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1. Monday Morning 

1.1. Call to order

1.1.1. Meeting called to order at 10:45AM by John Fakatselis

1.1.2. Secretary Tim Godfrey

1.2. Review of proposed agenda

1.2.1.1. Opening

1.2.1.2. Call for Papers

1.2.1.3. Comment Resolution

1.2.1.4. Presentation of Papers

1.2.1.5. Thursday – AV Study Group

1.2.1.6. Thursday evening – go over new draft, decide if we have another letter ballot (or recirculation).

1.2.1.7. Fixed Agenda Items:

1.2.1.7.1. Vote on New Draft, Thursday 7:30PM.

1.2.1.8. Discussion on Agenda

1.2.1.8.1. Harry said that drafts must be on the server by 4:30. 

1.2.1.8.2. Drafts need one hour before vote. But there is a 4 hour rule for new normative text to be added to the Draft. 

1.2.1.8.3. The modified draft must be available by 6:30PM to vote on it at 7:30PM.

1.2.1.8.4. There is a specific TGe rule saying that motions with Normative Text, that text must be available 4 hours in advance. 

1.2.2. Approval of Agenda

1.2.2.1. The agenda is approved without objection

1.3. LB30 

1.3.1. LB30 results

1.3.1.1. 266 voters on record, received 221 votes, 218 valid votes.

1.3.1.2. Abstain 33 – 15.1%

1.3.1.3. No 84 – 45.4%

1.3.1.4. Yes 101  - 54.6%

1.3.2. Discussion

1.3.2.1. There is only one valid abstained – lack of expertise.

1.3.2.2. Several No votes were received without comments, but were re-submitted without comments.

1.3.3. Outcomes

1.3.3.1. The group needs to issue a new Letter Ballot. 

1.3.3.2. If we were to gain 75% approval, we can move to recirculation. The advantage of recirculation is that voters cannot reopen areas that have not had comments before. 

1.3.3.3. We will ask for No voters to reverse their votes to Yes once we have addressed their comments.

1.3.3.4. We need 35 No Votes to change to Yes. Otherwise we have to have a new Letter Ballot.

1.3.4. Process

1.3.4.1. We will address as many comments as possible through papers. Prioritize if the paper addresses multiple No Vote issues.

1.3.4.2. Continue by addressing groups of same subject concerns.

1.3.5. Comment Resolution

1.3.5.1. All merged Comments are on Pluto server. Many comments are described technical, but are really editorial.

1.3.5.2. There are many duplicate comments. 

1.3.5.3. Many No votes were based on a small number of comments.

1.3.5.4. Discussion

1.3.5.4.1. Relative to the first letter ballot, what were the number of comments and approval rating? 

1.3.6. Editorial Team

1.3.6.1. Volunteers

1.3.6.1.1. Srini

1.3.6.1.2. John K

1.3.6.1.3. Matthew  

1.3.6.1.4. Atul Garg

1.3.6.1.5. Sunghyun

1.3.6.1.6. Jin Meng

1.3.6.1.7. Greg Chesson

1.3.6.2. Lead Editor – Matthew

1.3.6.2.1. Appointed with No Objection

1.3.6.2.2. Acting in the absence of the 802.11e Editor.

1.3.7. Draft Status

1.3.7.1. The intent is to start with Draft 2.0a as our baseline. It incorporates all editorial changes known to be

1.3.7.2. Motion to adopt 2.0a will be made at 2:00PM 

1.3.7.2.1. Will not cause an issue with recirculation. We will have a new draft at the end of the week, the question is whether it is a recirculation or a letter ballot.

1.4. General

1.4.1. Chair’s comments on procedure

1.4.1.1. There has been some abuse of privileged motions to stall process. Please refrain from frivolous use of Point of Order or Point of Information.

1.4.2. Approval of Minutes

1.4.2.1. Minutes of November 2001. Approved without objection.

1.5. Call for Papers

1.5.1. HCF IBSS 

1.5.1.1. Paper 009– Bob Huang 

1.5.1.2. Paper 010– Bob Huang

1.5.2. Addressing Comment

1.5.2.1. 014 – modifications to Burst Ack – Duncan Kitchin

1.5.2.2. 015r1 – HCF channel access rules – Duncan Kitchin

1.5.2.3. 016 – Side Traffic – Duncan Kitcin

1.5.2.4. 018 – Side Traffic – Srini

1.5.2.5. ??? – Bitmap Length for Burst Ack – Isaac

1.5.2.6. 048 – 01/566r3 – Sunghun, normative text for TXOP bursting.

1.5.2.7. 01/630r2 – Sunghun- HC recovery and backoff

1.5.2.8. 022 – Khaled – TID field Usage.

1.5.2.9. 01/128r5 – Jin Meng/ Michael Fischer – HCF access rules and inter-bss channel sharing.

1.5.2.10. 004 – Jin Meng – burst ack modification.

1.5.2.11. 005 – Jin Meng – ack and FEC policy.

1.5.2.12. 050 – Sunghyun – tspec for sidestream

1.5.2.13. 019 – Matt S – reporting erroneous packets

1.5.2.14. 01/408r3 – Matt S – use of AIFS

1.5.2.15. 01/599r2 – Matt S – CPMA , HCF access and OBSS.

1.5.3. Discussion

1.5.3.1. The chair request that paper presentations should be limited to 15 minutes, with 15 minutes for discussion.

1.5.3.2. Time limit is adopted without objection. 

1.5.3.3. How many papers have motions and normative text? Almost all.

1.5.3.4. We have about 15 No voters in the room currently. 

1.5.3.5. Suggestion – to start out with general issues papers? 

1.6. Major Issues List

1.6.1.1. Bridge Portals

1.6.1.2. Controlled Contention

1.6.1.3. Signaling for Side Traffic

1.6.1.4. EDCF protocol

1.6.1.5. HCF Polling

1.6.1.6. Burst ACKs and FEC policy

1.6.1.7. QoS in IBSS

1.6.1.8. Overlapping BSS mitigation

1.6.2. Discussion

1.6.2.1. The chair asks for the group to be reasonable and open to compromise so we can move toward closure.

1.6.2.2. Editorial team to meet after this session.

1.7. Recess

2. Monday Afternoon

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order at 1:00PM

2.1.2. Discussion

2.1.2.1. We don’t know how to pre-announce votes to other groups since we don’t have any motions.

2.1.2.2. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

2.2. Comment Resolution

2.2.1. Topics for Discussion

2.2.1.1. Bridge Portals

2.2.1.2. Controlled Contention

2.2.1.3. QoS Control field

2.2.1.4. Signaling for Side Traffic

2.2.1.5. EDCF protocol

2.2.1.6. HCF Polling

2.2.1.7. Burst ACKs and FEC policy

2.2.1.8. QoS in IBSS

2.2.1.9. Overlapping BSS mitigation

2.2.2. Adjustment of order

2.2.2.1. We want to move bridge portals and controlled contention to Wednesday when Michael is here. 

2.2.2.1.1. Straw Poll of voting members – do we move Bridge Portals down the list.

2.2.2.1.2. Those who think the order is OK as is: 16:3:7. We leave the list as is.

2.2.2.2. We will develop a list of expected times for these topics.

2.2.3. Bridge Portals

2.2.3.1. Are there any submissions? None

2.2.3.2. Are there any No voters that wish to comment on the subject?

2.2.3.3. The concern is that there is lack of supporting text. Suggests removing it entirely.

2.2.3.4. The draft doesn’t have a mechanism for discovering a bridge portal. The AP knows the Bridge Portal, but an information frame is needed.

2.2.3.5. Motion – Instruct the editor to remove bridge portals and all references to bridge portals from the draft.

2.2.3.5.1. Moved John K

2.2.3.5.2. Second Srini

2.2.3.5.3. Discussion – 

2.2.3.5.3.1. Concerns about discovering will be addressed in other presentations. A multicast address could be assigned. Will prepare a document. Against the motion.

2.2.3.5.3.2. There is not much there now. Taking it out doesn’t have much of an effect. We have a general discovery problem. Also what do you do once you find it. 

2.2.3.5.3.3. Request a straw poll – do they want to remove bridge portal because the don’t like it at all, or because there isn’t a good mechanism. 

2.2.3.5.3.3.1. Not interested in BP at all: 10

2.2.3.5.3.3.2. Interested in BP, but not as specified: 15

2.2.3.5.3.3.3. Against the motion to remove: 5

2.2.3.5.3.4. So, 2/3 like bridge portals.

2.2.3.5.3.5. The question is called without objection

2.2.3.5.4. Vote on the motion: fails 18:11:6

2.2.3.5.5. Discussion

2.2.3.5.5.1. What is needed to reconsider? Simple majority, but must be proposed by someone on the winning side. Must be made today or tomorrow.

2.2.4. Controlled Contention

2.2.4.1. Are there any submissions? No

2.2.4.2. Any discussion on the topic? 

2.2.4.2.1. The issue with CCI is that it introduces a new and different contention mechanism. Why is it needed? The “normal” contention mechanism could be used in the CCI interval. There are other ways to set aside un-contended time for stations to get access. It should either be taken out or repaired, or made optional. 

2.2.4.2.2. It is not the case that there has been no simulations given on CC/RR. Document 01/571 has been presented.  It has been shown to be functional and advantageous. In the case of high occupancy network, this separate period of time provides a lower overhead.  

2.2.4.2.3. Contention is bad if not managed. Just adding another contention period of a different type is not the solution. DCF and EDCF are able to adapt to heavy load. CC RR perverts the properties of HCF.

2.2.4.2.4. Notes that CC RR is mandatory. In favor of removing it.

2.2.4.2.5. Why fix contention with contention? Because the existing contention only offers one priority above legacy. The reservation request is the only thing that can be used for reservation request. Normal contention is open to anything – uncontrolled and unlimited. CCI size is not fixed. 

2.2.4.3. Motion – instruct the editor to remove the CCI  mechanism from the draft and permit RR frames during any TXOP.

2.2.4.3.1. Moved Wim

2.2.4.3.2. Discussion

2.2.4.3.2.1. Would like to keep RR. Objects to CCI. Allow the RR message to be sent during any TXOP.

2.2.4.3.2.2. RR frames are the same as QoS Null. Yes, but it is preferable to have specific control bits and opcode rather than overloading QoS Null

2.2.4.3.3. Second Williams

2.2.4.3.4. Discussion

2.2.4.3.4.1. The CCI is needed to give RR priority above DCF.

2.2.4.3.4.2. RR Frames are also permitted under polled TXOPs so that’s not an issue.

2.2.4.3.4.3. Polling is not a solution – the station would not be polled because the AP wouldn’t know the station needed to be polled. 

