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1. Monday Afternoon – Full TGe Session

1.1. Secretary

1.1.1. Tim Godfrey

1.2. Call to order

1.2.1. Meeting called to order at 3:30PM by John Fakatselis

1.3. Opening

1.3.1. Review of Agenda

1.3.1.1. Two full TGe sessions. Today and Thursday afternoon

1.3.1.2. New motions are reserved for new business at end of week. 

1.3.1.3. Detailed technical discussions will take place in subgroups – QoS and Security, in parallel

1.3.1.4. Agenda

1.3.1.4.1. Monday

1.3.1.4.1.1. Policies and procedure overview

1.3.1.4.1.2. Subgroup Status

1.3.1.4.1.2.1. TGe Security

1.3.1.4.1.2.2. Editor report

1.3.1.4.1.3. Call for papers

1.3.1.4.1.4. Presentation of Papers

1.3.1.4.2. Thursday

1.3.1.4.2.1. Old Business

1.3.1.4.2.2. New Business

1.3.1.4.2.3. Motions for Plenary

1.3.1.4.2.4. Next meeting Objectives

1.3.2. Discussion on Agenda

1.3.2.1. Where is the agenda for the subgroups? They will approve their own agendas.

1.3.3. Adoption of agenda

1.3.3.1. Agenda adopted without objection

1.4. Policies

1.4.1. Description of process

1.4.1.1. Bob O’Hara, Parliamentarian

1.4.1.2. How to come to consensus on a number of proposals. The procedure in the past has been to loosely use Roberts Rules. Since the last meeting, we have decided to be more strict on applying Roberts Rules, specifically when motions can be made.

1.4.1.3. Those times are in Old Business and New Business.

1.4.1.4. Except for certain privileged motions, motions to adopt will not be in order during or after presentations. 

1.4.1.5. Motions made except during new business may be ruled out of order.

1.4.1.6. During new business, Motions may be made. 75% approval is needed to adopt text into the draft.

1.4.1.7. The main decisions will be made on Thursday.

1.4.2. Discussion

1.4.2.1. The total time for debate on these motions is only 2 hours on Thursday. Implore that people with big differences work them out before the full TGe meeting on Thursday. (in the subgroups)

1.4.2.2. Supposing we have competing and/or complementary text to adopt. What happens in the case of none or more than one getting selected? The goal is to get something into the draft. The only way to determine the consensus is to have a vote. The chair recognizes individuals making motions. Also motions can be provided in writing to the secretary. Such motions would be added to the agenda in new business, before recognizing members from the floor.

1.4.2.3. If the motion is obsolete by the time it is made, it can be discarded by the lack of a second.

1.4.2.4. Roberts rules drives the group to make decisions.

1.4.2.5. By adopting a certain text theoretically makes another motion on the same topic out of order, although arguments could be made to adopt something else that is different in some way. It is still possible to adopt contradictory text, that has to be dealt with.

1.4.2.6. Would a motion to strike the contradictory parts be in order? Yes, but there are rules regarding having draft text published a session before. Specifically listing the text to be deleted. 

1.4.2.7. Does the group have the flexibility to work to find consensus outside of the strict procedure? A motion to move to a committee of the whole for free discussion, which then generates a report to the task group.

1.4.2.8. The discussion topic times on the agenda are also for that purpose.

1.4.2.9. If we do adopt contradictory text, the next point to address the issue is at the letter ballot. 

1.4.2.10. If we don’t get to letter ballot at the end of this week, what would prevent a motion to rectify the issues at the next meeting? Nothing- we could do that.

1.4.3. Review of previous policy motions

1.4.3.1. Review of Motion 2 passed in January.

1.4.3.2. Basically, the exact text for a motion to adopt must be submitted ½ day in advance of making a motion to adopt.

1.4.3.3. Discussion

1.4.3.3.1. How will members find the material for review? It will be posted to the server. The question is how will we know if it is relevant? Members need to review submissions and determine for themselves.

1.4.3.4. How many new members? Over 30, quite a few.

1.4.4. Voting rights

1.4.4.1. Review of 802.11 policy and rules for voting rights.

1.4.5. Debates

1.4.5.1. The chair has discretion to give the floor. As a courtesy, non-voters are recognized for debate. Non-voters should ask a voter to make motions, though.

1.4.5.2. Review of special motions – point of order, parliamentary enquiry, etc.

1.5. Status

1.5.1. Overall TGe Status

1.5.1.1. Our objective is to start the letter ballot by the end of this week.

1.5.1.2. We will need to approve the text, then the editor will put together the draft for the letter ballot.

1.5.1.3. It doesn’t seem to be an unrealistic goal.

1.5.1.4. If either subgroup gets significantly ahead of the other, we will consider splitting the PAR into two task groups, with independent letter ballots.

1.5.1.5. Discussion 

1.5.1.5.1. It isn’t necessary to split the PAR for letter ballot, only sponsor ballot. We could hold split letter ballots if the 802.11 WG approves.

1.5.2. TGe QoS status

1.5.2.1. We will have presentations for the four proposals. Hopefully we will end up with compete draft text for QoS.

1.5.2.2. There have been a number of teleconferences on both the EDCF proposals, as well as the HCF proposal. There is also a submission and proposal on FEC.

1.5.3. TGe Security

1.5.3.1. 00/419 is the security submission. The text is 01/018. The plan is to go to letter ballot. We will go from Rev 3 to Rev 4.

1.5.3.2. Between meeting, the Security group held an ad-hoc meeting in Seattle. There has been a lot of publicity on Security based on the UC Berkeley report. One of the authors attended. 

1.5.4. Discussion on subgroups reports

1.5.4.1. How do all the alternatives relate to where we are at? Requests a contrast and comparison for each of the proposals. Would like a general presentation of the QoS schemes under consideration. Presenters should start off with such a high level background for new members.

1.5.4.2. The Security and QoS subgroups are very different in size. How do we manage the voting when the groups are combined? This is why we want interaction between interested members between meetings. We have had a lot of interaction between meeting on reflectors and teleconferences. The process itself (letter ballot) is very thorough, and allows all to participate.

1.5.5. Editor’s Report: Status of the Draft

1.5.5.1. The draft has not changed since we adopted 0.1 in Monterey. There were no subsequent motions to adopt any changes.

1.5.5.2. The way to get a draft to review and forward is to follow the procedure we have adopted: Showing what is to be added and/or deleted by clause and subclause.

1.5.5.3. The draft will have to be moved to Framemaker after this meeting.

1.5.5.4. Graphics may need to be modified with the help of the submitters.

1.5.5.5. A number of clauses have pending editorial cleanups that should be considered.

1.5.5.6. Discussion

1.5.5.6.1. What is the most current draft? There is a version of the draft based on 360r2. There have been several Rev’s since then posted to the draft area of the web site. 

1.5.5.6.2. Will the document be available in PDF? Yes, and there is a free FrameMaker viewer, but PDF is the best choice for distribution.

1.5.5.6.3. PDF is acceptable for draft? Yes, it is how they ballot them.

1.6. Call for Papers

1.6.1. Discussion

1.6.1.1. This sets the remaining agenda.

1.6.1.2. Is this for just the Full TGe or for the subgroups? It is for everything – Full, QoS, or Security. We want to consider all papers that might be presented this week.

1.6.2. Papers

1.6.2.1. Greg Chesson 132r1, 133, QoS

1.6.2.2. Mathilde B 144r1, 145r2 QoS

1.6.2.3.  Sid Schrum 139, 37r1, 163 QoS

1.6.2.4. Michael Fischer 109r2, 110, 122 (non presented), 123, 124 (non essential) QoS

1.6.2.5. John Kowalski 121r1 QoS

1.6.2.6. Duncan Kitchen ??? QoS

1.6.2.7. Matt Sherman ??? QoS

1.6.2.8. Greg Parks ??? QoS

1.6.2.9. Jesse Walker 147 Sec

1.6.2.10. Carlos Rios ??? Sec

1.6.2.11. Bob Beech ??? Sec

1.6.2.12. Michael Fischer (Draft Text Editorial Cleanup. Presentation for Adoption Motion).

1.6.2.13. Chris Hansen ??? QoS

1.6.2.14. Wim Diepstraten ??? QoS

1.6.3. Discussion

1.6.3.1. Are any papers outside the subject of the draft scope of EDCF, HCF, or FEC?

1.6.3.1.1. Document 123 and 124 are on signaling – establishing reservations for bandwidth. This area is insufficiently specified for Sponsor Ballot, and must be addressed before then. We have some holes in the annexes (MIB, formal description, and PICS). 

