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1. 10:30 am Monday, January 12, 2004

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 10:38am.

1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. Review of the agenda (JohnF)

1.2.1.1. Tentative meeting agenda: 11-03-965r0-W-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-January-2004.xls

1.2.1.2. JohnF reviewed the proposed agenda.  

1.2.1.2.1. There will be an LMSC Executive Committee meeting today at 6pm.  We will be making a request about Procedure 10 at that meeting.  But we won’t be able to get results from that meeting until this evening.  So some items in the current agenda may have to be changed per the outcome of that meeting.

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. Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB):  With respect to the Procedure 10 outcome:  we can still spend today doing editorial changes?
1.2.2.3. Floyd Simpson (FloydS):  Will there be a summary of Procedure 10 and its outcome?

1.2.2.4. JohnF:  Yes, that is in item 6 of the agenda.

1.2.2.5. JohnF:  I ask the voting members, are there any objections to approving this new version of the agenda?  

1.2.2.6. JohnF:  I see no objections, so the agenda is approved.

1.3. Comment Resolution Discussion

1.3.1. Recirculation vs. Sending this to Sponsor Ballot

1.3.1.1. JohnF:  How many new members are here?

1.3.1.2. {Secretary saw only one.}

1.3.1.3. JohnF reviewed the procedures of allowing new members to participate, but going to a voting member to make all motions.

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. Minutes of the November 2003 Interim Meeting

1.4.2.1. JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the November 2003 meeting in Albuquerque?

1.4.2.2. JohnF:  I hear none.  The minutes of November 2003 are approved with unanimous consent.

1.5. Discussion of Recirculation Ballot

1.5.1.1. JohnF:  Looking at the LB results for LB 59, 59,63 (document 802.11e-LB51-59-63-Results001204.xls on the screen), we can see that there are gradual changes.  In the last vote there was a net gain of 4 Yes votes. 

1.5.1.2. SriniK:  Matthew Sherman indicated he is changing his NO vote to Yes.

1.5.1.3. JohnF:  I see that we have not changed that yet.  So this changes the remaining votes to 248 Yes; 30 No.  

1.5.1.4. SriniK:  So that is now 80.2% Yes votes.

1.5.1.5. JohnF:  So now we have the motion from the last meeting:  Request approval of a Sponsor Ballot for draft 802.11e 6.0 by ExCom using LMSC Procedure 10 assuming that the conditions required for Procedure 10 are met.  This passed 20-0-4.

1.5.1.6. JohnF:  If Procedure 10 is ruled this evening to be appropriate, then we will be taking most of the rest of the week off.
1.5.1.7. Stephen Wang (StephenW):  With respect to the interaction of TGe and TGi, will there be a coordination this week?

1.5.1.8. JohnF:  No dependency of TGe with TGi has been brought up to me.  I have no requests from them to hold a coordination meeting.
1.5.1.9. SriniK:   I do not believe you can take any action until TGi is done.
1.5.1.10. Ivan Reitman (IvanR):  So there may be two spontaneous ballots?
1.5.1.11. JohnF:  That is likely.  Then we may have to have later work coordinating them.

1.5.1.12. SriniK:  On Thursday morning at 8am there is a joint session with TGi scheduled.

1.5.1.13. JohnF:  Any more questions?  Seeing none, I would like to pass this to Srini to summarize the overall comments, progress from LB to LB, and technical aspects of the responses.

1.6. LB 63 Review, Srini Kandala

1.6.1.1. SriniK:  Document 11-03-0988-01-0003-TGe-draft-ballot-information.ppt describes the results.  There were 243 technical comments, of which 140 were part of a “No” vote, and 140 were carried over from earlier ballots.  Many of these appear to be fairly “stale”, redoing old issues that have been discussed many times before.  See document 11-04-1001-00-000e-letter-ballot-63-comments.xls for a summary of the individuals and the numbers of outstanding comments.  Document 11-03-0989-01-000e-TGe-outstanding-no-comments.xls includes all of the outstanding comments.  I believe that the majority of these are editorial, some are bug fixes and the remaining largely are resubmitted comments.  Any questions?

1.7. Comment Review Process
1.7.1. Review of Technical Comments from new “No” voters

1.7.1.1. JohnF:  I’d like to organize ourselves for the two possible outcomes with respect to Procedure 10.  I’d like to ask Srini to review what is required for Procedure 10.

1.7.1.2. SriniK read and reviewed 802 LMSC Policies and Procedures, Procedure 10.

1.7.1.3. David Hunter (DavidH):  Does this mean that you are going to have to present every one of the outstanding technical comments this evening at the ExCom?

1.7.1.4. SriniK:  I believe that I can present a summary.

1.7.1.5. SriniK:  There are two new “No” voters.

1.7.1.6. JohnF:  Can we go over their comments now to see if they are valid?

1.7.1.7. SriniK:  Sunghyun Choi is a new “No” vote:  Comments 284-288.  

1.7.1.8. SriniK:  I believe 284 should be declined.

1.7.1.9. Amjad Soomro (AmjadS):  But is it valid?  That is, is it about some text that was changed per a previous comment?

1.7.1.10. JohnF:  This really is asking for more text, so it could be editorial.

1.7.1.11. SriniK:  Comment 285, 9.9.2.1.3.  The lines are new, but the commentator is mistaken about this preventing what he wants.

1.7.1.12. JohnF:  It is a valid comment, since it is about changed lines and he explains why he is against these.

1.7.1.13. SriniK:  Comment 286.  Again, the comment is valid, but is mistaken.

1.7.1.14. JohnF:  This is not a valid comment, since it about a redesign of the whole mechanism.

1.7.1.15. SriniK:  Comment 287.  I believe the comment is correct.

1.7.1.16. Greg Chesson (GregC):  Is this referring to a poll message?

1.7.1.17. SriniK:  Yes.  This is about what the HC does.

1.7.1.18. GregC:  This is not that big a problem; it doesn’t have that bad consequences.  Just saying they don’t know how to set it.  It’s really the DurationID field that should be whatever the HC rules are for sending one frame.  You can also say that when TXOP is 0 there shall be no hidden nodes.

1.7.1.19. SriniK:  Comment 288.  This is about a conflict with Footnote 15.  

1.7.1.20. JohnF:  This really is about a change on the last draft?

1.7.1.21. SriniK:  I believe so.  This is not really a conflict, but a narrow case.  I believe some correction is needed.

1.7.1.22. SriniK:  Comment 289 is on HCCA for TC.  I believe this is not valid, because this sentence was here before, only moved from another paragraph.  This is not a change from Draft 5.0.

1.7.1.23. JohnF:  Please check the other comments and make sure they are based on something that was changed from the previous draft.

1.7.1.24. SriniK:  The other new “No” voter is Javier del Prado.  Comment 120.  I believe the current text is correct, and there is no change from the previous draft.

1.7.1.25. JohnF:  Is Javier here?  Can someone find him to comment directly on these?

1.7.1.26. SriniK:  Comment 125.  Probably this comment is valid; we just have to explain.

1.7.1.27. SriniK:  Comment 127 is to define ERP, which is defined in 11g.  This is valid.

1.7.1.28. SriniK:  Comment 128 on 7.3.1.9.  The comment is valid, though I don’t believe anything else needs to be changed and it should be declined.

1.7.1.29. SriniK:  Comment 129 is valid, but appears to be more editorial.

1.7.1.30. SriniK:  Comment 131 on a Acceptable Frame Loss Rate parameter.  I believe this is a carryover comment from Amjad.

1.7.1.31. Menzo Wentink (MenzoW):  This is not based on a change in the text.

1.7.1.32. SriniK:  Comment 134.

1.7.1.33. GregC:  That’s a valid comment; the resolution should be to change the name of one of those fields, which could be taken as an editorial change.

1.7.1.34. SriniK:   Comment 136.  This is about an editorial mistake I made; I believe it does not entail a technical change from what we have decided earlier.  

1.7.1.35. SriniK:  Comment 137 is valid; it is about a new change we made.

1.7.1.36. SriniK:  Comment 141 is about a clarification, which could be editorial.

1.7.1.37. SriniK:  Comment 142.  I believe this is valid, and there is some inconsistency.

1.7.1.38. SriniK:  Comment 143.  Is this new?
1.7.1.39. John Kowalski (JohnK):  This is new.

1.7.1.40. GregC:  You could just put in 0 if you don’t want to use this.  So you could accept the comment and do nothing.

1.7.1.41. SriniK:  This is just about moved text anyway.

1.7.1.42. JohnK:  This text was definitely there before the last recirc ballot.

1.7.1.43. SriniK:  Comment 144.  I believe this is valid, but wrong.

1.7.1.44. SriniK:  Comment 146.  I believe that this is valid and part of a new change.

1.7.2. “No” Voter Contacts

1.7.2.1. JohnF:  It seems that both reversals have some valid comments, so that will require an exception to Procedure 10 that the ExCom will be asked to approve.  I would also like a member of the Sponsor Ballot committee to be at the meeting.
1.7.2.2. JohnK:  I would assume that that would not commit us to attending the whole LMSC meeting.
1.7.2.3. JohnF:  How many Sponsor Ballot members are here?  I see several.  Who can contact Sunghyun?  

1.7.2.4. JohnK:  I can.

1.7.2.5. JohnF:  Amjad, an you contact Javier?

1.7.2.6. AmjadS:  He most likely is in TGn.

1.7.2.7. JohnF:  Can you see if you can find him now?

1.7.2.8. AmjadS:  Will do.

1.7.2.9. JohnF:  And Srini can you email Sunghyun?

1.7.2.10. SriniK:  Yes.

1.7.2.11. JohnF:  And we will call his office as well.

1.7.2.12. GregC:  Since Amjad hasn’t come back for a while, how about breaking for lunch?

1.7.2.13. JohnF:  Good, let’s recess until this afternoon’s session.

1.8. Closing

1.8.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

1.8.1.1. JohnF recessed the TG 12:10pm.

2. 1:30 pm Monday, January 12, 2004

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:40pm.

2.2. Procedure 10 Checklist

2.2.1. Review of Checklist

2.2.1.1. JohnF:  I’d like Srini to review the Procedure 10 checklist, so that we all know what is needed.

2.2.1.2. MathildeB:  Are we going to cover the new comments by previous “No” voters?

2.2.1.3. JohnF:  At this point I’m not sure they are relevant to Procedure 10.

2.2.1.4. MathildeB:  From what Srini read earlier, I’m not sure, but there may be some new comments that might cause people to change their minds.

2.2.1.5. JohnF:  That may be right.  Lets go over those comments in the meantime, after Srini’s review.

2.2.1.6. SriniK:  Here is Procedure 10 again.  We need to cover the ballot information, as in 03/0988r1.  A question to the chair, is the second recirculation a confirmation ballot?

2.2.1.7. JohnF:  That is a confirmation.

2.2.1.8. SriniK:  Then I’ll change that description in this summary.  Do we need a specific schedule for these ballots?

2.2.1.9. JohnF:  The schedule for this week should be sufficient for that.

2.2.1.10. SriniK:  Then I’ll add “Schedule for the resolution of comments:  Jan 12-16, 2004”.  And the final issue is the coverage of the comments that are associated with the remaining disapprove votes.  This is the list in 11-03-0989-01, which is the list we were going over this morning.  So I believe 03/989r1 would constitute the package that will fulfill this requirement.

2.2.1.11. JohnF:  Any comments?  Hearing none, are there any objections?
2.2.1.12. Matthew Fischer (MatthewF):  What was the objection last time?

2.2.1.13. JohnF:  As I understand, the problem was that the group had not had time to see the package as a whole.

2.2.1.14. Amjad:  Javier reports that he can attend the second afternoon session.

2.2.1.15. Floyd Simpson (FloydS):  I believe that the draft is not ready for Sponsor Ballot.  

2.2.1.16. JohnF:  The vote in the last meeting was that we pass Draft 6.0 on to Sponsor Ballot.  So you disagree with that vote?

