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Abstract

This document has the minutes for the 802.11e TGe ad hoc meeting that took place on Feb. 24-27 in Portland OR.  This meeting was devoted to comment resolution for the 802.11e draft; the comments are located in 11-03-020r5.

Monday Feb. 24;

Comment Resolution

03020r4 is the merged comment list.

Clause 7

9.10.1: still some outstanding text, & unfinished comments.

9.11 is done

(AIFS discussion)

Mathilde  has a presentation can be done on...AIFS Definition...

Duncan has a non-Powerpoint AIFS Definition...

ACK Policy QoS Control bits same as before...

1-6  and 10 & 11 are one ad hoc group..

Clause 7 is an ad hoc group...(not done)


Incl. ACK policy, QoS Control

9.10.1

9.10.2 (excluding 9.10.2.4.2) 

9.11 (DONE)

Agreed upon Agenda: 

1. Presentations on AIFS (on comments) 45 minutes... (2:30 to 3:15)

2. Clause 1-6 3:15 to 5pm, 7-9...(80 comments)

3.  Tuesday 9-12: Clause 10...(100 comments in Clause 10)

4. Clause 7: Tuesday PM Including Evening

5. Wed. AM Clause 11

6.  Wed PM 9.10.2...(excl. 9.10.2.4.2)

7. Thursday 9.10.2 (cont.) 

8. Thursday PM “Wrap-up”

(Comment Resolution)

Tuesday, Feb. 25:

Presentation by Mathilde Benveniste on AIFS.

Straw Poll:

Who thinks we should allow HCF polled access during the CFP? 

6 votes

Who thinks we shouldn’t allow HCF polled access during the CFP (i.e., CFP is only for old-style PCF)?

11 votes.

Who would vote/did vote for  both options?

3  

Roaming needs to be addressed somehow in 802.11e, 

Action: Joint meeting in Dallas  with TGi to decide what they have to do to move forward on security for DLP.

And we should discuss QoS for roaming with TGi...

(Comment Resolution)
Wednesday Feb. 26:

(Comment Resolution)
 11e officers will seek “Written interpretation signed off by the Standards Board to determine the procedure for what happens if we get a recirculation ballot with less support than our letter ballot.”

Straw poll: who thinks that the HC should be able to modify a TS?

5

Who doesn’t  think that the HC should be able to modify a TS?

6

Who abstains?

6

If anyone has any objections to the deletion of clause 10.3.12 Medium Status update, they should prepare a presentation for the March meeting.

Straw Poll:

Who would be in favor of Duncan’s proposal and the addition of the AP dictating if an EDCF queue is serviced by EDCF or polled access?

Yes:3

No:8

Abstain:4

Is Duncan’s proposal going in the right direction to address comments related to EDCF admission control?

Yes:7

No:6

Abstain:3

Who would be in favor of deleting the distributed admission control?

Yes:9

No:4

Abstain: 4

(Comment Resolution)
Thursday, Feb. 27

(Comment Resolution)
Wrap up: We worked on comments in clauses 3-6, 10, and 11.4 

244 comments resolved. 

Total comments 1173

Resolved 150 in the previous meeting.

About 25 comments labeled red.

Discussion on how to proceed:

Member:Take 83% vote & add consensus. IMO, at this phase, we don’t entertain new ideas, lengthy discussions. The basis will be consensus. If we think by accepting a comment, we’ll get equal no votes as yes votes, we should go on. 

At this point, it should be a decision of how to answer the comments.

Member: At this phase you enter a period, if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. If you can’t show it’s fixing something that’s broke, the comment is not accepted.

Member: We might as well quit if we can’t get 83% - we  have the right to forward the last draft. 

It’s not the same philosophy as when we were evaluating proposals.

Member: I mostly agree with what you’re saying, but we are obligated to try to resolve comments. We need more time to resolve the red comments, maybe we need a timer. 

Member: the commenter doesn’t show up, we might speculate on what the commenter meant.  

If the commenter’s not there, we try to get an obvious compromise; if we can’t we  just move on.

If the commenter does show up, we have a brief discussion .

Member: We need to make sure we get to sponsor ballot soon- we have alot of comments to resolve.

Member:  There’s clustering of controversial areas.  If you can solve one or two of them, you can take care of a whole pile of comments, since they are derived from a “root issue.”

Member: We should focus on “red comments” in the Dallas meeting. And defer the “low hanging fruit” til later.

Member: I would take exception as a chair. Matthew said he prefers the red comments.  I prefer to do the low hanging fruit.

Member: Just wanted to point out the percentage of comments doesn’t mean you’re gaining the greatest percentage of voters. Some just put in 1 or 2 that they feel strongly about.

Member: We can only gain from now on. A “red” voter at this point of the process counts as much as a "minor comment voter.”

Member: What I was trying to say, if you have 20 red comments, they represent 20 no votes w/ 1 comment each. While the other comments, may be corresponding to 50 comments per person. 

Member: If I address 1 red comment, you’re addressing 20 voters. 

I hope that everybody agrees that by looking at the red comments – we may be in a no win situation, because we may create the same or more no votes. 

Member: The red comments need to be done in a larger group. I'd rather have another interim like this between the next meeting & Singapore to spend as much time as possible. 

Member: Most of the red comments can be declined and the number of “yes” voters will only increase.

Member: Some of the comments we keep bringing up, for 3 years, we’ve exhausted the air time.

Member: If we put out a recirc draft, which incorporated all solid improvements to the draft, there’s this theory that this might improve the approval rating.  It might be possible to determine if this is true. Take a look at all the red comments, & see the number of “nos.” If that’s a small subset of the group, then for all the people who had objections that are fixed, they might vote yes. So we could actually calculate  it.

Member:

Comment categories:

1. Oversights/Clarifications

2. Pointing to “broken” items

3. Redefining the 83% baseline (new radical proposals)

4. Controversial/strong preferences to an alternative.

5. (Later added) “Procedural”)
Look at them (red comments) see if there’s a last minute compromise, & go on. 

Matt: It may be debatable whether or not it’s broken.

Member: We’ll take a straw poll.

Member: 25-30 minutes per red comment (group), take a straw poll [in the whole group] and kill it if it’s not popular.

Member:  There’s several comments that arose as a result of the Sept. meeting, when the draft was totally changed...and there was an army of voters who voted for adoption of the draft. Well, I was excluded form the discussion...How do you plan to address those comments?

Member: IMO, they’d be among one of the 4 categories.

Member: So you’re going to ignore the procedural comments?

I was not given an opportunity to participate in the procedure.

Member: There were comments that procedure was not followed.

Member: They will probably be rejected.

Member: Doesn’t it behoove us to address comments related to a procedure?

Member: You need to address something wrong in the text. But for a comment to be acceptable, you have to specifically state your objection and how the text would change in the draft .

Member: If you don’t get 75% on recirc, you’ve got to craft a response to that. 

Member: That should be avoided as much as you can. 
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