2.2.4.3.4.4. We have not seen any simulations on the behavior of RR under EDCF. 

2.2.4.3.4.5. For the motion – 5% channel capacity has to be reserved for CCI. EDCF would be better.

2.2.4.3.4.6. The issue is getting put on the polling list. It is not compelling that CCI is better than just using EDCF high priority.

2.2.4.3.5. The question is called without objection

2.2.4.3.6. Vote on the motion: Fails 20:14:7

2.2.4.4. Motion – instruct the editor to make the CCI mechanism in the draft optional. 

2.2.4.4.1. Moved Kowalski

2.2.4.4.2. Second Chesson

2.2.4.4.3. Discussion

2.2.4.4.3.1. Discourages the indiscriminate use of options. We need to decide. Excess options make a bad standard. 

2.2.4.4.3.2. It is almost optional now. Periodic streams don’t send RR. Use of CC RR is optional at a station, but not at an AP. 

2.2.4.4.3.3. There is always a motion to eliminate this mechanism. We had a compromise a year ago. This was the main part of that. This motion continues to go against this compromise agreement. We have to have mechanisms both in order to get this through. 

2.2.4.4.3.4. Would like to be able to make an AP that is only prioritized. It is possible to make an AP that would use HCF to give EDCF stations no time. For the motion. 

2.2.4.4.3.5. If EDCF isn’t good enough to do CC, then we need to fix EDCF and not add another mechanism. 

2.2.4.4.4. Question called without objection

2.2.4.4.5. Vote on the motion: fails 19:15:4

2.2.4.5. Move to reconsider the motion  “instruct the editor to remove the CCI  mechanism from the draft and permit RR frames during any TXOP.” And to set the time to vote on the motion to reconsider at 2PM on Wednesday, 23 January.

2.2.4.5.1. Moved John K

2.2.4.5.2. Second Williams

2.2.4.5.3. Motion to table the motion to reconsider.

2.2.4.5.3.1. Jin Meng

2.2.4.5.3.2. The chair moves to John Fakatselis. 

2.2.4.5.3.3. The chair rules that this motion goes against the motion on the floor’s intent, and the same objective can be achieved by voting down the main motion.

2.2.4.5.4. Motion to divide

2.2.4.5.4.1. Moved Duncan

2.2.4.5.4.2. Passes Without objection

2.2.4.6. Motion on the floor: to postpone the time on the motion to reconsider until 2pm on Wednesday

2.2.4.6.1. Moved John K.

2.2.4.6.2. Discussion.

2.2.4.6.2.1. We have other things to do here would not want to spend more time on it. Against the motion.

2.2.4.6.2.2. It is worthwhile to solve this now. We have failed to make any decisions to change the draft. Postponing this gives the group time to work out a solution that is acceptable to all. In favor. 

2.2.4.6.2.3. Call the question Duncan/Greg

2.2.4.6.2.3.1. Vote on calling the question: Question called 28:0:5

2.2.4.6.3. Vote: Passes 22:4:6

2.2.4.7. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchen.

2.2.4.8. Discussion

2.2.4.8.1. There are a lot of votes against CC/RR. How many? Don’t know, but the results are on the server. 

2.2.5. QoS Control Field

2.2.5.1. Delay until 4:00. Text is on the server 02/005 has been on the server since 12:00. We defer because of the 4 hour rule.

2.2.6. Side Traffic Setup and Signaling

2.2.6.1. The chair moves to John Fakatselis

2.2.6.2. Presentation of document 02/016r0 “Wireless Address Resolution Protocol”.

2.2.6.2.1. Need to determine which stations are best reached directly or best reached through the AP. Need to identify legacy stations (since it might not work right). Need to deal with power save modes, roaming, and security

2.2.6.2.2. Stations would register as being able to receive direct traffic. It is not a capability bit – it is dynamic, and can change over time.

2.2.6.2.3. AP controls whether direct is allowable for security policy.

2.2.6.2.4. AP provides Wake Notify service, and sets TIM bit for second station.

Recess for afternoon break at 3:00PM

Call to order at 3:30PM

2.2.6.3. Discussion on Wireless Address Resolution Protocol Document

2.2.6.3.1. Would like to make motion to adopt this as a baseline, without limiting future enhancements from subsequent motions.

2.2.6.4. Motion Instruct the editor to incorporate the normative and informative text contained in submission 02/016r0 into the draft.

2.2.6.4.1. Moved Duncan Kitchin

2.2.6.4.2. Second Srini Kandala

2.2.6.5. Discussion

2.2.6.5.1. Would like to add a capability field to the station’s cache. 

2.2.6.5.2. Motion to amend: “… with the addition of support for capability information in the cache.”

2.2.6.5.2.1. Moved Khaled Turki

2.2.6.5.2.2. Second Kandala

2.2.6.5.2.3. Vote on motion to amend: Passes 22:0:6

2.2.6.6. Motion on the floor: Instruct the editor to incorporate the normative and informative text contained in submission 02/016r0 into the draft, with the addition of support for capability information in the cache.

2.2.6.6.1. Discussion

2.2.6.6.1.1. This should be merged with the Bridge Portal. While it does address the mechanism, but it should be a separate motion.

2.2.6.6.1.2. This needs more work to make this solve the bridge portal problem.

2.2.6.6.1.3. Is there sufficient information defined to support the additional caching as amended? Yes, it is in an informative section.

2.2.6.6.1.4. Does the paper handle the case of inability to send frames directly? What happens in that case? 

2.2.6.6.2. Vote: Motion passes 27:0:8

2.2.6.7. The chair moves to Duncan Kitchin

2.2.6.8. Presentation of Document 02/18r0 “Enabling direct WSTA to WSTA transmissions in a QBSS”.

2.2.6.9. The chair moves to John Fakatselis

2.2.6.10. Motion: Instruct the editor  to incorporate the normative text for clause 10 as contained in submission 02/018r0.

2.2.6.10.1. Moved Srini Kandala

2.2.6.10.2. Second John Kowalski

2.2.6.10.3. Discussion

2.2.6.10.3.1. None

2.2.6.10.4. The motion is accepted with unanimous consent.

2.2.7. QoS Control Field

2.2.7.1. Deferred until 4PM, moved to section on Burst ACK.

2.2.8. Bridge Portals

2.2.8.1. The work on “WARP” ( STA-STA ) could be applicable to bridge portals. We will be returning to the subject up later this week.

2.2.9. EDCF

2.2.9.1. Motion: Instruct the editor to add the following sentence to the end of clause 6.1.1.1: “Management frames shall always be sent at the highest delivery priority.”

2.2.9.1.1. Moved John Kowalski

2.2.9.1.2. Second Srini Kandala

2.2.9.2. Discussion

2.2.9.2.1.  This is not testable.

2.2.9.2.2. Priority mapping is according to 802.11d-1998, which already says that management frames are already prioritized above best effort data.

2.2.9.2.3. There is an issue with sequence numbers. 

2.2.9.3. Motion to amend to “Management frames shall be treated as the highest priority frame with respect to channel access at the transmitting QSTA”

2.2.9.3.1. Moved Raju Gubbi

2.2.9.3.2. Second John Kowalski

2.2.9.3.3. Discussion

2.2.9.3.3.1. This makes it clear that it is dealing with channel access, and not sequence numbers. 

2.2.9.3.4. The motion to amend passes with unanimous consent.

2.2.9.4. Main Motion: : Instruct the editor to add the following sentence to the end of clause 6.1.1.1: “Management frames shall be treated as the highest priority frame with respect to channel access at the transmitting QSTA”

2.2.9.4.1. Discussion

2.2.9.4.1.1. This only applies to management frames generated in the MAC. 

2.2.9.4.1.2. Then what about this 802.1d comment? Those management frames are not the same? This motion only refers to 802.11 management frames. 

2.2.9.5. Motion to amend: Change “Management Frames” to “MMPDUs”

2.2.9.5.1. Moved Srini Kandala

2.2.9.5.2. Second John Kowaski

2.2.9.5.3. Motion passes with unanimous consent

2.2.9.6. Main Motion: : Instruct the editor to add the following sentence to the end of clause 6.1.1.1: “MMPDUs shall be treated as the highest priority frame with respect to channel access at the transmitting QSTA”

2.2.9.6.1. Discussion

2.2.9.6.1.1. Call the question without objection.

2.2.9.6.2. Vote: Fails 17:19:4

2.2.10. EDCF

2.2.10.1. Presentation of Document 01/408r3 “Use of AIFS” Matt Sherman

2.2.10.1.1. Two forms of AIFS, the original TCMA proposal, and what is in the draft. 

2.2.10.1.2. Recommends to unify DCF and EDCF timing relationship. 

2.2.10.2. Requests agenda time tomorrow for making motions on this. Motions have not been on server for 4 hours.

2.2.10.3. Discussion

2.2.10.3.1. What is D-AIFS? It is what is in the draft, which is different that what was intended. 

2.2.10.3.2. Discussion will continue tomorrow with motions.

2.2.11. EDCF

2.2.11.1. Presentation of document 02/048r0 (presentation) and 01/566r3 (with normative text) “EDCF and TXOP Bursting Simulation results” Sunghyun Choi.

2.2.11.1.1. An EDCF TXOP can transmit only a single MSDU, but a polled TXOP can allow multiple MSDUs.

2.2.11.1.2. EDCF bursting should be allowed. 

2.2.11.1.3. Simulation results show improved throughput and reduced dropped packets when using EDCF Bursting. 

2.2.11.2. Discussion

2.2.11.2.1. Does the traffic stay within acceptable jitter bounds? It wasn’t simulated, but it shouldn’t be a problem.

2.2.11.2.2. Would this bursting affect good HC scheduling? How to keep from blocking the HC? No, the HC still controls the CP TXOP-limit.  

2.2.11.3. Motion: To instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text contained in submission 01/566r3 slide 6 into the draft

2.2.11.3.1. Moved Sunghyun Choi

2.2.11.3.2. Second Anil Sanwalka

2.2.11.3.3. Discussion

2.2.11.3.3.1. EDCF was designed to provide a minimal level of QoS, and HCF is designed for robust QoS. We keep trying to grow EDCF into something it wasn’t intended for. We should encourage the use of HCF when it is appropriate. Against the motion.

2.2.11.3.3.2. Is there a requirement that stations implement EDCF bursting?

2.2.11.3.3.3. Was this simulation being done with HCF? No. 

2.2.11.3.3.4. It would have been better performance and less complexity.

2.2.11.3.3.5. The HC has to schedule around this behavior of stations. What is the impact on the HC and scheduler? What is the increase in complexity there? The HC should work even with the worst case, and the TXOP limit provides a bound. 

