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1. 4:00 pm Monday, March 15, 2004

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 4:11pm.

1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. Review of the agenda 

1.2.1.1. JohnF showed the tentative meeting agenda, 11-04-0149r0-W-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-March-2004.xls, on the screen and reviewed the proposed agenda:
1.2.1.1.1. Potentially we will be working on comments and attempting to go for Sponsor Ballot.  We will likely be occupied discussing comments until the last session.

1.2.1.1.2. Srini Kandala (SriniK):  We have only 71 comments, so would it be better to have a floating time rather than a fixed time for the vote at the end?
1.2.1.1.3. JohnF:  Srini has the suggestion that we might be done early and that would give us the opportunity to recess earlier.  I have no  objection on that.  There might be a problem to some who have to go to other places, and this gives them a given time for them to participate, so that would take that benefit from those who wait.  I’m not biased one way or another.  Any other comments on that issue?

1.2.1.1.4. SriniK:  Given what you have said, probably we should leave it as a fixed item.

1.2.1.1.5. JohnF:  So that ‘s what we’ll do.

1.2.2. Approval of the agenda
1.2.2.1. JohnF:  Are there any other comments on the agenda?

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

1.2.2.3. 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:  We have had two letter ballots since the last meeting in the full meeting.  The last one was LB67.  We might go for another letter ballot.  So we’re going to focus on the comments for the current meeting.
1.4. Reviews of voting rules and process

1.4.1. Process

1.4.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any new members present?

1.4.1.2. {Secretary saw five hands.}

1.4.1.3. JohnF reviewed the structure of Robert’s Rules and how it pertains to our meetings.

1.4.1.4. 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.  

1.4.1.5. 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?  I hear none, so I am moving to a summary of the last meeting.
1.5. Discussion of Recirculation Ballots

1.5.1. Last Meeting Summary

1.5.1.1. JohnF:  Chart 802.11 TGe LB51-59-63-65-67Results 031504.xls shows the progress of votes.  Today we have 16 or fewer No votes.  And this might change by the end of the week.  23 abstains, and 262 Yes votes, so we currently have 94 percent approval rating. 

1.5.1.2. JohnF:  What is significant now is how many new No votes there are.  This is important because we need to have no new No voters.  It happens that there is one new No voter, but we haven’t approached that person yet.  But there are no new No voters who have technical comments.  I also have been told that we have two more individuals who are  willing to change their No votes to Yes votes with comments.

1.5.1.3. JohnF:  If we do not go to Sponsor ballot now, then we won’t have another chance until July.  I would like to help this process, so I ask the No voters to work with us.  Do we need four months of delay, or can we work out those objections now?  Remember that if we go to Sponsor ballot, we still have a common collection of people who will be working to resolve comments.  So everyone needs to evaluate whether it is worth waiting another four months.  We also have a lot of pressure from WiFi, which will have to move to their own version in the meantime.  If you don’t know how to get your comments to sponsor ballot, please approach me and I’ll help you with that.

1.5.1.4. JohnF:  Srini, is there anything in LB67 that I might have overlooked?
1.5.1.5. SriniK:  After the end of LB67 we had 15 No votes, and not 16.  There were 4 new No commenters with 9 new comments.  6 are repeated comments, and there are 9 new technical comments.  Only 4 No commenters had new technical comments.
1.5.1.6. Andrew Estrada (AndrewE):  Is this on Draft 7.0?

1.5.1.7. SriniK:  8.0

1.5.2. Minutes of the January 2004  Interim Meeting

1.5.2.1. JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the January 2004 meeting in Vancouver?

1.5.2.2. JohnF:  I hear none.  So the minutes of January 2004 are approved with unanimous consent.

1.5.3. Minutes of the February 2004 Interim Meeting

1.5.3.1. JohnF:  This is document 04/0192.  Please review those and see if you have any comments on those minutes.  I’ll soon ask whether you have any objection to them.  In the meantime is there any objection to moving to the next item?  Seeing none, the next item is the Call for Papers.  We need to work with the people who are objecting.  If we convince these people to change their votes, then we can attempt to go to Sponsor Ballot out of this week’s proceedings.

1.5.3.2. JohnF:  Any more questions?  Seeing none, I would like to pass this to Srini to summarize the overall comments, the progress from Letter Ballot to Letter Ballot, and technical aspects of the responses.  We could attempt Procedure 10 by April 25, but I haven’t seen much success coming out of that yet.  Another alternative is to schedule two more Letter Ballots and an Interim meeting.  Potentially we could then reject the remaining comments and move forward.
1.5.3.3. SriniK:  If we were to invoke Procedure 10 then we would need to have an Interim meeting, a Confirmation Meeting.  This is how I got the April 25 date as the earliest possible.

1.5.4. New “No” Voter Contacts 

1.5.4.1. JohnF:  Srini, could you tell us the folks who we need to approach?  We would appreciate any information you have on their concerns.  

1.5.4.2. SriniK:  The  four voters who voted No with Mahalingam Mani,  Raji-san, Mathilde Benveniste and Tim Moore.  Before the meeting I met with Raji and Tim Moore, and they have agreed to change their votes.  Mani and Mathilde work for the same company.  I believe Mani is not here.

1.5.4.3. JohnF:  I ask for a group of people who are willing to talk to Mathilde and Mani about their concerns.  I see Srini and Floyd Simpson.  So we have a small committee.

1.5.4.4. Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB):  Mani has asked me to represent him.

1.5.4.5. JohnF:  I can’t accept that.  That’d give you two votes.
1.5.4.6. MathildeB: I can give you his cell phone number.

1.5.4.7. JohnF:  It would also help if you could give us a brief background of his concerns.

1.5.4.8. JohnF:  Are there any questions or concerns about how we’re proposing to proceed.  So at first we’ll talk here with Mathilde and then Mathilde will help us with the other No voter.

1.5.4.9. JohnF:  Are there any papers that someone would like to present.

1.5.4.10. SriniK:  In case we don’t go to sponsor ballot, I have 04/255.

1.5.4.11. FloydS:  If we don’t go to sponsor, I have a paper.

1.5.4.12. MathildeB:  Likewise I have a paper if we don’t go to sponsor  ballot.  

1.5.4.13. JohnF:  I hope it’s good news to all of you that we don’t have anything else to discuss until the 7:30 session.  We expect to have a short meeting then, but I  hope to give you a status then.

1.6. Closing

1.6.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

1.6.1.1. JohnF:  Does any one have any other comments on this process?  Hearing none, does anyone have an objection to recessing until the 7:30 session?  Hearing none, that’s what we’ll do.

1.6.1.2. JohnF recessed the TG at 4:53pm.

2. 7:30 pm Monday, March 15, 2004

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:35pm.
2.2. ‘No’ Vote Discussion

2.2.1.1. JohnF:  I would like a report on the status of the discussions with the No voters.
2.2.1.2. FloydS:  I worked with Srini on drafting an email to send to Mathilde and the other No voter who was commenting on Draft 8.0.

2.2.1.3. JohnF:  Any phone conversations with other No voter?

2.2.1.4. FloydS:  I did speak to him by phone and discussed the possible delays.  He said he was open, but needed some more time to think it over.

2.2.1.5. MathildeB:  The email that was sent to me was the same as the previous discussion.  I had an opportunity to rebut on this.  Did you ask him to send me that email?

2.2.1.6. JohnF:  Yes.  We are always asked before we go to sponsor ballot about what is the final view of the editor on his changes.  So I asked Srini to explain the reasoning for his decision on his rationale.  I would appreciate it if you could send a brief response back and then I can have some material on your position about this No vote.  I asked Srini and Floyd to do the same thing with the other No voter.  This is all standard practice to do this, to give everybody the chance to express their opinions.

2.3. Closing

2.3.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

2.3.1.1. JohnF:  So does everyone else want to know more about what we’re doing now?  Ok,  is there any objection to recess until 8 am tomorrow to get these emails in?  Hearing none, I’ll ask the secretary to note that’s what we’re doing.

2.3.1.2. JohnF recessed the TG at 7:44pm.
3. 8:00 am Tuesday, March 16, 2004

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

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

3.2. Procedure Discussion

3.2.1. Contacting ‘No’ Voters
3.2.1.1. JohnF:  First a few comments to sync up the people who were not here yesterday.  Out of the ballot responses we had 1 new No voter and 4 voters who had new comments with their No votes. 

3.2.1.2. JohnF:  I just received two more vote change requests – so we now have about 96-97 percent Yes votes.  But we need a clean Letter Ballot: no new No voters and no new negative comments on No votes.  Yesterday we got 50% of the way there, but we have two more folks to go.  
3.2.1.3. JohnF:  We have a small team, Srini, Floyd and myself, to contact the two No voters.  So far we have not heard back.  We have sent them emails asking for replies.  We will then document that we have made a best effort to work with the situation.  I will wait to see how our discussions go with Mathilde and the remote person, so we will give this up until the lunch session.  I will also coordinate with the WG staff to see what we can and should do.
3.2.1.4. JohnF:  Every time we have an opening session, please show up.  We might need some guidance in a voting activity, to see the direction of the group.  We might, for instance, vote to reject all of the comments we received and attempt to go to sponsor ballot.  So I can’t overemphasize the importance of being here and representing your interests.  Are there any comments or suggestions from the floor?  Srini, Floyd do you have anything to add?

3.2.1.5. SriniK:  You’ve summarized the situation well.

3.2.1.6. JohnF:  About yesterday’s attendance problem:  I subsequently talked to the attendance folks and we will be credited with the time for Tutorial 1 for the meeting last night.

3.3. Closing

3.3.1. Recess

3.3.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any other comments or concerns?  Hearing none, I recess the meeting until the next timeslot.

