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1. 4pm Monday Afternoon, November 10, 2003

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 4:10pm (delayed due to equipment setup).
1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. Review of the agenda (JohnF)
1.2.1.1. Tentative meeting agenda: 11-03-805sjk1-W-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-November-2003.xls

1.2.1.2. JohnF reviewed the proposed agenda.  
1.2.1.2.1. Fixed Time agenda items will be handled at 4:45pm Thursday, November 13, 2003.

1.2.1.2.2. Review minutes from previous meeting.
1.2.1.2.3. Call for papers.

1.2.1.2.4. The Fixed Time agenda Items are listed on the agenda. 
1.2.2. Approval of the agenda
1.2.2.1. JohnF:  Are there any comments on the agenda?

1.2.2.2. David Hunter (DavidH):  Propose that an item be included just before the last line (to adjourn at 6:00pm) to continue the Technical Discussion, time permitting.
1.2.2.3. JohnF:  Fine; am making these changes.
1.2.2.4. JohnF:  I ask the voting members, are there any objections to approving this new version of the agenda?  

1.2.2.5. JohnF:  I see no objections, so we have an agenda for this meeting.
1.3. Recirculation Ballot Discussion

1.3.1. Recirculation vs. Letter Ballot

1.3.1.1. Jennifer Bray (JenniferB):  Is it legitimate to make another recirculation ballot, instead of having a new Letter Ballot?  Aren’t there more changes than that?

1.3.1.2. JohnF:  The recirculation ballot addresses just the comments that have been made.
1.3.1.3. JenniferB:  Can any member comment?

1.3.1.4. JohnF:  The next ballot will go to the current ballot membership, though anyone can make comments.

1.3.1.5. JenniferB:  As a new member I object to being locked out of voting.

1.3.1.6. JohnF:  Yes you will be locked out, but you can participate on anything we discuss here.  We do have to obey the general WG rules, including the fact that the Letter Ballot passed.

1.3.1.7. Andrew Myles (AndrewM):  But any voting member could move that we go to Letter Ballot again.
1.3.1.8. JohnF:  I haven’t see than happen before.

1.3.1.9. AndrewM: That could happen.

1.3.1.10. JohnF:  That would be hard to do, because the Letter Ballot passed, and I would expect to be challenged on that.  We are close to 90% “Yes” votes, and that is very good for such a large group.  I expect that we will send the draft directly to Sponsor Ballot after the next recirculation ballot.  But this is not guaranteed.  So I will have to see what we are allowed to do.

1.3.1.11. Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB):  What happens if it fails Sponsor Ballot?
1.3.1.12. JohnF:  It will go through the same process of changes and recirculations [in the Sponsor Ballot procedures].
1.3.1.13. MathildeB:  But with this same TGe group?
1.3.1.14. JohnF:  No, it is a different group of people, not the current 802.11 voters.  You need to ask Stuart to see whether that group can still be joined.  Most of us will not be part of that balloting group.  Announcements were made a couple of sessions ago on whether you want to be part of that group.  That group will work like this group in recirculation ballots until the integrity is enough to pass Sponsor Ballot, but the members of that group will be different than the TGe group.
1.4. Reviews of voting rules and process

1.4.1. Process

1.4.1.1. JohnF reviewed the general task group voting procedures and willingness for open participation, but noted that motions must be made and voted by voting members.  

1.4.1.2. JohnF:  Technically only voting members can participate in discussion, but I will make an exception to allow all present to discuss.  If you [are not a voting member and] want to make a motion, make sure you ask a member to make the motion.  At times we will allow non-voting members to vote on some of the issues.  Any other questions on voting and policies and rules?
1.4.2. Attendance Logging Procedures

1.4.2.1. Khaled Amer (KhaledA):  Question about attendance – how do we do this electronically?
1.4.2.2. JohnF reviewed the electronic attendance procedures.
1.4.2.3. KhaledA:  Unfortunately, I don’t get the list of current sessions where you do on the page.

1.4.2.4. JohnF:  Then you’ll need to talk to Al Petrick to see how to fix this.

1.5. Approval of minutes
1.5.1. Interim Ad Hoc Meeting

1.5.1.1. JohnF:  Have the minutes of the ad hoc meeting been issued?

1.5.1.2. Tim Godfrey (TimG):  Don’t believe they have been.

1.5.1.3. JohnF:  We will issue those this week and bring their approval up again later in the week.

1.5.2. Minutes of the September 2003 Interim Meeting

1.5.2.1. JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the September 2003 meeting in Singapore?
1.5.2.2. JohnF:  I hear none.  The minutes of September 2003 are approved with unanimous consent.
1.5.2.3. JohnF:  We need to do the same for the minutes of the Interim meeting in Orlando, but I would like to postpone this until those minutes are available.  Do I hear any objections to the postponement of this review?  Hearing none, we will postpone this discussion until these documents are available.
1.6. Papers and Comment Resolutions
1.6.1. Call for papers

1.6.1.1. JohnF:  What papers are available to be presented?

1.6.1.2. MathildeB:  I have 2 or 3 papers

1.6.1.2.1. 03/796, Lost Ack Problem (joint presentation with Menzo)

1.6.1.2.2. 03/xxx, How to Respond to a TSPEC and Coordination Control

1.6.1.2.3. 03/xxx, Power Management and Service Period

1.6.1.3. AndrewM:  1 paper; someone else will present this.

1.6.1.3.1. 03/xxx, Downgrading Policy in EDCF

1.6.1.4. Floyd Simpson:  1 paper

1.6.1.4.1. 03/883, Further Discussion on Lost Ack

1.6.1.5. JohnF:  Any other papers?
1.6.1.6. Amjad Soomro:  4 papers

1.6.1.6.1. Scheduling

1.6.1.6.2. Power Save Mechanism

1.6.1.6.3. Service Ending Time

1.6.1.6.4. On Comment on Inclusion of Error Rate

1.6.1.7. Srini Kandala:  1

1.6.1.7.1. 832r0, Changes to the Draft due to inclusion of TGg and TGh standards

1.6.1.8. JenniferB:  1 

1.6.1.8.1. On Initiators
1.6.1.9. JohnF:  Make sure the papers list up front the comments you’re addressing.  Also make sure you coordinate your papers.

1.6.1.10. MathildeB:  The lost Ack paper has been posted for two months without any feedback, so am surprised that anyone is working on this.

1.6.1.11. JohnF:  It would be very helpful you all to get together 

1.6.1.12. MathildeB:  Also please anyone who is working on EDCA, please get ahold of me.  Also approach me on the End of Service Period.

1.6.1.13. Isaac:  Would it be possible to list the papers?

1.6.1.14. JohnF:  Can the Secretary do this?

1.6.1.15. DavidH:  It’s in the middle of a bunch of comments.

1.6.1.16. JohnF:  Could you get in touch with Dave about that?

1.6.1.17. Isaac:  Sure.

1.6.2. TGe 4 Hour Rule

1.6.2.1. JohnF:  All papers that have normative text will have to be available for 4 working hours.  So make sure you follow this rule before you make a motion.

1.6.2.2. JohnF:  What papers will be available before the 6pm break?

1.6.2.3. SriniK:  Am ready now.

1.6.2.4. MarkB:  Would like to compare notes with Mathilde first.

1.6.2.5. JohnF:  I hear no others that are ready.

1.7. Comment Resolution Process

1.7.1. Ad Hoc Groups

1.7.1.1. JohnF:  We have in the past broken into ad hoc groups that work in parallel. I would like to follow that process again, because it is faster.  Srini, is there a logical way to break up the remaining comments?
1.7.1.2. SriniK:  Three groups:  EDCF, HCF, and the Rest (about 30 comments).

1.7.1.3. JohnF:  Clause numbers?

1.7.1.4. SriniK:  9.1.3, 9.9.1 would be one Ad Hoc group;  9.9.2 would be the second group.
1.7.1.5. JohnF:  I would like to propose to the group that we follow the editor’s recommendation how to split this.  It is about 30 comments per group.  I hear no objection to this, so that’s what we will do.  Are there any volunteers for leading these ad hoc groups?

1.7.1.6. Thomas Kuehnel (ThomasK):  I’ll take the first group.

1.7.1.7. JohnF:  Any objection?  Hearing none, I’ll appoint you to head that.

1.7.1.8. AmjadS:  I will take 9.9.2.

1.7.1.9. JohnF:  Any objection?  Hearing none, I’ll appoint Amjad to head that.

1.7.1.10. SriniK:  I will take the remaining group.

1.7.1.11. JohnF:  Any objection?  Hearing none, I’ll appoint Srini to head that.

1.7.2. Session Procedures

1.7.2.1. JohnF:  At the opening of each session I will ask whether there are any issues to take to the TG.  If none, then we will recess for Ad Hoc work.

1.7.2.2. JohnF:  SriniK, can you tell the group leaders how to find the related comments?
1.7.2.3. SriniK: I can tell them how to filter the comments, offline.

1.7.2.4. JohnF:  With that, let’s divide up the groups to gather around the respective leaders.

1.8. Closing

1.8.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

1.8.1.1. JohnF recessed the TG for Ad Hoc work at 5:03pm.

2. 7:30pm Monday Evening, November 10, 2003

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 7:35 pm.

2.2. Papers
2.2.1.1. JohnF: Are any of the papers ready?  I see Mark and Floyd.  I’ll give you each 10 minutes to present.
2.2.2. Document 03/0892, TIDs and Downgrading , Mark Bilstad
2.2.2.1. Mark Bilstad (MarkB):  There is no motion with this paper right now.  I’d like to lead to motions later in the week.  This came up in the WiFi certification discussions, so I’m trying to pass some of those questions on to this group.  The downgrade operation introduced in Draft 5.0 brought some of the ambiguities to the forefront.  One of the things not captured in this presentation is that TGi also uses the TID as a queue index.

2.2.2.2. MathildeB:  What is the confusion you mentioned?
2.2.2.3. MarkB:  If the TID is really an index, then lets treat it as such.
2.2.2.4. MathildeB:  You need 802.1d to make priority, so you have to make another field to carry that?

2.2.2.5. MarkB:  Yes it does, but there are a number of scenarios in which you don’t have to carry it (though you still can if you want).  There are cases in which the 802.1d priority doesn’t get carried across the whole network, so 802.11 doesn’t have to carry it either.  We can just follow the other 802.11 rules for where to carry it.

2.2.2.6. ThomasK:  Do you mean that you would need only one bit to indicate downgrading?

2.2.2.7. MarkB:  Yes, it does mean that you would get one bit back.  But I don’t believe you still can put it in the frame because TGi would be messed up by this control bit messing up things.  The problem is that these 4 bits mean something outside this TG.

2.2.2.8. ThomasK:  You have two cases – lineout no admission control;  but in the other case (“ACM based”) you could use multiple queues.  

2.2.2.9. MarkB:  When you use ACM downgrading, the other ambiguity is that you could just use other queues.  You are right – depending on how that question is settled.

2.2.2.10. Menzo Wentink (MenzoW):  I believe Draft 5.0 speaks about the second downgrade – there is no rerouting of frames.  Do you agree that this is what is described in the Draft?
2.2.2.11. MarkB:  I believe that the issue in the top half of Slide 4 is still there.  This is also what Thomas alluded to.

2.2.2.12. Amjad Soomro (AmjadS):  It does make a difference.

2.2.2.13. MarkB:  Agree.  Simon Barber brought this up in one [teleconference] call:  this would give one queue with several backoff parameters.
2.2.2.14. MenzoW:  Yes it would allow a STA with multiple queues to be more aggressive. 