2.2.11.3.3.6. Call the question (Stephens / Sanwalka)

2.2.11.3.3.6.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 14:4:18

2.2.11.3.4. Vote: Motion fails 9:24:8

2.2.11.4. Any No-Voter comments related to EDCF that wish to make a statement?

2.2.11.4.1. We don’t enough time for that. 

2.2.12. Motion to Recess – without objection

3. Monday Evening Session

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Called to order at 18:53

3.1.2. In the chair:  Duncan Kitchin

3.1.3. Author of this session: Adrian Stephens

3.2. Comment Resolution

3.2.1. Chair invites those with EDCF comments, but no presentations to bring them and make a motion.

3.2.2. EDCF

3.2.2.1. Motion: to instruct the editor to add comments and clarify that EDCF is an option and make only the controlled access component of HCF required implementation.

3.2.2.1.1. Moved: Peter Loc

3.2.2.1.2. Second: Khaled Turki

3.2.2.1.3. Against: Maarten Hoeben.  It goes against what we’ve been doing for a long time.  It doesn’t solve anything. 

3.2.2.1.4. ??: Mat Sherman.  Removing something reduces complexity.  If it’s OK for HCF to be an option, so should EDCF.

3.2.2.1.5. John Kowalski.  Need to be decisive

3.2.2.1.5.1. Kowalski:  Move to postpone a vote until 4:00pm Wednesday.

3.2.2.1.5.2. Second: Steve Williams

3.2.2.1.5.3. Against: Mat Sherman

3.2.2.1.5.4. Against: Adrian Stephens.  Why wait for other TGs to be present?

3.2.2.1.5.5. Against: Mat Sherman.  It’s not a good idea to put stuff off.  This is a full meeting of TGe,  so why put stuff off?

3.2.2.1.5.5.1. Call the questions: Anil Sanwalka / Mat Sherman.

3.2.2.1.5.5.2. Passed by acclaim.

3.2.2.1.5.6. Fails: 21/22/5 (procedural)

3.2.2.1.6. Against: Steve Williams.  Many applications are served by EDCF.  Requiring HCF adds cost.

3.2.2.1.7. For: Sid Schaum.  Feels in dilemma.  Recognize work in EDCF in the standard and that passing motion may be disruptive.  In favor technically because people need to be pointed to one access method that provides robust QoS.  Letter ballot comments show confusion as to EDCF/HCF roles and redundant mechanisms.  If made it optional, most would implement it anyway.  One needs to take a dominant role.  

3.2.2.1.8. Against: Adrian Stephens.  1.  Reliable lowest-common denominator is EDCF.  2.  Reducing optionality is a good thing for manufacturers and WECA.

3.2.2.1.9. For: Sid Schaum.  Don’t thinks making EDCF optional is in the same class as making HCF optional re: interoperability.

3.2.2.1.10. Against: Maarten Hoeben.  Thinks we have a nice balance between capabilities of EDCF/HCF.  Thinks both are necessary and removing EDCF will be disruptive

3.2.2.1.11. ??: John Kowalski.  Is not EDCF already optional?.  AIFS are not required to be different numbers.  Am I wrong?

3.2.2.1.12. For: Peter Loc. Their simulations show EDCF works poorly with legacy stations.

3.2.2.1.13. Chair passes to John Fakatselis

3.2.2.1.14. Against: Duncan Kitchin.  EDCF should take bandwidth away from legacy stations, so does HCF.  This is a design goal of TGe.  Optionality is bad. 

3.2.2.1.15. For: Jin-Meng Ho.  Technically EDCF is not normative.  The number of queues is currently not defined.  The mapping of TCID to TC to Queue is not defined. There is no mechanism for using it.  Stations may use only the highest-priority queue,  achieving no separation of traffic classes.

3.2.2.1.16. For: Mat Sherman. Mat sees EDCF as mandatory in the AP – at least transmitting EDCF parameters.  There is no consensus

3.2.2.1.17. Against: Menzo.  Happy with combination we’ve got now.  Don’t agree with intent to weaken what we’ve got. Simulations by Greg Chesson support EDCF in a range of situations,  and have also seen poor HCF simulations.

3.2.2.1.18. Sean Coffey:  Call the Question

3.2.2.1.18.1. Second: Zyren

3.2.2.1.18.2. Passes: 48/10/2 (procedural)

3.2.2.1.19. Fails: 28/28/4 (technical) 

3.2.2.2. Notice that 01/403r4 (updated since presentation today) will be voted on tomorrow.

3.2.3. (Chair passes to Duncan Kitchin)

3.2.4. HCF Polling

3.2.4.1. 02/22r0 – postponed until Burst Ack and QoS discussion.

3.2.4.2. Chair Passes to Jon Rosendahl

3.2.4.3. Presentation: Duncan Kitchin, 02/15r1. “HCF Channel Access Rules”.  Proposed normative text (no presentation).

3.2.4.3.1. (Chair Passes back to John Fakatselis)

3.2.4.3.2. An attempt to describe frame-exchange rules using a methodology closer to a state machine behaviour.  Includes a few pages of informative text to give an easy background/intro.

3.2.4.3.3. The only intentional technical changes are: 1. to limit the amount of time the HC uses for polled channel access.  This is based on MIB parameters defining the proportion of time that it can use for its polling.  This could be set to 100% to achieve total control. 2. There is also a limit on CAP burst length based on a CAP timer.

3.2.4.3.4. Expects QoS CF-polls to be used only to deliver a TXOP (not data).  Data can be sent from the HC as part of a CAP, but these are not CF-polls.  This generates some nasty corner-cases,  but there has been a lot of push-back from people who want to do this.  

3.2.4.3.5. HC reclaims control of the medium after a PIFS.   Two ways of doing this: either the HC or the STA detect failure.  Believes HC detection is more robust in the presence of errors.  On failure of an ACK, the transmitting station does a new channel access and the HC regains control of the medium.

3.2.4.3.6. New text in section 9 to describe what happens when TSpecs are created and destroyed.

3.2.4.3.7. Says HCF polling is distinct from PCF polling – it is delegation of time.

3.2.4.3.8. Keith. Cannot find r1. Duncan: its in \\pluto\venus\submissions\TGe.

3.2.4.3.9. Keith: Does the doc include frame exchange sequences.  A: no – frame exchange rules?

3.2.4.3.10. Sri: Error recovery is currently role of TXOP holder currently.  A: yes.  Sri: when is CAP timer incremented?

3.2.4.3.11. John Kowalski: Does this require that after every CAP is enough time for one MPDU?  A: depends on parameters (CAP timer and limit).   JK: It prevents the HC polling multiple stations.  A: no – it is based on a CAP – may be different destinations.

3.2.4.3.12.  Adrian Stephens: Loss of TXOP by station supporting 802.15.2 coexistence mechanism that defers to SCO traffic.

3.2.4.3.13. Duncan requests straw poll on: “ whether return of control to the medium should be the responsibility of the HC or TXOP holder.”

3.2.4.3.13.1. 5 for HC, 12 for TXOP holder, 18 did not participate.

3.2.4.3.14. Based on above,  Duncan proposes to come back tomorrow with an r2 incorporating the above change.

3.2.4.3.15. Matthew Sherman: Michael Fisher will 02/12 that will describe frame exchange sequences.  In the overlap BSS case, how does what he has cope?  A: has proposed a mechanism, but doesn’t expect the BSS overlap mechanism based on contention to work very well.

3.2.4.3.16. Jin-Meng: could we address “no” votes to HCF polling, and what specific comments does this address.  Concerned that adoption of this document would generate more no votes if HCF is required to operate in the contention period.

3.2.4.3.17. Sri: is the medium occupancy timer valid given the decision this afternoon to only send a single MSDU in an EDCF TXOP?  A: it’s the same mechanism, the same timer.  Q: What values for the parameters?  A: CAP rate of about 70-80%.

3.2.4.3.18. Bob: HC cannot send a Poll to anything that hasn’t sent a queue-state or TPEC.  Is TSPEC response necessary?  A: there is none at the moment – it’s what’s there at the moment.  Someone else could add one.  Q: everybody here should read this very carfully.

3.2.4.3.19. Sid Shaum.  Applaud what’s here.  Wants to consider after ample time for consideration given scope of material and given there are presentations in conflict.

3.2.4.3.20. Sunghyn: Seems like there are lots of minor points that are inconsistent.  A: yes, he had to make lots of assumptions in going through and being unambiguous.

3.2.4.3.21. Revised version to be presented tomorrow.

3.2.4.4. Motion:  Instruct the editor to delete the words: “ and/or increase CCI length to reduce contention” from subclause 9.10.4.4 of the draft.

3.2.4.4.1. Moved: John Kowalski

3.2.4.4.2. Seconded: Srini

3.2.4.4.3. ??: Mat.  Doesn’t see it causes any problem.

3.2.4.4.4. Adrian: any reduction in CC/RR is a good thing.

3.2.4.4.5. Passes: 15/1/12 (technical)

3.2.5. Duncan:  suggest we consider breaking into Ad-hoc groups tomorrow morning to handle some specific issues.

3.2.5.1. John F: rules this in order and in the spirit of the group.

3.2.5.2. Possible groups: AP mobility, changes to Duncan’s document.

3.2.6. John F: Chair’s comments.

3.2.6.1. Annex 2 to the operating rules.  Presentation of guidance on how we should get to re-circulation.

3.2.6.2. No new “no” votes to unchanged clauses.

3.2.6.3. Eliminate “no” votes if all proposed changes from that ballot are accepted.

3.2.6.4. If the TG does not accept the objection,  or has an alternative, the TG must contact the voter to explain the position.

3.2.6.5. Negative votes with non-specific comments can be re-classified as non-response if the comment isn’t specific enough to allow a resolution to be identified.

3.2.7. AOB

3.2.7.1. Keith: how many votes need to be turned to get 75%? A: 218 valid votes. need 139 votes,  have 101 – so need 38 additional “yes” votes.

3.2.7.2. Harry W:  please don’t put anything more on Pluto.

3.2.8. Recess at 21:02.

4. Tuesday, January 22, 2002 Morning Session.

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order at 08:15AM

4.1.2. Planning

4.1.2.1. Plan for the day – continuing comment resolution process.

4.1.2.2. Planning to split into small ad-hoc groups, and have each group work on specific comment areas.

4.1.2.3. We need to address comments of the most number of No voters.

4.1.2.4. Could we find people with a small number of ballot comments. Perhaps a group could focus on these specific no-votes that are easily resolvable?

4.2. Ad Hoc Groups

4.2.1. Burst Acknowledgements

4.2.1.1. There are several submissions on this topic. There are a number of comments, and concerns about implement-ability.