2.2.1.17. FloydS:  I believe that there are enough No votes on LB63, that I believe that this draft is not ready for Sponsor Ballot.

2.2.1.18. MathildeB:  I would like to second Floyd’s comment.

2.2.1.19. JohnF:  So noted.  Is Srini ready to review all of the comments from “No” voters?

2.2.2. Review of Technical Comments from “No” voters

2.2.2.1. JohnF:  Just go through the comments.  If someone wants to point out something, they can make a comment here.  

2.2.2.2. SriniK started the review, in numerical order, of each of the comments (except for the comments covered in the morning session) listed in document 11-04-1001-00-000e-letter-ballot-63-comments.xls.

2.2.2.3. SriniK:  I believe that at least the comments 2, 5, 11 and many more are editorial or procedural and can be solved without technical changes.

2.2.2.4. MathildeB:  What feedback do you want from all of this?

2.2.2.5. JohnF:  None are necessary.

2.2.2.6. MathildeB:  How about doing the editorial comments?

2.2.2.7. JohnF:  We can do those now.

2.2.2.8. DavidH:  Some of these technical comments appear to be editorial.  Can we decide on those now?

2.2.2.9. JohnF:  Absolutely, we can decide whether they are and can be resolved that way.

2.2.2.10. MathildeB:  The technical comments are very instructive and I think should be included before we go to Sponsor Ballot.

2.2.2.11. JohnF:  We will present the unresolved comments to the ExCom when we make the presentation.

2.2.2.12. MathildeB:  Is it legal for us to propose solutions to the technical comments that are still outstanding?

2.2.2.13. JohnF:  We can do that, though it likely will take a lot longer than we have until the 6pm ExCom meeting.

2.2.2.14. MathildeB:  Then how about at least talking about the editorial changes now?

2.2.2.15. JohnF:  Sure.  Is there any objection to doing that now?  Seeing none, that is what we’ll do.  Srini, can you present the editorial comments now?

2.2.2.16. DavidH:  Can we start with the technical comments that Srini thinks are editorial?

2.2.2.17. JohnF:  No, because someone could raise further issues with that.

2.2.2.18. MathildeB:  While Srini is separating out the editorial comments, can I present a short paper?

2.2.2.19. JohnF:  Sure.

2.3. Papers

2.3.1. Document 4/0062r0, Clarifications on APSD, Mathilde Benveniste

2.3.1.1. MathildeB:  This is the result a review of the draft and some apparent contradictions with what we have decided to do later.

2.3.1.2. FloydS:  What comments does this apply to?

2.3.1.3. MathildeB:  I have not had access to the LB63 comments until now, so I can’t say the exact numbers right now.  But several comments are related to this.  This is just a presentation; there will be no motions.  

2.3.2. Vote on having a presentation

2.3.2.1. FloydS:  I thought we were going to cover the editorial comments now.

2.3.2.2. JohnF:  I will make the note that normally editorial comments are not covered here at all, but are just up to the editor.  I will ask the group, is there any objection to making this presentation now?  I see one, so we can have a vote.

2.3.2.3. MathildeB:  I am just trying to clean up some apparently inconsistent editorial details.

2.3.2.4. FloydS:  My issue with this is that we are circumventing an agreement that we just had.  I can make a presentation that I claim is editorial without it applying to any particular editorial comment.

2.3.2.5. JohnF:  Vote:  everyone in favor of Mathilde continuing with this presentation?  The motion passes with 5:1:17.  So we will have this presentation.

2.3.3. Document 04/0062, continued

2.3.3.1. MathildeB:  The first change is just for my own clarification.
2.3.3.2. Mark Bilstad (MarkB):  I understand what you’re getting at here.  I put in a couple of comments that the related phrases should have some name that clarifies the text.   I just didn’t invent the name.

2.3.3.3. GregC:  APSD is CPR-like.

2.3.3.4. MathildeB:  APSD refers to both scheduled and unscheduled tasks.
2.3.3.5. GregC:  Say I set up a schedule mode transfer.

2.3.3.6. MathildeB:  To review:  we have two modes (power save and awake) and two states.

2.3.3.7. GregC:  Once the STA has set up the schedule, the AP doesn’t need to know whether or not the STA is sleeping between scheduled awake periods.

2.3.3.8. MathildeB:  But the STA can declare itself to be active between those.

2.3.3.9. GregC:  I understand that that I can still set my PM to 0 and still receive my other traffic by schedule mode.  There is a huge chance of losing messages when you change modes.  There is nothing in standard about what you do with queue management when the STA is changing its modes.  I believe this is a bug, but no one else seems to care, so I won’t take up more of your time on it.

2.3.3.10. MenzoW:  Do you agree with this editorial change?

2.3.3.11. GregC:  This change is OK.  I was just bringing up another bug.

2.3.3.12. MathildeB:  Another change is in 11.2.1.5.

2.3.3.13. MarkB:  Just to repeat:  we really need specific names for these states.

2.3.3.14. MathildeB:  We decided last time just “active” and “PS” versus “scheduled” and “unscheduled”.

2.3.3.15. MarkB:  We need to have something that shortens whether we have APSD or not.

2.3.3.16. MathildeB:  I agree; we should try to invent a name.

2.3.3.17. MathildeB:  Third change:  7.1.3.5.2.  Any concerns about this?  I don’t see any.  Next change:  the APSD subfield reference in 7.2.3.1.5 is incorrect.

2.3.3.18. StephenW:  Just to let you know, we have a technical comment on this subject.

2.3.3.19. MathildeB:  This is just something the Editor did not catch when he was cleaning up the text.  Does anyone think the text should be left as is?

2.3.3.20. GregC:  No, you’re absolutely correct, this should be changed.

2.3.3.21. MathildeB:  Next is a sentence in 11.2.1.4 that should be deleted.  Anyone object to the deletion of that?

2.3.3.22. Steve Emeott (SteveE):  Why isn’t that a technical change?

2.3.3.23. MathildeB:  Is there anyone who has thought this is what we intended to require?  Did anyone think that the requirement is to use this for all streams if we use it for one?  Does anyone want that?

2.3.3.24. MarkB:  You could read that sentence several ways.  

2.3.3.25. MathildeB:  I believe we only discussed aggregation with respect to this.  Therefore, this function serves no useful function, but is misleading now.

2.3.3.26. MatthewF:  What about the information about aggregation?

2.3.3.27. MathildeB:  I believe we have enough other information about aggregation.  Does anyone want to keep this sentence in the draft?  I don’t see anyone.

2.3.3.28. MathildeB:  Next about section 11.2.1.5 versus 11.2.1.4:  [the wording] should be “at least one” instead of “all” frames destined for that station.  That would bias the performance to be preferential toward APSD stations.  Anybody objecting to this change?
2.3.3.29. SteveE:  Comment.  This applies to scheduled STAs as well.

2.3.3.30. MathildeB:  Absolutely agree with you about that.  The draft right now has nothing about when a scheduled period would end.

2.3.3.31. MarkB:  I believe this is not solving what you want it to solve.

2.3.3.32. MathildeB:  This sentence does not force the AP to send all the buffered traffic in this case.  By changing this, we’re leaving it up to the AP to empty out the buffer when it wants to.

2.3.3.33. StephenW:  What if the frame is a lower priority, then you’re forcing the STA to send a lower priority over a higher priority.

2.3.3.34. MathildeB:  At this point, no one has restricted the scheduled traffic to voice.  So you want to restrict it to “at least the same priority”?  At least this is better than what you had before.  You have to send at least one frame to a STA to tell it to go to sleep, so it might as well be a data frame.

2.3.3.35. StephenW:  That seems like a technical comment that we would need to vote on.
2.3.3.36. MathildeB:  I’ll put it up to the group.  Should we make this consistent now, or should this be a later technical comment?  I agree with you about not going to sponsor ballot.  So, Mr. Chairman, how should we proceed?

2.3.3.37. JohnF:  It should be up to the editor what he regards as editorial.

2.3.3.38. MarkB: I believe [that] with a lot of these changes, but believe it is a stretch to call some of them editorial.

2.3.3.39. JohnF:  That will first be up to the editor.  

2.3.3.40. MathildeB:  Fine.

2.3.3.41. JohnF:  Is there any more information that anyone wants to present?

2.3.3.42. MathildeB:  There is a comment that I made which requests an informative annex being added.  I have the annex ready and will be posting it.  I would appreciate it if you could review that for its language.

2.3.4. “No” vote status.

2.3.4.1. JohnF:  Sunghyun has just stated that he has no objection to changing to a “Yes” vote while maintaining his comments.  My thanks to Sunghyun for that.

2.3.4.2. Sunghyun Choi (SunghyunC):  My pleasure.

2.3.4.3. JohnF:  Javier is still considering his vote.  He would like to have some consultation with the editor or have some discussion in the whole group.  We’ll do that at 4pm.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

2.4.1.1. JohnF recessed the TG at 3:21pm.

3. 4:00 pm Monday, January 12, 2004

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 4:00 pm.

3.1.2. Recess for ad-hoc work

3.1.2.1. JohnF:  I would like Javier and Srini to go over all of the discussion we have had of his comments and then Javier to decide whether to change his vote or bring some of the issues up here.  So we will recess briefly for these discussions.

3.2. Re-opening

3.2.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order again at 5:05 pm.

3.2.1.2. JohnF:  Javier has decided not to change his “No” vote, so Srini and I will include that information in our presentation to the ExCom at 6:00 pm.  

3.2.1.3. MathildeB:  If the ExCom decision is not to go to Sponsor Ballot, then will we go into working on comment resolution?

3.2.1.4. JohnF:  Yes, if that’s the case we will begin comment resolution then.  We will meet again at the 7:30pm session.

3.3. Closing

3.3.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

3.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the TG at 5:11 pm.

4. 7:30 pm Monday, January 12, 2004

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order

4.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 7:40 pm.

4.1.1.2. JohnF:  Sorry about the delay, but the ExCom meeting delayed us.  That meeting could not vote, so we offered to go to recirc ballot by the end of this week.  We promised to go to some of the more experienced members with our package.

4.1.1.3. Keith Amann (KeithA):  That recirculation would be as a preliminary to going straight to sponsor ballot?

4.1.1.4. JohnF:  Yes.

4.1.1.5. Keith A:  15 day?
4.1.1.6. JohnF:  Yes.  Last time we got only 240 comments, and a lot of them were carry-overs.  A number of others were from people who haven’t been participating and so they missed the other resolved comments.  So there probably will be a lot of straight rejections.

4.1.1.7. KeithA:  Procedurally, will the results of this last letter ballot be announced?

4.1.1.8. JohnF:  They were announced on the floor.

4.1.1.9. KeithA:  They generally are announced by the WG chair.

4.1.1.10. JohnF:  He did announce it briefly.  Overall:  it was 90% yes (249:29:23), with 94% participation.  Having said that, we still received some new comments, so we will give it one more shot and see if the next recirculation doesn’t get any critical results, so we can go directly to Sponsor Ballot.  Any other questions about what happened tonight?
4.2. Closing

4.2.1. Recess

4.2.1.1. JohnF:  Hearing none, is there any objection to recessing tonight and bringing up comment resolution tomorrow morning?  Hearing none, this meeting is recessed until tomorrow morning at 8:00 am.

4.2.1.2. JohnF recessed the meeting at 7:52 pm for Ad Hoc work.

5. 8:00 am Tuesday, January 13, 2004

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order

5.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 8:08 am.