3.3.1.2. JohnF  recessed the meeting at 10:30am.

4. 10:30 am Tuesday, March 16, 2004

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order

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

4.2. Procedure Discussion
4.2.1.1. JohnF:  Stuart Kerry is joining us.  I have some actions that depend on him and would like him to hear the comments.  Mathilde is also in the room.  Between the last session and this we have been working with the two members who have new No comments because it would be unwise to proceed with other business until we figure out whether there is a way to settle this.  The good news is that we did send an email asking for a conference between the remote (No vote) commenter and myself, and we received a reply that he would be happy to work with me.  So, with good conscience we have made a best effort to work with the two No voters.  With Stuart’s help I am trying to create an informal meeting about how to move forward.
4.2.1.2. Stuart Kerry (StuartK):  Is this just about those two people?  And a teleconference with that one remote person?

4.2.1.3. JohnF:  Yes, just that one person.  Mathilde did offer to represent that person, but I could not accept that, as I did not feel it was the right thing.  With Stuart’s guidance I am planning to try to work with that one remote person.  I also would like to extend the discussion of our options with other experienced people on the staff level.

4.2.1.4. JohnF:  Does anyone have other comments?  Also, I don’t see many people here.  Please tell your colleagues to show up at the beginning of each session.  I am not going to delay the session with the people who are here to avoid others from saying that they didn’t know about it.  As long as I have two people, one to make a motion and one to second it, we will be able to move forward.  So do tell the interested parties to come to these meetings.
4.3. Closing

4.3.1. Recess
4.3.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recessing until after lunch?  Hearing no objection, we are recessed until after lunch.
4.3.1.2. The task group session recessed at 10:44am.


5. 1:30 pm  Tuesday, March 16, 2004

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order

5.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 1:48pm (delayed due to coordination with 802.11 Staff).

5.2. Procedure Review

5.2.1.1. JohnF:  We are still attempting to determine whether we can attempt a clean Letter Ballot.  So far 3 of the 4 ‘No’ voters have reversed their votes, and we are working now with the 4th.  I try to give advice rather than suggestions or guidance to people for them to make up their own ideas.  Several of you have approached me and requested ways of moving forward. I am considering those as well.  I hope we can move forward in the next session without delay.  In my opinion one change in the informative annex was left up to the editor; nevertheless even in an informative annex there is some technical connotations and solutions, if you may.  I am advising you to focus on those changes and come up with your own opinion on the nature of those changes.  As a minimum straw poll I will request your opinion on that issue so that your opinions can be passed to the Executive Committee.  We need to make sure we don’t overlook something, and so I need this time to consult with as many people as I can.  So far I have not been able to get to every one I need to talk to.  I believe that by the 4:00pm session I will have all the information I need to move to closure.  Does anyone have thoughts on these?  I would rather that you share those with me in private, because there are a lot of different dimensions with this, and I will include them in the decisions.  At 4pm you will be able to communicate your opinions to the group at large.  So the 4-6pm session will be critical.
5.2.1.2. Thomas Kuehnel (ThomasK):  What are the options?

5.2.1.3. JohnF:  I would like to go into details later.  But in general, if Mathilde were able to withdraw her new No comment, we would be able to move forward.  That’s the fastest way to progress.  The second option is to reject all comments and just reissue the draft in Letter Ballot 67.  When that comes back clean, then we could invoke Procedure 10 and could then do something at the next Plenary in 4 months.  The third option is to issue Draft 9.0 and send it out for a new Letter Ballot, then have another meeting after that, reject the comments, and then send out the same Draft again for another Letter Ballot, to which the comments are necessarily limited.  This option will definitely take the 4 months.
5.2.1.4. MathildeB:  Since I have taken so much of your time, I think I need to explain my position to all of you.  To get to sponsor ballot as quickly as possible, I have agreed to remove my comments, provided that the current ballot is valid.  We just need to determine that the current ballot is valid.  This is just as John said.  

5.2.1.5. JohnF:  That’s why I’m trying to find out from the ExecCom whether that is the case.  But that’s also why we might need to review in a discussion at 4pm.  As Mathilde just discussed, it will weigh a lot on her opinion of whether a valid change has been made.

5.3. Closing

5.3.1. Recess for Discussions
5.3.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any other issues or comments?  Hearing none, we will recess for the time being until our discussion at 4pm.
5.3.1.2. The meeting recessed at 2:04 pm until the 4pm session.

6. 4:00pm  Tuesday Afternoon, March 16, 2004

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order

6.1.1.1. There was a slight delay for coordination (with staff and phone calls), so JohnF announced that the session would be called to order at 4:20 pm.  
6.1.1.2. The meeting actually started at 4:15pm.  The Secretary thanks Marty Staszack for taking the minutes before 4:20pm.
6.2. Procedure 10 Reports

6.2.1.1. John Kowalski (JohnK) showed the http://ieee.org/rules.pdf section on Procedure 10 on the screen.
6.2.1.2. JohnK: There are 4 conditions that we have to meet in order to consider us to move to sponsor ballot:

6.2.1.2.1. Cover letter, procedural
6.2.1.2.2. Confirmation ballot completion.  Ballot we have now might be the confirmation ballot.
6.2.1.2.3. After comment resolution, approval percentage is at least 75% and no new disapprove vote.  At this point the one new no vote has capitulated and we meet this criterion.

6.2.1.2.4. {JohnK didn’t get to the fourth condition…}
6.2.1.3. Stuart Kerry:  We would like two minutes for coordination.
6.2.1.4. JohnF:  Is that all right with the group?  Hearing no objections, that’s what we will do.

6.2.1.5. {A two minute recess occurred.}

6.2.1.6. JohnF:  The question is whether there is any new technical change.  If there are no new technical changes, we can move to the Sponsor Ballot.  The group has to determine whether this is a technical or editorial change.  So the second possibility is that, then, if the change is editorial, we an decide whether to go to request a Procedure 10 process.  If we follow this process, we need to have a 30 day announcement and then can go to Sponsor Ballot – sometime before the end of April.  Another possibility is to work on a new draft and then we would go to another recirculation (or two) and could not go to a sponsor ballot until, at the earliest, in the next Plenary in four months.

6.2.1.7. JohnF:  So then I would like Mathilde and Srini to take the floor to explain their positions why the comment is a valid technical comment or not.  Mathilde, could you explain why the comment is technical or not?
6.2.1.8. StuartK:  May I take some time to explain something?

6.2.1.9. JohnF:  Sure.

6.2.1.10. StuartK:  An editor does spelling, etc. If the content of a sentence is changed, then there is a question whether the change is editorial.  Part  of the issue here is with something that happened within an interim meeting, so that needs to be taken into account, also.
6.2.1.11. Harry Worstell:  Agreed, also please look at what is in the minutes of that meeting.
6.2.1.12. David Hunter (DavidH):  Question:  Is informative text editorial, or can it be technical?
6.2.1.13. StuartK:  IEEE rules are such as all comments are treated equally, are exactly the same whether in informative or technical requirements sections.

6.2.1.14. SriniK:  I am glad to hear these points: I ask that that be put in the policies and procedures.
6.2.1.15. StuartK:  Agreed.  Will direct {this change} to the vice chair.

6.2.1.16. JohnF:  This section does not say informative or non-informative sections.  In fact it says that as determined by the *Working Group* chair.  I will be advising the Working Group chair, but not of my personal opinion, but of the opinion of this group.  So we will vote on this.

6.2.1.17. MathildeB: I’d prefer Srini to go first.
6.2.1.18. JohnF:  Srini, please show the content of the text that’s being discussed here.

6.2.1.19. SriniK:  This is Letter Ballot 67, comment 63, about H.4.1 text being deleted.  {Srini read the comment.  Then showed this section of Draft 8.0, the marked version showing the deleted text, and read that text.}  

6.2.1.20. SriniK:  This {text} is not complete:  this is a repetition of what is already in clause 11.2.  So I did not see any reason to keep this, and that is why I deleted it.
6.2.1.21. StuartK:  Is this text repeated in the shall area?  There are three issues here: (1) The text that has been removed in the back, is the same as in the shall area; (2) Is it in response to an comment; and (3) Does the editor have the right to remove that text?

6.2.1.22. StuartK:  Did you believe that you have the right to remove it?

6.2.1.23. SriniK:   Until today I have been told that unless the behavior of the resulting system does not change, then the change is editorial.  

6.2.1.24. JohnF:  Put in a different way:  you responded to somebody’s comment on LB65, was that comment technical or editorial?

6.2.1.25. SriniK:  Comment 77 of Letter Ballot 65 is labeled as “editorial”.  Srini showed the comment on the screen.

6.2.1.26. SriniK:  Regarding the third issue, there are several points.  There was a specific comment.  That comment was called editorial.  No one challenged the claim that it was editorial.  I could have accepted, declined or modified the commenter’s proposed resolution. I identified errors.  I went ahead because I thought adding more text would have not been as good a deleting this text.  I believed that I was empowered, as editor, to make this change.
6.2.1.27. MathildeB:  The comment that Srini is spending all this time on is not one of the comments that is in dispute.  I agree that this comment is editorial.
6.2.1.28. SriniK:  I believe that is the comment number I was given as one of the comments that is in dispute.
6.2.1.29. Mathilde:  The ones that are in dispute are some of the comments after Comment 79.  

6.2.1.30. SriniK:  Is it your statement that this [the change on the board] is not a technical change?
6.2.1.31. MathildeB:  I would rather go over the comments that are disputed.

6.2.1.32. JohnF:  I’m trying to figure out whether you were making this change because of an editorial comment.

6.2.1.33. SriniK:  I was responding to this editorial comment (comment 77 shown on the screen).

6.2.1.34. JohnF:  So someone is asking to make an editorial comment here?
6.2.1.35. SriniK:  Those {Interim Meeting} minutes are with respect to document 192.