1.6.3.2. What if someone was interested in investigating if the MAC was capable of transporting IEEE1394? There is no special procedure for proposing a solution to address this. However it could be ruled outside the scope of our PAR and therefore out of order.

1.6.3.3. Suggestion that document 147 be presented to the full TGe subgroup. There was an opportunity to present it earlier.

1.6.3.4. The editorial clean-up cannot be presented now, because it is not ready.

1.7. Presentations of Papers (relevant to both subgroups)

1.7.1. None

1.8. Recess for Subgroups

2. Monday Evening – QoS Session

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Called to order at 6:30PM

2.1.2. Review of Agenda

2.1.2.1. Overview of policy and procedural items

2.1.2.2. Editors update

2.1.2.3. Call for Papers

2.1.2.4. Presentation of papers

2.1.2.5. Recess at 11:00PM

2.1.3. Discussion on Agenda

2.1.3.1. In the past if a submission was made and assigned in a subgroup, it could be passed in the subgroup and then passed up to the whole task group? Defer to procedure discussion.

2.1.3.2. 16:30 to 17:30 Wednesday is the only time for new business? No, there is more time Thursday.

2.1.3.3. Is it necessary to go to 11:00PM? We can decide to adjourn earlier.

2.1.4. Adoption of Agenda

2.1.4.1. Agenda adopted without objection

2.2. Status

2.2.1. The goal is to have a draft approved that is ready for working group ballot at the end of the week.

2.2.1.1. Motions rejected here can be raised again in TGe, and in the WG.

2.2.1.2. This group can make motions and vote on them; we forward them to TGe, which forwards them to 802.11. We need to submit motions in advance. 

2.2.1.3. We will take written motions for this subgroup.

2.2.1.4. We will wait until Wednesday afternoon for technical motions, continuing into Thursday as needed.

2.3. Policies and Procedures

2.3.1. Discussion

2.3.1.1. If a motion is made and carries in the QoS Subgroup by 75%. What then happens in the full WG session on Thursday. The Chair of the subgroup is responsible to make the motion in the full TGe group and the WG. 

2.4. Editors Update

2.4.1. There have been questions about the rule about not replacing the clause. It is a “myth” – it is not a matter of rules, but of editing style. The TGe editor will discuss this with and IEEE editor. We may be able to replace clauses, which will make the draft easier to read. 

2.5. Call for Papers

2.5.1.1. Greg Chesson 132r1, 133, QoS

2.5.1.2. Mathilde B 144r1, 145r2 QoS

2.5.1.3.  Sid Schrum 139, 37r1, 163 QoS

2.5.1.4. Michael Fischer 109r2, 110, 123, 124 (non essential) QoS

2.5.1.5. John Kowalski 121r1 QoS

2.5.1.6. Duncan Kitchen ??? QoS

2.5.1.7. Matt Sherman 157 QoS

2.5.1.8. Greg Parks ??? QoS

2.5.1.9. Michael Fischer (Draft Text Editorial Cleanup. Presentation for Adoption Motion) 122 (non presented),.

2.5.1.10. Chris Hansen ??? QoS

2.5.1.11. Wim Diepstraten ??? QoS

2.5.2. Discussion

2.5.2.1. Get numbers, and have submission on server in time.

2.5.2.2. The editorial cleanup will be done as D0.1-clause6r2 7r1 10r2

2.5.2.3. We have 3 hours tonight, 

2.5.2.4. Time allocation:

	40
	Greg Chesson 132r1, 133, QoS

	60
	Mathilde B 144r1, 145r2 QoS

	90
	 Sid Schrum 139, 37r1, 163 QoS

	40
	Michael Fischer 109r2, 110, 

	20
	Michael Fischer  123 124

	20
	John Kowalski 121r1 QoS

	20
	Duncan Kitchen ??? QoS

	20
	Matt Sherman 157 QoS

	20
	Greg Parks ??? QoS
	

	20
	Michael Fischer (Draft Text Editorial Cleanup. Presentation for Adoption Motion).

	20
	Chris Hansen ??? QoS

	20
	Wim Diepstraten ??? QoS

	40
	Steve Williams "1394 over 802.11" QoS

	
	
	
	

	430
	min
	
	

	7.17
	hours
	
	


2.5.3. Order for presentation

2.5.3.1. DCF Papers

2.5.3.1.1. Greg , Mathilde, Sid, 

2.5.3.2. FEC

2.5.3.2.1. John, Chris

2.5.3.3. HCF

2.5.3.3.1. Michael, Greg

2.5.4. Last call for papers

2.5.4.1. The agenda will be followed strictly. This is the only opportunity for new papers.

2.5.4.2. New Paper 

2.5.4.2.1. Steve Williams, XXX “1394 over 802.11” QoS

2.5.5. Closure of call for papers

2.6. Presentation of Papers

2.6.1. Greg Chesson, document 01/132r1

2.6.1.1. DTBS-TCMA-VCDF presentation

2.6.1.1.1. VCDF should be viewed as essentially the same as a proper subset of TCMA

2.6.1.1.2. They are both a modern version of DTBS, proposed in 1994. 

2.6.1.1.3. The proposers believe and intend for VDCF to be license free and royalty free. There is plentiful prior art.

2.6.1.1.4. Uses same state machine as DCF.

2.6.1.1.5. Document 131 contains proposed normative text.

2.6.1.1.6. Simulation in public Berkeley NS2

2.6.1.1.7. Multiple queues and parallel state machines. 

2.6.1.1.8. Two controls – contention window, and Inter-Frame Space.

2.6.1.1.9. Review of simulation results.

2.6.1.1.10. Proposal maintains simple arithmetic and simple random number generation.

2.6.1.2. Questions

2.6.1.2.1. How are the control mechanism different than TCMA? The proposals are similar – we will try to merge them. These are all recipes for the same thing. 

2.6.1.2.2. Is there a packet size in the simulations? It is in document 133. The sizes represent the traffic.

2.6.1.2.3. The notation QIFS(0) means what? QIFS(0) is DIFS. Anything beyond that is slots.

2.6.1.2.4. In slide 9 there is a latency graph with very high values. Yes that slide is for legacy DCF to show it is unacceptable. In the QIFS(2) case.

2.6.1.2.5. Question about lack of IP? The question was re-phrased to be less definitive. What level has it been verified? Who would we not need to get a license from?

2.6.1.2.5.1. Chair intervenes and recommends that we not get into IP issues. This presentation is not an IP statement. Formal IP statements need to be provided by companies that are involved. IP statements have been received from AT&T, TI, and Symbol. 

2.6.1.2.6. Statements will be provided ASAP from the presenter’s company.

2.6.1.2.7. What about the re-orderable service class? It still requires a specific traffic category. 

2.6.1.2.8. What happened to the contention offset mechanism? In the ECA proposal in Monterey, NDO, QIFS were the same thing. We tried to prove CO did something, but couldn’t. It was dropped because it was not effective.

2.6.1.2.9. What are the parameters for the 2-priority examples? What are the parameters for 4 priorities? The search space for all parameters and all loads is huge. If it was searchable, you could find optimal parameters. Instead, we try to find the interaction of parameters with load. This is work to be done.

2.6.1.2.10. The offsets and differentiation by offset are part of VCDF since November. This was dropped when the UAT was adopted. How is that related to the effectiveness? We hoped to find CW effected bandwidth, and CO effected latency, but actually they were mixed. 

2.6.2. Jin Meng Ho, et al, Document 01/139

2.6.2.1. “Presentation for proposed P-DCF Contention Access Enhancement”

2.6.2.1.1. P-DCF uses one backoff counter per station. Doesn’t need to determine internal collision. 

2.6.2.1.2. P-DCF Separates external behavior (medium access) from internal behavior (selection from queues)

2.6.2.1.3. P-DCF obeys DIFS usage for legacy DCF

2.6.2.1.4. Use of LFSR to generate pseudorandom integer. 

2.6.3. Khaled Turki, Document 01/137r1

2.6.3.1. Review of simulation results for P-DCF

2.6.3.1.1. 20 streams, 15 stations, bi-directional streams

2.6.4. Sid Schrum, Document 01/163

2.6.4.1. P-DCF proposal summary

2.6.4.1.1. Consideration of implementation complexity. 

2.6.4.1.2. Is there a simple way to implement this proposal. Hardware or software can be traded off.

2.6.4.2. Discussion

2.6.4.2.1. Is Jin Meng’s IFS the same as Sid’s NDO? No, we don’t use IFS for differentiation. The proposal doesn’t use an NDO (non decrementing offset)

2.6.4.2.2. Were simulations showing that increasing DIFS increases delay? Yes.

2.6.4.2.3. TCMA does residual backoff scaling. It does not have binary exponential doubling. There will not be jitter and delay. 