2.2.2.15. MarkB:  My position is that it would only be allowed to use the queues advertised by the AP.  So it seems that there seems to be more work with respect to that.  To summarize, I believe that you’re saying that my summary of the upper bullet is only my [own] summary.

2.2.2.16. MenzoW:  I believe that the Draft 5.0 does not refer to the subject of the upper bullet at all.  I will check this again.

2.2.2.17. MarkB:  So the final question is that should I draft text for this?  

2.2.2.18. AmjadS:  One issue is that these TIDs values come from the MAC SAP.   With your proposal, when the value is the value of the queue index, how does it relate to the value coming from the MAC SAP?

2.2.2.19. MarkB:  The major point is that we have to be clear about where TID means.  We do have to keep the sequence number space meaning.

2.2.2.20. ThomasK:  I would suggest always maintaining the 802.1d tag, whether downgrading or not.  We need an end-to-end 802.1d tag.

2.2.2.21. MarkB:  I believe this will come up again and we need to store the 802.1d priorities separately.

2.2.2.22. Charles Wright (CharlesW):  I believe that the relevant text is in 9.9.1.7, especially “use an AC”.

2.2.2.23. ThomasK:  But that could mean anything.

2.2.2.24. CharlesW:  Exactly.

2.2.2.25. MarkB: Menzo, I believe that this is the ambiguous sentence.  I am open to discussion on how to work on this.

2.2.2.26. AmjadS:  If we retain the suggestion on the first bullet, then three queues could be running EDCF parameters.

2.2.2.27. MarkB:  I agree.

2.2.3. Document 03/883r1, Further Discussion on “Lost Ack”, Floyd Simpson

2.2.3.1. FloydS:  There is no motion about this, and there are some comments coming up on Draft 5.1.  At the Singapore meeting we brought in the concept of an “Unscheduled Service Period”.  It is arguable whether you need a solution to this problem.  This problem is also in the 1999 draft, where there is a mechanism to mitigate it.  You can mitigate this problem, but not totally solve it.  See Clause 9.2.5.3 in the 1999 Edition.  We believe that the 1999 mechanism is also the one to use for the current Lost Ack issue.
2.2.3.2. MathildeB:  We are concerned still with the Lost Ack for the PS-Poll, and this issue is exacerbated in the current solution.  We do have a solution that we will propose tomorrow.  So I’d appreciate waiting until tomorrow.

2.2.3.3. FloydS:  I agree.  We should talk about it in the light of certain specific requirements.

2.2.3.4. MenzoW:  I believe that Mathilde’s is a more precise solution that will be worthwhile to implementers.  So we should wait until tomorrow.

2.2.3.5. AmjadS:  On the first line of Slide 3:  we tried to be clear earlier in the draft that, during a service period, a STA has to remain awake to receive any traffic from the AP.  A QAP might need a STA to remain awake to receive a new schedule later.  So this distinction, which I would like to see maintained, should be addressed in your proposal.
2.2.3.6. FloydS: I agree.  This should be addressed along with a number of other specific requirements.

2.3. Closing

2.3.1. Recess

2.3.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any more papers that are ready?  I see none, so I would like to recess once again for the Ad Hoc groups to work again.  Srini had to go to an editor’s meeting.  Who is appointed to substitute for him?

2.3.1.2. FloydS:  I am.

2.3.1.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recessing for the rest of the night for Ad Hoc group work?  I see no objection, so that’s what we’ll do.

2.3.1.4. JohnF recessed the meeting at 8:25pm for Ad Hoc work.

3. 8am Tuesday Morning, November 11, 2003
3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 8:10 am.
3.2. Agenda Discussion
3.2.1. Papers
3.2.1.1. JohnF:  We have all day today, 8am to 9:30pm, but do not have a session tomorrow.  Thursday there won’t be much time – probably only one session to resolve comments.  And then we will need to approve changes that we have come up with.  I would first like to give the floor to the Ad Hoc group leaders.  Are there any other papers ready?  Hearing none, then does everyone agree that we should continue with the ad-hoc group work and reconvene at the 10:30 session?  Hearing none, that’s what we’ll do.
3.3. Ad-Hoc Work Review
3.3.1. Ad Hoc Reports
3.3.1.1. AmjadS:   My group is working on Clause 9.9.2.  We have 20+ comments.  Yesterday we resolved 5 comments and discussed some comments on NAV in detail, to understand multiple NAV.  We expect to complete another 5 comments this morning, so we will be on target to complete our group work.

3.3.1.2. FloydS:  I was sitting in for Srini late last night and we resolved 4 comments – mostly the power save comments in Clause 11, how to use the MoreData bit and Lost Data bit together.

3.3.1.3. MathildeB:  I will be presenting on that topic, too.

3.3.1.4. SriniK:  The Misc group has resolved 7 comments and have another 20, but we expect to be done today.  

3.3.1.5. JohnF:  To be done today is a good thing.  If the Ad Hoc groups can publish what they have done by lunchtime, then we can start approving these by the end of the day today.  Keep in mind you don’t need to have a consensus at the Ad Hoc level.  It is more important to have a resolution than a consensus in the Ad Hoc group right now.  Please just bring it forward it with the note that this reflects just a majority of the members present.

3.3.1.6. JohnF:  Are there any papers ready for presentation?  I see two papers.

3.3.1.7. MarkB:  I have no paper but have a single comment I’d like to resolve on the floor.

3.3.1.8. JohnF:  Ok, lets start with Mark and then move to Mathilde and Srini.

3.3.2. Response to Comment 449, Mark Bilstad

3.3.2.1. MarkB:  This is comment 449.  The Ad Hoc group had a recommended disposition in a September teleconference, but I don’t think it’s gone through the session yet.  

3.3.2.2. MarkB read the comment about QAP actions.

3.3.2.3. MarkB:  The Ad Hoc group recommended to decline this, with reference to Table 17 that specifies the AP usage of these.  The commenter wanted to preserve the ability to advertise.  The response I am recommending is to accept the comment:  “In the paragraph before table 17, add a final sentence stating “A QAP sets the QoS, CF-Pollable, and a CF-Request subfield values in Association Responses and Reassociation Response management frames corresponding to the QoS capabilities that are active and allowed for this association.”
3.3.2.4. MarkB:  This contrasts with the Ad Hoc group’s recommendation to decline the comment with reference to “The QoS facilities in EDCA and HCCA could be denied by admission control mechanism for a particular association.  Furthermore, the proposed solution would increase protocol complexity of QSTA by having …” .  I agree with the latter half of this, but would like to deny that because we won’t know the SSID until association time, and can deny the association after that.

3.3.2.5. SriniK: But that is on the station side.

3.3.2.6. MarkB:  The server side would not know that a QoS is available on one of the STAs.

3.3.2.7. SriniK:  Why do you want to do this?  We did not understand the need expressed in the comment.

3.3.2.8. MarkB:  Customers want all sorts of strange policies.  There are some cases where the administrator would not want to support QoS facilities.

3.3.2.9. SriniK:  To me the whole policy of standardizing on QoS and then allowing this to be set to 0 defeats the purpose.

3.3.2.10. MarkB;  These capabilities are here to be able to enable it, so I am only asking to enable it on an SSID basis.

3.3.2.11. SriniK:  Why should this group specifically provide a mechanism not to use QoS?
3.3.2.12. MarkB:  My general answer is only to be able to enable/disable on SSID basis.  I don’t know all the reasons why people would want to do this.  There can be a single AP that can support more than one SSID.

3.3.2.13. SriniK:  I don’t see why people would want to do this.

3.3.2.14. ThomasK:  People would want to overload multiple SSIDs onto one AP, so it could serve multiple operators.

3.3.2.15. SriniK:  But then they are multiple logical BSSIDs.  Then they are different beacons.

3.3.2.16. Matthew Fischer (MatthewF):  There’s no need for this, since you can’t put multiple SSIDs into the same beacon.

3.3.2.17. ThomasK:  You will send out different beacons, alternating.

3.3.2.18. MatthewF:  You need multiple beacons, and so its unambiguous.

3.3.2.19. MarkB:  But with active scanning you would need this.

3.3.2.20. SriniK:  But you still will have several probe responses, so then the STA still will know the QoS of each.

3.3.2.21. MarkB:  I can see that this is not flying well.  This is just to support what the administrators want to do.

3.3.2.22. SriniK:  But this will not help them.  They already can differentiate on different SSIDs.

3.3.2.23. MarkB:  So for right now I’ll withdraw this suggestion.

3.3.3. Document 03/832, TGe Draft Changes for TGg and TGh Drafts, Srini Kandala

3.3.3.1. SriniK:  There is no formal presentation.  This document just outlines the changes that need to be made to match the changes they [the TGg and TGh drafts] have made.  We need to go through each of the changes they have made and see how it affects our draft.  The one significant difference is that TGh wanted to make all action frames Class 1 frames, and TGe wanted them to be Class 3.  This proposal is to make just the Spectrum Management action frames Class 1 frames, and the rest Class 3.
3.3.3.2. SriniK:  The second issue is about CTS frame formats.  This means that, when you start an EDCF session, you could start a ???

3.3.3.3. SriniK:  The next one is in the Capability Information field.  TGg added an amount of text.  This needs to be added to the DLP request and response [definitions] to match.  You need to have similar encoding for DLP as you do associations.  The next change is multi-frame support – this only changed a couple of lines.  The next is CTS figures.  This basically comes in parallel with every other line, sending a data frame or management frame or fragment.  And that’s it.  There’s really not much there.  This is basically consistent with the TGg draft.

3.3.3.4. SriniK:  So I want to bring in a motion at this time:  “Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the changes in 03/832r0.  Further resolve comments 714, 728-735 with the following recommended disposition:  ‘Comment accepted.  Incorporate the changes in 03/832r0 into the next TGe draft.’ ”
3.3.3.5. JohnF:  Any suggestion for changes, before I recognize a second?  Seeing none, I recognize John.
3.3.3.6. John Kowalski (JohnK):  Second.

3.3.3.7. JohnF:  Any discussion?  I see no discussion.  I ask the voting members, is there any objection to accepting this motion unanimously?  I see none, so this motion is passed unanimously.
3.3.3.8. SriniK:  I have one more motion, so that I can incorporate the changes as soon as possible.  I move to “Accept the entries in ‘recommended disposition’ cells 03/658r13 as the resolutions for the comments that are marked green (with status column set to TBA) with the exception of comments 351, 448, 449, 598, 804 and 813.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested changes in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.”
3.3.3.9. AmjadS:  These comments were from the teleconferences?

3.3.3.10. SriniK:  These were the comments in the teleconferences, at the end of the September meeting and the ones in the October Ad Hoc Interim.  There were a number accepted by the Ad Hoc group, not the TGe.

3.3.3.11. JohnF:  Any more discussion?
3.3.3.12. JohnK:  Second.

3.3.3.13. AmjadS:  Could we see those comments?
3.3.3.14. SriniK:  Go to the status column in the Excel file and select “TBA” to see the ones that are not yet approved.  The ones for September 18 were from the last day of the Singapore meeting that were not resolved by the Task Group.

3.3.3.15. JohnF:  Any more discussion from the task group?  Therefore I would like to ask the voting members only, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion is accepted unanimously.
3.3.4. Document 03/0919, Clarifications in APSD, Mathilde Benveniste

3.3.4.1. MathildeB:  I have had to circulate this document on a flash card, since I have not been able to get on the server (can’t get an IP address).