6.2.1.36. StuartK:  I would like the opinions of the others who were present in the New York Interim meeting.  I know that my Working Group vice chair, Harry Worstell, was chairing that meeting.  Jennifer, what do you feel about these comment resolutions?
6.2.1.37. Jennifer Bray (JenniferB):  We discussed much in detail.  I put in several comments that were listed as technical and they were judged in this meeting as editorial.  We adjourned early because we were under the understanding that the remaining changes were editorial.  My expectation was that the changes for those comments were going to be more minor than the change we have just now been discussing.  What I see in the draft was more than copy-level changes; I see these as technical level changes.  They are changing information that is in the document.
6.2.1.38. StuartK:  Are you in favor of leaving that text in there?

6.2.1.39. JenniferB:  By and large I am, but I wouldn’t claim to be an expert in this field.  I believe that the text has technical content and should be there.
6.2.1.40. StuartK:  And Stephen?

6.2.1.41. Stephen Chen (StephenC):  I didn’t look at the minutes, but I do recall one comment being changed from technical to editorial.  So I believe that anyone in the meeting should have gone through the changes and disagreed at the time about reclassifying them as editorial (or not). 

6.2.1.42. StuartK:  Were you in favor of these changes?
6.2.1.43. StephenC:  I am in favor of the changes that Srini made.
6.2.1.44. StuartK:  Mathilde?
6.2.1.45. JohnF:  With your respect, I would like to control this meeting.
6.2.1.46. StuartK:  I stand corrected.  But I do ask that you review the two sides.

6.2.1.47. JohnF:  I would like to review what I think I’ve heard before I pass the floor to Mathilde.  There are 3 questions: (1) technical or editorial? And opinions went both ways; second… {JohnF didn’t finish the sentence …}
6.2.1.48. JenniferB:  Clarification question (to Srini).  I believe you made one change because you said the text was wrong.  Does that change the meaning to make that change?

6.2.1.49. SriniK:  I believe it is editorial to make the text consistent.  And I was told that by a senior editor of this Task Group that such changes are editorial.

6.2.1.50. JohnF:  Could you show us the related text?

6.2.1.51. {Srini showed on the screen Draft 8.09, 11.2.1.5 (g); then section 11.2.1.9, a.}

6.2.1.52. SriniK:  So that section is the topic of a (claimed) editorial comment.
6.2.1.53. JohnF:  So the second question is whether you were authorized to make such a change.
6.2.1.54. StuartK:  Point of clarification: is this the issue that is in dispute?
6.2.1.55. JohnF:  I believe so.  Mathilde, can you start your presentation?

6.2.1.56. MathildeB:  I don’t want to mistake my attitude toward Srini as not being that he is a very excellent and hard working editor.  {But} I want to give you some examples of what I believe are some violations of the editorial prerogative.  Stuart, so the answer to your question is “No”, this example is not one that I am disputing.

6.2.1.57. StuartK:  Can you show one example that you are disputing?

6.2.1.58. MathildeB:  See the changes in section H.4.3.  At the beginning of this section two paragraphs were deleted. This is an important technical change.  It is a description of how you can integrate several power saving methods.  There are several other editorial changes here also; I don’t dispute that those are editorial.  This information is specifically to address many requests from other members of TGe on how you can put all of these suggestions together.  From reading this informative text you can see how to combine these methods.  This is why I wrote this informative text.  This is the removal of technical information, so that is why I don’t consider these to be editorial changes.  In the New York meeting we (the 8 people there) were purposely trying not to change anything that could possibly raise new No votes. 

6.2.1.59. SriniK:  My memory is different from that.

6.2.1.60. MathildeB:  We adjourned early so the editor could do the changes he had in hand.  When Srini finished with his changes he sent to some of the members pre-draft copies.  When I received this information I sent him an email that I objected to these changes because I believe they were not editorial.  He replied that he believed those were editorial changes. Also that I had implied that these were the only ways these things could be done.  I would be happy, with Srini’s permission, to send you these emails.  Have I left anything out?

6.2.1.61. GregC:  I want to get on the queue for comments.

6.2.1.62. JohnF:  I would like to ask for clarifications or comments right now.

6.2.1.63. MathildeB:  May I have a straw poll?

6.2.1.64. JohnF:  You may certainly ask the group.
6.2.1.65. GregC:  What comments are we talking about here?
6.2.1.66. JohnK:  Comments 79 and 80.

6.2.1.67. Marty S:  Is this straw poll limited to voting members?

6.2.1.68. JohnF:  That is up to Mathilde.

6.2.1.69. MathildeB:  This straw poll is open to everyone.
6.2.1.70. GregC:  I have two questions:  Number 1, why is this technical if it changes no “shall”s;  Number 2, why is this description fair when it doesn’t include other mechanisms; do you think that this statement belongs in a technical standard or a press release for a product?

6.2.1.71. JohnF:  This should be on the technical or editorial content of the changes.
6.2.1.72. MathildeB:  This is not editorial content.

6.2.1.73. GregC:  I never got a chance to vote on this.

6.2.1.74. MathildeB:  Greg has raised technical issues that are well worth debating.  I would have liked to discuss these in that extra day {in which we didn’t meet} in New York.  I’d like to debate these with Greg.  I would like to have a straw poll on one of the sections that are deleted form the text.  Stuart would you repeat the definition of what is an editorial change?
6.2.1.75. JohnF:  I have done a lot of research on this topic:  but have found no direct statement on what is the difference between a technical and an editorial change.  You have heard Stuart’s, Srini’s and Mathilde’s opinions.  At the end of the day it is your own opinion.

6.2.1.76. StuartK:  Point of information, I believe we have in this group meeting a person who is a voter here and who also has been an editor in this group and in another 802 group.
6.2.1.77. JohnF:  Is this with respect to a rule that I missed, or is it just an understanding of what is editorial and what isn’t?
6.2.1.78. Tom Siep (TomS):  It is a precedent.  The understanding is that, if there is a change that may cause a difference in an implementation, then that is technical.  If it stylistic, then that text can be deleted without changing the implementation.
6.2.1.79. JohnK:   How can you make a decision about an implementation when this is supposed to a standard that is independent of specific implementations?
6.2.1.80. DavidH:  Point of information, can it be technical if it is in an informative section, with no “shall”s?

6.2.1.81. TomS:  Yes.
6.2.1.82. GregC:  Do you see the term “excellent” in this text?

6.2.1.83. TomS:  I would have deleted this word.

6.2.1.84. GregC:  What else is in there that tells you how to do that?
6.2.1.85. JohnK:  This [the statement shown on the screen as the text that was deleted] is a meaningless statement.
6.2.1.86. TomS:  I could be total nonsense, but it is technical.  I don’t make a judgment about whether it is meaningful or not.
6.2.1.87. JohnF:  Mathilde, is this meaningful?
6.2.1.88. MathildeB:  Yes, it is very meaningful and useful.

6.2.1.89. Bob Miller (BobM):  This was a pretty detailed mechanism; is this protected by IP or has a related IP statement?

6.2.1.90. MathildeB:  Yes, there is an IP statement related to this.

6.2.1.91. StuartK:  I confirm that I have received an IP statement form Avaya.

6.2.1.92. MathildeB:  Having heard Tom’s statement what technical statements are, would Stuart oblige me and restate.

6.2.1.93. StuartK:  An editor can make any changes; no shalls, no musts.  It is not necessary for shalls {to be present} to be technical.
6.2.1.94. MathildeB:  This is useful technical information that implementers can use to help them.  I don’t dispute whether the editor can change syntax.  So straw poll:  how many here think this deletion of text is an editorial change?

6.2.1.95. GregC:  So we vote Yes to say that we believe this is an editorial change?
6.2.1.96. JohnF:  Using Mathilde’s definition of editorial?

6.2.1.97. MathildeB:  Yes, let’s start that way.  Then I’ll ask another straw poll about the other definition.  I’ll ask someone who is voting that this is editorial why they are voting that way.
6.2.1.98. SriniK:  Point of Order.  Who is running the meeting?

6.2.1.99. JohnF:  Mathilde has the floor, but cannot yield it on her own.  Should I count the hands that are up?
6.2.1.100. MathildeB:  Yes.  I would like to hear from people who believe this is an editorial change.

6.2.1.101. SriniK:  Point of order:  I believe I should be allowed to reply to this comment.

6.2.1.102. MathildeB:  I agree.

6.2.1.103. JohnF:  Ok, Srini you have the floor.

6.2.1.104. SriniK:  Tom has given me a new definition than {the one that} Michael Fisher gave me before.  Even going with Tom’s definition, I still don’t see this as a technical change.  In reading this I did not see anything different that I would do {as an implementer} after reading this text.  In looking at the comment I could accept, decline or modify it.  The commenter claimed the comment was editorial.  I decided that it was editorial and that I couldn’t decline it.  Answering the 3 questions:  I believe it is editorial; there was a cause for it; and I believe it is editorial {text, so I have the right to remove it}.

6.2.1.105. MathildeB:  To the secretary:  did Srini say “the commenter had a technically valid point”?

6.2.1.106. DavidH:  I’m sorry, but I didn’t hear word “technical”.
6.2.1.107. MathildeB:  I could write documents on the subject of this paragraph.  In fact Srini stated that I was giving one solution a bias over others.  So I believe it belongs in an informative section, and that it is technical material in this section.  So I believe his change was technical.

6.2.1.108. JohnF:  Mathilde, are you yielding?

6.2.1.109. MathildeB:  Yes.

6.2.1.110. JohnK:  First, with respect to the definition of an editor.  I believe Stuart was wrong.  Our operating rules define the Task Group’s ability to do the job.  In addition, using Robert’s rules of order we have specifically empowered those actions in this Task Group, and, lastly, the editor was following those rules.
6.2.1.111. StuartK:  I ask for a retort, since my name as mentioned.  Maybe I disagree with John, I was quoting IEEE rules, but John makes a very valid point.  There has been a precedence by this Task Group that these are the actions of the editor. So it is the problem of this Task Group, not the Working Group.  So I put it back to the chair of this Task Group of what the responsibility of the editor is.
6.2.1.112. JohnF:  I disagree that we make our own rules.  It was a Working Group motion to let the editor make some of these changes.  Second, it is an editorial comment.  Third, we have various opinions here.  The only “ruling” by me is to let the commenter classify his comment.  We are letting the commenter decide what it is, since we don’t have clear guidelines on what an editorial change {really} is.  Srini has responded to a comment that the commenter was calling  editorial.  And there was no objection disputing the nature of this comment in formal meetings.  So then the editor has the right to respond to the comment as an editorial comment.
6.2.1.113. StuartK:  I appeal the chair’s decision.  By your own minutes in your own group, TGe has set the precedent to have the editor make such changes.