2.6.4.2.4. What makes you think V-DCF cannot be implemented with one counter? It as shown in Tampa. You still have to compare all the backoff counters and select the smaller one. 

2.6.4.2.5. Discussion of numbers used in the V-DCF example. The CWmin was too large, yielding poor results. There needs to be two categories of CWmin and various QIFS to get a range of accesses.

2.6.4.2.6. If you use the maximal length sequence generator, do you have whiteness? Is it a uniform distribution? Is it correlated from sample to sample? That could be a problem with respect to collisions? The answer is a much longer LFSR is used as the generator. This issue is taking out numeric block rather than a bit stream. There is correlation from number to number. The proposers don’t believe it is a problem.

2.6.4.2.7. The proposal says it is the same state machine as the DCF. It is different. The state machine is a lot more than a backoff counter. The intention was that the backoff counter is the same.

2.6.4.2.8. In Khaled’s presentations, slide 19, the delays are very small. The aggregate offered traffic was 6Mbps with the full bandwidth is 11Mbps. It seems like the differences to Legacy are minimal, because the offered load is too low.

2.6.4.2.9. Comment – drawing a random number in software has a problem, first power issues, other issue is that the backoff time can otherwise be used for other useful processing. It is a short-sighted implementation. This is offered as an option, but dedicated silicon might be better. Legacy equipment would have limited resources for this calculations. The perception is that there are no alternatives that are nice to implement.

2.6.4.2.10. Between the measured medium collision and idle time and the update, there is a delay? Binary exponential backoff has greater delay though. But in a bursty environment a simulation is needed to model the adaptation. Was it done? Yes

2.6.4.2.11. On Page 10, the TCPP update is based on time of collision – what is that? If energy is detected, but cannot be decoded.

3. Tuesday Morning – QoS Session

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Session called to order 13-Mar-01 at 10:30AM

3.1.2. Notes from the chair

3.1.2.1. We have 5 hours of presentations remaining, and 6.5 hours of meeting time. The remaining time will be used for debate on the proposals.

3.1.2.2. During Q&A session, each person should limit themselves to two questions. Additional questions will need a subsequent entry on the queue.

3.1.2.3. We will try to limit discussion to three minutes per questions

3.2. Presentation of papers

3.2.1. Mathilde Benenviste, Document 01/144r1

3.2.1.1. An E-DCF Proposal Using TCMA

3.2.1.1.1. Overview of TCMA proposal

3.2.1.1.2. Simulation results

3.2.2. Mathilde Benenviste, Document 01/145r2

3.2.2.1. E-DCF with Backoff Adaptation to Traffic

3.2.2.1.1. Adaptation to traffic by adapting the contention window sizes. Roughly based on the number of active sessions.

3.2.2.1.2. Compared to p-persistent CSMA, BAT does not add any delay jitter upon scaling.

3.2.2.1.3. Scaling factors are determined by stations and AP, not just APs, resulting in less overhead. 

3.2.2.1.4. One EDCF proposal will be TCMA, the  BAT proposal will be moved as a separate option on top of TCMA.

3.2.2.2. Discussion

3.2.2.2.1. Could TCMA increase contention within the same traffic category? The extra delay of a slot after DIFS does not hurt overall performance. Delay goes down in the higher priority classes.

3.2.2.2.2. Is the AP permitted to set a maximum window? There is no formal restriction as far as the proposal is concerned.

3.2.2.2.3. Have you tried to isolate how much UAT contributes to QoS as compared to persistence? In the case of different persistence with the same UAT, there was differences. 

3.2.2.2.4. How do you do power management? Is it distributed? The distributed adaptation helps with power management. In distributed monitoring, doesn’t it require every device to monitor all the time, and thus never go into power save? A station doesn’t have to listen all the time. If it is going to sleep, it doesn’t care anymore.

3.2.2.2.5. Some high priority stations can use PIFS? Doesn’t that cause contention with HCF? If you have HCF with legacy, they will collide as well. How can you avoid floating point in the persistence factor? Shifting and masking? Yes that is acceptable. 

3.2.2.2.6. A contention based transfer is not NAV protected. But the slide shows some things that are? (in slide 11). A good CRC is success, in both cases with or without RTS/CTS NAV protection. Why use that definition? That is an abbreviated definition. The normative text is currently incompatible with DCF – is it intended to be compatible with HCF. Will need to work it offline. 

3.2.2.2.7. The proposal seems like a superset of VDCF? Yes. Then what are the added features and complexity added? 

3.2.2.2.7.1. On slide 6, the X parameter, corresponds to contention offset. 

3.2.2.2.7.2. The field T – limit of transmit lifetime, to get rid of stale packets.

3.2.2.2.7.3. The persistence factor, which is specific to certain classes. Enables further differentiation

3.3. Recess

4. Tuesday Afternoon – QoS Session

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Called to order 13-Mar-01 at 1:00PM

4.1.2. Any new papers?

4.1.2.1. Steve Williams, document 164

4.1.3. Chair notes that any motions to accept resulting from papers must be supplied in advance.

4.1.4. The draft text must also be submitted ½ day in advance. 

4.1.5. Consideration of proposal will begin tomorrow.

4.2. Presentation of Papers

4.2.1. John Kowalski, Document 01/121r1

4.2.1.1.  Requirements for MAC level FEC

4.2.1.1.1. Needs to provide a reduction in BER

4.2.1.1.2. Must be interoperable with non-FEC devices

4.2.1.1.3. Must not send up errored frames to higher layers.

4.2.1.1.4. MAX MPDU is not increased, thus usable payload is reduced to 2080.

4.2.1.1.5. Delayed ACK must be used due to turnaround time issues.

4.2.1.2. Discussion

4.2.1.2.1. How do you prevent multicast or broadcast FEC encoded frames from being sent to legacy? Not use FEC for those frames. That may not be a good thing, though. 

4.2.1.2.2. Why is the ICV not included in the header also? Why not increase the first block to include ICV? Could have gone either way, but this decreased overhead. Would the same formats also apply to multi and unicast? Would like to, but first need to solve the multi/unicast issues. Delayed ACK is also an issue.

4.2.1.2.3. Is this code systematic? Yes. Couldn’t legacy stations read through the code? No, they cannot interpret the frame format. What about interleaving? Not certain that there is a need for interleaving, but would consider if shown a benefit.

4.2.1.2.4. Why choose a particular FEC at the MAC, when there are results that show that RS might interact with the coding in the 11a PHY? There is concern over the concatenation of coding. Would burst errors mitigate the MAC FEC? It is important to have a good PHY. If it can adapt, you will incur very little loss. There is a trade off between 

4.2.1.2.5. How much improvement in dB do you really get from this coding? No simulation so far, but analysis indicates under benevolent conditions you see benefit. The concern is to simulate the effects of concatenated codes, which typically give reduced benefit

4.2.1.2.6. The issue of the MAC SAP does not apply if you want to present frames through and MLME SAP. This has been done before. To what extent do you believe that the FEC is reasonable to use in lieu of acknowledgement? Can we use parameterized QoS to approach minimum jitter and latency. The ARQ alone is insufficient. Because of the 11a PHY, delayed acknowledgement would be preferable. Even without delayed ack, there is a substantial reduction in error rate.

4.2.2. Michael Fischer, Document 109r2

4.2.2.1. HCF Frame Exchange and NAV Details

4.2.2.1.1. HCF is essential for reducing conformance levels and unifying frame exchange rules. 

4.2.2.1.2. HCF must be adopted now, because it would be impossible to achieve through comments on ballots. 

4.2.2.1.3. This proposal comes from various suggestions to simplify the baseline proposal. 

4.2.2.1.4. Presentation of the overview of the proposal, frame encodings, the need for QoS Null frames, the use of Autonomous Bursts, etc.

4.2.2.2. Discussion

4.2.2.2.1. On the slide on autonomous burst, the NAV setting is based on both stations being able to hear the Poll? What if they can’t? Do Polls have to be sent on the basic rate? Clause 9.3 says any frame containing a CF-Poll has to be sent at the basic rate. It does need to apply here also. These types of frames are essentially control functions. RTS/CTS under HCF is always allowed before an MPDU or an MMPDU.