5.2. Re-summarization of ExCom meeting results

5.2.1.1. JohnF:  JohnF summarized the situation again for those who were not here when he returned from the ExCom.  This ExCom meeting was an ad-hoc, with no formal voting taking place.  Relative to the smaller 802 groups, we have fewer comments per capita, but some of the ExCom members still remarked on the fact that we have 240 comments from the latest recirculation ballot.

5.2.1.2. 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.  What I want to do is get rid of all of the current comments today.  I assume that there will be a lot of comment rejections, since a number of people carried the same comments they did last time.  [Many] aren’t regular participants and haven’t paid attention [to the changes that have been made]. If there is a big argument about something, that problem is too hard to solve and I’ll rule that we need to move on.  On the other hand, if something is really broken, then we’ll follow it through.  

5.3. Procedure Discussion

5.3.1. Organization of Ad Hoc Groups

5.3.1.1. JohnF:  Srini led a group last night that came up with solutions for about 50 comments.  These solutions were chosen because they should be non-controversial.

5.3.1.2. StephenC:  Will we have time for presentations?

5.3.1.3. JohnF:  I will announce the available presentations, but I don’t think we will have time for them.  When we divide into groups, make sure you join the relevant group.  Srini, what is the number of your new paper?

5.3.1.4. SriniK:  I put the information in 04/1001r1; all of the comments are in yellow.

5.3.1.5. StephenC:  [Documents] 0009 and 0010, Admission Control; and 0028 and 0030, Power Management.

5.3.1.6. JohnF:  For those in the relevant ad-hoc groups, please review those documents.  

5.3.1.7. SriniK:  EDCA, HCCA, Clause 11, Frame Formats, and Everything Else.  This division is also shown in document 1001r1.  A number of comments that are called technical but really are editorial we attempted to answer [directly].

5.3.1.8. JohnF:  Please pay attention to the fact that some comments may be invalid.  In your group work, please keep your review to less than three minutes per comment.

5.3.1.9. JohnF:  Who would like to be the points of contact for the groups?  I see Menzo for EDCA; Amjad for HCCA; Floyd for Clause 11; Srini for Frame Formats; and no one yet for the Group 5.  Lets start with each of the first four groups now.  Srini, how many comments are in each group?

5.3.1.10. SriniK:  There are roughly 35 comments in each of the first two; 40 in Clause 11; 50 in Frame Formats; and 45 in Group 5.

5.3.1.11. JohnF:  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.

5.4. Closing

5.4.1. Recess

5.4.1.1. JohnF  recessed the meeting at 9:56am for ad-hoc work.

6. 10:30 am Tuesday, January 13, 2004

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order

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

6.2. Ad-Hoc Groups

6.2.1.1. JohnF:  Each of the ad-hoc group leaders:  please tell us how many comments you have, how many are resolved, and how many have been rejected.

6.2.1.2. SriniK:  Clause 7 has 65 comments, 45 are resolved, and the only rejections are editorial comments.  Right now I’m in an ad-hoc group of 1 and hope someone will join me.  After this I will take up the last group of comments.
6.2.1.3. AmjadS:  We have only 4 comments to go and are skipping the editorial comments, and should be able to do the rest in about half an hour.  We have declined very few.

6.2.1.4. MenzoW:  We have 35 comments for EDCA and have 11 technical left to resolved.  5 or 6 were rejected, some because they were carryovers from previous letter ballots.

6.2.1.5. FloydS:  We had a total of about 40, and have addressed about 15 and skipped some editorial.  We have skipped about 12 of them because that whole area is controversial and will have to be brought up before the whole Task Group.

6.2.1.6. JohnF:  My bias is that a controversial area is as likely to cause more “No” votes than “Yes” votes, and so we probably will skip it altogether.  If you can have by lunchtime a document on the server, then we can start counting down the 4 hours then.  Please bring up the controversial ones this afternoon and then we can decide whether to solve them on the spot.   

6.3. Closing

6.3.1. Recess for Ad Hoc Group Work

6.3.1.1. JohnF:  Any objections to going back to ad-hoc work?  Hearing none, that’s what we’ll do.

6.3.1.2. The task group session recessed for Ad Hoc group work at 10:44am.


7. 1:30 pm  Tuesday, January 13, 2004

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to order

7.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 1:38pm.

7.2. Ad Hoc Group Work Review

7.2.1.1. JohnF:  Our process now will be first to get reports from the ad-hoc groups.  Then, while we are waiting for the 4 hour period to elapse, we can listen to presentations on specific groups of comments.  Next we can take up some of the issues that need to come to the floor.  Finally, in the next session we can take up the resolutions that the Ad Hoc groups have made and cover the remaining comments on the floor.

7.2.1.2. AmjadS:  We have provided the completed comments to Srini, who is combining them with the resolutions of his group.  We have 7-9 comments left in section 9.9.2.3.

7.2.1.3. MenzoW:  We have pretty much resolved all of our comments.  About 4 of them should be brought before the group.  Three of these are covered in one presentation; the fourth can be covered separately in the general TG meeting.

7.2.1.4. SriniK:  I (an ad-hoc group of one) addressed about 50 comments; less than 10 remain.  The HCCA and Frame Format comment resolutions are in 04/1001r2; that file is in the temp area on the servers.  

7.2.1.5. FloydS:  Power management had 47 comments.  We resolved 17; rejected 2; have 8 left; and there are about 15 that need to come to the floor.  But we would like to continue in ad-hoc group work for now.

7.2.1.6. MathildeB:  I have a document number:  04/0073 covers power management and APSD.

7.3. Closing

7.3.1. Recess for Ad Hoc Group Work

7.3.1.1. JohnF:  Since all the groups have something to do, how about dedicating the remainder of this session to the ad-hoc work and coming back in the 4:00 pm session?  Is that all right?  Any objection to recess?  Hearing no opposition, that’s what we’ll do.

7.3.1.2. The meeting recessed for Ad Hoc work at 1:52 pm.

8. 4:00pm  Tuesday Afternoon, January 13, 2004

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Call to order

8.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 4:05 pm

8.2. Ad Hoc Group Reports

8.2.1.1. JohnF:  I would like the ad-hoc groups to confirm their status. 

8.2.1.2. AmjadS:  We have turned our document over to Srini.  We have resolved all the comments except for 176, which related to a previous decision.  We believe that it will be better to introduce this on the floor.

8.2.1.3. SriniK:  I am currently in the process of making an r3 of 04/1001.  I am done with the Frame Formats comments.  There are about 6 comments that I will bring to the floor.  Of the “Others” category we have solved about 35 of 52 comments, and believe we can finish those today.

8.2.1.4. MenzoW:  We have resolved 36 comments; comments 13, 14 and 16 will be covered by a Motorola presentation; and one other will be covered by another paper in the session.  Our report has been on the server for about half an hour.

8.2.1.5. FloydS:  Our group had 46 comments; we have gone trough all of them; accepted 25; rejected 4 and 17 are in a controversial area and need be brought before the TG.  Mathilde has one presentation that will be cover most of these. 

8.2.1.6. JohnF:  I would like to cover the comments that are not covered by any paper.  Who wants to go first with those?

8.2.1.7. AmjadS:  I will present the comment and proposed resolution for comment 176; and Mathilde can explain it.

8.2.1.8. JohnF:  Fine.  I would appreciate it if we can accelerate these individual comments.

8.2.1.9. AmjadS reviewed Comment 176.  

8.2.1.10. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accept this comment?  I see at least one, so I’ll give the floor to Mathilde to explain what is broken in 6.0 that this fixes.  Please summarize your points into 2-3 minutes.

8.2.1.11. MathildeB presented document 03/972r2.  

8.2.1.12. GregC:  I like condition 1, because that solves an error.  I don’t like condition 2, because it presents a potential for abuse.  If you don’t get a poll, you should wait for your poll.  

8.2.1.13. MathildeB:  I’m with you.  So I agree to make that change.
8.2.1.14. Anil Sanwalka (AnilS):  Point of Order: was the original change to solve a particular comment?
8.2.1.15. SriniK:  This is about a group of comments that have been around for a while.
8.2.1.16. JohnF:  This has to be about comments about LB63, not about earlier comments.

8.2.1.17. AnilS:  But I thought Mathilde was saying that the earlier change did not have to do with a comment?
8.2.1.18. MathildeB:  No, it was about an earlier comment.

8.2.1.19. JohnF:  This is about comment 176.

8.2.1.20. AmjadS:  In response to a previous letter ballot?
8.2.1.21. MatthewF:  Are you suggesting the text was not changed?

8.2.1.22. JohnF:  No, this comment is valid.

8.2.1.23. SriniK:  This comment is valid because it is addressing a change that was made in LB63.  But this is undoing a change that was made earlier in this session.
8.2.1.24. JohnF:  But I don’t think we can do that.  We cannot open any areas that are closed.

8.2.1.25. MatthewF:  This is OK for the group to change.  We all can change our votes.  The key is what is the [possibility of reversing] NO votes?  We can change anything we want with a 75% change.

8.2.1.26. MarkB:  I don’t think this is really undoing what was done in Albuquerque.  So can you comment: are we directly undoing that?

8.2.1.27. MathildeB:  Long before Albuquerque we relaxed the access, but with these restrictions.  Today we have three NO-vote related comments related to this:  170, 176 and 177.  Greg effectively proposed an amendment and I agreed with him.  So this is not quite reinstituting the previous restrictions.

8.2.1.28. MarkB:  What row in Table 20.4 is being changed here?

8.2.1.29. AmjadS:  There is no change to that table involved here.

8.2.1.30. MarkB:  [Showed Table 20.4 on the screen.]  Is this referring to the first or last row of this table?

8.2.1.31. SriniK:  I believe it applies to Row 4.

8.2.1.32. MathildeB:  If we did this, we would have to eliminate the last row.

8.2.1.33. SriniK:  This would undo Duncan’s motion.

8.2.1.34. MathildeB:  So I would make Row 4 apply to restricted access.

8.2.1.35. MarkB:  Please add that to the motion.

8.2.1.36. JohnF:  I believe that we need to judge the risk of getting more “No” votes.

8.2.1.37. MathildeB:  I move to:  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:
1. The MSDU has been sent previously but an acknowledgement has not been received
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.
Modify  Table 20.4 accordingly.

8.2.1.38. GregC:  Second.

8.2.1.39. JohnF:  Is there any discussion?

8.2.1.40. AnilS:  I speak against this because not of what is in the motion, but that we don’t need to keep going back and forth on this topic.

8.2.1.41. SriniK:  I am also of the same opinion.  If the commentator thinks this is needed, we need to get a different solution than going back.

8.2.1.42. JohnF:  I will allow one comment in favor of this, and then Mathilde to reply.

8.2.1.43. GregC:  I speak in favor of this motion.  I was not at that meeting, and would have worked with Duncan to come to this resolution if I had been there at that time.  

8.2.1.44. MathildeB:  the motion last time was made at the end of the meeting without sufficient discussion, and that’s why we’re trying to do this now.
8.2.1.45. JohnF: Is there any reason not to close the discussion?  Seeing none, we will take a vote.  The motion is technical and passes 15:2:5.

8.2.1.46. MarkB:  I have one comment on PowerSave that is independent of the other PowerSave papers.  This is Comment 75.  Note that the EOSP bit does not reside in all frames, unlike the More Data bit.  My proposal is to update the frame exchange rules to accommodate this. 

8.2.1.47. MarkB:  I move to instruct the editor to make the changes in 9.9.2.3.

8.2.1.48. SriniK:  I would appreciate your support to draft the text on this. I have been reading many resolutions that say to instruct the editor to make general changes.
8.2.1.49. JohnF:  Actually those are invalid comments and should be rejected.  