6.2.1.114. JohnF:  I did not make a decision.  But I will go by the rules of appeal.  The extent of my ruling is that, if the commenter calls the comment “editorial”, then the precedent is that the comment is editorial and so can be answered by the editor.
6.2.1.115. StuartK:  I don’t want a pissing match in this area. You made a ruling about the way the rules are.  I will ask as a member to ask the “minuter” {secretary} what the rules show.
6.2.1.116. JohnF:  I’ll ask for a comment from the other editor, from the other group.  Tom, does the other group accept the claims of the commenter about what is editorial?
6.2.1.117. TomS:  The first duty of the editorial *team* [emphasis by TomS] is to determine whether each comment is editorial or technical.  That is the first part of the comment resolution process.

6.2.1.118. JohnF:  Do you have the power to make a decision on your own of what is editorial?

6.2.1.119. TomS:  Since you asked “you”, I will answer that about myself:  I have never ever made an independent decision.  We go point by point; do we do this or not?  There has to be unanimity of the team, because that is a subset of the working group.

6.2.1.120. JohnF:  It has been {the practice} in this group for the editor to respond on his own to editorial comments, and we don’t go over every editorial comment.  And we did the same in this case.
6.2.1.121. TomS:  We have that in the rules.

6.2.1.122. StuartK:  If you find in your TG minutes where this power of the editor is to do this, then you have a solution.  Your group can authorize the editor to make such changes, and I believe it has done so.
6.2.1.123. JohnF:  You mean the Working Group?
6.2.1.124. StuartK:  The editor works for your Task Group.
6.2.1.125. {Someone in the back}:  I object strenuously to having people approach the table and also to multiple people standing.

6.2.1.126. JohnF:  Agreed.  TomS has the floor.

6.2.1.127. TomS:  If the Working Group minutes don’t state that, I would disagree that the Working Group owns this problem.  It is in the Task Group.

6.2.1.128. JohnF: How did we get here?  Stuart, what’s your point?
6.2.1.129. StuartK:  The point is that, if your minutes show that TGe has set this precedent, then it is right for this Task Group to do this.  And that is your solution.
6.2.1.130. JohnF:  Jennifer has the floor next.

6.2.1.131. JenniferB:  Point of information.  In that particular meeting [the Interim Task Group meeting in New York] we were reclassifying comments as to whether {they are actually} editorial or technical. We did not go through all the comments.  I was given the belief that the others were minor editorial comments.  Also a comment on IP rights:  if is true that IP is involved,  then this has to be technical.

6.2.1.132. GregC:  It certainly has been standard practice in this group to reclassify comments, and typically many more comments were called “editorial” than have simple editorial changes in them.  If I had taken a close look at this, I would have asked it to be rewritten.  If  this [material] goes back into the text, then I will change my Yes vote to a No vote.  I believe that the technical content of the standard is not changed whether this [the text in dispute] is in there or not.

6.3. Closing

6.3.1. Recess
6.3.1.1. Keith Amann (KeithA):  Call for orders of the day.

6.3.1.2. JohnF:  We are out of time and will continue after dinner.

6.3.1.3. The session recessed at 6:08 pm until the next session.

7. 7:30pm Tuesday Evening, March 16, 2004

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to order

7.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 7:30 pm.

7.1.1.2. JohnF:  Let’s recoup here and review what we need to accomplish tonight.  I would like your collective opinion on two questions:  most important, is this particular change technical or editorial?  We have heard lots of opinions.  And there is no definitive answer.  And the other question is whether on this particular comment the editor overstepped his authority.  I’m taking a queue on this {issue}.
7.1.1.3. DavidH:  Is this material found elsewhere in the text?

7.1.1.4. SriniK:  The first paragraph is in section 11.2; the second paragraph is not.

7.1.1.5. MathildeB:  There are more than two paragraphs.  No one said that Srini made no editorial changes.  I don’t dispute those.  The point is that he made other changes that are not editorial.

7.1.1.6. TomS:  I would make two comments.  First I would frame the questions differently.  It is inappropriate to frame the question without reference to a person.  It should be about the office of the editor, not the person who is in question.  It would be a very serious mistake {to link this issue to a person and not the office of the editor}.
7.1.1.7. JohnF:  If you have some ideas, please approach me with a note.

7.1.1.8. TomS:  I believe it should be the ballot team who would clarify these issues.  If I may ask, where do you stand in these issues?  Is the document that was on the screen a comment resolution?

7.1.1.9. JohnF:  Yes.

7.1.1.10. TomS:  And there is no technical difference?  That is the question: are these two documents technically equivalent?

7.1.1.11. JohnF:  About this comment, yes.  We had a recirculation ballot.  In order to consider going to sponsor ballot we should have no new No voters and no new technical No comments.
7.1.1.12. MathildeB:  It was in Draft 7.

7.1.1.13. TomS:  What I am hearing is that not everyone is happy with the striking of that text.

7.1.1.14. JohnF:  Yes, that is what we are voting on.  Either these people reject this comment or people might request some changes on Draft 8.0, and, if that’s the case, then we will go through the recirculation as usual, and so will not go through Procedure 10.  So it is important to see what we do with this and other comments there are on this draft.

7.1.1.15. TomS:  I’ve looked at these sections.
7.1.1.16. StuartK:  You stated earlier that you received a statement from a No voter who changed his vote.
7.1.1.17. TomS:  Do you have a statement from a comment resolution team that all the comments were considered by the team?
7.1.1.18. JohnF:  I don’t know what a comment resolution team is.
7.1.1.19. TomS:  That was the team working on those comments.

7.1.1.20. StuartK:  That was an authorized and "minuted" Ad Hoc meeting of the TGe.
7.1.1.21. JohnF:  Unfortunately I wasn’t there at the time; that was chaired by Harry Worstell.

7.1.1.22. TomS:  It is incredibly important that we follow process and procedure.  Am I delaying things here?

7.1.1.23. StuartK:  I have asked the secretary who was there at the time [Tim Godfrey] to review the minutes.

7.1.1.24. GregC:  Before the break I was asking about comment reclassification.
7.1.1.25. JohnF:  The question on the floor is whether this is technical or editorial?

7.1.1.26. GregC:  Why do we debate this?  There should be a record of this and we can see if the comment was accepted by the comment resolution team as editorial or technical.  And the spreadsheet will show that.  I doubt very much if Srini decided on his own whether it was technical or editorial.  Say the group decided that it is editorial, then the revision of the text is the prerogative of the editor.  Then we can decide whether there is precedent for that.  There are many, many examples of the editor making such changes in the past, long before these Drafts.  I believe that the editorial purview is very, very large, from the past practices of this group.

7.1.1.27. JohnF:  I want to keep the question on the floor whether this text is editorial or technical.  I think Harry has the answer about the minutes.

7.1.1.28. HarryW:  In the minutes we resolved the last comment which was comment 23, had a discussion, and the next statement is that the remaining technical comments are resolved, and 18 editorial comments remain.
7.1.1.29. TomS:  Did you not finish?  

7.1.1.30. HarryW: We did not take them [the comments] in order.

7.1.1.31. Jennifer:  I have the spreadsheet {that was used} at the time.

7.1.1.32. JohnF:  Go through this Harry, please.  He’s answering the question.

7.1.1.33. TomS:  I think we need to be careful here.

7.1.1.34. StuartK:  Would it be appropriate for the speaker to yield to Harry?
7.1.1.35. John:  I don’t want speakers yielding to other members.  I’ll be happy to do that.
7.1.1.36. HarryW:  As far as I know, the answer is yes.

7.1.1.37. TomS:  Is this the spreadsheet that was used?
7.1.1.38. HarryW:  Yes.  There were a block of 18 comments that were called editorial.  The group did not specifically review each one of these.
7.1.1.39. TomS:  Sounds like the group made an error, but there is no process problem.

7.1.1.40. BobM:  First, naively what is an Annex for?  Number two, a question about the process that we have been asking for the last four years.  I believe that TGe is so complicated that we have always relied on the editor to be the DNA of the group.  And that we have depended on Srini to follow in the steps of Michael Fischer.  My personal view of an annex is that it is a helpful text and that if they include more detailed instructions, then these belong in the body of the text and not in an annex.

7.1.1.41. JohnF:  With this text in there, would anything on the air interface be different?  The answer is No, and so this is informative text.  This text does not have shall’s , must’s, must not’s, and therefore it is in Srini’s purview to remove it.

7.1.1.42. JenniferB:  {Showing the text of H.4.2.1 and H.4.2.2 on the screen.}  This text does say “it is recommended”  and so it may affect an implementation.  This is not just grammar.  So it may affect an implementation, and so I believe it is technical.  You also see some editorial changes here that show better grammar.  This is a technical edit, whether right or wrong.

7.1.1.43. MathildeB:  I want to review a bit of the facts of what happened.  The question was:  did the group agree that those comments were editorial?  The group did not go through all the comments.  We also were working under the assumption that any changes might cause another No vote.  The editor was being very cautious about not making any technical changes that were not specifically approved.  I agree with Bob about how good a job the editor has done.  This informative text has technical content, even though there were no shalls.  It is in an informative section, so there were no shalls.  The editor honestly believed, he said so, that the changes he made were editorial, but the moment a member of the reviewing group disagreed, that is the end of story, it should have been brought up again [in the TGe meetings].