4.2.2.2.2. Today under PCF, and EPCF, the buffered group address frames sent after the beacon are SIFS separated. If there are CFPs colliding, there is a high probability they will be lost, since there is no CCA. By changing to PIFS, this problem is alleviated.

4.2.2.2.3. Within a TXOP, after a non-response, the idle time is PIFS. 

4.2.2.2.4. If a station gets a TXOP, sends a frame, and doesn’t get an ACK, it loses control of the medium? Yes, but the coordinator could give back a TXOP. 

4.2.2.2.5. If the TXOP could be lost after one lost frame, then this is a problem. The station can re-send after PIFS with something else, but not necessarily retry the non-responding frame.

4.2.2.2.6. Is there a requirement for a CC and CI per DTIM interval? If an ESTA has something you want a TXOP for, it could build a QoS null and contend under DCF, or you could send an RR in a CC. If you don’ know when you get a CC, it will cause all the traffic to be sent in the contention period. The CC segregates the contention for request from the contention for DCF data. Perhaps a capability bit is needed to specify that CCs will be sent.

4.2.2.2.7. Is there a requirement for beacon interval? It has not changed. It does add the requirement that ESTAs not transmit across TBTT.

4.2.2.2.8. For Bcast and Mcast, there is no mitigation for overlap at the receiver? Could you use a multipoll to eliminate the need to poll every node? What is the efficiency difference? We could use multipoll in this context? 

4.2.2.2.9. The multipoll could be moved to the beginning of the DTIM period and thus use schedule? Schedule frame has been eliminated since it is not compatible with BSS overlap. If the traffic is periodic, with defined polling rate and jitter bound, hence the equivalent of schedule is available.

4.2.2.2.10. With schedule frames, notes can transmit every interval without a poll? Discussion of schedule frames is not germane to HCF. It is not there. It had to be eliminated because of reliance on absolute time. It is yet another coordination function.

4.2.2.2.11. On Slide 19, figure at bottom: Can NAV setting go on beyond what is shown? No, this is a TXOP, not a frame. Can the duration field go beyond a TXOP + DIFS? The duration field contains the TXOP, but not the DIFS. 

4.2.2.2.12. Given that CCI looks like a wart, wouldn’t it be appropriate to just use EDCF for that instead? It should be made in a ballot comment. An access priority should be reserved for control in that case.

4.2.2.3. Point of order – was this presentation available in time?

4.2.2.3.1. The requirement is that text for inclusion in the draft must be available ½ day in advance. Substantial proposals should be available one week in advance. Currently we don’t have a motion to include HCF. The presentation itself is in order.

4.2.2.3.2. The chair rules that it is in order.

4.2.2.3.3. The chair requests that the text corresponding to this presentation be submitted immediately due to the complexity.

4.3. Recess for break

4.4. Opening

4.4.1. Call to order at 3:30PM

4.4.2. Announcements

4.4.2.1. Coordination of TGe Agenda with TGg voting plans.

4.5. Presentation of Papers

4.5.1. Matthew Sherman, Document 01/157

4.5.1.1. Proposed ERTS & ECTS Mechanisms

4.5.1.1.1. Based on document 01/097. Has been reduced to key changes with near term usefulness. 

4.5.1.1.2. Proposed normative text in 01/130.

4.5.1.1.3. Proposal to make groups of stations cease transmitting. Has developed a way to set and reset the NAV of any station. This presentation focus on setting the NAV.

4.5.1.1.4. Tries to use existing frame formats as much as possible.

4.5.1.1.5. Proposed modification of usage for RTS and CTS frames, using addresses as qualifier for duration field. 

4.5.1.2. Discussion

4.5.1.2.1. Does 802.11 have a loopback function? No. Then how do you transmit a CTS to yourself? You can’t You can just do it inside the MAC. 

4.5.1.2.2. This seems to be abusing multicast addresses. How can you force a station to be part of a multicast group? Why not use reserved addresses? The assignment of multicast addresses is beyond the scope of 802.11, but it doesn’t preclude it. Agrees that it is unconventional.

4.5.1.2.3. Wouldn’t a multicast RTS cause a mass collision of CTS’s ? The multicast address is in the sender address, not the receiver, so it goes only to one station, which then responds as a multicast. Could there be a range of well known multicast addresses that could be used for this purpose? See 802.0.

4.5.1.2.4. There are concerns about special treatment of the NAV in certain cases. Does this require any special processing of the NAV? No more than in 360r2. It is consistent with that. A new message type must be treated as a legacy message type.

4.5.1.2.5. In the existing 802.11, it says the station updates the NAV only when the frame is not addressed to the station? This could be clarified in Annex C. There is a compare of the MAC address, but after checking for group addresses. So the legacy NAV will not be updated from a directed frame.

4.5.1.2.6. For BSS overlap mitigation, in slide 15, who should be listening to BSS1? RTS CTS is already proposed for use in the contention period.

4.5.1.2.7. Straw poll – how many support adding this to the draft? About 15 would support, none are against.

4.5.2. Steve Williams, Document 164

4.5.2.1. 1394 requirements on 802.11E QoS

4.5.2.1.1. To make a case to meet the needs of 1394 in 802.11E – what are the issues.

4.5.2.1.2. 1394 market opportunity for consumer electronics and home networking. 

4.5.2.1.3. 1394 Trade Association is working on wireless bridging of 1394, currently HiperLAN and wanting to support 802.11. 

4.5.2.1.4. Review of 1394 architecture. Plesiochronous data delivery service – not phase locked, thus over time there is frame slippage. 

4.5.2.1.5. 1394 is a tree topology with peer to peer connection.

4.5.2.1.6. 1394 is a self-reorganizing bus (Isoc Resource manager) 125uS cycles, using up to 80% of the bandwidth.

4.5.2.1.7. 1394 Bridging – connecting clusters of 1394 equipment across wireless. Timing must be propagated from one 1394 bus to another. 

4.5.2.1.8. Microsoft trials with 802.11 ad hoc networks. QoS will be needed in 802.11 IBSS.

4.5.2.1.9. The goal is to get HDTV across and 802.11 link. 24Mbps requirement. 

4.5.2.2. Discussion

4.5.2.2.1. Comment that Ad Hoc has not been considered. There is a difference between an Ad Hoc and an IBSS. The only issue is dynamic creation of a coordinator. An IBSS isn’t the only way to do an ad-hoc network. 

4.5.2.2.2. Is it possible to achieve the needed level of timing preservation across the wireless network to meet the objectives? The clocking in the wireless domain is irrelevant – what is important that the 1394 clocks are phase locked throughout the network. The net cycle master might be located in either the wireless or wired domain. You can’t phase lock clocks over a wireless links? It has been done to 100ppm. You can use the 1uS global time reference of the wireless LAN.

4.5.2.2.3. Comment on slide 15 – if we have an FEC, it should be as efficient as a re-transmit. 

4.5.2.2.4. Is it possible to give a sense of direction for the nature of how 1394 would be encapsulated over 802.11? There is an effort to standardize the approach 1394 takes toward all wireless medium. There are no specifics for 802.11. There have been debates. What are the approaches?

4.5.2.2.4.1. Bandwidth allocation between 802.11 and 1394

4.5.2.2.4.2. Do you use IP or not?

4.5.2.2.5. Statement from 1394 TA. Consider 802.11 as a wireless medium that is friendly for transporting 802 as well as other types of traffic at the MAC level. 1394 requirements are not the same as Ethernet. Presentation at joint 802.11/15 session.

4.5.2.2.6. What are the reach vs rate for 1394? 4.5M up to 400Mbps. 1394b up to 3.5G over optical glass.

4.5.2.2.7. Is there another candidate for a transport stream over wireless? We are talking about a convergence layer to let 1394 talk to other 1394 over wireless. Also bridging network (IP) over 1394. Take Offline.

4.5.2.2.8. If you want to do this you need EPCF. Does the EPCF meet the needs? Not qualified to compare the proposals yet. A coordinated function is required, but beyond that, unknown.

4.6. Final Consideration on EDCF 

4.6.1. Chair’s notes

4.6.1.1. At the end of the week we need to have a new draft, and would like to start a letter ballot.

4.6.1.2. Each concept to be introduced needs a 75% vote to be put into the draft.

4.6.1.3. In the case of DCF it is harder. There are 3 alternatives. It would be very undesirable to have none get 75%.  Urges the group to select the preferred approach. All three of them are very strong, but we have to pick one, with 75% support.