8.2.1.50. JohnF:  Menzo, do you want to put Comment 144 up on the screen?

8.2.1.51. MenzoW reviewed Comment 144.  

8.2.1.52. MenzoW:  This is a problem in the draft.  There is no way to have multiple TSPECs assigned to a single priority.  The common feeling was that you could not have more than one TSPEC per AC.  So we thought the best [solution] was to have the alternate resolution shown in the comment resolution document now.  You could have one TSPEC for voice and two for video, for instance.  So the proposal is to use a TID instead of an UP to identify the TSPEC.

8.2.1.53. SriniK:  This truly becomes a traffic stream then.

8.2.1.54. MenzoW:  There is no change on the data frame level or QoS control.  Now you just reference the TSPEC with the unique value.

8.2.1.55. SriniK:  I think this is a substantial change.  Is this within our mandate here?  This needs to be thought out.  

8.2.1.56. MenzoW:  I don’t want to rush this through; we just needed to answer this comment.

8.2.1.57. JohnF:  I can rule this as an invalid comment 

8.2.1.58. KeithA:  This is a valid issue. 

8.2.1.59. JohnF:  But we can’t just tell Srini to “make up an answer”.

8.2.1.60. KeithA:  I agree with that.

8.2.1.61. MenzoW:  We can work on a solution.

8.2.1.62. JohnF:  We need a solution or we will need to reject the comment.
8.2.1.63. AnilS:  There is no reason to reject the comment; it is a serious problem.

8.2.1.64. GregC:  I would like to help Menzo work on this.

8.2.1.65. AmjadS:  I will also.

8.2.1.66. JohnF:  So I will table this comment, pending your proposal.   Floyd, please address the comments from your group that are not part of the papers.

8.2.1.67. FloydS:  Comments 75 and 69.  I believe 69 is related to Mark’s comment.

8.2.1.68. MarkB:  We could accept this comment.  

8.2.1.69. FloydS:  So we will table this one for now and make a separate motion.

8.2.1.70. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accepting the recommended change for comment 69?
8.2.1.71. MathildeB:  But that recommendation includes no normative text.

8.2.1.72. JohnF:  In that case it is an invalid comment and should be rejected.

8.2.1.73. FloydS:  Next is comment 149, by Keith.

8.2.1.74. KeithA:  The problem is that, if a device is operating in APSD mode and it is receiving frames at different priority levels, all those frames are being released into the Tx queues at the same time, [and so] there is a problem with the backlogs in the various queues.  The problem is that the mechanism in the existing draft has this problem.  I’m willing to discuss the recommended change, to remove all the related text that was introduced in 03/661.  

8.2.1.75. JohnF:  If you pull that text, will you create a hole in the draft?

8.2.1.76. KeithA:  I’m willing to accept a rejection of this comment, since the solution isn’t worked out yet.

8.2.1.77. FloydS:  I want to make a motion to reject this comment.

8.2.1.78. JohnF:  Do I have a second?

8.2.1.79. MarkB:  Second.

8.2.1.80. JohnF:  I allow 3 minutes for discussion.

8.2.1.81. Mathilde:  I move to table this motion.

8.2.1.82. GregC:  Second.

8.2.1.83. JohnF:  This [the motion to table] is an undebatable motion; is there any objection to this motion to table?  I hear none, so it is tabled.  However, you have to remember to take it off the table, or I will bring it up again later.
8.2.1.84. KeithA:  Comment 150.  We still don’t have a real solution, so I am willing to accept a rejection of this one.

8.2.1.85. JohnF:  Is there any objection to reject the comment?  Hearing none, it will be rejected.

8.2.1.86. FloydS:  Comment 273 is open because we didn’t have knowledge of BlockAcks in our group.  I move to accept this comment.

8.2.1.87. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accept this comment?  Hearing none, this comment is accepted.  Are there any other separate comments?
8.2.1.88. MathildeB:  I have comments 179 and 146.

8.2.1.89. SriniK:  179 was accepted by the Clause 11 Ad Hoc group.  

8.2.1.90. MathildeB:  So we will cover comment 146.

8.2.1.91. FloydS:  This is one we will cover in the papers.

8.2.1.92. JohnF:  We’re late for those papers.  So I would like to go ahead with the papers.  5 minutes per paper;  we don’t have time for more.  You need just to summarize your points and come to a motion.  The first thing I want is the list of comments this paper addresses

8.2.2. Document 04/0030r0, APSD Traffic, Steve Emeott 

8.2.2.1. SteveE:  This presentation covers comments 16-23, 8, 146, 178, 305-6, and 309.

8.2.2.2. SriniK:  Some of those comments are solved by the ad hoc groups, what is to be done with those resolutions?

8.2.2.3. JohnF:  If this proposal solves those and is voted in, then that’s the solution we’ll use. 
8.2.2.4. JohnF:  I would like Mathilde to present her paper on Comment 146 and then we’ll entertain questions and motions.  Lets look at both points of view.

8.2.2.5. GregC:  Are we good until 9:30 tonight?

8.2.2.6. JohnF:  Yes, but I want to finish up on this topic by 6 pm.

8.2.2.7. MathildeB:  Document 04/0062r0 we went through yesterday.  At that time I argued that these are basically editorial items.  There is a conflict between the text in sections in 7.1.3.5.2 and 11.2.1.5, on the one hand, and other sections of Draft 6.0, on the other hand.  Comment 179 basically requests that we fix these editorial points, just to be consistent with what we have already voted.  So these are just editorial cleanups.  This makes no technical changes to what we voted into the draft in Albuquerque.  Comment 146 is about an inconsistency in the draft – we don’t want to bias the delivery of frames in favor of APSD stations.  The AP has to deliver one frame to tell the STA to go to sleep, so I suggest that we put at least one frame here – with no other restrictions.

8.2.2.8. JohnF:   I would like the other presenter to come up and we can address questions and entertain motions.

8.2.2.9. FloydS:  For Mathilde:  for comment 179 we accepted this resolution.

8.2.2.10. GregC:  Mathilde addresses two comments.  Steve’s document addressed more comments.  On those two comments what’s the difference?

8.2.2.11. SteveE:  I didn’t address 179.

8.2.2.12. GregC:  So we don’t have to address 179 here, since that’s accepted by the ad hoc group.  So now lets drill down to 146.

8.2.2.13. SteveE:  For 146 one question is when is the service period allowed to end.  

8.2.2.14. GregC:  So you’re saying it ends whenever you stop transmitting to that station, for whatever reason?
8.2.2.15. MathildeB:  The argument is over when you can set that.  I argue to let the AP decide.

8.2.2.16. GregC:  So I agree with that, within all other restrictions.  So what’s different about the other proposal?
8.2.2.17. SteveE:  Just more restrictions.

8.2.2.18. GregC:  Since we’re not designing a scheduler, then this seems to be a small issue and not a big issue.

8.2.2.19. AmjadS:  Comment 28 says to deliver all traffic.

8.2.2.20. GregC:  That makes it an unbounded service period, which you don’t want.

8.2.2.21. StephenC:  These two solutions are apples to oranges, and should not be put together.

8.2.2.22. MathildeB:  Steven is adding more restrictions.  I believe in letting the frames be transmitted.

8.2.2.23. JohnF:  On 146, does need any more clarification?

8.2.2.24. MathildeB:  Can we ask the commentator what he would accept?

8.2.2.25. JohnF:   But he is not here. So we can’t do that.  If there are no more questions, I’m going to put it to vote.

8.2.2.26. MarkB:  But Steve’s paper covers many different comments also.

8.2.2.27. MathildeB:  Steve’s proposal undoes a lot of other resolutions.
8.2.2.28. JohnF: On comments 16-23, is there an alternate resolution?

8.2.2.29. MathildeB:  Yes, to reject this proposal.  It also is addressed with 04/0073.

8.2.2.30. JohnF:  Is there an alternate resolution to comment 178?
8.2.2.31. MathildeB:  Yes, document 04/0073.

8.2.2.32. JohnF:  Comment 305.

8.2.2.33. MathildeB:  305 is similar to 178 and also is solved by 04/0073.

8.2.2.34. JohnF:  Comment 306.

8.2.2.35. FloydS:  I have a comment related to this.

8.2.2.36. JohnF:  Let me continue on these for the moment.  Do you have an alternate resolution to this?
8.2.2.37. MathildeB:  I have no alternate to Steven’s on that.

8.2.2.38. JohnF:  Comment 309?
8.2.2.39. MathildeB:  I have no alternate to Steven’s on that.

8.2.2.40. JohnF:  Comment 8?
8.2.2.41. MathildeB:  04/0073 also addresses that.

8.2.2.42. JohnF:  Steve, can you separate out those comments?

8.2.2.43. SteveE:  No, it’s really one proposal.

8.2.2.44. JohnF:  So we have alternate resolutions to 305, 178 and 8.
8.2.2.45. FloydS:  Comment 178 is an informative annex.

8.2.2.46. AmjadS:  Call for orders of the day.

8.2.2.47. JohnF:  Ok, the time is up; we go for dinner.

8.3. Closing

8.3.1. Recess for Ad Hoc Group Work

8.3.1.1. The session recessed until the next session at 6:03 pm.

9. 7:30pm Tuesday Evening, January 13, 2004

9.1. Opening

9.1.1. Call to order

9.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 7:50 pm.

9.1.1.2. JohnF:  Has anyone seen the previous presenters?  Mathilde is here, but I don’t see anyone from the other group.  Hearing none, we’ll move on to other things.

9.1.1.3. MathildeB:  May I make my motion?

9.1.1.4. JohnF:  I believe we should let Srini present first, then, if they don’t show up in that time, we’ll move on.  

9.1.2. Document 04/1001r4, Srini Kandala

9.1.2.1. SriniK:  This is about Comment 71.  I want to thank Mathilde for resolving this issue.  Is there any objection to changing nothing in the document and adopting the resolution in Mathilde’s presentation on 176 and 177?  Hearing none, that’s what I’ll do.  My proposal is to accept the Recommended Disposition in 04/1001r4 as the response to this comment.  Any objections?  I hear none.

9.1.2.2. SriniK:  Comment 78.  On the surface this looked fine, but I believe I should wait for the results from other comments before evaluating this.

9.1.2.3. MathildeB:  Basically we said the AP has to receive an ACK to the frame before it assumes it got through.  Otherwise it needs to follow the other rules.

9.1.2.4. SriniK:  I agree, but believe this is not in conflict with the recommended change.  This recommendation looks more editorial than anything else.  But I don’t understand how this is solving the missing ACK problem.

9.1.2.5. MarkB:  I believe the commentator is saying that, when you send ESOP = 1, you go into this other transmission state.

9.1.2.6. SriniK:  So any objections to accepting this recommended change?   I hear none.

9.1.2.7. SriniK:  Comment 94.  I do not see why the current text is incorrect.  The TSID still has 4 bits, but just with the range 8 to 15.  Leaving it as TSID makes sense to me, so I would like to decline the comment, especially since we already have an UP field.  Any comments?  Hearing no comments, any objection to declining this comment?  So now the resolution is “Comment declined.”  with an explanation.  Any comments on this?  Hearing none, any objections to accepting this resolution?  Hearing none, that’s it.

9.1.2.8. SriniK:  Comment 131.  A similar comment was rejected in the previous letter ballot because no normative text was available.

9.1.2.9. AmjadS:  That normative text is in Document 03/973r1.  

9.1.2.10. SriniK:  Ok, we can come back to that later.

9.1.2.11. SriniK:  Comment 201.  That restriction was put in because some implementations out there use this.  Any comments?  Hearing none, I would like to decline this.  Are there comments on this resolution.  Hearing none, are there any objections to making the resolution “Comment Declined”?   

9.1.2.12. GregC:  I’m with you on this.

9.1.2.13. SriniK:  Hearing no objections, that’s it.

9.1.2.14. SriniK:  I just talked to the chair and he stated that, since we’ve already had the 03/973r1 paper for some time, we don’t need a presentation.  I am against making that proposed change because it involves additional changes without sufficient reason.