3.3.4.2. MathildeB: This presentation does not have a number yet, because we have not been able to get on the server this morning.  This addresses the comments 445, 473, 497 and 942.  Two of these comments come from an individual who has accepted this clarification.

3.3.4.3. MathildeB:  The subject is signaling in APSD.  APSD was proposed by Keith Amann and I added more on the delivery mechanism.  That has been accepted into the current draft.  So now the questions are why do we have two fields for the service period, and do we need them both?  The answer is yes.  More Data indicates whether or not there is more data pending; the ESOP bit indicates ???  This distinction is explained by example in this paper.  These clarifications will come just in editorial changes to be made by Srini.
3.3.4.4. Matthew Sherman (MatthewS):  If More Data is 0, then will the EOSP bit ever be 0?

3.3.4.5. MathildeB:  No.
3.3.4.6. MatthewS:  Then I suggest that sleep should only be based on the ESOP bit.

3.3.4.7. MathildeB:  Is that clear in the draft?
3.3.4.8. SriniK:  It seems so; we can make it more clear if someone points out that it is needed.

3.3.4.9. MathildeB:  Does anyone object to removing the MoreData bit as a means of signaling End of Service?
3.3.4.10. Ye Chen (YeC):  I’d like to hear why.
3.3.4.11. MathildeB:  You are using it only for signaling.  In D5.1 the APSD has a single mechanism for delivery, indicated by the Schedule bit.  Schedule would be set to 0 if Reverse Polling is use.  This signaling applies both to scheduling APSD and Reverse Polling APSD.

3.3.4.12. YeC:  We think there is some conflict between admission and the draft right now.

3.3.4.13. MatthewS:  I suggest we decouple this [issue from the current presentation].
3.3.4.14. MathildeB:  This proposal is only about the Draft 5.1.  Does anyone have any preference for either option?  Anyone want to use ESOP bit alone to indicate the End of Service Period?

3.3.4.15. MarkB: I thank you for bringing this up.  Second, I believe we should just have a single set of status rules on whether it accepts frames or not.

3.3.4.16. MathildeB:  I do not believe that this clarification changes anything that TGe has voted into our draft.

3.3.4.17. FloydS:  ESOP is really not a method for APSDs.

3.3.4.18. MathildeB:  This is what the normative text says.  This has nothing to do with whether your delivery mechanism is Scheduled or Reverse Polling.  I’d like a straw poll:  how many want to leave as is, and how many want to use just the ESOP bit as the single signaling mechanism for APSD?  I count 5 versus 10.

3.3.4.19. MarkB:  What does it mean to say we want to use Draft 5.1, when Comment 401 is still open.  Draft 5.1 says “and” in one place and “or” in another.

3.3.4.20. MathildeB:  I believe the “and” must be a typo – I meant “or” in the draft.

3.3.4.21. AmjadS:  Initially one of the uses for the scheduling mechanism was for APSD.  The introduction of the EOSP bit requires that the STA stays awake for a new schedule to be published and received.
3.3.4.22. MathildeB:  Before we move off this schedule, I ask whether I can make a motion this afternoon, since this was distributed by flashcard this morning.
3.3.4.23. JohnF:  Yes, that will be appropriate.

3.3.4.24. MatthewS:  I have question on Slide 6.

3.3.4.25. MathildeB:  What is on the screen is not the fully edited version; please see the version from the flash card.

3.3.4.26. JohnF:  Matthew, are you ok with this?

3.3.4.27. MatthewS:  Yes.

3.3.5. Document 03/0917, Remedy to the ‘Missing Ack Problem’, Mathilde Benveniste and Menzo Wentink

3.3.5.1. MathildeB:  In Singapore we introduced a new mechanism, reverse polling or unscheduled APSD.  This paper addresses comments 441, 210, 209, 330, 331, 324, 325, 460, 466, 467, and 526.  A lot of us voted for Reverse Polling with a promise that there would be a fix for the Lost Ack problem.  We wouldn’t have voted for that without such a remedy.  In Singapore I made an initial proposal, then there was much discussion, and this is the most recent proposal.  
3.3.5.2. MathildeB:  Schedule APSD is not vulnerable to the Lost Ack problem, so this only occurs with APSD with Reverse Polling.

3.3.5.3. MatthewS:  I would prefer a different mechanism.  For me the key is trying to keep the power save STA synchronized.  I believe that the mechanism to keep the STA awake long enough for it to hear a transmission from the AP to another STA.
3.3.5.4. MathildeB:  I proposed that in 03/793, but got back the response that people did not want to waste battery life, but, since this is a probability event, then it would be better to have this fix.  I just went along with this.

3.3.5.5. MenzoW:  I would like to thank Mathilde for putting all this energy into this proposal.  Matthew’s suggestion would require that the AP use a rate that is decodable by both STAs, which would require the AP always to use a lower rate.  I believe that that is a severe problem.

3.3.5.6. YeC:  I speak in favor of this solution.  This is a more efficient mechanism.

3.3.5.7. ThomasK:  I have one comment on Matthew’s proposal.  Another argument is that if people bring in diversity, then the second transmit by the AP might not be seen at all by the first STA.

3.3.5.8. MatthewS:  I am more on the fence than I was before.

3.3.5.9. AndrewM:  The QAP sends a data frame that is lost, then another one that is lost, and it then assumes the STA has gone to sleep, when it has not, just hasn’t heard [the transmission].  So now we have gone from the Lost Ack problem to the Lost Frame problem.

3.3.5.10. MathildeB:  In Singapore I was trying to keep the STA awake.  Since we aren’t doing that any more, we can allow the implementer to do her/his own analysis and make her/his own choice.
3.3.5.11. AndrewM:  On what basis can the implementer decide to choose 1 or 3 retries?

3.3.5.12. MathildeB:  It is up to their own choice.
3.3.5.13. MarkB:  What is the last downlink transmission reference?

3.3.5.14. FloydS:  Generally I am in agreement, but what about the ???
3.3.5.15. MathildeB:  That applies to scheduled or unscheduled.

3.3.5.16. MatthewF:  I still would like to propose that there be at least one retransmit during the service period; with that, I would agree 100% with what you have.

3.3.5.17. MathildeB: I believe it is better to give explicit permission rather than try to figure it out.

3.3.5.18. MatthewF:  Fundamentally, do you agree with the point that you should have one transmission?  

3.3.5.19. MenzoW:  The text here is different from the normative text, which says “and *may* wait until the next service period”. 

3.3.5.20. MatthewF:  I’m with you except for the last point about lasting for a lifetime limit.

3.3.5.21. MathildeB:  In other words, you can do this, or you might not.

3.3.5.22. MatthewF:  I’d just like to see the exact wording and can propose a clarification when the motion is made.

3.3.5.23. MathildeB:  I ask that you come to us right away with suggestions for normative text because we have the 4 hour rule.

3.3.5.24. ThomasK: I agree with Matthew’s comments about making it clear which mechanism should be used.  It may make it unclear about expected behavior.

3.3.5.25. MathildeB:  The AP doesn’t have to retransmit; it may retransmit if it wants.
3.3.5.26. ThomasK:  There are now two options for discounting the frame – one on the service period and one on lifetime, and the STA doesn’t know which to apply.

3.3.5.27. MathildeB:  The point that Matthew is making applies all the time, anyway.

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. JohnF:  Anyone have another presentation ready?

3.4.1.2. AmjadS:  I have a presentation, but have not been able to put it on the server, because of server problems.

3.4.1.3. JohnF:  Anyone else have a paper ready?   I see none.  Let’s recess now for the break and take up Amjad’s paper when we reconvene after the break.

3.4.1.4. The meeting recessed at 9:56am until the next session.

4. 10:30 am Tuesday Morning, November 11, 2003

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order

4.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 10:35 am.

4.2. Papers

4.2.1. Document 03/973, Signaling Acceptable Error Rate in TSPEC, Amjad Soomro, et. al.
4.2.1.1. AmjadS:  I have not been able to put this document on the server or obtain a document number.  We can share this paper via flash card.

4.2.1.2. AmjadS:  This paper is in response to Comment 931.  The question is why do we need yet another parameter.  I will try to convince you that it is something that is not covered yet.  

4.2.1.3. AmjadS:  Even after retries, residual errors remain at the MAC SAP.  So how, in that case, do APs decide when to delete or not to delete a TSPEC?  Some applications are tolerant of errors; some are not.  Medical applications have very low error tolerance.  HDTV can tolerate 2 packets/second -- see the http://wwww.atsc.org/Standards Document.  The proposal is that applications can explicitly specify the amount of errors they can tolerate in the TSPEC, in the field Maximum Tolerated Error Rate.  So now the QAP knows when not to delete a TSPEC.  This helps in doing delay vs. loss tradeoffs.
4.2.1.4. SriniK:  Without this parameter the QAP is not allowed to deliver TSPECs.  So is this needed?  We already have a stronger requirement.  It is up to a higher layer to initiate that.
4.2.1.5. AmjadS:  Ok.

4.2.1.6. Wei Lih Lim (Isaac):  Because retransmit is a function of the sending session, and the error rate is only used by QAP to create more retransmissions.

4.2.1.7. AmjadS:  There also is the counter downlink case.  How can the AP know if this information is not passed to the MAC?  The information needs to pass through the AP somehow.  So this is useful in both the uplink and downlink cases.

4.2.1.8. Isaac:  So you’re saying this is not useful for admission control?

4.2.1.9. AmjadS:  This is useful for uplink traffic; for downlink traffic the AP can slow down the transmissions, at the cost of additional delay.

4.2.1.10. SriniK:  Isn’t this information already there?  So why do we need this?

4.2.1.11. AmjadS:  But nothing in the TSPEC says how many errors can be tolerated by that application.

4.2.1.12. SriniK:  The STA will keep retrying until the delay bound is exceeded.

4.2.1.13. AmjadS:  But that is only for one application.

4.2.1.14. SriniK:  That is in the spec now.

4.2.1.15. AmjadS:  But the spec right now is written only for one type of application.

4.2.1.16. SriniK:  How would the AP make a decision then?
4.2.1.17. AmjadS:  Depending on the value, it could do more retries, because these are the less tolerant of error rate but more tolerant of delay.

4.2.1.18. SriniK:  Why is it not sufficient to use the current values?  The application knows what is best.  I think it becomes very complex; there are way too many things to check.

4.2.1.19. AmjadS:  The problem that I see is how best to use the available MAC.  How could the application know how to meet [to go about meeting] the requirements?
4.2.1.20. Bob Miller (BobM): I believe that one issue is that these are coupled, but that the conditions of the coupling change.  It is a misuse of the current parameters to try to accompany this.  Delay and errors are not synonymous.

4.2.1.21. AmjadS:  This distinction is important in a wireless network.  To Srini’s second point that this is too cumbersome for some applications to use:  I agree, but believe it should be up to the application whether to use this or not.

4.2.1.22. Isaac:  On the tradeoffs:  error rate is converted into a maximum service interval is one use.

4.2.1.23. AmjadS:  If that is there, then it clearly needs to be fixed.

4.2.1.24. Isaac:  Section 11.4.2 in any of the recent drafts.  

4.2.1.25. BobM:  I believe that Amjad’s proposal is at the heart of wireless.  To introduce an artificial connection between error rate and delay introduces more problems.

4.2.1.26. AmjadS:  I believe this section (11.4.2) is fine.  This supports my position.  I am proposing to have explicit communication to tell the AP what is the tolerated error rate and not to have to do this artificial calculation.