4.2.1.2. Members

4.2.1.2.1. Sid

4.2.1.2.2. Maarten - lead

4.2.1.2.3. Isaac

4.2.1.2.4. Yasu

4.2.1.2.5. Jay

4.2.1.2.6. Ohtani

4.2.2. HCF Frame Exchange Rules

4.2.2.1. We need to work on the proposed normative text in the group.

4.2.2.2. Members

4.2.2.2.1. JM - lead

4.2.2.2.2. Sri

4.2.2.2.3. Atul

4.2.2.2.4. Sun

4.2.2.2.5. Toru

4.2.3. AP Mobility

4.2.3.1. The issues of an IBSS. The HC isn’t supported in an IBSS. The opportunity for QoS in an IBSS is limited. The suggestion is to “elect” an AP. Group will develop idea and normative text.

4.2.3.2. Members

4.2.3.2.1. Adrian - lead

4.2.3.2.2. John

4.2.3.2.3. Chao

4.2.3.2.4. Jeon

4.2.3.2.5. David

4.2.3.2.6. Minoru

4.2.3.2.7. Joerg

4.2.3.2.8. Toshi

4.2.4. MAC Frame Formats

4.2.4.1. Lack of description and use of QBSS load element, and error statistics element. Parameters and TSPEC granularity. 

4.2.4.2. Members

4.2.4.2.1. John K 

4.2.4.2.2. Bob

4.2.4.2.3. Khaled - Lead

4.2.4.2.4. Atul

4.2.5. FEC

4.2.5.1. Members

4.2.5.1.1. Ivan - lead

4.2.5.1.2. Shugong

4.2.5.1.3. Lior

4.2.5.1.4. Ken

4.2.5.1.5. Dor

4.2.5.1.6. Fred

4.2.6. Special group for “Individual Ballot” resolution.

4.2.6.1. Members

4.2.6.1.1. Matthew Sherman

4.2.6.1.2. Harry

4.2.6.1.3. Tim 

4.2.6.1.4. John

4.3. Recess for ad hoc working groups.

5. Tuesday Afternoon, January 22, 2002

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. The session is called to order at 1:00PM by John Fakatselis

5.2. Review of Letter Ballot and Voting

5.2.1. Overview of process

5.2.1.1. Review of Letter Ballot and Recirculation rules.

5.2.1.2. We can have Recirculation ballots on a shorter time schedule.

5.2.2. Process for turning No Votes to Yes Votes

5.2.2.1. We located 27 voters with a small number comments.

5.2.2.2. We need to deal with changes to the draft causing Yes votes to change to No votes.

5.2.2.3. We need to prioritize on compromises that gain consensus. 

5.2.3. Discussion

5.2.3.1. Ballot comments should focus on subjects that improve the standard, and not achieving on their personal “agenda”.

5.2.3.2. If a person abstains due to lack of expertise, how do we convert them? These people are looking at the rest of the group to say when the standard is ready. We will provide forms to allow the abstain votes to change.

5.2.3.3. We have about 32 people with abstains.

5.3. Consensus on key topics

5.3.1. Table of issues and opinions

5.3.1.1. Straw polls for each of the issues

5.3.1.1.1. Who votes no if it is mandatory

5.3.1.1.2. Who vote no if optional

5.3.1.1.3. Who votes no if not present

5.3.2. Discussion

5.3.2.1. Can we identify what features address certain applications. IE if we want to address an application, what pieces are needed. Also this applies to interoperability. 

5.3.2.2. There are 64 voters and nearly voters in the room.

5.3.3. The Table of Straw Polls

	
	will vote “no” if it’s mandatory
	will vote “no” if it’s optional
	will vote “no” if it’s not in

	HCF polling
	0
	44
	49

	EDCF
	5
	15
	26

	CCI
	21
	19
	7

	Bridge portals
	31
	10
	0

	Side traffic
	11
	15
	22

	Burst ack
	14
	23
	25

	FEC
	23
	10
	22

	IBSS QoS
	8
	5
	18

	OBSS mitigation
	9
	12
	13


5.3.4. Discussion

5.3.4.1. Motion to reconsider the motion on Bridge Portals yesterday.

5.3.4.1.1. Moved Matthew Sherman

5.3.4.1.2. Second Steve Williams

5.3.4.2. Discussion

5.3.4.2.1. In favor – The table speaks for itself.

5.3.4.2.2. No one against the motion to reconsider. 

5.3.4.3. Vote on the motion to reconsider – Passes by unanimous consent

5.3.4.4. Motion: Instruct the editor to remove bridge portals and all references to bridge portals from the draft.

5.3.4.4.1. Discussion

5.3.4.4.1.1. The capability bit indicating the ability to handle WDS frames is useful

5.3.4.4.2. Motion to amend: Add “except for the capability bit indicating support for WDS”

5.3.4.4.2.1. Moved John Kowalski

5.3.4.4.2.2. Second Sid Schrum

5.3.4.4.2.3. Discussion on the amendment

5.3.4.4.2.3.1. Against the amendment – the problem with Bridge Portals is that it is incomplete. This is not clear what is being done with it.

5.3.4.4.2.3.2. The problem with the current standard is you don’t know if an AP can support WDS. We need to add the explanation.

5.3.4.4.2.3.3. Against – the bit indicates bridge portals and implicitly should be considered separately.

5.3.4.4.2.4. Call the question on the amendment, without objection

5.3.4.4.2.5. Vote on the amendment. Fails 1:35:12

5.3.4.4.3. Discussion on the main motion.

5.3.4.4.3.1. Call the question (John/ Greg)

5.3.4.4.3.2. Vote on calling the question: passes 35:2:5

5.3.4.4.4. Vote on the main motion: Passes 45:5:4

5.4. Reports from Ad Hoc Groups

5.4.1. Burst ACK Group

5.4.1.1. One proposal is in document 004r0

5.4.1.2. Another proposal in 014r0

5.4.1.3. Another in 063r1. 

5.4.1.4. Commonality between 04 and 063. There is a partial solution for resource issues.

5.4.1.5. We need to look further at 014r0 to see if there is a more complete solution.

5.4.2. HCF

5.4.2.1. HCF Comment resolutions- Described in document 02/xxx (Matt Sherman)

5.4.2.1.1. The vote on Bridge portals solves some comments

5.4.2.1.2. One remaining comment from Weiyi Li. The comment is not specific enough to resolve.

5.4.2.1.3. All other comments have proposed resolutions.

5.4.2.2. Specific Comment Resolutions

5.4.2.2.1. Comment in Row 1: Suggested resolution to use fragmentation already in the standard. 

5.4.2.2.1.1. Resolution accepted without objection.

5.4.2.2.2. Comment in Row 2

5.4.2.2.2.1. Comment Accepted.

5.4.2.2.3. Comment in Row 3: TXOP and ACK Rate. The group determined that the ACK rate is specified. The comment is not accepted as is. Resolution is to create a clarification. 

5.4.2.2.3.1. Resolution accepted without objection

5.4.2.2.4. Comment in Row 4: Multi Rate behavior in CFB. The group was unsure what this meant. If we can’t locate the person, we will reject the comment seeking clarification.

5.4.2.2.4.1. Resolution accepted without objection

5.4.2.2.5. Comment in Row 5: regarding bridge portals. Comment accepted – bridge portals have been deleted by previous motion.

5.4.2.2.5.1. Resolution accepted without objection

5.4.2.2.6. Comment in row 6,7,8; No action, not part of No Vote.

5.4.2.2.7. Comment in row 9: Accepted  Resolution – instruct the editor define MIB values. Comment Accepted. 

5.4.2.2.7.1. Resolution accepted without objection

5.4.2.2.8. Comment in Row 10: Still requires resolution. Regarding collision of CF-poll and backoff procedure. This is in the area of OBSS. Comment accepted, no action required. There is additional work on OBSS under consideration.

5.4.2.2.8.1. Resolution accepted without objection

5.4.2.2.9.  Comment in row 11: Clarification of definition of superframe. Accepted – asking editor to clarify

5.4.2.2.9.1. Resolution accepted without objection

5.4.2.3. Summary 3 rejected, 5 accepted, 4 no-action. 

5.4.2.4. Other comments from Document 060r0 (Jin Meng) relating to EDCF access. 

5.4.2.4.1. Comment in Row 8: EDCF fewer than 8 queues. Resolution: use the priority of the frame at the head of the queue. 

5.5. Closing

5.5.1. Next session tomorrow at 1:00PM

5.5.2. Leaders of ad-hoc groups to meet at 9:30AM tomorrow to work on process.

5.5.3. The straw poll indicates a possible path to resolution

5.5.3.1. We need to look at CCI, IBSS QoS, and OBSS.

5.5.4. Announcements

5.5.4.1. Burst ACK ad hoc will meet at 7PM.

5.5.4.2. The editing team will meet now.

5.6. Recess at 3:00PM

6. Wednesday Afternoon, January 23, 2002

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order at 1:10PM

6.1.2. Announcements

6.1.2.1. We will have the new draft on the server by 3:30PM tomorrow. Tomorrow evening we will have the presentation of the draft

6.1.2.2. Depending on the vote change results, we will attempt to initiate a new letter ballot, or a recirculation ballot.

6.1.2.3. Vote Change response forms will be collected until tomorrow at 7:30PM.

6.1.2.4. The editorial team will meet after this meeting.

6.1.3. Discussion and Comments

6.1.3.1. What is the chairs feeling on needing to produce SDL before we can pass a letter ballot. Yes, that is a requirement. 

6.1.3.2. When does the draft need to be on the server? By 4:30? The draft needs to be available 1 hour before a motion to accept it. The chair believes the draft must be available by 6:30 tomorrow, for presentation at 7:30PM.

6.1.3.3. The chair points the members to Draft 2.0a, which contains editorial updates.

6.1.3.4. Any normative text  must be added according to the 4 hour rule.

6.1.3.5. The chair will investigate the details of the rules. 

6.1.4. Review of list of issues

6.1.4.1. AP Mobility

6.1.4.2. FEC

6.1.4.3. Burst ACK

6.1.4.4. HCF

6.2. Presentations

6.2.1. Report from AP Mobility Group

6.2.1.1. New version of document, added an informative section in 5.1. 

6.2.1.2. Document 01/066r2 “AP Mobility Mechanism”, Adrian Stephens

6.2.1.3. Overview

6.2.1.3.1. IBSS limits power saving, and is less reliable protocol.

6.2.1.3.2. There is no support for the HC in the IBSS. The HC provides better QoS.

6.2.1.3.3. Issue with TGi – how to create security association in the IBSS case. If this is accepted, it makes the TGi work to resolve this much easier.