9.1.2.15. AmjadS:  It allows additional airtime and allows some applications to allow certain error rates.  

9.1.2.16. SriniK:  I agree that it depends on the application.

9.1.2.17. GregC:  If all applications set every TSPEC acceptable frame loss rate to 0, what does the AP do?

9.1.2.18. MarkB:  Why not just specify the number of acceptable retries?

9.1.2.19. GregC:  I understand the motivation, but it’s splitting hairs pretty fine here.  Once applications learn that an AP will give them preferential treatment if they can’t tolerate dropped frames, then they’ll ask for higher requirements than they need.

9.1.2.20. SriniK:  Point of order:  This is a new comment from the commentator, but similar comments have been made before.

9.1.2.21. JohnF:  So this does not address any changes in the draft?
9.1.2.22. AmjadS:  Point of order, I made this comment earlier and carried this comment from the previous ballot, so we need to decide this.

9.1.2.23. GregC:  But it is a huge task to define acceptable frame loss rates.  This basically is asking for a specific scheduler design.

9.1.2.24. AmjadS:  So there are two questions:  first, do we want to specify the behavior of a scheduler?  I agree that none of us want to do that.  The second is that we clarify the terms for use by others.

9.1.2.25. Andrew Estrada (AndrewE):  I agree with Greg.  This is going too far toward defining a schedule.

9.1.2.26. JohnF:  We’ve spent too much time on this.  We need to make a decision.  Does anyone want to hear the actual text?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting the Recommended Change proposed?

9.1.2.27. AmjadS:  Point of order.  I move to reject this comment.

9.1.2.28. AndrewE:  Second.

9.1.2.29. AmjadS:  The objections I have heard against this information field do not have a strong foundation.  Most don’t understand the need for this:  in order to support the applications that demand less resources to increase the likelihood that they get accepted.  But how else can the AP know what is needed?

9.1.2.30. AndrewE:  It can learn by other means.

9.1.2.31. AmjadS:  The scheduling mechanism itself has no other way to learn what the needs of the application are.  But Greg pointed out that we are not going to specify the scheduler.  There is more clarification is needed to understand what it is.  So my motion is to put this off until we have more treatment later.

9.1.2.32. SriniK:  I would not like to put things in that are not complete;  that would be very counterproductive.  So we should wait for a more complete proposal.

9.1.2.33. MathildeB:  My understanding is that Amjad would like to have time to make a presentation.  Is it all right to move to table this?
9.1.2.34. JohnF:  It is my responsibility to move this on; we have tabled a lot of things, so it is unlikely that we will get them off the table.  What is the vote on the motion to table?
9.1.2.35. JohnF:  The motion to table is undebatable and fails with 2:8:10.

9.1.2.36. SriniK:  I call the question.

9.1.2.37. AndrewE:  Second.

9.1.2.38. JohnF:  Vote on calling the question.  The motion to call the question passes unanimously 12:0:1.

9.1.2.39. JohnF:  So now we vote on the main motion on rejecting the recommended change.  The motion in favor of rejecting this recommended change passes with 10:1:6.

9.1.2.40. JohnF:  I would like to go back to the previous proposal by Steven.  If this motion passes, there is no more discussion on these comments.  If it fails, however, Mathilde will present on the other comments.  Is there any objection to following this process?
9.1.2.41. FloydS:  We would like to have some more discussion.

9.1.2.42. JohnF:  I would prefer not to do that.  We already have a number of ad hoc presentations, other presentations and tabled issues that have to be moved to Thursday.  We won’t get to those if we have more discussion.  There only is a half hour to go today.  Mathilde already has motions ready and I asked her to put those off until you showed up with Steven’s motions first.  If you want to consult with your group, I can recess for a few minutes for you to concur.

9.1.2.43. FloydS:  We would like to have more discussion.

9.1.2.44. JohnF: We can have discussion about your motion.

9.1.2.45. AmjadS:  Point of order.  If we address some issue in this meeting, we cannot discuss it again in this meeting?
9.1.2.46. JohnF:  Yes, Mathilde is going to go ahead otherwise, and then we could not have Floyd’s or Steven’s motion.

9.1.2.47. FloydS:  Then we’ll go ahead with our motion.

9.1.2.48. FloydS:  I move to adopt the changes identified in document 11-04-0028-00-000e into the current TGe draft.
9.1.2.49. ThomasK:  Second.

9.1.2.50. JohnF:  Are there comments?
9.1.2.51. KeithA:  I have read this document and found one key issue:  that legacy power saving mode text has been eliminated and replaced with the QAP does this.  This breaks the legacy power save mechanism and creates an undefined state that needs to be resolved.  But my main problem is that we need more definition.
9.1.2.52. FloydS:  I speak for the motion.  That was not our intention and believe that is a misinterpretation of the text.   The partial virtual bitmap is still there, but is being used for other traffic.

9.1.2.53. MarkB: I have a question about the TIM bit and the More Data bit.  There’s the high priority APSD buffer is not being shown by the TIM bit.  

9.1.2.54. StevenE:  Yes that is correct.

9.1.2.55. MathildeB:  I speak against this motion.  I believe it re-engineers the architecture of the power saving and overturns the motions of the last meeting.  I feel this proposal is going to eliminate the possibility of optimization, possibly by giving the AP more options with transmissions.   

9.1.2.56. JohnF:  Who else is ready to speak for this motion?  Seeing none, Greg is next.

9.1.2.57. GregC:  I think this motion tries to fix three things:  there are mistakes in the draft, but [the way] to fix them is not to add more rules.  So I would urge the group not to add more rules just because we don’t trust the scheduler writers.  If it were possible to split that out, I would say to vote it down.  The other two thirds of this proposal address legitimate gripes – the trigger and one other.  Since we have to take the whole, I can’t vote for this right now.  I’ll at least have to abstain on this.  We’ll just have to fix those bugs some other way.

9.1.2.58. FloydS:  Ultimately this [topic] is just how to reduce the number of “No” votes.  Yes this is very complex.  Mathilde has been going at the problems one-by-one, but I believe she will not be able to solve as many problems as this proposal does.

9.1.2.59. ThomasK:  I would like to speak in favor of this motion.  I agree with Greg, but believe that there are better compromises here.  It we try to split things out, we break more.

9.1.2.60. AmjadS:  I would like to speak against accepting this motion.  This is a complex proposal that addresses not only policy, but touches on EDCA and HCCA.  It needs some work before we adopt it into the standard.  I believe it may introduce more problems than it resolves and could cause more “No” votes.  I wish I had more time to review the whole thing.  I believe there are self-contradictory statements in the proposal.  At one time it says QAP shall buffer all traffic for a non-AP QSTA that is in power save time.  But at another time it says not to buffer traffic, except for an APSD that was negotiated.  But what about the QSTAs that did not have that negotiation?  So I don’t feel comfortable with introducing this text.

9.1.2.61. FloydS:  I hope I’m not being facetious, but I don’t think you’ve understood the whole thing.  The APSD mode [needs to be negotiated].
9.1.2.62. AmjadS:  But what happens to those in the legacy power save mode?  The scenario is that the legacy power save is not negotiated, to QAP is required to buffer the traffic, but the AP would never wake it because the STA has not negotiated that.

9.1.2.63. StevenE:  By setting APSD to 1 it has access to the data by observing the TIM and More bits.  

9.1.2.64. AmjadS:  I believe you’re saying that the legacy and new power save modes are connected.  But they are not.

9.1.2.65. SriniK:  There has been a great deal of debate and perhaps misunderstanding.  If we want to having too many new comments, I believe we should move forward and only insert foolproof text that we won’t have to pull out.  Having said that, I call the question.

9.1.2.66. JohnF: Do I hear a second to calling the question?
9.1.2.67. GregC:  Second.

9.1.2.68. JohnF: Is there any objection to calling the question?  Seeing none, the question is called and we vote.

9.1.2.69. JohnF: This is a technical motion and it fails with a vote of 4:11:7.  So those comments are still open.  So Mathilde goes next.  If Mathilde’s proposal fails as well, then there will be another opportunity to revisit this subject.

9.1.3. Document 04/0062r0, Mathilde Benveniste

9.1.3.1. Mathilde:  This presentation was made yesterday.  I believe this is a set of editorial changes.  First is the proposal is for comment 146.   This is to relax the buffering requirement on the AP and allow it to decide how many frames to send down.  I move to adopt this change into the draft.

9.1.3.2. IvanO:  When you say “frame” do you mean just any type of frame?  May I suggest [limiting it to a buffered frame]?
9.1.3.3. Mathilde:  Good point.  Any objections to my changing it?  Hearing none.

9.1.3.4. JohnF:  This is now a new document, r1.  Please write the motion explicitly about document revision r1.

9.1.3.5. GregC:  How about changing it to “one or more”?

9.1.3.6. MathildeB:  I do need to change it to add “, if one is buffered”.

9.1.3.7. GregC:  Can the AP respond to a Null?

9.1.3.8. MathildeB:  There would be no advantage.  This should perform at least as well to a PS Poll.  

9.1.3.9. GregC:  If the AP is trying to get service time for another STA, why do we require it to send this possibly big frame rather than a QoS Null?

9.1.3.10. JohnF:  Mathilde, is your motion complete?

9.1.3.11. MathildeB:  Yes.

9.1.3.12. JohnF:  We have less than 15 minutes.  Do I have a second?

9.1.3.13. KeithA:  Second.

9.1.3.14. AndrewE:  I move to amend to “if at least one is buffered”.

9.1.3.15. SriniK:  Second.

9.1.3.16. JohnF:  Any discussion on the motion to amend?  Hearing none.  Is there any objection to the motion to amend? Hearing none, the new motion is as amended, as is now shown.  Now we can discuss this new motion.

9.1.3.17. FloydS:  This wording seems ambiguous.

9.1.3.18. MathildeB:  This applies just when you have buffered MPDUs.

9.1.3.19. KeithA:  Is this about repeated failures to send, or is just one attempt enough?

9.1.3.20. MathildeB:  To address the lost ACK problem the AP can attempt a couple of times and stop without exhausting the retry limit.  Floyd, I believe that is why the language is this way.

9.1.3.21. SteveE:  I would like to make it clear that the service period doesn’t end just because these attempt have stopped.

9.1.3.22. MathildeB:  Absolutely.

9.1.3.23. JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.   The motion is technical and passes unanimously with 13:0:8.

9.1.3.24. MathildeB:  The rest of the comments are addressed in Document 04/0073.  But many have not been able to review this, 

9.1.3.25. JohnF:  What about the other comments that still are not covered, comments 305 etc.?  Does anyone else have proposals for those?

9.1.3.26. JohnF:  I suggest that you present with the other papers Thursday morning.  Also, Floyd, other than 146 the other comments are still open, so you have another shot at them.  Next paper please.  We only have 6 minutes left.

9.1.4. Document 04/0010r1, Steven Emeott

9.1.4.1. StevenE:  This paper addresses comments 13-15.  The normative text is in Document 04/0009.

9.1.4.2. GregC:  If a station wants to reserve some bandwidth from the AP, but doesn’t have a PS issue, and just wants to get the data in ASAP with EDCA, then you do that with 0.  

9.1.4.3. StevenE:  You just want to distribute the traffic across time.

9.1.4.4. MarkB:  I would like to hear from Srini: should we do this in another section?  Are we better served by including this or not?

9.1.4.5. SriniK:  If this motion passed, we could do it either way – separately now in 9.9.3.1 and later make an editorial change.

9.1.4.6. MathildeB:  The statement about the element of the TSPEC is part of the draft already.  The way the terms are used in this presentation are inaccurate;  a TSPEC has a single service start time; there is no next service start time.  I can’t make anything out of the last paragraph on Slide 6.  So I’m concerned with including this text.  I believe it will open up many more comments.