7.1.1.44. FloydS:  I speak in favor of the job the editor has done.  I have learned over the last two years of participation in this group what this group defines as the job of the editor.  I believe you need to make your statement in the meetings and now some want to go back and change what editorial means.

7.1.1.45. JohnF: I would like to put on the screen the sort of motion that I would entertain.  Showing on the screen:  “Move that the resolution given in comment # in LB 67 is a valid Technical “no comment’; and it shall not be reclassified as an editorial comment.”  I am only offering this to focus this discussion.

7.1.1.46. Ed Reuss (EdR):  I would like to make the argument that just because it is in the informative text, it does not make changes in that area editorial.  It would be silly to allow all of the text in an appendix to be removed just as an editorial change.

7.1.1.47. JohnF:  I see no one else who wants to talk on this matter, so I’d like to entertain a motion like what we have on the screen.    Tom, are you a voting member?
7.1.1.48. TomS:  Yes, and I make the following motion:  “Move that the resolution given in comments 63, 64, 65 in Letter Ballot 67 are valid Technical ‘no’ comments and they shall not be classified as editorial comments.”
7.1.1.49. JohnF:  I ask Mathilde and Srini, are these the correct numbers?

7.1.1.50. TomS:  Actually this {motion} should refer to the redlined document, and that will tie it back.

7.1.1.51. JohnF:  I need to see Mathilde’s comment and have the group reaffirm that this is or is not a technical motion.

7.1.1.52. StuartK:  Before you move this:  I heard from Mathilde that this was about one comment, not three.
7.1.1.53. TomS:  I believe we need to know exactly what changes are here before we can bring anything to a vote.  Mr. Chairman, where are we in the proceeding?
7.1.1.54. JohnF:  I have comments by one commenter who does not want to remove her comments and we just need to take up those comments in this meeting.
7.1.1.55. MathildeB:  This has nothing to do with Letter Ballot 67 comments.  This is about Letter Ballot 65 comments that were taken to be editorial.

7.1.1.56. TomS:  Therefore I withdraw that motion.

7.1.1.57. JohnF:  I recognize that.

7.1.1.58. JohnF:  What Letter Ballot are we talking about here?

7.1.1.59. SriniK:  About Letter Ballot 65.

7.1.1.60. TomS:  We are trying to determine closure.

7.1.1.61. JohnF:  Right now I would just like to ask about Letter Ballot 67, comments 63,64, 65.

7.1.1.62. TomS:  I don’t believe we were talking about those at all.

7.1.1.63. JohnF:  What is your motion?
7.1.1.64. TomS:  I would suggest a different motion.
7.1.1.65. GregC: Point of order.  Does the speaker have voting rights in .11?

7.1.1.66. JohnF:  Yes.

7.1.1.67. TomS:  I would suggest a motion:  Move that we reconsider the comment resolution done in the NY meeting and form a team to consider…
7.1.1.68. GregC:  Point of order.  The speaker can’t move to reconsider when he wasn’t on the winning side of a vote on this topic.
7.1.1.69. TomS:  It is amazing that you people know the Roberts rules so well.  I withdraw the term “reconsider”.   I don’t think this process is right. I am only up here to try to make it right.

7.1.1.70. JohnF:  Point of order.  I have Roberts rules here and it has a definition of “reconsider”.
7.1.1.71. TomS:  I have withdrawn that term.

7.1.1.72. JohnF:  I have new wording here:  Move that the March 2004 plenary does not affirm draft 8.0 that was created as a result of the February 2004 meeting in N.Y.  

7.1.1.73. TomS:  May I have a few minutes?
7.1.1.74. JohnF:  Sure.
7.1.1.75. StuartK:  Question to the Chair:  Would you inform the group what are the consequences of this motion?
7.1.1.76. JohnF:  This is about this one comment.

7.1.1.77. StuartK:  But that motion [that is on the screen] null and voids the NY meeting.

7.1.1.78. JohnF:  This is why Tom is rewriting the motion.  To the group, a few minutes of recess then.

7.1.1.79. {Recessed from 8:44pm – 9:16 pm.}

7.1.1.80. JohnF:  Tom has crafted two motions, with some advice from several others.
7.1.1.81. TomS:  This is just step one of two steps to validate the process.
7.1.1.82. JohnF:  I will consider both of these motions as being in order, because this is a plenary meeting and here we can reconsider anything we did.  This is important to Letter Ballot 67 because, based on this outcome, Mathilde has stated that she will change her vote on Letter Ballot 67.  So I would like a formal motion.

7.1.1.83. StuartK:  The first motion says that everything was correct except H.4.  This validates everything else in Draft 7.  Secondly it says that the editor externally created Draft 8.  If that fails, then you can go to Procedure 10 for sponsor ballot.  If technical, you still will only be delayed four weeks at most.  If editorial, then you’ve given the editor more power than in sponsor ballots, but then you could go directly to Procedure 10.  But my advice is to do the four week delay.  On these two motions I will not vote.
7.1.1.84. TomS:  I  move the following:  Move that TGe affirms that the resolutions made in the NY meeting are valid with the exception of clause H.4 which was resolved following the meeting.
7.1.1.85. JenniferB:  Is this just saying that H.4 is not part of this motion?

7.1.1.86. TomS:  Yes.

7.1.1.87. JenniferB:  In that case I second the motion.

7.1.1.88. JohnK:  I call the question.

7.1.1.89. JohnF: Is there any objection to calling the question?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  The motion passes 34:0:7.

7.1.1.90. TomS:  I made the second motion:  Move that the changes made in Draft 7.0 to create Draft 8.0 on section H.4 are not all of editorial nature but there are some technical changes made that may affect an implementation.
7.1.1.91. JenniferB:  I second the motion.

7.1.1.92. JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, we will vote.  This is a technical motion.
7.1.1.93. JohnF:  This motion fails with 7:32:6.  This means we reaffirmed the NY meeting about Letter Ballot 67.  So at this time I would like to ask Mathilde for her comments on this process.
7.1.1.94. MathildeB:  As promised before, we had our debate, I got my answer, and so I withdraw these comments.
7.2. Closing

7.2.1. Recess

7.2.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recessing?  Hearing none, we are recessed until the next session Thursday morning.
7.2.1.2. The session recessed at 9:31 pm.

8. 8:00 am Wednesday, March 17, 2004

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Call to Order

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

8.2. Discussion of Procedures

8.2.1.1. JohnF reviewed the activities of last night.  
8.2.1.2. JohnF:  After the votes last night we are currently at 96-97 percent Yes voters, with only about a dozen No voters.  We began this session with one new No voter and four current No voters with new technical comments.  As of late last night all five of these were reversed.  So there is nothing to stop us from going to Sponsor Ballot without invoking any special procedures, just going directly to Sponsor Ballot.  Having said that, I would still like to cover every possible way that we have of getting a sponsor ballot going.  The fastest way is to directly ask the ExCom to initiate a sponsor ballot.  If there is some problem, then I would like to go with Option 2, which is to invoke Procedure 10, then reject all comments and send the same draft out one more time, so then there can be no new negative comments.  Then after that we would not have enough time to go to sponsor ballot until the next Plenary.  So, to cover our bases, we need to review the new comments, and then ask the group whether we wish to reject all the comments and then attempt to go to Procedure 10 as a backup.
8.2.1.3. JohnK:  Can we craft motions in such a way that if we can go to sponsor ballot, we will, but otherwise go to Procedure 10?

8.2.1.4. JohnF:  That is how we need to structure our motions.  But then the group has to do something very hard: to authorize the chair to take these actions.

8.2.1.5. JohnK:  I certainly have no problem with that.

8.2.1.6. JohnF:  So that’s why I want to do everything we can to prepare.  So I will ask Srini to review the new No comments, and then we can decide whether to reject those comments.
8.2.1.7. SriniK:  I have been reading the rules and believe that we do not have to reject all of the comments in order to invoke Procedure 10.  Second, we can have another meeting in a month that will review the ballot after the reissue.  Third, even if we can’t go to Sponsor Ballot by the May meeting, we can still have ad-hoc meetings after that.  I believe right now it might be best to send for recirculation to clean up all of the current comments.

8.2.1.8. JohnF:  The Sponsor Ballot will still allow comments and changes.  That’s why I want to cover all of the options.  So let’s look at the comments, then decide whether to accept or reject them.  Overall, I don’t believe we should have to go to invoke Procedure 10.  Any more questions?  Hearing none, then I would like Srini to go over the new comments that we have received.

8.2.1.9. SriniK:  The document is 04/246r0.  I have just found three comments in which I am not comfortable with the current resolutions, but believe they can be declined.  There are 56 technical and 15 editorial comments.  All are listed in 04/255r0.  

8.2.2. Interim Recess

8.2.2.1. JohnF:  I am going to give everyone about 15 minutes to review these comments.  Then we will cover the comments by exception – we need you to bring up any that you believe should not be rejected.  Is there any objection to recessing for 15 minutes?  Hearing none, that’s what we will do.

8.2.2.2. The TGe recessed at 8:38am.

8.2.3. Re-opening

8.2.3.1. The TGe restarted after recess at 9:04am.

8.2.4. Procedures

8.2.4.1. JohnF: It was informally brought up to my attention that we might have overlooked some changes in previous drafts.  If people can find some way to mitigate their worries, then we can go on.  I am not going to take any action formally until there is a formal request.  In the meantime please talk to me about your concerns and we will see if we can work it out.

8.2.4.2. MathildeB:  Suppose we do overlook something and this goes to Sponsor Ballot and then the details surface.  Would that invalidate our work?

8.2.4.3. JohnF:  It might.  Say that there were minutes that we would do something that it turns out that we didn’t do, then someone can always protest an earlier ballot result for that.
8.2.4.4. MathildeB:  Then we could be leaving ourselves open to anyone who wanted to protest.

