy to the body. 

2. The chair asked the body whether they had knowledge of any patents or future patents that would affect the TGg standard. 

3. No one came forward with any information.

The body members rejoined their respective subgroups to continue comment resolution.

Wednesday Morning Session:

1. The chair M. Shoemake reviews the status of comment resolution

2. Inform the body that S. Kerry has received numerous requests for an official copy of our draft to be made available for public purchase.

a. Motion: Move to request publication of draft 6.0 of the IEEE 802.11g immediately following the January 2003 session. Mover Andren/Hansen

b. Passed: 16-1-5

Wednesday Afternoon & Evening Sessions (Dr. Jeffrey Wojtiuk):

TGG  Minutes Wed PM

Started 13:10

Presentation  Steve Halford, Intersil. Doc no. IEEE 802.11-03/101r0

NonERP Indication Element: Issues from Draft 5.0

Main issues that the presentation addresses are: When to set the nonERP present bit and when to set Use_protection bit.

Question during presentation on length of time required for timeout for NonERP present bit, Steve felt about 5minutes.

Presentation recommendation: require prtotection mechnaisma whenever NonERP present bit is set to 1.

suggestions

1) Use_protection=1 if NonERP present =1; 2) can set Use_protection=1 anytime.

Presentation contains propsed text

Dick possible associated station loss of protection for everyone else by turning of protection?

Steve: yesy could be true but there are tradeoffs 

Possible for BSS???

Protect against overlapping BSSs that are not ERP aware

Possible to make this implemntation specific???

It largely is now although the standard hints at protection mechanism use.  Past feedback/queries on protection mechanism use.  Steve feels a suggested way forward would be better.

Sri  do we need the 2 bits

Steve you do need 2 bits.  Sri If the no nonERP devices why set protection hi

Steve for high potential for .11b need to do CCA may need protection set high.  Steve mentioned 3 states of operation.

Jim :prevent overlapping BSSs two bits are required  at least three separate cases.  Prevent propagation of overlapping BSSs. Discussion ensued on these scenarios.  NonERP does not propagate unless you set NonERP.  Concern is that protection can drop right off.

Jan benefits are there but how many no votes ?

Matthew:  Do you intend to motion this steve?  Who would turn vote yes to no?  largely undecided

Dick:  present of adjacentBSS beacon doesn’t necessarily cause collisions.  Concern over BSS flexibility. Menzo suggests splitting the motion into two issues.  Nonerp and use protection.

Nonerp and use protection and …..

Steve: Behaviour for setting nonERP present, would this change votes

Question on timing, but timing not specified.  Requirement for a time specification for support.  Discussion on timing, 10s of beacons order of magnitude

Matt: votes change for timing specified???  Ongoing discussion regarding 3 b) of proposed text. Of 7.3.2.12.

Necessity of clause 3c)  

Who no vote on manadtory 3 ??  More no votes.  Steve wants to take it offline.

Clauses 1) and 2) mandatory???  More yes votes.

Tim not ready with presentation yet.

Matt: steve short break.  Clause 19 tab and clause 19.6 tab

Comment resolution 11-03-068r6-G-LB50

Clause 19  UC3,6,10 UC12, UC19, UC20, UC35 UC49 pulled out for discussion. 

Clause 19.5 and 19.6  rows 4 to 7 approved for unanimous consent.

Steve to go through clause 19 tab

Row 3: 19.1.2 coexistence issue – discussion.  Johns reply was please supply text, willing to consider any proposed text.  Also no proof of concerns and it is not the position of the standards group to supply this. Also the group does not belive there is s coexistence problem.  Dick askes about row 4 response but this may not be sufficient.  Row 3 concern is slightly different.

Steves suggested text references 802.15.2 practices.  passed by UC.

Row5: 19.1.2 overlap of ERP-OFDM rates and DSSS-OFDM rates.  MAC group has a complete solution on this and resulting from a similar comment to their group.  

Matt – response for row 34.  Suggested added text for section 7.3.2.2.  DSSS OFDM modulation and rates can never be basic, along with PBCC.