4.2.1.27. BobM:  This all is informative, just giving guidelines.

4.2.1.28. AmjadS:  Please contact me with any changes you would like.  I hope to have a motion on this, this afternoon.

4.2.2. Additional Papers

4.2.2.1. JohnF:  Any more papers available now?
4.2.2.2. MathildeB:  I do have one, but can’t find the related comment right now.  Srini is looking this up.
4.2.2.3. JohnF:  Then present that now.

4.2.3. Admission Control, Mathilde Benveniste

4.2.3.1. MathildeB:  This is some cleanup for Admission Control.  We still are not able to get this paper on the server, so will have to have a motion later.  This paper is available on flash card now.

4.2.3.2. MathildeB:  The AP must transmit frames destined to a legacy STA in the best effort AC.

4.2.3.3. MatthewS:  On Slide 2, I generally like this proposal, but don’t know whether it’s necessary to put it in the standard.  On Slide 3, this seems to be limiting the choices of the AP.  It is easier just to say those frames shall not be transmitted on that AC and just leave it open.  I am worried about it being too much specificity.  On the last bullet, I believe that it already says this in Clause 6.

4.2.3.4. MathildeB:  If you can show me that, I’ll agree on removing it.

4.2.3.5. MatthewS:  I believe it may not be very clear, so I agree with clearing it up.

4.2.3.6. Stephen Wang (StephenW):  What about doing this with ACM=0?  
4.2.3.7. ThomasK:  The reasoning behind it is that it may be a policy set by the operator to not allow any transmissions that do not have valid admission control.
4.2.3.8. StephenW:  Then I believe that the first bullet on Slide3 should be rewritten.

4.2.3.9. MathildeB:  Then I will put this suggested normative text in the motion that we will have in the afternoon.

4.3. Closing
4.3.1. Recess for Ad Hoc Group Work
4.3.1.1. JohnF:  Any more presentations?  I hear none.  Any more motions?  I hear none of those either.  Any more comments?  I hear none, so we will recess for Ad Hoc group work until the 1:30pm session.  I would like to start then with reports by the Ad Hoc group leaders and then we can entertain motions to approve the progress they have made so far.  Any objection to recessing for Ad Hoc work?  Hearing none, we are recessed for Ad Hoc work until 1:30pm.

4.3.1.2. The task group session recessed for Ad Hoc group work at 11:25am.


5. 1:30pm  Tuesday Afternoon, November 11, 2003

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order

5.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 1:38pm.
5.2. Ad Hoc Group Work Review

5.2.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any reports of Ad Hoc activity?
5.2.1.2. SriniK:  We haven’t had any Ad Hoc activity since the last report.

5.2.1.3. JohnF:  Is anyone here available to take the Thomas and Amjad groups?  I hear none so we’ll recess for Ad Hoc work.
5.2.1.4. JohnF:  I also want to announce that the minutes of the Ad Hoc Interim meeting in Florida have now been published as document 03/909.  So please review those minutes and I’d like to approve them in the next session.

5.2.1.5. SriniK:  Thomas is coming.  So we really only need a volunteer for Clause 9.9.2.  

5.2.1.6. BobM: I’ll start working on them until Amjad gets here.

5.3. Closing

5.3.1. Recess for Ad Hoc Group Work

5.3.1.1. JohnF:  Then the three groups will be available. Does anyone object to recessing for Ad Hoc work until the next session at 4pm today?  Hearing none, we are in recess.

5.3.1.2. The meeting recessed for Ad Hoc work at 1:48pm.

6. 4:00pm  Tuesday Afternoon, November 11, 2003

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order
6.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 4:05pm

6.2. Ad Hoc Group Reports
6.2.1.1. JohnF:  I see that the groups are all very busy right now, so lets recess again for Ad Hoc work until this evening session at 7:30pm.  Any objections?  Hearing no objections, we are in recess until the next session.
6.3. Closing
6.3.1. Recess for Ad Hoc Group Work
6.3.1.1. The session recessed for Ad Hoc Group work at 4:07pm.

7. 7:30pm Tuesday Evening, November 11, 2003

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to order

7.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 7:37pm.

7.2. Ad-Hoc Work

7.2.1.1. JohnF:  During the break I received a report that the different Ad Hocs have made great progress, and that there are only about 23 comments to go.  Since we are making great progress, let’s do things right and finish the 23 comments tonight.  If you don’t get them done, I’d like Srini’s personal recommendations.  I know Bob has a document [describing his Ad Hoc group’s results] and believe it has been consolidated into Srini’s document, so that we have a single [Ad Hoc report] document.  So then, if the full set is put out even by Noon tomorrow, people will have time to review them and we will be able to start the approval process first thing Thursday morning.  
7.2.1.2. SriniK:  We have 03/658r14 on the website now.

7.2.1.3. JohnF:  Then everyone look for 03/658r15 on the website after Noon tomorrow.  This will include all of the comments resolved by the Ad Hoc groups through this evening.

7.2.1.4. BobM:  For convenience we also put 03/0936 and 03/0937 on the website that covers our group’s work.  These are now a subset of the full 658r14.

7.2.1.5. JohnF:  Ok, everyone look for those documents as a subset of r14.  Srini, if you have to come up with your personal recommendations, please make that a separate document on the website by Noon tomorrow.

7.2.1.6. JohnF:  Are there any objections to that plan?  Hearing none, then we are in recess until Thursday morning at 8:00am.

7.3. Closing

7.3.1. Recess

7.3.1.1. The session recessed at 7:43pm for work in the Ad Hoc Groups.
8. 8:00 am Thursday Morning, November 13, 2003

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Call to Order

8.1.1.1. JohnF called the session  to order at 8:10am.

8.2. Discussion of Procedures
8.2.1.1. JohnF:  I would like to start with comment resolutions, starting with the resolutions by the committees, then to individual proposals.  The goal is to decide by the 4pm meeting whether we can go to recirculation.  But first I would like to have a discussion on what’s next.  Obviously we’re trying to go to sponsor ballot.  In parallel to the recirc, we can use Procedure 10 in the LMSC document to enable us to not have to wait until the next plenary meeting.  The catch is the ExCom must approve the Sponsor Ballot.  Technically that does not occur until the March meeting.  However, all the members of the ExCom will be in the January Interim meeting.  So I am trying to get them to hold a special meeting of the ExCom in January.
8.2.1.2. Q:  What is your estimate of the chances they will do that?

8.2.1.3. JohnF:  I can’t speculate on that.  We just hope to be able to do that.  Hopefully by 4pm we will have some solid news of the outcome of this effort.  It is questionable in my mind whether it is feasible to have an Interim meeting before January.  

8.2.1.4. SriniK:  We could do one near the beginning of December.
8.2.1.5. Q:  The deadline for going to RevCom is February 13.  After the January meeting you only have 4 weeks, and that is too little time to get the Sponsor Ballot done.

8.2.1.6. JohnF:  I think it will take at least two rounds on the Sponsor Ballot, so it is unlikely to go to RevCom by March, anyway.  But we will have to look at that.

8.2.1.7. Q:  TGg did two recirculations, even with no comments.  Six months is a good estimate of what it would be to have approval of Sponsor Ballot.

8.2.1.8. JohnF:  It certainly would be out of the norm of 802 to go [faster than that].
8.2.1.9. Q:  Just to be clear, it will be the June meeting of RevCom, and the deadline for that is April.

8.2.1.10. JohnF: That seems realistic.  And I believe TGi will be in the same time frame.

8.2.1.11. JohnF:  We now have SriniK to go over the current Ad Hoc resolutions, and after that Mathilde will present on some more resolutions.

8.3. Approval of Comment Resolutions

8.3.1. Ad Hoc Group Proposed Resolutions

8.3.1.1. SriniK:  The first document is 03/658r16.  The only comments you will see here are the ones from the Ad Hoc Groups.  The second document is 03/954r1, which describes the resubmitted comments – about 10 comments.  And 03/957r0 is my request to the ANA for status codes’ this is in response to the removal and integration of status code fields.

8.3.1.2. SriniK:  In 658r16 see the comments marked in green or marked “TBA” in the status column.  

8.3.1.3. SriniK:  I move to “Accept the entries in the ‘recommended disposition’ cells in 03/658/r16 as the resolutions for the comments that are marked green (with status column set to TBA).  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested changes in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.”
8.3.1.4. JohnF:  Any friendly amendments, especially any comments they would like to include out of this group for individual discussion)?
8.3.1.5. AmjadS:  I have a paper on service periods.  
8.3.1.6. SriniK:  Those resolutions were previously approved.

8.3.1.7. JohnF:  We can take those up later in motions to reconsider.  Mathilde also will be bringing up some motions to reconsider.
8.3.1.8. MatthewF: Please exclude 351.

8.3.1.9. JohnF:  Any other exclusions?

8.3.1.10. BobM:  822

8.3.1.11. SriniK:  So now we have the new version:  I move to “Accept the entries in ‘recommended disposition’ cells in 03/658/r16 as the resolutions for the comments that are marked green (with status column set to TBA) with the exception of comments 351 and 822.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested changes in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.”
8.3.1.12. JohnF:  Any other friendly amendments?  Hearing none, I’ll accept a Second.

8.3.1.13. ThomasK:  Second.

8.3.1.14. JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection, and this is to the voting members only, to accepting these resolutions as the comment resolutions of the TGe group?  Hearing none, this motion is passed unanimously and these are the resolutions of the TGe.

8.3.2. Document 03/954r1, Editor's resubmitted comments, Srini Kandala

8.3.2.1. SriniK:  Document 954r1 is the list of  recirculated comments.  The ones marked green are just cleaning up the resolutions, resolutions that are changed to make them consistent with the other resolutions.  
8.3.2.2. SriniK reviewed each of the proposed comment resolutions in this document.

8.3.2.3. SriniK:  I move to “Accept the entries in ‘recommended disposition’ cells in 03/954r1 as the resolutions for the comments that are marked green (with status column set to TBA), with the exception of comment 871.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested changes in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.”
8.3.2.4. JohnF:  Any recommended changes to this motion?  Any questions?  Hearing none, I would like to ask for a Second.

8.3.2.5. AmjadS:  Second.

8.3.2.6. JohnF:  Is there any discussion of these resolutions?  Hearing none, is there any objection, and this is to the voting members only, to accepting these resolutions as comment resolutions of TGe?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.
8.3.3. Document 03/957r1, TGe’s Request to ANA, Srini Kandala
8.3.3.1. SriniK:  Document 957r1 is a request to the ANA for status codes. The table lists the needed status code numbers.  These are the immediately available numbers, which I am presuming will be the logical choices of the ANA.  

8.3.3.2. BobM:  Could you review the individual codes?

8.3.3.3. SriniK reviewed the meanings of each of the requested codes.  For instance, Status Code 37 is used for DLP requests.

8.3.3.4. SriniK:  I move to request the ANA to assign Status Codes  for the described settings in Slide 3 of Document 03/957r1, preferably with the values in the left column of this table.

8.3.3.5. JohnF:  Any recommended changes to this motion?  Any questions?  Hearing none, I would like to ask for a Second.

8.3.3.6. AmjadS:  Second.

8.3.3.7. JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to passing this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed unanimously and these will be the requests of the TGe to the ANA.

8.3.4. Comment  Resolutions, Srini Kandala

8.3.4.1. JohnF:  Are those the only comments that are to be resolved?

8.3.4.2. SriniK:  Yes.

8.3.4.3. JohnF:  Would you like to go over the comments that were excluded?

8.3.4.4. SriniK:  I would like to discuss those with the requesters first, and then bring up the proposed resolutions later.
8.3.4.5. JohnF:  Fine.  With that, we’re on to the previous requests.