6.2.1.3.4. Similarly, a dynamic HC would help with TGh DFS control as well.

6.2.1.3.5. Define a new term “QoS AP Capable Station”, QAPCS.

6.2.1.3.5.1. Why restrict to QoS – no reason.  The FEC option is not tied to QoS, for example.

6.2.1.3.6. QAPCS only operates when there are no legacy APs present. The “most capable” station is elected to be the AP.

6.2.1.3.7. Ranking is determined, and the most capable will take over when it appears.

6.2.1.3.8. We don’t try to solve the hidden node problems. 

6.2.1.3.9. Switching between APs does not preserve state. (It is the same as a roaming event)

6.2.1.3.10. Define QAPCS parameter set element. Not transmitted by static APs.

6.2.1.3.11. Making all stations be QAPCS, you are guaranteed that you always have in infrastructure network. A radical view, not proposed here.

6.2.1.3.12. Review of behavior and ranking mechanisms.

6.2.1.4. Discussion

6.2.1.4.1. How do you create the equivalent situation as two APs? You don’t.

6.2.1.4.2. Does the station have access to a portal? Does that enter into the ranking? This does not enter inter-bss bridging. Bandwidth to infrastructure is considered in the ranking. 

6.2.1.4.3. Would like to see hidden nodes specifically addressed

6.2.1.4.4. Concern that this protocol could create havoc with TGf. If APs with DS connection participate. A solution would be requiring  any AP with a portal connection to the DS appears as a legacy AP. 

6.2.1.4.5. Not expecting the networks to be highly dynamic with frequent changes of AP. Mobility is seen only as a response to failure. TGf must cope with this failure and recovery scenario.

6.2.1.4.6. How is this mechanism activated? This still needs to be worked out.

6.3. Fixed Time Agenda

6.3.1. Postponed Motion

6.3.1.1. Move to reconsider the motion  “instruct the editor to remove the CCI  mechanism from the draft and permit RR frames during any TXOP.”

6.3.1.1.1.  Moved John K

6.3.1.1.2. Second Williams

6.3.1.2. Discussion

6.3.1.2.1. Suggests that the straw poll indicates that the CCI should be removed.

6.3.1.2.2. This motion has been rehashed multiple times, we should drop it.

6.3.1.2.3. Supports reconsideration.

6.3.1.2.4. half agrees with the chart – every case results in some people unhappy. Doesn’t agree that this should be reconsidered. Both mechanisms are needed to reach consensus.

6.3.1.2.5. Feels that an inclusive draft does not bring consensus. 

6.3.1.2.6. Calls the question (Duncan / Anil) 

6.3.1.2.6.1. Vote on calling the question: passes 58:2:3

6.3.1.3. Vote on the motion to reconsider: Passes 48:17:8

6.3.1.4. Motion on the floor: “Instruct the editor to remove the CCI  mechanism from the draft and permit RR frames during any TXOP”

6.3.1.4.1. Discussion

6.3.1.4.1.1. Against the motion – this is the wrong motion. The feedback to the RR is in the CC, there would be no feedback. This motion would create a problem that is in the editors power to resolve. There are a variety of usage models that are supported by TGe. One common thread is the need to obtain TXOPs with bounded latencies. Any mechanism for reservation requests must be evaluated under conditions of heavy load but not overload. In that case,  There was an unsolved problem in the original MAC development that would have been solved by CC/RR. From the EDCF point of view, in the case of high load. The backoff is based on the time when the network is idle. Under normal 11b DCF timing, the average decrement is 1.5 per arbitration. If contending with the highest EDCF priority, there would be 5 transmissions intervening before an RR can be sent. In the 11a environment, it is closer to 7 intervening transmissions. If the contenders are high priority as well, the result is excessive collision and backoff. The minimum solution would be to allow RR be sent only at the highest priority. But that does not allow any priority above legacy. Against the motion.

6.3.1.4.1.2. RR is the only frame that is sent with CCI. Would have to send in every CCI.  Still favors the motion. 

6.3.1.4.1.3. Would RR frames be sent in response to a poll from the AP? Requests a re-phrasing of the motion. 

6.3.1.4.2. Motion to amend: add following the word “draft” the text” …consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP..” .  The amended motion would read: “Instruct the editor to remove the CCI  mechanism from the draft consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP and permit RR frames be sent during any TXOP.

6.3.1.4.2.1. Moved Mishra

6.3.1.4.2.2. Second Williams

6.3.1.4.2.3. Discussion

6.3.1.4.2.3.1. This makes the problems of the main motion worse. This explicitly says remove the CC frame without providing feedback. Against the amendment and the motion.

6.3.1.4.2.4. Motion to amend the amendment: Add to the amendment: “add the text “and the generation of RR frames” and strike the text  “and permit RR frames to be sent in any TXOP” 

6.3.1.4.2.4.1. Moved John K

6.3.1.4.2.4.2. Second Sri

6.3.1.4.2.4.3. Call the Question (Duncan/Srini)  Vote on calling the question: 

6.3.1.4.2.5. Vote on the motion to amend the amendment: Passes 43:14:14

6.3.1.4.3. Motion on the floor: Motion to amend: add following the word “draft: the text “…consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP” and add the text “and the generation of RR frames” and strike the text “and permit RR frames to be sent in an TXOP

6.3.1.4.3.1. Discussion

6.3.1.4.3.1.1. Call the question (Duncan / Srini) 54:2:14

6.3.1.4.3.2. Vote on the motion to amend: Motion passes 47:16:11

6.3.1.5. Motion on the floor: “Instruct the editor to remove the CCI mechanism from the draft consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP and the generation of RR frames.”

6.3.1.5.1. Discussion

6.3.1.5.1.1. Concerned about crafting this on the fly. 

6.3.1.5.1.2. Calls the question (Sid / John)  Vote on calling the question: fails 41:28:10.

Recess at 3:00PM until 3:30PM.

6.3.1.5.1.3. Think CC/RR has value, but other would prefer to use EDCF mechanism. Looking for some compromise. Suggests that also simplifying the EDCF mechanism would move us forward. If we took out CC/RR and also take out persistence factor in EDCF, would people be in favor? 

6.3.1.5.1.4. These two items have nothing in common. They should be two motions. 

6.3.1.5.1.5. Amendments unrelated to the original motion are not allowed. There is no motion to amend.

6.3.1.5.1.6. Can we simplify on two fronts in the spirit of compromise. Suggests a straw poll. Voting members only. 

6.3.1.5.1.7. What should be asked is who’s vote would be different if it was done this way. 

6.3.1.5.1.8. Straw Poll: Should we find a procedure to take out CC/RR and persistence factor together? Who would be in favor? Result of straw poll 44:9:15. 

6.3.1.5.1.9. Parliamentary enquiry – how could this be achieved? Need time to determine this.

6.3.1.5.1.10. In favor of the motion, and the combination of simplification. The CCI mechanism has been around for a year. It is clear that more people would vote no if CCI is in the standard. Also suggests removal of persistence factors as a simplification.

6.3.1.5.2. Motion to amend: replace the word “remove” with “simplify the draft by removing”, and add “…and remove persistence factors and all references to persistence factors from the draft”. 

6.3.1.5.2.1. Moved Kitchin

6.3.1.5.2.1.1. Parliamentary enqiry – how is this germane to the original motion? The spirit of the original motion is simplifying the draft. 

6.3.1.5.2.1.2. The chair suggests that the motion to amend be allowed. 

6.3.1.5.2.2. Second Kowalski

6.3.1.5.2.3. Discussion

6.3.1.5.2.3.1. persistence factor is optional – this is not simplifying anything. Persistence factor has value, as does CCI. 

6.3.1.5.2.3.2. Supports the motion

6.3.1.5.2.3.3. This will result in more bundling of unrelated subjects. Against the motion.

6.3.1.5.2.3.4. Quick and dirty technologies seem to win. 

6.3.1.5.2.3.5. This is unrelated to the original motion.

6.3.1.5.2.3.6. Supports the motion. Does not think that this is unrelated, they are the same genre. They are both contention mechanisms.

6.3.1.5.2.3.7. Call the question (greg C/ Dave) without objection

6.3.1.5.2.4. Vote on the amendment: passes 42:24:7

6.3.1.6. Motion on the floor: “Instruct the editor to simplify the draft by removing  the CCI mechanism from the draft consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP and the generation of RR frames and remove persistence factors and all references to persistence factors from the draft

6.3.1.6.1. Motion to divide: 1) “Instruct the editor to simplify the draft by removing  the CCI mechanism from the draft consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP and the generation of RR frames       2) “Instruct the editor to simplify the draft by removing persistence factors and all references to persistence factors from the draft”

6.3.1.6.2. Vote on the motion to divide: passes 44:9:15.

6.3.1.7. Motion on the floor: “Instruct the editor to simplify the draft by removing  the CCI mechanism from the draft consisting of the generation of CC frames by an AP and the generation of RR frames”

6.3.1.7.1. Discussion

6.3.1.7.1.1. There is a minority that believe the CC/RR mechanism is useful. In order to move forward we have to leave this in. Against the motion. Lets finish this now.

6.3.1.7.1.2. call the question (john / Dave) vote on calling the question: passes 44:4:19

6.3.1.7.2. Vote on the motion on the floor: Fails 48:22:11.

6.3.1.8. Motion on the floor: “Instruct the editor to simplify the draft by removing persistence factors and all references to persistence factors from the draft”

6.3.1.8.1. Discussion

6.3.1.8.1.1. Against the motion. This mechanism modifies the rate at which backoffs occur.  The goal is to allow adjustment of the rate the backoff window increases, with factors other than powers of 2. It is not mandatory – you can round to any value you want. It can be made equivalent to legacy. It doesn’t have to be implemented. 

6.3.1.8.1.2. In favor – thinks binary exponential backoff is easier to implement. 

6.3.1.8.1.3. We need to simplify the standard. We want to make the MAC a commodity. For the motion.

6.3.1.8.1.4. The complexity is necessary – it makes the standard good, and gives good performance and features. Against the motion. The complexity is there for a good reason. 

6.3.1.8.1.5. Call the question (harry / srini)  without objection

6.3.1.8.2. Vote on the motion on the floor: Passes 68:12:8

6.4. Presentations, continued

6.4.1. AP Mobility

6.4.1.1. A new version will be put on the server. Will delay making a motion until 10:30AM tomorrow. 

6.4.2. Burst ACK

6.4.2.1. Report

6.4.2.1.1. We had progress on the burst ack compromise. It was on the server in Venus\To_Doc_Keeper. 

6.4.2.1.2. Meet in Ballroom B at 5:30 to continue work.

6.4.2.2. Presentation

6.4.2.2.1. Document 02/004r2, Jin Meng Ho

6.4.2.2.2. Proposal addresses buffer resource issue and re-ordering and delay issue.

6.4.2.3. Discussion

6.4.2.3.1. Did you clarify the questions about whether a sending station could send additional bursts before getting ack for first burst. Yes – it depends on the buffer size status. The transmitter knows how many based on the buffer size of the receiver. 