8.2.4.5. JohnF:  I don’t want to speculate.  You can always have protests, and it very unpredictable what will happen.  But I can tell you that a protest is never overlooked.  With that said, does anyone want to ask Srini about the documents that he has submitted?  Hearing none, does anyone want to discuss any of the 71 comments that have been submitted?

8.2.4.6. SriniK:  Comment 22 about 9.9.3.1.2.  We are allowing association response to come back.  But in one place we did not update the text.  One valid comment in Letter Ballot 65 was not fulfilled.  We have updated most of the text, but not all of the text.  Strictly we could decline this comment because that part of the text was not changed.
8.2.4.7. JohnF:  Was that text not changed?

8.2.4.8. SriniK:  Strictly yes.

8.2.4.9. JohnF:  Why not just Yes?

8.2.4.10. SriniK:  OK, just yes.  So, yes, it can be declined for that reason.

8.2.4.11. JohnF:  How many people here are in Sponsor Ballot for 11e?  I see 3-4 here.  Everyone else, if you have a concern, please contact someone who is in the Sponsor Ballot and ask them to bring up the concern.  Nothing is done until the Sponsor Ballot is done.  Note that in the initial run all of the comments, such as this one, can be brought up.

8.2.4.12. JohnK:  If anyone does have such comments, I am on the Sponsor Ballot committee, and I am more than happy to take them and present them in the meetings.
8.2.4.13. SriniK:  On the same subject, you can send your comments to the Working Group chair, and he should submit those comments to the Sponsor Ballot group.

8.2.4.14. JohnF:  Again, my thanks to the people who, for the benefit of schedule progress, decided to hold their reservations.  Srini, do you have the document done in response to all of the comments?

8.2.4.15. SriniK:  I would like to change the resolution to two of the comments, but otherwise it is done.

8.2.4.16. JohnF:  Basically this document rejects all of the comments.  Srini just wants to change two of the responses from what you have seen.  Srini, would you show those comments and responses?

8.2.4.17. SriniK:  Comment 22 on 9.9.3.1.2:  the commenter wants to add a reassociation response.  But, since there was no change in this text, I want to decline the comment.

8.2.4.18. SriniK:  Comment 58 on 9.12:  if you actually read the text on EDCA, then the draft actually covers this issue.  So I’d like to point this out in the response.

8.2.4.19. SriniK:  Comment 57 is almost the same:  Here I’d like to just refer to the response to Comment 58.  What we have in 9.12 covers many situations, not just one.  Any questions?  Comments on any of these?  Hearing none, I will put an update of r1 on the server.
8.2.4.20. JohnF:  Is there any objection by any voting members about those changes?  Hearing none, just for the purpose of the minutes, I will make an attempt to accept this document.  What this means is that we will be rejecting all comments on Letter Ballot 67.  Then if this motion passes, we could invoke Procedure 10 and we could go to Sponsor Ballot in a month or so.  Otherwise, it means that you are ready to make some of the requested changes.

8.2.4.21. MathildeB:  Would you explain again what the options are and the consequences?
8.2.4.22. JohnF:  Pending Mathilde’s confirmation of her statement yesterday, then we have no new No comments, and I believe we are clean to go to Sponsor Ballot.  But let’s say something happens between now and Friday and someone asks us not to go to Sponsor Ballot, then we have the option of rejecting all of the comments and invoking Procedure 10 in the ExCom meeting.  That means sending the same Draft for recirculation.  Then we can go to Sponsor Ballot after that recirculation without waiting for the next plenary.  That means that we can initiate going to Sponsor Ballot.  The vote on that probably won’t close (it takes 45 days) before the next Interim, so we still not actually go to Sponsor Ballot until the next Plenary.  But at least it will be set up for that.

8.2.4.23. John Terry (JohnT):  How sure are you of going to Sponsor Ballot if you reject all the comments?  That came up in TGg.  You can forward it to Sponsor Ballot with all of the comments.

8.2.4.24. JohnF:  That’s required.  It must be forwarded with all of the outstanding comments.  For all of you who are worried, please be assured that this group takes the time to cover all of the comments.  We achieved 83% Yes votes over a year ago, and still we are covering comments.  And Sponsor Ballot gives you another chance again.  This time I would like to entertain a motion about the comment resolution.

8.2.4.25. JohnK:  I move the following:  Move to accept the entries in the “Recommended Disposition” cells in 04/255r1 as the resolutions for the comments received in Letter Ballot 67.

8.2.4.26. JohnF:  Is there any clarification needed for this motion?  Hearing none, do I hear a second?

8.2.4.27. Bob Miller:  Second.

8.2.4.28. JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I would like to take a vote.  The vote is technical and passes with:  28:0:2.  So that’s unanimous, and thank you all very much.  Given this outcome, we either will have a Sponsor Ballot immediately, or I will be asking for invoking Procedure 10 the ExCom meeting.
8.2.4.29.  Amjad Soomro (AmjadS):  Do we need to have a meeting tomorrow morning?
8.2.4.30. JohnF:  We have rejected all of the technical comments.  I would like to do the same for the editorial comments, and Srini needs some time to set up for that.  Also I would like to confer with the 802.11 leadership to see if we have overlooked anything.  If we have, I would like to make sure tomorrow that we can cover that.  That said, are there any more questions or comments about the procedures?

8.3. Closing

8.3.1. Recess

8.3.1.1. JohnF:  Hearing none, is there any objection to recess for the day?  Hearing none, we are in recess until tomorrow morning at 8:00am.
8.3.1.2. The meeting recessed at 9:47am.

9. 8:00 am Thursday, March 18, 2004

9.1. Opening
9.1.1. Call to order

9.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 8:12am.  

9.2. Procedures

9.2.1.1. JohnF reviewed the activities of the past few days.
9.2.1.2. JohnF:  As of today we have Letter Ballot 67 that is ready to go to Sponsor Ballot.  We also are trying to cover the case that the Sponsor Ballot process is not approved by being ready to invoke Procedure 10.  This involves sending out Draft 8.0 again and going to Sponsor Ballot after the comment return in 30 days.  Otherwise we will have a 4 month delay until the next Plenary meeting.  If we make even editorial changes, then we would have to have a new Draft, so this would delay going to Sponsor Ballot until at least the next Plenary.

9.2.1.3. JenniferB:  Talking to members of the ExCom, some seemed to believe that editorial changes would be allowed.

9.2.1.4. JohnF:  I’ve been advised that even editorial changes cause a new draft.  I do know that it has been done in the past, so that may be where the people you talked to got the idea.  However, I’ve also been advised that it is safest to make no changes at all and to submit the current version as the draft that is to go into Sponsor Ballot.  Srini, do you have all of the current editorial comments in a document for our review?
9.2.1.5. SriniK:  All of the 15 editorial comments are in document 04/246r2.

9.2.1.6. JohnF:  Basically Srini has rejected all of these comments.  I am going to ask the group to accept these decisions.  If any of his rejections are not accepted, then we will be in the comment resolution process and we won’t be able to request Procedure 10.  

9.2.2. Interim Recess

9.2.2.1. JohnF:  Now I’d like to ask the group to recess for about 15 minutes to review these comments.  Then we can get back together to vote on them.  Is there any objection to this?  Hearing none, that’s what we’ll do.

9.2.2.2. The session recessed at 8:23am.

9.2.3. Re-opening

9.2.3.1. JohnF reopened the session at 8:48am.

9.2.4. Comment Resolutions

9.2.4.1. JohnF:  Srini,  do you have the document ready?
9.2.4.2. SriniK:  Yes.  The editorial comments are shown in the document on the screen now.  Are there any comments or changes?  Any better reasons {to be stated in the comment resolutions}?  Hearing none, I’ll make the motion.
9.2.4.3. SriniK:  I move to “Accept the entries in the ‘Recommended Disposition’ cells for comments that are not technical (i.e., the E/T does not have a value of T) in document 04/0246r2 as the resolutions for the non-technical comments received in Letter Ballot 67.
9.2.4.4. JohnF:  Before there is a second, are there any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second?
9.2.4.5. BobM:  Second.

9.2.4.6. JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  The motion is technical and passes unanimously, 14:0:2.  

9.2.4.7. JohnF:  It was just pointed out to me that we have not yet approved the minutes of the New York review.  At least one member has reviewed those minutes and has noted one omission.  She is trying to resolve that problem now.  Are there any other concerns or questions?  I’m going to give some time to Jennifer to see if she can resolve that problem, but won’t ask for a recess yet.  

9.2.4.8. JenniferB:  The minutes on the server are correct now.  The minutes turned out to be correct.  See document 04/192r0.

9.2.4.9. JohnF:  Is there any discussion of those minutes?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting these minutes of the New York session?  Hearing none, these minutes are approved by the Task Group unanimously.
9.2.4.10. JohnF:  Are there any other issues or comments?

9.2.4.11. JenniferB:  There was a document 04/133 discussed in the Vancouver meeting.  Was that document approved in that meeting?

9.2.4.12. JohnF:  Do you have the minutes from that meeting?  I’d appreciate it if you could bring them up.

9.2.4.13. JenniferB:  Here’s document 04/0133r1.

9.2.4.14. DavidH:  The minutes for Vancouver show that Slide 7 of 04/0133r2 was approved.
9.2.4.15. JenniferB:  But were those changes made in the draft?

9.2.4.16. DavidH:  The minutes can’t show that.

9.2.4.17. SriniK:  Those changes were put in the draft.  The referrer is talking about comment 149.  This comment refers to slide 8.  The minutes are in document 04/245.  The minutes say slide 7.  Consequently these changes [the ones described in slide 7], were not incorporated into the draft.
9.2.4.18. JenniferB:  We seem to be in the situation in which we’re damned if we do make even an editorial change or damned if we don’t make this change.

9.2.4.19. SriniK:  We have had two recirculations since then and even the commenter has not complained.  Yes it was an honest error, but we can follow up with the commenter.  Keith is the commenter.  Keith, can you comment on this?