8.3.5. Document 03/796r2, Remedy to the Lost Ack Problem while Power Saving, Mathilde Benveniste

8.3.5.1. MathildeB:  This is about the missing ACK problem that Menzo and I described two days ago.  Is there any need to discuss this further?

8.3.5.2. AmjadS:  I would appreciate a discussion of the changes.

8.3.5.3. MathildeB:  In 917r0 the presentation was on both the legacy power management and the new versions we introduced.  Matthew Fischer had the request to strike out the last clause (that the AP may drop a frame if it wants to).  So now we have 03/917r1.  See slide 4 on the QAP.  The normative text is now in 03/796r2, which applies to 11.2.1.4 after subclause h and 11.2.3.1 after subclause c.

8.3.5.4. MarkB:  So you are changing the legacy behavior.
8.3.5.5. MathildeB:  Yes, you may.  But you are not required to do this.  It is an option.  You can still use the max retry limit as a cap.  There are no "shalls" here.  
8.3.5.6. MarkB: So you are allowing an AP to drop a frame when it has not been allowed to in the past?

8.3.5.7. MathildeB:  Yes.

8.3.5.8. MarkB:  I was worrying about whether the Legacy stations not conveying QoS traffic would comply.

8.3.5.9. MathildeB:  Oh yes, there is no requirement to drop that packet.  This allows the QAP to do so.

8.3.5.10. MarkB:  But what about normal traffic?  Is the QAP allowed to drop the last packet?
8.3.5.11. MathildeB: The QAP is allowed to do either.

8.3.5.12. MarkB:  I’m just trying to understand what the proposal is for legacy behavior.

8.3.5.13. Stephen Wang:  This looks like an additional restriction on the AP.
8.3.5.14. MathildeB: This only says QAP, not AP.

8.3.5.15. MatthewF:  It is a legacy station you are transmitting to, but does not restrict the AP.

8.3.5.16. AmjadS:  This is that the QAP is allowed to transmit one less frame.

8.3.5.17. MathildeB:  I believe the requester agreed to this version.

8.3.5.18. MatthewF:  With respect to the first paragraph, I thought I had agreed to the version without this one phrase.
8.3.5.19. MenzoW:  I remember that we had removed the Max Retry Limit phrase.  Please go back to the PowerPoint presentation on this.

8.3.5.20. MathildeB showed Slide 4 of an 03/xxxr0 .ppt file.  

8.3.5.21. MatthewF:  I believe that this refers to retries within this service period.  I believe this text is still a little bit ambiguous.

8.3.5.22. MenzoW:  Could switch the order and add “but at least once”  after within the same service period, and then replace “shall” with “may” after that.

8.3.5.23. MatthewF:  And further retransmissions.

8.3.5.24. Richard van Leeuwen (RichardL):  Could you say that you reached the max retry limit and have one more?

8.3.5.25. MathildeB:  Don’t think that is allowed, because this is your last frame.

8.3.5.26. RichardL:  Could be the next service period.

8.3.5.27. MenzoW:  Could wait for the next service period and try again.  This could say to retry forever.  

8.3.5.28. MathildeB:  That’s a good point.

8.3.5.29. MenzoW:  How about restricting this to the next frame after the current service period?
8.3.5.30. MathildeB:  But the Max retry limit still governs.

8.3.5.31. RichardL:  How about “at least once, provided that the max retry limit is not reached”?
8.3.5.32. MenzoW: But then always go to the max retry limit.

8.3.5.33. MathildeB:  Any objection to including this in the normative text?  I hear none.  So the change in the normative text will make this document 03/796r3:

8.3.5.33.1. After subclause c in section 11.2.3.1:  If the QAP does not receive an acknowledgement to a directed MPDU or management frame sent with the More Data sub-field set to 0 or the EOSP set to 1, it may retransmit the frame fewer times than the Max Retry Limit within the same service period, but it shall retransmit that frame at least once within the same service period – subject to the Max Retry Limit and the MSDU Lifetime limit. If an Ack to the retransmission is not received, it may wait until the next service period to further retransmit that frame.

8.3.5.34. MatthewF:  With respect to the last sentence, within the next service period this is not a retransmission.  Do you *have* to retransmit at least one more time?
8.3.5.35. Bruce ?:  Is your intent to do 2 and then 1 and then 1?

8.3.5.36. MathildeB:  You may stop after the first 1.

8.3.5.37. Bruce ?:  I believe that is correct.

8.3.5.38. MatthewF:  I believe it is confusing in its current wording.
8.3.5.39. SriniK:  Is there a need for this to be in the standard?  Is this not an implementation detail?

8.3.5.40. MathildeB:  Without this you do not have a solution to the Missing Ack problem.

8.3.5.41. JohnF:  We’re out of time, so why not make this a formal motion.

8.3.5.42. MathildeB:  The editor can clean up the language, but the motion would be as above.  I’d like to hear from Matthew.

8.3.5.43. MatthewF:  There are a couple of possible solutions in the current draft that are not here.

8.3.5.44. MathildeB:  The double ack wastes bandwidth.  We would like to put a limit on retransmissions.  This enables an AP to reduce the number of retransmissions.

8.3.5.45. MathildeB:  I move to adopt the normative text of 03/796r3 in the second paragraph.

8.3.5.46. MenzoW:  Second.

8.3.5.47. JohnF:  I’d like a queue for discussion.

8.3.5.48. MenzoW:  I call the question.

8.3.5.49. SriniK:  Second.

8.3.5.50. JohnF:  Is there any objection to calling the question?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

8.3.5.51. JohnF:  Is there any objection to passing this motion?  I see one, so we will have a vote.  Who votes for this motion, voting members only show your voting tokens.  This motion is technical and it passes with the vote 13:2:2.

8.3.5.52. MatthewF:  There’s no such thing as a Service Period here – technically this just up until the next TIM, just a slight terminology problem.  And there’s another at the end of the next sentence.

8.3.5.53. Bruce ?:  Also, there might not be enough time left, so we need to add “time permitting”.

8.3.5.54. MathildeB:  So I’ll revise it to the new version in 0796r3:
8.3.5.54.1. In section 11.2.1.4 after subclause h:  If the QAP does not receive an acknowledgement to a directed MPDU or management frame sent to a STA in power-save mode following receipt of a PS Poll from that STA, it may retransmit the frame fewer times than the Max Retry Limit before the next TIM, but it shall retransmit that frame at least once before the next TIM, time permitting – subject to the Max Retry Limit and the MSDU Lifetime limit.  If an Ack to the retransmission is not received, it may wait until the next TIM to further retransmit that frame subject to the Max Retry Limit an the MSDU Lifetime limit.

8.3.5.55. MathildeB: Any further change?

8.3.5.56. MarkB:  In the case of APSD and the service periods, you can argue that the STA can make an intelligent choice.  But the legacy STA can’t do that.  One suggestion is that this happens only between QAPs and QSTAs.  That’s my only concern.

8.3.6. Recess

8.3.6.1. JohnF:  We’re out of time in this session.  Let’s come back in the next and continue this discussion.

8.3.6.2. The meeting recessed at 10:03am.
9. 10:30 Thursday Morning, November 13, 2003

9.1. Opening
9.1.1. Call to order

9.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 10:34am.

9.1.2. Discussion of Procedures

9.1.2.1. JohnF:  Mathilde still has the floor.  How many more people have motions?
9.1.2.2. Duncan Kitchin (DuncanK):  I have one.

9.1.2.3. MarkB:  Stephen and I have another.
9.1.2.4. JenniferB:  I have one.

9.1.2.5. JohnF:  We have four plus Srini’s.  So I’ll allocate about 15 minutes per person or we won’t get done.  Srini will have about 1 hour to get done with everything from the Ad Hoc groups.  We need all of the comments done by Noon.

9.1.2.6. MathildeB:  I have three or four papers.  

9.1.2.7. JohnF:  Just go to the motions; your papers have been available for a while and people could have read them.  For now you have only 15 minutes.

9.1.3. Continuation of Document 03/796r3, Mathilde Benveniste

9.1.3.1. MathildeB:  Any further questions?

9.1.3.2. MarkB:  I was concerned about the first paragraph because I though it allowed a premature dropping of a packet.  But that paragraph has been removed, so this is fine.  

9.1.3.3. MathildeB:  I move to adopt the normative text of 03/796r3 in the first paragraph.

9.1.3.4. MenzoW:  Second.

9.1.3.5. MathildeB:  I call the question.

9.1.3.6. DuncanK:  Second.

9.1.3.7. JohnF:  Is there any objection to calling the question?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

9.1.3.8. JohnF:  Is there any objection to passing this motion?  I see one, so we will have a vote.  Who votes for this motion, voting members only show your voting tokens.  This motion is technical and it passes with the vote 9:2:1.

9.1.4. Documents 03/922r0 and 03/924r0, Clarifications on Call Admission Control for EDCA  and Normative Text Changes for Call Admission Control in EDCA, Mathilde Benveniste
9.1.4.1. MathildeB:  The normative text is in 03/924.  

9.1.4.2. MenzoW:  Why required to have admission control?
9.1.4.3. MathildeB:  Else admission control won’t work.

9.1.4.4. SriniK:  I can think of case where you don’t want to have admission control for voice, but do want to have for video, and this denies that.  Why can’t we leave this a matter for policy?

9.1.4.5. MathildeB:  That’s a legitimate point, so let’s just move on the second paragraph in 924 right now.

9.1.4.6. AmjadS:  This is not of QAP?

9.1.4.7. ThomasK:  It is always initiated by the STA, but you can specify the direction.

9.1.4.8. MathildeB:  This requirement says that, if you don’t have a downlink TS, then you can’t use that AC.

9.1.4.9. JohnF:  We’re running out of time, so we need to make the motion now.

9.1.4.10. MathildeB:  I move to adopt the text changes in the second paragraph of 03/924r0. {About clause 9.9.1.7.}

9.1.4.11. DavidH:  Second.

9.1.4.12. JohnF:  Any discussion on this?

9.1.4.13. MarkB:  I believe that a similar principle to what Srini said about the first paragraph applies – do we want to make this mandatory?

9.1.4.14. SriniK :  I yield.

9.1.4.15. JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to pass this motion as shown?  I see one.  So we will take this to a vote.  Who is in favor of this motion?  This is a technical motion and it fails 2:6:10.

9.1.5. Document 03/959r0a and 959r0, Enforcing QAP Policy to Deliver QoS Traffic, Amjad Soomro

9.1.5.1. AmjadS:   This might just need a clarification, but I have some concerns about the APSD mechanism.  There is Legacy Power Save and APSD.  One complication is that the QAP must accept all requests for unscheduled data delivery.  When the number of QSTAs exceeds some number (see document 03/861r1), the throughput degrades dramatically.  Then the delivery of scheduled data delivery in the QBSS is compromised.  The proposed normative text is in 03/959r0.
9.1.5.2. AmjadS:  I move to instruct the editor to modify the referred paragraph in subclause 11.2.3 as follows:  “{... if the} QAP will use scheduled or unscheduled service periods when servicing that QSTA.” {Complete text is in Document 03/959r0.}

9.1.5.3. MathildeB:  Second.

9.1.5.4. AndrewM:  The assumption of the demonstration seemed to be that there is no admission control.

9.1.5.5. AmjadS:  The purpose is to show that throughput goes down.

9.1.5.6. AndrewM:  But the problem is that there simply are too many admitted.

9.1.5.7. AmjadS:  There is no limit on the number of power save stations 

9.1.5.8. AndrewM:  The AP doesn’t have to send the packets.

9.1.5.9. DuncanK:  I’ll pass.

9.1.5.10. MenzoW:  I believe the QAP can decline requests with an unscheduled APSD and only accept scheduled APSD requests.  So this already is possible.  