4.6.1.4. To help the process, we discussed having straw polls today at the end of this discussion.

4.6.1.5. The voting members will give us an indication of their support. This will help us pick one and only one.

4.6.1.6. To give structure to the discussion, allocate 5-10 minutes to each proposals for questions and statement. Equal time will be given to each. 5 to 10 minutes for straw poll.

4.6.1.7. We have pending questions.

4.6.2. General discussion

4.6.2.1.  What has been done about Capture in 802.11b? Has anyone done any more investigation? Yes, more measurements have been done, and could not reproduce the results. Stations that are further away got less bandwidth. 

4.6.3. VDCF final statements and questions

4.6.3.1. To compare VDCF with TCMA – they have the same core. TCMA is a superset. There is less shared technology with P-DCF. There is a bridge between p-DCF and the Contention window – there is a conversion between probability and contention window. 

4.6.3.2. VDCF has the intention that all proposers have the intention to have no royalties or fees.

4.6.3.3. If equal simulations, they are all in the same relative band. They are biased to make them look different. Adaptation does provide some improvement, but not substantially. 

4.6.3.4. Especially since all these mechanisms are going to be used with HCF for the guaranteed applications.

4.6.3.5. Questions

4.6.3.5.1. Can this support Voice over IP? They can all support VoIP. None is a lot better. 

4.6.3.5.2. TCM has 3 new added functions – any comments on those? If those could be separated as features with separate discussions to evaluate their return on investment, that would be good.

4.6.4. p-DCF final statements and questions

4.6.4.1. Belief that it is not more complex than VDCF to implement.

4.6.4.2. Regarding compatibility, the issue is interoperability. Simulations show  interoperability. 

4.6.4.3. Suggest that adaptation is powerful, and piggybacks on beacons.

4.6.4.4. Understands that IP cannot be discussed. There might be IP in any proposal that is unknown at this time.

4.6.4.5. Questions

4.6.4.5.1. How does it work with few stations and light load? There is not that much differentiation. Is there a small penalty / overhead? 

4.6.4.5.2. Is there information compared to TCMA? The comparison was to V-DCF. There is some on QIFS of TCMA.

4.6.4.5.3. Explain how the extra slot changes the result? There is something wrong with the simulations? We have high confidence.  

4.6.5. TCMA final statements and questions

4.6.5.1. Adaptation can help substantially. It can be done in the AP exclusively. The standard should not address what adaptation algorithm is used. 

4.6.5.2. Have presented a simple scaling algorithm using backoffs, which does not introduce delay jitter.

4.6.5.2.1. Not part of TCMA, though.

4.6.5.3. Agrees with VDCF that UAT’s provide robust differentiation. Has shown results in OpNet

4.6.5.4. TCMA is the simplest approach that will give what you want.

4.6.5.5. TCMA can be backward compatible with legacy. Persistence factors helps with adaptation.

4.6.5.6. Questions

4.6.5.6.1. Do you believe that others can simulate in OpNet? Yes

4.6.5.6.2. Some user scenarios were defined in Monterey? Everyone did simulate against those scenarios.

4.6.5.6.3. Are you willing to give up the simulation model? Yes. 

4.6.5.6.4. Will TI give up their model? Don’t Know.

4.7. Straw Poll on EDCF proposals

4.7.1. Introduction

4.7.1.1. This is not a binding vote to see where we are, and where the proposals stand.

4.7.1.2. Voting Members Only

4.7.1.3. Two Rounds. 

4.7.1.3.1. First round - Vote for only one, plus abstain.

4.7.1.3.2. Second Round, same thing, eliminating the weakest proposal.

4.7.2. Round 1 – All three proposals

4.7.2.1. VDCF – 25

4.7.2.2. P-DCF – 9

4.7.2.3. TCMA – 9

4.7.2.4. Abstain – 8

4.7.3. Second Round is withdrawn due to tie for 2nd place.

4.8. Recess until 10:30AM Wednesday

5. Wednesday Morning – QoS Session

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order at 10:30AM

5.1.2. Announcements

5.1.2.1. Schedule for today 10:30 to 12:00

5.1.2.2.  TGe will recess for the TGg vote at 11:30AM

5.1.3. Review of Presentation of Papers

5.1.3.1. Are any papers that were not ready yesterday, now ready to present?

5.1.3.1.1. Wim Diepstraten – Presentation  Withdrawn

5.1.3.1.2. Duncan Kitchin – Presentation  Withdrawn

5.1.3.1.3. Chris – Ready to present

5.2. Presentation of Papers

5.2.1. Chris Hansen, Document 01/148

5.2.1.1. Interleaving for Reed Solomon Coding

5.2.1.1.1. Interleaving spreads burst errors across multiple RS codewords, increasing maximum correctable burst length.

5.2.1.1.2. Interleaver to be inserted between RS Encoder and symbol mapping on TX.

5.2.1.1.3. Simulations were done with a burst error channel model.

5.2.1.2. Discussion

5.2.1.2.1. What is the correct document number? 148 is the agenda.

5.2.1.2.2. How does this work with the various PHYs? The PHYs are actually giving us symbol errors, that appear as burst error. If you look at 802.11a at the highest rate, there are a large number of bits in a symbol. The general answer is that interleaving helps more as the burst length is longer.

5.2.1.2.3. It is important to have an intact MAC header on the air so non-FEC devices can still set their NAV. Yes, the header is not interleaved.

5.2.1.2.4. Is the frame padded? How do you keep track of the actual MPDU length? Longer frames have more interleaving. But if padding is used, you have to tell the MAC how much it is? There is no padding. 

5.2.1.2.5. But what about a prime length MSDU? The padding issue needs more study. There is no answer currently.

5.2.1.2.6. There are other ways to approach this problem – before the next meeting, can we look at alternatives? What are the limits of the PHY to mitigate the need for interleaving? Could interleaving be done at a higher layer? 

5.2.1.2.7. Does this result in the inability to work with small packets? There needs to be more scenarios in the simulation. That’s a valid point, will work on that.

5.3. Announcement

5.3.1. There will not be another vote in TGg. It has been decided to recess TGg for the week.

5.3.1.1. Discussion

5.3.1.1.1. What does this imply? The intention is to vote at the next meeting in May. TGg has stopped at step 19, round 1.

5.3.1.1.2. The vote to stop TGg was 47:15:6

5.4. Call for any other papers

5.4.1. None

5.5. Continuing discussion 

5.5.1. Call for any new motions to be submitted in writing to Secretary.

5.5.2. HCF

5.5.2.1. Is the HCF Normative text on the server? Yes, it was uploaded last night. It meets the ½ day advance requirement. 

5.5.2.2. The motion to adopt HCF will be delayed until the last TGe QoS session.

5.5.3. EDCF

5.5.3.1. Chair Invites representatives from the three proposals come forward for 20-30 minutes Q&A.

5.5.3.2. In the January meeting we were ready to downselect, but there was a merger. Now we are back to 3 proposals? How does p-DCF correspond to ECF? The joint proposal eliminated some redundant material. There was a translation of PP values to use the p-DCF.

5.5.3.3. How does the p-DCF diverge from the joint proposal? The joint proposal allowed for a VDCF approach (CWs). That is not in p-DCF.

5.5.3.4. VDCF provides good enough QoS. After looking at VDCF submissions – couldn’t find any delay improvement over legacy DCF. 

5.5.3.4.1. There have been 11Mbps PHY experiments. There wasn’t a need to demonstrate the same algorithms at all PHY rates. 

5.5.3.4.2. The observed difference in delay between VDCF and legacy is shown in doc 132. there is a difference in the style of plot, though. It was less confusing due to the messiness of the legacy DCF.

5.5.3.4.3. Because TCMA has removed the offset from the EDCF parameter set, that addresses the same issue- it enables the differentiation for priority classes.

5.5.3.5. There is a simulation of 10, 20, and 30 stations. It was an extreme overload, which shows large latency in the 30 station case. This was done to show that the mechanisms do work under overload.

5.5.3.6. Stations with high priority are prevented from using a backoff of 0 to prevent interaction with PIFS. 

5.5.3.7. Has anyone run simulations with mixed data rates and FH PHYs? VDCF: FH, No – Different data rates, yes. There are a wide variety of packet sizes which has a similar effect of a mixed data rate simulation. TCMA: No for FH, Mixed: No, other PHYs, No. p-DCF, No, No, No.

5.5.3.8. The queuing mechanisms will prevent starving of a lower class? VDCF: correct, TCMA: true.

5.5.3.9. Within a traffic class, is it possible for a packet to starve other packet of the same class? VDCF: The queues go into backoff after a collision. Nothing would cause you to drop a packet, except retry limit. TCMA: the TX lifetime alleviates the congestion of backed up queues. P-DCF: does allow lower priority traffic to go out.