6.4.2.3.2. Did you fix it so when the receiver has calculated the burst ack, it could be sent on any TXOP, not just a polled txop? We use the wait field to buy the receiver more time. 

6.4.2.3.3. Still think we need to look at the null transfer handshake to establish the queue state. If the sender learns there are resources, are they committed to my stream? The intention is the resource would be dedicated. 

6.4.2.3.4. Is there an indication of the size of the burst likely to come in? The receiver sends what it is capable of, and the transmitter is expected to honor it. 

6.4.2.4. Motion: Instruct the editor to remove the concept of burst ack and all related text. 

6.4.2.4.1. Moved Anil

6.4.2.4.2. Second Maarten.

6.4.2.4.3. Discussion

6.4.2.4.3.1. There are a lot of difficulties with the concept and are not clearly specified. Every time we resolve an issue, more show up. As specified, the concept is too complex and not fully specified. 

6.4.2.4.3.2. This is premature. There has been work done on solving this problem. 

6.4.2.4.3.3. Move to table this motion.

6.4.2.4.3.3.1. Duncan / Maarten

6.4.2.4.3.3.2. Vote on tabling: passes 47:2:8

6.4.2.5. Comment resolutions on Burst Ack

6.4.2.5.1.1. Document posted on VENUS2\Submissions\Working Groups\TGe. “Priority Comments – Burst ACK -  maarten”.

6.4.2.5.2. Comment 1: Accepted, resolution based on draft document not yet accepted. 

6.4.2.5.2.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.3. Comment 2: really a clarification, not part of no vote. Comment is accepted, second interpretation is correct. 

6.4.2.5.3.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.4. Comment 3: accepted

6.4.2.5.4.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.5. Comment 4: accepted

6.4.2.5.5.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.6. Comment 5: (burst ack in table 20.1) accepted. 

6.4.2.5.6.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.7. Comment 6: Text for burst ack after table 20.1 missing. Accepted.

6.4.2.5.7.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.8. Comment 7: Delayed ACK. obsolete text. Accepted as is.

6.4.2.5.8.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.9. Comment 8: error in caption 21.3. Accepted

6.4.2.5.9.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.10. Comment 9: ack bitmap 32 octets. Change to 2 octets. Rejected – 32 is needed for fragmentation.

6.4.2.5.10.1. The No Voter accepts the resolution.

6.4.2.5.10.2. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.2.5.11. Comment 10: Burst Ack should be removed for FEC frames. Rejected because burst ack may be used for FEC. Burst ACK is not tied to FEC. 

6.4.2.5.11.1. This is part of the tabled motion.

6.4.3. Announcements

6.4.3.1. Draft to be on the server by 4:30 tomorrow

6.4.3.2. Sub-editors are requested to remain here after this session.

6.4.4. MAC Frames Group

6.4.4.1.1.1. Document “Priority Comments – MAC Frames – Khaled” Will go through comments referred to the group:

6.4.4.2. Comment resolutions

6.4.4.2.1. Comment 1: Traffic specification element. Asking group for response. Defer resolution.

6.4.4.2.2. Comment 4: 9.2.10 MinPhyRate. Asking for clarification. The editor clarifies that it is the lowest mandatory rate for the current PHY. This is because an adjacent BSS might not use the same basic rate set. Resolution: reject because this is for OBSS case.

6.4.4.2.2.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.4.2.3. Comment 12: Action Frame Format. Resolution – accept, editor will clarify text.

6.4.4.2.3.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.4.2.4. Comment 18: TGi use of element 35. Resolve in Joint Meeting tomorrow.

6.4.4.2.5. Comment 5: two definitions of D2. Accepted – instruct the editor to look at it. The editor says the source figure is not editable. Accepted.

6.4.4.2.5.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.4.2.6. Comment 6: no restriction of TC in response to poll. Pending proposal would address this issue. Defer

6.4.4.2.7. Comment 7: DialogToken numbers. Resolution: Reject. Local Significance only. 

6.4.4.2.7.1. Resolution accepted without objection

6.4.5. Announcement

6.4.5.1. Burst ACK team will meet now. 

6.4.6. Recess 

7. Joint session with TGi

8:00 am - Joint session with TGe

Meeting called to order at 8:17am

Chair:

Purpose: A forum to discus issues presented between the TGi and TGe groups.  Meant to be an open discussion.

Discussion:

Comment: One and a half years ago IE space between TGi & TGe was allocated.  TGe is encroaching on TGi space.  TGe/i should move their IE space so we don’t overlap.  How are we to move forward?

Chair: Catalog current issues.  Start discussion between editors and have them report back to their respective groups.

Comment: QoS Traffic Class.  Issues with burst ACK within traffic classes and replay attacks.  How do we deal with key mgt for sidestream traffic without going to manual configuration?

Comment: For QoS, we need to deal with the secure fast re-authentication.  Mutual authentication with AP when roaming.  Whatever solution we come up with must be independent of infrastructure mode.

Chair: There has been a lot of work done on rekeying.  Is there justification for follow-up?

Comment: Microsoft document on rekeying would be sufficient if secure.

Comment: There is an issue with fast authentication when roaming – It is nearly impossible to perform a fast reauthentication without being noticeable to the user.  Adopt a model used with cell phones – associated with 3 towers at once.  Perform some background work with new AP before making the switch.

Chair: The “make before break” concept has been discussed before.  Currently, you cannot do that due to Association rules.

Comment: The reason this hasn’t been looked at up till now is because of the Association rule.  Perform a “pre-Assoc” to not violate the rule.

Comment: There is currently a proposal in TGe (doc 02/066r2) where stations are capable of becoming an AP.  TGi needs to be involved with that effort to see if there are security issues related to this.  

Comment: The security issues with this seem to be great.  The AP gets to see all traffic in plaintext.  Attacker will claim to be new AP.  We will loose all security.

Comment: IE’s 32, 35 are being used by both TGe & TGi.

Chair: Jesse brought that up as the first issue.  Can we solve this right now?

Jesse: No, because of coordination with other task groups.

Chair: since we are in a joint e/i mtg, let’s fix it right now.

Comment: At WG Closing plenary, ask the WG to assign a block for each TG.

Motion:

Move that blocks of Element ID Codes, Status Codes, and Reason Codes be allocated to each Task Group whose PAR includes MAC changes to allow non-conflicting code assignments working in parallel.  Upon completion of any PAR, allocated but unassigned codes will revert to being reserved.

Moved by: Michael Fischer

Second: Jesse Walker

Discussion: As the motion stands, it is unilateral between the two task groups. I don’t think we have the power to do that.

Comment: Shouldn’t we state who would make these allocations?

Chair: It is assumed to be the editors. Welcome to make amendment.

Comment: I would like to amend the motion (text drafted).

PoI: Can I ask if adding the IE’s is technical or editorial?

Comment: Editorial now because we are not in SB process.  Reduces probability of editorial becoming a technical one.

Motion to Amend:

Allocation be done by WG chair and this motion if passed be taken on behalf of this joint TGi/TGe group to the Full WG for approval.Moved by: Alan Chickinsky

Second: Jesse Walker

Vote: 45-1-6 Passes

Comment: The motion indicates that these are going to be block assignments.  We did this initially and we are running out.  May it would be better to allocate codes as needed and have the list maintained by a single source (e.g. Harry).

Comment: More blocks can be allocated to each TG later.  Not restricted to a single block.  

Comment: Spending too much time on discussing

Call the question: Duncan

Second: Michael Fischer

No objection

Motion:

Move that blocks of Element ID Codes, Status Codes, and Reason Codes be allocated to each Task Group whose PAR includes MAC changes to allow non-conflicting code assignments working in parallel.  Upon completion of any PAR, allocated but unassigned codes will revert to being reserved. Allocation be done by WG chair and this motion if passed be taken on behalf of this joint TGi/TGe group to the Full WG for approval.

Moved by: Michael Fischer

Second: Jesse Walker

Vote: 48-0-3 Passes

Chair: I will meet with the TGi/TGe editors to prepare a motion for the Full WG mtg.

Chair: Any further discussion.  None

Chair: Next agenda item is the issue with Burst Acknowledgement.

Comment: In Austin, Traffic Categories (TC) were discussed.  Replay prevention would work as long a sequence number was allocated per TC.  Then we learned about Burst Ack’s.  Retransmission of an older sequence number would be seen as a replay attack.  A sequence number window may resolve this.  What is an acceptable size for the window?

Comment: Since Burst Ack is at such a low level of the MAC, why not perform security check after the full burst is received?

Comment: Skipped sequence numbers will be buffered until previous (missing) numbers are received.

Comment: We are comfortable with this then.

Comment: Is Burst mode intended to go into legacy HW?

Comment: This is dependent upon legacy HW being capable of recognizing new frame types.

Comment: TKIP is dependent on assumption that it can be handled by legacy HW.  Burst mode must be implemented below security.

Comment: The Burst ACK mechanism was proposed to resolve issues with previous Delayed ACK mechanism.  

Comment: There is a mechanism in place for legacy HW that would violate security.  

Comment: Logically, QoS would lie under Security.  This is an implementation issue.  

Comment: Burst Ack as originally defined covering 16 MSDU’s.  Has that changed?

Comment: A change was made to support up to 8 MSDU’s which results in a maximum of 128 MPDU’s, or an option to support up to 128 unfragmented MSDU’s.

Comment: Within reassembly, the MSDU’s are in order.  Out of order fragments will be rejected.  I would like to see a picture showing structure within the MAC.

Comment: Agree, the diagram is needed.  It needs to be a coordinated effort between all groups.  An ad-hoc group between MAC TG’s would appropriate.

Comment: These Acks are at the MSDU, where others are at MPDU level.  I now have more concerns regarding security.

Comment: The Acks are logically still at the MPDU level.

Sidestream Discussion:

Sidestream was originally treated like ad-hoc.  We learned that AP is to play a role.  We would like an overview from TGe on sidestream communications.

Chair: any volunteers?

Comment: Term “Sidestream” does not appear in TGe draft.  If both stations are associated to the same AP, why is there a security concern?

Comment: Sidestream overview:  AP governs all sidestream traffic.  STA indicates to AP that it is capable of sidestream.  AP can choose to not allow the sidestream channel to occur.