9.1.4.7. StevenE:   There’s no intention to be confusing.  We can discuss the terminology.  The goal is just to fill in a hole on what the AP can do to service this request.

9.1.4.8. JohnF:  We are now out of time, so this session is over.  Everyone, if you want to address a comment, make sure you get your presentation onto the servers tomorrow, so we meet the 4-hour rule for Thursday morning.

9.2. Closing

9.2.1. Recess

9.2.1.1. The session recessed at 9:38 pm.

10. 8:00 am Thursday, January 15, 2004

10.1. Opening

10.1.1. Call to Order

10.1.1.1. JohnF called the session  to order at 8:08 am.

10.2. Discussion of Procedures

10.2.1.1. JohnF:  We need to limit discussion of each group of comments.  Srini, do we have proposed resolutions for all of the comments?  How are these comments put into groups?

10.2.1.2. SriniK:  04/1001r4 contains all solutions and has been on the server since Tuesday night.  Only one comment in this group remains to be resolved.  Documents 128r3 and 130r1 cover other blocks of comments.  Menzo also has said he would present a paper with normative text.
10.2.1.3. JohnF:  Does anyone else have papers proposing resolutions?

10.2.1.4. FloydS:  I have two papers addressing comments 8, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 74, and 149.

10.2.1.5. JohnF:  Anyone else have proposals? Hearing no one else, we will start with Floyd’s presentation.  If those proposals pass, then we will not treat those comments in the later comment resolutions.  If that fails, we’ll entertain the other proposed solutions to these comments.

10.2.1.6. SriniK:  Document 04/1001r4 has the output of all of the ad-hoc groups and contains about 150 comments; 04/0128r3 resolves about 25-30 comments; and 04/0130r1 resolves about 25 comments.

10.2.1.7. JohnF:  The procedure will be for you to review on your own the papers and, when we bring the papers up, to take exception to any of the comments, and then we’ll follow that with your proposal for those comments.  Note that you have to make an explicit proposal for resolution, not just to say something is a problem.  We need to try to wrap up the whole thing by lunchtime, 12:30 pm.  So now we have 10 minutes for each of the two papers from Floyd.
10.2.1.8. StephenC:  I will need much less time than Floyd.

10.2.1.9. JohnF:  So I’ll give 15 minutes for Floyd, including questions, and then 5 minutes for discussing the motion.  And for Stephen’s I’ll give 5 minutes for the paper and another 5 minutes for discussion.
10.2.1.10. FloydS:  My presentation can treat individual comments.

10.2.1.11. JohnF:  So it will be 7 motions?

10.2.1.12. FloydS:  Yes.

10.2.1.13. JohnF:  Since we have discussed these topics already, I’ll give you 2 minutes each and we’ll try to get the whole paper done in 30 minutes.  Then I’ll set 10 minutes for Stephen’s paper and the related vote.

10.2.2. Document 04/0133r0, Chapter 11 Comment Resolution, Floyd Simpson

10.2.2.1. FloydS:  First we’ll describe the trigger issue, comment 21.  My motion is presented in the slide titled “Trigger; 11.2.1.4” of this document.

10.2.2.2. KeithA:  Are we going to cover all of the comments together first?

10.2.2.3. FloydS:  I will be covering the comments one at a time.

10.2.2.4. AmjadS: QoS Null frame doesn’t contain data.

10.2.2.5. FloydS:  But it can be sent in a data stream, so it has the same fields.

10.2.2.6. SriniK:  How is this being associated?  I believe you are using PSID?  The rest of the text doesn’t seem to match this.  When you set the APSD subfield to 1, I have always been under the impression that UP is undefined.  But this changes that.

10.2.2.7. FloydS:  That was not my understanding.  All of the other fields are still valid.

10.2.2.8. AmjadS:  Does this begin at any data frame?  Which frame is the trigger?

10.2.2.9. FloydS:  There’s only one trigger in all of this.  The station will wake up after the end of the previous service period.  So this will be first after that.

10.2.2.10. MathildeB:  How about adding a clarification at the end?
10.2.2.11. JohnF:  Don’t worry about editorials.

10.2.2.12. KeithA:  I’d add “or bi-directional” after “uplink”.

10.2.2.13. FloydS:  Good; am doing that.

10.2.2.14. JohnF:  Please put this document, containing this revised motion, on the server as r1. 

10.2.2.15. FloydS:  Will do.  So now my new motion includes these words.

10.2.2.16. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

10.2.2.17. Mathilde: Second

10.2.2.18. JohnF:  Is there any objection? I see one, so we will vote.  This motion is technical and passes 8:1:7.

10.2.2.19. FloydS:  EOSP Issue, Comment 149.  My motion is on the slide titled “EOSP; 11.2.1.4”.

10.2.2.20. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

10.2.2.21. SriniK: Second

10.2.2.22. JohnF:  We are running out of time, so we will try to pass all of the proposals that have no objection first, then later come back to the ones that we’ve put aside.  Since we’ve taken up the whole time for this paper already, we’ll have to take up the rest of the paper later.  In the meantime, is there any objection to this motion?  I see one, so we’ll put that aside and come back after the next papers.

10.2.3. Documents 04/0098r1 and 04/0004r0, More Data Bit, Stephen Chen

10.2.3.1. StephenC presented document 04/0098r1 on the More Data Bit, Comment 74.

10.2.3.2. FloydS:  I move to accept the normative text in Document 11-04-0004-00-000e.

10.2.3.3. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

10.2.3.4. SriniK: Second for discussion.  However, I believe these bits may be used in other ways now.

10.2.3.5. AmjadS: I believe there are four categories, best effort, etc.  So what do we do with this new category?

10.2.3.6. StephenC:  All traffic streams have to be mapped to one of these 4 ACs.  You can see the mapping in the table in the normative text.

10.2.3.7. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accepting this motion? I see one, so we will vote.  This motion fails 3:4:6.

10.2.4. Document 04/0100r0, Contention Based TSPEC, Menzo Wentink

10.2.4.1. MenzoW:  This is on Comment 144.  It is not clear what happens when you have more than one TSPEC, so this is a proposal of what to do.

10.2.4.2. MenzoW:  I move to accept the normative text in Document 11-04-0100-00-000e as the recommended disposition for Comment 144.

10.2.4.3. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

10.2.4.4. SriniK: Second.

10.2.4.5. JohnF:  Again, if there is any objection we will have to take this paper up later.  I see one objection, so we will take this up after the three big papers.  

10.2.4.6. JohnF:  Please review the next document, 04/1001r4 for the next 15 minutes, and determine what comments you want to take exception to.  We are not recessing, so please ask Srini for any clarifications you need offline over the next 15 minutes.

10.2.5. Document 04/1001r4, Srini Kandala

10.2.5.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entries in “recommended disposition” cells in the document 04/1001r4 as the resolutions for the comments that are marked green and yellow, with the exception of comments 156, 180 and 247.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

10.2.5.2. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

10.2.5.3. Mathilde: Second.

10.2.5.4. Bob Miller (BobM):  I believe this is too sweeping and will generate more “No” votes.

10.2.5.5. SriniK:  About 80 of these are really more editorial.  I have reviewed every one of these resolutions and believe them to be non-controversial.

10.2.5.6. BobM:  I retract that objection, then.

10.2.5.7. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown on the screen? I see none, so this motion passes unanimously.

10.2.6. Recess

10.2.6.1. JohnF:  This time I will recess 15 minutes for you to review the next paper, 04/0128r3.  Please review that and bring up any exceptions you have to Srini for his motion.

10.2.7. Opening

10.2.7.1. JohnF:  Calling the meeting back to order, I hope you enjoyed reviewing the paper 04/0128r3.  Are there any comments that you have alternate proposals for?  Also, Mathilde asked whether, if we vote Yes now, we are restricted for further proposals a that affect some of these.  The answer yes, except for the exceptions we wish to make now.
10.2.7.2. AmjadS and StephenC:  Except comment 54.  

10.2.7.3. SriniK:  Also comment 287.

10.2.8. Document 04/0128r3, Srini Kandala

10.2.8.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entries in “recommended disposition” cells in the document 04/0128r3 as the resolutions for the comments, with the exception of comments 54 and 287.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

10.2.8.2. MathildeB: Second

10.2.8.3. JohnF:  JohnF:  Is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown on the screen? I see none, so this motion passes unanimously.

10.2.9. Recess

10.2.9.1. JohnF:  Again I will recess 15 minutes for you to review the next paper, 04/0130r1.  Please review that and bring up any exceptions you have to Srini for his motion.  We will reconvene at 9:57, leaving 3 minutes for the motion and vote before the break.

10.2.10. Opening

10.2.10.1. JohnF:  Calling the meeting back to order.  Are there any comments listed in 04/0130r1 that you have alternate proposals for?  

10.2.10.2. FloydS:  Except comments 8, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23 and 149.  

10.2.10.3. SriniK:  149 is not in this document.

10.2.10.4. FloydS:  Then there is no resolution for 149.

10.2.10.5. JohnF:  Srini, please check the status of comment 149 during the break.

10.2.10.6. AnilS:  Also you need to pull 21, to get the earlier resolution in place.

10.2.10.7. SriniK:  Agreed.  But we also need to except comment 373.

10.2.11. Document 04/0130r1, Srini Kandala

10.2.11.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entries in the “recommended disposition” cells in the document 04/0130r1 as the resolutions for the comments, with the exception of comments 8, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 280 and 373.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

10.2.11.2. MathildeB: Second

10.2.11.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection by any voting member to accepting this motion as shown on the screen? I see and hear no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

10.3. Closing

10.3.1. Recess

10.3.1.1. JohnF:  In the next session we will come back to the other comments, including the ones we had to postpone earlier.  We have only 11 comments to go, so it is reasonable to assume we can get them done in the next 2 hours of meeting.  We’re out of time in this session.

10.3.1.2. The meeting recessed at 10:02 am.

11. 10:30 am Thursday, January 15, 2004

11.1. Opening
11.1.1. Call to order

11.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 10:30am.

11.1.2. Procedures

11.1.2.1. JohnF:  Srini, did we approve anything on Comment 149?

11.1.2.2. SriniK:  No, that is yet to be taken up.

11.1.2.3. JohnF:  Welcome back.  We will start now with the individual comments.  First I will classify some of these comments as low hanging fruit and give 5 minutes to each.  If we can’t come to a conclusion in that time, we’ll postpone those, and likely will end up rejecting the remaining comments.

11.1.2.4. SriniK:  I have a list of really low hanging fruit, 5 comments.

11.1.2.5. JohnF:  You have 20 minutes for the whole group.

11.1.3. Comment 54, Srini Kandala

11.1.3.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entry in the “recommended disposition” cell for comment 54 in the document 04/1001r5 as the resolution for the comment.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

11.1.3.2. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.3.3. DavidH: Second.
11.1.3.4. JohnF:  Is there any objection to passing this motion? 

11.1.3.5. AnilS: This paragraph tries to describe the two sides.  I believe it needs to be reworded.

11.1.3.6. SriniK:  This is a technical change, and that would only be editorial.

11.1.3.7. AnilS:  The commentator was not requesting a technical change.

11.1.3.8. SriniK:  But that is needed to answer the problem statement.

11.1.3.9. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously. 

11.1.4. Comment 156, Srini Kandala

11.1.4.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entry in the “recommended disposition” cell for comment 156 in the document 04/1001r5 as the resolution for the comment.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

11.1.4.2. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.4.3. DavidH: Second.

11.1.4.4. SriniK:  I believe all the commentator was asking for was intended, but did not show up in the text.  A renegotiation really is a modification; line 11 already addresses that.  I have spoken with the commentator, and he said he’d accept the change from “modify” to “renegotiate”.