5.5.3.10. Has the IP issue with VDCF changed at this time? No, neither have our intentions.

5.5.3.11. Chair’s Note : IP statements have been filed and are available on the server. We cannot doubt their validity. We are not going to make interpretations.

5.6. Closing

5.6.1. Review of pending motions

5.7. Recess

6. Wednesday Afternoon – QoS Session

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Called to order at 4:00PM

6.1.2. Count of voting members in the room: 62 voters.

6.2. Old Business

6.2.1. Approval of Minutes from Monterey

6.2.1.1. Approved without objection

6.2.2. Preparation for announced New Business agenda items

6.2.2.1. How many people have motions for new business in QoS? At least 3.

6.2.2.2. If there are any un-submitted motions, please submit them in writing before 4:30

6.2.3. Resume EDCF discussion queue from previous session:

6.2.3.1. The VDCF simulations show a 36Mbps PHY? Yes. The slides show a CWmin of 31, which is for 802.11b. Why? It could have been 15. How do the priorities map to CWmin? It is whatever we set it to. The ones that work best, using QIFS, they used two values 15 and 31. There are no legacy DCF traffic in most simulations. A few do. CWmin of 31 for some low priority traffic. 

6.2.3.2. Is the highest priority the same as legacy? No, it is at one slot difference between high priority and legacy. The proposal is for the editor to chose the most appropriate language to express the concept of priority over legacy DIFS. 

6.2.3.3. In the case of a residual backoff, the minimum value is 1. When you have a UAT of PIFS, and a residual backoff of 1, it is a higher priority than legacy.

6.2.3.4. How much would you decrease the CWmin? It is a function of the amount of contention.

6.2.3.5. Some media access delays are in the order of seconds? No, it is less than 10mS for high priority. What about the others? This is an overload situation – lower classes have to wait. The intent is to show the robustness.

6.2.3.6. VDCF – wants to point out that VDCF and TCMA simulations show multiple second access delays because in an extreme overload situation, higher priority traffic can get through at the expense of lower priority.. It depends on policy setting. It can also be configured to allow more fairness between priority levels. 

6.2.3.7. p-DCF – We have been working to improve DCF, not build something on top of it. The simulations of the VDCF and TCMA are not conclusive. 

6.2.3.8. In the current standard, it is possible to have an MPDU transmit and fail. Another MPDU can be pulled from the queue in that case. Is it the case that VDCF requires only one packet outstanding from a queue? The proposal has one set of state per queue. The 802.11 standard does not prohibit having multiple sets of state per queue. Could there be blocking of packets at the same priority level? Possibly unless you keep state per flow. We want to no preclude that behavior. 

6.2.3.9. Do you also refer to in an AP that a packet can block a packet to another station? Yes. Be reminded that the standard allows re-ordering in access points. It is done today.

6.2.3.10. There were some presentations of “capture effect” in DCF. How has this been addressed in the existing proposals? VDCF – we have done testing in this area, and could not reproduce any “capture effect”. Instead we found some effect due to near / far distance from AP differences. 

6.2.3.11. Given that a station is disadvantaged by distance, wouldn’t it not get fair access to the channel? Doesn’t that make it harder to make a fair system for bandwidth allocation? P-DCF: we have not seen a precise explanation for the mechanism. P-DCF provides a good chance of overcoming this because it is memoryless. Frames that fail are not disadvantaged. TCMA: This has been looked into a bit. It is not reproducible. The results may not be valid. It is not necessarily a problem with the 802.11 MAC, but perhaps higher layers. 

6.2.3.12. Author of Sydney Paper. Chris Wade University of Wollogong.

6.3. New Business

6.3.1. Motion - I move that the normative text for the EDCF function be incorporated into the 802.11e draft standard D0.1 using normative text taken from documents 01/117r1 and 01/131 according to the editing instructions contained in document 01/178.

6.3.1.1. Moved Greg Chesson

6.3.1.2. Seconded Mathilde Benveniste

6.3.1.3. Discussion

6.3.1.3.1. There were problems with the original standard with SDL? The editing is referring to a state diagram, not SDL.

6.3.1.3.2. Concern about normative text being available. There are technical changes being proposed?      We are referencing two sets of normative text, plus editing instructions. They have all been available, according to the rules.

6.3.1.3.3. What if there were incompatibilities in the merge? The instructions exactly define what is to be done. The editor confirms that the instructions are complete and adequate. 

6.3.1.3.4. Are frame formats resolved? There are no specific instructions for them. It says make corresponding changes to the frame formats. The editor 

6.3.1.4. Move – to postpone the vote on this motion until Thursday.

6.3.1.4.1. Moved Peter E

6.3.1.4.2. Seconded John K

6.3.1.4.3. Discussion

6.3.1.4.3.1. In favor of postponing because of reservations about meta-language. 

6.3.1.4.3.2. Against postponing, since this is not unique or unusual. There is plenty of precedent. This particular text and instructions are very clear and straightforward.

6.3.1.4.3.3. In favor of postponing. It would allow actual text to be generated by tomorrow. The issues could be cleared up.

6.3.1.4.3.4. Call the Question

6.3.1.4.3.4.1. Raju

6.3.1.4.3.4.2. Called without objection

6.3.1.4.4. Vote on motion to postpone: fails 23:39

6.3.1.5. Protest about the motion, being a compound motion, from Ken Clements.

6.3.1.6. The chair rules this motion in order.

6.3.1.7. Motion to appeal the chairs ruling

6.3.1.7.1. Duncan Kitchin takes over as Chair

6.3.1.7.2. Moved Ken Clements

6.3.1.7.3. Seconded Raju Gubbi

6.3.1.7.4. Discussion on the appeal

6.3.1.7.4.1. Wants to see everything together at one time. Supports the appeal

6.3.1.7.4.2. Call for Orders of the day

6.3.1.7.4.3. The session time is expired.

6.4. Recess

7. TGe QoS Session, Thursday AM, March 15, 2001

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Called to Order by Duncan Kitchin

7.2. Continuation of New Business

7.2.1.1. Motion to appeal the chairs ruling

7.2.1.1.1. Discussion on the appeal

7.2.1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis speaks against his decision as chair. As a matter of progress, lets move forward. The intent of the motion is to give adequate opportunity to contribute to the process. Suggests accepting Ken’s appeal. There is now a comprehensive document that contains the actual text. Calls the question.

7.2.1.1.2. Any objection to calling the question.

7.2.1.1.2.1. The question is called with no objection. 

7.2.1.2. Vote on the appeal to the ruling on the motion being out of order: Appeal passes 41:4:19

7.2.1.3. The motion is ruled out of order.

7.2.2. The Chair passes to John Fakatselis 

7.2.3. Comments on status from the chair

7.2.3.1. We need to make decisions on the EDCF, HCF, and FEC proposals. We need 75% approvals to get to a letter ballot. A letter ballot is the first step to closure. After ballot, it is harder to introduce new aspects, however. 

7.2.3.2. Review of Letter ballot process to approval.

7.2.3.2.1. To make the group aware of the risks involved with sending a draft to letter ballot or sponsor ballot. 

7.2.3.2.2. It is OK to let a draft go out with placeholders. It is still OK to make submissions, and then make a comment to adopt a particular submission to solve the comment issue.

7.2.3.3. Discussion

7.2.3.3.1. What is the distinction between technical or editorial changes in comments. 

7.2.3.3.2. The criterion was “if the proposed change results in a interoperability difference” it is a technical change.

7.2.3.3.3. The resolution process involves the full working group. We have to address all comments before the next draft can go out.

7.2.3.3.4. The 802.11 operating rules say that a draft must be complete (document 00/331r1). We will abide by the operating rules, but the group can make the ultimate decision by voting.

7.2.3.4. We have a 4 hours requirement for inclusion of text, which is strictly applied. This should be kept in mind before making motions. We have the option to make motions in full TGe session this afternoon. 