Comment: are broadcasts allowed in sidestream traffic?

Comment: NO, unicast only.

Comment: Prohibiting use for MC/BC is quite useful.  The keys are established between the stations and AP.  We need a pairwise key between the stations involved in the sidestream traffic.  Perhaps the AP could distribute the keys.  Perhaps an ad hoc group could be formed to discuss this issue.

Chair: any further issues?

None:

Chair: Any objection to recessing to 10:30 and the people interested in forming an ad hoc to discuss these issues meet here?

No objections.

Recessed at 9:33am

8. Thursday Morning, January 24, 2002

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. The meeting is called to order by John Fakatselis at 10:35AM.

8.1.2. Announcements

8.1.2.1. Between 3:30 to 5:30 we have AV Ad Hoc Group. 

8.1.2.2. Final session tonight

8.1.2.3. Draft review at 7:00PM

8.2. Comment resolution process

8.2.1.1. We have not made sufficient progress in resolving comments to go to a new Letter Ballot.

8.2.1.2. We need to consider improvements in the process. We have 26 hours and 2000 comments. We cannot resolve them all.

8.2.2. Discussion

8.2.2.1. It would be nice to get a consistent updated document as quickly as possible after this meeting.

8.2.2.2. The editor says that it is not possible to have a worthwhile draft at 4:30 today. If the objective is to address comments, let’s focus on resolving comments, and later incorporate into the draft. Until the rules change to require the update by 4:30 Thursday, we will never be able to have a high quality draft during the week. 

8.2.2.3. What needs to change in the rules?

8.2.2.4. We could not have done the current MAC under the current  rules. When D1.0 was released, we had a pre-draft. Significant changes were adopted in the meeting. The vote at the WG to submit a LB based on 1.0 incorporating the technical changes during  the meeting. The editing of the changes needs to occur after the meeting. 

8.2.2.5. Perhaps a different standard is needed for the first ballot, but re-ballots need to be changed. 

8.2.2.6. Propose that we approve changes to the draft, and the changes incorporated and issued for ballot after the meeting. 

8.2.2.7. There is a long process to change the 802.11 operating rules. 

8.2.2.8. There are two issues, 1) to improve the process, 2) how to work with the existing process to achieve our goal. Attempting to get 75% in one week is not practical. 

8.2.2.9. The chair would like to entertain thoughts of how to move forward between meetings. 

8.2.2.10. We need to empower the editor to implement all editorial comments between meetings. (That is not needed because the editor is already empowered). 

8.2.2.11. The simplest change would allow the ballot to occur based on incorporation of accepted text, subject to the ballot occurring when the editor has prepared a document with the approved changes. 

8.2.2.12. We might be able to have a draft by March, if we don’t make any significant changes. 

8.2.2.13. We need to change the rules so that we can go to letter ballot when we have adopted technical changes in a document, and the editor would merge them later.

8.2.2.14. We need to make a motion for the change of rules on behalf of TGe. 

8.2.2.15. Motion: To direct the chair of TGe to make a motion at the next WG Plenary meeting to modify the operating rules to allow for balloting when all the approved changes are available for the draft, but not in merged form.

8.2.2.15.1. Moved Sid Schrum

8.2.2.15.2. Second Duncan

8.2.2.16. Discussion

8.2.2.16.1. None

8.2.2.17. The motion passes with unanimous consent.

8.2.2.18. The editor is and should be empowered to make editorial changes without explicit approval. The previous motion enables this. The editor will still do his job and take care of editorial issues. 

8.2.2.19. Motion: additionally instruct the chair to include in proposed rule change empowerment of the editor to make editorial changes prior to the letter ballot

8.2.2.19.1. Moved Adrian Stephens

8.2.2.19.2. Second Duncan Kitchin

8.2.2.20. The motion passes with unanimous consent

8.3. Reports from Ad Hoc Groups

8.3.1. MAC Frames

8.3.1.1. Comment Resolutions

8.3.1.1.1. Comment 6: restrict polls to traffic category. Addressed by pending proposal. 

8.3.1.2. Presentation of related proposal

8.3.1.2.1.  Document 02/022r1 is presented. 

8.3.1.2.2. Discussion

8.3.1.2.2.1. Can the same thing be done without this RTID bit? Why constrain the traffic? It is desirable to request a frame at a certain time. Requesting a specific TC achieves that.

8.3.1.2.2.2. Believes the station should decide what of frame to send. The channel is set aside anyway, why not let the STA send something.

8.3.1.2.2.3. Is there any data to show that this is more efficient? 

8.3.1.2.2.4. What is the link between this proposal and regular voice data at intervals. That should be guaranteed because it is the highest queue.

8.3.1.2.2.5. The QoS Null response included queue state. Does this limit the queue status response? It should allow other queues, since you know the status of the addressed queue implicitly. 

8.3.1.2.2.6. This is a significant change to implementation. The station must maintain multiple queues with SIFS access. Wants to see data to show the benefit in efficiency.

8.3.1.2.2.7. Simulations are available in previously submitted documents. From the previous meeting, on HCF simulations.

8.3.1.2.2.8. The response needs to be corrected to a QoS Null frame.

8.3.1.2.2.9. If this mechanism is to be included, a bit is better. There is room in QoS control field. The RTID concept is more flexible. There is no way we can mandate an implementation to behave this way. It would cause more nulls. 

8.3.1.2.2.10. This is better handled by limiting the length of the TXOP. Then voice would fit in the small TXOP, but a data control field would also.

8.3.1.2.3. Motion: To direct the editor to modify the draft standard (section 7.1) to include an RTID bit in the QoS Control field with the following functionality (described in document 022).

8.3.1.2.3.1. Moved khaled

8.3.1.2.3.2. Second Matt

8.3.1.2.4. Discussion

8.3.1.2.4.1. What is included as part of the motion? Slide 6 and 7.

8.3.1.2.4.2. Against the motion. The bit should be used for No-Ack. 

8.3.1.2.4.3. Granting small TXOPs is the best way to request voice frames. 

8.3.1.2.4.4. Against the motion – if a station signals for a periodic poll, it makes sense to put the TSID in the flow. That serves the purpose. 

8.3.1.2.4.5. Against the motion – needs to see data that it helps. Also, this implies the AP has to guess what the station wants to send. Why not let the station decide? 

8.3.1.2.4.6. Call the question (Duncan / Kevin) passes 27:3:8

8.3.1.2.5. Vote on the motion: Fails 13:21:8

8.3.1.2.6. the document with simulations is 01/613

8.4. Recess

9. Thursday Evening, January 24, 2002

9.1. Opening

9.1.1.1. The meeting is called to order by John Fakatselis at 6:45.

9.1.2. Agenda

9.1.2.1. Motion: to modify the agenda to eliminate the special order from the TGe agenda.. 

9.1.2.1.1. Move Matt Sherman

9.1.2.1.2. Second Srini

9.1.2.1.3. Discussion

9.1.2.1.4. This is for reviewing the draft for letter ballot. We do not have a draft.

9.1.2.1.5. Motion passes with unanimous consent.

9.2. Presentations

9.2.1. AIFS

9.2.1.1. Move to adopt the changes to the draft in 01/408r4 slides 20, 21, 22.

9.2.1.1.1. Moved Matt Sherman

9.2.1.2. Presentation of 01/408r4.

9.2.1.2.1. Since first presentation Tuesday, corrections have been made. The version went from r3 to r4.

9.2.1.2.2. Definition of AIFS today, timing diagram in draft, fig 58.1. 

9.2.1.2.3. Deference and backoff are two different things. First backoff is currently during DIFS. 

9.2.1.2.4. Suggests changes so that DIFS and AIFS have same timing relationships. First backoff slot is after DIFS. 

9.2.1.2.5. Diagram is for AIFS=2. 

9.2.1.2.6. Suggests removal of fig 58.1 and replacing with modified figure 58.

9.2.1.2.7. Backoff should be at least 1 to insure no collisions with HC. 

9.2.1.3. Discussion

9.2.1.3.1. Thought the lowest AIFS was DIFS, intended for highest priority? The problem is there is no class equal to legacy – either above or below. 

9.2.1.3.2. Supports the idea. Assuming the same cwmin and max as legacy. This change allows AIFS = PIFS for better than legacy, DIFS = Legacy. A good idea. 

9.2.1.3.3. This was one objection to EDCF. 

9.2.1.4. Back to the motion

9.2.1.4.1. Seconded Sri

9.2.1.5. Discussion

9.2.1.5.1. Supports the motion – provides true legacy backward compatibility

9.2.1.5.2. In favor of the motion – it is a problem if we don’t have a legacy compatible AIFS

9.2.1.5.3. Call the question without objection.

9.2.1.6. Vote on the motion: Passes 25:1:2

9.3. Reports from Ad Hoc Groups

9.3.1. Burst Ack group

9.3.1.1. Motion: to replace the frame formats figures and text pertaining to the burst acknowledgement mechanism in the draft with those provided in document 02/004r4a.

9.3.1.1.1. Moved Maarten

9.3.1.2. Presentation of document 02/004r4a.

9.3.1.2.1. “Normative Text for Burst Ack”

9.3.1.2.2. Added a mechanism to respond with either a direct burst ack, or a regular ack later followed with a burst ack.

9.3.1.2.3. Added bits for reordering buffer size, measured in MSDUs.

9.3.1.2.4. Clause 9 – 10 have been updated, require that resources are available before initiating a burst ack. 

9.3.1.3. Discussion

9.3.1.3.1. Burst ack response will only be sent after a burst ack request.

9.3.1.4. Back to the motion:

9.3.1.4.1. Suggestion to add the following text to the motion: with the following text added at the end of page 4: “In addition to this, the receiving QSTA may send unsolicited BurstAck response frames to the transmitting QSTA which, if received correctly, shall be acknowledged

9.3.1.4.2. Seconded – Jie

9.3.1.5. Discussion

9.3.1.5.1. Against the motion, without the suggested text.

9.3.1.5.2. Motion to amend the motion byadding: adding with the following text added at the end of page 4: “In addition to this, the receiving QSTA may send unsolicited BurstAck response frames to the transmitting QSTA which, if received correctly, shall be acknowledged.

9.3.1.5.3. Moved Gubbi 

9.3.1.5.4. Second Fischer

9.3.1.5.5. Discussion

9.3.1.5.5.1. Against – this brings back problems of burst ack again. Need time to assess impact.

9.3.1.5.5.2. For the motion . doesn’t see any implementation complexity added by the amendment. If time is needed, offers to table. 

9.3.1.5.6. Vote on the amendment: Fails 3:20:11

9.3.1.6. Motion on the floor: to replace the frame formats figures and text pertaining to the burst acknowledgement mechanism in the draft with those provided in document 02/004r4a.