9.2.4.20. KeithA:  I have had numerous discussions with everybody, including many ExCom chairs, the TG Chair and the WG Chair about this comment.  I am willing to wait to approach this in Sponsor Ballot.  I have talked to Srini and he believes that the issue is covered elsewhere in the Draft, and I need to review that again.  So I would prefer to let this issue stay as it is, and not have it brought up again until Sponsor Ballot.

9.2.4.21. JohnF:  There are a number of personal opinions.  We’ve heard about the personal opinions of the people who several of us have contacted.  Keith made a very reasonable suggestion, but, having said that, this comment, once approved, becomes the property of the group.  I hope that the group agrees with Keith’s opinion.  If we have protests, I will have to act on this.  But, if everybody is comfortable with Keith’s commitment, then we can put this to bed for the time being, unless somebody would like to protest.  Are there any other comments or questions about this comment and the current situation with it?  

9.2.4.22. JohnF:  Hearing none, thank you very much for your cooperation on this one.  Anything else?  
9.2.4.23. SriniK:  We can discuss the packet [to be presented to ExCom].

9.2.4.24. JohnF:  That’s good.  Let’s discuss that, especially for educational purposes of the group, at the 10:30 meeting.

9.3. Closing

9.3.1. Recess

9.3.1.1. JohnF:  Anything else?  Hearing nothing else, let’s recess until the 10:30am session.  

9.3.1.2. The session recessed at 9:22am.

10. 10:30 am Thursday, March 18, 2004

10.1. Opening
10.1.1. Call to order

10.1.1.1. JohnF called the session to order at 10:32am.

10.2. Procedures

10.2.1.1. JohnF:  In this session I would like to vote on the recommendation to move forward the processes both of going out directly to Sponsor Ballot and also the packet to request Procedure 10.  Srini, can you describe this packet?
10.2.1.2. SriniK:  Document 04/0409r1 is on the server, it will be become r2 due to the comments in this meeting.

10.2.1.3. SriniK described the document.  Two typos will be corrected in r2.  Two additions will be made for the Procedure 10 packet:  when we will do the recirculation for Procedure 10.  Document 04/410r0 describes each of the remaining 20 comments, and the recommended changes.  This will be part of the sponsor ballot package.  

10.2.1.4. MathildeB:  What should be reviewed here?

10.2.1.5. SriniK:  That you agree with the description of the comment, but not necessarily the recommended disposition.

10.2.1.6. MathildeB:  So, if we don’t complain here, are we saying that we accept the recommended dispositions?

10.2.1.7. SriniK:  No.  You do not have agree with the disposition.
10.2.1.8. JohnF:  We just need to submit the final comments themselves.  

10.2.1.9. SriniK:  They also want to know the group’s approach to these comments.

10.2.1.10. JohnF: For Sponsor Ballot, we do not have to resolve these comments.

10.2.1.11. SriniK:  “Declined” is also a resolution; that’s all I mean by disposition here.  Again, I will try before the 1:30 meeting to get it finalized.  

10.2.1.12. JohnF:  How about putting this version on the server for people to read?

10.2.1.13. SriniK:  This document will be on the server right away.

10.2.1.14. JenniferB:  This comments are associated with what?

10.2.1.15. SriniK:  The outstanding No votes.

10.2.1.16. JenniferB:  My comments are not included because I was not a voter at the time the recirculation process started.

10.2.1.17. JohnF:  You were at the New York meeting; were your comments taken up there?

10.2.1.18. JenniferB:  Yes, but the outstanding ones aren’t mentioned here.

10.2.1.19. SriniK:  This is just a list of comments associated with outstanding No votes.

10.2.1.20. JohnF:  We are only obligated to cover the comments that are part of the Letter Ballot.   The best way for you to take up your outstanding comments is to approach someone who is on the Sponsor Ballot committee to bring them up for you in the Sponsor Ballot process.

10.2.1.21. JenniferB:  Ok.
10.2.1.22. {Delay while the editor and others worked on the document.}
10.2.1.23. JohnF:  Srini, have you submitted the new versions of the documents again on the server?

10.2.1.24. SriniK:  Do we need two sets of documents, one for Sponsor Ballot and one for Procedure 10?

10.2.1.25. JohnF:  Yes.

10.2.1.26. ??:  Do these documents need to be on the server for four hours?

10.2.1.27. JohnF:  No, there’s no technical content in them.

10.2.1.28. SriniK:  I have now uploaded 04/409r2 and 04/410r2.  John, do you want to discuss these separately?

10.2.1.29. JohnF:  Just submit all of the copies, and we will give the group some time to review them.  Based on your approval, I will present 04/0409 to the ExecCom.  Jennifer is on the queue to discuss this document.  This should be specifically about editorial comments.  Please take 10 minutes to review these most recent versions of the documents.
10.2.1.30. {Delay while the members read the documents.}

10.2.1.31. JohnF:  Is there any discussion of the documents?  Are there any comments on the packet I will be forwarding to ExCom on Friday afternoon?
10.2.1.32. JenniferB:  The LMSC policies and procedures state that members have the right to vote.  I have been told that I don’t have the right to vote.
10.2.1.33. JohnF:  I have to rule you out of order.  You correctly stated the Letter Ballot requirements, but this is a recirculation Letter Ballot.  Please look up the recirculation requirements, and also the instructions with each recirculation LB.  I best suggestion now is for you to pass your comments to the Sponsor Ballot committee.
10.2.1.34. JohnF: Are you in the Sponsor Ballot committee?
10.2.1.35. JenniferB:  I am not personally in the Sponsor Ballot group, but I can get my comments in there.

10.2.1.36. JohnF:  That is good.  The recirculation instructions might be found in another document that you haven’t been looking at.

10.2.1.37. JenniferB:  I couldn’t find them in the LMSC rules, and I was under the impression that the LMSC rules take precedence.
10.2.1.38. JohnF:  You can look at the instructions that come with the packet.

10.2.1.39. JenniferB:  But if those conflict with the LMSC rules, then they will be incorrect?
10.2.1.40. JohnF:  So you are challenging the information given in the Letter Ballot instructions?
10.2.1.41. JenniferB:  I do not believe that 802.11 has the right to take away voting rights.

10.2.1.42. JohnF:  I fully agree with that.  I will elevate the question of whether recirculation should be open to all Working Group voters to the Working Group leadership.  Meanwhile I will suggest we approve everything, but, if there is a violation in that area, we can figure that out this afternoon.

10.2.1.43. SriniK:  For Procedure 10 we need to discuss this at a confirmation meeting.

10.2.1.44. JohnF:  We can do that in the 2:30 meeting.  Srini, can you bring up your motions?

10.2.1.45. SriniK:  I move to approve documents 03/409r2 and 03/410r2 along with the Draft 8.0 as the package to be forwarded to ExCom for the purpose of sending the TGe draft to the Sponsor Ballot.

10.2.1.46. AndrewE:  Second,

10.2.1.47. FloydS:  r3 or r2? 

10.2.1.48. SriniK:  r2.  r3 will be used for Procedure 10.

10.2.1.49. DavidH:  The year is “O4”, not “O3”.

10.2.1.50. SriniK:  I move to amend to change 03 to 04 in both cases.

10.2.1.51. AndrewE:  Second.

10.2.1.52. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on the motion to amend?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion to amend unanimously?  Hearing none, the motion is now amended.
10.2.1.53. SriniK:  So now the motion is:  I move to approve documents 04/409r2 and 04/410r2 along with the Draft 8.0 as the package to be forwarded to ExCom for the purpose of sending the TGe draft to the Sponsor Ballot.

10.2.1.54. JohnF:  Is there any further discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  All voting members who are in favor of this motion, raise your voting tokens.  Against?  Abstain?  This motion passes 9:2:0.

10.2.1.55. MathildeB:  Was this document presented earlier?

10.2.1.56. SriniK:  This is the document I presented earlier today.

10.2.1.57. MathildeB:  I didn’t vote on this.

10.2.1.58. JohnF:  So I’ll take that as a protest of the vote and I will recount the vote.  All voters in favor of this motion raise your voting tokens. Against? Abstain? This motion now passes 9:2:2.
10.2.1.59. SriniK:  Can we bring up the next motion after lunch?

10.2.1.60. JohnF:  So you’re not ready with a motion now?

10.2.1.61. SriniK:  I don’t have the motion ready now.

10.3. Closing

10.3.1. Recess

10.3.1.1. JohnF:  So we’ll continue at 1:30pm.  Any objection to recessing this session?  Hearing none, we are now in recess until 1:30pm.

10.3.1.2. The session recessed at 12:31pm.

11. 1:30 pm Thursday, March 18, 2004

11.1. Opening
11.1.1. Call to order

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

11.2. Motions
11.2.1.1. JohnF:  Srini has the floor.  Did you have an opportunity to review your document before you forward it for a vote?
11.2.1.2. SriniK:  Yes.

11.2.1.3. JohnF:  Before we continue with the document, I would like to reply to Jennifer’s request.  I reviewed the rules and requirements.  I haven’t found any violations on this issue in this Task Group.  But I have asked Stuart to reply to this request on the Working Group level.
11.2.1.4. {JohnF summarized the request to Stuart.}
11.2.1.5. StuartK:  The general principles of the Working Group are involved because all of these ballots are actually Working Group ballots.  These ballots are all issued under the Sponsor Ballot rules.  As well, 802.3, 802.1, etc. have confirmed these rules.  As soon as a draft goes out, a SB pool is formed with voting members who vote on that draft document.  Any subsequent recirculations use this frozen ballot pool, period.  The Chair of the 802.11 Working Group has decided this for the last 15 years in 802 processes.  As soon as the TG says the ballot is ready to go, the membership of the WG is deemed to have formed a balloting group.  Any recirculations on that ballot use that frozen balloting pool.  The previous WG Chair did the same as I am doing today.  Does that answer the question?