7.2.3.5. Straw Poll – how many people have motions ? we have 4 motions. 

7.2.3.5.1. Matt Sherman can be this session

7.2.3.5.2. Greg can be at 1:00

7.2.3.5.3. John’s can be now

7.2.3.5.4. Michael has one for now, and one for 1:00

7.2.3.6. Straw Poll: How many people feel that there has been adequate time to review document 110r1, clause 9 only? 

7.2.4. Motion - Motion to adopt the text in 01/130r2 into the TGe draft.

7.2.4.1. Moved Matthew Sherman

7.2.4.2. Second Harry Worstell

7.2.4.3. No discussion

7.2.4.4. Motion passes 28:7:23

7.2.5. Motion to adopt document 120r3 as the draft text for clause 7.5.

7.2.5.1. Moved John  Kowalski

7.2.5.2. Second Sri 

7.2.5.3. Discussion

7.2.5.3.1. In support of the motion. There has been broad support on working on this. It enables the AV market and position 802.11 well against competing standards.

7.2.5.3.2. Speaks in favor of the motion. It allows reducing bit error rates to a needed level.

7.2.5.3.3. In favor of this, it is optional.

7.2.5.3.4. Call the question

7.2.5.3.4.1. Harry

7.2.5.3.4.2. Michael

7.2.5.3.5. Question called without objection

7.2.5.4. Vote on the motion: passes 63:3:6

7.2.6. Motion to adopt the text in document number 802.11-01/196 as part of the 802.11e-QOS draft.

7.2.6.1. Moved Chris Hansen

7.2.6.2. Second Raju Gubbi

7.2.6.3. Discussion

7.2.6.3.1. This is draft text for the interleaver for FEC coding. This says that if FEC is employed, this interleaver must be employed. 

7.2.6.3.2. Speaks against the motion – Document 140 discussed the effects of an interleaver. There are many reasons why it is a bad idea. Many times it makes things worse. 

7.2.6.3.3. If the interleaver could be controlled by negotiation it would be preferable, but as mandatory it can’t be supported. 

7.2.6.3.4. Concerned about the MAC header issue and the ability to reject a frame. The header is not interleaved. 

7.2.6.3.5. Call the question

7.2.6.3.5.1. Maarten

7.2.6.3.5.2. Steven

7.2.6.3.5.3. Any Objection to call the question – yes;

7.2.6.3.5.4. Vote on call the question: The question is called: 39:17:14.

7.2.6.4. Vote on the motion: Motion fails 5:50:15

7.2.7. Motion to adopt the HCF proposal by adopting the text changes from submission 01/110r0

7.2.7.1. Moved Michael Fischer

7.2.7.2. Seconded Sri

7.2.7.3. Discussion

7.2.7.3.1. This does not contain clause 9. Document r1 contains clause 9, and was available last night. This covers everything except clause 9, and has been available since Tuesday.

7.2.7.3.2. Does the HCF proposal remove the EPCF mechanism? Does the HCF correctly replace the EPCF? No functionality has been removed.

7.2.7.3.3. Is it the intention to make a similar motion in TGe adding clause 9? Yes, there is no ambiguity in the document under clause 9. 

7.2.7.3.4. Can’t support this motion without Clause 9. 

7.2.7.3.5. There are issues in the r0 presentation that are not resolved: Some could be taken care of in letter ballot. But unlimited TXOP are hard to deal with in letter ballot. Speaks against the proposal until these things have been resolved. These issues are resolved in r1.

7.2.7.3.6. In favor of moving HCF forward. It appears that if we accept this, it provides a stronger basis to accept r1 this afternoon. The preceding issues can be dealt with in letter ballot. It is most important to move forward. Calls the Question.

7.2.7.3.6.1. Greg

7.2.7.3.6.2. John

7.2.7.3.6.3. Any Objection to call the question? Yes

7.2.7.3.6.4. Vote on calling the question: passes 52:15:5

7.2.7.4. Vote on the motion: 49:8:17

7.2.8. Move to establish an ad-hoc group within 802.11 Task Group E to evaluate the TGe draft for suitability for AV transmission.

7.2.8.1. Moved John Kowalski

7.2.8.2. Second Michael Fischer

7.2.8.3. No Discussion

7.2.8.4. Vote on the motion: passes 50:1:14

7.2.8.5. Motion is void because this is the QoS subgroup

7.2.9. Move to adjourn

7.2.9.1. Objection to adjournment

7.2.9.2. Vote to adjourn  (requires 2/3) : fails 20:33:6

7.2.10. Move to establish an ad-hoc group within 802.11 Task Group E QoS sub group to evaluate the TGe draft for suitability for AV transmission.

7.2.10.1. Moved John Kowalski

7.2.10.2. Second Michael Fischer

7.2.10.3. Discussion

7.2.10.3.1. What is the output? Just recommendations of how to use the standard for AV

7.2.10.3.2. Call the question

7.2.10.3.2.1. Greg Parks, Michael Fischer

7.2.10.3.2.2. Any objection to call?  none

7.2.10.4. Vote on the motion: Passes  56:1:8

7.3. Adjourn

8. Full TGe Session – Thursday Afternoon, March 15, 2001

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Called to order at 1:00PM

8.1.2. Chair’s status update

8.1.2.1. Completed presentation of papers

8.1.3. Agenda Review

8.1.3.1. Old Business

8.1.3.2. New Business

8.1.3.2.1. Reports from Subgroups

8.1.3.2.1.1. Security Report

8.1.3.2.1.2. QoS Report

8.1.3.2.2. Editors Report

8.1.3.2.3. Motions for 802.11 Plenary

8.1.3.3. Next Meeting Objectives

8.1.4. Agenda Discussion

8.1.4.1. Are there any additions for old business or new business? 

8.1.4.2. Request to add editors report

8.1.4.3. Add reports from subgroups, Security, then QoS

8.1.4.4. Agenda approved without objections

8.2. Old Business

8.2.1. Approval of January minutes for TGe

8.2.1.1. Approved without objections

8.3. New Business

8.3.1. Security subgroup report

8.3.1.1. Dave Halasz

8.3.1.1.1. Baseline document 00/419

8.3.1.1.2. draft 01/018

8.3.1.1.3. Work on splitting the PAR

8.3.1.1.4. Discussion of 01/018r3, producing 01/018r4

8.3.1.1.5. Four motions to bring forward

8.3.1.2. TGe Security sub group formally requests that the TGe PAR be separated into Security and the remainder of TGe.

8.3.1.2.1. Moved Dave Halasz

8.3.1.2.2. Unanimous in the Security Subgroup 10:0:0

8.3.1.2.3. Discussion

8.3.1.2.3.1. What is the advantage of doing that at this point in time since we are close? Because of the paper on UC Berkeley on the weaknesses of WEP has become public. The split doesn’t happen right now. This will enable the split later, if needed.

8.3.1.2.3.2. Concern – the objective is to decouple the rate of progress if appropriate. We run the risk of getting no-votes in sponsor ballot if one is ahead of the other, or if there are interactions. There is no way for cross-participation currently. Actually the split might help.

8.3.1.2.3.3. Could we make a motion for cross-pollination? 

8.3.1.2.3.4. The concern is valid, considering these two subgroups are in lock step. By splitting the PAR, there are still scheduling problems that prevent cross-involvement between the subgroups. However, the letter ballot does force participation from all members. 

8.3.1.2.3.5. Then we may need QoS / Security joint sessions. 

8.3.1.2.3.6. Noted that if this interaction doesn’t happen there could be delays at sponsor ballot.

8.3.1.2.3.7. Does this require approval at ExCom? Yes, the next motion forwards two PARs and a cover letter to ExCom for approval. 

8.3.1.2.3.8. We are asking to approve a draft under what group? Currently this is under TGe. 

8.3.1.2.3.9. What is the result of the letter ballot forwarding motion?  Once TGe approves the draft , the next motion is to send it to sponsor ballot. The sponsor ballot action would be to approve TGe, making the QoS section moot. At the 802.11 level, we can wait for the resolution of the splitting of the PAR, and submit the draft on behalf of TGi 

8.3.1.2.3.10. Is this not a WG letter ballot? It is an 802.11 WG Letter Ballot. We have to demonstrate consensus in 802.11 before forwarding to Sponsor ballot. 

8.3.1.2.3.11. The process would likely take more time than the approval of the PAR. We were advised 4 months is needed for PAR approval. 

8.3.1.2.3.12. Until this is 802.11i, it can’t be sent to Sponsor Ballot. 

8.3.1.2.3.13. The concerns are with the Sponsor Ballot in motion 4. We can’t approve something with an unresolved technical “no” vote. 