9.3.1.6.1. Discussion

9.3.1.6.1.1. This takes away the freedom of the receiver to release its buffers. Doesn’t see why this is necessary. 

9.3.1.6.1.2. For the motion – the group has made a tremendous effort to address the concerns in the comments on the burst ack mechanism. This issue has been discussed, including the amendment. Everyone agrees it is not a good idea at this time. 

9.3.1.6.1.3. Call the question (Maarten / John) Vote on calling the question: passes 31:1:5

9.3.1.6.2. Vote on the motion: Passes 31:0:4

9.3.2. HCF

9.3.2.1. Discussion

9.3.2.1.1. One issue is the fairness between multiple queues. Proposed an alternative solution. 

9.3.2.2. Presentation of document 02/112r2a

9.3.2.3. Motion: To empower the editor to change all instances of xx[TC], including AIFS[TC], CWmin[TC], and CWmax[TC], to xxx[UP], after defining the acronym UP, which means User Priority, and to change working the make the revised draft consistent with the above changes. 

9.3.2.3.1. Moved Sunghyun

9.3.2.3.2. Second Menzo

9.3.2.3.3. Discussion

9.3.2.3.3.1. Is the editor already empowered to make this change? Is it technical whether we call it TC or UP? We just want to make sure everyone understands. It does no harm. 

9.3.2.3.4. Vote on the motion: Passes 34:0:3

9.3.2.4. Discussion

9.3.2.4.1. Which EDCF parameters to use. Problem with QSTA with less than 8 queues.

9.3.2.4.2. Proposed solution – use EDCF parameters of the frame at the head of the queue.

9.3.2.4.3. What parameter is best for post-backoff? Choose the frame that comes to the head of the queue, or if queue empty, the previously transmitted frame.

9.3.2.4.4. Normative text in 02/112r2. 

9.3.2.5. Motion: to empower the editor to incorporate the normative changes found in the Word document 01/112r2, and to change wording to make the revised draft to be consistent with the above changes.

9.3.2.5.1. Moved Sunghyun.

9.3.2.5.2. Discussion

9.3.2.5.2.1. Recognizes the problem, but there is a simpler solution. Just use the parameters of the lowest priority mapped to the queue.  

9.3.2.5.2.2. This is one way to fix this, that is another – most people thought this was the better idea. Does not accept the change.

9.3.2.5.3. Second – John K

9.3.2.5.4. Discussion

9.3.2.5.4.1. Against this, it introduces unnecessary complexity without justification. 

9.3.2.5.4.2. This will introduce corner cases. What about a frame arriving in an empty queue with post backoff? 

9.3.2.5.4.3. Does not see any positive behavior. 

9.3.2.5.4.4. This allow you to trade off complexity for feature. 

9.3.2.5.5. Motion to amend: add “changing all occurrences of “latest frame in queue[I] if the queue is empty” to “the lowest priority assigned to queue[I] if the queue is empty”.

9.3.2.5.5.1. Moved Raju

9.3.2.5.5.2. Discussion

9.3.2.5.5.2.1. This solves the problem by using the lowest priority only if the queue is empty

9.3.2.5.5.3. Second Matthew

9.3.2.5.5.4. Discussion

9.3.2.5.5.4.1. This cannot be resolved tonight, we should move on. 

9.3.2.5.5.4.2. Call the question (John / Adrian)  Passes 31:1:7

9.3.2.5.5.5. Vote on the motion to amend: Passes 10:6:24

9.3.2.6. Motion on the floor: to empower the editor to incorporate the normative changes found in the Word document 01/112r2, and to change wording to make the revised draft to be consistent with the above changes and changing all occurrences of “latest frame in queue[I] if the queue is empty” to “the lowest priority assigned to queue[I] if the queue is empty”

9.3.2.6.1. Call the question (John / Srini) Passes 29:6:6

9.3.2.6.2. Clarification of the motion questions? None

9.3.2.6.3. When was this document on the server? 2:00PM today.

9.3.2.6.4. Vote: fails 25:10:5

9.3.3. FEC 

9.3.3.1. Document 02/077r2, Ivan Oakes

9.3.3.1.1. ACK with FEC should be made optional. Indicated through station capabilities field.

9.3.3.1.2. Use Bit 10 and add appropriate text.

9.3.3.1.3. Only used if FEC is on.

9.3.3.2. Motion: Instruct the editor to add normative text to section  7.1.3.4 as stated in 02/077r0 Change 1.

9.3.3.2.1. Moved Ivan

9.3.3.2.2. Second Srini

9.3.3.2.3. Discussion – none

9.3.3.2.4. Vote: Passes 27:1:5

9.3.3.3. Discussion

9.3.3.3.1. Comment on section 7.5 – ad hoc group accepted this comment, resulting in this motion.

9.3.3.3.2. Was this editorial? This motion will include technical text in addition to bit position for FEC. Moved to frame control field. 

9.3.3.4. Motion: To change the text according to the suggested resolution in Comment 23 by Michael Fischer “Move the function of the FEC bit, currently bit 9 of the QoS control field, to bit 15 of the Frame Control field, with the provision that FEC=1 is only permitted in QoS Data type Frames. Restore the description of the Order bit which used to be present from 802.11-1999, with the provision that order=1 is only permitted in on-QoS data type frames”.

9.3.3.4.1. Moved Ivan

9.3.3.4.2. Discussion

9.3.3.4.2.1. This was commented by Michael Fischer. Just use his comment.

9.3.3.4.3. Second John K

9.3.3.4.4. Motion to amend – delete the last 4 words.

9.3.3.4.4.1. Amended without objections

9.3.3.4.5. Motion passes without objection

9.3.4. AP Mobility

9.3.4.1. Document 02/066r2, Adrian Stephens

9.3.4.2. Motion: Instruct the editor to amend the TGe draft as specified in 02/066r3

9.3.4.2.1. Moved Adrian

9.3.4.2.2. Second John K

9.3.4.2.3. Discussion

9.3.4.2.3.1. None

9.3.4.2.4. Motion passes with unanimous consent.

9.3.5. FEC

9.3.5.1. Document 02/115r0 “Updated FEC”. 

9.3.5.2. Motion: to instruct the editor to adopt the text in 11-02-115r0 into the draft, which contains the updated text for section 7.5

9.3.5.2.1. Moved Ivan

9.3.5.2.2. Srini

9.3.5.2.3. Passed by unanimous consent

9.4. New Business

9.4.1. Strategy

9.4.1.1. The chair would like to continue the ad-hoc groups between now and the next meeting, with the same leaders. 

9.4.1.2. The leaders of these groups are responsible to bring recommendations to address the comments.

9.4.1.3. Need to assign fixed times for teleconferences.

9.4.1.4. Three teleconferences in the 3 weeks preceding the next meeting, with 3 topics per teleconference.

9.4.2. Discussion

9.4.2.1. 2000 comments is still a lot. To get that much done, each group should have a teleconference each week. Three teleconferences are not enough. 

9.4.2.2. The logistics are difficult – people don’t have that much time. 

9.4.2.3. This assumes the leads will have that much time available – some may not. 

9.4.2.3.1. Srini will take over Burst Ack from Maarten.

9.4.2.3.2. Sunghyun will take leadership for the FEC group.

9.4.2.3.3. Khaled – looking to hand off leadership of MAC Frames

9.4.2.4. Supports the weekly conference. Small groups can create resolutions that are accepted by the rest of the group.

9.4.2.5. Any objection to maintain the Ad Hoc groups? None

9.4.2.6. There are some other areas we have not touched yet? 

9.4.2.6.1. For example OBSS. 

9.4.2.7. We need to group the comments and find out what needs to be addressed. 

9.4.2.8. New Ad Hoc groups should be suggested on the reflector, but the decision is by the TG Chair.

9.4.2.9. How do we address comments that don’t fit in?

9.4.2.10. Matthew Sherman will lead the OBSS group.

9.4.2.11. Did we create an “all other comments” group?

9.4.2.12. The leaders of each group should coordinate among themselves to sort the comments.

9.4.2.13. We need to generate normative text based on the comments and their resolutions.

9.4.2.14. A proposed resolution for each comment.

9.4.2.15. Communications should be on the reflector.

9.4.3. Assignment of Ad Hoc leaders

9.4.3.1. Burst Acks – Srini

9.4.3.2. HCF – Jin Meng

9.4.3.3. AP Mobility – Adrian

9.4.3.4. MAC frames – Matthew & Khaled

9.4.3.5. FEC – Sunghyun

9.4.3.6. OBSS – Matthew (after MAC Frames)

9.4.3.7. Everything Else – Keith A

9.4.4. Teleconferences

9.4.4.1. Weekly, Starting in two weeks: Week of Feb 4th
9.4.4.1.1. Monday: Burst Ack

9.4.4.1.2. Monday: FEC

9.4.4.1.3. Tuesday: HCF Rules

9.4.4.1.4. Wednesday: AP Mobility

9.4.4.1.5. Wednesday: Everything Else: 

9.4.4.1.6. Thursday: MAC Frames

9.4.4.1.7. Thursday: OBSS

9.4.4.2. Groups determine the time – the leaders of the groups on the same day should coordinate to prevent overlap.

9.4.4.3. We need to announce the teleconferences and the times on the reflector. Announce them all by next week.

9.4.4.4. Who sets up the bridge? John F will coordinate. 

9.4.4.5. Need to present counts of comments resolved and rejected? 

9.4.4.5.1. No, the chair says we need to build consensus. No voters will accept a reasonable alternative. We cannot accept all comments. 

9.4.5. Operating Rules

9.4.5.1. Proposed change to 802.11 operating rules. New section 2.8.2 section C. 

9.4.5.2. Discussion

9.4.5.2.1. Modified text provides improved process to allow letter ballots to be edited by the editor after the close of a session, with an option for a confirmation email ballot.

9.4.5.2.2. This provides a third option for the case where changes could not be incorporated during a meeting session.

9.4.5.2.3. Is there a conflict with clause B? No.

9.4.5.3. The TG chair supports this proposed change.

9.4.5.4. The WG chair points out that this is a change to the operating rules itself. This means we have to provide this to the membership the session before. One viewpoint is that it has to be presented to all of 802. Another consideration is that the voting list cannot be updated in 10 days.

9.4.5.5. If we vote on it, it is incorporated into the rules in the March meeting, and not in effect until May. 

9.4.5.6. Is there any objection to this text? None. It will be presented on behalf of the group. 

9.4.5.7. The WG chair notes that a precedent has been set in 802.1. There will be further research.

9.5. Adjourn at 9:47PM
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