11.2.1.6. JenniferB:  If Sponsor Ballot rules apply to Letter Ballots I can understand that.  I just thought previously that Letter Ballots were not Sponsor Ballots.
11.2.1.7. StuartK:  We operate the same for both ballots.

11.2.1.8. JenniferB:  What does “brief” mean in these rules?

11.2.1.9. StuartK:  The IEEE SA specifies the periods during which a ballot can happen, plus the number of days we have for a Letter Ballot.  Basically is this is 40 continuous 24 hour days..  Recirculation specifies 15 days times 24 hours each.  If you go up to the SA rules you’ll see we are only required to support 30 day Letter Ballots, but we surpass that requirement.
11.2.1.10. JohnF:  I believe that she’s referring to the length of time over which we do the ballots.  That is 1-1/2 years after the voter approval passes the 75% threshold.

11.2.1.11. StuartK:  Yes, after it passes 75%, it is a closed pool.  We add to at and allow the expansion of the pool if you issue another draft.
11.2.1.12. HarryW:  If it does not receive 75%, then that draft can be dropped altogether, though you can reuse any parts of it that you want.  Consequently, you start new again with each of those ballots, so you restart your ballot pool.
11.2.1.13. StuartK:  At the point you obtain 75%, you could shut the ballot pool.  The moment a ballot reaches 75% I close the pool immediately.  In 11j  we have had a similar situation.  The problem is that, if you don’t close the pool, you never ever get consensus.  I hope this answers Jennifer’s questions.  That said, I am on the Sponsor Ballot group, and I have declared that I will forward your comments to the Sponsor Ballot group.
11.2.1.14. JohnF:  I believe that further discussion in this TG isn’t needed.
11.2.1.15. StuartK:  Point of information, can we ask Jennifer if that satisfies her question?

11.2.1.16. JohnF:  Sure.

11.2.1.17. JenniferB:  Yes.  That does.  Thank you.

11.2.1.18. JohnF:  So, to everyone else, please submit your comments through one of the members of the Sponsor Ballot pool.  If you can’t find one, please contact me and I will help you participate.  That said, I want to move quickly before special orders happen.  Srini, are you ready?

11.2.1.19. SriniK:  This version of the motion is not on the server yet.  {Srini read Slide 8 of document 04/0409r3.}  I request the chair to provide me the information so that I can fill in the blanks.

11.2.1.20. JohnF:  Before we do that, we need to approve the documents, right?
11.2.1.21. SriniK:  I would like to get this approved, then save it as 409r3 and put it on the server.  This information has to be included when it is given to the ExCom.  My suggestion for the Confirmation Meeting is April 19.

11.2.1.22. JohnF:  Then put that in the motion.  Could you show Procedure 10?
11.2.1.23. SriniK:  Ok.  I see we only need the date.  I am saving r4 plus this slide as r3.

11.2.1.24. SriniK:  I move to approve documents 04/409r3 and 04/410r3 along with the draft 8.0 as the package to be forwarded to ExCom for the purpose of sending the TGe draft to the Sponsor Ballot using Procedure 10 in LMSC, Policies and Procedures.

11.2.1.25. JohnK:  Is this a procedural motion?

11.2.1.26. JohnF:  Yes.  Are there any other changes needed before we have a second?

11.2.1.27. JohnK:  Second.

11.2.1.28. JohnF:  Is there any more discussion of this motion?  Hearing none the question is called, we will vote.  The vote is procedural and passes 14:1:0.

11.2.1.29. JohnF:  We need to decide on a place for the April 19 meeting.

11.2.1.30. SriniK:  I can offer the services of Sharp in Camus, Washington, only about 10 miles from the airports.

11.2.1.31. JohnK:  Any you won’t get snowed in or tornadoed in.

11.2.1.32. JohnF:  Any other offers? 
11.2.1.33. Andrew Myles:  What is the quorum for this meeting?

11.2.1.34. JohnF:  If anyone challenges the results of the meeting, then the business can be reaffirmed at the next Working Group meeting.  You really only need one person to make a motion and another to second it.  That’s my interpretation of the rules.  

11.2.1.35. DavidH:  Mathilde asked about having another vote to fall back on Draft 7.0 if there is a problem with invoking Procedure 10 with Draft 8.0.

11.2.1.36. JohnF:  I do not have the right to invalidate a Letter Ballot.  Draft 8.0 is the recirculation vehicle we have voted on.  If we go to recirculation, that is what we will recirculate.

11.2.1.37. JohnF:  Are there any other questions?  Hearing none we will wait for the 2:30pm fixed orders items.

11.2.1.38. {10 minute delay}
11.2.1.39. JohnF:  It is now 2:30pm, the time for our fixed orders.  We have no new draft presentation to make, because we have already discussed Draft 8.0  So now we need to discuss what we do now.  Here is the first official motion that we need.  “Motion to forward TGe Draft 8.0 of IEEE802.11e and the supporting TGe letter Ballots history data in documents 04/0409r2 and 04/0410r10 to request initiating the “802 Sponsor Letter Ballot” for IEEE802.11e.”

11.2.1.40. JohnK:  To whom are we submitting this?

11.2.1.41. JohnF:  To the Working Group.

11.2.1.42. AmjadS:  Point of information:  should it {the wording} be to authorize the chair to make this motion on behalf of the Task Group?
11.2.1.43. JohnF:  I will present this motion tomorrow to the Working Group as a Working Group motion.

11.2.1.44. AmjadS:  In the past we said “Authorize the TG Chair”.

11.2.1.45. JohnF:  I can add that.

11.2.1.46. SriniK:  I move to authorize the TGe chair to bring the following motion to the WG plenary meeting:  Motion: To forward to the IEEE LMSC the TGe Draft 8.0 of IEEE802.11e and the supporting TGe letter Ballots history data in documents 04/0409r2 and 04/0410r10 to request initiating the “802 Sponsor Letter Ballot” for IEEE802.11e.”

11.2.1.47. Tim Godfrey (TimG):  I just review what TGi used in November (in the TGi minutes): they didn’t not include the “Authorize the TGe chair to” part.  

11.2.1.48. JohnF:  I will just take the actual motion to the Working Group.

11.2.1.49. TimG:  It should work either way.

11.2.1.50. JohnK: Second.
11.2.1.51. JohnF:  Any further questions or comments?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  All voting members who are in favor of this motion, hold up your voting tokens?  Against? Abstain? The motion passes unanimously with 18:0:1.

11.2.1.52. JohnF:  Now the second motion.
11.2.1.53. JohnK:  I move to authorize the TGe chair to bring the following motion to the WG plenary meeting:  Motion: To instruct the WG chair to invoke Procedure 10 of the LMSC Policies and Procedures in initiating the “802 Sponsor Letter Ballot” for IEEE802.11e in the event that EXCOM votes against immediate submittal to sponsor Letter Ballot of TGe Draft 8.0 during their Friday March 19, 2004 meeting.  In this case the chair is authorized to submit document 04/409r3 and 04/410r3 as the supporting documentation for the request.

11.2.1.54. AndrewE:  Second

11.2.1.55. JohnF:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  This motion also passes unanimously with 20:0:3.
11.2.1.56. JohnF:  I believe that these are the only things we have to pass.  So I will make the announcement:  If EXCOM invokes Procedure 10 for the 802.11e Sponsor Ballot process, a meeting will be held in the Camas, Washington the week of April 19, 2004.  This interim meeting is authorized to confirm the results of WG TGe Letter Ballot per Procedure 10 of the LMSC Policies and Procedures.
11.2.1.57. JohnK:  I move that, If EXCOM invokes Procedure 10 for the 802.11e Sponsor Ballot process, a meeting will be held in the Camas, Washington the week of April 19, 2004.  This interim meeting is authorized to confirm the results of WG TGe Letter Ballot per Procedure 10 of the LMSC Policies and Procedures.

11.2.1.58. JohnK:  If we are really unlucky, should we add a clause about earlier drafts?
11.2.1.59. JohnF:  I believe that we shouldn’t confuse them with too many options.
11.2.1.60. MathildeB:  If we are unlucky, then shouldn’t we be authorized to do other things?

11.2.1.61. JohnF:  Any further discussion on this?  Hearing none, is there a second?
11.2.1.62. AndrewE:  Second.

11.2.1.63. JohnF:  Any discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  The motion passes unanimously with 16:0:1.

11.2.1.64. MathildeB:  Can we do the same as the last motion and authorize ourselves to do work?
11.2.1.65. JohnK: But we would be re-circulating Draft 8.0 twice, so no one can make more comments.

11.2.1.66. MathildeB:  If we were forced back to Draft 7.0, then we could do comment resolutions.

11.2.1.67. JohnF:  I believe that, if I have two motions on this {topic}, I believe that will confuse the issue.

11.2.1.68. MathildeB:  Then I move to reconsider.

11.2.1.69. SriniK:  Second.

11.2.1.70. JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to reconsider?  Hearing none, then the motion to reconsider is passed unanimously and we will reconsider.
11.2.1.71. JohnK:  I move that, If EXCOM invokes Procedure 10 for the 802.11e Sponsor Ballot process, a meeting will be held in the Camas, Washington the week of April 19, 2004.  This interim meeting is authorized to confirm the results of WG TGe Letter Ballot per Procedure 10 of the LMSC Policies and Procedures or proceed with comment resolutions.

11.2.1.72. AndrewE:  Second.

11.2.1.73. JohnF:  Any discussion? Hearing none, is there any objection to taking a vote?  Hearing none, the question is called and we will vote.  The motion passes unanimously with 15:0:1.

11.2.1.74. JohnK:  I think the group should recognize Srini Kandala for all of the excellent work he did as editor and thank him for his effort.

11.2.1.75. {Much applause.}

11.2.1.76. JohnF:  Thank you very much John.

11.2.2. Close
11.2.2.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to adjourn, not recess, but adjourn for this session?  Hearing none, then we are adjourned.
11.2.2.2. The TGe March 2004 meeting adjourned at 3:06pm.
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