8.3.1.2.3.14. The viewpoint is that 802.11e goes forward, and the Security group becomes 802.11i

8.3.1.2.3.15. Call the question

8.3.1.2.3.15.1. Duncan / Michael

8.3.1.2.3.15.2. Called without objection

8.3.1.2.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 68:1:8

8.3.1.3. Move to forward documents 01/166, 01/167, and 168 to Standards Board for approval.

8.3.1.3.1. Moved Dave Halasz

8.3.1.3.2. (forwarded from Security Subgroup)

8.3.1.3.3. Call the question 

8.3.1.3.3.1. John / Michael

8.3.1.3.3.2. No Objection

8.3.1.3.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 67:1:4

8.3.1.4. Move that document 01/018r4 be adopted as the TGe Security draft text. (technical)

8.3.1.4.1. Moved Dave Halasz

8.3.1.4.2. (forwarded from Security Subgroup)

8.3.1.4.3. No Discussion

8.3.1.4.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 65:0:8

8.3.1.5. Move to conduct a WG letter ballot to forward document  01/018r4 to Sponsor Ballot.

8.3.1.5.1. Moved Dave Halasz

8.3.1.5.2. Discussion

8.3.1.5.3. Move to amend motion to:

8.3.1.5.4. Move to conduct a WG letter ballot to forward document  01/018r4 to Sponsor Ballot under the new PAR in document 01/166, subject to its approval.

8.3.1.5.4.1. Moved Michael Fischer

8.3.1.5.4.2. Second Duncan

8.3.1.5.4.3. Discussion

8.3.1.5.4.3.1. If the PAR split fails, the letter ballot work would be lost. 

8.3.1.5.4.3.2. If NESCOM does not approve the PAR, as TGe, we have to re-combine the letter ballots back into one before Sponsor Ballot

8.3.1.5.4.3.3. Move to suspend the rules to complete the business of debating this motion: Bob / Michael. No Objection.

8.3.1.5.4.3.4. Call the question on the amendment.

8.3.1.5.4.3.5. Duncan / John K

8.3.1.5.4.3.6. No Objection

8.3.1.5.4.4. Vote on the amendment: passes 38:9:19

8.3.1.5.5. The main motion is:

8.3.1.6. Move to conduct a WG letter ballot to forward document  01/018r4 to Sponsor Ballot under the new PAR in document 01/166, subject to its approval.

8.3.1.6.1. Call the question

8.3.1.6.1.1. Michael / John

8.3.1.6.1.2. Objection to calling the question.

8.3.1.6.1.3. Vote on calling the question: passes 68:10:2

8.3.1.6.2. Vote on the main motion: Passes 71:0:11

8.3.2. Motions on behalf of TGe QoS

8.3.2.1. Motion to adopt the HCF proposal by adopting the text changes from submission 01/110r0

8.3.2.1.1. Michael Fischer

8.3.2.1.2. on behalf of QoS subgroup

8.3.2.1.3. Discussion

8.3.2.1.3.1. Motion to amend. 

8.3.2.1.3.2. Ruled out of order due to text for the proposed amended motion not being available 4 hours in advance

8.3.2.1.3.3. Appeal to the ruling

8.3.2.1.4. Chair passes to Duncan Kitchin

8.3.2.1.5. Discussion on ruling

8.3.2.1.5.1. This motion , once amended, must have the text to implement it available in advance. If the motion to amend passes, the main motion becomes out of order. Suggest that the chair be support in ruling out of order.

8.3.2.1.5.2. Call the question

8.3.2.1.5.3. John F / Michael

8.3.2.1.5.4. Vote on calling the question: 62:5:4

8.3.2.1.6. Vote on the appeal to the ruling: fails 6:52:9

8.3.2.1.7. Chair returns to John Fakatselis

8.3.2.1.8. Call the question

8.3.2.1.8.1. Sri / Michael

8.3.2.1.8.2. No objections

8.3.2.1.9. Vote on the main motion: Passes 52:5:8

8.3.2.2. Motion to adopt document 120r3 as the draft text for clause 7.5.

8.3.2.2.1. Moved John Kowalski

8.3.2.2.2. on behalf of QoS subgroup

8.3.2.2.3. Discussion

8.3.2.2.3.1. FEC does not belong in the MAC. Doesn’t believe this is effective. 

8.3.2.2.3.2. In favor

8.3.2.2.3.3. In favor

8.3.2.2.3.4. Call the question

8.3.2.2.3.4.1. Amar / Michael

8.3.2.2.3.4.2. Objection? Yes

8.3.2.2.3.4.3. Vote on calling the question: Passes 49:6:5

8.3.2.2.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 52:10:8

8.3.2.3. Motion to adopt the text in 01/130r2 into the TGe draft.

8.3.2.3.1. Matthew Sherman

8.3.2.3.2. on behalf of TGe

8.3.2.3.3. Discussion

8.3.2.3.3.1. Point of Information what is 130r2? what is it? Enhancement of RTS/CTS mechanism.

8.3.2.3.4. Vote on the motion :  Fails  42:19:12

8.3.3. Move to adopt the EDCF proposal by incorporating normative text from document 01/131r1 into the 802.11e-QOS draft D0.1

8.3.3.1. Moved Greg Chesson

8.3.3.2. Point of Information – has it been on the server for 4 hours? Yes. Has 131r1 been presented? Not the r1 version.

8.3.3.3. Second Wim Diepstraten

8.3.3.4. Discussion

8.3.3.4.1. The proposal has been demonstrated by two independent teams. Provides excellent properties and provable preference over Legacy DCF. I does not make guarantees. It ready to enter the letter ballot process. 

8.3.3.4.2. Against this motion, because the text states that it has state machines that are not normative. Parliamentary Enquiry  - how can this motion be amended? 

8.3.3.4.2.1. This is not a problem. Adoption of this motion does not relate to the annexes where the normative state machines exist. 

8.3.3.4.2.2. As parliamentarian, there is no way to create normative text without meeting the 4 hours rule. 

8.3.3.4.3. Motion to amend the motion to : “Move to adopt the EDCF proposal by incorporating normative text from document 01/131r1 into the 802.11e-QOS draft D0.1 and make the state machines specified therein normative.”

8.3.3.4.3.1. Ken

8.3.3.4.3.2. Second Greg

8.3.3.4.3.3. Parliamentary Enquiry – the state machines in this document are not SDL. Changing an informative annex into normative text requires a change to the text and may not be in order.

8.3.3.4.3.4. Bob – The proposed amendment is not as expect. This is a text change. This amendment would be out of order.

8.3.3.4.3.5. Point of information – could we have a straw poll?

8.3.3.4.3.6. Chair rules this motion to amend is out of order. 

8.3.3.4.4. Motion to amend to: “Move to adopt the EDCF proposal by incorporating normative text from document 01/131r1 into the 802.11e-QOS draft D0.1 with the understanding that state machines shall be normative.”

8.3.3.4.4.1. Moved Ken Clements

8.3.3.4.4.2. Seconded John Kowalski

8.3.3.4.4.3. Motion to amend the amendment to: “Move to adopt the EDCF proposal by incorporating normative text from document 01/131r1 into the 802.11e-QOS draft D0.1 with the understanding that state machines included thereby shall be normative.”

8.3.3.4.4.3.1. Moved Jin Meng

8.3.3.4.4.3.2. Second Sid

8.3.3.4.4.3.3. Point of Order – calls the amendment of the amendment out of order. 

8.3.3.4.4.3.4. The chair rules this amendment out of order 

8.3.3.4.5. Move to amend to: “Move to adopt the EDCF proposal by incorporating normative text from document 01/131r1 into the 802.11e-QOS draft D0.1 with the understanding that state machines shall be normative.”

8.3.3.4.5.1. Discussion

8.3.3.4.5.1.1. This is a change to the understanding of the text, not the text itself.

8.3.3.4.5.1.2. Against this amendment as unnecessary at this time. Calls the Question

8.3.3.4.5.1.3. Michael / John

8.3.3.4.5.1.4. Vote on call the question. Question called – 48:8:8

8.3.3.4.5.2. Vote on amendment: Fails 9:44:11

8.3.3.5. Move to adopt the EDCF proposal by incorporating normative text from document 01/131r1 into the 802.11e-QOS draft D0.1.

8.3.3.5.1. Point of Order – asking for ruling on this text due to lack of normative state machines

8.3.3.5.2. Chair asks for Discussion

8.3.3.5.2.1. This document is not perfect the first round. This is an editorial issue, and will be fixed before sponsor ballot

8.3.3.5.2.2. Question Called

8.3.3.5.2.2.1. Matthew / Michael

8.3.3.5.2.3. Point of order – calling the question is not in order unless any opposing party has spoken. 

8.3.3.5.2.4. Vote on calling the question: passes 47:5:4

8.3.3.5.3. Call for orders of the day – time is up.

8.3.4. Adjourn
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