Gunner has a presentation to address this problem  11-03-106r0.

Suggests formats for coding rates and modulation.  Discussion enues, concerns over potential changes requiring other changes in the standard as knock on effects.  

Matt S – come back to this later when reviewing outcome from Matts group.

Back to Steves comments – suggest to use Matts comment response in his row 34.  Passed by UC.

Row 6: 19.1.2 DSSS OFDM operation without ERP OFDM. – Matt feels his row 34 comment attempts to clarify this issue. Adopt resolution using row 34 response.  Accepted by UC

Row 7 is an exact copy of row 3 

Row 10 19.2 Medium management statemachines – 17.2.1 and 14.2.1 editor notes this is a copy of these. Suggest acceptance of comment with appropriate cross reference to these sections.  Another suggestion is a relabel to PHY management state machine.

Break 3.00

Resume 3:30

Tim Wakely – Hewlett Packard -  presentation after the break document IEEE 802.11-03/058r0  results from lab measurements of interference of .11g and .11b on .11b radio.

Row 10 change text to PHY dependant MAC .  passed by UC.

Row 14 19.2 PBCC and ER PBCC in table 19.2.2. change all instances. Passed by UC

Row 16 19.3.2.1 bit set definitions. Adopted by UC

Row 23 19.3.2.3 ERP OFDM PPDU format ambiguous.  Discussed and adopted proposed change by UC

Row 24 19.3.2.3 ERP OFDM PPDU format ambiguous.  Discussed and adopted proposed change after removing the last sentence by UC.

Row 30 19.3.5 ERPED requirement for STAs .  Discussion on this, suggest change to ED and CS.  Suggetst a counter reference to ERPED changed to ED.  Drafted a response pointing out the differences between CCA modes 1 and 5. Offers a clarification.  Passed by UC

Row 31 is identical so adoted by UC

Row 36 19.4.4 short slot times in an IBSS. Suggest 20us in IBSS mandatory.  Editor to insert comment in 19.4.4, addition of text in section 7.3.1.4.  Adopted by UC.  

Row 37 19.4.6 CCA modes, discussion on wether this applies to CCA modes 1 and 5. editor has changed text to address this.  proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 44 19.4.7.2 locked clock requirement.  Propsed editorial changes adopted by UC

Row 45 19.5 co-modulation interference.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 46 19.5.2 RX adjacent channel rejection.  Yuri has concerns and is welcome to bring along supporting data at the next meeting.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 56 19.8.1 coding for all rates in table 19.8.1.  Use row 34 solution discussed previously.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 61 19.8.4 accept change see row 36.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 64  19.8.4  sri and ivan have proposed change.  Yuri has concerns but MAC group has resolved this problem Sri suggests change.  Ivan refers to row 80 of MAC issues tab.  Discussion on rate scaling when backing down the rates Cwmin change does not have to be a dynamic change.  Suggest row 80 of MAC issues. Proposed resolution adopted by UC.

Clause 19.5 and 19.6

Row 2 the same as row 45 of clause 19

Row 3 clause 18 there was a change that confuses things. Steve, this was modified to identify the existence of short preamble in clause 19.  resolution comment withdrawn

Editorial 

Row 6 19.2 Carl discussion on Ivans comments editor to change

Several comments on 7.3.1.4  now radically different

Comments on row 115 E-1 no recommendation for IBSS

Carl has no questions for the group at this time

Johns group comments to be discussed tomorrow

General and annexes

Row 3 a4.1.2 support of 36 rate – propsed redeffine ERP PICs table. Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 10 A4.4.1 PIC elements refer to an old version.  Propose to direct editor to update PICs based on MAC comment resolutions.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 12 A4.4.1  identical to row 10.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 13 A4.4.1 PC 31.  Editor to update PICs with row 11 in MAC issues.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 15 annex C  description of MAC changes.  MAC SDL changes.   changes to be resolved by March 2003.  Discussion of concern over late changes to normative text.    Ongoing discussion over sponsor ballot concerns.    Propose to counter and modify draft to delete text calling for removal of Annex C.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 16 Changes for row 15 encompass resolution to Row 16 comments.   

Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 39 mixed modulation.  Proposed rejection of comment addressed in row 2 of 19.5 which was rejected.  Mixed slot is addressed in E-3.  Proposed resolution adopted by UC

Row 18 Annex D DSSS OFDM MIB variables.  Not resolved take this out of UC

Meeting adjourned at 17:43

Thursday morning session

Chair called session to order.

Will call for unanimous consent at 9am today on General and Annexes comments marked in column j with a “y”.  

Will issue draft r10 by 8:30.  Will contain updated comments from Matt Fischer’s group that is working on the MAC tab.

1) Chair reviewed the current status of comment resolution: ask for acceptance for comments marked unanimous in the General and Annex and MAC issues in morning session. Review comments that need to be discuss by the task group.

2) Announce that TGg has a room reserved to do editorial changes to the draft

3) WiFi Alliance issued a letter, shown in document  11-03-077r0-G, requesting a TGg meets its published schedule. Brian Matthews agreed to lead a small group of members to draft a respond letter to the WiFi Alliance’s request.

Comment resolutions for General and Annexes of doc. 11-068r9:

· Row 18 – Rejected by unanimous consent.  

· Row 34 – Deleted Annex E-3

· Row 19 – Countered.  See resolutions to MAC comments 54-56.

Comment resolution discussion for MAC issues

1. Row 2 – Countered.  Clarification to be made based on

2. Row 11 – Rejected by UC.  CTS-to-self is kept in the draft

3. Row 17 – Accepted.

Row 35 – Countered.  Accepted proposed resolutions.

Comments in rows 50, 54, 55, and 56 are handled together as they pertain to the same problem. In addition, the accepted resolution for these comments will apply to comment 19 in the General and Annex tab.

Row 56 – Counter.  Add setnece stating that the recommended practice for setting of the Use_Protection bit is provided in   UC

Approved by UC all proposed resolutions in 11-03-068r10 General and Annexes tab, except rows 19, 28 and 29.

Will call for UC on items marked for UC in 11-03-068r10 at 10:30am after the break.

Row 54 – Counter.  A counter to comment in row 54 was to add the following non-normative text, “Examples of when the NonERP_Present bit may be set to 1, include, but are not limted to: ….” The word “may” was specifically chosen.  There is currently no requirement on the use_protection bit, therefore a device that never turns on the use protection mechanism bit is strictly compliant, because the setting of use_protection has been left up to the implementer.  Adopted by UC.

NonERP indictation element in 7.3.2.13 was changed ERP indictation element as a counter to comment 44.

Comment in row 55 is rejected by unanimous consent. The proposed resolution by commenter was to define a parameter aNonERPTimeOut_TU.

Comment in row 56 is counter.  The recommended behavior for setting of the Use_Protection bit is provided in the informative Annex E

The chair asks the group to approve by unanimous the comments in MAC tab in rows mark with yes in document 68r10. There were not any objections. Approved.

Comment in row 50 is covered by the comment resolution in row 56, -- counter.

Comment in row 60 is treated as the comment in row 11 and reject as well

Comment in row 75, a straw poll will be conducted to assess the body’s view to adopt the following text:

All control frames which initiates a frame exchange shall be transmitted at one of the rates in the BSSBasicRateSet (18/7/6-y/n/a)

The chair ask that if the text above is adopted shall it cause a member to generate a new ‘no’ vote or maintain his/her current ‘no’ vote. Move us to comment in row 88.

Accept comment in row 88 and add a new paragraph before the one that begins: “All control frames sent in response ..