9.1.5.11. AmjadS:  If that were the case, then I’d withdraw my motion.  But I don’t see where that is required.

9.1.5.12. MarkB:  I speak against the motion. It was always intended that the TSPEC mechanism could be used to reject requests.
9.1.5.13. FloydS:  I concur with Mark.

9.1.5.14. SriniK:  I am speaking neither against nor for.  If it is clear then I can make an editorial change to the motion.  I move to amend this motion.
9.1.5.15. JohnF:  Please write this down.

9.1.5.16. SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to modify the referred paragraph in subclause 11.2.3 as follows:  “to add the following text to the next TGe draft: “The Unscheduled Service Period set up through the ADDTS request may be declined by the QAP”.  Further instruct the editor to remove any statements in the draft that conflict with this statement.

9.1.5.17. DavidH: Second.

9.1.5.18. John:  Is there any more discussion?  Hearing none, I call the question.  Who is in favor of the motion to amend?  This motion to amend is technical and it passes unanimously 9:0:4.  

9.1.5.19. FloydS:  I move to amend to place “Scheduled and” in this amended motion 

9.1.5.20. SriniK:  Second.

9.1.5.21. AmjadS:  I would like to clarify that this applies only for the Power Save mechanism.   I move to amend this by adding “for power save delivery” after “Unscheduled Service Period”.

9.1.5.22. SriniK:  Second.

9.1.5.23. JohnF:  Is there any discussion for this motion to amend the amendment?  Hearing none, is there any objection to passing this motion to amend the amendment?  Hearing none, this motion to amend the amendment is passed unanimously.
9.1.5.24. JohnF:  So now we have the amended amendment.   Any more discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to pass this amendment as shown?  Hearing none, this motion to amend passes unanimously.

9.1.5.25. JohnF:  Now we have the amended motion.  Any more discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to pass this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.
9.1.6. Document 03/963r0, Clarification on usage of MD and EOSP bits with APSD, Stephen Wang, Floyd Simpson, Ye Chen, Mark Bilstad

9.1.6.1. MarkB:  We believe this is where everyone was at Tuesday.  This is very much in line with what Mathilde presented Tuesday.  We are leaning toward adding the included table in the draft.  Note especially the top and bottom rows.

9.1.6.2. MathildeB:  This is a trivial issue that only arises because of a confusion.  When we added APSD signaling, the EOSP was not in the draft.  This just takes a simple change.  I don’t believe that we need to maintain these two new conditions.  I’d like to suggest to wait until I can present the normative text on this that will make a much simpler change.

9.1.6.3. MarkB:  This will be document 920?

9.1.6.4. MathildeB:  No, one much later than that.

9.1.6.5. MenzoW:  I agree with Mathilde; I believe that that this can be a simpler change.  The AP might want the STA to stay awake, so I don’t believe we need this restriction.  

9.1.6.6. MarkB:  I generally agree with that, but now would like to know about putting this table in as an informative table.
9.1.6.7. MathildeB: I believe that text would be more useful and can write that.

9.1.6.8. FloydS:  I believe that this table could be useful.

9.1.6.9. AndrewM:  I believe that tables in general are much easier to read.

9.1.6.10. MatthewF:  Just to be clear, there is no restriction on using the 00 case?

9.1.6.11. MarkB:  Correct.  The core here is just to decide on the table and to go from there.

9.1.6.12. MatthewF:  There is a “shall” in this table, so it shouldn’t be informative.

9.1.6.13. StephenW:  I’m rewriting this as “engages” and “e.g.” instead of “i.e.”  So the document now becomes r1.

9.1.6.14. MarkB:  I move to instruct the editor to add the table on Slide 5 of document 03/963r1 into the TGe draft.

9.1.6.15. FloydS:  Second.

9.1.6.16. JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to passing this motion unanimously?  I see one, so we will take it to a vote.  The motion is technical and still passes unanimously:  14:0:2.

9.1.6.17. JohnF:  Jennifer has reported that her motion is now combined with someone else’s, so she passes.  SriniK is not here now, so he loses his turn.  Mathilde, you’re next up.

9.1.7. Document 03/964r0, Resolution to Comment 497, Mathilde Benveniste

9.1.7.1. MathildeB:  This is about the differences between the More Data and ESOP functions.  This is the result of a suggestion by Isaac.
9.1.7.2. MarkB:  This works nicely with the table we inserted.

9.1.7.3. MathildeB:  I move to instruct the editor to incorporate the alternate resolution to comment 497 as stated in 03/964r0.

9.1.7.4. MatthewF:  Friendly amendment, change the beginning to “The QAP shall use ESOP=1…”

9.1.7.5. MathildeB:  So now my motion becomes:  I move to instruct the editor to incorporate the alternate resolution to comment 497 as stated in 03/964r1.

9.1.7.6. MatthewF:  I’m happy with this.

9.1.7.7. AndrewM: Second.

9.1.7.8. JohnF:  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.
9.1.8. Document 03/0920r1, Normative Text for Clarifications in APSD , Mathilde Benveniste
9.1.8.1. MathildeB:  The next topic is just a minor cleanup. 

9.1.8.2. SriniK:  There are some other changes to these sections.

9.1.8.3. MathildeB:  This is purely editorial.

9.1.8.4. SriniK:  There is a “must” there.

9.1.8.5. MathildeB:  Am changing this to a “shall”

9.1.8.6. FloydS:  Friendly amendment:  to the beginning of the second paragraph add “APSD defines two different types of delivery mechanisms, depending upon the SP used.”  And at the beginning of the last sentence of this paragraph add “Additionally,”
9.1.8.7. JohnF:  This makes the document now r2.  Let’s go quickly to the motion because we’re out of time.

9.1.8.8. MathildeB:  I move to adopt the normative text changes in document 03/920r2.

9.1.8.9. SriniK:  Second.

9.1.8.10. JohnF:  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.

9.1.9. Document 03/658r16, Letter Ballot 59 Comments, Srini Kandala
9.1.9.1. SriniK:  Comment 351. 
9.1.9.2. MatthewF:  The party will allow the work to move forward (but doesn’t really accept this solution).

9.1.9.3. SriniK:  Any objections to accepting this resolution?  Hearing none, then I will go on .  Comment 497 has been resolved.  I’ll skip Comment xxx until the author is back in the room.  Comment 747 is rejected only to move on.  It will have to be done later.  Comment 772 is declined just because we thought we needed more information on the comment and a suggested remedy.  Comment 882 is declined for the same reason, and also to suggest a remedy.
9.1.9.4. BobM:  The comment seems a bit sweeping and represents data that has been there for a long time.

9.1.9.5. SriniK:  This comment was made by several people, so there seems to be some ambiguity there.

9.1.9.6. BobM:  Does this apply to only this one section?  How about making it a little less violent.

9.1.9.7. SriniK:  Ok, I’ll finish the rest and come back.  Comment 930:  I’ll state “comment declined.  The commenter is invited to provide more information.”  Will the commenter tolerate this resolution for now?

9.1.9.8. AmjadS:  All right.

9.1.9.9. SriniK:  Comment 931:  again the recommended disposition is to provide more information.

9.1.9.10. AmjadS:  Agree.  With the next round I’ll bring in suggested normative text.

9.1.9.11. ThomasK:  Aren’t expansions of the TSPEC closed?

9.1.9.12. AmjadS:  We’ll discuss this offline.

9.1.9.13. SriniK:  Comment 871:  the proposal is to add the QoS Null to the list of frames in the first column, second row of Table 3.1.

9.1.9.14. SriniK:  Comment 402: Comment declined.  This is similar to comment 772.  We need more information from both Matthew and Andrew on this.

9.1.9.15. SriniK: Comment 303:  Comment declined.  The TG believes the current figure accurately reflects the architecture.  This is difficult because it is something that is broken in the base architecture; this problem is just reflected here.

9.1.9.16. SriniK:  Comment 543 needs more discussion.  If we don’t finish quickly now, will have to bring this up in the next session.  
9.1.9.17. ThomasK:  This is only about the receiver.  So I would like add a description similar to what is suggested.

9.1.9.18. SriniK:  So I’m writing an alternate resolution to instruct the editor to add the text: “The receive sequence number at the receiver shall be advanced only upon correctly received acknowledgements including block Acks.”
9.1.9.19. Ivan ?:  What does this do to normal Legacy operations?

9.1.9.20. SriniK:  Add “, for the TID for which the Block Ack is set,“ between “number” and “at the receiver”.
9.2. Closing
9.2.1. Recess

9.2.1.1. JohnF:  We’re now out of time and need to continue after lunch.

9.2.1.2. The session recessed at 12:30pm.
10. 1:30 pm Thursday Afternoon, November 13, 2003

10.1. Opening
10.1.1. Call to order

10.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 1:34pm.

10.2. Comment Resolutions
10.2.1.1. JohnF:  First Srini will finish with his comments.  Then I have a request from Duncan.  And we’ll finish up with all of the comments in this session.

10.2.2. Continuation of Ad Hoc Group Comment Resolution
10.2.2.1. SriniK:  For Comment 543 we had agreed on some text, but the commenter wanted some other text.

10.2.2.2. ThomasK:  There is a lot of logic involved and people who are implementing this mechanism need to check that.  

10.2.2.3. SriniK:  Then I will some craft some text just to get a resolution now:  “Comment declined.  The task group felt that that is an implementation detail.”  We had drafted some text, but then found holes in it.  So we’re putting this back on the drawing board.

10.2.2.4. ThomasK:  That is ok for now.

10.2.2.5. SriniK:  Comment 497.  Has a formal resolution been written and accepted?

10.2.2.6. MathildeB:  Yes, that was in 03/964r1, which was passed this morning.

10.2.2.7. SriniK:  Comment 822 is still unresolved.

10.2.2.8. BobM:  I believe this text has been in there for a long while, and believe that this issue is, at best, a benign problem.

10.2.2.9. SriniK:  I’ll just try to write a resolution now and see where it goes.  I move to accept the recommended change for comment 822 described in document 03/658r.  I’d also like to point out the commenter isn’t asking for any particular change in that comment.  I believe the commenter is referring to the first sentence of the second paragraph of 9.1.3.2.  I interpret the comment to be saying that the draft should not say and HC shall always have a CFP.

10.2.2.10. Isaac:  I believe that it is up to the decision of the QAP.

10.2.2.11. SriniK:  Agreed.  There is a related statement in 9.9.2.3:  an HC *may* generate a CF Parameter Set, and it is clear that a CF Parameter Set is required for there to be a CFP.

10.2.2.12. MatthewF:  I think the problem is just the term “the CFP”.  If we change this to “any CFP belonging to this BSS” that should satisfy this comment. 

10.2.2.13. SriniK:  How about splitting the sentence between “CFP” and “CP”?
10.2.2.14. CharlesW:  How about “any locally generated CFP or CP”?

10.2.2.15. SriniK:  I agree with that.  Also, we definitely do not use CFP all the time – only generated when there is a CF Parameter Set.  So I’ll capture the text Charles suggested:  “Accepted.  Replace ‘both the CFP and CP’ with ‘the CP and any locally-generated CFP’.  

10.2.2.16. BobM:  I think we’ve been religious about producing specificity here.  I’ll agree to it, but reserve the right to comment, myself.