11.1.4.5. JohnF:  Any questions or comments?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously. 

11.1.5. Comment 180, Srini Kandala

11.1.5.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entry in the “recommended disposition” cell for comment 180 in the document 04/1001r5 as the resolution for the comment.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

11.1.5.2. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.5.3. DavidH: Second.

11.1.5.4. SriniK:  The commentator’s suggestion is rather dangerous, because it would not leave any encoding for this case.  So the proposed alternate resolution is to change the text to cover both APSD and EDCA.

11.1.5.5. JohnF:  Are there any questions or comments on this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously. 

11.1.6. Comment 247, Srini Kandala

11.1.6.1. SriniK:  I move to accept the entry in the “recommended disposition” cell for comment 247 in the document 04/1001r5 as the resolution for the comment.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

11.1.6.2. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.6.3. DavidH: Second.

11.1.6.4. SriniK:  I simply did not know what the disposition “accept” means.  I propose to delete the sentence.

11.1.6.5. MenzoW:  Yes, that’s what was intended.

11.1.6.6. MarkB:  I believe that the sentence is about matching on a TID basis versus AC basis, and is saying you should match on an AC basis.

11.1.6.7. SriniK:  I believe we should be saying this in a better way.  At a minimum someone needs to provide some clarification.  In the meantime it is better to remove this confusing statement.

11.1.6.8. JohnF:  Are there any further questions or comments on this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously. 

11.1.7. Comment 287, Srini Kandala

11.1.7.1. SriniK:  This is an alternate resolution that Mark came up with yesterday.

11.1.7.2. MarkB:  Do we really need to be this specific?  So we could say “set by the TSPEC”.

11.1.7.3. MenzoW:  Should be “should”.

11.1.7.4. MarkB:  Agreed; just say “should use the information in the TSPEC”.

11.1.7.5. SriniK:  Good, will rewrite to that.

11.1.7.6. SriniK:  I move to accept the entry in the “recommended disposition” cell for comment 287 in the document 04/1001r5 as the resolution for the comment.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

11.1.7.7. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.7.8. DavidH: Second.

11.1.7.9. JohnF:  Are there any further questions or discussion on this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously.
11.1.8. Comment 144 continued, Menzo Wentink

11.1.8.1. MenzoW:  I move to adopt the normative changes as contained in Document 11-04-0100-00-000e, section 9.9.3.1.2 (but not section 7.3.2.15) as the recommended disposition for Comment 144.

11.1.8.2. DavidH: Second.

11.1.8.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection to amend the original motion as shown here?  Hearing none, the motion is amended, as shown on the screen.

11.1.8.4. BobM: I withdraw my objection to the previous version.

11.1.8.5. JohnF:  Are there any further questions or discussion on this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously. 

11.1.9. Comment 75, Srini Kandala

11.1.9.1. SriniK:  This now is set to accept the comment.

11.1.9.2. SriniK:  I move to accept the entry in the “recommended disposition” cell for comment 75 in the document 04/1001r5 as the resolution for the comment.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the suggested change in the recommended disposition into the next TGe draft.

11.1.9.3. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.9.4. DavidH: Second.

11.1.9.5. JohnF:  Are there any further questions or discussion on this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see one objection, so we need to take this to a vote.  This motion is technical and passes with 6:2:1.  

11.1.10. Comment 309, Mathilde Benveniste

11.1.10.1. MathildeB:  The proposed resolution now is set to accept the comment.

11.1.10.2. MathildeB:  I move to reject comment 309.  The AP implementer can decide how to implement the buffers.

11.1.10.3. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.10.4. SriniK: Second.

11.1.10.5. JohnF:  Are there any questions or discussion on this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.10.6. JohnF:  Floyd, you have a total of 45 minutes to cover the 6 comments you have.

11.1.11. Comment 149, Floyd Simpson

11.1.11.1. FloydS:  First we’ll describe the trigger issue, comment 149.  My motion is presented in the slide titled “Trigger; 11.2.1.4” of this document.

11.1.11.2. FloydS:  This is the same as I read before.

11.1.11.3. MathildeB:  I move to divide the motion into two separate motions

11.1.11.4. JohnF:  Is there a second?

11.1.11.5. AmjadS:  Second.
11.1.11.6. JohnF:  Is there any objection to splitting the motion?  Hearing none, then Floyd please split the motion into two.

11.1.11.7. FloydS:  So the first motion now is:  I move to modify the text in subclause 11.2.1.4 as stated in Slide 7 of Document 04/0133r2.

11.1.11.8. MathildeB:  I believe the aggregation bit has to be set to 0 in this case.

11.1.11.9. FloydS:  I don’t believe that to be true. But I can take that out.  So I’ll amend this to take it out.

11.1.11.10. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.11.11. SriniK: Second.

11.1.11.12. AmjadS:  I believe it should be “any of the TSPECs”

11.1.11.13. FloydS:  I think it should be “each”.

11.1.11.14. AmjadS:  I move to amend to “any”.

11.1.11.15. JohnF:  Is there a second to amend?

11.1.11.16. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.11.17. Menzo:  You have already transmitted a trigger frame.

11.1.11.18. MathildeB:  I speak against the amendment, because the intent of the previous version fixes the problem.

11.1.11.19. AmjadS:  I think have to understand clearly if the schedule is aggregated or not.

11.1.11.20. MenzoW:  This is only about unscheduled APSD.  It has a trigger frame per TSPEC.

11.1.11.21. KeithA:  I speak against the amendment.  This particular resolution reintroduces the problem, which would force me to vote “No” again.
11.1.11.22. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this motion?  Seeing one, we will vote.
11.1.11.23. JohnF:  This is a technical motion and fails with 1:8:6.

11.1.11.24. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.11.25. FloydS:  Now to the second Part of the Comment 149 split motion.
11.1.11.26. FloydS:  So the current motion now is:  I move to modify the text in subclause 11.2.1.4 as stated in Slide 7 of Document 04/0133r2.

11.1.11.27. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.11.28. SriniK: Second.

11.1.11.29. MathildeB: I agree with this.

11.1.11.30. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.12. Comment 23, Floyd Simpson

11.1.12.1. FloydS:  So this motion now is:  I move to incorporate the changes described in Slide 21 of Document 04/0133r2.

11.1.12.2. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.12.3. SriniK: Second.

11.1.12.4. JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?

11.1.12.5. AmjadS:  Is the APSD being requested per TSPEC?

11.1.12.6. FloydS:  It is per TS.

11.1.12.7. AmjadS:  So for streams that are not set up, should it be per APSD?  So I move to amend the last statement to include “MSDUs belonging to the APSD TS”.

11.1.12.8. FloydS:  This includes management frames, because when you power save everything is buffered (not only the non-APSD).

11.1.12.9. BobM:  I have a problem with the word “temporarily”.

11.1.12.10. SriniK:  I’m OK with that, since it is used in the base standard.  I second the amendment.

11.1.12.11. JohnF:  Is there any objection to the amendment?  Hearing none, this motion now is amended as shown on the screen.

11.1.12.12. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this amended motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.13. Comment 17, Floyd Simpson

11.1.13.1. FloydS:  So the Comment 17 motion now is:  I move to incorporate the changes described in Slide 18 of Document 04/0133r2.

11.1.13.2. JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion before we second?

11.1.13.3. SriniK:  All this really is doing is cleaning up the text.

11.1.13.4. Richard van Leeuwen (Richard L):  It could say it somewhat more clearly.

11.1.13.5. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion?

11.1.13.6. SriniK: Second.

11.1.13.7. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.14. Comment 18, Floyd Simpson

11.1.14.1. FloydS:  So the Comment 18 motion now is:  I move to incorporate the changes described in Slides 10, 11 and 12 of Document 04/0133r2.

11.1.14.2. JohnF:  Is there any friendly discussion of this motion before it is seconded?

11.1.14.3. MathildeB:  On slide 11, if I have a STA that wants to use scheduled APSD, then that STA is not allowed to use a legacy PowerSave mechanism, because, when it wakes up, it will only receive the frames that are part of TSPECs.  

11.1.14.4. FloydS:  Right.

11.1.14.5. MathildeB:  That’s not acceptable.  You need to change the language to be more exact about what you want to do.  This is preventing you from using legacy.

11.1.14.6. SriniK:  I don’t think this prevents you from using legacy.

11.1.14.7. MathildeB:  But this says after the wakeup the AP will only transmit the frames associated with the admitted traffic.

11.1.14.8. SriniK:  I believe the others are covered elsewhere.

11.1.14.9. FloydS:  You still are in Power Save mode; the STA just wakes up at a scheduled time.

11.1.14.10. JohnF:  I have one minute left for this, so is there a friendly amendment?

11.1.14.11. JohnF:  Hearing none, is there a second to this motion?

11.1.14.12. SriniK: Second.

11.1.14.13. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.14.14. JohnF:  Floyd’s time has expired.  I have a request from Mark to reconsider a motion, but I will put this later on the queue.  Mathilde, are you ready now?

11.1.14.15. MathildeB:  I can make a motion on Comment 8.

11.1.14.16. JohnF:  In the meantime I’d like Floyd to cover Comment 20.

11.1.15. Comment 20, Floyd Simpson

11.1.15.1. FloydS:  I move to incorporate the changes described in Slides 14, 15 and 16 of Document 04/0133r2.

11.1.15.2. JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this?

11.1.15.3. MathildeB:  Is your intention to not include any traffic that does not have a TSPEC?
11.1.15.4. MenzoW:  The question is what you put in the TIM.

11.1.15.5. MathildeB:  You do not include what has been buffered; we had a very efficient way of clearing the buffer; why do you want to drop that?

11.1.15.6. AmjadS:  How does the legacy operate here?

11.1.15.7. FloydS:  No, the QAP would still be able to act as an AP for the legacy traffic.

11.1.15.8. MenzoW: The legacy is separated from the TIM, so it is not affecting the TIM.

11.1.15.9. MarkB:  Legacy is just operating on unadmitted frames; but APSD just operates on admitted frames.

11.1.15.10. JohnF:  Based on the input, Floyd do you want to change anything in your motion? 

11.1.15.11. FloydS:  No.
11.1.15.12. JohnF:  Is there a second?

11.1.15.13. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.15.14. MathildeB:  I have a problem with this in that I need the TIM to indicate to me what this motion is preventing.

11.1.15.15. StephenC:  The indication does not give you any specifics about what has been buffered.

11.1.15.16. JohnF: I’ll give Mark the final comment and we’ll take it to a vote.

11.1.15.17. MarkB:  Status does not exist, so I would be in favor of adding status.  Also, you could make the argument that this could be predicted.

11.1.15.18. AmjadS:  Clarification question:  should this be saying “not admitted traffic using APSD”.

11.1.15.19. FloydS:  I disagree.  That is the whole issue.

11.1.15.20. AmjadS:  This clearly excludes the case of unadmitted traffic using APSD.

11.1.15.21. SriniK:  There’s no such traffic.

11.1.15.22. AmjadS:  TSPEC is not equivalent to admission control.

11.1.15.23. JohnF:  I’m going to have to cut off debate.  So we vote.  The vote is technical and loses 9:5:4, for the lack of 75%.  

11.1.16. Comment 20, Mathilde Benveniste

11.1.16.1. SriniK:  Point of Information:  what happens if this motion fails, also?

11.1.16.2. JohnF:  We can just reject the comment.

11.1.16.3. JohnF:  I’ll give Mathilde 15 minutes because I want to reserve 15 minutes for Comment 75.

11.1.16.4. MathildeB:  I move to resolve comment 20 with “Comment Declined.  This change would deprive us of the possibility to use unscheduled APSD for some important applications.”