A simple strawpoll to gauge the group’s view of comment in row 88: Use of protection mechanism shall not be set if there are non clause 15 or 18 rates contained in the BSSBasicRateSet (3/13/12)

Continuation of comment in row 88: “All control frames sent in response ..” – the new paragraph is: “All control frames which initiate a frame exchange shall be transmitted at one of the rates in the BSSBasicRateSet, unless the transmitting STAs protection mechanism is enable, and the control frame is a protection mechanism frame, in which case, the control frame shall be transmitted at a rate according to the separate rules for determining the rates of transmission of protection frames in 9.10.” – also, delete the phrase “or initiating a frame exchange” from the paragraph that begins, “All control frames sent in response …” modify the sentence in 9.10 which begins: Protection mechanism frames shall be sent using clause 15 or clause 18 waveforms … to become  “Protection mechanism frames shall be sent using one of the mandatory rates of clause 15 or clause 18, and using one of the mandatory clause 15 or clause 18 waveforms”

Returning to comment 75: accept – add clause 9.2 and instruct the editor to create an editing instruction which requires the deletion the last two sentences of the second to last paragraph of 9.2 - the shall language in these sentences is effected through the observance of the rules in 9.6 - for legacy implementations, the new rules for 9.6 effectively collapse to produce exactly the requirements of 9.2 - for 802.11g, the rules allow an exception for the 2nd shall of the paragraph in 9.2

Comment on row 87: accept the proposed resolution.

Comment on row 94 is accepted the same as the accepted comment on row 88.

Comments on rows 100, 102, and 108 are accepted since they are addressed in the comment on row 87.

Comment on row 113 is accepted since it is addressed in the comment on row 11.

Comment on row 115 is withdrawn by the commenter.

Comment on row 107 is counter and the proposed solution in row 88 given as argument.

Comment resolution was completed at 2:05 PM. 

Gunnar Nitsche presented document 11-03-106r0-G and request strawpoll at the end of the presentation. A strawpoll requested by Gunnar, which states “Do you want to have a new rate coding in the extended supported rates element?” Results: 9/18

Document 68r12

The chair proposed to proceed with a series of motions to move us toward a recirculation ballot The series of motions are the following:

Motion:

Move to direct the editor to incorporate the adopted resolutions in document 11-03-068r12 into draft 6.0 and post draft 6.p to the 802.11 server by 7:30pm on January 16, 2003

Movers: A. Sanwalka/D. Allen

Result 28/0/1

Motion

Move to request on 802 ExCom e-mail ballot on the question of conditional approval to forward to sponsor ballot (Procedure 10) Draft 6.0 of IEEE 802g

Mover: M. Paljug/M. Fisher

Result (28/0/3)

Motion


Move to request a 15-day Working Group recirculation ballot on Draft 6.0 of IEEE 802.11g with an opening date of January 20, 2003 and a closing date of February 6, 2003. 

Mover: M. Fisher/S. Gummadi

Result (30/0/1)

Motion

In response to the WFA letter to the IEEE 802 Executive Committee (doc. 11-03-077), move to forward the draft response in document 11-03-123r1 to the IEEE 802.11 Working Group

Mover: S. Kerry/B. Matthews

Motion to amend document 11-03-123r1 to 11-03-123r2

Mover A. Sanwalka/S. Kerry

Results (31/0/1)

Motion



Whereas IEEE 802.11 Task Group G would like to have Sponsor Ballot  comments to resolve at its March 10-14, 2003 session …



Contingent upon obtain Procedure 10 approval for 802.11g and contingent upon execution of the 15-day recirculation ballot on Draft 6.0, reject all comments submitted on the 15-day recirculation ballot, and contingent upon meeting all the requirements of Procedure 10, request a 30-day Sponsor Ballot on 802.11g Draft 6.0 with a targeted starting date of February 7, 2003. 

Movers: S. Gummadi/V.K. Jones
Amendment to the above motion by unanimous consent to the following

Contingent upon obtain Procedure 10 approval for 802.11g and contingent upon execution of the 15-day recirculation ballot on Draft 6.0 and contingent upon meeting all the requirements of Procedure 10, reject all comments submitted on the 15-day recirculation ballot and request a 30-day Sponsor Ballot on 802.11g Draft 6.0 with a targeted starting date of February 7, 2003.

Results (28-0-6)

Motion

Move to request that the ANA issue 802.11g three new status codes and one new element ID. (Status codes requested are 25-27 and ID number 50.)

Movers: Andren\A. Sanwalka
Approved by unanimous consent

Meeting Adjorn for the session
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