10.2.2.17. SriniK:  Then I’ll include that in the general motion.

10.2.2.18. SriniK:  I move to accept the entries in ‘Recommended disposition’ cells in document 03/658r17 as the resolutions for the comments that are marked green.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the changes given in these cells.
10.2.2.19. JohnF:  Is there any discussion before I ask for a second?  Hearing none, do I hear a second?

10.2.2.20. CharlesW:  Second.

10.2.2.21. JohnF:  We now have the formal motion on the floor.  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.

10.2.3. Procedures

10.2.3.1. JohnF:  At a minimum, we can now go to recirculation, because we have resolved all of the comments.  But in the time remaining we want to revisit some of the past issues.  Duncan is next.
10.2.4. Document 03/0892r0, Miscellaneous 802.11e Cleanup, Duncan Kitchin

10.2.4.1. DuncanK:  There are a few corner cases where we’ve found problems, especially with Block Acks.  First sequence numbering;  there is an ambiguity in mapping TIDs.  

10.2.4.2. DuncanK:  I move to instruct the editor to add the following to the draft:

10.2.4.2.1. “On receiving a TID corresponding to an EDCF AC, the QSTA shall consider all context, including block ack status, to be related to each AC.“.

10.2.4.3. ??:  In terms of mechanics, how do you propose to do this?

10.2.4.4. DuncanK:  Just need to make sure for Block Acks to do the same mapping everywhere, so the same TID is treated the same everywhere.

10.2.4.5. Isaac:  When set up a block ack, how do you decide which to use?
10.2.4.6. DuncanK:  Either, as long as it is consistent.

10.2.4.7. ThomasK:  We changed the parameters of an AC in downgrading.  Is this affected by your proposal?
10.2.4.8. DuncanK:  No.  If you ran out of bandwidth, there is no limit on reordering for others; you are only limited to a particular AC.

10.2.4.9. AmjadS:  Believe that this could have some clarifying text.

10.2.4.10. DuncanK:  That would be alright, though not necessary.

10.2.4.11. MenzoW:  Second.

10.2.4.12. JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?

10.2.4.13. JohnF:  We now have the formal motion on the floor.  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.

10.2.4.14. DuncanK:  The next is on mixed normal and block acks:  currently once a block ack is set up, all frames must be sent with a block ack.

10.2.4.15. SriniK: I think this might be gone.  The intent was that there is a line that is in conflict.  We intended to delete that.

10.2.4.16. DuncanK:  Let’s defer this for now.

10.2.4.17. DuncanK:  Opportunistic TXOP:  currently we are not permitted to send a polled TXOP even if the medium is idle for a sufficient period.

10.2.4.18. DuncanK:  I move to instruct the editor to modify the text in subclause 9.9.2.3 to remove the restriction preventing opportunistic use of EDCF TXOPs for frames subject to a polled TSPDC which permits EDCF access.

10.2.4.19. JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?

10.2.4.20. MathildeB:  We relaxed the restriction on EDCF access on certain conditions, because we didn’t want a greedy STA to define lots of TXOPs.

10.2.4.21. SriniK:  Furthermore, the HC has the highest priority anyway.

10.2.4.22. MathildeB:  We don’t want to give a STA the incentive to do both.

10.2.4.23. DuncanK:  You can’t do it within the same TSID.  It would be pretty difficult to abuse.  At first you have to obey the TSOP rules.

10.2.4.24. MathildeB:  I don’t see the benefit to do that.  Don’t take the channel time for a low priority thing.

10.2.4.25. DuncanK:  Can still set the AP to the policy that allows these.

10.2.4.26. MathildeB:  The mix of polled and EDCF access is optimal
10.2.4.27. DuncanK:  I agree.  You are only allowed to do this if you don’t get the polls.

10.2.4.28. MathildeB:  I suggest the friendly amendment: add to the end “in the case of a lost ACK”.

10.2.4.29. DuncanK:  I don’t agree.  I don’t want to put back in the sentence we took out last time.

10.2.4.30. JohnF:  I hear no more discussion, so I’ll ask for a second.

10.2.4.31. SriniK:  Second.

10.2.4.32. JohnF:  Now I’ll take a queue for discussion.

10.2.4.33. MathildeB:  I speak against.  If there is an idle, the STA can choose polled access or its own access.  That’s nice for the STA.  But then we’re wasting channel time.  This provides an incentive to waste channel time.  I am in favor of supporting this in a restricted case – but only when an uplink frame doesn’t receive an ack.  I would like to vote against this and bring in an alternate proposal.
10.2.4.34. ThomasK:  I speak in favor.  This motion allows simultaneous polling and EDCA.

10.2.4.35. SriniK:  Am not against or for.  This is true when the access policy is ???  Second, whether you put it at the beginning or end of the queue.

10.2.4.36. DuncanK:  I want to respond to Mathilde’s point about greedy STAs.  When people test silicon, they find out whether we are doing this.  The implementer should be free to do stupid things.  And I call the question.
10.2.4.37. JohnF:  Is there a second to call the question?

10.2.4.38. ??:   Second.

10.2.4.39. JohnF:  Is there an objection to call the question:  I see one.  So we will have vote:  Who is in favor, against, abstain? This motion to call the question takes a 2/3 vote and fails with a vote of 6:8:13.

10.2.4.40. MenzoW:  I speak in favor of this motion.  The channel is idle; why not use it?
10.2.4.41. MathildeB:  To answer Duncan’s point about STAs having plenty of ways to cheat:  let’s not add one more.  To answer Menzo’s point:  the high priority STA is counting down and will seize the channel before the lower priority STA.  If you don’t use the polls, you should not be setting up a TS.  You’re just wasting bandwidth.  

10.2.4.42. JohnF:  Is there any objection to limiting this to 5 minutes, because there are other people want to make motions.  I see no objection, so I’ll take a queue.

10.2.4.43. Matthew Sherman (MatthewS):  Must you use the same TSID?
10.2.4.44. DuncanK:  The TSID field must be populated with the same value.

10.2.4.45. MatthewS:  I like that.

10.2.4.46. MarkB:  Is the STA allowed to use EDCF to do retransmissions?

10.2.4.47. SriniK:  If its access policy is strict HCCA.

10.2.4.48. DuncanK:  But only if it is in the TSPEC.  Otherwise no.  But that has nothing to do with this motion, though I would also support that sort of change.

10.2.4.49. MatthewF:  You can refuse a TSPEC with a policy that you can’t do that.

10.2.4.50. DuncanK:  Agree.

10.2.4.51. MathildeB:  One clarification on this: you’re saying that it is possible to use this for error recovery and missed polls?  

10.2.4.52. DuncanK:  This is talking to a different set of conditions.

10.2.4.53. JohnF:  The 5 minutes are over so I call the question.  This is a technical motion and takes 75%.  The motion passes with 14:4:10.

10.2.4.54. DuncanK:  I’ll discuss the remaining motion with Srini.

10.2.4.55. JohnF:  I see only two people who want to make more motions.  Remember that everything is done at 3:30pm.  So next is Mathilde.
10.2.5. Document 03/924r1, Normative Text Changes for Call Admission Control in EDCA, Second Paragraph, Mathilde Benveniste
10.2.5.1. MathildeB:  I received some feedback on why the motion this morning failed.  So we might need to have a motion to reconsider.  The issue is about section 9.9.1.7 and, again, is in response to part of Comment 577.  The new proposal is to insert the following at the end of this section:  “If an ADDTS request has not been accepted for downlink traffic with a UP that maps to an AC with ACM equal to 1, the QAP shall lower the UP of such traffic so that it is transmitted in an AC that does not require admission control.”

10.2.5.2. MarkB:  One question:  I believe there is an alternative way to solve this.  When you use AC and assign a TSID, the AP can have a separate queue to make sure there is no mixture of admitted and non-admitted.

10.2.5.3. MathildeB: You can do all sorts of other clever things.

10.2.5.4. MarkB:  That’s my point; you have other alternatives.  You can use more queues to solve this.
10.2.5.5. MenzoW:  How about changing “shall” to “should”?

10.2.5.6. MarkB:  That’s better.

10.2.5.7. MathildeB:  We don’t have a “shall” for the downlink.

10.2.5.8. MenzoW:  But this allows a particular behavior.

10.2.5.9. MathildeB:  So change this to insert the following at the end of this section:  “If an ADDTS request has not been accepted for downlink traffic with a UP that maps to an AC with ACM equal to 1, the QAP should lower the UP of such traffic so that it is transmitted in an AC that does not require admission control.”

10.2.5.10. MarkB:  This is the issue I presented earlier this week.  The UP is the AC.

10.2.5.11. SriniK:  Let’s think about this for the next vote.

10.2.5.12. JohnF:  Let’s make a motion now or go to the next.

10.2.5.13. DavidH:  Should there be a motion to reconsider first?
10.2.5.14. JohnF:  A motion to reconsider is 2/3 and this technical motion is 75%.  I would like to bypass the motion to reconsider.  Is there any objection to that?  I hear none, so that is what we’ll do.
10.2.5.15. MathildeB:  I move to insert the following at the end of this section:  “If an ADDTS request has not been accepted for downlink traffic with a UP that maps to an AC with ACM equal to 1, the QAP should lower the UP of such traffic so that it is transmitted in an AC that does not require admission control.”

10.2.5.16. MenzoW:  Second.
10.2.5.17. JohnF:  We have a formal motion on the floor.  Is there any objection to passing this motion?  I see one, so we’ll vote. This is a technical motion; I count the vote: 3:1:15.   So it passes with 75%.
10.2.6. Document 03/953r1, , Jennifer Bray
10.2.6.1. JenniferB:  Both of the papers behind this paper have been on the server for 4 hours, but this merged paper has not.  Is that allowed?
10.2.6.2. JohnF:  Since both papers have been on for over 4 hours, I will allow this.

10.2.6.3. JenniferB:  The two papers had almost the same solutions, so that’s why we merged these papers.  The proposal modifies text in subclause 9.10.  The first change is that you don’t need the initiator field.  The key is that the ADDBA request is by the originator only.  Then there are many minor changes deleting “initiator” from the parameter sets.  There are other changes in 11.4.4.

10.2.6.4. DuncanK:  Block acks are still unidirectional?

10.2.6.5. JenniferB:  Yes.

10.2.6.6. JenniferB:  I move to instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/953r2 into the TGe Draft.

10.2.6.7. JohnF:  Any suggestions for modification.  Hearing none, is there a second?

10.2.6.8. Isaac:  Second.

10.2.6.9. JohnF:  We now have a formal motion on the floor.  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.

10.2.7. Document 03/924r1, Normative Text Changes for Call Admission Control in EDCA, Third Paragraph, Mathilde Benveniste
10.2.7.1. MathildeB:  This is about the third paragraph on this page in Document 924.  This is in response to another part of Comment 577.
10.2.7.2. MathildeB:  I move to accept the normative text changes in the third paragraph of document 03/924r1 into the next TGe draft.

10.2.7.3. JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, I ask for a Second.

10.2.7.4. MarkB:  Second.

10.2.7.5. JohnF:  We now have the formal motion on the floor.  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.
10.2.8. Document 03/924r1, Normative Text Changes for Call Admission Control in EDCA, First Paragraph, Mathilde Benveniste
10.2.8.1. MathildeB:  Finally I get to the first paragraph of this.  This is a “should”, not a “shall”.
10.2.8.2. MarkB:  How about changing to “ACM flag set to 1” instead of admission control.

10.2.8.3. MathildeB:  Agreed.

10.2.8.4. MathildeB:  I move to accept the normative text changes in the first paragraph of document 03/924r1 into the next TGe draft.  And this about the final portion of Comment 577.
10.2.8.5. JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, I ask for a Second.
10.2.8.6. MarkB:  Second.