11.1.16.5. JohnF:  Is there a second?

11.1.16.6. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.16.7. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.17. Comment 8, Mathilde Benveniste

11.1.17.1. MathildeB:  I move to resolve comment 8 with “Comment Accepted.  No normative changes needed.  Changing the value of the PM bit changes the mode of the station between Active and PS, but the station may be either in the Awake or Doze state while in PS mode.  A station using unscheduled APSD that sends a frame with PM bit 1 will remain in the Awake state because, although it is now in PS mode, it must be in the Awake state at the start of a service period.  The informative text in 04/0073 clarifies this point.”

11.1.17.2. MarkB:  I’m satisfied with this, and this was my comment.

11.1.17.3. FloydS:  I would prefer to say “Comment Declined”.

11.1.17.4. MathildeB: I would leave this wording up to the editor.

11.1.17.5. SriniK:  I’m OK with the wording on the screen.

11.1.17.6. JohnF:  Is there a second?

11.1.17.7. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.17.8. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.18. Comment 306, Mathilde Benveniste

11.1.18.1. MathildeB:  I move to reject comment 306.  The draft is clear on this issue.

11.1.18.2. JohnF:  Is there a second?

11.1.18.3. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.18.4. JohnF:  Are there any questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.19. Comment 75, Mark Bilstad

11.1.19.1. SriniK:  We have two conflicting resolutions of Comment 75.  So I move to reject the second resolution.

11.1.19.2. MarkB:  Comment 75 was asking for CF-ACK for Power Save.  The first resolution was to keep the previous usage; then today it was plain to say to accept the comment.

11.1.19.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection to reconsider the second motion?  Hearing none, we will open the discussion again on Comment 75.

11.1.19.4. MarkB:  I move to resolve comment 75 with the resolution:  “Alternate resolution to update Clause 9 to allow for this usage of QoS+CF-Ack in EDCA.”

11.1.19.5. JohnF:  Any further friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second?

11.1.19.6. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.19.7. JohnF:  Any discussion of this motion?

11.1.19.8. AmjadS:  What will the editor do in response to this?  Will it be optional?

11.1.19.9. SriniK:  Essentially update the 9.2 tables.  It is optional because there is a QACK bit.

11.1.19.10. AmjadS:  Would it take a lot of time to draft this text?

11.1.19.11. SriniK:  We don’t have time to do this after lunch.

11.1.19.12. JohnF:  If we accept this resolution, then, Srini, is it clear to you what you have to do?

11.1.19.13. SriniK:  Yes.

11.1.19.14. AmjadS:  Point of clarification.  We are not creating a mandatory frame?

11.1.19.15. SriniK:  It is optional on the transmitter side, but mandatory on the receiver side.

11.1.19.16. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  I see no objection, so this motion passes unanimously.

11.1.20. Comment 69, Mark Bilstad

11.1.20.1. SriniK:  With that resolution of Comment 75, then we now have a conflict with the previous resolution of Comment 69.

11.1.20.2. MarkB:  I move to reconsider the motion to resolve Comment 69.

11.1.20.3. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.20.4. JohnF:  Are there any questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  I hear no objection, so this motion to reconsider passes unanimously.
11.1.20.5. MarkB:  I move to resolve Comment 69 with the disposition “Alternate Resolution. Instruct the editor to update clause 9 to allow for the usage of QoS+CF-Ack in EDCA.”

11.1.20.6. SriniK:  Second.

11.1.20.7. JohnF:  Are there any more questions or discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion as shown?  I hear no objection, so this new motion passes unanimously.

11.2. Closing

11.2.1. Recess

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

11.2.1.2. The session recessed at 12:31 pm.

12. 1:30 pm Thursday, January 15, 2004

12.1. Opening
12.1.1. Call to order

12.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 1:32 pm.

12.2. Comment Resolutions

12.2.1.1. JohnF:  We now appear to be ready to complete the comment resolution process.  Srini, have we covered all of the comments?

12.2.1.2. SriniK:  To my knowledge we have successfully resolved all technical comments and the resolutions are in 04/1001r5, which is on the servers.

12.2.1.3. JohnF:  In the fixed item list Srini will review all of the technical comments, briefly; then we will hold a vote for a recirculation.  We already have approval to hold an interim meeting, and we will officially announce it, but hopefully we will not have to actually hold it.  Judging from the sentiment and the experience this time, it is unlikely that it will not be needed.  I believe we are on the path for continuing to a Sponsor Ballot after this recirculation ballot.  Are there any comments on this procedure? 

12.2.1.4. JohnF:  Hearing none, please note that this is the last chance to reconsider any of the current motions or revisit an earlier comment.
12.2.1.5. FloydS:  Comment 20; we are having some discussions with people who voted against it earlier.  

12.2.1.6. JohnF:  What is the new information that was not considered during the previous discussion?

12.2.1.7. FloydS:  The objections were relatively minor and we just need to work that out.  It almost is editorial in nature.

12.2.1.8. MathildeB:  I don’t see how we can get around that problem.

12.2.1.9. JohnF:  So we have one for and one against.  Srini, can you show the current resolution for Comment 20 on the screen?  If we can line up the facts, I’ll ask for a solution.

12.2.1.10. JohnF:  To reconsider, I need to have a motion from one of the people who voted for this resolution to move to reconsider and another person in that group to second that, and then a 2/3 group needs to vote for that motion to reconsider.
12.2.1.11. DavidH:  The motion was passed unanimously.

12.2.1.12. JohnF: Then anyone can bring up the motion.  

12.2.1.13. FloydS:  I move to reconsider the motion on comment 20.

12.2.1.14. JohnF:  Is there a second to this motion to reconsider? 
12.2.1.15. MarkB:  Second.

12.2.1.16. JohnF:  Discussion for and against reconsidering this.  What new information is available now?  I’m not going to rule on newness if 2/3 of the people here want this to be reconsidered.

12.2.1.17. FloydS:  I believe that this is motion might create new No votes.  In the meantime we have come to some agreements.
12.2.1.18. MathildeB:  Since this was one of the last comments to be resolved, and we had full knowledge of all of the others, I don’t believe there is a basis for reconsideration. 

12.2.1.19. JohnF:  If there is no objection, I would like to call the question.  Hearing none, the (2/3) vote is 4:3:7 and the motion fails.

12.2.1.20. JohnF:  Is there any other business for this session?  Or do we come back for the fixed orders at 4pm?

12.2.1.21. SriniK:  We need to cover the fixed orders.

12.2.1.22. JohnF:  I stand corrected; this time we have one fewer session [than we did in the last meeting].

12.2.2. Old Business


12.2.2.1. JohnF:  The only old business is to officially review the Letter Ballot 63.  Since the Ballot closed, two No votes have converted to Yes votes, so now we have only 29 No votes remaining.  This gives us 90 percent Yes votes.  We received about 240 comments.  For the next recirculation ballot vote, please keep in mind that the process still allows you to provide comments, even if you vote Yes on the overall ballot.
12.2.3. New Business

12.2.3.1. JohnF:  Is there any other Old Business?  Hearing none, we go to New Business.  From the previous meeting the Working Group gave us authorization to hold an Interim meeting on the week of Feb 16.  So here we need to decide what to do.  If for some reason things go wrong and we receive more No voters and/or comments, then it probably would be prudent to get together and send out another recirculation.  So it is a good idea just to cover some possible, though unlikely, outcomes.  I will hold this meeting only if, in my judgment, it is necessary for the overall progress for TGe.  Do we have any volunteers to host this meeting?
12.2.3.2. AmjadS:  If I can confirm, I’ll offer New York.

12.2.3.3. JohnF:  And if Amjad can’t confirm his location, I’ll offer Florida.  Given that, I will formally announce the meeting on the reflector.

12.2.3.4. JohnF:  Going back to Procedure 10, I’m open to discussion.

12.2.3.5. SriniK:  I would like to invoke Procedure 10, but I note that in the last meeting we specifically said Draft 6.0.

12.2.3.6. JohnF:  I’m inclined not to ask for Procedure 10.  Stuart and I are asking the ExCom members about this.  This time we will present the full package to the group.  Srini will be presenting that at the 2:30 fixed item list.
12.2.3.7. SriniK:  We had one other topic, PAR confirmation.

12.2.3.8. JohnF:  I have confirmed with Stuart that, since we have not reached the limit, we do not need to confirm the PAR again.  In the meantime, note that LB 51 achieved 83% and things have progressed upward since then.

12.2.3.9. JohnF:  Are there any other comments or issues?  Hearing none, we will recess until 2:30pm for the fixed time items.

12.2.4. Recess

12.2.4.1. The TG recessed at 2:08pm until 2:30pm.

12.2.5. Reconvening

12.2.5.1. The TG reconvened at 2:30pm.

12.2.6. Fixed Time Agenda Items

12.2.6.1. JohnF:  We’re reconvening for the fixed time agenda items.  Srini, could you describe the document package?
12.2.7. Letter Ballot Comment Resolution Review

12.2.7.1. SriniK:  The comment resolution document is 11-04-1001-06.  I am already working on Draft 6.1 and hope to send it to Harry by the end of next week.

12.2.7.2. SriniK:  I move to accept the entries in the recommended disposition cell in document 04/1001r6 as the group’s response to the corresponding LB63 comments and instruct the TGe editor to create Draft 7.0.

12.2.7.3. AnilS:  Doesn’t the creation of the draft need to have to be approved at the WG level?

12.2.7.4. JohnF:  No it doesn’t.

12.2.7.5. AnilS:  Then I second this.

12.2.7.6. JohnF:  For the record I would like to a full vote.  The motion passes unanimously with 15:0:0.

12.2.7.7. SriniK:  Document 03/0988r2, TGe Draft Ballot Information, is part of the package.  I will update this document after we have votes on the other motions.

12.2.7.8. Srini reviewed the contents of 03/0988r2.
12.2.7.9. SriniK:  Document 03/0989r2, TGe Outstanding No Comments, is on the server.  This document is a copy of all of the technical comments that were part of a No vote to LB63.  Many of these are accepted, and so would not be part of a No vote today.
12.2.7.10. JohnF:  Are there any comments, objections, exceptions to what Srini has presented?  Hearing none, we will go on to the recirculation motion before coming back to these.

12.2.7.11. SriniK:  I move to enable the editor to produce 802.11e draft 7.0 based on the comment resolution in 04/1001r6; and authorize a 15-day LB recirculation of 802.11 TGe draft 7.0 to conclude no later than 02/15/2004.

12.2.7.12. JohnF:  Any questions or discussion of this before we have a second?  Hearing none, I’ll call for a second.
12.2.7.13. Menzo:  Second.

12.2.7.14. JohnF:  Are there any discussions or questions about this full motion?  Hearing none, the question is called and we go to a vote.  The motion passes unanimously with a vote of 17:0:0.

12.2.7.15. JohnF:  Now that we have the date, Srini, can you bring up your overall motion?

12.2.7.16. SriniK:  Given that vote, I changed the closing date in document 03/0998r2 to include the date we just approved.  This is the version of the document that will be published on the server.
12.2.7.17. SriniK:  I move to approve documents 03/0988r2 and 03/0989r2, along with the Draft 7.0 as the package to be forwarded to ExCom for the purpose of sending the TGe Draft to Sponsor ballot.

12.2.7.18. BobM:  Second.

12.2.7.19. JohnF:  Are there any discussions or questions about this motion?  Hearing none, the question is called and we go to a vote.  The motion again passes unanimously with a vote of 17:0:0.

12.3. Meeting Close
12.3.1. Close
12.3.1.1. JohnF:  I want to thank everyone for all of your hard work, and especially Floyd, Menzo and Mathilde for this most recent work.

12.3.1.2. The TGe January 2004 meeting closed at 2:56 pm.
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