10.2.8.7. JohnF:  We now have this formal motion on the floor.  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.

10.2.8.8. JohnF:  We’re now out of time, so we’ll recess until our final session.
10.3. Close

10.3.1. Recess

10.3.1.1. The session recessed at 3:32pm.

11. 4:00 pm Thursday Afternoon, November 13, 2003

11.1. Opening
11.1.1. Call to order

11.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 4:29pm (delayed due to conference with the 802.11 Leadership about the current procedures).
11.2. Discussion of Papers

11.2.1. Schedule

11.2.1.1. JohnF:  We now have on the agenda Old Business, New Business, Srini’s review of all of the comment resolutions, and finally a decision on the draft. 
11.3. Fixed Agenda Items

11.3.1. Old Business, New Business

11.3.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any Old Business?  Hearing none, we go to New Business.  We expect the percentage of approval to go up.  If that is true, we should be able to wrap up everything in January and package everything that the 802.11 Exec Committee will need.  Official Procedure 10 will allow us to accelerate to go to Sponsor   Ballot.  Stuart Kerry is here to tell us what that means.  I would suggest to the group to approve that plan.  If we later decide something is broken, we don’t have to accept Procedure 10 and we can then go back to work on the technical details.

11.3.1.2. Stuart Kerry:  LMSC Procedure 10.  You have to show the vote tally, ballot information, etc.  We cannot do an actual ExCom meeting in January because it is not scheduled.  But Procedure 10 is allowed if there are no new negative comments that have not been circulated before, and No voters.  The first step is to decide whether to go to recirculation.  
11.3.1.3. Q:  Would this mean sponsor ballot after January?

11.3.1.4. JohnF:  Yes.  There is nothing to stop us unless there are new negative comments or No voters.

11.3.1.5. Q:  This is about Draft 6.0?

11.3.1.6. JohnF:  Yes.

11.3.1.7. Q:  And we won’t be any worse off by doing this?

11.3.1.8. JohnF:  No.  We can still decide from the comments we receive from this recirculation whether to go to Sponsor Ballot.  

11.3.1.9. StuartK:  The next RevCom meeting will be in the June timeframe, so you’ll have plenty of time after that.  You then could also go into an enhanced process that involves telephone contacts.

11.3.1.10. JohnF:  I don’t believe Draft 6.0 will be done by tomorrow, but Srini tells me it is about 90%.  I hope no one objects on that basis – though, if they do, it is a valid objection.  I will also ask the WG plenary to approve interim meetings in case we need to have those meetings to do resolutions.  We’ll assign three weeks for Interims – at least in December and February. 

11.3.1.11. ThomasK:  Companies are already implementing and there will be Plugfests starting up.  Is there any way for results of those to feed back into the standard, if we try to rush it too fast?
11.3.1.12. StuartK: I understand your point;  in this group it is easy to bring it back in.  In the Sponsor Ballot it is a closed group who are the only ones who are allowed to make comments.  Then you have to make sure any comments you have come through a sponsor balloting ballot member.
11.3.1.13. Terry Cole (TerryC):  If you have changes that come in, will this group will be equipped to make changes?  That is, if you decide you won’t be able to go to sponsor ballot, will you have the authority to go to another recirculation ballot?

11.3.1.14. JohnF:  We are going to try to authorize interim meetings to do that.

11.3.1.15. TerryC:  I’m satisfied – I can see you’re going with both belt and suspenders.

11.3.1.16. AmjadS:  Is an interim meeting empowered to issue a recirculation ballot?

11.3.1.17. JohnF:  An Interim Meeting is so empowered.  This is what we have done before.

11.3.1.18. JohnF:  We not have our special orders to review the Comment Resolutions, so I pass the floor to Srini.

11.3.2. Comment Resolution Review:  Document 03/658r17, Srini Kandala
11.3.2.1. SriniK:  This is the file in which all comments are resolved.  We had a total of 951 comments, 550 technical and 401 editorial.  Any questions on this document?

11.3.2.2. SriniK:  I have been working on the next draft (Draft 5.2 currently is on the server) and have incorporated about 90% of the comments.  Any questions on this?  I don’t hear any here, either.
11.3.2.3. JohnF:  Mathilde, you wanted to change something on these draft resolutions?
11.3.3. Document 03/972r1, Use of EDCA Access During HCF Polling, Mathilde Benveniste

11.3.3.1. MathildeB:  This is a response following Duncan’s motion.  This was just to make a minor change that occurred after Duncan’s change.

11.3.3.2. MathildeB: I want to discuss a motion:
11.3.3.2.1. “Instruct the editor to modify the text in subclause 9.9.2.3 of the TGe draft to permit use of EDCA to transmit MSDUs belonging to traffic streams for which there is a strict HCCA policy under the following conditions:

11.3.3.2.1.1. The MSDU has been sent previously but an acknowledgement has not been received.

11.3.3.2.1.2. The poll for the MSDU is missing; i.e., a poll has not been received by the non-AP QSTA within a time interval since the time of the last received poll that is equal to the maximum service interval.

11.3.3.2.2. When frames associated with a TSPEC are transmitted over contention-based channel access, they shall use the EDCA parameters associated with the UP specified in the TSPEC.”
11.3.3.3. SriniK:  What do you do when a STA does not obey this?

11.3.3.4. MathildeB:  This group has eliminated the better alternative.  To some of us this is an important option to have, because it is much more efficient.

11.3.3.5. SriniK:  I would suggest that maybe you should also go for a third mode.

11.3.3.6. MarkB:  I was going to say the same thing.  Maybe a forth policy.

11.3.3.7. MathildeB:  This is something we had in the Draft until today.  The recovery is going to happen quite open and it is important for many implementers to simplify this.

11.3.3.8. DuncanK:  But we didn’t touch this text.  We didn’t have the option to do this before.
11.3.3.9. SriniK:  Duncan just added the new mode, and didn’t move the old modes.  I believe we can keep both.

11.3.3.10. MathildeB:  I just want to be able to specify that a STA that has an established TSPEC after negotiation with an AP, …   After Duncan’s motion, I don’t believe we can do that any more.

11.3.3.11. DuncanK:  I believe you’re correct about that.  You can still restrict HCCA or do something less restrictive (after my motion).  I agree that we changed this capability that you had before.

11.3.3.12. MathildeB:  I agree.  And that’s not enough for what we need to do.  Srini, how about changing the proposal to create a third, hybrid, HCCA which basically what we had before?

11.3.3.13. JohnK:  What is the application that needs to be covered by this facility?

11.3.3.14. MathildeB: You want to do HCCA polling and the channel is very busy.

11.3.3.15. JohnF:  We are running out of time, we must have a motion now.

11.3.3.16. MathildeB:  Strawpoll:  how many would vote against this if we used the term “hybrid” for a third HCCA policy.

11.3.3.17. JohnF:  I count 9 people.

11.3.3.18. MathildeB:  Strawpoll:  how many would vote against this if we used the term “strict” HCCA policy?

11.3.3.19. JohnF:  I count 9 people.  So do you want to make a motion?

11.3.3.20. MathildeB:  I now see people voting against this who earlier said they wouldn’t, so I won’t make a motion.

11.3.3.21. JohnF:  Srini, do you have more to cover?
11.3.3.22. SriniK:  No, I’m done.

11.3.4. Procedural Motions
11.3.4.1. JohnF:  We have a main plan and a contingency plan.   Main plan:  recirculation ballot, examine for new negative comments and No votes – if none, then reject the remaining comments.

11.3.4.2. JohnF:  The contingency plan is invoked if the main plan doesn’t work.  This plan is to authorize interim meetings to cover the new ballot comments.

11.3.4.3. SriniK: I move to:

11.3.4.3.1. Enable the editor to produce 802.11e draft 6.0 based on the comment resolutions in 11-03/658r17 and,

11.3.4.3.2. Authorize a 15-day LB recirculation of 802.11 TGe draft 6.0 to conclude no later than 12/20/2003.

11.3.4.4. DuncanK:  Second.

11.3.4.5. MarkB:  Would having a longer recirculation disrupt anything we are trying to do?

11.3.4.6. SriniK:  There’s something wrong if you go for longer than 15 days and then invoke procedure 10.

11.3.4.7. AmjadS:  We should conclude as soon as possible.

11.3.4.8. JohnF:  15 days for recirculation is the norm by 802.11 standards.

11.3.4.9. JohnF:  I would like to take a count, so everybody who is in favor of this motion raise your tokens;  against; abstain?  The motion passes unanimously with 26:0:6.

11.3.4.10. JohnF:  Next motion: 

11.3.4.11. JohnK:  I move to:
11.3.4.11.1. Request approval of a SB for draft 802.11e 6.0 by ExCom using LMSC Procedure 10 assuming that the conditions require for procedure 10 are met.

11.3.4.12. SriniK:  Second.

11.3.4.13. JohnF:  I would like to take a count, so everybody who is in favor of this motion raise your tokens;  against; abstain?  The motion passes unanimously with 29:0:4.

11.3.4.14. JohnF:  The next motion:
11.3.4.15. JohnK:  I move to:
11.3.4.15.1. Authorize TGe to hold an interim meeting for the week of February 16,  2004 to resolve comments from the most recent 802.11e recirculation ballots and to initiate any follow on letter ballots after resolving those comments as required.

11.3.4.16. SriniK:  Second.

11.3.4.17. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on this motion?

11.3.4.18. MathildeB:  We will have this interim anyway?

11.3.4.19. JohnF:  No, I’ll only call this meeting if the other fails.

11.3.4.20. MathildeB: What will happen to the comments from the recirculation ballot?

11.3.4.21. JohnF:  Either of two things:  if we reject the remaining comments, we can go on with Procedure 10.  If we don’t then we won’t go to Sponsor Ballot and will continue with the comment resolution process.
11.3.4.22. JohnF:  I will again take a count, so everybody who is in favor of this motion raise your tokens;  against; abstain?  The motion passes unanimously with 31:0:0.

11.3.4.23. And the final motion:  
11.3.4.24. SriniK:  I move to:
11.3.4.24.1. Authorize the 802.11 January 2004 interim meeting to resolve comments from the most recent 802.11e recirculation ballot and to initiate any follow on letter ballots after resolving those comments.

11.3.4.25. Kiwin Palm:  Second.

11.3.4.26. JohnF:  I will again take a count, so everybody who is in favor of this motion raise your tokens;  against; abstain?  The motion passes unanimously with 30:0:0.

11.3.4.27. JohnF:  I believe that these are all of the motions that we need.  Is there any other procedural motion that someone would like to bring to the floor?  Hearing none, are there any other comments?
11.3.4.28. MathildeB: I am worried about the notion that we are going to reject all comments from the next recirculation ballot, because we have been working on the basis that we could make more technical changes.

11.3.4.29. JohnF:  If we decide in the next meeting that we do not need any technical revision to Draft 6.0, then we may invoke Procedure 10.  If we need more technical changes, then we simply can’t invoke Procedure 10.

11.3.4.30. DuncanK: I move to adjourn.

11.3.4.31. BobM:  Second.

11.3.4.32. JohnF:  Does anyone object to passing this motion.  I see one, so everybody who is in favor of this motion raise your tokens;  against; abstain?  The vote is 7:5:12.  Looking up Robert’s Rules, I see that it requires a majority vote, so we are adjourned.
11.3.5. Meeting close
11.3.5.1. The TGe November 2004 meeting closed at 5:50pm.
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